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1 Executive Summary 
The Central Eyre Iron Project (CEIP) is located on the Eyre Peninsula in South Australia and comprises:  

• A proposed magnetite mining and minerals processing operation (CEIP Mine) near 
Warramboo, approximately 28 km south east of Wudinna 

• Significant infrastructure required to support the CEIP Mine and to provide the logistics 
chain to enable the export of magnetite concentrate to market (CEIP Infrastructure). This 
infrastructure comprises a long term employee village, water borefield, railway line, power 
line and deep sea port. 

On 5 November 2015, IRD Mining Operations Pty Ltd, a wholly owned subsidiary of Iron Road Limited, 
submitted an application for a Mineral Lease (ML) over the entire area of Mineral Claim (MC) 4383, 
together with a Mining Lease Proposal (MLP), to the Department of State Development (DSD) 
pursuant to section 35 of the Mining Act, 1971 (SA). The MLP covers all social, economic and 
environmental aspects of the proposed CEIP Mine and is compliant with DSD’s Minerals Regulatory 
Guidelines MG2a. 
At the same time the MLP was lodged, Iron Road submitted its Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
to the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI) pursuant to section 46B of the 
Development Act, 1993 (SA). The EIS covers all social, economic and environmental aspects of the 
proposed CEIP Infrastructure together with requirements of the Commonwealth Government’s 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999 (EPBC).  The EPBC requirements have 
been incorporated into the EIS process and will be assessed in accordance with the Bilateral 
Agreement between the Commonwealth and South Australian Governments. 
 

 
Figure 1: Overview of the CEIP components  
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1.1 Joint Consultation Process  
On 19 November 2015, DSD and DPTI commenced a joint consultation process in respect to both the 
MLP and EIS concluding on 2 February 2016, a period of almost 11 weeks. 
The SA Government facilitated three public forums in the key towns of Port Neill, Cleve and Wudinna, 
all of which were attended by representatives from DPTI, DSD and Iron Road. The forums provided 
interested parties with an opportunity to hear directly from SA Government about the respective 
application and assessment processes and how they could make submissions relating to the EIS/EPBC 
or MLP (or both) during the public consultation period. Each forum took place over a five hour period 
(2pm – 7pm) and included presentations from DPTI, DSD and Iron Road. 
Comprehensive guidelines for the application, public consultation and assessment processes relating 
to the CEIP were prepared by SA Government and made available to interested parties at the public 
forums and online. 
In addition, and in accordance with legislation and/or DSD policy, SA Government distributed both 
hard copies of the MLP and EIS, together with USB memory sticks containing electronic copies, across 
the Eyre Peninsula to landowners, local Councils and libraries. Hard copies were also available for 
viewing at both DSD and DPTI offices in Adelaide together with free electronic copies on USB memory 
sticks. 
The MLP and EIS were also available for downloading from a dedicated Government website 
(www.ceipconsultation.sa.gov.au), the Iron Road website (www.ironroadlimited.com.au) and from 
the DSD and sa.gov.au websites. 

1.2 Submissions 
At the conclusion of the public consultation period, a total of 105 public submissions were received by 
SA Government, 53 of those being supportive in nature and setting out numerous reasons why the 
CEIP is an important development to South Australia’s economic and social wellbeing. For example, 
submitters noted that the CEIP would: 

• Improve employment and career opportunities; 
• Provide a diversification of industries; and 
• Increase economic benefits and contribute to a reversing of the population decline across 

the Eyre Peninsula, particularly within the Wudinna DC area. 

Of those 105 public submissions, 16 raised issues or requests for further information/clarification to 
be addressed by Iron Road relating only to the MLP while a further 19 submissions related to both the 
MLP and the EIS/EPBC. The remaining submissions either raised concerns purely in relation to the 
EIS/EPBC or did not express any concerns or issues with the CEIP development and urged the 
Government to approve the project for the benefit of all South Australians. 

1.3 Response Documents  
On 18 March 2016, DSD and DPTI jointly forwarded a formal “Request for Response” letter to Iron 
Road together with copies of all public submissions and Government comments received in relation to 
both the MLP and EIS. Guidance on how Iron Road should respond to each was also provided.  
All of the questions and areas of concern raised in the public submissions and by SA Government 
agencies that relate to the MLP have been addressed in this Response Document (refer Attachments 
A and B respectively) and contributes directly to the assessment of the MLP by DSD. The Response 
Document will also assist in setting of appropriate conditions should the Minister for Mineral 
Resources and Energy grant a ML in respect to the CEIP Mine.  
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Iron Road has endeavoured to provide succinct responses to the written questions asked by 
submitters. 
Iron Road also commits to continue working with authorities and stakeholders to provide positive 
outcomes and looks forward to this opportunity should the ML for the CEIP Mine be granted. 
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2 Introduction 
2.1 Declaration  

In accordance with Section 35(1) of the Mining Act, 1971 and Regulation 30(4) of the Mining 
Regulations 2011: 
I, Andrew J Stocks, Managing Director of IRD Mining Operations Pty Ltd (ACN 169 060 146) of GPO 
Box 1164, Adelaide SA 5001, declare that I have taken reasonable steps to review and to ensure the 
accuracy of the information contained in this Response Document which relates to submissions made 
on IRD Mining Operations’ Mining Lease Proposal dated 5 November 2015. 

 
Signature: 
 
 

2.2 Background 
The CEIP is located on the Eyre Peninsula in South Australia and comprises: 

• The proposed CEIP Mine near Warramboo, approximately 28 km south east of Wudinna; and 
• Significant infrastructure required to support the CEIP Mine and to provide the logistics 

chain to enable the export of magnetite concentrate to market, comprising a deep sea port, 
railway line, water borefield, power line and long term employee village. 

Iron Road’s application for a ML under Section 35 of the Mining Act, 1971 was submitted to DSD on 
5 November 2015 over MC 4383 which comprises approximately 8,458 hectares of land.  
The ML application was accompanied by a comprehensive MLP which set out social, economic and 
environmental aspects of the proposed CEIP Mine and is compliant with the Mining Act, Mining 
Regulations 2011 and DSD’s Minerals Regulatory Guidelines MG2a. 
At the same time the MLP was lodged, Iron Road submitted an EIS to DPTI pursuant to Section 46B of 
the Development Act, 1993 which covered all social, economic and environmental aspects of the 
proposed CEIP Infrastructure together with requirements of the Commonwealth Government’s 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999 (EPBC). 
The MLP and EIS were open for public consultation in a process jointly undertaken by DSD and DPTI, 
commencing on 19 November 2015 and concluding just short of 11 weeks later on 2 February 2016. 
This Response Document provides further information and/or clarity on the questions and issues 
raised during the public consultation period that relate to the MLP only. Questions and issues raised in 
relation to the EIS and/or the EPBC only can be found in the separate EIS Response Document which 
has been forwarded to DPTI for assessment of the CEIP Infrastructure. 
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3 Results of the Public Consultation Process  
The results of the public consultation are encouraging, with 53 of the 105 submissions received by SA 
Government recognising that the CEIP will bring significant economic benefits to the Eyre Peninsula 
and the State including employment opportunities, a diversification of industries and, by bringing 
workers and their families to the Eyre Peninsula, a reversing of the steady population decline 
witnessed by many communities over the past 25 years.  
Of those 105 public submissions, 16 raised issues to be addressed or asked for further 
information/clarification from Iron Road in relation only to the MLP while another 19 related to both 
the MLP and the EIS/EPBC. The remaining submissions related purely to the EIS/EPBC or did not have 
any concerns or issues with the CEIP and urged the Government to approve the project for the benefit 
of all South Australians. 
In all, Iron Road has addressed 344 questions/issues (many duplicated) raised in the public 
submissions relating to the MLP (refer to Attachment A), the responses to which will directly 
contribute to the assessment of the MLP by DSD. Iron Road’s Response Document will also assist in 
the setting of appropriate conditions should the Minister for Mineral Resources and Energy grant a 
ML in respect of the CEIP Mine. 

3.1 Out of Scope Comments 
The purpose of the public consultation process was for interested parties to consider the detailed 
information contained in Iron Road’s development and mining applications and to provide comment 
on the content of those documents. However, several of the submissions received during the public 
consultation process contain a variety of questions and/or concerns that are outside the scope of both 
the EIS and MLP.  
The guidelines issued by SA Government for the CEIP public consultation process (“Central Eyre Iron 
Project – Guideline for the application, public consultation and assessment processes” – available from 
www.ceipconsultation.sa.gov.au) include various examples for consideration when preparing 
submissions, such as:  

• Did Iron Road adequately describe any potential environmental, social or economic impacts? 
• Did Iron Road overlook a key stakeholder in its community consultation process? 
• Did Iron Road propose mine closure and completion outcomes that are both appropriate 

and achievable? 

Iron Road has identified numerous questions and statements in the public submissions that it 
considers to be ’out of scope’. Nevertheless, these have been divided into 30 topics and are addressed 
in Section 6 of this Response Document. Some examples of ‘out of scope’ topics contained in public 
submissions are:  

• Opposition to mining generally or mining on agricultural and/or arable land specifically; 
• Questions relating to a perceived de-valuation of land and comments that lending 

institutions are not letting adjacent farmers mortgage their properties due to the proposed 
CEIP Mine; 

• Timing of the Iron Road submissions and SA Government’s public consultation process (e.g. 
during harvest activities, school holidays, Christmas and New Year); and 

• Costs of obtaining hard copies of the MLP.  

http://www.ceipconsultation.sa.gov.au/
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Iron Road’s understanding is that while DSD must have regard for all issues and/or concerns that are 
raised in the submissions received during the public consultation process, those that DSD deem to be 
‘out of scope’ will be considered during the assessment process but not included in the formal 
Assessment Report it prepares for the Minister for Mineral Resources and Energy. 
Iron Road management and staff are committed to discussing and resolving, where possible, matters 
of concern raised by stakeholders, including those outside of the formal bounds of the assessment 
process. 

3.2 Content of Submissions 
The various questions raised in the public submissions received during the SA Government led 
consultation process, and which relate to the MLP (including those from Wudinna District Council 
(DC)), may be found in Attachment A of this document. The majority of the positive and supportive 
submissions do not generally require a response, except for a few cases where specific questions are 
asked.  
Iron Road notes that the majority of negative submissions received are from directly impacted 
landowners or adjacent landowners, with multiple submissions received from the same small group of 
families.  
Several submissions are lengthy and contain a mixture of repetitive questions, statements, 
commentary and accusations. Other submissions are difficult to address, particularly where no direct 
query is raised. In these cases, Iron Road has paraphrased or rephrased some of the content from the 
submissions in order to succinctly respond to what the Company believes is the underlying concern. 
Iron Road recognises that some people are fundamentally opposed to mining and development, 
especially on agricultural land. The Company believes that different industries can co-exist, on a basis 
consistent with the SA Government’s Multiple Land Use Framework, and build on the strength of 
each. 

3.3 Notes to Consider 
When reading this document please note the following: 

• The author of the Tumby Bay Residents and Ratepayers Association (TBRARA) submission 
repeatedly makes reference to Iron Road’s “DFS” as opposed to either the MLP or EIS. The DFS is 
a commercially confidential document outlining the results of Iron Road’s 2.5 year feasibility 
study which has not been provided to TBRARA, or any other stakeholder, therefore in every case 
Iron Road has taken “DFS” to mean either the MLP or EIS. 

• As there is much repetition and duplication of issues among the submissions received there may 
be some instances where specific questions have been answered in the Response Document by 
reference to a similar question and associated response. 

Various submitters’ posed the same or similar questions regarding the perceived financial liability of 
the impacted District Councils (DC) due to the CEIP development. While a few of those questions have 
been answered separately in Attachment A, Iron Road provides the following response: 

• None of the DCs will be financially liable for any component of the CEIP development (e.g. such 
as the long term employee village at Wudinna, or the closure/upgrade of local roads). Iron Road 
will enter into Management Agreements with each of the four DCs directly affected following 
completion of both the approvals processes and project funding, but prior to construction 
activities commencing. Those agreements will set out appropriate arrangements in relation to 
infrastructure, roads and other relevant matters.  
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Some submissions allege that Iron Road will use only imported Chinese steel and labour and that all 
CEIP components will be manufactured offshore. Again, some questions have been separately 
addressed in Attachment A but Iron Road provides the following general response: 

• These statements are incorrect. The Requests for Budget Quotations priced in Iron Road’s studies 
were issued to, and received from, Australian based companies. However, it is also too early for 
Iron Road to provide guidance relating to aggregate Australian content as funding sources are 
likely to at least partly dictate where products and services are sourced. Regardless, Australian 
manufacturers and suppliers will be afforded opportunity to supply services to the CEIP. Iron 
Road will comply with relevant legislation in this regard, together with its Australian Industry 
Participation Plan which has been approved by the Australian Industry Participation Authority 
(established by the Commonwealth Government). In relation to the workforce, it has long been 
Iron Road’s intent to source the future long term workforce locally and regionally, for example 
from the Eyre Peninsula and upper Spencer Gulf regions. 

3.4 Summary of Issues Raised 
A summary of the number of issues raised for each MLP Chapter is outlined in Table 1 overleaf and 
shows that the main areas of concern are Air Quality and Social Environment, followed by Description 
of the Proposed Mining Operations and Surface Water. No comments were made by any party in 
relation to the Chapters on Assessment Methodology or Aboriginal Heritage and Native Title.  
The major issues raised within each of these Chapters include: 

• Impacts to agricultural values (e.g. dust on crops; saline water for dust suppression) 
• Social environment (e.g. population; cost of living/housing affordability; workforce; social 

infrastructure; volunteers, sporting associations) 
• Economic viability (e.g. iron ore pricing) 
• Mine Closure (e.g. rehabilitation; financial liability; safety) 
• Integrated Waste Landform (e.g. shading; structural failure) 
• Blasting and/or vibration (e.g. impacts on homes, structures and the Warramboo cemetery) 
• Stakeholder consultation (e.g. impacted landowners, CEIP CCC)  
• Fire hazard management (e.g. operations on fire ban days) 
• Geochemical composition of the orebody  
• Local roads (e.g. closures, design, maintenance and traffic delays) 
• Noise levels / baseline studies/sensitive receivers  
• Groundwater (e.g. impacts to aquifers; cone of depression) 
• Surface water (e.g. soil quality; salinisation; erosion) 
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Table 1: Summary of Issues Raised per Chapter 

Chapter Submission Number 

No. Title 3 4 10 11 18 19 20 21 24 25 27 30 31 32 35 40 46 50 55 56 61 65 67 68 71 72 80 82 83 92 93 94 95 96 98 99 102 Tot. 
1 Introduction                                      4 
2 Description of the existing 

environment 
                                     7 

3 Description of the proposed 
mining operations 

                                     13 

4 Statutory framework                                      2 
5 Stakeholder consultation                                      11 
6 Assessment methodology                                      0 
7  Public safety                                      10 
8 Traffic                                      9 
9 Aboriginal heritage and 

native title 
                                     0 

10 Non-Aboriginal heritage                                      6 
11 Native fauna and pest 

species 
                                     3 

12 Vegetation and weeds                                      5 
13 Soil and land quality                                      5 
14 Waste disposal and 

management 
                                     2 

15 Air quality                                      20 
16 Noise                                      9 
17 Airblast and vibration                                      8 
18 Surface water                                      11 
19 Groundwater                                      9 
20 Visual amenity                                      4 
21 Land use and tenure                                      7 
22 Social environment                                      20 
23 Economic                                      8 

APP Appendices                                      3 
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4 Issues Raised by SA Government Agencies  
As part of its standard assessment process, DSD forwarded copies of the MLP to various SA 
Government agencies for review and seeking comment regarding adequacy of matters under their 
specific areas of responsibility. Agencies that provided comment back to DSD, all of which have been 
forwarded to Iron Road for an appropriate response, include the EPA and DEWNR. 
Iron Road’s responses to the 41 issues raised by the SA Government agencies, in addition to any minor 
amendments to the MLP that have been required as a result of this process, are included in 
Attachment B of this document. Note that in two instances the responses from Iron Road have 
required the inclusion of Figures that cannot be readily accommodated in a tabular format, therefore 
the information requested by Government is set out below. 

4.1 Government Comments #2, #3 and #5 – Groundwater, Chapter 19 & Appendix N 

In support of the full responses to Government Issues #2, #3 and #5 which are set out within 
Attachment B, and all of which relate to groundwater salinity data from WaterConnect, please refer to 
Figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Data from WaterConnect 
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4.2 Government Comment # 6 - Geology/ Sterilisation, MLP Sections 2.6 and 3.5 

There is no discussion in the MLP in relation to sterilisation of mineral resources which may be 
covered with permanent structures. The area of the Integrated Waste Landform (IWL) is planned to 
be located south of the pits, as indicated on Figure 3-1.  
Figure 3-6 indicates that the IWL overlays a non-magnetic zone, i.e. no iron formation. The potential 
for the IWL to sterilise mineral resources is not adequately discussed and made clear.  
The MLP states the IWL will have a footprint of 1,970 ha and is only sized to hold 54% of the total life 
of mine waste rock and tailings material (MLP Appendix S, Page 60). Figure 3-19 shows that that the 
additional waste rock and tailings materials produced by the project will be stored in Extra Zone A 
(within the pit), and Extra Zone B (northern boundary of IWL). The potential for Extra Zone A (within 
the pit), and Extra Zone B (northern boundary of IWL) to sterilise mineral resources is not adequately 
discussed and made clear.  

Requirement from Iron Road: 

As per Ministerial Determination 006, section 3.2.1, provide a discussion of the steps that have been 
taken to ensure proposed mining operations will not sterilise/prevent future extraction of mineral 
resources. Include evidence to substantiate any conclusions in regards to the potential for sterilisation 
of future mineral resources or otherwise. 

Iron Road’s Response: 

Iron Road has conducted extensive exploration activities within EL 4849 since September 2008 which 
has included work within the boundary of the proposed ML and immediately adjacent to that land, 
including within public road reserves.  
During October 2009 Iron Road commenced a major aeromagnetic programme across EL 4849 
(formerly EL 3699) to enhance and supplement existing remote sensing data. 
This work was in response to detailed analysis by Hawke Geophysics Pty Ltd (Report: 09IRD-1 “Review 
of Geophysical Data over EL 3699, Warramboo Iron Project, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia, March 
2009”) of existing geophysical data, which includes various ground magnetics, aeromagnetics and 
gravity surveys. The area in question (Warramboo cluster) was flown by Portman Mining 
(aeromagnetics) in 2002 with a line spacing of 50m, at a height of 20m, i.e. at high resolution. 
This area is of greatest interest to Iron Road and for this reason was analysed in more detail. From 
additional processing, including inversion modelling at a spacing of 200m and a vertical depth of 
300m, no potential anomalies were identified until much further south.  
The closest anomaly of interest, named Joshua (formerly Anomaly A) occurs to the south of Nantuma 
Road and thus well clear of the southern boundary of the proposed IWL. Note that this anomaly was 
drilled during Stage IV drilling programme and was shown to be of limited extent and significance. 
To the east and west of the proposed IWL, including its footprint, no magnetic anomalies of 
significance are evident; hence no targets for drilling were ever identified. 
Figure 3 below shows the boundary of EL 4849 and the areas highlighted for the Company Stage IV 
drilling programme in 2010. 
All of the information provided above, together with the results of Iron Road’s extensive exploration 
activities since 2008, including assays, is set out in the Company’s Annual Technical Reports held by 
DSD. 
A copy of the Hawke Geophsyics Report can be provided to DSD if required. 
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Figure 3: EL 3699 (now EL 4849) and Stage IV drilling targets  
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5 Correction to Information 
An alteration to Figure 1-1 within MLP Chapter 1.2 has been made as the information did not align 
with information relating to the CEIP Mineral Resources provided elsewhere in that Chapter.  
While Chapter 1.1.1 correctly advised that the Mineral Resources for the CEIP is 4.5 billion tonnes, up 
819 million tonnes as a result of Iron Road’s last drilling programme, completed in late 2014, Figure 1-
1 showed only 3.7 Billion tonnes, the known Mineral Resources prior to that final drilling programme. 
Please refer to the updated Figure 4 below which is consistent with the CEIP Mineral Resource of 
4.5 billion tonnes. 

 
Figure 4: Updated Mineral Resources for the CEIP 

CEIP Global Mineral Resource 

Location Classification Tonnes 
(Mt) 

Fe 
(%) 

SiO2 
(%) 

Al2O3 
(%) 

P 
(%) 

LOI 
(%) 

Murphy South/Rob 
Roy 

Measured 2,222 15.69 53.70 12.84 0.08 4.5 

Indicated 474 15.6 53.7 12.8 0.08 4.5 

Inferred 667 16 53 12 0.08 4.3 

Boo-Loo/Dolphin Indicated 796 16.0 53.3 12.2 0.07 0.6 

 Inferred 351 17 53 12 0.09 0.7 

Total  4,510 16 53 13 0.08 3.5 
The Murphy South/Rob Roy Mineral Resource estimate was carried out following the guidelines of the JORC Code (2004) by Iron Road 
Limited and peer reviewed by Xstract Mining Consultants.  The Murphy South - Boo-Loo/Dolphin oxide and transition Resource 
estimate was carried out following the guidelines of the JORC Code (2004) by Coffey Mining Limited.  The Boo-Loo/Dolphin fresh 
Mineral Resource estimate was carried out following the guidelines of the JORC Code (2012) by Iron Road Limited and peer reviewed 
by AMC Consultants. 
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6 Out of Scope Questions/Comments 
As outlined in Section 1.3 above, there were numerous questions and/or comments received in the 
public submissions that are considered to be ‘out of scope’ as they do not directly relate to the 
content of the MLP or the results of Iron Road’s impact assessments. The Company’s understanding is 
that while DSD must (and will) have regard for all issues and/or concerns contained in the 
submissions, any ‘out of scope’ matters will not be included in its formal Assessment Report to the 
Minister.  
Iron Road has endeavoured to provide responses to the issues it believes are ‘out of scope’ below. 

6.1 The proposed open cut mine at Uley, Wanilla and later at Koppio will destroy the Eyre 
Peninsula’s sole remaining water supply. 
This comment refers to other potential mines on the Eyre Peninsula that are, or may be, 
proposed by parties other than Iron Road and therefore does not relate to the CEIP. 

6.2 Why were the documents released for public consultation when they were? 

Inflexibility in time is unjust over the harvest period. 

How could Iron Road overlook the harvest season when submitting their MLP? Who takes 
responsibility for this, as those engaging with the local community have been made well 
aware of the busyness of harvest for farmers? 

Why was the proposal released at this time of year? Why wasn’t it held until January? 

The timing of the IRD submission to the State Government has left us very time poor to do 
total justice to the response we provide for the submission. 
Iron Road had publicly advised stakeholders that both the MLP and EIS would be lodged during 
the latter part of 2015 (e.g. CEIP CCC communication of 28 September 2015; monthly updates 
in The Granite newsletter; project updates to various stakeholders from staff via meetings and 
telephone calls).  
While much effort is made, it is not always practical to conduct events and consultation 
activities outside of peak farming periods. Moreover, due to the seasonal activities, Iron Road 
did not object to SA Government’s decision to hold an extended public consultation period of 
almost 11 weeks for submissions to be made in relation to the MLP and/or EIS.  
Iron Road notes that the average timeframe for public consultation on a proposed mining or 
other development is six weeks. 

6.3 I was also greatly disappointed when I put in a request to both IRD and DSD that if I wanted a 
hard paper copy for my legal adviser of the Mining Lease proposal (MLP) I was expected to 
pay approximately $500. If Iron Road wants to have negotiations with me, my lawyer was 
involved, so could they please explain why one wasn’t issued? 

Why weren’t hard copies of the MLP and EIS made available for free? 
Iron Road has never advised that a cost of $500 would be required for a hard copy MLP, nor 
was the Company approached by any submitter to provide a copy to a lawyer. One lawyer 
directly contacted Iron Road prior to the MLP being lodged and requested a hard copy and was 
immediately referred to DSD as required. 
The MLP documents, including technical appendices, were several thousand pages long, 
demonstrating the extensive environmental, economic and social impact assessments 
undertaken together with its stakeholder engagement activities spanning several years. Hard 
copies of those documents were provided by SA Government (at Iron Road’s expense) to all 
landowners within the ML boundary and adjacent landowners (unless landowners had 
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specifically requested copies electronically). Hard copies were also forwarded to the Wudinna 
DC and numerous sets were made available for viewing in a range of locations across the Eyre 
Peninsula and in Adelaide.  

6.4 Some GPSA members have indicated that IRD is not trying to establish strong relationships 
with landowners.  
Establishing relationships is a mutual process and not all families impacted by the proposed 
CEIP development have, despite offers from Iron Road to do so, been prepared to meet with 
Company representatives to talk in detail about concerns and potential impacts.  

6.5 The land adjacent to the mine will decrease in value due to real or perceived hazards as seen 
by prospective buyers. 

How will Iron Road address the fact the farmers neighbouring the mine site are already 
significantly being impacted by the mine 1) with lending institutions not letting local farmers 
mortgage those properties 2) a decrease in land values next to the mine because no one 
wants to buy a property neighbouring a potential mine or next to one. 

Will Iron Road consider financial help as this drop in equity is not of his (the farmer) doing? 

How will I be compensated for decreased land value and ability for future financial 
borrowings? 

Land would decrease in value due to being located next to a large-scale open-cut heavy metal 
mine, as no-one would want to live in a mine’s vicinity due to the heavy impacts associated 
with a mine (dust, noise. Lights, risk of contamination etc). 

What effect will the Iron Road mine have on the value of our land? Will the value of the land 
be downgraded?  

How will the mining operation affect land value in the surrounding area? 
The effect of the proposed mine on property prices is speculative and outside the scope of the 
MLP assessment. Iron Road has also not been advised, or been provided with any evidence, to 
support the comment that the proposed mine is significantly impacting adjacent farmers as 
lending institutions are not letting those farmers mortgage their properties. 
Iron Road notes, however, that up to three separate licensed valuation companies undertook 
market valuations on the mine site land approximately one and a half years ago and none 
reported a drop in values due to the potential mine. Further, recent communications with those 
companies, coupled with recent data from sales in the area, show that land values in the 
vicinity of the proposed CEIP Mine may have increased. 

6.6 Does the land get valued at the point of time the mining licence is granted and then would it 
have the value of the CPI indexed? 

• Will this only take place in a court environment? 

• How many years will a landholder have to live there to prove there is an impact? 

• Will it be a fair and equitable transaction or one whereby the landholder be bought at a 
marginally reduced price as they simply have had enough? 

• What will IRD do to farmers like us who will no longer be viable as the majority of their 
farm holding has been purchased and they will be left with a minimal amount to farm? 

• Will IRD buy all of the land we farm to give us an opportunity to have a fresh start 
somewhere else? 
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• Will IRD pay the difference to us if our land becomes devalued if we live so close to a 
mine and therefore have less people interested in the land that normally ups the market 
price value? 

Conversations relating to these matters are private and not for public consumption. Iron Road 
would like the opportunity to respond to these questions directly to the submitter and her 
family in private, commercial meetings as we are doing with other impacted landowners, and 
encourage this family (or their solicitor) to make contact with us. 

6.7 On the EP there are EL's on more than 90% of the arable land and impact to landowners is 
extreme. SA comprises 98.4 million hectares of land but only 4.2 million hectares is used for 
agriculture. Exploration should not occur on this land.  

I am horrified that the Government is considering passing an iron ore mine and rail corridor 
through agricultural land. Australia has the world reputation of having the cleanest greenest 
wheat/barley/meat in the world and mining should not occur anywhere near agriculture. 

Why is productive farming land being sacrificed for mining when less than 5% of our state is 
used for growing the nations and other parts of the world with our much needed food? Why 
aren’t Iron Road mining their tenement at Tarcoola and leaving the productive land alone? 
Why have we been told that farming and mining can co-exist, yet there is no real evidence e 
of this? 
Invasive mining (such as CEIP) and agriculture CANNOT so-exist (sic) in areas of intensive 
farming such as Eyre Peninsula. 
Legislation in South Australia (and all other Australian States and Territories) allows 
developments, including mines and infrastructure, on agricultural land. These are controlled by 
stringent regulation and allowed only after proponents have undertaken social, economic and 
environmental studies.  
Iron Road maintains that both agriculture and mining are important industries that may not 
only co-exist, but together strengthen communities and regions. Both State and 
Commonwealth Governments have published Multiple Land Use Frameworks in this respect. 

6.8 If CEIP is committed to provide adequate compensation for land acquisition then an open and 
transparent negotiation process should be developed. GPSA believes that an independent 
body representative of those landowners directly affected and their adjacent neighbours 
needs to be established to ensure consistency in the negotiations and determination of 
equitable compensation levels. The current process where CEIP negotiates one on one with 
landowners provides CEIP with an unfair advantage and may lead to inequities and 
inconsistencies between compensation levels paid to different landowners. This can lead to 
division within the community.  
Iron Road has acknowledged some inconsistency regarding communication with landowners to 
date, primarily due to some families not wishing to talk with the Company about potential 
impacts. 
Iron Road believes that every landowner’s situation is unique and does not agree with an 
independent body being formed to determine compensation levels and is aware of many 
landowners (and their solicitors) who would object to a third party making recommendations 
on how they should deal with their land.  
Land acquisition and compensation are commercial matters which will only be held with 
impacted landowners (and/or their solicitors) and subject to a consistent strategy and 
compensation regime on an individual and case by case basis.  
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6.9 Three of our farms are right in the middle of the mining company’s footprint. The company 
have told us we will be paid no more than the going rate of land at the time of the 
compulsory acquisition. 
No landowner has ever been informed by Iron Road that only market value would be paid for 
land and/or that the land is subject to compulsory acquisition. Iron Road has gone to great 
lengths over several years to assure community members (not just impacted landowners) that 
neither of these rumours are true. 
Iron Road encourages this submitter to meet with us to discuss all areas of concern. 

6.10 Regarding homestead on property: How can this mining company possibly compensate us for 
this loss of our heritage? How can Iron Road preserve this? 
Iron Road encourages this submitter to meet with us to discuss all areas of concern. 

6.11 Is there legality of the Mineral Claim itself? 
Yes. Mineral Claim 4383 is legal and secure tenure which was applied for and registered in 
accordance with the Mining Act, 1971. Any further queries regarding this should be addressed 
directly to DSD. 

6.12 Once a mining lease is granted, how long before the company must commence 
construction/operation? Does it expire? 
Mining operations (including construction activities) may not commence on a granted ML until 
an approved PEPR is in place. A PEPR must be submitted to the Minister for approval within 12 
months after the grant of the ML, unless a longer period of time has been allowed by the 
Minister. Once the PEPR is approved, construction / mining operations may commence. 

6.13 Why didn’t the mining company take pictures in the winter/spring when the crops and 
pastures were lush and green or showing the crops during harvest so people can see just how 
productive our agriculture is? Why are there no photos of the magnificent crops grown 
between Warramboo through to Wudinna across the EP? 
The majority of the photos in the MLP were used for purposes other than illustrating crops. The 
economic values of cropping are discussed in some detail throughout the MLP.  

6.14 Iron Road has a disclaimer on every section of the documentation, why? 

Why is there a disclaimer for accuracy and completeness in every section? 
A disclaimer is standard practice for legal and commercial reasons as proponents such as Iron 
Road rely on data sources and statistics that are not of their own making (such as Census, ABS, 
BOM).  

6.15 Why hasn't Iron Road realised that the mining boom is in decline? 
Commodity prices are currently low; however, mining is cyclical in nature so the decline will 
reverse in time. 

6.16 Does Iron Road plan to mine the other identified deposits in their tenement? Economics for 
the project to do not seem feasible. Present day prices at approximately $40 per tonne for 
iron ore would not allow a profitable business.  
While the remainder of EL 4849 (that part not located within the boundary of the proposed ML) 
contains potential prospects that may be investigated by Iron Road in the future, those 
prospects such as Hambidge would require a great deal more work (e.g. drilling and other 
studies) to determine if they are economically viable for the company to pursue. 
The economics of the CEIP as applied for have been undertaken by experts in their field and 
have also been subjected to various optimisation studies with respect to profitability and other 
factors – refer to ASX releases made by the Company in this regard.  
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6.17 It is stated in the Iron Road documents that if this mine goes ahead all other magnetite hot 
spots (5 or 6 hot spots in total) in the district may become viable to mine. When will IRD come 
clean with the community and politicians the true ‘cost’ of this mine in terms of loss of 
productive arable land? 
The documents do not state that at all. Chapter 1.2 of the MLP states:  

“Improvements to regional infrastructure are also proposed and will potentially 
provide a catalyst for additional development on the Eyre Peninsula, resulting in 

further increased economic opportunities for the region”. 
While there is potential for mineral prospects across the Eyre Peninsula to become 
commercially viable, the commercial intentions (if any) of those other parties have nothing to 
do with Iron Road. 

6.18 Has full disclosure of the intent of the applicant been made or is this an interim application to 
which additional mines would be added thus increasing the potential viability of the Project? 
Iron Road’s ML application relates to the entire area of MC 4383 only. No further ‘mines’ need 
to be added to increase ‘the potential viability of the Project’.  

6.19 We personally are not classed as one of the affected families as we are not both in the first 
stage of the mine proposal so: Why were we sent a notice of entry in 2010? Why were these 
other stages explored and drilled at the same time as stage 1? How many stages are there? 
When will the other stages be explored again? How long will this process take? It is evident 
that we will have to go through the whole process again. Why? How much more stress do we 
have to go through? Why were we told not to upgrade our infrastructure (e.g. new sheds, 
fencing, roads, etc) if we were not in stage 1? 
Iron Road has advised on numerous occasions that there is no ‘first stage’ or ‘stage 1’ for the 
proposed ML, therefore the majority of these questions are irrelevant. 
At no time has Iron Road advised any property owner to refrain from undertaking farming 
improvements; in fact, farmers have been advised publicly on many different occasions (in 
public meetings, CEIP CCC meetings and one-on-one discussions) that they should continue to 
operate their businesses as usual. The only difference to this relates to the landowners within 
the boundary of the ML where it has been suggested that for any significant investments such 
as building a new house, the landowner contact Iron Road to discuss.  

6.20 Iron Road is considered a foreign owned entity yet the company profile states that it is an 
Adelaide based resources company. Why has this information only been made available at 
the end of the submissions process? 
The company is considered to be foreign owned purely due to the fact that its largest 
shareholder is registered overseas and this information has been public knowledge since Iron 
Road listed on the ASX in June 2008. Iron Road itself is an Adelaide based and registered 
resources company as stated. 

6.21 Process optimisation Studies - Why are they still ongoing? 
The process optimisation study was completed in October 2015 and the results can be viewed 
in Iron Road’s ASX announcement dated 13 October 2015. Iron Road routinely and prudently 
undertakes reviews of the CEIP in order to optimise operations, particularly when economic or 
industry conditions change. 
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6.22 Who audits the applicant with respect to compliance with the provisions of the approvals 
granted in this respect? 

Has the company’s exploration activities, especially those related to ground water been 
audited for compliance with the NRM Act? 
Any questions relating to Iron Road’s compliance with legislation and approvals should be 
directed to the relevant Government authorities. 

6.23 What is the legislative authority underpinning the ‘adoption’ of what appears to be arbitrary 
data points? (refers to EPA particulate levels). 
This is a matter for SA Government, not Iron Road. 

6.24 What is the reality of the situation when Pt Augusta goes off-line? What is the capacity of the 
network to provide power to Eyre Peninsula to meet the existing needs without a cost impact 
to current users? With the projected demands of the CEIP proposal, what are the risks to the 
existing consumer base on the network? What therefore is the economic cost of bringing CEIP 
on line with the ‘existing supply’ network? 
These questions are best addressed to the appropriate power suppliers and/or regulators. 
However, Iron Road’s understanding is that power supply to the CEIP will be on the basis that 
Government regulators and the relevant service provider will ensure that supply to existing 
customers and consumers is preserved.  
Discussions will be ongoing with suppliers to ensure that communities are not impacted from 
unforeseen disruptions or increased costs due to Iron Road’s power usage and the Company 
will enter into appropriate commercial agreements with those suppliers in due course. 

6.25 Most data quoted by Iron Road is out of date. 
The submitter has not substantiated this statement; however, all data quoted by Iron Road in 
its MLP was the latest data available from all official Government sources such as Census and 
the ABS. 

6.26 It is noted that organic wastes will reside in the Wudinna Landfill facility. What is the cost to 
ratepayers of the additional charges to the EPA as a consequence of the additional load 
placed upon the landfill facility?  
There is opportunity for the Wudinna DC to convert this waste stream into a revenue source via 
appropriate recycling and reuse which would benefit ratepayers. In addition, all costs 
associated with the CEIP, including waste management, have been costed by Iron Road and will 
not be borne by Wudinna DC. 

6.27 Iron Road make reference in Figure 14-1 to the Zero Waste hierarchy; however during the 
exploration phase Iron Road was unable to observe this hierarchy and had to be told to 
recycle their returnable cans and bottles as were over filling the skips at the waste depot at 
Warramboo. Iron Road also buried plastic bags associated with core samples on private 
property, these should have been disposed more appropriately. How is Iron Road going to 
commit to this hierarchy when they have an unfavourable track record? 
The incident cited by the submitter was not in relation to cans and bottles; rather, the 
contractor’s field crew were incorrectly placing cardboard boxes and other hard rubbish in the 
skips at Warramboo. This matter was minor, occurred several years ago and was resolved as 
soon as Iron Road became aware of it. The end result was that the contractor’s field crew, by 
way of apology to the community, donated the proceeds from their empty cans and bottles 
(that had been kept at the Company’s off-site field accommodation) to the Warramboo 
Community Club. Iron Road’s understanding is that the money donated was used towards the 
purchase of a new BBQ for the club. 
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In relation to the allegation relating to ‘buried plastic bags’, in August 2010 Iron Road reported 
to PIRSA (now DSD) that bio-degradable plastic RC sample bags were found half buried in dune 
sands on private property. Although it was shown that those bags were deposited by a previous 
explorer, Iron Road, in consultation with the landowner and at its own expense, cleaned and 
rehabilitated the area.  
PIRSA officers inspected the site on 4 April 2011 and reported: 

“..the bags had been buried by a previous exploration company … during drilling 
activities within the region, some 10 years earlier. 

Iron Road Limited spent considerable time and effort separating plastic bags from the 
drill chips so that a proper burial in a designated place could take place. As a result of 
Iron Road’s rehabilitation, the area appears to have been returned to a condition that 

is close to its original landscape”. 

6.28 How will removing sustainable farming affect global food markets?  

Invasive, open-cut heavy metal mines, such as CEIP, pose a serious threat to food security on 
Eyre Peninsula.  
The proposed CEIP footprint (mine and infrastructure) will result in the permanent loss of 
approximately 7,050 hectares of productive agricultural land. At a regional level, this equates to 
less than 0.2 per cent of productive land in the EPNRM region. It is therefore highly unlikely that 
there will be any effect on the global food market or any threat to food security. 

6.29 The proposed CEIP is in the wrong location. 

The CEIP deposit cannot be moved to another location. See the answer to Question 6.7 above. 
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7 Master Index of Responses 
Sub. 
No. Public Submission Name EIS / MLP 

or Both 
Iron Road Responses 
Page References  

001 Nield, Heather Joan EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 1 

002 City of Port Lincoln Both NIL response 

003 Wetherby, Ken & Carole Both EIS Attachment A, Page 2 
MLP Attachment A, Page 1 

004 Nield, Malcolm Both EIS Attachment A, Page 3 
MLP Attachment A, Page 2 

005 BGC Contracting Both NIL response 

006 Finlaysons Both NIL response 

007 Sharp Airlines Both NIL response 

008 SA Power Networks Both NIL response 

009 Zonge Engineering Both NIL response 

010 Sampson, Jennifer MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 3 

011 Name & Address Withheld MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 26 

012 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

013 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

014 Euro Exploration Services P/L Both NIL response 

015 Port Lincoln Chamber Of Commerce & Tourism Both NIL response 

016 Allan, Robert Both NIL response 

017 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 4 

018 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 9 
MLP Attachment A, Page 27 

019 Warramboo Community Club  MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 27 

020 Sampson, Craig Both EIS Attachment A, Page 11 
MLP Attachment A, Page 28 

021 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 12 
MLP Attachment A, Page 31 

022 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 13 

023 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 14 

024 O’Brien, Kaye MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 32 

025 O’Brien, Peter Both EIS Attachment A, Page 15 
MLP Attachment A, Page 34 

026 Cleve Auto Repairs EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 16 

027 Triple B Nominees Both EIS Attachment A, Page 16 
MLP Attachment A, Page 38 

028 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 17 

029 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 19 
MLP Attachment A, Page 38 
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Sub. 
No. Public Submission Name EIS / MLP 

or Both 
Iron Road Responses 
Page References  

030 Mallee Hill Farming Both EIS Attachment A, Page 19 
MLP Attachment A, Page 39 

031 Name & Address Withheld MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 39 

032 Name & Address Withheld MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 40  

033 District Council of Cleve EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 21 

034 Global Maintenance Upper Spencer Gulf Both NIL response 

035 Veitch, Georgina MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 42 

036 Wudinna Community Club EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 22 

037 District Council Of Tumby Bay EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 22 

038 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

039 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

040 Grain Producers SA Both EIS Attachment A, Page 25 
MLP Attachment A, Page 46 

041 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

042 Alexander Symonds Both NIL response 

043 Centre For Excellence In Rail Training Both NIL response 

044 Ajilon Aust P/L Both NIL response 

045 AMC Consultants Both NIL response 

046 Wudinna Districts Tourism Assocation Both EIS Attachment A, Page 28 
MLP Attachment A, Page 47 

047 Hebberman, Kelvin & Melanie and 
Parks, Greg & Jasmine EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 29 

048 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

049 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 30 

050 Stringer Land P/L – Stringer Engineering Both EIS Attachment A, Page 31 
MLP Attachment A, Page 48 

051 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

052 Radcliffe, Barbara Dr Both NIL response 

053 Rockwell Automation Both NIL response 

054 Nagel, James  Both NIL response 

055 Wudinna District Council Both EIS Attachment A, Page 33 
MLP Attachment A, Page 49 

056 Murphy, Kane MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 49 

057 Regional Development Australia WEP Both NIL response 

058 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 33 

059 Osmoflo Both NIL response 

060 Peter & Pam Brougham EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 33 

061 Hegarty, KM MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 50 
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Sub. 
No. Public Submission Name EIS / MLP 

or Both 
Iron Road Responses 
Page References  

062 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

063 Edwards, Mark EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 34 

064 EP Crushing Both NIL response 

065 Skyden Farms MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 52 

066 SMEC Both NIL response 

067 Murphy, Wendy MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 53 

068 Murphy, David MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 54 

069 District Council of Kimba EIS NIL response  

070 Adams, James Both NIL response 

071 Name & Address Withheld MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 55 

072 Name & Address Withheld MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 59 

073 Kracman, Borvin Both NIL response 

074 Dodd, Geoffrey EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 35 

075 Challenger Geological Services Both NIL response 

076 Smith, John Dr Both NIL response 

077 Nield, Paul EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 37 

078 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 37 

079 Elleway, Ray EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 39 

080 R Petty Electrical Both EIS Attachment A, Page 39 
MLP Attachment A, Page 59 

081 Wudinna Meat Store P/L Both NIL response 

082 Fechner, Katy Both EIS Attachment A, Page 40 
MLP Attachment A, Page 60 

083 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 41 
MLP Attachment A, Page 60 

084 Whillas, Stephen EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 41 

085 Name & Address Withheld EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 42 

086 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

087 Hill, Sallyann & Richard EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 44 

088 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

089 Electranet Both NIL response 

090 Clarke Energy (Australia) Ltd Both NIL response 

091 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 

092 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 45 
MLP Attachment A, Page 61 

093 Name & Address Withheld Both 
EIS Attachment A, Page 53 
MLP Attachment A, Page 66 
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Sub. 
No. Public Submission Name EIS / MLP 

or Both 
Iron Road Responses 
Page References  

094 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 53 
MLP Attachment A, Page 66 

095 Wudinna TAFE Both  EIS Attachment A, Page 54 
MLP Attachment A, Page 66 

096 Stop Invasive Mining Group MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 67 

097 RESA – Resources & Engineering Alliance Both NIL response 

098 Name & Address Withheld Both EIS Attachment A, Page 54 
MLP Attachment A, Page 73 

099 Name & Address Withheld MLP MLP Attachment A, Page 76 

100 Joyglobal Both NIL response 

101 Corporate Aircraft Charter Both NIL response 

102 Tumby Bay Residents & Ratepayers Assoc. Inc Both EIS Attachment A, Page 55 
MLP Attachment A, Page 79 

103 SACOME Both NIL response 

104 Stop Invasive Mining Group  EIS EIS Attachment A, Page 71 

105 Name & Address Withheld Both NIL response 
 



 

Mining Lease Proposal Response Document  Updated October 2016 Page 25 

8 Glossary 

Acronym/Term Definition 

ABS Australian Bureau of Statistics (Commonwealth) 

ASX Australian Securities Exchange 

BOM Bureau of Meteorology (Commonwealth) 

Borefield Proposed borefield including bores/wells and associated water pipelines 

CAPEX Capital Expenditure  

CCC Community Consultative Committee  

CEIP Central Eyre Iron Project 

CEIP CCC 
The CEIP Community Consultative Committee comprising members (Council, 
farmers, landowners, business owners)  from the Warramboo and Wudinna district 
and headed up by an Independent Chairperson 

CEIP 
Infrastructure 

Port, rail line, pipeline, transmission line, borefield and long-term employee village 
associated with the proposed CEIP. Applied for via the EIS under the Development 
Act, 1993 (SA). 

CEIP Mine A magnetite mining and minerals processing operation near Warramboo. Applied 
for via the MLP under the Mining Act, 1971 (SA). 

Commonwealth Commonwealth Government of Australia 

Development Act Development Act, 1993 (SA) 

DC/DCs District Council/District Councils 

DEWNR Department of Environment, Water and Natural Resources (SA) 

DFS Definitive Feasibility Study 

DIDO Drive-in Drive-out 

DoE Department of the Environment (Commonwealth) 

DPLG Department of Planning and Local Government (Commonwealth) 

DPTI Department of Planning, Transport & Infrastructure (SA) 

DSD Department of State Development (SA) 

EIA Economic Impact Assessment 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EL Exploration Licence 

EP Eyre Peninsula 

EPA Environment Protection Authority 

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 
(Commonwealth) 

Fe Iron 

FIFO Fly-in Fly-out 

FIRB Foreign Investment Review Board (Commonwealth) 

GRP Gross Regional Production 
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Acronym/Term Definition 

ha hectares  

IPCC In-pit Crushing and Conveying  

Iron Road Iron Road Limited and/or IRD Mining Operations Pty Ltd  

IWL Integrated Waste Landform 

km Kilometre 

km2 square kilometres 

kV Kilovolt 

m Metre 

MC Mineral Claim 

Mining Act Mining Act, 1971 (SA) 

ML Mining Lease 

MLP Mining Lease Proposal 

MLUF Multiple Land Use Framework 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

Mt Million tonnes 

Mtpa Million tonnes per annum 

OPEX Operating Expenditure 

PEPR Program for Environment Protection and Rehabilitation  

Proposed 
Infrastructure 
Corridor 

Incorporates the proposed rail line and maintenance track between the mine site 
and the port site, the water pipeline and transmission line. 

PWA Prescribed Well Area 

SA South Australia 

SA Government The Government of South Australia 

SEB Significant Environmental Benefit 

SIA Social Impact Assessment 

State The State of South Australia/Government of South Australia 

USB Universal Serial Bus (memory stick) 

WPA Wilderness Protection Area 
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ATTACHMENT A – CEIP MLP - RESPONSES TO PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS 
Issue 
# 

Chapter 
# 

Topic Component / Issue Description of Issue Raised in Public 
Submission 

Iron Road Response 

Submission 1 – Heather Joan Nield. Relates to EIS only -refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 2 – City of Port Lincoln – Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 3 – Ken and Carole Wetherby. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 

3.7.2 
Description of 
the proposed 
mining 
operations 

Mine Closure No mention is made regards filling the hole 
created by the mine once the ore body is 
exhausted. This should be a requirement, and 
insured by a bond or levy on each tonne of ore 
removed. 

Complete backfilling of the mine pit will not be 
possible to achieve from a safety, engineering and 
economic perspective. The safest method of managing 
the pit post mine closure is set out in MLP Chapter 
3.7.2, which includes the potential to partially backfill 
the pit where it makes sense to do so. This is a matter 
that will be considered by SA Government as part of its 
assessment of the ML and will also be a key 
component of the PEPR in due course. DSD will set an 
appropriate rehabilitation bond to ensure appropriate 
closure outcomes and this will need to be in place 
prior to the commencement of any mining activities. 

2 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
agricultural values 

The waste rock heap will create a major dust 
problem if not kept watered - the water 
planned for this purpose is highly saline and 
the salt residue from the evaporation will 
create a salt crust which could be blown onto 
surrounding crops. 

The construction, operation (including progressive 
rehabilitation) and final closure of the IWL have been 
the focus of extensive studies by many industry 
experts (refer to Chapters 3, 15, 21, 22 and Appendices 
A, K and S of the MLP). The air quality assessment took 
into consideration the use of saline water for dust 
management during operation and low saline water 
for the progressive, ongoing revegetation. The 
outcomes of this assessment are presented in Chapter 
15 of the MLP and conclude that the management 
actions and monitoring programme proposed will 
ensure no harm to crops. 
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Issue 
# 

Chapter 
# 

Topic Component / Issue Description of Issue Raised in Public 
Submission 

Iron Road Response 

3 MLP 19 Groundwater Mine Management 
post closure 

The mine pit will quickly fill with highly saline 
water once pumping ceases, (pumping will be 
required to dewater the pit in order for mine 
operations to proceed). This will create a 
dangerous deep and highly saline lake in a 
populated area. 

Groundwater inflow to the pit is discussed in Chapter 
19 and, in more detail, in Appendix N (Mine 
Groundwater Impact Assessment) of the MLP. Pit 
water level post mining is a balance between 
evaporative loss, rainfall and groundwater seepage. 
Modelling indicates that after approximately 1,000 
years, pit lake water level will stabilise at 
approximately -275 m AHD. At this level, the Boo Loo 
pit will be dry and all groundwater will drain to the 
Murphy South pit. Both pits will be adequately fenced. 

Submission 4 – Malcolm Nield. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Water supply The proposed open cut mine at Uley, Wanilla 

and later at Koppio will destroy the Eyre 
Peninsulas sole remaining water supply. 

Refer to Question 6.1 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 19 Groundwater Mine management 
post closure 

The Warramboo mine could fill with deadly 
poisonous water the same as many other 
mines in QLD and elsewhere. 

This will not be the case for the CEIP as the processing 
of magnetite is inert and uses no toxic chemicals and 
the existing ground contains only minor percentages of 
sulphides (refer to Section 3.5.2 of the MLP).   

3 MLP 7.6 Public Safety Fire hazard 
management 

As with any other good cropping land not 
used this will be a continual fire hazard threat. 

As stated in the MLP, any cropping land within the ML 
not required for mining activities will be cropped as 
usual. Control and management strategies in relation 
to bushfires are set out in Chapter 7.6.2, Table 7-2 and 
include the development and implementation of fire 
management procedures in consultation with the CFS 
and the relevant district bushfire prevention 
committees. 

Submission 5 – BGC Contracting. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 6 – Finlaysons. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 7 – Sharp Airlines. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 
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Submission 8 – SA Power Networks. Neutral submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 9 – Zonge Engineering. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 10 – Jennifer Sampson. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP  Out of Scope Timing of 

submission  
How could Iron Road overlook the harvest 
season when submitting their MLP? Who 
takes responsibility for this? 

Refer to Question 6.2 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 2.1 Existing 
Environment 

Local communities The reference to the Warramboo township 
and surrounding area comprised 47 people 
and 30 dwellings at the 2011 Census ... is 
based on Mesh Block Statistics. What reason 
does Iron Road have for referencing the Mesh 
Block Statistics? 

All work relating to the SIA of the CEIP, including 
desktop research such as Census statistics, was 
undertaken by experienced social impact assessor 
Rose Bowey of Rose Bowey & Associates, not Iron 
Road. Census data was obtained directly from the 
publicly available ABS database and has been 
referenced accordingly. 

3 MLP 
2.2.1 

Existing 
Environment 

Housing and 
Services 

Warramboo has a liquor licence - not reflected 
in Table 2-1. Who was consulted for the 
background information on the township of 
Warramboo? How was the existing 
environment researched? When was the town 
visited to collect information about the 
existing environment? 

The failure to indicate in Table 2-1 that there is a liquor 
licence in Warramboo has been noted. Iron Road staff 
and contractors have been living and operating in the 
area since 2008 and have undertaken an extensive and 
ongoing community engagement program since 2011. 
In addition to speaking to locals, desktop research of 
all available data on the existing environment was 
undertaken by Iron Road together with independent 
companies such as Jacobs and Rose Bowey & 
Associates.  

4 MLP 3.7 Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Mine closure What example can Iron Road cite that shows 
such a proposed mine can return to 
agricultural use post closure? What timeline is 
in place to ensure that Iron Road fully 
rehabilitates the land? How will Iron Road 
accept generational responsibility if the 
rehabilitation fails with each attempt? 

The scale of the CEIP Mine vastly exceeds existing 
mines in the agricultural areas of South Australia; 
however the Hunter Valley is one example of an area 
where disturbance of the scale of the CEIP has 
occurred at a number of sites which have been 
returned to agricultural use post-closure. Progressive 
rehabilitation is occurring, including back to 
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agricultural land where this is the required post mining 
land use. 
(http://www.minerals.org.au/file_upload/files/reports
/Mine_rehabilitation_in_the_Australian_minerals_ind
ustry_FINAL.pdf) 
DSD will impose a financial assurance from Iron Road 
to secure the Company’s rehabilitation obligations. 

5 MLP 3.7 Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Mine closure How long does Iron Road’s obligation to 
maintenance and rehabilitation of the mine 
site after closure extend? Who makes this 
decision? Who takes responsibility if 
rehabilitation strategies are unsuccessful? 

Iron Road’s obligation will end as soon as closure 
criteria have been met and the ML has been 
relinquished. 

DSD will make the final decision on whether closure 
criteria have been met. Iron Road has put forward a 
world class proposal for progressive rehabilitation that 
will be continuously monitored, updated and made 
publicly available throughout the mine life. 

DSD will determine if rehabilitation strategies are 
successful or not, but if closure criteria have already 
been met and the ML relinquished, ultimate 
responsibility will be on the landowner. As Iron Road 
intends to purchase all of the land within the ML prior 
to the commencement of mining operations, the 
Company will retain that responsibility 

6 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Landowners within 
ML boundary 

How did Iron Road consult with those directly 
affected? What information was given that 
indicated that only six families would be 
affected? Is this statement of fact merely an 
assumption made by Iron Road? 

Iron Road’s discussions with landowners within the ML 
boundary have taken many forms including phone 
calls, written correspondence and meetings. The type 
and frequency of consultation varies from landowner 
to landowner.  

Iron Road has not stated in the MLP ‘that only six 
families would be affected’. Page 5-4 of the MLP 
states: ‘The proposed ML will cover an area of 

http://www.minerals.org.au/file_upload/files/reports/Mine_rehabilitation_in_the_Australian_minerals_industry_FINAL.pdf
http://www.minerals.org.au/file_upload/files/reports/Mine_rehabilitation_in_the_Australian_minerals_industry_FINAL.pdf
http://www.minerals.org.au/file_upload/files/reports/Mine_rehabilitation_in_the_Australian_minerals_industry_FINAL.pdf
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8,458 ha, the majority of it on agricultural land held 
under freehold tenure by six different farming 
families’. The reference to six families relates to the 
legal ownership of land (e.g. freehold tenure) as 
appears on the Land Titles and does not refer (and is 
not intended to refer) to the number of people or 
families that will be affected overall. Iron Road is well 
aware that there are other units within those six 
families but as they are not referenced on the Land 
Titles they have not specifically been referenced on 
Page 5-4 of the MLP.  

The reference to six families was obtained from public 
records available from the SA Government’s Lands 
Titles Office and is therefore a statement of fact.  

7 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Business 
employees/ 
contractors 

What consultation was undertaken to 
determine the individuals and contractors that 
each business employs over the course of a 
year for seasonal and general farm work? 

No specific consultation was required as: 

• Iron Road employs a Wudinna based stakeholder 
advisor who has an extensive network of contacts, 
all of whom provide a wealth of knowledge on the 
area including business contacts; 

• Iron Road and its expert consultants access ABS 
data; and 

• Many landowners in the Warramboo area are 
members of the CEIP CCC and this was never 
raised as a concern/issue. 

Iron Road has been in the community talking with 
many people for several years which has included a 
range of opportunities for this matter to be discussed. 
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8 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Focus Groups What is Iron Road’s understanding of that 
review? When and by whom was that review 
undertaken? What were the findings of that 
review? 

Bob Goreing of cega undertook a review of Iron Road’s 
stakeholder engagement program after the 
completion of the Focus Groups in June 2012. The 
purpose of the review was to reflect upon all of the 
Company’s engagement activities to date and how it 
could improve going forward. 

The review showed that the Focus Groups were 
incredibly valuable in collecting information on specific 
matters with smaller groups of people with a common 
interest (e.g. DC representatives and business owners 
attended and contributed to the Business and 
Economics Focus Group), and were appropriate 
forums for that stage of the project. All Focus Groups 
were well attended with a range of different 
participants (farmers, business owners, 
representatives from Wudinna DC and medical and 
health services). 

The review undertaken by Mr Goreing further 
indicated that, going forward, there was an 
opportunity to create a consultative group that could 
get together to discuss all impacts, concerns, benefits 
and opportunities relating to the CEIP. It was from 
there that the possibility of having a CCC in the 
Warramboo/Wudinna area was floated with 
community members and eventually established. 

9 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Public meetings How well attended were the public meetings 
at Lock? 

Two public meetings have been held in Lock, both of 
which were advertised locally at least two weeks prior 
to the event in addition to letter drops to residents. 
The first public meeting was held at the Lock Football 
Club on 20 February 2012 and was attended by 42 
community members. The second public meeting was 
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held on 21 April 2015 at the same club and was 
attended by three Lock locals plus two people from 
Cleve.  

10 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Feedback from 
sporting clubs 

When did Iron Road meet with the sporting 
groups of the Warramboo community? Where 
were these meetings held? What was the 
feedback from these groups? As a member of 
the Warramboo Community Club I am 
unaware of this ongoing consultation. When 
did this specific engagement take place? 

Table 5-2 in Chapter 5 of the MLP refers to "ongoing 
discussions" with members of the Warramboo 
Community Club. Iron Road representatives have had 
many informal discussions with various members since 
2008 and the Company has also been a proud sponsor 
of Warramboo sporting clubs in that time. We also 
note that several members of the CEIP CCC are 
members of the Warramboo Community Club. 

11 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Trust When asked if dust was going to affect our 
crop yields, they replied ‘No’, yet when asked 
to sign that statement I’d written in my notes, 
the Iron Road employee declined saying that 
he had no authority to sign it. Yet, he had no 
qualms in saying it. How can the local 
community trust the mining company when 
they won’t back up their rhetoric with signed 
statements? 

The Iron Road employee was quite correct in declining 
to sign informal, handwritten notes.  
In the MLP documents Iron Road has committed to an 
outcome that there will be no loss of productivity on 
properties surrounding the mine site from dust from 
mining activities. If approved, this outcome will be 
enforced by DSD. 

12 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Dealings with 
Wudinna DC 

What is covered by this MOU? How does it 
affect our community? What agreements has 
Iron Road come to with the Wudinna DC? As 
Iron Road purportedly has a MOU with a grain 
company, about which we are not to know the 
details, will Iron Road give all the details of 
their MOU with Wudinna DC? 

The MOU between Iron Road and Wudinna DC is not 
secret and in fact a copy was provided by the DC in its 
submission on the MLP (refer to Submission #055). 
An announcement to the ASX about Iron Road's MOU 
with the grain company (Emerald Grain, a wholly 
owned company of Sumitomo Corporation) was made 
on 1 March 2016. 

13 MLP 
5.5.4 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

CEIP CCC Why was robust debate of issues 
discouraged? As I was a representative of 
adjacent landholders, why was I shut down 
whilst trying to do so? 

As stated in Chapter 5.5.4 of the MLP, the CEIP CCC 
was facilitated by an Independent Chairperson who 
was unanimously elected by the committee members. 
The purpose of the CCC is clearly framed through its 
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Terms of Reference (refer Appendix E of the MLP) 
which were developed and approved by the CCC 
members as one of their first roles. As Iron Road did 
not facilitate or run the CCC the company cannot 
answer the submitter’s questions. 

14 MLP 
5.5.4 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

CEIP CCC When will the CCC as a group visit a 
farming/mining community? 

Iron Road will again discuss the possibility of this 
occurring if approvals and funding are secured. 

15 MLP 
5.5.4 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

CEIP CCC How much longer do I have to wait to see the 
promised list of jobs (details of job 
descriptions and number of workers required) 
that will be created at the proposed mine? 

Each member of the CCC (including this submitter) was 
provided via email with a list of jobs expected to be 
created at the proposed mine on 19 June 2015. 
Further details such as job descriptions will not be 
available until detailed workforce planning has been 
completed. However, the number of expected workers 
required for both the construction and operation 
phases of the mine is set out in Chapter 23 of the MLP. 

16 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Mediation between 
farmers and miners 

Iron Road was also asked about a presence of 
a Board (for example) to mediate between 
farmers and miners. What has Iron Road done 
to facilitate this? Who would Iron Road see as 
being independent to act on our behalf? How 
could this pre-emptive measure be 
implemented? 

This question was raised in general conversation in a 
private meeting with the submitter and her family in 
mid-2015. Iron Road would be happy to discuss this in 
detail in the future although it is noted that there are 
already mediation services in existence that the parties 
could utilise, if required. Formal detailed discussions 
and proposals would need to be explored before any 
such measure could be considered for implementation 
and this would include the issue of any independent 
persons to act on behalf of both farmers and Iron 
Road. 

17 MLP App 
G 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

Iron Road’s 
Community 
Perception Survey 

From my point of view the project is going to 
have a huge negative impact on farming and 
our local community. So, how am I to answer 
this? 

As outlined in MLP Appendix G, on its website and in 
The Granite newsletter, Iron Road hired an 
independent research company to undertake a survey 
across the Eyre Peninsula as part of the Company's 
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commitment to continual improvement. The purpose 
was not to ascertain individual views on whether 
stakeholders wanted the project to proceed, it was to 
seek current community perceptions on the benefits 
and challenges that may result from the CEIP, assess 
Iron Road’s current engagement process and inform 
the Company’s engagement plan going forward.  

The results of that survey will serve as a baseline for 
future surveys that may be developed to measure 
changes in community perceptions.  

The results of the survey clearly showed that overall 
awareness and key facts of the CEIP is high. 

18 MLP App 
G 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

The submitter’s 
survey 

(rephrased and summarised) The submitter 
undertook her own survey which shows that 
people in the district oppose the mine; the 
submitter cannot understand why Iron Road 
has not commented on this survey, nor why 
the Wudinna DC has not gauged community 
feeling for the mine. 

Iron Road has not previously commented on the 
survey undertaken by the submitter as it had no 
scientific basis, was prepared and undertaken by 
someone who opposes the CEIP and contained leading 
questions, therefore it cannot be considered 
independent. Regardless, neither the submitter’s 
survey nor the survey undertaken by an independent 
research company on behalf of Iron Road have any 
bearing on the ML assessment process. 

As the number and content of the submissions 
received during the Government's public consultation 
process attests, not everyone in the community 
opposes the mine with many parties keen to see the 
project succeed. 

19 MLP 7.3 Public Safety Geochemical 
composition 

Which isotope of Lead was identified? Was 
Lead used as a marker for the presence of 
Uranium? What isotopic form of Strontium 
(Sr) was identified? If Sr87 (the radioactive 

Beyond academic interest, the intent of this question 
is unclear. Analytical results are provided in Appendix 
B of Appendix S of the MLP. As discussed in Chapter 
7.3.1, there are not sufficient concentrations of 
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isotope) was identified, was this used to help 
determine the deposit’s geologic age? What 
analysis was undertaken to determine the 
presence and concentration of Boron in 
samples? 

radionuclides at the mine to represent a hazard to 
public safety.  
For specific answers: 

• Total Lead was analysed, no specific isotope as this 
would not be sensible given the lack of overall 
radioactivity; 

• Lead was not used as a marker for the presence of 
Uranium; 

• As with Lead, total Strontium was analysed; 
• Sr87 was not used by Iron Road to help determine 

the geologic age; 
• Boron was not routinely included in analyses as 

samples that were tested for Boron showed very 
low concentrations (< 20ppm). 

20 MLP 
7.6.1 

Public Safety Roads ‘Depending on stakeholder views and 
regulatory requirements at the time, the haul 
road into the pit may be removed.’ What does 
this statement mean? What circumstances 
would trigger this? 

Final land use on the mine site will be determined in 
consultation with stakeholders and require approval 
from DSD. Iron Road has presented a 'base case' 
scenario for mine closure but this may change over the 
mine life in response to stakeholder views. The over-
riding outcome is that the mine, including the pit, will 
be left in a safe state. If the haul road is left, it will 
allow ongoing access to the bottom of the pit, which 
may be desirable in 25 years’ time.  

21 MLP 
7.6.1 

Public Safety Fencing What will be the height and construction 
material of the external fence to the ML? Will 
it be restrictive to livestock and native fauna? 
On the closure of the proposed mine, how will 
straying stock be retrieved from within the ML 
fence? What protocols will need to be 
followed? Who will maintain the external 
fence on closure of the proposed mine? 

The external boundary fence will be the 7-strand stock 
fence (lamb and sheep type 7/90/30) plus a top 
barbed wire. The nominal height of the fence above 
ground is 1.1-1.2m. The fence is a standard pastoral 
fence designed to contain sheep and lambs and will 
have the same (and no greater) impacts to native 
fauna than existing farm fences. There is no reason 
why straying stock would be located within the ML; 
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however it would remain the responsibility of the 
stock owner to retrieve them (in consultation with Iron 
Road) should that occur. The responsibility for fence 
maintenance after mine closure will be subject to a 
range of factors and will be dealt with in the PEPR. 

22 MLP 
7.7.2 

Public Safety Failure of IWL What communication will Iron Road have with 
adjacent landholders to the IWL in respect to 
possible failure of the IWL? How will these 
landholders be notified of procedures to be 
followed in the case of a failure in the IWL? To 
what indicators will these landholders have to 
be alert that may suggest a failure in the IWL? 

The IWL does not contain water in the form of a pond 
so when describing 'failures' the reader must be 
careful not to confuse and visualise a tailings dam 
failure. This is not possible in the CEIP case due to the 
dewatering of the tailings. Failures in the CEIP IWL 
context would be the potential for a localised collapse 
of the embankment if the structure was constructed 
too steeply. This was extensively modelled and 
conservative slopes adopted to render this risk 
negligible (refer to Chapter 3.5.2 and Appendix S). 
Validation of the model by geotechnical experts will 
occur as the landform is progressively constructed and 
monitored to ensure ongoing safety of employees. 
There is no risk to members of the public during 
operation due to the significant distance between the 
landform and the proposed ML boundary. Post closure 
the structure will require a geotechnical expert to 
validate the safety of the progressively revegetated 
structure with final government approval required 
before the ML is relinquished. 

23 MLP 
8.3.2 

Traffic Local roads How did Iron Road ascertain that it provides 
access to a small number of farms? When did 
they conduct the survey to ascertain this? 

Iron Road has had many discussions with potentially 
affected landowners, members of the community and 
with Wudinna DC in relation to the local road network 
over the years and the information was provided 
during the course of those discussions. The road 
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network was also regularly discussed at CEIP CCC 
meetings. 

Due to the discussions referred to above, no survey 
was necessary. 

24 MLP 
8.6.1 

Traffic Design measures – 
local roads 

Where has Iron Road implemented design 
measures identified through community 
consultation in their proposed changes to 
local roads? 

Wudinna DC is the entity with the care, control and 
management of the local roads within its jurisdiction. 
Iron Road deals directly with the DC, which in turns 
takes the lead in consulting with the local community 
about the road network.  

Ongoing consultation with Wudinna DC has resulted in 
several design changes to Iron Road's initial thoughts 
on the local road network, including mine access 
routes and the upgrading of several arterial roads. 

25 MLP 
8.7.2 

Traffic Local roads The short diversion route they have indicated 
that they will use towards the northern end of 
Lock Road diagonally across to Nantuma Road 
is private property. How would Iron Road 
upgrade the road? Will the upgrade encroach 
further into our land? When and from whom 
did Iron Road get permission to state that this 
as a diversion road? 

Unfortunately a mistake has been made in Figure 8-7 
of the MLP. It is Iron Road’s intention to use existing 
public roads to the east and north.  

26 MLP 
8.7.5 

Traffic Road maintenance Who is responsible for the cost of repairing 
any wear and tear to the pavement condition? 
How will Iron Road make restitution for the 
possible damage that may occur with the 
increased traffic generated by the mine? Who 
will monitor the pavement condition? What is 
deemed as damage to the road condition? 

Iron Road is committed to working with Wudinna DC in 
relation to roads (including attributable repairs and 
damage) and traffic management and has an existing 
MOU which documents that intent. The parties will 
continue discussions with the view to formalising 
suitable agreements to cover all of these aspects in 
due course.  
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27 MLP 
8.7.8 

Traffic Road closures With the proposed closure of Dolphin Road, 
Kimba Road and Lock Road, O’Brien’s have 
had their farm access between their 
properties severed. How did Iron Road come 
to the conclusion that this inconvenience will 
only result ‘in an increased travel time of eight 
minutes’. Who advised them of this? How can 
the closure of Dolphin Road be considered as 
minimising the impacts for locals? 

The issue of proposed closure of roads and its impact 
on a particular farming business needs to be 
recognised as a private matter between Iron Road and 
that impacted family about which discussions have 
already occurred and mitigation options proposed. 

The increased travel distance time for the general 
public was assessed and reported by expert traffic 
consultants. 

28 MLP 
8.7.8 

Traffic Local Roads What is the benefit of running the sealed 
Kimba Road only to a boundary of the 
proposed mine, when it can be continued 
around via Mays Road to the main entrance 
on the south of the ML? When will the sealing 
of Nantuma Road occur? What access route 
will we have to Warramboo from our property 
when this occurs? 

The proposed public road upgrades have been 
determined upon future usage and Wudinna 
DC/community input. Should the basis of these 
assumptions change during the operational phase, 
additional upgrades could be considered. 

As stated in Issue #24 above, discussions will continue 
with Wudinna DC and the Warramboo community on 
the local road network. 

29 MLP 
10.5.1 

Non-Aboriginal 
Heritage 

Measures to protect 
chimney 

The MLP states that structures such as this 
‘could be impacted by construction, operation 
or closure of the mine.’ What measures will 
Iron Road put in place during the life of the 
proposed mine to protect the integrity of this 
chimney which has significance to our 
heritage? How will Iron Road safe guard the 
chimney against vibration associated with 
blasting at their proposed mine site? 

Iron Road notes that the Non-Aboriginal heritage 
assessment of the CEIP identified only one area listed 
as a heritage site or object within 5 km of the 
proposed ML boundary (being the Hambidge WPA). 
Please refer to MLP Chapter 10.2 for the assessment 
method undertaken. 

Chapter 17 of the MLP details airblast and vibration 
information including an assessment of potential 
impacts from blasting at the mine pit. In summary, 
predicted airblast overpressure indicates that ground 
vibration is not anticipated to be discernible at 
distances greater than 200 m from the mine pit. In 
addition, buildings and structures are less sensitive to 
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effects from vibration than the limits outlined in 
AS 2187.2-2006 for human comfort (Australian 
Standard AS 2187.2 - 2006: Explosives - Storage and 
use Part 2: Use of explosives (AS 2187.2 - 2006)).  

In view of this, no further measures to safeguard the 
chimney, which is located several kilometres from the 
mine pit, are required. 

30 MLP 
10.5.2 

Non-Aboriginal 
Heritage 

Warramboo 
Cemetery 

Who will monitor the Warramboo cemetery 
for any signs of damage from the proposed 
mine’s daily operation? When will a 
comprehensive assessment of the grave sites 
and their headstones be undertaken for a 
reference point (baseline) of their condition 
prior to the proposed mine’s construction? 
How will Iron Road ensure that they are 
respectful towards families and friends 
attending burials at the cemetery? What 
protocols will be put in place to ensure that 
these ceremonies are not interrupted by 
mining noise and blasting? How will Iron Road 
ensure that dust associated with mining 
doesn’t settle on the grave sites and cause 
damage to the various stone? 

As discussed in Chapter 10.5.2 of the MLP (with more 
detail provided in Chapter 17), airblast and ground 
vibration at the cemetery will be well below levels that 
would cause human discomfort. Ground vibration, in 
particular, is not expected to be discernible beyond 
200 m from the pit. The levels that cause human 
discomfort are considerable lower than those that 
would cause structural damage. Consequently, there is 
no potential for impact to structures or gravestones at 
the cemetery and thus, whilst a baseline was originally 
considered, the impact assessment has confirmed that 
no baseline is necessary. 

Blasting will occur once a day at a scheduled time 
which is typically at change of shift (e.g. 6 pm) and 
thus would not coincide with any burial attendance at 
the cemetery. Iron Road’s understanding is that only a 
few burials per year are held at the Warramboo 
cemetery, therefore a strategy to minimise mining 
noise during those times may be possible.  

The levels of dust that would be experienced at the 
cemetery would be not be distinguishable from 
current background levels.  
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31 MLP 
11.7.4 

Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Common White 
Snail 

The invertebrate pest Common White Snail 
has been identified. What measures will be 
put in place to control this pest/monitor its 
movements/prevent from spreading into 
adjacent farming land?  

This snail is found throughout the agricultural districts 
of South Australia, Victoria, Tasmania and parts of 
NSW and Western Australia. It is not restricted to the 
mine site. More generally, management actions for 
pest fauna will be developed in the PEPR. This will 
include identifying priority species for control. In 
addition, standard hygiene measures will be used 
when moving equipment into the area.  

32 MLP 
11.7.4 

Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Pets What limits will be put in place in relation to 
keeping of pets on the ML and in the mining 
village? Will domestic cats and dogs be 
prohibited from entering the ML?  

Iron Road would, as a policy, prohibit any domestic 
animals from both the ML and the long term employee 
village at Wudinna. 

33 MLP 
11.7.4 

Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Silver Gulls What monitoring and control measures will be 
put in place in relation to Silver Gulls? 

As noted in Table 11-7 of the MLP, Iron Road proposes 
to undertake an annual survey to demonstrate there 
has been no statistically significant increase in the 
abundance of pest species in the mine site area. 
Details of the monitoring program will be provided in 
the PEPR. 

34 MLP 
12.6.2 

Vegetation & 
Weeds  

Mine closure Who monitors the ML and IWL after closure? 
How often will monitoring take place? What 
monitoring programme across the seasons will 
be put in place? For how many years will this 
monitoring programme run? 

As set out in Chapter 3.7 of the MLP, once mining is 
completed Iron Road will need to complete 
rehabilitation of the site and implement a monitoring 
program to demonstrate mine closure outcomes have 
been met. It is only when DSD is satisfied that all mine 
closure outcomes have been met that Iron Road will 
be allowed to relinquish the ML. Details of the 
monitoring program will be set out in the PEPR. 

35 MLP 
12.7.5 

Vegetation & 
Weeds 

SEB How does Iron Road see individuals as having 
an influence on SEB programmes? When will 
our ideas be discussed at the meetings with 
the NRM Boards and the Nature Foundation? 

Chapter 12.7.6 of the MLP sets out some conceptual 
options for the SEB offset. These will be further 
developed in the PEPR in consultation with the NRM 
Board, Nature Foundation and the community. While 
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Some of us spent considerable time and effort 
into formulating ideas. When do we receive 
feedback? What happened to our ideas that 
were presented at the CEIP CCC meetings? 
Has Iron Road followed up on these 
discussions with the Wudinna DC? 

Iron Road welcomes ongoing input from the 
community, the SEB must meet the requirements of 
the Native Vegetation Council (for clearance outside of 
the proposed ML) and DSD (for clearance within the 
proposed ML). 

Iron Road notes that ideas received to date were 
collected by the CEIP CCC after a public call was made 
to the local community; however, those ideas have yet 
to be provided to the Company. 

36 MLP 
13.7.1 

Soil & Land 
Quality 

Elevated soil salinity Who is responsible for remediation of local 
property? How is this undertaken and who 
pays for the cost of remediation of land? Will 
compensation be ongoing until full 
remediation is completed? 

As with any development activity across South 
Australia, any pollution causing harm is the 
responsibility of the polluter to remediate, at their 
cost. This is also the case for a mining activity and 
would include increased offsite soil salinity should this 
be demonstrated to be the result of Iron Road’s mining 
activities. 

37 MLP 13 Soil & Land 
Quality 

Consequences of 
incorrectly 
managing stockpiles 

If this localised consequence eventuates, how 
will it be resolved? 

Incorrect management of stockpiles can damage 
existing seed stock. Given the proposed stockpile 
management measures, it is not considered this could 
occur across broad areas, hence the conclusion that 
such impacts would be localised. As noted in Chapter 
13 of the MLP: 'Improper stockpiling does not 
compromise rehabilitation practices which can still be 
undertaken through seed collection and direct seeding 
if required'. 

38 MLP 14 Waste Disposal 
& Management 

Transport of waste 
to landfill 

Iron Road is proposing to send a considerable 
volume of waste to the Wudinna landfill. How 
will this waste be collected and transported? 

A competent waste management contractor would be 
engaged by Iron Road to collect and transport waste to 
Wudinna landfill or the proposed onsite landfill, 
depending upon the nature of the waste materials and 
further discussions with Wudinna DC. Refer to  
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Table 3-16 for the waste material intended for the 
Wudinna landfill. 

39 MLP 14  Waste Disposal 
& Management 

Landfill within ML What is prohibiting Iron Road from creating a 
landfill as such within their ML? Has Iron Road 
considered this? If not, why not? 

An onsite landfill is proposed and has been described 
in Chapter 3.5.3 and Table 3-16 of the MLP. The 
proposed site of the landfill within the ML is shown in 
Figure 3-1 of the MLP. 

40 MLP 15 
& 16 

Air Quality & 
Noise 

Baseline studies What are the results of baseline studies for air 
quality and noise? Did these studies take 
measurements for a twelve month period? 
When were these baseline studies conducted? 

The results of the baseline air quality studies are in 
Appendix K of the MLP. Monitoring periods are shown 
in Chapter 3 (Table 3-2) and exceed 12 months.  

Background noise measurements were undertaken in 
2012 as described in Chapter 16.3.1. As background 
noise is typical of a rural environment, 12 months of 
measurements is not needed. 

41 MLP 15.3 Air Quality Photos Why has Iron Road included photos and 
captions that mislead the reader? 

The submitter has not explained why she considers the 
photos and captions to be misleading; regardless, Iron 
Road does not consider any of the photos and captions 
to be misleading. 

42 MLP 15.6 Air Quality Monitoring How many dust monitors will be installed 
around and adjacent to the ML? Who bears 
the cost of farmers having to use the crop 
yield monitors to measure effects of the 
proposed mine? What will the cost be to set 
up these programmes? 

Details of dust monitoring will be provided in the PEPR 
and Iron Road will bear the cost of the approved 
monitoring program. This may or may not include 
'Crop Yield' as the implementation will depend upon 
the suitability and the desire for growers to have the 
monitoring on their farms and agree with the system 
in concept. 

43 MLP 15.7 Air Quality Baseline monitoring Have comprehensive baseline studies been 
undertaken for the current air quality? What 
confidence can we have in modelling? 

Yes, these are outlined and described in more detail in 
Appendix K of the MLP. Conservative assumptions 
have been used in modelling. 
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44 MLP 15.7 Air Quality Baseline monitoring When will Iron Road conduct baseline studies 
at sensitive receiver sites? 

A baseline monitoring program has been undertaken 
and an impact assessment completed (refer to Chapter 
15.3 and Appendix K of the MLP). The construction and 
operational monitoring programs will be implemented 
should the ML be approved and will be located at sites 
detailed in the PEPR and approved by SA Government. 

45 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Baseline monitoring What studies have been undertaken on cereal 
crops to support Iron Road’s assertion that 
‘the cumulative effect of leaf shading, increase 
leaf temperature and blocking of stomata is 
expected to be insignificant’?  

Studies are cited in Chapter 15.7.6 of the MLP. 

46 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Monitoring Iron Road has suggested the use of crop yield 
monitoring systems to support the 
landowner’s claim of dust impacts on crops 
and pastures. Who will pay the cost to set up 
this monitoring system?  

Refer to the response to Issue #42 above.  

47 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

What cumulative effect will dust with low 
levels of heavy metals have on cereal crops 
and medic pastures? When rain events wash 
the dust with low levels of heavy metals into 
the top soil on farming land, what effect will 
this have on crop production and pasture 
growth? What cumulative effect will dust with 
low levels of heavy metals, which settle on 
watering points, have on livestock? Also, what 
effect will it have on our woolclip? 

The comprehensive and detailed impact assessment is 
presented in Chapter 15, with specific discussion 
around agricultural values covered in 15.7.6. The 
conclusions are that the level of impacts and risks are 
Low.  
Describing the dust as having ‘low levels of heavy 
metals’ is misleading as it infers a degree of risk that it 
not present. Elemental analysis of mine waste 
materials indicated that no elements exceed health 
investigation levels (refer to Chapter 7.3.1 of the MLP 
and Section 2.2.2 of Appendix S).  
The dust from the mine is very similar to dust from the 
local region and thus it will have no greater impact on 
watering points, livestock or woolclip than is currently 
experienced, which is currently negligible. 
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48 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
agricultural values 

How is the dust associated with the bare earth 
on the IWL going to be controlled? How many 
years of trialling will it take to get this right? 
What happens if an acceptable solution isn’t 
found?  

Dust control and management strategies are shown in 
Table 15-6. If needed, water sprays can be used 
(noting also that revegetation activities will require 
application of water). A major advantage of the IWL 
over traditional approaches to tailings and waste rock 
management is that it allows for progressive 
rehabilitation and for rehabilitation trials to commence 
early in the mine life. The time required for trials is yet 
to be determined. The objective for the trials is to 
develop optimum rehabilitation and revegetation 
strategies. This could include, for example, the most 
appropriate species mix. There is ample evidence from 
other mine sites to demonstrate that rehabilitation 
and revegetation can be successful on landforms. 

49 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Research Iron Road also has suggested that it is 
considering partnering with the Minnipa 
Agricultural Centre to research effects of dust. 
Who will pay for this research? How will the 
research be monitored and reported? When 
will this research be undertaken? Will findings 
be published prior to the proposed mine’s 
construction? 

Iron Road has committed to pay for this research 
which would be monitored and reported the same as 
any other related industry research. The research 
would be undertaken after Iron Road secures 
approvals and funding. 

The research, and its findings, requires the mine to be 
constructed and in operation. 

50 MLP 
16.3.1 

Noise Baseline studies Have comprehensive baseline studies been 
undertaken for the current noise levels? 

Background noise levels were measured and are 
described in Chapter 16.3.1 of the MLP. 

51 MLP 16 
& 17 

Noise/Airblast 
& Vibration 

Baseline studies When will Iron Road conduct baseline studies 
at these sensitive receiver sites to determine 
current levels of noise and vibration? 

The PEPR will describe the noise monitoring program 
including the need, if any, for further baseline 
measurements.  

52 MLP 16 
& 17 

Noise/Airblast 
& Vibration 

Baseline studies The community will lose valued existing 
environment, which has a ‘lack of human-
induced noise and vibration’. What 

As demonstrated in the MLP, construction and 
operational noise will meet regulatory criteria. 
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importance does Iron Road place on the loss 
of local community values? How can Iron Road 
compensate for these losses? 

Iron Road accepts the noise environment will change 
and that there are other impacts from the mine which 
may affect social and community values. These are 
captured in Chapter 22.3.12 of the MLP and control 
and management strategies are detailed in 
Table 22-21. 

53 MLP 
18.3.2 

Surface Water  IWL What erosion effects will such an intense 
rainfall event have on the IWL? How much run 
off will be generated by the IWL? In the event 
that the bunds around the IWL fail, what 
damage will be done to our property? In the 
event of such damage, how will it be rectified? 

Progressive rehabilitation will minimise the impacts of 
an intense rainfall event on the IWL. Appendix S of the 
MLP includes long term erosion modelling that 
demonstrates the structure will remain stable. Any 
erosion that occurs during mine operation, as a result 
of a rain event, can be readily remediated. Water 
sensitive design practices will be implemented across 
the CEIP.  

54 MLP 
18.6.2 

Surface Water Salt Management How will the salt be removed? Where will the 
salt be taken to dispose of it? How often will 
the salt be disposed of? If during an intense 
rainfall event the bunds do fail, how much salt 
will be washed onto our farming land? How 
would this be remediated, by whom and at 
what cost? 

Any accumulated salt would be removed by 
earthmoving equipment if and when required and 
disposed of in the centre of the IWL. As discussed in 
Issue #53 above, erosion modelling has demonstrated 
that the structure will remain stable and will be 
regularly monitored to confirm this outcome. 

55 MLP 
19.7.1 

Groundwater Water logging/soil 
salinisation 

Considering our property is located to the 
southeast of the IWL, when will Iron Road 
outline to us ‘the potential of water logging 
and salinisation of soils’? What compensation 
would Iron Road give to landholders if this 
very serious risk eventuates? 

Chapter 19 of the MLP notes that this impact is not 
expected to occur; however, as a precaution 
observation wells will be installed. If necessary, 
groundwater pumping would be used to contain water 
migration that may cause salinisation. In the unlikely 
event of property damage, shown to be caused by Iron 
Road, it will discuss potential compensation with 
affected landowners. 
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56 MLP 
20.2.2 

Visual Amenity IWL When will Iron Road present the requested 
montage to us? How much higher will the IWL 
be in comparison to ‘Hilltop” farm? 

This submitter declined the opportunity to have a 
photomontage put together from her home location, 
instead requesting one from a nearby public road (e.g. 
Lock Road). There was a misunderstanding with the 
contractor developing the montages as to the exact 
location on Lock Road, therefore the result was slightly 
different to that requested by the submitter. However, 
all requested public locations and photomontages 
have been captured/carried out and made available to 
various parties, including the CEIP CCC of which this 
submitter is a member. Note that not all of the IWL 
photomontages were published in the MLP as some 
parties did not want them to be.  

The ‘Hilltop’ farm, whilst not specifically identified by 
the submitter, has been assumed to be a property to 
the south of the proposed ML. This farm is at an 
elevation of 95 m AHD. The majority of the 
surrounding landscape upon which the IWL will be 
progressively constructed is at 70 m AHD. The 
proposed final height of the IWL is 135 m, thus the top 
surface elevation will be at 205 m AHD and therefore it 
will be approximately 110 m higher than the ‘Hilltop’ 
farm.  

57 MLP 
20.7.4 

Visual Amenity Light Spill How will the main entrance be illuminated at 
night? What light spill will be emitted from 
lighting of the main entrance and the 
associated construction camp? 

As noted in Chapter 20.7.4 of the MLP, directional 
lighting will be used to reduce light spill but the 
lighting at the main entrance will need to be sufficient 
for safety reasons. The type and design of lighting to 
be used has not been determined at this stage. As the 
proposed construction camp will be set back from the 
ML boundary, light will not spill over the lease 
boundary. Lighting at the camp will, however, be 
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clearly visible. The MLP recognises lighting will be 
visually evident from surrounding areas which is why it 
has been assessed as a medium impact. 

58 MLP 21 Land Use & 
Tenure 

Aircraft What flight exclusion zones will be in place in 
the vicinity of the ML? Being an adjacent 
landholder, how will any flight exclusion zones 
impact on our ability to use aerial agricultural 
practices? 

Notices to Airmen (NOTAM) are used throughout 
Australia where there are objects or activities that may 
need to be considered by pilots. This is the case for 
mines and certain quarries and will be the case for the 
CEIP Mine. Given the physical layout of the proposed 
ML, inclusive of the open pit and the IWL, the impacts 
would be negligible for all but a small number of the 
immediately adjacent properties and only the 
immediately abutting land within those properties. 
These impacts would be negligible for east-west 
orientated activities but changes to flight paths may 
need to be considered for any north-south orientated 
activities which could encroach on the proposed ML. 
As the project progresses, Iron Road will liaise with 
landowners in this regard. 

59 MLP 21 Land Use & 
Tenure 

Loss of stability of 
IWL 

What protocols will be in place if damages 
occur to third party property? If our adjoining 
property is affected what compensation will 
be forthcoming? Will this compensation be 
ongoing until the damaged land is restored to 
its previous condition? 

Refer to response to Issue #53 above. 

60 MLP 
21.7.4 

Land Use & 
Tenure 

Shading of adjacent 
agricultural land 

What effect will the IWL have on rainfall to 
the land adjacent to the IWL? How will this 
affect our land? What ongoing compensation 
would be available to the landholder? 

The size of the IWL is not sufficient to impact on 
rainfall and thus would not affect adjacent land.  
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61 MLP 
22.2.3 

Social 
Environment 

SIA consultation Regarding ‘the Wudinna Community 
Consultative Committee’: What is this 
committee? Who are its members? What are 
its Terms of Reference? How were its 
members engaged in consultation with Rose 
Bowey? Why was the CEIP CCC not engaged in 
this consultation process? Why wasn’t our 
independent Chair asked to formally set up 
such consultation with the CEIP CCC? 

Reference to Wudinna CCC within the SIA (Appendix 
Q) and Chapter 22 of the MLP is incorrect and should 
read CEIP CCC. 

Members of the CEIP CCC were invited via email dated 
6 December 2013 to meet with Rose Bowey. See 
further information outlined below in Issue #62. 

62 MLP 
22.2.3 

Social 
Environment 

SIA consultation It appears that Iron Road had given Rose a 
brief as to which stakeholders she should 
meet with. Was this the case? How did Iron 
Road inform the locals that Rose Bowey would 
be available to speak with affected 
stakeholders? Other than on Iron Road’s say-
so, how did Rose Bowey gather information 
from other affected landholders at 
Warramboo? Which businesses at 
Warramboo were involved in Rose Bowey’s 
consultation? Did Rose Bowey visit 
Warramboo? Why was her assessment 
dictated by financial constraints? 

Iron Road sent an email to the Independent 
Chairperson of the CEIP CCC on 5 December 2013 
advising that Rose Bowey would be in the 
Warramboo/Wudinna area from 16 - 18 December 
2013 and available to meet with anyone that was 
interested. The Independent Chairperson forwarded 
that email to all members of the CEIP CCC on 6 
December 2013 with a note stating that any interested 
parties should contact the nominated Iron Road 
representative to organise a meeting. A copy of that 
email can be provided to DSD if required. Iron Road 
notes that the author of this submission took up the 
invitation and met with Ms Bowey. 

In addition to the information gathered by Ms Bowey 
during her meetings with EP stakeholders, the 
methodology she used for the SIA is outlined in both 
Chapter 22 and Appendix Q of the MLP. As evidenced 
by the extensive research undertaken and set out in 
the MLP, Ms Bowey's assessment was not dictated by 
financial constraints. 
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63 MLP 
22.3.1 

(Figure 
22-3) 

Social 
Environment 

Population and 
Demography 

How can the ‘predicted population trend 
based on 1986-1996’ line dip below 0? Once 
the mine is closed, where will the ‘Upper 
predicted population trend if CEIP does 
progress’ line fall to?  

The predicted population trend line dips below zero as 
an extension of the negative gradient up to the 
extended date (life of mine) of the graph i.e. the 
current declining population. The line is illustrative and 
the upper trend line provides the upper range of the 
predicted population. Whilst many regional towns 
have closed over the past 50 years, the discussion 
surrounding this graph indicates that it is unlikely that 
this will be the case for Wudinna and the more likely 
case is that the population will stabilise around the 
mid-point of the two predicted trend lines.  

64 MLP 
22.3.1 

Social 
Environment 

Population and 
Demography 

In the SIA ‘Populations Projections’ Figure 3-4, 
the Department of Planning and Local 
Government 2011, predicts that by 2026 the 
Wudinna DC population may be 1210. Why 
didn’t Figure 22-3 include this prediction 
made by the Dept. of Planning and Local 
Government?  

The referenced DPLG document has the following 
predictions for the Wudinna DC: 2011: 1280, 2016: 
1227, 2021: 1180, 2026: 1133 and 2031: 1088. These 
figures continue to predict the ongoing population 
decline that has been experienced over the past 
decades. Figure 22-3 of the MLP was constructed by 
using the historical data gradients as a method of 
predicting the future population range and not by a 
demographic approach as used by DPLG. Both can be 
considered as informative. 

65 MLP 
22.7.2 

Social 
Environment 

Population and 
Social Services 

Regarding assistance/encouragement of 
relocation of workforce: Why don’t the same 
considerations apply to those that have to 
leave their farms through no fault of their 
own? What limits will Iron Road put on 
compensation to the displaced landholders? 
How will Iron Road acknowledge these losses, 
other than through lip service? What tangible 
incentives will Iron Road offer these 
landholders? 

Compensation for directly affected landowners has 
been/will be discussed directly (and only) with the 
relevant landowners and their legal representatives. 
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66 MLP 
22.7.6 

Social 
Environment 

Closure and post 
closure impacts 

How will Iron Road ‘seek to leave the 
(Warramboo) community with lasting positive 
benefits following mine closure’? What will be 
the lasting benefits for the Warramboo 
community? How will Iron Road ‘strive to 
leave the (Warramboo) community with no 
lasting negative impacts’? 

As set out in Chapter 22.7.6 of the MLP, Iron Road will 
work cooperatively with local government and SA 
Government on closure planning and adjustment 
programs which will be outlined in a social 
management plan and developed further over the 
mine life as the social and economic changes and 
potential post mining opportunities become more 
apparent. Measures that could be adopted are set out 
on page 22-64 of the MLP and there are many other 
innovative examples across the globe that can be 
considered over the next 25 years e.g. benefits derived 
from the ‘third party’ infrastructure will essentially 
remain in perpetuity.  

67 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

SIA Where is the comparison between Wudinna 
DC and Franklin Harbour DC in relation to the 
SIA? 

That comparison was not required. The local study 
area included all of the DCs within the CEIP footprint, 
plus DC Elliston due to the proximity of Lock to the 
proposed mine. The SIA methodology, including how 
study areas were determined, is clearly set out in MLP 
Chapter 22. 

68 MLP 
23.7.1 

Economics Viability Considering that the iron ore concentrate 
prices are well below the suggested 
conservative price range quoted in the MLP, 
how does this affect the predicted annual 
revenue range? 

As with anything, a line needs to be drawn in the sand 
when detailed impact assessments are going to be 
undertaken and so, while the iron price was higher at 
the time EconSearch was preparing the EIA than it was 
during the public consultation period, it has in fact 
risen again. Regardless, as Iron Road’s optimisation 
studies and financial modelling have shown, low cycles 
in the market are actually the best time to build as 
costs are lower. Refer to Iron Road’s announcement to 
the ASX dated 20 April 2016 for the latest information 
on costs to build the CEIP. 
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69 MLP 
23.7.1 

Economics Local Government Iron Road is suggesting that the CEIP will 
contribute on average $300,000 to local 
government annually. This equates to $7.5m 
over the life of the proposed mine. Is this sum 
a total contribution to all the District Councils? 

This was a proposed area rate estimate used by the 
expert economic consultant but the exact amount will 
be set by the Valuer General (based on land valuation) 
at the appropriate time. This is not the total 
contribution to all DCs as documented in detail in 
Chapter 23 and Appendix R of the MLP. The 
contribution to regional councils is far more significant 
than just this estimated rates figure e.g. jobs, 
businesses, increased population rates etc. 

70 MLP 
23.7.1 

Economics Local Government How will Iron Road compensate the 
community for the huge financial drain the 
proposed mine will place on the Wudinna DC? 

Iron Road and Wudinna DC will work together to come 
to a fair arrangement in relation to rates payable in 
respect of any land acquired by the company for the 
proposed mine and infrastructure and will agree costs 
in relation to all matters relating to roads. Iron Road 
disagrees with the assumption that the proposed mine 
will place a ‘huge financial drain’ on Wudinna DC and 
in fact the economic assessment details the opposite 
to be the case. 

Submission 11 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP 3 Description of 

Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL (rephrased) It would seem the IWL is not large 
enough to accommodate all the waste 
materials. There are discrepancies throughout 
MLP regarding waste volumes. Clearly outline 
how waste will be managed and stored and if 
IWL is adequately sized. 

Figure 3-19 clearly shows the additional areas that 
have been allocated for the proposed storage of the 
combined waste rock and dewatered tailings materials 
in addition to the IWL area. As the project evolved, and 
the results of the landform modelling were received, 
the outer slopes of the IWL were re-contoured (Figure 
3-20) to provide a very stable structure. These 
conservative slopes and bulk density factors resulted 
in the need for the additional storage areas as located 
on Figure 3-19.  
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2 MLP 3 Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL (rephrased) Which basis (of IWL management) 
has air quality modelling been completed on? 

The basis of the air quality assessment is as described 
in Chapter 15 pf the MLP and the associated Appendix 
K. The outcome of the assessment is that an active 
management and monitoring program will be required 
to achieve legislative air quality limits. The placement 
of materials in the allocated areas in Figure 3-19 would 
not change either the management methods or the 
outcomes. 

Submission 12 – Name and Address Withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 13 – Name and Address Withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 14 – Euro Exploration Services P/L. Supportive submission; no issues raised.  

Submission 15 – Port Lincoln Chamber of Commerce & Tourism. Supportive submission; no issues raised.  

Submission 16 – Robert Allan. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 17 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 18 – Name and Address withheld. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS.  
1 MLP 

15.7.6 
Air Quality Impacts on 

Agricultural Values 
Do we know if the material being mined 
contains a carcinogenic substance: Who pays 
for damage to crops and stock? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #47. 

Submission 19 – Warramboo Community Club. Relates to MLP only 
1 MLP 5 Stakeholder 

consultation 
Discussions Iron Road has said there is ongoing discussion 

with our club. After some contact (3 years 
ago) about using our club, we asked for this to 
be put in writing but no such undertaking has 
ever been received. When have these ongoing 
discussions taken place and with whom? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #10. 

2 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

SIA Why wasn’t our club contacted by Rose 
Bowey? 

Ms Bowey met with stakeholders who are members of 
the Warramboo Community Club. If the Club wanted 
an individual meeting with Ms Bowey then the 
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opportunity to do that was to accept the invitation 
sent out via email dated 6 December 2013 to the CEIP 
CCC. Iron Road also notes that many members of the 
CEIP CCC are also members of the Community Club 
and the onus was on those CCC members to inform 
relevant stakeholders of the chance to meet with 
Ms Bowey. Refer to the CEIP CCC Terms of Reference 
(clause 2.1). 

3 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Loss of volunteers How will mine workers on long shifts and 
living in Wudinna be able to make any 
valuable contribution to the Warramboo 
community as volunteers? 

Even though mine workers living in Wudinna will be on 
shifts, they will still have days off just like any other 
employee and some of those workers may choose to 
undertake volunteer work within any of the local 
towns such as Wudinna, Warramboo, Minnipa and 
Lock. While Iron Road will actively encourage its 
workforce to do this, the community has a mutual 
responsibility in this regard. 

4 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Loss of volunteers What will Iron Road do for the Warramboo 
community to compensate for this loss of 
community service? 

Iron Road does not agree with the submitter’s 
assumption that community service will be lost as the 
CEIP will bring many new people and families into the 
district who will be encouraged to participate in public 
events, volunteering and sporting opportunities. Table 
22-21 of the MLP states Iron Road’s commitment in 
this regard: “Develop corporate volunteering programs 
to bolster the membership base of volunteer 
organisations and to provide opportunities for workers 
to engage with the local community”. 

Submission 20 – Craig Sampson. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Decline of land 

values 
Will Iron Road consider financial help as this 
drop in his equity is not of his doing? 

Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 
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2 MLP 
3.6.4 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Local Roads When will we be told what is actually 
happening to local roads? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #24. 

3 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Landowners within 
ML boundary 

"Only six families'. How can Iron Road justify 
this? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #6. 

4 MLP 7.3 Public Safety Geochemical 
Composition 

Given the known presence of uranium and 
other radioactive materials in the Gawler 
Craton bedrock and associated Paleochannels 
in the district, why are these substances 
precluded from any analytical results? 

Analytical results are provided in Appendix B of 
Appendix S of the MLP. As discussed in Chapter 7.3.1 
of the MLP, there are extremely low concentrations of 
radionuclides at the mine to represent a hazard to 
public safety and mine site workers. 

5 MLP 10 Non-Aboriginal 
Heritage 

Warramboo 
cemetery 

What does Iron Road plan to do if it is found 
that damage is occurring at the cemetery due 
to the mine? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #30. 

6 MLP 14 Waste Disposal 
& Management 

Landfill within ML It was stated that with extra waste from Iron 
Road the life expectancy of the Wudinna DC 
waste dump will be reduced by 15 years. Why 
can’t Iron Road store their own waste under 
their own IWL? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #39. 

7 MLP 15 Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

Iron Road talks about working with Minnipa 
Ag Centre in regards to the effects of dust on 
crops but what about its effects on pastures, 
livestock and effects on collected rain water 
for consumption? 

There are no public health concerns associated with 
dust deposition. Iron Road recognises, however, that 
dust deposition may cause nuisance effects and has 
committed to achieving an outcome of no public 
nuisance impacts from dust generated by mining 
activities. Dust management measures are described 
in Table 15-6 and include real-time monitoring. Given 
these measures, Iron Road considers dust will have 
negligible effect on pastures, livestock or collected rain 
water. The dust from the mine is very similar to dust 
from the local region and thus it will have no greater 
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impact on pastures, livestock or collected rain water 
than presently experienced. Iron Road will, however, 
investigate any valid complaints received and take 
remedial action where necessary.  

8 MLP 15 
& 16 

Air 
Quality/Noise 

Baseline monitoring How many base line studies have been 
completed into dust, air quality, noise and 
light? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issues #43, #44 and #45. 

9 MLP 15 
& 16 

Air 
Quality/Noise 

Baseline monitoring Does Iron Road plan to do baseline studies on 
adjacent properties for all of the above before 
mining commences? 

Background air quality monitoring has been 
undertaken as described in Chapter 15.3.1 of the MLP. 
Further baseline monitoring will be undertaken prior 
to construction. 

10 MLP 17.7 Airblast & 
Vibration 

Blasting There is a risk that vibrations and air blast 
levels due to blasting will be higher than 
predicted, there are a lot of stone constructed 
homes within the community which could 
effectively be damaged by any vibration. What 
will Iron Road plan to do if this becomes a 
reality? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #29. 

11 MLP 
19.7.1 

Groundwater IWL Where will this salty water be pumped to? The water will be pumped to the active areas of the 
IWL to be used as a dust suppressant.  

12 MLP 
20.2.2 

Visual Amenity Site Visits and 
photos 

The photo montages (p 20-34) were only a 
select few of many from a list of areas given. 
When will these montages be released for 
public viewing? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #56. 

13 MLP 
21.7.4 

Land Use & 
Tenure 

IWL  What effect will this landform have on 
predicted rainfall, wind? If adjacent 
landowners to the proposed mine site are 
affected by environmental conditions 
attributed to mining activities, what is Iron 
Road planning to do in the way of 
compensating these affected landowners? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #60. 
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14 MLP 
22.2.3 

Social 
Environment 

Impacts on 
landowners 

Iron Road states that it would like one on one 
engagement with landowners about dust, 
noise, light etc. Why not a general 
engagement with the whole community 
because these problems would not be isolated 
ones? 

General engagement on all potential issues has been 
ongoing with stakeholders since late 2011 including 
“Talking Topic” sessions. Refer to Chapter 5 of the MLP 
for the full list of engagement forums and 
opportunities offered by Iron Road. Further 
engagement opportunities will be available during all 
phases of the CEIP. 

15 MLP 
22.2.3 

Social 
Environment 

Stakeholder 
consultation and 
engagement 

Who is the Wudinna CCC? An employee of 
Rose Bowey & Associates did not even meet 
with the CEIP CCC as were told that it did not 
fit into her brief. Why was this so? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issues #61 and #62. 

16 MLP 
22.3.1 

Social 
Environment 

Population & 
Demography 

How can it be shown that the predicted 
population trend will fall below 0 by 2041? 
What happens to the blue line after 2041? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #63. 

17 MLP 
App. I Fig 
5.1 

Traffic Traffic Impact 
Assessment Report 

I question where they got their map from as 
part of this route runs through our private 
property and is one of the roads Iron Road is 
planning to close.  

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #25.  

Submission 21 – Name and Address withheld. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 

18.7.3 
Surface Water Salinsation  How will potential impacts on surrounding 

agricultural land from saline water used on 
the mine site be managed? 

Saline water used for dust suppression on the mine 
will be directed to swales and sediment ponds with 
salt collected as necessary and disposed of in the IWL. 
Seepage of saline water from the IWL will be minimal 
and not expected to result in an elevated water table 
that could impact on crops or vegetation. As a 
precaution, observation wells will be installed 
adjoining the IWL. If necessary, groundwater pumping 
would be used.  
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2 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Competing wages How will compensation for wages be 
managed? 

It is acknowledged in Chapter 22 of the MLP that the 
operation of the mine may result in wage and price 
inflation and Iron Road has committed to setting out 
criteria in a social management plan in due course. 
However, compensation would not be an appropriate 
action. 

Submission 22 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 23 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 24 – Kaye O’Brien. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP  Out of Scope Land values What will Iron Road do for the value of our 

farms? 
Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 
2.2.4 

Existing 
Environment 

Wudinna airport 
upgrade 

Who will be responsible for the airport 
upgrade? 

Iron Road is working closely with the Wudinna DC on 
this matter and the DC will take the lead in obtaining 
appropriate approvals for the airport upgrade in due 
course. Ratepayers will not be responsible for funding 
the airport upgrade as the DC will have various funding 
sources to explore, which may include grants from the 
Commonwealth Government. 

3 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation  

Engagement with 
locals 

Why hasn’t Iron Road visited every person and 
farmer in Warramboo? 

As outlined in Chapter 5, Iron Road has held numerous 
engagement activities since 2011 including public 
meetings, one-on-one sessions, focus groups, talking 
topics and drop in sessions, in addition to participating 
in many local events where staff have been freely 
available to meet all interested parties and answer 
their questions. Iron Road also has a full time 
Stakeholder Engagement Principal Advisor based in 
Wudinna.  

Every opportunity to engage with the local 
Warramboo community has been offered and it is 
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therefore likely that if there is anyone who has not 
been spoken to or met with, it has been by their 
choice.  

4 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation  

Written 
communications 

Why hasn’t Iron Road put in writing and given 
the people concerned some proof of what 
they have been told? Even minutes of 
meetings that were promised? 

All minutes of meetings that were taken by Iron Road 
staff and promised for distribution have been 
circulated. All presentations are publicly available on 
the Iron Road website, and the Company has 
previously provided written responses to numerous 
questions raised by the CEIP CCC. Everything the 
company has said/committed to has been 
documented in the MLP. Please refer to Table 22-21 
within Chapter 22. 

5 MLP 15 Air Quality Dust What happens if the mine starts up and there 
is dust? 

Iron Road will be required to comply with all air quality 
conditions specified in the ML (if granted) and specific 
air quality criteria will need to be developed in a PEPR. 
Iron Road will need to meet these criteria or run the 
risk of its mining operations being suspended. Design 
and management measures to control dust are 
outlined in Table 15-6 of the MLP. 

6 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Sale of mine What happens to the Warramboo people if 
the mine is on-sold and things change? Will 
this be in writing? 

If the mine is on-sold the new party would be obliged 
to comply with the same terms, conditions, guidelines, 
legislation, Australian standards, etc, as Iron Road. 

Any transfer of ownership is also subject to written 
consent from the Minister for Mineral Resources and 
Energy pursuant to section 83 of the Mining Act, 
therefore DSD would be required to undertake an 
assessment on the suitability of any proposed 
purchaser of the mine prior to making a 
recommendation to the Minister. 
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7 MLP 22.6 Social 
Environment 

Health services Can Iron Road start anything without a 
hospital or Medical Centre? 

Yes, but as set out in Table 22-21 of the MLP Iron Road 
will maintain an onsite mine rescue team and suitably 
trained medical personnel and equip the mine site 
with appropriate firefighting and emergency response 
equipment. Other commitments relating to working 
with local communities, local Government and SA 
Government in relation to all social matters including 
infrastructure are also set out in Table 22-21. 

8 MLP 
22.7.3 

Social 
Environment 

Housing and 
Accommodation 

How can we afford to live in the area when 
the mine starts up? 

Measures to minimise impacts on housing affordability 
and the costs of living are discussed in Chapter 22.7.3. 
Measures to minimise impacts on the costs of living 
are discussed in Chapter 22.7.4. 

9 MLP 
22.7.6 

Social 
Environment 

Closure and post-
closure social 
impacts 

How will Iron Road ensure the area does not 
become derelict once the mine is closed (like 
other places in Queensland)? 

This is discussed in Chapter 22.7.6 and includes Iron 
Road’s commitment to work cooperatively with local 
and State Government on mine closure planning and 
adjustment programs. 

Submission 25 –Peter O’Brien. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS.. 
1 MLP 1 Introduction Size of the ML Is this Iron Road’s expectation? The area of 8,458 hectares of land comprised within 

MC 4383 is the extent of Iron Road's proposed ML. Any 
additional land that may be required for the ML (or 
another ML) not subject to this application would 
require a range of additional approvals (and a new 
assessment and public consultation process) and is not 
something being contemplated by the company. 

2 MLP 8 Traffic Funding of road 
restructure 

Do rate payers have to pay for road 
restructure outcomes? 

All attributable costs will be borne by Iron Road and 
set out in due course in a commercial agreement 
between the company and Wudinna DC. 
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3 MLP 8 Traffic Impacts of road 
closure on 
agricultural values 

What is the impact on cost of production as 
well as the effects on timely seeding and 
harvesting of crops and stock returns with the 
loss of the North/South Road? 

Iron Road will continue to speak to all landowners that 
may be directly affected by this proposed road closure, 
together with the Wudinna DC. 

Iron Road has already indicated to this submitter’s 
family that arrangements could be made for those few 
times a year when north/south access is required for 
the purpose of harvesting and seeding to escort the 
farmers and their machinery through the mining lease. 
This would also apply to other farming businesses that 
have land to both the north and south of the proposed 
mining lease. 

Iron Road’s cooperation in this regard would mean 
that there would be no impacts on costs of production 
or effects on timing of seeding or stock returns. 

4 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

How will we get clean drinking water free 
from dust and foreign material from tailings? 

There are no public health concerns associated with 
dust deposition. Iron Road recognises, however, that 
dust deposition can cause nuisance affects and has 
committed to achieving an outcome of no public 
nuisance impacts from dust generated by mining 
activities. Dust management measures are described 
in Table 15-6 of the MLP and include real-time 
monitoring. Given these measures, Iron Road 
considers dust will have negligible effect on water in 
rain water tanks. The dust from the mine is very similar 
to dust from the local region and thus it will have no 
greater impact on rain water tanks than presently 
experienced. Iron Road will, however, investigate any 
valid complaints received and take remedial action 
where necessary. 
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5 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

Who will pick up the losses incurred due to 
dust, salt, spraying of weeds and 
contamination? 

Chapter 15.7.6 of the MLP discusses the impacts of 
both dust and salt on crops. The rate of dust 
deposition on crops is expected to be considerably less 
than the rate at which measurable impacts would 
occur. Salt deposition from mining is also expected to 
be insignificant when compared to background salt 
deposition (refer Figure 15-15). As noted in Chapter 
15.7.6, due to the importance of this issue to the 
community, Iron Road is investigating the use of a crop 
yield monitoring program and is also proposing a 
research project with the Minnipa Agricultural Centre 
looking at tolerance of locally grown wheat species to 
dust and saline aerosols. 

6 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

What is the clearance of native vegetation 
going to do to adjacent land holders? 

Dust management measures are described in Table  
15-6 of the MLP. Where needed, water trucks or 
wetting agents will be used on disturbed areas. 
Disturbed areas will be developed or revegetated as 
soon as possible. A Significant Environment Benefit 
offset will be provided to compensate for loss of any 
ecological values. 

7 MLP 
18.7.2 

Surface Water Disturbance to 
existing flow 
regimes 

As the water goes through the mine lease, 
how will the adjacent farms have a water 
scheme available to reticulate water to their 
properties and at whose expense? 

All services, including water, that need to be relocated 
will be redirected and reinstated as efficiently as 
practicable at Iron Road's expense.  

8 MLP 
18.7.3 

Surface Water Salinisation Will the levels of saline wash and runoff water 
be controlled? 

Refer to Submission #21, Issue #1. 

9 MLP 19 Groundwater Polda Basin Will the Polda Basin be contaminated from 
underground? 

Groundwater extraction for the mine will come from 
the Polda Trough. This is saline and a separate and 
distinct geological unit from the Polda Lens, which is 
used as a fresh water supply for the Eyre Peninsula. 
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The Polda Lens is 45 km from the proposed borefield 
and there is no potential for the borefield, or any other 
components of the CEIP, to affect the Polda Lens.  

Further information on this can be found in Chapter 
19.3.3 of the MLP (page 19-4) under ‘Quaternary 
Aquifers’ (which include the Polda Basin) and also 
Section 2.6.2 of Appendix N to the MLP. 

The Musgrave PWA (which includes the Polda Basin) is 
considered as a Receptor in Chapter 19.3.6 of the MLP. 
Modelling has shown the zone of influence around the 
proposed mine is not predicted to reach the Musgrave 
PWA, with approximately 20 km distance between the 
predicted post closure zone of influence and the 
Musgrave PWA (refer to Appendix N for further detail). 
On this basis, it is considered that there is no potential 
for impact to the Musgrave PWA. 

The zone of influence and the relationship to the 
Musgrave PWA (including the Polda Basin) is detailed 
in Section 5 of Appendix N. In particular refer to: 

• Figure 6: the geological relationship between the 
Polda Basin (labelled the Polda Lens). 

• Figure 12: shows the predicted cone of dewatering 
in relation to the Musgrave PWA (and Polda Basin) 
at completion of mining, and  

• Figure 16: shows the predicted cone of dewatering 
in relation to the Musgrave PWA (and Polda Basin) 
1,000 years after mine closure.   
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10 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Adjoining 
landowners 

Relocating houses/buildings etc a big cost - 
Iron Road won’t provide answers. 

Iron Road staff has spent time with this family 
discussing impacts, relocation, compensation and/or 
land acquisition and are committed to continuing 
those discussions. 
Table 22-21 on page 22-43 of the MLP also sets out the 
following commitment: “Discuss and negotiate land 
acquisition with those landowners that are adjacent to 
the proposed ML if those landowners wish to move 
because mining operations are impacting negatively on 
the use and enjoyment of their land”. 

Submission 26 – Cleve Auto Repairs. Refers to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 27 – Triple B Nominees Pty Ltd. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 3.7 Description of 

Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Mine closure Who is responsible for mine closure and 
rehabilitation? 

Iron Road is responsible for mine closure and 
rehabilitation. If granted, the ML and the 
corresponding PEPR will specify environmental 
outcomes that Iron Road must achieve at closure and, 
until those outcomes are achieved, the company will 
remain responsible for management of the site. 

2 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impact on 
Agricultural Values 

Will salt water used for dust suppression at 
the mine site (listed earlier) and along the 
corridor create contamination on surrounding 
soils? 

Saline water will only be used for dust suppression on 
the corridor during construction and will be collected 
in swales and sediment ponds. Saline water used in 
dust suppression at the mine will also be directed to 
swales and ponds. As needed, salt will be removed and 
disposed of in the middle of the IWL.  

Submission 28 – Name and Address withheld. Refers to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 29 – Name and Address withheld. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Mining and 

development on 
agricultural land 

I am horrified that the Government is 
considering passing an iron ore mine and rail 
corridor through agricultural land….mining 
should not occur anywhere near agriculture. 

Refer to Question 6.7 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 
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Submission 30 – Mallee Hill Farming.  Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 

18.7.3 
Surface Water Salinisation What happens to the salt from the saline 

water used for dust suppression on the mine 
site? 

Refer to Submission #27, Issue #2. 

Submission 31 – Name and Address withheld. Refers to MLP only. 
1 MLP  Out of Scope Land values What effect will the Iron Road mine have on 

the value of our land? Will the value of the 
land be downgraded? 

Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Landowner 
discussions 

(rephrased)  No one from Iron Road has ever 
met with or called them to discuss plans for 
the mine and how it will impact them.  

It is not possible for Iron Road to comment definitively 
on this statement as the submitter’s identity has been 
withheld; however, the Company has contacted all 
impacted and adjacent landowners on more than one 
occasion and offered to meet to discuss impacts. In 
addition, numerous other engagement opportunities 
have been offered since 2011 as set out in Table 5-2 
within the MLP. Iron Road encourages the submitter to 
make contact with our Wudinna based Stakeholder 
Engagement Principal Advisor so that all issues or 
concerns can be discussed in detail. 

3 MLP 8 Traffic Local road closures Closure of Dolphin Road will affect access to 
our farm, especially during harvest time. 

Refer to #2 above. 

4 MLP 
10.5.2 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

Vibration at 
Warramboo 
cemetery 

What will happen to the Warramboo 
Cemetery? Will continual blasting and 
vibrations underground have effects on the 
stability of the ground? Who will cover the 
costs to repairs? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #30. 

5 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

How will dust affect our crops, pasture and 
sheep? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #47. 



 

Attachment A: Mining Lease Proposal – Responses to Public Submissions Page 40 

Issue 
# 

Chapter 
# 

Topic Component / Issue Description of Issue Raised in Public 
Submission 

Iron Road Response 

6 MLP 16 Noise Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

Will lambing averages drop with the extra 
noise? 

Iron Road will be required to meet noise criteria as 
described in Chapters 16.1.2 and 16.1.3 of the MLP. 
Iron Road is not aware of any research that would 
suggest noise at these levels would affect lambing 
averages. 

Submission 32 – Name and Address withheld. Refers to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Timing of 

submission 
(rephrased) Why was the proposal released at 
this time of year? Why wasn’t it held until 
January? 

Refer to Question 6.2 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP Out of Scope Mining vs 
agriculture 

Why is productive farming land being 
sacrificed for mining when less than 5% of our 
state is used for growing the nations and 
other parts of the world with our much 
needed food? Why aren’t Iron Road mining 
their tenement at Tarcoola and leaving the 
productive land alone? Why have we been 
told that farming and mining can co-exist, yet 
there is no real evidence of this? 

Refer to Question 6.7 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP Out of Scope Exploration/mining We personally are not classed as one of the 
affected families as we are not in the first 
stage of the mine proposal so: Why were we 
sent a notice of entry in 2010? Why were 
these other stages explored and drilled at the 
same time as stage 1? How many stages are 
there? When will the other stages be explored 
again? How long will this process take? It is 
evident that we will have to go through the 
whole process again. Why? How much more 
stress do we have to go through? Why were 
we told not to upgrade our infrastructure (e.g. 

Refer to Question 6.19 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 
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new sheds, fencing, roads, etc) if we were not 
in stage 1? 

4 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Non-disclosure of 
information 

Why were we told by neighbours and not Iron 
Road that our farm would be impacted? 

This submitter’s farm will not be impacted by the CEIP 
and Iron Road does not know or understand why the 
submitter’s neighbours would state otherwise.  

5 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Landowners within 
ML boundary 

Why does Iron Road state that there are only 
six families affected, when clearly there are 
other family units within these families? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #6. 

6 MLP 
10.5.2 

Non Aboriginal 
heritage 

Warramboo 
cemetery 

How much damage is going to be incurred on 
the graves? Will sinking of graves occur; will 
there be photos taken and assessment done 
before mining starts? If not, why? Will Iron 
Road compensate for any damage incurred 
from mining? If not, why? Will this be 
monitored on a regular basis?  

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #30. 

7 MLP 17 Airblast & 
Vibration 

Blasting Has there been a study done on the local silos, 
as to what damage could be caused, especially 
when they are full, from blasting? What 
effects on the silos will blasting have? What 
impacts will this have on the town, its staff, 
the residents and road users? (i.e. if blasting 
causes them to split or burst). What safety 
precautions do you have in place?  

As discussed in Chapter 10.5.2 of the MLP (with more 
detail provided in Chapter 17), airblast and ground 
vibration at the nearest sensitive receptor will be well 
below levels that would cause human discomfort. 
Ground vibration, in particular, is not expected to be 
discernible 200 m from the pit. The levels that cause 
human discomfort are considerable lower than those 
that would cause structural damage. Consequently, 
there is no potential for impact to structures or homes. 

8 MLP 15 / 
18 

Air Quality 
/Surface Water 

Impacts on 
agricultural values 

We are extremely concerned about dust and 
water impacts on our farming enterprise and 
the compensation for this. What 
compensation is available not only for the 
farms immediately surrounding the mine but 
further afield? 

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #5. 

If there are dust and water impacts on farms that are 
proven to be a direct result of Iron Road’s mining 
operation then compensation under the Mining Act, 
1971 will be discussed with those impacted 
landowners at that time. Chapter 15.7.6 of the MLP 
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discusses the likelihood of impacts to agricultural 
values in detail. 

9 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Relocation of 
residents 

Has there been a study on the wider 
community as to how many of its current 
residents will relocate elsewhere because they 
don’t want to live in a mining town?  

No separate study has been undertaken. Refer to 
Chapter 22 of the MLP for all matters raised by 
interested stakeholders during the SIA. 

Submission 33 – District Council of Cleve. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 34 – Global Maintenance Upper Spencer Gulf. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 35 – Georgina Veitch. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Timing of 

submission 
The timing of the Iron Road (IRD) submission 
to the State Government has left us very time 
poor to do total justice to the response we 
provide for the submission. 

Refer to Question 6.2 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP Out of Scope Hard copies I was also greatly disappointed when I put in a 
request to both IRD and DSD that if I wanted a 
hard paper copy for my legal adviser of the 
Mining Lease proposal (MLP) I was expected 
to pay approximately $500. If IRD want to 
have negotiations with me, my lawyer will be 
involved, so, could they please explain why 
one wasn’t one issued?  

Refer to Question 6.3 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP Out of Scope Land valuations / 
acquisition 

(Numerous questions regarding land 
valuations, impacts, reduced land holdings, 
devaluation of land close to a mine).  

Refer to Question 6.6 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

4 MLP 2 

Table 2-1 

Existing 
Environment 

Local services Could IRD please inform me how they missed 
so many of the local services? Including 
electrician, carpet cleaning, sandblasting, 
engineering, Viterra, Cash for Scrap, plumber, 
fencing/stock contractor, cleaner of the 

The services set out by the submitter do not fall into 
the categories set out in Table 2-1. If that level of 
detail was to be provided, then it would also have 
been included for Wudinna and Lock. Services and 
facilities in Table 2-1 relate to health, education, social 
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Warramboo public toilets and cleaner of the 
Warramboo Club and Lock Swimming Pool. 

services, and emergency services, etc, all of which 
have been correctly captured. We note the omission of 
the swimming pool at Lock, and another submitter has 
pointed out that Warramboo Community Club has a 
liquor licence that we failed to incorporate in 
Table 2-1. 

5 MLP 
2.2.2 

Table 2-2 

Existing 
Environment 

Exempt land "Name of person entitled to exemption". 
Could all future references include only our CT 
title and not our company name or personal 
names? Why didn't IRD communicate with 
landholders about this? 

The information provided in Table 2-2 of the MLP 
relates to land ownership which is publicly available. 
As lessees are also considered to be 'owners' under 
the Mining Act, their names were required to be 
inserted in the Table.  
All information provided was in compliance with / 
required by DSD's Minerals Regulatory Guideline 
MG2a. 

6 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation  

CEIP CCC / public 
meetings 

Initially, I was a member of the CEIP CCC, 
however, I resigned as I felt that IRD spent far 
too much time “informing us” rather than 
“involving us”. It is of my opinion (sic) that the 
CEIP CCC really serves no other purpose than 
that of allowing the mining company a means 
of informing the locals without true 
consultation. An open public meeting to me is 
of far more benefit to the whole community. 
Could IRD please inform us of when they will 
have their next public meeting? They have 
been very quiet in the community since the 
MLP and EIS came out. 

The submitter and her husband resigned for different 
reasons to those set out here - a copy of their 
resignation letter can be provided to DSD if required. 
Iron Road does not agree with the submitter’s views in 
relation to the CEIP CCC which was facilitated by an 
Independent Chairperson in accordance with its Terms 
of Reference. 
There are no plans to hold any formal public meetings 
in the short term.  
Iron Road staff were present at the Government-run 
meetings in December in Wudinna, Cleve and Tumby 
Bay. Iron Road’s Wudinna based representative is also 
available to talk/meet with any interested party. 

7 MLP 
5.5.2 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

Impacted 
landowners 

Could IRD please explain if they think they 
have gone out of their way to foster a strong 
relationship with us? 

Iron Road had a good relationship with this submitter’s 
family early on in the CEIP’s development but 
unfortunately as time passed it became increasingly 
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difficult to maintain that relationship. Iron Road is 
keen to improve/re-establish relations and would 
encourage the family (or their solicitor) to contact the 
Company to organise a meeting at any time. 

8 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation  

Impacts  How many businesses are directly impacted or 
associated with those “six different farming 
families within the mine site”? How many 
people are directly impacted or associated 
with those ""six different farming families 
within the mine site" (indirect effect 
multipliers)? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #6. 

9 MLP 5.4 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Impacts  How many businesses around the mine site 
may be impacted by IRD activities? How many 
people around the mine site may be impacted 
by IRD activities? 

Refer to Chapter 22 and Appendix Y of the MLP. 

10 MLP 13.3 Soil & Land 
Quality 

Soils and subsoils In Section 3.1.2 how has the determination 
been made as to what soils and subsoils are 
“benign waste rock with topsoil/subsoil’? 

This is based primarily on analysis of core samples 
from the exploration program (as detailed in Chapter 
13.3 of the MLP) and other existing information that 
establishes an interpretable soil profile. This 
demonstrates there is very little potentially acid 
forming material, no asbestiform material, and levels 
of radioactivity are at or below background readings 
for the area. There are small areas that may potentially 
have acid sulfate soils and small areas of dispersive 
soils that will also require management. In terms of 
risks to humans and the environment, soils can be 
considered to be benign. 

11 MLP 13 Soil & Land 
Quality 

Soils In Section 3.3.1 it states the only soil type in 
the mine site is Calcarosols. The majority of 
the land we own in the mine site is sand on 

Soils information is based on broad scale mapping in 
the Australian Soil Resource Information System. Iron 
Road recognises this lacks detail at the site specific 
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clay or sodosols chromosols tenosols and not 
Calcarosols which we have on other 
properties. How did IRD form this conclusion? 

level and would welcome any information available to 
assist with the assessment (as previously and 
repeatedly requested in all areas of the project). As 
noted in Chapter 13, Table 13-6 of the MLP, further 
detailed investigations will be undertaken prior to 
construction to ensure soils are appropriately 
managed, in particular, any dispersive or potentially 
acid-forming material. 

12 MLP 15.7 Air Quality Baseline monitoring How much more assessment should be 
required before approval is given if at the 
moment the two programs that IRD is offering 
will only be "detailed in the PEPR should the 
CEIP be granted government and Iron Road 
Board approvals?” Could IRD please explain 
where is the surety for adjacent landholders? 

The surety will be in the conditions attached to the 
ML, if granted by DSD, which will include air quality 
criteria that must be met. Iron Road must comply with 
those conditions or it will be in breach of both its ML 
and the Mining Act, 1971. 

13 MLP 15.7 Air Quality Future monitoring 
activities 

The question I have here is why hasn’t it 
already happened? 

Background air quality monitoring, as described in 
Appendix K of the MLP, is sufficient for the purpose of 
the assessment of the MLP.  

Given the work that has already been undertaken, 
12 months monitoring prior to construction will be 
sufficient to establish the baseline for the air quality 
monitoring program. 

14 MLP 21 Land Use and 
Tenure 

Flight exclusion zone Will the area of the MLP become an aviation 
exclusion zone? What happens to those 
landholders who may need to do seasonal 
aerial spraying which is often a norm when 
you have peas?  

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #58. 

15 MLP 
22.3.1 

Social 
Environment 

Population and 
Demography 

What happens once the mine closes? The population will likely decrease with the levels of 
decrease depending upon the local and regional 
economic opportunities at the time and the willingness 
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of the individuals and organisations to capture these 
opportunities. Should no opportunities exist at the 
time, the numbers would return to less than the pre-
mining levels given the ongoing population decline in 
the agricultural sector (refer Executive Summary p20 
for population predictions). 

16 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Social cohesion Warramboo has never had mining and for 
now it remains exempt land. Does Iron Road 
realise how hard it may be for them to achieve 
social cohesion when they are changing so 
much of the structure of the district? 

The existence of exempt land is not relevant to social 
cohesion; however the Company is very conscious of 
potential impacts of introducing mining into a farming 
community which is why the SIA, as detailed in 
Chapter 22 and Appendix Y of the MLP, is so extensive. 
It also outlines Iron Road’s commitments to the 
community going forward. 

Submission 36 – Wudinna Community Club. Supportive submission. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 37 – District Council of Tumby Bay. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 38 –Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 39 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 40 – Grain Producers SA. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Mining vs 

agriculture 
On the EP there are EL's on more than 90% of 
the arable land and impact to land owners is 
extreme. SA comprises 98.4 million hectares 
of land but only 4.2 million hectares is used 
for agriculture. Exploration should not occur 
on this land.  

Refer to Question 6.7 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP Out of Scope Relationships / 
compensation / loss 
of land values 

Some GPSA members have indicated that IRD 
is not trying to establish strong relationships 
with landowners.   

Refer to Question 6.4 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 
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3 MLP Out of Scope Dealings with 
landowners / 
negotiations/ 
compensation 

If CEIP (sic) is committed to providing 
adequate compensation for land acquisition 
then an open and transparent negotiation 
process should be developed.  

Refer to Question 6.8 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

4 MLP 3.7 Description of 
the proposed 
mining 
operations 

Rehabilitation of 
land 

The PEPR will provide a program for 
rehabilitation and bond recommendation but 
with a mine proposing annual revenue of 
$2.6 B pa for the next 25+ years, we are 
concerned about long term 
rehabilitation/remediation costs. 

This will be calculated by DSD and Iron Road will be 
obliged to provide a bond or financial guarantee to SA 
Government prior to any mining operations 
commencing. 

5 MLP 22 
& 23 

Social 
Environment 
and Economic 

Workforce/skills 
shortage/housing 
affordability 

As mining activity increases so too will the 
need for skilled workers to carry out the 
projects. The agriculture industry is at risk of 
losing workers due to the financial 
discrepancies and the upward pressure on 
employment costs in an environment of skill 
shortages. There are also the impacts of short 
term population boosts causing pressure on 
housing affordability and rents. 

All of these issues have been dealt with in detail within 
the Social, Environment and Economic chapters of the 
MLP and Iron Road is committed to continuing 
discussions with stakeholders and local DCs as the 
project progresses.  

Refer to Table 22-11 of the MLP for details on labour 
force status in each of the CEIP areas and the Eyre 
Peninsula region as a whole. 

Submission 41 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 42 – Alexander Symonds. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 43 – Centre for Excellence in Rail Training P/L. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 44 – Ajilon Aust P/L. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 45 – AMC Consultants. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 46 – Wudinna Districts Tourism Association. Supportive submission. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 

2.2.4 
Existing 
Environment 

Wudinna Airport 
upgrade  

Assistance to Wudinna DC to upgrade airport 
infrastructure to host increased air traffic. 

Agreed. Refer to Submission #24, Issue #2. 
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2 MLP 
22.6.2 

Social 
Environment 

Participation of 
employees and 
contractors 

Mine employees and contractors are 
encouraged to participate in community clubs 
and organisations. 

Contractors will mainly be based at the construction 
camp and are unlikely to participate in local events and 
clubs/organisations. However, Iron Road fully supports 
participation of its employees, the majority of whom 
will likely reside in the proposed long term employee 
village at Wudinna, in community organisations and a 
number of measures to facilitate this are in Chapter 
22, Table 22-21. 

3 MLP 23 Economics Local Procurement Mine owners and operators should be obliged 
to source products and services locally where 
possible. 

Table 22-21 of the MLP includes a number of measures 
to support local businesses. 

Submission 47 – Kelvin & Melanie Hebberman and Greg & Jasmine Parks. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 48 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 49 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 50 – Stringer Land P/L and Stringer Engineering P/L. R Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS.  
1 MLP 

3.6.4 
Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Services and 
facilities 

Who is responsible for re-directing current 
services (e.g. water, power, telephone) that 
will be disrupted by the mine? 

All services, including water, power, phone and the 
internet, that need to be terminated at the mine site 
boundary will be redirected and reinstated as 
efficiently as practicable at Iron Road’s expense.  

2 MLP 3.7 Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Mine Closure How will Iron Road ensure it has enough funds 
to rehabilitate and maintain any environment 
that is impacted by this project? (Particularly 
regarding if the project is stopped due to 
financial hardship) 

A rehabilitation bond will be calculated by DSD based 
on the proposed mining operations and Iron Road will 
need to provide surety for this prior to any work 
commencing. This bond will be utilised by SA 
Government in the unlikely event that Iron Road is no 
longer able to operate the CEIP Mine. 

Submission 51 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 52 – Dr Barbara Radcliffe. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 53 – Rockwell Automation. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 
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Submission 54 – James Nagel. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 55 – Wudinna District Council. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS.  
1 MLP 8  Traffic & 

Transport 
Road use and 
maintenance 

Further discussion will need to occur where 
changed road use patterns and where there 
may be specific operational impact by the 
mine through excessive trafficking which has 
cost implications for recurrent maintenance. 

Iron Road is committed to ongoing discussions with 
Wudinna DC regarding road changes and maintenance 
and will also enter into a management agreement with 
the DC once approvals and funding have been secured, 
and prior to any construction activities commencing. 

Submission 56 – Kane Murphy. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Land values How will the mining operation affect land 

value in the surrounding area? 
Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP Out of Scope Timeframes after 
ML grant 

Once a ML is granted, how long before the 
company must commence 
construction/operation? Does it expire? 

Refer to Question 6.12 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP 3.7 Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Mine Closure How will the land be rehabilitated to allow for 
agricultural production once mining ceases? 

Rehabilitation of land is discussed in detail in Chapter 
3.7 of the MLP. 

4 MLP 
10.5.2 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

Warramboo 
Cemetery 

Will Iron Road be mindful of funerals held at 
the Warramboo Cemetery? 

Yes, Iron Road proposes to conduct one blast each day 
at a set time (likely at the 6pm change of shift) and this 
will be clearly communicated to the community. 

5 MLP 15 Air Quality Compensation What compensation will be available for farms 
on the boundary of the proposed mine site? 

What compensation will these farmers get if 
contamination of crops/wool etc does occur? 

Refer to Submission #32, Issue #8. 

Compensation, if applicable, will be discussed directly 
with impacted landowners and their solicitors only. 

Submission 57 – Regional Development Australia Whyalla & Eyre Peninsula. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 58 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 59 – Osmoflo. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 
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Submission 60 – Peter & Pam Brougham. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 61 – K M Hegarty. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Land values (rephrased) How will I be compensated for 

decreased land value and ability for future 
financial borrowings? 

Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 
7.3.1 & 
7.5 

Public Safety Health impacts from 
dust 

What will the effect of dust from the 
Integrated Waste Landform be on the heath 
of my daughter, son-in-law and three 
grandchildren who occupy the house?   

The composition of the magnetite concentrate and 
waste material is discussed in Chapter 7.3.1 of the MLP 
and respirable silica is discussed further in Chapter 7.5. 
Analysis of the material confirms radioactivity, 
respirable silica and other elements are well below 
levels that would create public health concerns, 
including for children. No asbestos has been identified 
in the material.  

Also refer to Submission #10, Issue #47. 

3 MLP 
7.7.2 

Public Safety Failure of IWL In the event of an IWL bund failure/overflow 
and deposits onto my land; how can this be 
rehabilitated? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #22. 

4 MLP 15 Air Quality Dust If the dust contains SiO2 – crystalline silica 
particles, how harmful can this be to humans? 

Silicon Oxide will be present in the dust as it makes up 
a substantial proportion of surface soils in the area 
(refer Table 13-3 within Chapter 13 of the MLP) for 
elemental analysis). This is not a concern in itself – the 
key issue of concern is potential public exposure to 
respirable crystalline silica, which can be carcinogenic. 
This is discussed in Chapter 7.5 of the MLP. Based on 
the composition of tailings material and air quality 
modelling, levels of respirable crystalline silica will be 
well below the level that would represent a hazard to 
human health.  
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5 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values  

(rephrased) How will the potential impacts to 
cropping be monitored/managed/ 
compensated? 

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #5. 

6 MLP 16 
& 20 

Noise and Light Noise and light 
levels 

(rephrased) How will you manage noise and 
light levels? 

Who is responsible for measuring the base 
rates of these issues prior to starting any mine 
construction? 

Management of noise is discussed in Chapter 16.6 and 
management of lighting is discussed in Chapters 20.6.1 
and 20.7.4 of the MLP. Background noise 
measurements have been undertaken as described in 
Chapter 16.3.1 of the MLP. Background light 
measurements are not necessary as management of 
lighting is through directional lighting and managing 
light spill in a way that meets safety and security 
requirements. 

7 MLP 20 Visual Amenity Viewpoints The IWL will be a massive presence on my 
boundary. The 25 year viewpoints are not 
shown. Why not? We were assured we would 
receive a photo in October, but have not yet 
received this. 

Only 25 year viewpoints (predicted photo montages) 
that were authorised by landowners have been 
published in the MLP. While this submitter did not 
authorise publication, his family have received a copy 
for their information/records as per their request.  

8 MLP 
21.7.4 

Land Use and 
Tenure 

Shading of Adjacent 
Agricultural Land 

How will we be compensated for loss of crop 
and pasture production from the IWL shading 
my paddocks? 

A measurable loss in productivity from future shading 
is not predicted. The evidence to support this 
prediction stems from the productivity of nearby farms 
i.e. those adjacent to Darke Peak. Those properties 
receive greater shading than that predicted from the 
IWL and there is no evidence of lost productivity. 
Should this prediction be in error and there was found 
to be a demonstrable loss in productivity caused by 
Iron Road, the Company would duly compensate the 
landowner. 

Submission 62 – Name and address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 63 – Mark Edwards. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 
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Submission 64 – EP Crushing. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 65 – Skyden Farms. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP 

8.7.8 
Traffic Travel time In this reference it states the “inconvenience 

will only result in increased travel time of 8 
minutes”. How did Iron Road manage to come 
up with this amount of time? 

The full traffic assessment can be found in Appendix I 
of the MLP. The eight minute increase is based on an 
example of a motorist travelling east from Warramboo 
using Nantuma Road as a replacement for the closed 
section of Kimba Road. 

2 MLP 
15.7.2 

Air Quality Sensitive receivers As we are indicated as no. 142 in Figure 15.5 - 
15.7 we are asking why haven’t we been 
contacted by Iron Road as we are just as 
affected as those farmers in the mine 
footprint? We know there are issues 
concerning Hypersaline dust with cereal crops, 
and we would have liked to have been 
consulted due to this happening around us. 

Air quality has been subject to much discussion and 
consultation between Iron Road and 
landowners/community members including at CEIP 
CCC meetings, “Talking Topic” sessions and at other 
forums. Due to these ongoing discussions, Iron Road 
did not contact this, or any other, landowner outside 
of the mining lease boundary to specifically talk about 
air quality. 
Air quality impacts will be dealt with extensively in the 
PEPR and there will be opportunities for involvement 
by that submitter during its development (should the 
ML be approved by DSD). 

3 17 Airblast and 
Vibration 

Blasting Figure 17.1 shows distance from Sensitive 
receivers to the nearest potential noise and 
vibration source. Our House (sensitive 
receiver No 142) has not been included in this 
figure. Our house was built in the mid 1930’s 
and is a stone house. Why have we not been 
consulted as to the blasting impact on our 
house? Table 17.5 states that the level of 
“vibration impacts as LOW”. If we do have 
vibration impacts (which is highly possible due 
to the age of our house) will Iron Road be 
compensating us for this? 

Refer to Submission #32, Issue #7. 
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Submission 66 – SMEC. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 67 – Wendy Murphy. Relates to MLP only 
1 MLP  Out of Scope Loss of heritage Regarding Homestead: How can this mining 

company possibly compensate us for this loss 
of our heritage? How can Iron Road preserve 
this? 

Please refer to Question 6.10 in the Out of Scope 
section of the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP Out of Scope Photos Why didn’t the mining company take pictures 
in the winter/spring when the crops and 
pastures were lush and green or showing the 
crops during harvest so people can see just 
how productive our agriculture is? 

Please refer to Question 6.13 in the Out of Scope 
section of the MLP Response Document 

3 MLP 3.7 Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations  

Mine Closure The mining company anticipates that in areas 
of the mine site that have been rehabilitated, 
farmers would again be able to use the land 
for agricultural purposes post mine closure. 
The various alternative land options for the 
IWL include agriculture production (cropping 
and grazing). 

As noted in the caption for Figure 3-10 of the MLP, the 
base case for the IWL is a cover of native vegetation. 
Iron Road is confident that the top of the IWL could be 
used for agriculture and this will be investigated 
further during rehabilitation trials. The final land use 
will be determined at mine closure in consultation 
with stakeholders. Experience on other sites indicates 
it is possible to return the remainder of the proposed 
ML (other than the pit) to agricultural use, noting also 
that a proportion of the lease area will not be 
disturbed. 

4 MLP 
10.5.1 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage  

Warramboo 
cemetery 

What will Iron Road do if blasting from the 
proposed mine damages graves? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #30. 

5 MLP 
10.5.2 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

Damage to 
structures 

Regarding heritage listed ruins on property: 
When we purchased sec 26 hd of Warramboo 
twenty seven years ago we were notified by 
telephone (do not have a record of what 
department) that the house ruin on this 
property was heritage listed and we were not 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #29 for information 
relation to blasting and the effects on buildings and 
structures. 

The ruins on section 26, hundred of Warramboo are 
not listed on any of the local, State or Commonwealth 
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allowed to remove or destroy any part of it. As 
this house is on the boundary and about 2kms 
from the proposed pit, what does Iron Road 
propose to do to stop any damage being done 
from blasting? 

registers and/or databases. As noted in MLP Chapter 
10.2, the only non-Aboriginal heritage object or site 
listed on the official registers/databases within 5 km of 
the proposed ML boundary is the Hambidge WPA.  

Submission 68 – David Murphy. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of scope Impacted 

landowners/land 
acquisition 

Three of our farms are right in the middle of 
the mining company’s footprint. The company 
have told us we will be paid no more than the 
going rate of land at the time of the 
compulsory acquisition. 

Refer to Question 6.9 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Airborne salt As we all know, the underground water here 
at Warramboo is four times saltier than sea 
water. In some places it is as shallow as ten 
feet. I cannot understand how the modelling 
can say this will not be a problem. In my 
opinion once pumped to the surface the wind 
and evaporation alone will do untold damage 
to the neighbouring farms. 

Comprehensive baseline studies have been 
undertaken and are detailed in Appendix K of the MLP. 
Note that conservative assumptions have been used 
for the modelling. 

3 MLP 
18.7.2 

Surface Water Erosion Driving past Iron Knob we can see how water 
erosion has washed big trenches through the 
over burden. Our rain fall here is a lot higher 
than Iron Knob. We have seen Iron Roads 
modelling and they say this will not happen. 
We know it will. 

Erosion control measures are discussed in Chapter 
18.7.2 of the MLP and include: armouring drainage 
gullies and culvert outlets; minimising the area 
exposed on the IWL by progressive rehabilitation and 
the capture of runoff within a series of back-benches; 
undertaking revegetation of disturbed areas as soon as 
practicable; and adopting sediment and erosion 
management practices for construction activities to 
minimise and capture mobile sediment during rainfall 
runoff events. 
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4 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Sport I am concerned that if the mine does go 
ahead, that will be the end of our clubrooms 
and sporting bodies which is the heart of the 
district.  

The SIA has covered the importance of sport to 
regional communities and Iron Road has committed to 
encouraging its long term work force to integrate with 
the local community. Refer to Table 22-21 within 
Chapter 22 of the MLP for control and management 
strategies to assist in this regard.  

Submission 69 – District Council of Kimba. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 70 – James Adams. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 71 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Decrease in land 

values/financial 
capability 

How will Iron Road address the fact the 
farmers neighbouring the mine site are 
already significantly being impacted by the 
mine, 1) with lending institutions not letting 
local farmers mortgage those properties, 2) a 
decrease in land values next to the mine 
because no one wants to buy a property 
neighbouring a potential mine or next to one? 

Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 7 Public Safety Health Have Iron Road conducted work on the 
particulates in the dust and do they know the 
long-time effect of children exposed to the 
dust? 

The composition of the magnetite concentrate and 
waste material is discussed in Chapter 7.3.1 of the MLP 
with respirable silica discussed further in Chapter 7.5. 
Analysis of the material confirms radioactivity, 
respirable silica and other elements are well below 
levels that would create public health concerns, 
including for children. No asbestos has been identified 
in the material. 

3 MLP 8 

Figure 8-
10 

Traffic Roads There is some confusion about the different 
maps relating to the proposed ML boundary. 
Clarify between Figure 8-10 , Volume 1 
Hydrology surface water study map, fig 2 in 
ML, fig 9 in ML 

All of the maps within the MLP documents showing 
the proposed ML boundary (being the entire area of 
MC 4383) are consistent and correct. Appendix H 
‘Hydrology and Surface Water Study’ contains a map 
prepared by an external consultant in 2014 and 
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unfortunately does not reflect the correct boundary as 
it was prepared before the MC was both surveyed and 
registered.  

4 MLP 
8.7.7 

Traffic Impacts to school 
bus routes 

Farmers having to travel extended bus routes 
because local schools won’t consider changing 
bus routes. 

The impact on school bus operations is discussed in 
Chapter 8.7.7 of the MLP. Iron Road has committed to 
liaising with local schools to plan suitable alternative 
routes where required. 

5 MLP 12.6 Vegetation & 
Weeds 

Management post 
closure 

Who will monitor and control the weeds and 
pests after the closure of the mine? How often 
will the monitoring occur after mine closure?  
Who will pay for the continued monitoring? 

Iron Road is responsible for weed control during both 
mining operations and subsequent rehabilitation of 
the land.  

Once mining has ceased, Iron Road will need to 
complete rehabilitation of the site and implement a 
monitoring program to demonstrate mine closure 
outcomes have been met, including those relating to 
weed control. Details of the monitoring program will 
be set out in the PEPR. It is only when DSD is satisfied 
that all mine closure outcomes have been met that 
Iron Road will relinquish the ML. At this point, weed 
control will become the responsibility of the land 
owner (which will likely be Iron Road). 

6 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Dust What evidence does Iron Road have to 
indicate that this has no effect on Agricultural 
plants? How will Iron Road monitor the effects 
of dust to crops and wool? Who will pay 
compensation for loss of yields and increased 
production costs due to dust? How will 
farmers seek compensation? 

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #5. 

Should farmers have evidence of loss of yields or 
increased production costs believed to be directly 
attributed to Iron Road’s mining activities (e.g. dust) 
then they would need to contact the Company to 
discuss matters such as compensation.  

7 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Dust Have Iron Road considered other dust 
suppressants that are not high in salinity? Will 
Iron Road do any work in regard to the effects 

Iron Road has considered a range of suppressants for 
different applications and, as with every mining 
operation, will continue to do so for the life of the 
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of saline dust on machinery and other 
Agriculture machinery? 

mine. It must be noted that all dust suppressants will 
require the use of water and, given the limited fresh 
water supplies available on the Eyre Peninsula, Iron 
Road has sought to use saline water supplies where 
possible. Limited fresh water will be produced through 
reverse osmosis and some of this will be used in 
establishing vegetation on the IWL. Greater use of 
fresh water will require more energy use and 
production of a brine solution that will then need to be 
managed appropriately. Given saline aerosols from 
dust from mining are insignificant compared to 
background (see answer to Issue #4 above), the use of 
saline water for dust suppression is considered to 
produce the best environmental outcome. 

There is already dust and saline aerosols present in the 
local air. Any additional dust or salt from Iron Road’s 
activities will not result in harm to machinery. 

8 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Salty dust / 
compensation 

Under “unfavourable conditions” dust high in 
salinity could be blown onto crops?  How will 
Iron Road compensate farmers for crop loss? 
How will Iron Road compensate farmers for 
the time they put in to monitor crops near the 
mine site? 

See answers to #6 and #7 above. 

In addition, Iron Road has committed to achieving an 
outcome that there will be no loss of productivity on 
properties surrounding the mine site from dust from 
mining activities, without independent verification and 
timely compensation. Compensation would be based 
on an estimate of the loss of productivity, should this 
occur. 

9 MLP 15 Air Quality Compensation  Will Iron Road compensate those close to the 
mine to improve their housing facilities to 
accommodate the new dustier environment 
they will live in? 

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #4. 

The dust from the mine is very similar to dust from the 
local region and thus it will have no greater impact on 
housing facilities than presently experienced and Iron 
Road considers there will be no need to upgrade 
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housing facilities, such as air conditioners. The 
Company will, however, investigate any valid 
complaints received and take remedial action where 
necessary.  

10 MLP 15 Air Quality Monitoring Who will pay for the live time monitoring for 
farmers in the affected area? Who will pay for 
farmers to upgrade their computer system to 
accommodate the software? 

Iron Road is responsible for the cost of implementing 
the air quality monitoring program that will ultimately 
be approved in the PEPR. 

11 MLP 15 Air Quality Contamination of 
rain water 

Will Iron Road undertake any studies on the 
contamination of rain water considering it is a 
major drinking water supply for rural 
properties in the area? 

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #4. 

12 MLP 15 Air Quality Baseline data When will Iron Road get some base line data 
so farmers can be confident that there will be 
no impact from dust on crops, weeds and 
sheep? 

Background air quality monitoring has occurred as set 
out in Chapter 15.3.1 of the MLP. Further baseline 
monitoring will be undertaken prior to construction 
activities. 

13 MLP 16 Noise High noise levels Will Iron Road stop construction if noise levels 
get too high? What will be the process for 
neighbours to address high noise levels?  
Would Iron Road consider under unfavourable 
conditions to stop construction at night time? 

Construction activities, including those undertaken at 
night, would cease if noise criteria were exceeded.  
Iron Road will implement a complaints process in order 
to efficiently and effectively address concerns during 
construction activities. 

14 MLP 22.1 Social 
Environment 

Adjacent landowner 
impacts 

How will Iron Road address property 93 if we 
are unable to live next to the mine due to the 
extra noise and dust? 

Iron Road has had numerous discussions with the 
owners of this property over the years in relation to 
potential impacts due to the mine. Iron Road has 
expressed its concerns of the property’s proximity to 
the proposed mine directly to the family and advised 
that it is open to discussing relocation/compensation 
/land acquisition should they want this. The 
commitment to speaking to adjacent landowners in 
that regard has been set out in Chapter 22, page 22-63 
of the MLP. 
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15 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Future mine owner 
responsibilities 

What could be done by Iron Road to protect 
the farmer and all the work already 
undertaken with Iron Road if they sell to 
someone else? 

Any new owner would be bound by the ML conditions, 
the PEPR and any written agreements that are in 
existence with other parties, including farmers. 

Submission 72 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP 5.5 Stakeholder 

consultation 
CCC Who is the Wudinna CCC? Refer to Submission #10, Issue #61. 

2 MLP 13 Soil & Land 
Quality 

Impacts on 
Agricultural Values  

If adjacent landowners to the proposed mine 
site are effected by environmental conditions 
attributed to mining activities, is Iron Road 
going to compensate affected landowners? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #36. 

3 MLP 
17.7.1 

Airblast & 
Vibration 

Damage to 
structures 

What will the impact be on our home and 
buildings and what will Iron Road do if this 
results in damage? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #29. 

4 MLP 18 Surface Water Saline water (submitter has referred to page 604/2077). 
Where will the salty water be pumped as this 
could affect our farming land? 

The page number is incorrect and it is not clear what 
this submitter is referencing. However, no saline water 
will be permitted to leave the proposed ML. 

Submission 73 – Borvin Kracman. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 74 – Geoffrey Dodd. Supportive submission; several comments made in relation to EIS. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 75 – Challenger Geological Services. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 76 – Dr John Smith. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 77 – Paul Nield. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 78 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 79 – Ray Elleway. Supportive submission; two matters raised in relation to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 80 – R Petty Electrical. Supportive submission; one comment raised – Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS.  
1 MLP 23 Economic 

Environment 
Local Procurement If the Central Eyre Iron Project goes ahead I 

would like to see local businesses and services 
Agreed. Iron Road has stated a preference to source 
local services. Measures to support local businesses 
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utilised wherever possible to ensure the local 
economy and community benefits from this 
project.  

are outlined in Table 23-5 of the MLP. 

Submission 81 – Wudinna Meat Store. Supportive submission; no issues raised.  

Submission 82 – Katy Fechner. Supportive submission. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 

8.6.2 
Traffic & 
Transport 

Maintenance of 
highways  

Who is responsible for maintaining local 
highways that degrade due to increased mine-
related traffic? 

Responsibility for road maintenance is shared by DPTI 
(main highways) and DCs (other roads). As described in 
MLP 8.6.2 (Table 8-5), Iron Road will implement a 
pavement monitoring, management and rehabilitation 
plan in consultation with DPTI. Iron Road will be 
responsible for the cost of any accelerated pavement 
wear. This is standard practice for all projects with 
substantial heavy vehicle trips. Iron Road's impact 
assessment, however, concludes CEIP traffic will not 
significantly affect the condition and remaining life of 
pavement in the study area. 

3 MLP 
22.6.2  

Social 
Environment 

Community friendly 
rosters 

Consideration must be given to shift work on 
weekends and how it may impact player 
availability for the local sporting clubs, as 
these sporting clubs often form the backbone 
of regional communities. 

Agreed. Please refer to MLP Table 22-21 which sets 
out various control and management strategies, 
including the development of corporate volunteering 
programs to bolster the member base of volunteer 
organisations and to provide opportunities for workers 
to engage with the local community. 

Submission 83 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 

22.6.2 
Social 
Environment  

Employment & Local 
Procurement 

There should be a local/non local employment 
ratio or percentage for both full time 
employees and local businesses. Local farmers 
which have their livelihood affected by the 
proposal should have first preference. 

As set out in Table 22-21 of the MLP, Iron Road has 
committed to developing employment programs and 
strategies to increase labour force participation and 
facilitate the participation of local and regional 
employment. 

Submission 84 – Stephen Whillas. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 
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Submission 85 – Name and address withheld. Refers to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 86 – Name and address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 87 – Sallyann and Richard Hill. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 88 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 89 – ElectraNet. Supportive submission. No issues raised. 

Submission 90 – Clarke Energy (Australia) Ltd. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 91 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 92 – Name and Address withheld. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Foreign owned 

entity 
Iron Road is considered a foreign owned entity 
yet the company profile states that is an 
Adelaide based resources company. 

Refer to Question 6.20 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP Out of Scope Disclaimer Iron Road has a disclaimer on every section of 
the documentation – why? 

Refer to Question 6.14 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP Out of Scope Data Most data quoted by Iron Road is out of date Refer to Question 6.27 

 in the Out of Scope section of the MLP Response 
Document. 

4 MLP Out of Scope Timing of 
submission/free 
copies 

Inflexibility in time is unjust over harvest 
period. Why weren’t hard copies of the MLP 
and EIS made available for free? 

Refer to Question 6.3the Out of Scope section of the 
MLP Response Document. 

5 MLP Out of Scope Farming land How will removing sustainable farming affect 
global food markets? 

Refer to Question 6.28 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

6 MLP Out of Scope Market decline Why hasn’t Iron Road realised that the mining 
boom is in decline? 

Refer to Question 6.15 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

7 MLP Out of Scope Photos Why are there no photos of the magnificent 
crops grown between Warramboo through to 
Wudinna across the EP? 

Refer to Question 6.13 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 



 

Attachment A: Mining Lease Proposal – Responses to Public Submissions Page 62 

Issue 
# 

Chapter 
# 

Topic Component / Issue Description of Issue Raised in Public 
Submission 

Iron Road Response 

8 MLP Out of Scope Process optimisation 
studies 

Why are they still ongoing? Refer to Question 6.21 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

9 MLP 
1.1.1 

Introduction History of the CEIP Murphy South, Rob Roy, Boo Loo and Dolphin 
will take up 66,400 Hectares of land to be held 
by a foreign entity. 

Murphy South, Rob Roy, Boo Loo and Dolphin are 
prospects within the boundary of the proposed ML 
which is approximately 8,458 ha (or approx. 84km2). 
The submitter appears to be confusing the size of the 
proposed ML with that of Iron Road’s EL 4849 which is 
663km2 (or approx. 66,300 hectares). 
Iron Road being a foreign owned entity is irrelevant. 

10 MLP 
1.1.1 

Introduction History of the CEIP The most recent drilling programme results 
were announced on 27 February 2015. Why is 
so much out of date data used? 

No out of date data has been used. The last drilling 
programme undertaken by the Company ended in 
October 2014 and the results of that drilling, including 
an updated Global Mineral Resource of 4.5 Billion 
tonnes, were released to the ASX on 27 February 2015. 

11 MLP 
2.2.2 

Existing 
Environment 

Exempt Land and 
Waivers of 
Exemption 

Iron Road states at the time of writing no 
Waivers of Exemption had actually been 
entered into? 

A waiver in respect of exempt land is not required 
prior to applying for, or being granted, a ML as neither 
of those actions constitute a ‘mining operation’. 
However, no mining operations (including construction 
activities) on the ML can occur on exempt land unless 
the exemption has been waived. 

12 MLP 
3.4.3 

Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Dust and noise 
management 

How will dust and noise be managed during 
the 2-3 years of pre stripping? 

Chapters 15.7.2 and 16.7.1 of the MLP set out the 
expected scenarios relating to dust and noise during 
the construction phase, which includes the pre-
stripping. Outcomes around management of these 
issues are set out in Table 15-15 (air quality) and Table 
16-8 (noise). 

13 MLP 
3.4.3 

Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Blasting Does pre stripping include blasting on a daily 
basis? 

The initial pre-stripping can be undertaken without 
blasting up to a depth where competent rock is 
encountered, nominally 20 - 30 m. The removal of 
competent rock will require daily blasting. 
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14 MLP 
3.4.4 

Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Blasting Operation Optimisation of blasting techniques. Will IRD 
blast on calm days? How will they stop blasts 
going into the air? 

Blasting at the mine is planned to occur once every day 
subject to compliance with all safety requirements. 
Blasting is a routine practice across every open pit 
mine around the world and blast impacts are well 
known and predictable. Please refer to the detailed 
impact assessment within the MLP. 

15 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 
and 
engagement 

Not effective Has not been accessible, thoughtful or timely. Iron Road has undertaken extensive work over many 
years to capture the views of as many stakeholders as 
possible and to ensure that various forums are 
provided for people to ask questions, receive an 
update and meet with Iron Road staff. Refer to 
Chapter 5 of the MLP for details of all activities and 
events. 

Also refer to the 53 supportive submissions received 
during the public consultation process, many of which 
have come from Eyre Peninsula residents and 
businesses, and the results of the Community 
Perceptions Survey dated 1 June 2015 which show that 
over 90% of the people interviewed have knowledge 
of the CEIP. 

16 MLP 5  Stakeholder 
consultation 
and 
engagement 

District Councils  There are no agreements between the district 
councils involved with respect to cost, 
inclusive of a potential decline of revenue of 
properties in the area. 

A potential decline of revenue of properties in the area 
is speculative. Management agreements will be in 
place with each of the four relevant DCs after 
approvals and funding are secured, and prior to the 
construction of any element of the CEIP. 

17 MLP 
7.3.2 

Public Safety Fire hazard 
management 

What consideration has been given to 
employee fire fighters or CFS as a 
consequence of a bushfire near the explosives 
storage? 

The CFS has advised Iron Road that, as the project 
develops further it is likely it, through the relevant 
Bushfire Management Committee, would require a 
Bushfire Management Plan for the ML. This would 
automatically take in to account explosives storage 
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and facilities and any requirements for employee 
firefighters. 

In addition, Iron Road will maintain an on-site mine 
rescue team and suitably trained medical personnel 
and equip the mine site with appropriate firefighting 
and emergency response equipment. 

18 MLP 
7.3.2 

Public Safety Fire hazard 
management 

Will Iron Road and contractors stop work on 
total fire ban days? 

Consistent with mining operations across Australia, 
there is no intention to stop work on total fire ban 
days at the mine site. However, Iron Road will develop 
a Bushfire Management with the relevant Bushfire 
Management Committee and ensure all its employees 
and contractors fully comply with it. This will set out 
policies around total fire ban days and may be 
modelled on the Grain Harvesting Code of Practice. 

19 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

There is no consideration given to the dust 
and harmful mineral impact upon pastures 
and then to animals which ingest these 
contaminants over a period of time. There is 
no recognition of the costs to agricultural 
industry through contamination of dust. 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #47. 

20 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

Why is there no mention of the possibility of 
radioactive dust being released in blast and 
dust being blown over the Eyre Peninsula? 

There will be no radioactive dust released by any of 
the mining operations. The rock is not radioactive and 
in fact the fresh rock and top soil show the 
composition to be benign. Core samples taken from 
the site have been tested by NATA accredited 
laboratories and show that the background reading for 
radioactivity is 0.2uSv/hr and the analysis of the cores 
showed no samples greater than this figure, with the 
average being below background at 0.18uSv/hr. 
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21 MLP 15 Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural values 

Lack of information in MLP has no information 
about economic losses on grain producers and 
impact from dust contaminating grain. 

The Air Quality, Economic and Social Impact 
Assessments outlined within the MLP deal with these 
issues. Refer to: 

Chapter 15.7.6 (pp15-33 and 15-34 of the MLP) 
Chapter 22 (Table 22-21 and pp22-62 & 22-63 of the 
MLP) 
Chapter 23.7.1 (pp 23-14 to 23-17) 

22 MLP 18 Surface Water  Erosion  What controls will be in place to prevent 
erosion and saline contamination of land and 
water? 

Erosion and salinisation are addressed in Chapter 18 of 
the MLP, specifically 18.7.2 and 18.7.3.  

23 MLP 19 Groundwater Potable water 
quality 

What independent data if any studies have 
been done to prove that the potable water 
quality aquifers are generally shallower and 
would not be impacted by the proposed bore 
field? What data is available over the 25 year 
life of the mine? What is the impact of using 
very high salinity water for 25 years from a 
natural resources point of view? 

All of these issues have been assessed and answered in 
Chapter 19 and Appendix N of the MLP. 

24 MLP 
22.3.1 

Social 
Environment 

Population and 
Demography 

An Iron Road person stated that the Eyre 
Peninsula was in decline. What is the basis for 
this statement? 

Census data gathered by the ABS (publicly available 
and independent information) shows a systematic 
decrease in population in several of the Eyre Peninsula 
Council areas as set out in MLP Chapter 22. Further 
information on population can be sourced from 
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/h
ome/data 

25 MLP 
22.3.1 

Social 
Environment 

Population and 
Demography 

What is meant by the trend of population 
decline on central Eyre Peninsula when so 
many young people are returning to raise 
their families? 

Refer to Issue #24 above. 

The trend of population decline in many areas across 
the Eyre Peninsula has been captured by the ABS in its 
Census data. The 2011 Census confirmed that many 

http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/data
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/data
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populations across the Eyre Peninsula were in decline. 
The most recent Census (held August 2016) may 
possibly reflect a change but those results will not be 
known and published until 2017. 
Note that Iron Road and its expert consultants can only 
use current and credible data in its assessments. 

26 MLP 
23.7.1 

Economic Viability Low price of iron ore- does the low price make 
the perceived financial benefits to the state 
look ridiculous? Why are current iron ore 
prices not used? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #68. 

Submission 93 – Name and Address withheld. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope General Why is there a disclaimer for accuracy and 

completeness in every section? 
Refer to Question 6.14 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 
7.3.1 & 
15 

Public 
Safety/Air 
Quality 

Radioactive dust Risks from radioactive dust are not addressed 
at all. 

Refer to Submission #92, Issue #21. 

Submission 94 – Name and Address withheld. Neutral submission. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP 23 Economic Local Procurement It is hoped that Iron Road will make a 

commitment to buy local throughout the 
project. 

Iron Road has stated a preference to source local 
services. Measures to support local businesses are 
outlined in Table 23-5 of the MLP. 

Submission 95 – TAFESA Wudinna. Supportive submission; one comment noted. 
1 MLP 21 

& 22 
Social / 
Economic  

Training and 
employment 

As the Iron Road project has developed we 
have noticed a significant interest and inquiry 
into training and reskilling outside of 
agriculture, which had been our predominant 
area of training interest. A second sustainable 
industry will offer a wide range of careers and 
give real employment choices. This will enable 
people the choice to stay or move to live in a 
regional area and enjoy the lifestyle benefits. 

Iron Road agrees with these comments and believes 
that the proposed mine and associated infrastructure 
will provide diversification for the Eyre Peninsula and 
will result in economic growth for the region. 
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Submission 96 – Stop Invasive Mining Group. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP 

1.1.1 
Out of Scope History of the CEIP Does Iron Road plan to mine the other 

identified deposits in their tenement? 
Economics for the project to do not seem 
feasible.  

Refer to Question 6.16 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP 
2.2.2 

Existing 
Environment 

Exempt land and 
waivers of 
exemption 

How can Iron Road apply for a MLP before all 
the waivers of exemption have been 
obtained? 

Refer to Submission #92, Issue #11. 

3 MLP 
2.2.3 

Existing 
Environment 

Water supply The statement about the Tod Reservoir 
currently supplying approx. 7% of the region’s 
water requirements (Deloitte 2013) is 
incorrect. How many other statements are 
incorrect? 

Noted and irrelevant. The Tod Reservoir has no 
bearing on the CEIP and the information regarding it 
was put in as background context. This information 
was sourced from another, unrelated party and, as 
noted in Submission #92, Issue #2 and Question 6.14 in 
the Out of Scope section of the MLP document, is one 
of the reasons why Iron Road has disclaimers on its 
documents. 

4 MLP 
2.3.1 

Existing 
Environment 

SA Strategic Plan We question the benefits of the mining boom 
for all. What chance for every child if Iron 
Road is already nominating jobs and materials 
from overseas? 

As stated within Table 2-3 of the MLP, the CEIP will 
provide an estimated 2,490 jobs during construction 
and 760 ongoing jobs during operation. When you add 
indirect employment opportunities, employment in SA 
is expected to increase to an average of 3,027 jobs 
during construction and 1,985 jobs during operation. 

Refer to Section 3 of the MLP Response Document for 
information relating to ‘nominating jobs and materials 
from overseas’. 

5 MLP 3.4 Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations  

Mining Description We are concerned with the free agents in the 
dust and other heavy metals and how they 
will be controlled. Free silica is a huge health 
concern. 

Iron Road staff and contractors will be the people 
closest to any dust. There are strict dust concentration 
limits for human health and the environment that 
must be met. These will be monitored, reported online 
in real-time and regulated by the government. These 
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controls apply to silica also. Heavy metal levels are well 
below levels that would create public health concerns. 

6 MLP 
3.4.11 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Process water 
requirements 

RO plant is to be located adjacent to the 
groundwater storage dam to produce 
desalinated water to be used for rinsing the 
concentrate to remove salts. The continued 
use of this saline water allows more salt into 
the environment. How saline can the recycled 
water become before it becomes unusable? 

The use of the RO plant is just one component of an 
overall water balance (refer to Figure 3-14 of the MLP). 
A balance will be achieved, once fully operational, 
whereby the output to the IWL will equal the input 
from the borefield, so ‘unusable’ does not really apply 
in this instance. It is more appropriate to think of the 
system requiring topping up from the borefield to 
replace the losses to the water stored and evaporated 
primarily from the IWL. 

7 MLP 3.5 Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Processing wastes Who is responsible for this salt if it leaches 
onto and affects adjacent land?  

If leaching is shown to be caused by Iron Road’s mining 
operations, then the Company would be responsible. 

8 MLP 
3.5.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL Note the examples are only 30 m height so is 
this a first on 130m plus height? 20mt+ of salt 
has been added to the mine site and IWL so 
the risks of leaching into adjacent farm land 
are great. 

The IWL has been subject to extensive study. Please 
refer to the outcomes presented in the Groundwater 
(Chapter 19.8), Surface Water (Chapter 18.8) and mine 
closure sections (Chapter 3.7 and Appendix S) of the 
MLP. Also refer to Appendix C of the MLP “Impacts and 
Risks Register”. 

9 MLP 
3.8.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Energy efficiency How can Iron Road claim reductions from 
earlier draft plans that were not physically in 
operation? 

Improvements in the design process provide valuable 
context to the reader and are a clear demonstration of 
how stakeholder engagement has altered and 
improved the project outcomes. 

10 MLP 
3.8.3 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Water sources Water has to be supplied via borefield before 
it can be used for recycling. At the project 
start is there water available for dust 
suppression until the pipeline is built from the 
borefield? Will there be trucks carting water 
from the borefield? There will be dust to 

An allowance has been made for a temporary, mobile 
RO plant prior to the borefield and permanent RO 
plant being in operation. This will desalinate the water 
from early pit dewatering and provide the water 
needed for dust suppression at the mine site prior to 
the borefield coming on stream. 
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suppress at the mine site before there is 
enough water in the pit to use. What water 
will Iron Road use for dust suppression from 
day one? 

11 MLP 
3.8.3 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Water sources The majority of water required for the mining 
operations will be saline water sourced from 
the borefield. Approximately 95% of proposed 
mine site water requirements will be supplied 
by recycled water. Clarify the difference 
between the two? 

The majority of water used for the ‘mining operations’ 
refers to p 3-79 of the MLP which actually states ‘mine 
site water requirements’. There is a difference 
between mining operations i.e. the physical act of 
removing earth, and ‘mine site requirements’ which 
encompass all activities including the processing of 
ore.  

The 95% of recycled water refers to the water that is 
sourced from the saline borefield, as well as pit 
dewatering, both of which is used and re-used in ‘mine 
site requirements’ which includes the extensive 
recycling within the processing plant. If this water was 
not recycled or re-used, a very large amount of ‘new’ 
water would be required from an alternative source.  

12 MLP 4 Statutory 
Framework 

PEPR When will the PEPR be available to the public?  The PEPR will be prepared by Iron Road and forwarded 
to DSD for assessment if the ML is granted. If approved 
by the Minister (or his delegate), DSD will publish the 
PEPR on its website.   

13 MLP 
7.3.1 

Public Safety Geochemical 
composition 

In our opinion Iron Road has supplied 
inconsistent figures, in other areas, so how 
can we believe there will not be health issues 
to humans and animals? 

Whilst some rounding off has occurred and in some 
instances figures have been provided by different 
sources, Iron Road does not accept that it has supplied 
inconsistent figures. 

14 MLP 
7.3.1 

Public Safety Geochemical 
composition 

Mine pit depth of approx. 700 m and over the 
huge mine pit area, two holes, there could be 
other heavy metals available to the 
environment by mining. Palaeogene 

Not all paleochannels contain economic 
concentrations of uranium. This orebody is not 
overlain by a paleochannel and does not contain 
concentrations of uranium above background levels.  
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geological units under the project. Are not 
palaeo channels an indication for uranium? 

15 MLP 
7.3.2 

Public Safety Fire hazards Will the mine stop production on extreme fire 
days as the rest of the community do? 

Refer to Submission #92, Issue #18. 

16 MLP 
8.6.1 

Traffic Design measure to 
minimise impacts 

Is Iron Road responsible for, and paying for 
the entire expenses for these design 
measures?  

Yes. Iron Road, as per any proponent of a major 
project, will be responsible for the cost and 
implementation of all the design measures listed in 
Chapter 8.6.1 of the MLP. 

17 MLP 
8.7.2 

Traffic Transport of 
modules 

Will the module transportation require police 
escorts? 

There will most likely be longer traffic delays 
than Iron Road have stated. Have weather and 
road conditions been included into Iron Road 
calculations? 

Module transportation is common place around 
Australia and the world. Standard traffic management 
practices will be employed and specifically tailored to 
this operation, including a police escort for the larger, 
slower modules. The calculations set out in the MLP 
have been undertaken by expert traffic consultants. 

18 MLP 
11.7.7 

Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Establishment of 
microhabitats on 
IWL. 

There will be an increase of pests, such as 
foxes and rabbits in this CEIP project area. 
Who will be responsible for the control and 
expenses of these pests long after the mine 
closes? When does Iron Road’s responsibility 
end? 

There will not be any increase in pests within the CEIP 
area as a result of Iron Road’s operations as the 
Company will not be bringing foxes and/or rabbits into 
the area. Iron Road will work with its neighbours and 
the relevant authorities to employ the same or better 
pest animal and plant controls and will bear the costs. 
Iron Road’s responsibility will end when all mine 
closure outcomes have been met and the ML has been 
relinquished. It then becomes the landowner’s 
responsibility (which will likely be Iron Road). 

19 MLP 
12.7.9 

Vegetation & 
Weeds 

Damage to 
vegetation 

(damage to vegetation as one travels past the 
Iron Duke mine between Cowell and Whyalla). 
Why won’t this happen around the CEIP 
project? Dust, pollution and contamination 
will not stop at the project’s footprint 
perimeter. 

This will not happen because the geology, mining 
method and distances involved are very different to 
the Iron Duke mine.  
Dust has been extensively assessed with results 
presented in Chapter 15 of the MLP. 
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20 MLP 
15.3.2 

Air Quality Monitoring Will there be independent monitoring of dust 
at all these receptors, sensitive receivers and 
commercial receptors?  

Iron Road will pay for all monitoring systems, the data 
from which will be made public either real-time, where 
the technology enables this, or in routine online 
reports. The systems are typically installed and 
managed by an expert air quality monitoring company.  

21 MLP 
15.7.2 

Air Quality Baseline data Why isn’t there site specific baseline data 
available?  

The need for, and use of, baseline data has been 
explained in every impact assessment section of the 
MLP. The government is empowered to assess the 
adequacy of these data and the assessment 
undertaken by Iron Road and its expert consultants. 

22 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

Dust, pollution and contamination will not 
stop at the project’s footprint perimeter. If the 
predictions are wrong, then is Iron Road going 
to compensate for lost income to landowners 
for their average yield for the life of the mine 
and if ground contamination then forever?  

This issue has been comprehensively discussed in 
Chapter 15 of the MLP, specifically 15.7.6. Any 
instances of contamination will be investigated and, if 
found to be as a result of Iron Road’s mining 
operations, then appropriate compensation discussed 
with impacted landowners. 

23 MLP 
16.3.2 & 
17.3.2 

Noise / Airblast 
& Vibration 

Sensitive receivers  Will there be independent monitoring at all 
these sensitive receivers?  

Refer to Issue #20 above.  

24 MLP 
19.5.1 

Groundwater Predicted Effects 
Post Closure 

Would not the pit fill to standard water level 
of the area? 

No. Evaporation is a dominant factor and the tried and 
tested hydrogeological models that are widely used 
across the industry accurately predict the final pit void 
water level. 

25 MLP 
19.6.1 

Groundwater Design measures – 
IWL 

PAF material could be within 90% of the 
height of the IWL. Contaminated water will 
seep sideways as well as down. 

As noted in Chapter 3.5.2 of the MLP, the use of an 
IWL will allow co-mingling of PAF material with the 
much larger volume of material with an acid 
neutralising capacity. The potential for acid and 
metalliferous drainage is discussed in Chapter 19.3.5 of 
the MLP. These same factors would apply to any 
‘sideways’ seepage, i.e. co-mingling will result in 
neutralisation of any PAF material 
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26 MLP 
19.7.1 

Groundwater Recharge from IWL 
post closure 

The consequence of groundwater level rise 
from recharge from the IWL is considered 
moderate based on a localised contamination 
(Salinisation) impact.... if this happens what is 
the responsibility of Iron Road who have left 
after mine closure? 

Iron Road has the responsibility to reduce the 
potential for this identified and localised risk to occur 
by validating the assumptions of the model and 
undertaking monitoring in the preceding years and 
adapt management practices if required. Corrective 
options are available should they be required e.g. 
interception trenches, but any indication of the need 
for such intervention would be known years prior.  

27 MLP 
21.3.5 

Land Use & 
Tenure 

Costs Will Iron Road be paying for all the 
relocations? 

Yes. There will be no costs to landowners in the 
relocation of the electricity infrastructure and 
easements. 

28 MLP 
21.7.1 

Land Use & 
Tenure  

IWL – shading of 
agricultural land 

How can this be rectified if the IWL is 
preventing the sun, for certain times of day, 
from shining on the land? Does this mean 
compensation forever on that affected land?  

Refer to Submission #61, Issue #8. 

29 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Safety and security Why should this project be any different to 
other mining towns that we know have 
trouble with the behaviour of some of the 
workforce?  

Control and management strategies are detailed in 
Table 22-21 of the MLP which Iron Road believes will 
help in reducing the social problems experienced in 
other small towns. 

30 MLP 
22.7.5 

Social 
Environment 

Displacement of 
farming families 

If landowners employ solicitors to help in 
negotiations, will Iron Road pay for the 
landowner’s legal fees?  

This is a matter that can be discussed in detail with 
those landowners and their solicitors. 

31 MLP 23 Economic Contribution to Govt 
revenue 

Those figures cannot be used as today’s 
current price is around $40 per tonne. All Iron 
Road predictions on economics have to be 
revised. 

Refer to Submission #10 Issue #68. 

32 MLP 23 Economic Predicted 
employment 

Why, in our opinion, are inconsistent figures 
being used in this document? 

The submitter may be confused between economic 
impact assessment figures and social impact 
assessment figures. The differing numbers are a result 
of the differing methods employed by the expert 
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consultants. Economists use different methods e.g. the 
number of man-hours to undertake a task divided by 
the average number of hours worked in a week (38), 
whilst the social scientist uses the number of 
individuals that would be employed in a particular job 
classification, irrespective of the actual man-hours e.g. 
the task may require 30 hours which equals one 
employed person from the social scientist’s 
perspective but only 0.8 FTE from the economist’s 
perspective. These method differences create slightly 
different specific numbers, but the overriding 
conclusions are the same i.e. there will be a significant 
increase in employment.  

Submission 97 – RESA – Resources & Engineering Skills Alliance. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 98 – Name and Address withheld. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to the EIS. 
1 MLP  Out of scope Zero waste Iron Road makes reference in Figure 14-1 to 

the Zero Waste hierarchy. How is Iron Road 
going to commit to this hierarchy when they 
have an unfavourable track record? 

Refer to Question 6.27 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

2 MLP  Out of scope  Other mines It is stated in the IR documents that if this 
mine goes ahead all other magnetite hot spots 
(5 or 6 hot spots in total) in the district may 
become viable to mine. When will IRD come 
clean with the community and politicians the 
true ‘cost’ of this mine in terms of loss of 
productive arable land? 

Refer to Question 6.17 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP 3 Description of 
Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL What plants are likely to grow on the waste 
heap and IWL is something that is yet to be 
explained. 

There is no ‘waste heap’, only an IWL. The current IWL 
cover design can be tailored to accommodate locally 
indigenous native vegetation, cereal crops and/or 
other valuable plant crops. The ‘base case’ is to grow 
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native vegetation as it is not certain that crops can 
successfully be grown on the IWL. It is important to 
note that the IWL develops at approximately 75 ha per 
year and thus the design can be adapted should a 
higher value crop be identified as suitable for the site.  

5 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Minutes of meetings Will IR provide effected peoples (sic) 
notes/minutes of meetings as requested?  

Refer to Submission #24, Issue #4. 

6 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
consultation 

Support services Will IR continue to offer support services 
including funding of financial, legal and other 
support as needed by effected landholders to 
enable them to make decisions on their 
futures? 

All reasonable support services will be made available 
to those families within the boundary of the ML. 

7 MLP 
5.5.4 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

Future engagement How is IR planning to engage the community 
in the next phase of mining operation, as their 
track record is hardly explanatory (sic)? 

Iron Road’s extensive track record of community and 
stakeholder consultation is set out in detail in Chapter 
5 of the MLP. The Company is committed to continuing 
engagement during all phases of the project 
(construction, operation and closure) and will meet 
with stakeholders to discuss how that ongoing 
engagement could occur after Government has made 
a decision on the ML. Until then our full time, Wudinna 
based Stakeholder Engagement Principal Advisor is 
available to discuss any concerns or answer any 
questions. 

8 MLP 
5.5.4 

Stakeholder 
consultation 

CEI CCC CCC meetings were badly run, questions not 
answered and minutes not kept. 

Iron Road disagrees with this assessment. 

The CEIP CCC meetings were organised and run by an 
Independent Chairperson who was nominated by the 
CCC members. Minutes of each meeting were taken, 
circulated to all CEIP CCC members by the Chairperson 
or Secretary, and made publicly available on both the 
Wudinna DC and Iron Road websites.  
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All questions raised by the CEIP CCC members over the 
years have been answered and captured in the 
Questions and Answers Register circulated via email to 
all members by the Independent Chairperson on 27 
March 2015.  

9 MLP 12 Vegetation & 
Weeds 

Loss of 
environmental 
values 

How will landholders and the environment 
(Native Vegetation Fund) be compensated for 
loss of environmental values and assets in 
their properties not on the mining footprint? 

No significant loss of environmental values is expected 
beyond the boundary of the proposed ML.  

10 MLP 13 Flora & Fauna EPBC Act The failure of the mine to trigger the EPBC 
needs to be revisited as the mine will 
negatively affect Mallee Fowl populations in 
the mine footprint and reduce and fragment 
areas of habitat with their infrastructure. 

Iron Road made a referral to the Commonwealth 
Department of the Environment under the EPBC Act 
on 29 September 2014. That agency reviewed all 
material provided by the Company in addition to its 
own extensive flora and fauna data and took into 
consideration all submissions received during its 
mandatory public consultation process.  
The Department advised Iron Road on 24 October 
2014 that the proposed mine at Warramboo had been 
assessed and that the proposed action is not a 
‘controlled action’. Any dispute with that decision 
should be taken up directly with the Commonwealth 
government.  
Field and desktop studies have not provided any 
evidence of mallee fowl within the mine footprint, nor 
have any landowners or other community members 
advised or demonstrated to Iron Road their existence 
in the area. 

11 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

What is the risk to agriculture from salty dust? 
What is the risk to native vegetation from 
salty dust? Is IR going to compensate farmers 
for loss of production as a result of dust and 

Refer to Submission #20, Issue #7. 
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salt borne dust? Or are farmers going to have 
to take IR to court to receive compensation? 

12 MLP 
16/17 

Noise & 
Vibration 

Damage to 
structures from 
blasting 

IR documents state there is a low level of risk 
of properties and individuals being affected by 
noise and vibration from blasting. Who is 
paying to put in baselines eg photos, building 
inspections and reports in any susceptible 
houses and buildings in proximity to the blast 
area (approx. 15 km radius) or will this be 
another cost burden to the neighbours of the 
mine? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issues #29 and #30. 

13 MLP 
18.7.3 

Surface Water Salinisation It is stated that runoff from the IWL will be 
kept within the site. How will runoff be 
stopped from entering adjoining land over 
time taking with it whatever pollutants it 
contains? 

Refer to Submission #21, Issue #1. 

14 MLP 
22.3.1 

Social 
Environment 

Population & 
Demography  

Disagree that the population of Wudinna is 
decreasing. 

Refer to Submission #92, Issues #24 and #25 

15 MLP 
22.7.6 

Social 
Environment 

Closure & post 
closure social 
impacts 

If the mine becomes unviable how does the 
community have confidence that there are 
sufficient funds put aside for remediation of 
the site and environs?  

The SA Government will determine the amount of 
money to be put aside (rehabilitation bond/financial 
guarantee) and instruct Iron Road to have that bond in 
place prior to the commencement of any mining 
operations. Further information on this matter should 
be obtained directly from DSD. 

Submission 99 – Name and Address withheld. Relates to MLP only. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Reduction of prime 

agricultural land / 
Food Security 

Invasive mining (such as CEIP) and agriculture 
CANNOT co-exist in areas of intensive farming 
such as Eyre Peninsula. 

Refer to Question 6.7 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document.  
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2 MLP Out of Scope Food security Invasive, open-cut heavy metal mines, such as 
CEIP, pose a serious threat to food security on 
Eyre Peninsula. 

Refer to Question 6.28 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP Out of Scope Location The proposed CEIP is in the wrong location. Refer to Question 6.29 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

4 MLP Out of Scope Decrease in land 
values 

Land would decrease in value due to being 
located next to a large-scale open-cut heavy 
metal mine, as no-one would want to live in a 
mine’s vicinity due to the heavy impacts 
associated with a mine (dust, noise. Lights, 
risk of contamination etc). 

Refer to Question 6.5 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

4 MLP 
2.2.2 

Existing 
Environment 

Exempt land and 
Waivers of 
Exemption 

At the time of writing the MLP, Iron Road did 
not have any registered Waivers of Exemption 
and had therefore not entered into any 
agreements with any landowners to access 
their land. As this land is Exempt from mining, 
this project should not be approved in this 
highly productive region but in outback 
Australia. 

Refer to Submission #92, Issue #11. 

5 MLP 
7.3.1 & 
7.5 

Public Safety Health impacts (rephrased) What are the potential health 
impacts associated with ore dust? 

Refer to Submission #61, Issue #2. 

6 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

(rephrased) How will potential impacts of dust 
on crops/livestock be monitored / managed? 

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #5. 

7 MLP 16 
& 17 

Noise & 
Vibration 

Impacts on flora and 
fauna 

(rephrased) What are the potential impacts to 
local flora and fauna species due to 
dust/noise/vibration from the mining 
operation? 

All potential impacts on flora and fauna from noise, 
vibration and dust are discussed in Chapter 11.7 of the 
MLP. 
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8 MLP 17 Airblast & 
Vibration 

Blasting impacts (rephrased) How will potential impacts from 
blasting on livestock be monitored/managed? 

Refer to Submission #72, Issue #3 for general 
information relating to airblast and vibration levels. 

Iron Road does not propose to directly monitor 
livestock as there is no evidence that the levels of 
vibration predicted in the once a day, less than one 
minute event, would have any effect. 

9 MLP 17 Airblast & 
Vibration 

Blasting impacts (rephrased) How will potential impacts to 
surrounding infrastructure due to blasting be 
monitored/managed? 

Refer to Submission #72, Issue #3. 

10 MLP 18 Surface Water Impacts on 
rainwater 

(rephrased) How will potential impacts on 
rainwater supplies on surrounding properties 
be monitored/managed? 

Monitoring of dust deposition, as described in Chapter 
15.8 of the MLP, will be adequate to determine if 
impacts on rainwater supplies are likely.  

Refer to Submission #25, Issue #4 for further 
information. 

11 MLP 19 Groundwater Mine dewatering (rephrased) What are the long term impacts 
of mine dewatering? (ie extended cone of 
depression). 

This is shown in Figure 19-12 of the MLP.  

12 MLP 19 Groundwater Water table (rephrased) How will the lowering of the 
water table impact crop production? 

Crops rely on rainfall rather than the saline 
groundwater, therefore lowering the groundwater 
table will not have adverse impacts. The water table is 
elevated due to past clearing of vegetation by farmers 
and this has resulted in salt scalding where 
groundwater is close to the surface. Consequently, it is 
possible that lowering the groundwater table may 
have positive impacts on agricultural productivity. 

13 MLP 
20.7.4 

Visual Amenity  Light Spill (rephrased) What measures will be taken to 
minimise the impact of light spill from the 
mine on neighbours? 

Measures to reduce light spill will include the use of 
directional lighting as mentioned in Chapter 20.7.4 of 
the MLP and appropriate choice, design and layout of 
that lighting. 
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14 MLP 
22.3.4 & 
22.3.5 

Social 
Environment 

Social infrastructure (rephrased) How will the increased demand 
on rental properties be managed? 

How will the increased demand on social 
infrastructure be met/managed? 

As detailed in Chapter 22 of the MLP, Iron Road will 
reduce pressure on existing housing by constructing a 
long-term employee village in Wudinna. Iron Road will 
also support the preparation of a Structure Plan by the 
Wudinna DC and will collaborate with both the 
Wudinna DC and SA Government to facilitate planning 
for new residential development to ensure housing 
demand does not out-strip supply. Iron Road will also 
work to establish a collaborative body comprising local 
government, relevant SA Government agencies and 
the community to develop, review and oversee 
implementation of a social management plan. 

Submission 100 – Joy Global. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 101 – Corporate Aircraft Charter. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 102 – Tumby Bay Residents & Ratepayers Assoc. Inc. Refer to EIS Response Document for Q&A relating to EIS. 
1 MLP Out of Scope Legality of Mineral 

Claim 
Is there legality of the Mineral Claim itself? Refer to Question 6.11 in the Out of Scope section of 

the MLP Response Document.  
2 MLP Out of Scope Full disclosure Has full disclosure of the intent of the 

applicant been made or is this an interim 
application to which additional mines would 
be added thus increasing the potential 
viability of the Project? 

Refer to Question 6.18 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

3 MLP Out of Scope Power What is the reality of the situation when Pt 
Augusta goes off-line?  

Refer to Question 6.24 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

4 MLP Out of Scope Exploration activities Has the company’s exploration activities, 
especially those related to ground water been 
audited for compliance with the NRM Act? 

Refer to Question 6.22 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

5 MLP Out of Scope Compliance Who audits the applicant with respect to 
compliance with the provisions of the 
approvals granted in this respect? 

Refer to Question 6.22 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 
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6 MLP  Out of Scope Waste Disposal and 
Management  

It is noted that organic wastes will reside in 
the Wudinna Landfill facility. What is the cost 
to ratepayers of the additional charges to EPA 
as a consequence of the additional load 
placed upon the landfill facility? 

Refer to Question 6.26 in the Out of Scope section of 
the MLP Response Document. 

7 MLP 
1.1.1 

Introduction History of the CEIP Was the MC registered over exempt land for 
which a waiver of exemption(s) had not been 
granted, noting that a section of the claim also 
involved the Lincoln Minerals Limited 
tenement? Were the landowners so 
informed? Where is the evidence of 
compliance with the Mining Act pertaining to 
the registration of a claim when exempt land 
has not been waived? Section 80 is not the 
authority under which the MC is to be 
claimed. Section 9 and 9AA is the authority 
when exempt land has not been waived. 
Where is the legal advice (or judgement of a 
Court) that provides for the registration of a 
mineral claim when exempt land is not 
waived? 

The submitter’s interpretation of the Mining Act is 
incorrect. 

The MC was applied for, and registered, in compliance 
with the Mining Act. All paperwork was submitted to 
each of the landowners in accordance with the Act. 

While sections 9 and 9AA deal with exempt land, 
section 80 deals with superimposed tenements. As a 
small portion of the MC intruded into Lincoln Minerals 
EL 4815, an agreement under section 80 was required 
before Iron Road could apply for registration of the 
MC. 

The registration of a MC does not constitute a mining 
operation therefore waiving of the exempt land was 
not required. The same applies to the grant of a ML 
over exempt land - the act of granting a ML does not 
constitute a mining operation. The waiver is only 
required as a prerequisite to the conduct of mining 
operations under the ML. 

8   Introduction Size of ML  The ML is approximately 100km2.  Chapter 1.3.1 of the MLP clearly states that the 
proposed ML is approximately 8,458 hectares in size 
(which equates to approx. 84km2), not 100km2. 

9 MLP 2.2 Existing 
Environment  

Proximity to 
infrastructure and 
housing  

It is interesting to note that the Warramboo to 
Kimba Road is conveniently omitted in figures 
2.1 and 2.2. 

The purpose of these maps is to show features in the 
surrounding environment. Road closures are fully 
addressed in Chapter 8 of the MLP. 
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10 MLP 
2.2.2 

Existing 
Environment 

Exempt land and 
Waivers of 
Exemption 

The applicant has threatened legal action in 
the ERD Court should there be resistance to 
purchase of property. The application to date 
has not mentioned the potential for 
compulsory acquisition of property under the 
Development Act (s26/48 Major Development 
status assigned to project and s78 compulsory 
acquisition powers under the Act).  

None of the submitter’s comments are correct. 

Iron Road was required to set out the relevant 
provisions of the Mining Act in relation to exempt land 
in the MLP. As the Mining Act itself sets out recourse 
to the court if access to land cannot be achieved by 
negotiation, we were obliged to repeat that 
information. At no time has Iron Road threatened legal 
action against any party. In addition, the submitter has 
referred to the potential for compulsory acquisition 
under the Development Act, which has nothing to do 
with the ML being applied for under the Mining Act. 
Iron Road’s EIS was submitted under section 46 of the 
Development Act, not Sections 26 or 48 as stated by 
the submitter. The compulsory acquisition powers 
under section 78 of the Development Act rest with the 
Minister for Planning, not Iron Road. 

11 MLP 
2.2.4 

Existing 
Environment 

Wudinna airport 
upgrade 

It is noted that the Wudinna airport will be 
upgrade to ‘commercial’ standard by the 
Wudinna District Council. What is not in 
evidence is who pays for the upgrade. 

Refer to Submission #24, Issue #2. 

12 MLP 
2.5.3 

Existing 
Environment 

Natural hazards What is the storm event data relevant to the 
Warramboo site? What is the specific risk 
assessment in this instance when the site 
specific data does not exist? 

In the case where site specific data does not exist and 
it is not sensible or practical to collect in the 
timeframes of a project, such as storm events, 
analogous data is utilised. BOM data does exist for 
nearby towns and the region and was used for a range 
of impact assessment studies which will be the subject 
of assessment by Government experts. 
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13 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

The reserves disclosed to the ASX for the CEIP 
are for the total project area not just the two 
mines that are the subject of this application, 
therefore what is the situation for the whole 
tenement whereby the potential life of the 
mining operation could be extended to take 
into account the other prospects that have 
been identified? It appears that the figure 3-6 
is incomplete when compared to disclosures 
made to the ASX. 

Incorrect.  
All ore reserves disclosed to the ASX refer to the area 
subject to the ML application. Iron Road is a publicly 
listed Company and meets all compliance obligations 
under ASX rules. 
The ML application is in respect of one proposed mine 
which has been applied for over the entire area of MC 
4383. That mine will contain two pits. While there is 
potential for the mine life to exceed 25 years, that 
depends on the ore reserve within the ML and has 
nothing to do with any potential orebodies within 
other areas of the Company's EL 4849 (Figure 3-6 of 
the MLP). 

14 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

Is this application an application for just the 
two mines or is it one which encompasses all 
prospects within the exploration licence? 

Refer to Issue #13 above.  

15 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

It is assumed that the concentrate (magnetite) 
would be 96% of the material loaded for 
transportation and approximately 4% would 
be silicon dioxide (silica) with other impurities.  
There are two significant issues namely the 
health impacts of the magnetite content of 
fugitive dust arising from the transportation 
process AND the health impact of the silica 
content of the ore (the 4% factor). 

Approximately 4% will be silicon dioxide but this is not 
free silica. As rail wagons will be covered, there will be 
negligible dust impacts along the corridor. The EIS 
describes dust management at the port. 
As noted in Chapter 7.3.1 of the MLP, the magnetite 
concentrate does not contain levels of contaminants 
that would present a risk to public health. 

16 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

In light of the history of exploration of this 
area (see introduction) and the 
documentation provided by independent 
geologists (see introduction) questions arise 
as to the exact nature of the materials that 
will find their way to the waste rock dump. 

It is unclear what questions remain. Assay results are 
in Appendix S of the MLP. 
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17 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

The question of the presence of radioactive 
isotopes remains unanswered. 

Refer to Chapter 7.3.1 of the MLP. 

18 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

The assertion that top soil is essentially the 
same as the ore body is clearly contestable. 
The revelation that the concentration of 
manganese is double that of the required 
standard poses significant health and safety 
questions, given that manganese is a known 
neurotoxin. 

Manganese is present and is bound up in a complex 
oxide form. It is not available as a free metal or 
bioavailable. To draw a link to suggest that a 
neurotoxin risk is present is incorrect and misleading. 

19 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

Given the known existence of palaeochannels 
in this area and the previous exploration for 
uranium, what remains as to the 
concentration of uranium, etc. within the first 
60 metres of ‘overburden’ as well as the 
presence of isotopes beyond the 400 metre 
mark as reported in the DFS? 

The low (background) concentration of uranium and 
other radionuclides in the overburden (0-60 m) and 
the orebody (60-800 m) will not change as a result of 
the mining operation i.e. the overburden and the 
waste rock will be stored in the IWL with no changes in 
concentration and thus no related impacts. No 
palaeochannels have been identified. 

20 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

In addition to the formation of acid, what is 
the effect of the acid on the rock face per se, 
especially in the context of the potential 
release into solution of other materials 
contained within the ore body that may be 
harmful to health or the environment? 

This is addressed in Appendix O of the MLP. 

21 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

The concentration of Uranium is not 
consistent with that reported by Adelaide 
Resources, the question therefore being, is 
the sample representative of the true picture 
of the concentration of Uranium and its 
associated isotopes? 

Refer to Issues #17, #18 and #19 above. 
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22 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

An obvious omission appears to be the 
concentration of free silica. Attention is 
redrawn to the very limited information 
provided with respect to Uranium and similar 
compounds known to be present in the area 
but dismissed in this application. 

There is no omission – refer to Chapters 7.3.1 and 7.5 
of the MLP. 

Reference to these risks is purely speculative and it 
would appear that the submitter has not considered 
the detailed information set out in the MLP, or the 
information Iron Road has previously provided to him. 

23 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

Nowhere in the DFS is reference drawn to the 
mining of copper at Warramboo. Are we to 
assume one of the undisclosed outputs from 
the mine is copper? 

It is noted that samples were analysed for the 
presence of copper. What concentrations of 
copper occurred in the samples in ppm? 

Iron Road does not intend to mine or export copper 
from the CEIP and has never stated such an intention. 
Copper concentration in the ore material is negligible 
(0.002%) and orders of magnitude below a level that 
would make copper production viable.  

As noted in Appendix S of the MLP, samples of tailings 
contained around 16mg/kg. i.e. concentrations are 
negligible. 

24 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

With respect to the chromium, was the 
sample tested for hexavalent chromium 
(Cr(VI)? If so, what were the concentrations in 
ppm? 

It would be illogical to test for hexavalent chromium as 
it is not naturally occurring and is a man-made 
chemical used in heavy industries, none of which have 
been historically present in the areas of investigation. 

25 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

Given that Boron is an issue for the 
agricultural industry, why wasn't an analysis 
for the determination of existence and 
concentration of boron in the samples 
undertaken?  

Boron was not routinely included in analyses as 
samples that were tested for Boron showed very low 
concentrations (< 20ppm). 

26 MLP 
3.2.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Reserves and 
Resources 

Given the inclusion of Lead [Pb] in the 
analytical data, which isotope of lead was 
reported on, given that lead is the end 
product of various decay sequences for 
radioactive elements? Was lead therefore 
used as a marker for the presence of 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #19 for the answers to 
questions relating to Lead and Strontium.  

The existing concentration of Arsenic in soil is 
presented in Appendix B of Appendix S of the MLP, 
and ranges from 0.8-2.2 mg/kg (ppm). 
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uranium? What was the concentration of the 
lead in ppm? 
Given that strontium was reported in the 
analytical result, what isotopic form of 
strontium was identified? 

It is noted that the analytical work sought to 
determine the presence of arsenic and 
chromium. That being the case, what was the 
concentration of arsenic in ppm? 

27 MLP 
3.4.1 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Wind data Why was the wind data for 2009 used in the 
modelling? Why wasn’t wind data that was 
site specific for 2014/2015 used given that 
data collection was being undertaken since 
2013? 

As discussed in Chapter 3.4.1 of the MLP, 2009 was 
used as a representative year. 

28 MLP 
3.4.4 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Use of explosives It is noted that a substantial explosives 
magazine will be constructed on the site of 
the mine. The question being what is the blast 
radius of a catastrophic explosion of the 
magazine in relation to the emergency 
services stationed at the mine site? 

The explosives magazine will be located in compliance 
with relevant regulations, including blast radius, in 
consultation with Safe Work SA.  

Also refer to Submission #92, Issue #17. 

29 MLP 
3.4.4 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Use of explosives Given the quantities of explosives stored in 
the facility, would not a razor wire addition to 
the top of the fence provide an additional 
deterrent? Has the security arrangements 
been subject to both SAPOL and Australian 
Federal Police (and perhaps ASIO) 
consultation? 

As outlined in Chapter 3.4.4 of the MLP, there are a 
number of legislative requirements, standards and 
guidelines that inform the use and storage of 
explosives and Iron Road will be compliant with each. 

Site security and tightly managed logistics will be an 
integral part of a comprehensive management plan 
which will include consultation with all relevant 
stakeholders at the appropriate time. 
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30 MLP 
3.4.4 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Use of explosives With respect to the explosives magazine and 
associated infrastructure, what is the 
technically identified blast radius in the event 
of a catastrophic detonation of explosives, 
noting the quantities to be stored on site, and 
what fugitive chemical and dust material will 
there be as contamination and health risk? 

In addition, a significant quantity of 
detonators will be stored and used in the 
mining operations. What is the environmental 
impact of this material and its detonation 
products? 

What is the pollution pathway for the mercury 
so released and the mitigation measures to 
minimize environmental and public health 
risks? 

Chapter 3.4.4 of the MLP details the explosives storage 
and manufacturing facility. This infrastructure is 
designed based on the volumes to be stored and to 
comply with all the relevant legislation and standards 
to ensure all associated risks are adequately managed. 

Emissions from blasting products are covered in the 
MLP Chapter 15. 

31 MLP 3.5 Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL In the absence of actual site specific 
meteorological data, the question is what 
empirical evidence exists that validates the 
proposed solution for the Warramboo site? 
(Re: IWL creating "sound wall", wind tunnel, 
validate erosion/stability methods proposed). 

The proposed IWL is an innovative solution for the 
management of waste rock and tailings. The impacts 
and benefits of this design have been rigorously 
examined by a diverse team of technical experts with 
the results presented in the relevant chapters of the 
MLP. 

32 MLP 
3.5.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL (Salinity) What is the chemical composition of the 
mobile salts and how mobile will they 
become, given that the buffer zone is to be 
only 50 metres to the boundary of the 
proposed ML and neighbouring agricultural 
properties. 

Salts only become mobile if exposed to rain or through 
leaching. Material within the IWL is not exposed to 
rain. As discussed in 4.1.3 of Appendix N, leaching 
through the IWL is very slow and consequently salt 
movement through this pathway is limited. 
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33 MLP 
3.5.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

IWL (Salinity) What conclusions would be obtained if the 
migration study were replicated using actual 
samples of hypersaline water from the mine 
site? 

The same conclusions would be reached. 

34 MLP 
3.6.1 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Site access It is noted a number of significant roads will 
be closed as a consequence of the 
development. It is noted that a maintenance 
agreement has been entered into between 
Wudinna DC and the Company. It is noted that 
the detail of such an agreement is not 
disclosed in the context of this application, 
therefore, at what cost does the agreement 
impose upon the ratepayers? 

The MLP does not state that a 'maintenance 
agreement has been entered into between Wudinna 
Council and the Company'. 

However, Chapter 3.6.1 clearly states 'Prior to project 
implementation, management agreements would be 
entered into with Wudinna DC for a range of items, 
including road maintenance'. The agreement would 
not impose any costs on ratepayers. 

35 MLP 
3.6.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Accommodation, 
office and 
maintenance areas 

Given the detailed description of the 
construction camp and its functionality, how 
does the company rationalize this against 
claims of integration with the local community 
at Wudinna which is some 45 kilometres 
away? 

There is confusion between the mine construction 
camp and long-term employee village in this question. 

The construction camp to be located within the ML 
boundary is completely different to the village planned 
for Wudinna which will house the long term mine work 
force. It is those workers that will integrate with the 
Wudinna community. 

36 MLP 
3.6.2 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Accommodation, 
office and 
maintenance areas 

Makes reference to ' maximising opportunities 
for the adaptive reuse of the village following 
use by Iron Road". What are the long term 
demographic studies that support the 
proposition that the 'village' will be of use to 
the remaining population of Wudinna post-
mining? What are the long term costs 
associated with a 'vacated' village and who 
will be meeting these costs? 

The statement referred to in the MLP is from the 
Wudinna DC 2012-2017 Community Plan, not an Iron 
Road document. 

The Company is committed to working with the 
Wudinna DC to realise opportunities for the village 
when Iron Road no longer requires it. 
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37 MLP 
3.6.4 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Public roads, 
services and utilities 

It is noted that all water services will be 
terminated at the boundary of the proposed 
ML. Will the company pay for all the new 
service connections to properties affected by 
this disconnection? Further, will the company 
compensate landowners who will be required 
to relocate water distribution on their 
properties as a consequence of the planned 
disconnection?  Where is the cost benefit 
analysis of this disruption documented in the 
application? 

Will the company finance the reconnection 
costs to properties as a consequence of the 
relocation of the 19kVA SA Power Network 
system as a consequence of the ML? 

Will the company finance the reconnection of 
the TELSTRA network to those properties 
affected by the disconnection as a 
consequence of the mining activity? Will the 
company finance the upgrading of the 
telecommunication system to G4 or better 
wireless broadband/mobile phone services in 
the area as a consequence of the 
disconnection due to mining activities? 

All services, including water, power, phone and 
internet, that need to be terminated at the mine site 
boundary will be redirected and reinstated as 
efficiently as practicable at Iron Road's expense. If 
upgrades are required for the mining operation (such 
as internet or phone services), the local community 
stands to benefit from this. 

Iron Road notes that there may be a temporary 
disruption to services as is the case with any new 
connections. Service providers such as SA Water, SA 
Power Networks and Telstra will generally work 
directly with affected landowners in developments 
such as this. We will provide our development plans to 
these authorities at the earliest time possible to assist 
in the landowner discussion process.  

It is during the next stage of the Project (subject to 
approvals and funding), that the planning and next 
level of discussions will occur. 

38 MLP 
3.6.7 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Site security How will the company intend to keep 
'trespassers' (being recreational drivers, 4WD 
and motor cycles) out? 

In addition to the security fence, there will be a 
security presence on site. Detailed security measures 
will not be shared publicly for obvious reasons. 
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39 MLP 3.7 Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Mine completion The long term impact upon the environment 
appears to receive limited discussion in the 
application.  What monitoring processes will 
be in place over the next 1000 years to ensure 
that the predictions of today are actually 
correct? 

In the event that the rehabilitation plan does 
not address this eventuality, will the 
Government be liable for the remediation of 
any environmental impacts arising? 

Mine closure is discussed throughout the MLP 
including draft outcome measurement criteria. A 
monitoring program will be detailed in the PEPR and 
will continue until closure criteria have been met. At 
this point, residual risks will be minimal and there will 
be no need for monitoring to continue after closure 
criteria have been met. 

Iron Road will remain liable until closure criteria have 
been met and the SA Government will hold a 
rehabilitation bond/financial guarantee from Iron Road 
until this time. 

40 MLP 
3.8.1 

Description of 
the Proposed 
Mining 
Operations 

Workforce It is noted that an approved plan from the 
Australian Industry Participation Authority has 
been obtained under the Australian Jobs Act 
2013 (Commonwealth), but no details are 
referred to in this application.  Upon what 
basis can Australian Industry compete for 
work in the proposal versus imports from off 
shore entities, including importing labour 
under 457 Visas? 

Details of the approved plan can be found on the 
Australian Government website. The basis of 
competition is a matter for Government and explained 
in detail on their webpage: 

http://industry.gov.au/industry/IndustryInitiatives/Aus
tralianIndustryParticipation/Pages/PublishedExecutive
SummariesofAIPPlans.aspx 

41 MLP 4 Statutory 
Framework 

Approvals Who are the beneficiaries of any approval 
granted in these circumstances? The 
possibility exists that the CEIP project will be 
on-sold as an approved project to some 
foreign investor who may or most likely may 
not, actually undertake the development at 
this time. Will the project be subject to the 
Foreign Investment Board given that it is 
foreign owned capital that has developed the 
project to this stage? 

Iron Road has and will obtain all necessary FIRB 
approvals in relation to the CEIP. If any of the land or 
mining tenements are sold to another foreign owned 
entity, they may be subject to numerous State 
Government approvals in addition to FIRB approval 
under Commonwealth legislation. 

http://industry.gov.au/industry/IndustryInitiatives/AustralianIndustryParticipation/Pages/PublishedExecutiveSummariesofAIPPlans.aspx
http://industry.gov.au/industry/IndustryInitiatives/AustralianIndustryParticipation/Pages/PublishedExecutiveSummariesofAIPPlans.aspx
http://industry.gov.au/industry/IndustryInitiatives/AustralianIndustryParticipation/Pages/PublishedExecutiveSummariesofAIPPlans.aspx
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42 MLP 
4.2.3 

Statutory 
Framework 

Other State 
Legislation 

The list of SA legislation is not exhaustive - 
what is the relevance of the missing legislation 
to the proposal? 

No relevant legislation is ‘missing’. 

43 MLP 
4.3.2 

Statutory 
Framework 

Other Legislation  Upon what basis can Australian Industry 
compete for work? 

Refer to response to Issue #40 above. 

44 MLP 5 Stakeholder 
Consultation 

Engagement and 
consultation 
approach 

(paraphrasing): EPMPCC  (a related body to 
TBRARA) has undertaken a lot of community 
consultation; alleges that Iron Road has not 
responded to any of its correspondence. 

Iron Road has responded to all letters received from 
either TBRARA or the EPMPCC and offered to meet 
with the authors each time it has done so. To date 
none of those offers have been accepted. 

45 MLP 
7.3.2 

Public Safety Fire Hazards Does the management strategy prevent 
mining operations on total fire ban days? 

Refer to Submission #4, Issue #3. 

46 MLP 
8.6.2 

Traffic & 
Transport 

Management 
strategies and 
commitments 

Given the proposed development and the 
volume of heavy trucking required has the 
Company entered into any MOUs (as a 
precursor to formal Deeds of Agreements) 
with the various Councils concerned with 
respect to the construction, maintenance and 
rehabilitation of the said roads over the life of 
the project(s)? Has the Company sought 
application of the Transport Division (DPTI) for 
assessment of these roads to ensure that they 
are capable of safely handling the proposed 
traffic? 

Refer to response to Issue #34 above for information 
on DC agreements. 

In relation to DPTI: the Traffic and Transport 
assessment undertaken (and discussed in MLP Chapter 
8.6.2 and Appendix I) shows that the majority of the 
roads are suitable. Regardless Iron Road will continue 
to liaise with all relevant authorities.  

Note that DPTI is one of the agencies assessing the 
CEIP. 

47 MLP 11 Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Flora and fauna 
survey 

Given the extent of the proposed Mineral 
Lease, the question is why only 5 survey sites 
within a very limited area, 3 of which surround 
the HA 869 Heritage Reserve? The limited 
view provides no confidence in the detection 
and identification of fauna that exists over the 

The survey effort is commensurate with the risk to the 
fauna values on the site. As noted in the MLP, the 
proposed ML is in a cleared agricultural landscape with 
small patches of remnant vegetation, generally in a 
degraded condition.   
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balance of the proposed lease, especially the 
southern aspect that is in the near vicinity of 
the Hambidge WPA. 

When will the comprehensive fauna and flora 
survey relevant to the whole site be 
undertaken and the results subject to public 
scrutiny? 

Is the limitation of the survey due to the fact 
that the majority of the land in question is 
Exempt Land (sect 9A (1), Mining Act 1971) 
and no waiver of exemption exists granting 
access to undertake mining activities thereon? 

The fauna (and flora) survey was conducted in 
accordance with recognised survey guidelines (Heard 
and Channon 1997 and Owens 2000). In addition, 
detailed desktop studies were undertaken, considering 
the findings of other surveys in the region (e.g. Brandle 
2010 and DEH 2002) as well as recent SPRAT 
information for EPBC listed species. 

As noted in Chapter 13.3.2 of the MLP ‘[survey] Sites 
were selected as representative of the best habitat 
condition within the proposed ML rather than typical 
habitat across the site to maximise survey return for 
effort, and to highlight the presence of ecological 
values’. This followed desktop and field inspection of 
the proposed ML (with further sites used for flora 
surveys). Although not all land was accessed for the 
survey, habitat within those areas was considered 
represented by better quality habitat of the same type 
(i.e. incorporating areas of dune crest habitat) within 
larger patches around the HA area (such as sites 2,3,4 
which were all on elevated rises).  

Vegetation could be easily studied from public roads 
and therefore access to all land was not required. 

48 MLP 
11.5.1 

Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Lake Warramboo The first 'assumption' concerning the reduced 
ground water elevation due to pit dewatering 
is not expected to harm the limited 
environmental value is based on what long 
term research program? 

The rationale for this statement is fully addressed in 
Chapter 11.5.1 of the MLP. 

49 MLP 11.5 Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Lake Warramboo Where is the empirical evidence to support 
conclusions made in respect to this area and 
thence the impact upon it as a consequence of 
the proposed mining activities? 

Refer to the Groundwater Impact Assessment in MLP 
Appendix N and the numerical groundwater modelling 
in MLP Appendix M. 
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50 MLP 
11.6.1 

Native Fauna & 
Pest Species 

Long term impacts 
of dust 

What is the long term impact of fugitive dust 
upon native vegetation remaining within the 
mine site and that impacted by dust outside of 
the boundary, given that the dust has a very 
high probability of containing significant 
concentrations of salt, heavy metals including 
copper? 

Refer to Chapter 12.7.9 of the MLP. 

The dust will not contain significant concentrations of 
heavy metals and copper. These are present in 
negligible amounts. Refer to MLP Appendix K, 
Figure 4-3 for metals and Section 5 of Appendix K for 
extensive salt calculations. 

51 MLP 
12.7.5 

Vegetation & 
Weeds 

SEB Is the extent of the SEB offset given the 
1118Ha of native vegetation on the site? It is 
assumed the SEB offset will be applied to the 
mine site.  

An SEB will apply to native vegetation clearing on the 
mine site. Refer to Chapter 11.7.9 of the MLP. 

52 MLP 12.8  Vegetation & 
Weeds 

Dust deposition (Refers to IM-12.16) "Average dust deposition 
not to exceed 4gm/square metre/month".  
Under what legislative authority is this 
arbitrary figure cited? 

Refer to Chapter 15.1 of the MLP. This is the adopted 
project criteria for nuisance dust. As there are no 
regulatory criteria in SA, Iron Road has used the NSW 
Department of Environment and Conservation 
standards which have been agreed to by the South 
Australian EPA. 

53 MLP 
13.7.1 

Soil & Land 
Quality 

Elevated Soil Salinity Where does the Company intend to dispose of 
this quantity of salt that now has been 
brought to the surface as a consequence of 
mining operations?   

This is clearly set out in Chapter 13.7.1 of the MLP. The 
salt will be retained in the IWL structure with the 
impact assessment determining a ‘negligible impact’. 

54 MLP 
13.7.3 

Soil & Land 
Quality 

Sediment Deposition In a similar manner, waste material from the 
processing plant, containing those products 
not required, inclusive of heavy metals, 
uranium and similar compounds, manganese, 
pyrrhotite will no doubt end up on the waste 
rock dump.  

In the case of pyrrhotite, the issue revolves 
around the oxidation of this iron compound 
leading to the formation of acid soil. 

Concentrations of these elements and compounds are 
at background levels and consequentially present no 
greater risk to the environment or human health than 
currently exists. 

As noted in Chapter 13.7.3 of the MLP, this will be 
managed appropriately and will also be offset by the 
high neutralisation capacity of most of the waste rock. 
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55 MLP 15 Air Quality Diesel fumes The environmental impact of significant 
quantities of diesel fumes and particulates 
emanating from the mine is not dealt with. 

The use of IPCC versus traditional truck and shovel 
mining methods greatly reduces the number of diesel 
powered vehicles required. Emission of diesel fumes 
will have minimal impacts on air quality and did not 
require specific assessment for that reason. All sources 
of airborne particulates will be captured in the 
proposed monitoring program. 

56 MLP 15.7 Air Quality Baseline monitoring "Measured background salt deposition of 
1.2grams/square metre/month for site 
surrounding the ML . . ." Is based upon what 
empirical data obtained from what sites? 

Refer to Chapter 4.1.2 of the MLP. 
This is a compilation of results from all sites and 
Figure 4-4 shows levels of soluble particles at all sites 
are similar. 

57 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

Should grain be contaminated as a 
consequence of the mining activities, who will 
wear the economic loss? 

Refer to Submission #25 Issue #5.  

57 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

It is noted that saline water will be used 
throughout the various operations at the site 
including dust suppression, what is the 
technically calculated amount (in tonnes per 
annum) of salt that is now to be spread over 
the site, including the waste rock dump(s)? 

Refer to Figure 3-18 of the MLP which details the 
earth, water and salt movements per day, per year and 
over the life of the mine. The amount reported within 
this figure for the tonnes per annum of salt is a total of 
0.8 Mt which will be contained within the IWL.  
The majority of dust suppression will occur within the 
pit. The totals for tonnes per annum is captured within 
the waste rock and tailings tables (Figure 3-18) which 
are 0.22 Mt and 0.29 Mt, respectively. These are 
subtotals of the 0.8 Mt total to be contained within the 
IWL. 
To reiterate, there are no ‘waste rock dumps’ as these 
have been removed and combined with tailings to 
form an engineered and well-designed IWL that will be 
progressively rehabilitated during the operation of the 
mine, minimising the potential for dust and salt 
emissions.  
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58 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

What credibility remains in the claim that salt 
will be retained within the confines of the 
mineral lease and the waste rock dump etc. 
and that the land can be returned to 
'agricultural use' at the end of mining 
activities? 

This is addressed in Chapter 13.7.1 of the MLP. 

In addition, Figure 15-15 within MLP Chapter 15 shows 
the contribution of the mine to salt storage in the soil 
as calculated in Appendix K. Salt deposition from 
mining is small when compared to the existing salt 
store and background deposition rates. 

59 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

Will the Company explain the environmental 
impact of this quantity of salt spread over the 
mine footprint and the steps it intends to take 
to restore/rehabilitate the mine site to 
agricultural productivity at the conclusion of 
its mining activities? 

Salt will not be spread all over the mine footprint. 
Saline water will be used on roads and disturbed areas 
for dust suppression. Saline material will also be 
encapsulated in the IWL. This is discussed in Chapter 
13.7.1.  

It should also be noted that there is already significant 
salt in existing soils (refer Figure 15-15 of the MLP). 

60 MLP 
15.7.6 

Air Quality Impacts on 
Agricultural Values 

Fugitive dust is of significant concern 

Is it a matter of convenience to not make 
scientifically supported (including 
independent peer review) of all chemical 
analytical results pertaining to the presence or 
otherwise of heavy metals (Chromium (VI); 
Cadmium; Arsenic; Uranium and other 
radioactive substances (Thorium, Strontium 
[87], Radon) that are known to occur in 
deposits of this nature in the Gawler Craton 
and or the Paleochannels known also to exist 
within the region? 

Dust is comprehensively assessed in Chapter 15 of the 
MLP. 

Silica is addressed in Chapter 7.3.1 and 7.5 of the MLP. 

Radionuclides and other hazards are also discussed in 
Chapter 7.3.1.  

Analysis of tailings material is in Appendix S, which is 
also indicative of waste rock.  

All matters have been addressed to the extent to 
demonstrate they are trivial. 

61 MLP 
App. K 

Air Quality Baseline monitoring What baseline data has been established for 
particulates emanating from diesel machinery, 
be it existing transport vehicles on the 
highway or farm machinery? The Crow's Nest 
site's relevance needs to be challenged. What 

Baseline data on particulates from diesel machinery 
has not been collected given these are and will be 
insignificant other than in the immediate vicinity of the 
source. 
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features are present at this site that 
constitutes a baseline for the District? 

The selection of monitoring sites followed the relevant 
Australian/New Zealand Standard (AS/NZS 
3580.10.1:2003) 

62 MLP 
App. K 

Air Quality Baseline monitoring What authority is this so called 'standard' 
authorized in to support the credibility of the 
claimed results so achieved by its use? 

Refer to Issue #52 above. 

63 MLP 
App. K 

Air Quality Baseline monitoring Section 4.2 TSP (particulates) PM10 a value of 
30 microgram per cubic metre has been 
'adopted' for the modelling study. Upon what 
basis (South Australian Authority) is the figure 
of 30 'adopted'? 

Refer to Table 3-7 in Appendix K of the MLP. 

64 MLP 16 Noise  Noise complaints It is noted that the Director of Mines is 
involved in the setting of standards. What are 
the limits set by the Director of Mines and 
under what authority (Act) are these 'limits' 
acknowledged in law? 

This has been misinterpreted by the submitter. 

The draft indicator criteria set out in Table 16-8 of the 
MLP states that all noise complaints will be 
acknowledged in 48 hours and closed out within 14 
days to the satisfaction of the complainant or as 
agreed with the Director of Mines. It does not state 
that the Director of Mines will set any limits. 

65 MLP 
16.1.2 

Noise  Legislative 
framework 

Upon what jurisdictional basis is the legality of 
the assumptions made in determining what 
legislative standards should be applied? 
Clarification of the legislative framework that 
is applicable to the determination of noise 
associated with mining activities is sought. 
What are the noise level benchmarks under 
the Mining Act? What is the legal standing of 
the application of the EPA Noise Policy to this 
application and hence the adoption of the so 
called noise character correction of 5dB (A)?  
Given that the noise penalty is applicable to 

The EPA Noise Policy applies to mining activities other 
than construction and blasting. As the construction 
noise limits in Clause 23 of the EPA Noise Policy do not 
apply, DSD and the EPA have agreed that the 
operational criteria will be applied during construction. 

DSD and the EPA have decided a 5 dB(A) penalty 
should apply due to the noise modulation of the mine 
equipment. 
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low frequency sound, what is the penalty for 
infrasound generated from industrial plant 
used in the proposed mining activities 
identified in this application? 

66 MLP App 
L 

Noise Legislative 
framework 

Under what legislative authority have these 
figures (noise levels) been established? 

The 'legislative authority' is discussed in detail in 
Chapter 16.1.2 and Section 3 of Appendix L, both 
within the MLP. 

67 MLP 18 Surface Water Water quantities It is noted that the quantity of water per 
annum ranges from 9000-15000Mlitres from 
the Kielpa bore field, approx. 3,600M from 
dewatering and a comparatively small amount 
from rainfall. It is further noted that the bulk 
of the water is saline, but no estimation of the 
salinity is attached to this section of the 
report. The question, therefore, what is the 
amount of salt (predominantly sodium 
chloride) contained (dissolved) in this quantity 
of water in tonnes per annum that is now 
brought to the surface as a consequence of 
the mining operations? It is noted that a 
reverse osmosis desalination plant will be 
installed at the site. That being the case, what 
is the chemical composition of the outflow 
that will ultimately end up on the site either 
as a dust suppressant for the waste rock 
facility or on the roadways? 

Refer to Figure 3-18 with Chapter 3 of the MLP which 
provides sufficient detail on these questions for the 
purpose of the environmental assessment of this 
project. 

68 MLP 19 Groundwater  Impact of mine 
dewatering 

The impact upon regional hydrology is 
unknown in the context of the continuous 
dewatering over a 25 year life plan of the 
proposed mine together with water extracted 
from the Kielpa bore field. The application is 

The potential impacts of mine dewatering over the life 
of the mine on regional groundwater are covered 
extensively in Chapter 19 of the MLP. Similarly, the 
potential regional impacts of saline water extraction 
from the Kielpa borefield is also covered at length in 



 

Attachment A: Mining Lease Proposal – Responses to Public Submissions Page 97 

Issue 
# 

Chapter 
# 

Topic Component / Issue Description of Issue Raised in Public 
Submission 

Iron Road Response 

devoid of a regional hydrological impact 
assessment that has been verified by the 
relevant State authority. 
It is claimed that the crater lake will take some 
1000 years to 'stabilize' at a 'predicted level 
(guessed)', based upon what empirical 
evidence?" 

Chapter 16 of the EIS. The modelled regional impacts 
for both these water extraction activities associated 
with the CEIP show there is no overlap in their impacts 
and as such, they have not been considered 
collectively. 
The applications have been compiled with input from 
several of the State's most experienced independent 
scientists. The primary purpose of these documents 
being submitted to the SA Government is so they can 
be assessed by the relevant authorities. 
The final level of the pit lake and number of years the 
level will take to stabilise have been estimated as per 
the modelling outlined in MLP Appendix O ‘Mine Pit 
Lake Assessment’. 

69 MLP 19 Groundwater Regional impacts What is the regional impact of the proposed 
CEIP project (the project being the mine and 
associated infrastructure?) 

Drawdown contours are shown in Figures 19-9, 19-10 
and 19-11 of the MLP. Groundwater impacts from the 
Kielpa borefield are discussed in Chapter 16 of the EIS. 
There are no other significant groundwater impacts. 

70 MLP 19 Groundwater Cone of depression Given this 'predicted standing water level', 
what is the cone of depression that supports 
this prediction? Does the cone of depression 
extend into the Hambidge WPA? If so, what 
are the long term environmental impacts 
upon the sustainability of the WPA as a 
consequence of the dewatering? 

Refer to Chapter 19 of the MLP. 

71 MLP 19 Groundwater Water samples Why weren’t actual samples of water taken 
from the site (at various depths and hence salt 
concentrations) used to perform the tests 
thereby approximating to actual site 
conditions? 

Samples were taken at depths to determine salt 
concentrations in groundwater and thus existing 
conditions.  
Salt levels in tailings (the assumed aim of the question) 
are not possible to be taken as the IWL does not 
currently exist. 
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72 MLP 19 Groundwater Chemical 
composition 

What is the chemical composition of the 
mobile salts and how mobile will they 
become, given that the buffer zone is to be 
only 50 metres to the boundary of the 
proposed mining lease and neighbouring 
agricultural properties. 

Groundwater chemical composition data can be found 
in Table 2 of Appendix O within the MLP. 

The likely range of moisture content in the IWL is 
insufficient to saturate the materials and, therefore, 
will not generate seepage. Given the climatic 
conditions of the site it is expected that a net loss of 
moisture from the soil will occur following placement 
as a result of evaporation. 

The 50 m buffer zone is not related to seepage and is a 
visual buffer. 

73 MLP 19  Groundwater Dewatering What is the regional hydrological impact of (a) 
dewatering the Warramboo pits to the extent 
of 12-23 million litres per day and (b) the 
proposed extraction of water from the 
proposed Kielpa bore field? What is the 
impact of dewatering at Warramboo and 
Kielpa in terms of water required to sustain 
the environment? Notwithstanding the fact 
that the proposed Kielpa bore field is 
extracting saline water, what is the long term 
economic impact of reducing the water 
reserves that may become available for 
agricultural or human use due to advances in 
solar distillation technologies that could be 
applied to this water reserve? 

Regional impacts and impacts on other receptors are 
discussed in Chapter 19 of the MLP for mine 
dewatering. Groundwater salinity ranges from 25,000 
to 41,300 mg/l. The salinity of seawater is generally 
around 35,000 mg/l.  

Consequently, availability of water will not be a 
limitation if it becomes economic to exploit water 
resources with these levels of salinity for potable or 
stock water use. 

74 MLP 19 Groundwater Hambidge salinity What is the salinity of water beneath 
Hambidge and what is the standing water 
level in metres below the surface prior to any 
mining activity and thence during the 
dewatering phase? 

This has not been measured as it will not be impacted. 
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75 MLP 21 Land Use & 
Tenure 

Aircraft With respect to air traffic in the area, will 
there be a 'no fly' zone created over the 
proposed mineral lease area? If this is the 
case, what is the impact upon aerial crop 
spraying in the vicinity of the proposed mine? 

Refer to Submission #10, Issue #58. 

76 MLP 22  Social 
Environment 

Emergency services What is the current level of emergency 
services in Wudinna and surrounding districts, 
especially Warramboo? What will the 
emergency services requirement be in the 
following circumstances: a) the construction 
phase where 1000+ employees located at the 
mine site, not Wudinna? b) the village of 300 
at Wudinna in the operational phase? c) the 
contractors' camp at the mine for 300 some 
45+ km from Wudinna? The existing 
emergency services, especially ambulance 
services, that service the existing district, 
noting staffed in the main by volunteers, 
compared the that which should be provided 
in the scenarios (a) (b) and (c) listed above 
needs to be articulated. How does the 
Company propose to address the anticipated 
shortfall? 

The current status of emergency services in the 
Wudinna area along with the anticipated additional 
load during construction and operation of the CEIP is 
outlined in MLP Chapter 22 and the associated SIA in 
Appendix Q. 

Iron Road will continue to work closely with all 
relevant government agencies to ensure timely 
contribution to the planning process.  

It is also worth noting that the mining operation will 
have its own internal emergency services that would 
service the mine camp and may be able to provide 
support to external services in the event of a 
significant regional incident such as a bush fire. 

77 MLP 22  Social 
Environment 

Population & 
Demography  

What incentives exist to encourage such 
migrations to occur? In the event that these 
estimates were taken up, where is the 
resultant needs analysis for family services 
and educational services in the town of 
Wudinna? 

The incentives have not been mandated. There are 
many options available that have been implemented 
successfully at numerous mine sites around Australia.  

The intent is to work with the relevant DCs in a 
constructive manner. Refer to Chapter 22 of the MLP. 
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78 MLP 22  Social 
Environment 

Population & 
Demography  

It is noted in the population data at top of 
page 174 that the figure appears to include 
the District of Le Hunte. The question is simply 
why, when it is the population of Wudinna 
that is under examination? 

In April 2008 the former DC of Le Hunte changed its 
name to the Wudinna District Council.  

As the population data included on page 174 goes back 
to 1981 and the legal name of the Council at that time 
was Le Hunte, the MLP correctly captures both names. 

79 MLP 22 / 
EIS 22  

Social 
Environment 

Population & 
Demography 

Can you define through the extensive records 
of community consultation 'which proportion 
of the local community and which 
demographics' expressed a supporting view 
that the CEIP may bring long-term population 
to the district? 

Iron Road received a large number of public 
submissions supporting the CEIP (53 out of 105), 
recognising the many and numerous benefits the 
project will bring to the Eyre Peninsula such as 
increases in employment, diversification of industries 
and an increased population. This is consistent with 
Iron Road's community and stakeholder consultation 
over the last few years where those benefits were 
consistently outlined by various parties at a variety of 
engagement forums. Social and economic benefits are 
discussed in detail in Chapters 22 and 23 of the MLP. 

80 MLP 22 Social 
Environment 

Drug & alcohol 
policy 

It is assumed a zero tolerance to alcohol and 
drugs in line with the Safe Work Act is the 
accepted code of behaviour whilst on the job. 
Does accommodation in the company 
provided camp constitute being on the job? 

There will be a zero tolerance to alcohol and drugs on 
the job with mandatory daily alcohol tests and random 
drug tests as per standard practice on most mine sites. 

While the construction camp will have a licenced ‘wet 
mess’ for use by off duty workers, those workers must 
still register a zero reading prior to commencing their 
next shift. 

81 MLP 
22.7.1 

Social 
Environment 

Employment & 
Business 

To further employment opportunities in the 
area, will the company consider the 
establishment of a native vegetation nursery 
on site to provide such screening and as a 
precursor to the ultimate rehabilitation of the 
area? 

This idea was raised and captured, both during a CEIP 
CCC meeting and also by the Barngarla Aboriginal 
Corporation, as an option for SEB under the Native 
Vegetation Act. This will be considered further once 
Iron Road has secured both funding and approvals. 
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82 MLP 23 Economic Local Procurement What is the potential cost to the agricultural 
industry through the potential reduction of 
labour as a consequence of the mine and /or 
the additional cost to be borne by the 
agricultural industry in wage matching that 
would potentially occur? 

The assertion that there will be potential increased 
costs is misleading. There are many scenarios whereby 
the average farmer will be better off due to the 
development of the CEIP e.g. the use of Iron Road's 
infrastructure for the transport of grain. 

Refer to Submission #21, Issue #3 for further 
information. 

83 MLP 23 Economic Benefits What are the actual regional benefits to the 
townships impacted upon by the project? 

Benefits are clearly presented in Chapter 23 of the 
MLP. 

84 MLP 23 Economic Benefits The whole of the CEIP will provide an 
estimated 2490 jobs during construction and 
760 ongoing. What are the actual benefits to 
South Australian employment and local 
employment alike in the context that the 
mining boom has passed and the commodities 
market fallen significantly? 

Current economic conditions are not relevant given it 
is not proposed that mining operations will commence 
until at least 2020. 

85 MLP 23  Economic Royalties It is noted that the Murphy South pit will take 
approximately 2.5 year to reach full 
production -  what is the estimated return to 
Government in royalties for this period of time 
(actual $A)?  It is noted that full production 
from this pit will occur over the ensuing 17 
years -what is the estimated return to 
Government in royalties for this period of time 
(in $A)?  It is noted that the Boo Loo deposit 
will come on line years 17 to 25 – what is the 
estimated return to Government in royalties 
for this period of time (in $A)? What is the 
return to Government as a consequence of 
royalties due over the life on the mine? 

Ramp up timeframes and royalties were considered in 
the detailed Economic assessment which is presented 
in Chapter 23 and Appendix R of the MLP. For specific 
information, refer to Chapter 23.7.2 (Construction) 
and Chapter 23.7.3 (Operation). 
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Issue 
# 

Chapter 
# 

Topic Component / Issue Description of Issue Raised in Public 
Submission 

Iron Road Response 

86 MLP 23 Economic GRP contribution What was the basis of the 20% contribution of 
mining to GRP for the nominated period? 
What is the current contribution of mining to 
the GRP (2014-2015)? 

The basis of the 20% is derived by the expert 
consultant (EconSearch) RISE model databases.  

The contribution of mining to the GRP for 2014/15 is 
not known and is not relevant to the assessment of 
CEIP. 

87 MLP 
23.7.2 

Economic Loss of productive 
agricultural land  

Where is an audited statement as to the loss 
of agricultural productivity as a consequence 
of the proposed action? Where is the 
independent verified statement of the 
environmental loss arising from the proposed 
action? 

Loss of agricultural productivity is addressed in 
Chapter 23.7.2 of the MLP. There is no requirement for 
this to be audited. Environmental loss is dealt with 
throughout the MLP. This information is based on 
input from technical experts and fully meets the 
requirements of the Mining Act. 

88 MLP 23  Economic Data used Given that the application was lodged late in 
2015, the question of why the economic data 
used relates to 2010/2011 and 2012/2013? 

This was the latest ABS, and thus credible, data source 
available at the time of the MLP lodgement. 

Submission 103 – SACOME. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 

Submission 104 – Stop Invasive Mining Group. Relates to EIS only. Refer to EIS Response Document. 

Submission 105 – Name and Address withheld. Supportive submission; no issues raised. 
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ATTACHMENT B – CEIP MLP - GOVERNMENT ISSUES/COMMENTS AND IRON ROAD’S RESPONSES 
# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 

Applicant to Respond 
Iron Road’s Response 

Description of Environment 
1 Groundwater 

Appendix N 

The incorrect water quality guidelines are cited, Water quality should be 
compared against the ANZECC guidelines as stated in DSD’s Ministerial 
Determination MD006. 
Requirement: 
Provide a response to the issue. Discuss any implications for the MLP as a 
result of citing the incorrect water quality guidelines. 

The water quality and beneficial use assessment should 
reference the ANZECC/ARMCANZ 2000 Australian and New 
Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality. 
The result of citing the incorrect water quality guidelines 
do not change the outcome of the water quality 
assessment. 

2 Groundwater 
Appendix N, pg 
22 of 42 

The salinity figure (35,000 mg/L) is not correct for the entire study area, it 
is correct for the area within the ML based on the Iron Road (IRD) drilling 
results. Refer to Appendix A of MLP Appendix N which shows several 
salinity records below 35,000 mg/L (expressed as EC mS/cm). 

Requirement: 
Clarify the differences in the description of the existing environment based 
on the available data.  
Describe the salinity trends in the study area using supporting maps and 
data from IRD drilling and WaterConnect. 

Measured salinity in the Tertiary aquifer at the Kielpa 
borefield ranges from 24,600 mg/L TDS to 41,300 mg/L 
TDS.  At the mine site the measured salinity of the Tertiary 
aquifer ranges from 35,000 to 54,000 mg/L TDS.  Regionally 
the Tertiary aquifer exhibits salinity generally exceeding 
10,000 east of the Musgrave PWA.  Isolated bore records 
exist reporting lower salinity water, however a bore audit 
of recorded bores in proximity to the mine and borefield 
found that at least some of these bores do not exist. 
A bore audit failed to identify any bores accessing the 
Tertiary aquifer yielding non-saline water within 9.5 km of 
the borefield or the mine and the respective Radii of 
influence. The Water Connect database records two bores 
with salinity < 10,000 mg/L TDS (6031-160, 6031-161) in 
proximity to the mine site. Land owners report that the 
bores do not exist and they are not aware of any useable 
groundwater on their property or neighbouring properties. 
The salinity of the Tertiary aquifer within the Musgrave 
Prescribed Wells area is reported to range from 500 to 
5,500 mg/L TDS (DFW, 2010 Musgrave PWA Groundwater 
Level and Salinity Status Report 2011-2012).  
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# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 
Applicant to Respond 

Iron Road’s Response 

The radii of influence of mine pit dewatering, and borefield 
pumping do not intersect one another hence these two 
activities will not impact each other. Similarly the radii of 
influence of both the mine pit dewatering, and the 
borefield do not extend to the MPWA hence neither 
activity is expected to impact on groundwater in the 
MPWA.  

Refer to Figure 2 in Section 4.1 of the MLP Response 
Document for WaterConnect data. 

3  Groundwater  

Chapter (Ch) 19  

No regional description has been provided for the Tertiary sediments, 
which extend from the proposed mine site to the proposed Kielpa borefield 
and to the Musgrave Prescribed Well Area (MPWA).  

Requirement: 

Provide a description and include comment on the potential for hydraulic 
connectivity between the proposed mine site and the proposed Kielpa 
borefield and to the MPWA.  

The western Eyre Peninsula is draped with Tertiary 
Sediments. The lower part of the Tertiary sediment, the 
Poelpena Formation, is typically sandy and comprises a 
variably productive aquifer. These sediments thicken 
across the northern, fault bounded part of the Polda 
Trough, and the thick sandy facies form the target aquifer 
for the Kielpa groundwater supply. At the mine site the 
sediments are thin, and partially saturated forming the 
water table aquifer at this site. 

The Tertiary Sediment and the aquifer extend regionally 
from basement outcrop in the central Eyre Peninsula west, 
across the Polda Trough and across to the coast on the 
western Eyre Peninsula. Within the Musgrave PWA, the 
Tertiary aquifer is overlain by the fresh groundwater lenses 
utilised for agricultural and domestic supply. Tertiary clays 
separate the Tertiary aquifer from the overlying freshwater 
lenses.  

Groundwater flow in the Tertiary aquifer is interpreted to 
be in a westerly direction. Isolated areas exist where no 
Tertiary sediments have been mapped, and these coincide 
with basement and topographic highs. 
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# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 
Applicant to Respond 

Iron Road’s Response 

Refer to Figure 2 in Section 4.1 of the MLP Response 
Document for WaterConnect data. 

4  Groundwater  

Ch 19  

Pg 19-4  

IRD have described the Tertiary aquifer as including freshwater in the 
Tertiary beneath the Quaternary lenses in the MPWA. On Page 19-4 of the 
MLP the following statement contradicts this description, “The lens is 
defined by a layer of fresh groundwater (salinity limit of 1000 mg/L) within 
the unconfined Quaternary limestone which overlies tertiary clay, acting as 
a physical barrier between fresh shallow groundwater and the underlying 
deeper saline groundwater.”  

Requirement: 

Provide a response to the issue.  

The phrase in the MLP should be revised to read: 

“The lens is defined by a layer of fresh groundwater 
(salinity limit of 1000 mg/L) within the unconfined 
Quaternary limestone which overlies tertiary clay, acting as 
an aquitard between fresh shallow groundwater and the 
underlying generally higher salinity groundwater.” 

5  Groundwater  

Ch 19  

Regional salinities, outside of the proposed lease area but within the study 
area, have not been reported. Historical salinities reported for water and 
mineral wells are in the order of 2,300 to 31,000 mg/L. No comment has 
been provided regarding the varying salinity or potential impacts.  

Requirement: 

In the Response Document provide an updated description of the regional 
groundwater salinity to better reflect the existing environment.  

Include a map of available groundwater salinity data from WaterConnect 
and from the IRD drilling program and include the spatial trends.  

Refer to Figure 2 shown in Section 4.1 of the MLP Response 
Document for WaterConnect data. 

Salinity of the Tertiary aquifer is described above in 
Comment #4. 

The salinity of groundwater outside the mapped extent of 
Tertiary sediments is generally above 10,000 mg/L. These 
areas are elevated and basement rocks outcrop or sub-crop 
beneath thin cover. Aquifers in these areas are expected to 
comprise fractured basement rocks. Some water bores are 
recorded reporting salinity ranging from 1000 mg/L to 5000 
mg/L. The lower salinity appears to be associated with 
minor drainage lines emanating from the outcropping 
ranges of Darke Peak, Caralue Bluff and Carappee Hill. 

A bore audit was undertaken of bores recorded within the 
radii of influence of the mine dewatering and borefield. 
None of the bores reporting lower salinity groundwater 
(6030-115, 6031-160, 6031-161) were found to exist. The 
landowners did not know of the bores existence and were 
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# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 
Applicant to Respond 

Iron Road’s Response 

not aware of any useable groundwater on their own 
properties or the neighbouring properties. It is possible 
that these bore records were not accurate, or the bores 
predate the memories of the current landowners. 

6  Geology/  

Sterilisation  

MLP Sections 2.6 
and 3.5  

There is no discussion in the MLP in relation to sterilisation of mineral 
resources which may be covered with permanent structures. The area of 
the Integrated Waste Landform (IWL) is planned to be located south of the 
pits, as indicated on Figure 3-1.  

Figure 3-6 indicates that the IWL overlays a non-magnetic zone, i.e. no iron 
formation. The potential for the IWL to sterilise mineral resources is not 
adequately discussed and made clear.  

The MLP states the IWL will have a footprint of 1,970 Ha and is only sized 
to hold 54% of the total life of mine waste rock and tailings material (MLP 
App S, Page 60). Figure 3-19 shows that that the additional waste rock and 
tailings materials produced by the project will be stored in Extra Zone A 
(within the pit), and Extra Zone B (northern boundary of IWL). The 
potential for Extra Zone A (within the pit), and Extra Zone B (northern 
boundary of IWL) to sterilise mineral resources is not adequately discussed 
and made clear.  

Requirement: 

As per the Ministerial Determination 006, section 3.2.1, provide a 
discussion of the steps that have been taken to ensure proposed mining 
operations will not sterilise/prevent future extraction of mineral resources. 
Include evidence to substantiate any conclusions in regards to the 
potential for sterilisation of future mineral resources or otherwise.  

Refer to Section 4.2 of the MLP Response Document. 

7  Land use  

MLP Sections 
21.3.1  

DSD acknowledges that the MLP includes information about the regional 
crop production of the Western Eyre Peninsula (page 21-4).  
However, as per Minerals Regulatory Guidelines MG2a (page 34), for the 
purpose of understanding the quality of the agricultural land, and in 

Iron Road notes that this is a new requirement from DSD 
that was introduced subsequent to the submission of the 
Company’s MLP on 5 November 2015.  
The major crops grown within and adjacent to the 
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# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 
Applicant to Respond 

Iron Road’s Response 

assessing the potential impacts on land use, the MLP should include an 
estimate of the historic and current level of productivity of land within and 
adjacent to the proposed lease area (e.g. crop types, harvest quantities and 
quality).  
Requirement: 
Provide available information about the historic and current level of 
productivity of land within and adjacent to the proposed lease area (e.g. 
crop types, harvest quantities and quality).  

proposed ML are wheat and barley although some farmers 
have recently (e.g. within the past 10 years) also cropped 
small areas of peas and canola. Livestock primarily consists 
of sheep. 
Quantities and quality of crops may differ although it is 
well known that yields in the central Eyre Peninsula region 
have been significantly higher over the past 7 – 8 years 
after the end of a 10 year drought. 
Publicly available information regarding crops and 
productivity is quite general (e.g. PIRSA reports on a 
regional basis and ABARE reports on a State by State basis) 
but publications found on both websites support the above 
statements. References: www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/ 
publications.aboutmyregion 
Rural Solutions SA, PIRSA, Bimonthly report “Crop and 
Pasture Report SA 2015-2016 Harvest January 2016”  
http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/primary_industry/crops_and_pa
stures/crop_and_pasture_reports 

8  Surface Water  

MLP Ch18  

pg18-3  

and  

MLP Appendix H  

A technical report titled ‘Hydrology and Surface Water Study’ and authored 
by RPS is included as Appendix H to the MLP.  
Text in the main body of the MLP does not reflect the information 
contained in Appendix H and as such ambiguity exists as to what 
information forms the basis of the description of the environment and 
impact assessment.  
For example, the RPS technical report has been incorrectly summarized in 
the main body of the MLP as follows:  
• MLP Chapter 18, page 18-3 states “… major rainfall events can also 

occur in December, January and February during summer storms when 
in rare circumstances intense daily rainfall can occur.” 

Iron Road acknowledges there is scope for confusion 
between these two documents although they are broadly 
consistent. Figure 10 in the RPS report shows most rainfall 
occurs in winter with rainfall over summer relatively low. 
Both documents note summer storms may occur and result 
in intense rainfall events. However, major intense rainfall 
events are rare. Both documents refer to the February 
1938 event when 88.9mm of rain fell in 24 hours. The RPS 
report notes this event has an annual recurrence interval of 
50 years. 
The intended meaning of the technical work undertaken by 
RPS was to provide context for the impact assessment, 
which has been achieved. 

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/publications.aboutmyregion
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/publications.aboutmyregion
http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/primary_industry/crops_and_pastures/crop_and_pasture_reports
http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/primary_industry/crops_and_pastures/crop_and_pasture_reports
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# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 
Applicant to Respond 

Iron Road’s Response 

• Whereas, RPS Report (Appendix H), page 26 states “major rainfall 
events statistically occur in the months of December, January and 
February, when local summer storms are common, causing intense 
daily rainfalls.” 

Requirement: 
Provide an updated description of environment to be consistent with the 
RPS technical report (Appendix H).  
The Response Document should reflect the intended meaning of the 
technical work done by RPS.  

9  Noise  

MLP Ch 16  

pg 16-17  

and  

MLP Appendix L  

IRD describes additional noise modelling scenarios at the bottom of page 
16-17. One scenario models two locomotives operating at full throttle (as 
opposed to idling) along the rail line opposite to sensitive receiver 48. It is 
stated that this scenario will result in no exceedance of noise criteria.  
It appears that Table 16-6 and Figures 16-7 / 16-8 (and any other relevant 
figures) have not been updated to reflect the results of this noise modelling 
scenario.  
It is unclear if the information in Appendix L reflects the results of this 
noise modelling scenario and if the maximum modelled noise limits have 
been reported for sensitive receiver 48.  
Requirement: 
In the Response Document, provide an updated Table 16-6 and any 
relevant Figures, containing information that references predicted noise 
levels inclusive of two locomotives moving at receiver 48, supporting the 
text on page 16-17.  

Please see Attachment C: ‘CEIP Mine Noise Modelling - 
Train Arrival Operational Scenarios’ for a full response to 
this matter. 

Description of Operations 
10 Groundwater  

MLP Section 
3.8.3, pg 3-79  

The MLP states that “approximately 95% of the proposed mine site water 
requirements will be supplied by recycled water”. 
It is stated that there is 95% water re-use efficiency, however DSD notes 
that the water inputs and outputs from Figure 3-18 are approximately 
equal. 

Recycling of water occurs within the "processing" 
component of the water balance. Filtering of both the 
tailings and product results in the recovery of 
approximately 228 GL of water per annum which equates 
to 95% of the total water throughput. Water from the 
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# Topic & Chapter Description of Issue Raised by SA Government and Requirement for 
Applicant to Respond 

Iron Road’s Response 

The updated water flow diagram does not depict recycling of water within 
the mine or processing areas (see Figure 3-18). 

Dust suppression for haul roads from pit dewatering and the clean water 
output from the RO plant are not clearly depicted in the process water flow 
diagram (Figure 3-18). 

It is acknowledged that: 

• Figure 3-18 states the RO Brine used for IWL dust suppression is 3.1 
GL/year. 

• Page 3-39 states 1,963 ML/year fresh water is required for processing 
ore, with an additional 38ML/year of potable water required for use in 
the process plant. 

• Page 3-79 states a list of the RO water outputs which is not consistent 
with page 3-39. 

It is unclear what the water input to the RO plant is in ML/a. 

Water inputs and outputs shown in the process water flow diagram (Figure 
3-18) should be presented in a separate single table showing the water 
inputs and outputs for each year of the mine life (25 years plus 3 years 
ramp-up). 

Requirements 

• Clarify the 95% water re-use efficiency statement. Provide detail of 
how 95% of proposed mine site water requirements will be supplied by 
recycled water. 

• In the response document, provide a new Figure 3-18 (or a separate 
figure) that shows how recycled water fits in the water balance. 

• Clarify the inputs and outputs to the RO Plant. 
• Provide a new table showing a water balance of the water inputs and 

outputs for each year of the mine life (25 years plus 3 years ramp-up).  

borefield (12 GL/year) is required to replace the water 
“lost” from the system with the product, brine and tailings. 
This does not mean that there is 228 GL or 240 GL of liquid 
in storage within the plant. It means over the year, 228 GL 
of water is returned to the storage water pond in total. 
With the 12 GL from the borefield also added, 240 GL per 
year leave the storage water pond as process water for the 
processing facilities, including the RO plant. Operating for 
343 days a year (94% availability), this works out to be 
almost 30 ML an hour of water is pumped from the storage 
water pond to the process.  

 
Once the process facilities are "full" the only water 
requirements will be to replace what is lost out to tailings, 
RO brine and the product. Figure 3-18 represents this 
steady state operation, with the only water entering the 
process being the 5% top-up water. The "recycled" water is 
water that doesn't leave the process and remains in the 
Process Facilities equipment and storage dams. 

Input to the RO plant is considered in the total Water 
Supply Borefield figure (Figure 3-18) and is located within 
the Processing box. The RO Plant will produce clean water 
for washing of the concentrate and potable water use, 
which will be recycled in the process as process water once 
used. The brine which is also produced will be used as IWL 
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dust suppression water. From this, the feed to the RO Plant 
will be the sum of the brine and clean water, which is ~5.1 
GL per year. 

RO volumes referred to on Page 3-39 and Page 3-79 are 
different because Page 3-39 refers to where the brine from 
the RO plant will go, whilst Page 3-79 refers to what the 
product from the RO plant will be used for. They are both 
correct. 

The table below shows the water use for each year. Each 
process train will be filled during the commissioning period 
with 1 GL of water and this will take approx. one month per 
train. Production will then begin, with the recycling of 95% 
of this water. Once the process facilities are filled and 
commissioned over 3 years, the water balance remains 
stable. 

 
Mine Plan Year Y-3 Y-2 Y-1 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 Y8 Y9 Y10 Y11 Y12 Y13 Y14 Y15 Y16 Y17 Y18 Y19 Y20 Y21 Y22 Y23 Y24 Y25 

Mine 

Pit Dewatering (GL) 2 2 2 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Pit Dust Suppression (GL) 2 2 2 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

Moisture in Ore (GL) 0 0 0 0.5 1 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

Moisture in Waste Rock (%) 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Process 
Plant 

Bore Water In (GL) 0 0 1 5 9 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Moisture in Ore (GL) 0 0 0 0.5 1 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

Moisture to Product (GL) 0 0 0 0.6 1.1 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Ro Brine (GL) 0 0 0 1 2 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 

Input to RO plant (GL) 0 0 0 1.6 3.2 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 

Moisture in Tailings (GL) 0 0 0 2.9 5.8 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 

Internally recycled within  plant (GL) 0 0 0 80 160 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 240 
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11  Groundwater  

MLP Appendix M  

In relation to MLP Appendix M titled ‘Mine Water Management Numerical 
Groundwater Flow Model’, it is acknowledged that a water budget has 
been provided for the operational model simulation (Figure 28), however, 
no water budget has been provided in the MLP for the closure model 
simulation. Existing Figure 31 provides details for some component of the 
model water budget but not all (e.g. it does not contain constant head 
in/out).  

Requirement: 

Provide in the response document a complete water budget for the closure 
model simulation.  

The water balance data is reported in Figure 31 within MLP 
Appendix M (also shown below).  

 
The 'constant head in/out' term is labelled in the figures 
shown in Attachment F. 
The mine operation and mine closure water budgets have 
been generated using two models. The mine closure model 
was cropped from the larger mine operation model in 
order to improve model stability. The cropped model has 
specified head boundary conditions assigned to the model 
edges that have been extracted from the larger model. 
They include head gradients on the boundaries that give 
rise to apparently large boundary fluxes caused by water 
flowing to and from neighbouring specified head boundary 
conditions. The mine closure model results are not 
expected to be unduly influenced by use of these model 
boundary conditions. 

12  Groundwater  

Section 3.8.3 pg 
3-79  

Table 3-23 discusses the use of flocculent for tailings dewatering.  
No other discussion is provided regarding the use of flocculent in the 
mining description.  

An industry standard flocculant will be used in the fines 
thickeners to assist with the settling of the solids. The exact 
chemical has not yet been selected however around 5 g per 
tonne of fine tailings will be required. All flocculant 
products are susceptible to chemical, thermal and 
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Requirement: 
As required in the Ministerial Determination 006, section 3.5.2, clarify if 
chemicals are to be used in the beneficiation or processing of ore, and if so, 
describe the nature and quantities of the chemicals to be used, their 
reactions with ore and processing water and their ultimate fate.  

mechanical degradation. The degraded products adsorb to 
the surface of the fine tailings and will report to the IWL as 
inert, safe products. Very little will remain in the process 
water. 

13  Groundwater  

MLP Appendix N  

The following reports referenced in Appendix N are not included in the 
MLP despite being vital to the overall assessment:  

CEIP Mine Pit Groundwater Management Plan (SKM, 2014c).  

CEIP Groundwater Drilling and Aquifer Testing Completion Report (SKM, 
2014d). 

Requirement: 

For the purpose of assessment and validation of IRDs hydrogeology impact 
assessment parameters, provide the documents listed as part of the 
Response Document (or an attachment to the Response Document).  

The reports were not provided in the MLP due to 
confidential costing information being contained within. 

Iron Road has provided these reports to DSD on a 
confidential basis to assist in their hydrogeology impact 
assessment, recognising that the important technical 
information has already been extracted and used in the 
impact assessment detailed in the MLP and its appendices. 

14  Groundwater  

MLP Appendix C  

The ‘Evidence for linkage or lack of linkage’ presented for the 
environmental aspect groundwater (IM_12_14) is inconsistent with other 
information in the MLP.  

The text from IM_12_14 in Appendix C states “seepage modelling indicates 
a low level of seepage which results in a small elevation of local GW table 
(33-50mm per year) for life of mine” and is not consistent with Appendix M 
and N.  

Requirement: 

The evidence provided for linkage or lack of linkage for IM_12_14 is 
interpreted as an increase in groundwater level of 8.25 to 12.5 m over the 
life of the mine. This is different to the description of seepage provided in 
Appendix M and N. Provide clarification in the Response Document.  

The impact event being considered here is the potential for 
groundwater mounding as a result of recharge of 
groundwater from the IWL affecting the Hambidge WPA. 
While this is shown as a linkage, this is a highly 
conservative approach. Iron Road would not object to this 
being removed as a credible impact event. The IWL will 
result in increased recharge to groundwater. This is shown 
in Figure 42 of Appendix M and discussed in 4.1.3 of 
Appendix N. This is consistent with what is stated in 
Appendix C about seepage of 33-50 mm. However, as 
shown in Appendix M and discussed in Appendix N, 
groundwater drawdown will occur as a result of pit 
dewatering.  

Calculated rainfall infiltration and subsequent seepage 
from the IWL ranges from 0.15 to 7 mm/yr following 
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rehabilitation and 50mm/yr from un-rehabilitated sections 
of the IWL. This seepage rate is incorporated in the 
numerical model used to assess groundwater impacts. The 
very low rates of seepage are subsumed by the cone of 
depression that forms around the mine pit. No increase in 
groundwater level is predicted and certainly no impact on 
the Hambidge WPA (approx. 6km distant) is credible. 

There is also no potential for groundwater drawdown to 
adversely affect Hambidge WPA. Figures 15 & 16 
(incorrectly labelled as 15) show drawdown contours after 
1000 years. The 1 m contour is several kilometres from the 
boundary of Hambidge. In addition, as noted in 3.2.2 of 
Appendix N, groundwater levels are typically 10-15 m 
below ground level and groundwater salinity is in excess of 
35,000 mg/L. Consequently, it is unlikely vegetation is 
groundwater dependent. If there is any interaction 
between groundwater and vegetation, it is more likely to 
be harmful (such as at Lake Warramboo). 

15  Groundwater  

Ch 3, pg 3-37, pg 
3-38  

Figure 3-15  

Page 3-37 states that “ex-pit abstraction wells will not be used unless 
required’. However, the additional information provided in the text on 
pages 3-37 and 3-38 indicates that ex-pit dewatering abstraction is 
required at all times. The explanation of Figure 3-15 appears to indicate 
that approximately 5ML/day is required from ex-pit dewatering during 
operations.  

Requirement: 

Clarify the requirement for ex pit dewatering abstraction.  

Ex pit dewatering will be operated if required as follows: 

• During the construction phase to supply saline water 
for construction; 

• To supply additional water for dust suppression if in-pit 
pumping and RO brine is not sufficient; and 

• If required to manage excessive in-pit seepage. 

The ex-pit bores provide some flexibility to manage the 
potential variability in pit seepage and the resulting impact 
on the project water balance. 
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16  Groundwater  

Pg 3-65  

Figure 3-18  

Table 3-23  

Pg 3-37  

MLP page 3-65 states that “small volumes of groundwater will also be 
sourced from mine pit dewatering”.  
MLP Figure 3-18 states that 3.6 GL/year will be required from pit 
dewatering for the purpose of dust suppression. This statement does not 
distinguish if this water is from ground water or surface water or a 
combination.  
MLP Table 3-23 states that 3,600 ML/year will be sourced from ground 
water from mine dewatering for dust suppression. This statement 
attributes 100% of this water to groundwater.  
MLP Table 3-23 states in-pit run-off of 110 to 440ML/year in an average 
rainfall year (variability due to changing mine pit extent).  
MLP page 3-37 states “The groundwater model provides …. no allowance 
for removal of water contained in excavated ore and waste rock. The 
volume of water removed by excavation is approximately 3.6GL/year”. This 
statement suggests that 3.6GL/year is attributed to water in excavated ore 
and waste. This is inconsistent with Figure 3-18.  
The volumes of groundwater required for operations are inconsistently 
referenced in the MLP.  
Requirements: 
Provide clarity in regards to the proposed volumes of groundwater and 
surface water to be sourced from mine pit dewatering. Provide updates to 
any Figures or Tables as required.  

3.6 GL/year is used for dust suppression and will be 
sourced from pit dewatering. This will be a combination of 
groundwater and minor surface water.  If this volume 
cannot be pumped from the pit due to evaporation then it 
will be pumped from the ex-pit bores. 
Figure 3.18 attributes 3.2 G/yr to water entrained in 
excavated rock and ore. This value is also used in Table 
3.23 under the heading “Ore”. 

17  Groundwater  

Pg 3-79  

Table 3-23 indicates that 12,000 ML/year of groundwater is expected to be 
used, however, detail is only provided on water output from the RO plant 
(~2,000 ML/year). As per a previous comment, the RO plant inputs are 
unclear.  
It is unclear what the full 12,000 ML/year of groundwater will be used for.  
Requirement: 
Clarify water usage as per comment.  

See Chapter 3.4.11 of the MLP ‘Process Water 
Requirements’ (page 3-38 and 3-39) which sets out both 
the saline and RO water usage. 

Water is lost with the process exit streams which are the 
tailings (8.7 GL/year), RO brine (3.1 GL/year) and the 
product (1.7 GL/year) for a total of (8.7+3.1+1.7=) 
13.5 GL/year. Water inputs to the system are from the bore 
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field (12 GL/year) and the moisture with the feed ore 
(1.5 GL/year). So that (12 + 1.5 =) 13.5 GL/year closes the 
balance. In the process facilities, the ore is mixed with the 
saline ground water to form a slurry. This occurs at the 
start of the process and the whole process is carried out 
“wet” with water added throughout the process, refer 
Figure 3-14 and page 3-35 for details. Majority of the 
process will operate at mostly water slurries with water 
added throughout the process flow to ensure the required 
density is achieved. To attain optimal recovery of the 
magnetite, the slurry density is adjusted to suit each stage 
of the process i.e. magnetic separator units operate at a 
different optimal density to spirals.   

To maintain the optimal densities for each piece of 
operating equipment, a certain amount of water is 
required in the process. When water is lost with the tailings 
and ore, as moisture, it needs to be replaced to ensure 
there is enough water in the process. The water balance is 
for steady state operation, once the process plants are 
“filled up” and the 12 GL/year is required to both maintain 
this water level and feed the RO plant. This bore water will 
be fed into the storage dam then then pumped around the 
process as required. 

As detailed on page 3-39, and further in section 3.8.3 page 
3-79, RO water is required for several uses. To create RO 
water, the RO plant will take in saline water from the bore 
field and create a clean RO product and a “brine steam”. 
Not all the water that is fed to the RO plant becomes clean 
water and this is stated in the response to question 10. To 
further explain, the clean water requirements from the RO 
plant are about 2 GL/year and the resulting brine to 
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produce this is 3.1 GL/year, which is calculated from an 
expected 40% recovery during the RO process. The feed to 
the RO plant is included in the 12 GL/year required 
calculation as most of the RO product is used in the process 
facility. 

Stream Usage (ML/y) 
Saline water requirements total 12,000 
Top up water to process facilities 11,490 
RO plant input 5,100 

 

18  Salt Balance  

Figure 3-18  

Analysis of Figure 3-18 indicates the following LOM salt inputs:  

• Salt inputs to proposed lease area = 11.7 Mt (Pit Dewater) + 9.67 Mt 
(Water supply borefield) + 4.9 Mt (Ore) + 5.5 Mt (Waste) = 31.77 Mt 
salt (LOM)  

Analysis of Figure 3-18 indicates the ultimate fate of salt:  

• Ultimate fate of salt = 20 Mt (IWL) + 0.13 Mt (Product) = 20.13 Mt salt 
(LOM)  

The ultimate fate of all of the salt entering the proposed lease area is 
unclear.  

Requirement:  

Provide information about the ultimate fate of all salt inputs to the 
proposed lease area.  

Importantly, there is no discrepancy or unaccounted for 
salt; diagrams and figures have been simplified for ease of 
reading e.g. there is no specific diagrammatic allocation for 
internal road and mine working face dust suppression.  

Firstly, the only ‘new’ salt being added to the proposed ML 
area comes from the saline Kielpa borefield (9.67 Mt). All 
other salt exists in the current soils, rocks and hypersaline 
groundwater and the mining process simply moves it 
around within the proposed mining lease, with only 
0.13 Mt being exported as part of the final product. 

Secondly, the salt balance is somewhat complicated by the 
recycling to and from the pit, shown in Figure 3-18 as a 
double arrow. The balance is not a simple in/out equation 
as internal recycling exists e.g. saline water from the pit 
(11.7 Mt) will be removed as dewatering and then returned 
as dust suppression water.  

Lastly, the salt not accounted for diagrammatically in 
Figure 3-18 will be contained within the final hypersaline 
pit lake or walls (Appendix O) or on internal roads.  
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19  IWL  

Section 3.5.2, pg 
3-43  

The MLP does not adequately discuss a minimum 50m buffer between the 
IWL and the proposed lease boundary.  

Requirements: 

Provide justification for the 50m buffer distance.  

Provide a description of any infrastructure or built features proposed for 
within the buffer zone.  

Approximately 50 m allows for the construction of a 
perimeter access track, bunding if required to contain 
surface water to the ML and a vegetation buffer to the 
fence, whilst always trying to minimise the footprint thus 
reducing the impact on neighbouring farmland. 
Geotechnical stability will need to be monitored for a 
working face, but the 50 m buffer will not need to be 
concerned with a ‘slip zone’ as the lower perimeter slopes 
have been laid back at long term stable angles. This buffer 
extends around the areas that abut the ML boundary. 

20  IWL  

Chapter 3  

Pg 3-53  

MLP Appendix S  

On page 3-53 of the MLP under the heading “Landform Slope Stability”, the 
following is stated, “Long-term landform stability is discussed above, with 
reference to design features and landform modelling”.  
It is acknowledged that in the previous section of the MLP (page 3-52) Iron 
Road discusses that Siberia erosion modelling has been undertaken and is 
based on a 1:100 year storm event. However, it is not clear if additional 
landform modelling or design to ensure long term IWL stability has been 
undertaken, for example, geotechnical slope stability.  
Appendix C of MLP Appendix S, titled “Integrated Waste Landform 
Geotechnical Stability Technical Note”, page 3, states the following:  
“The slope stability assessment covered by the Technical Note covers the 
temporary stability of the IWL during construction and does not consider 
the long term global stability of the IWL. However, the global stability of 
waste dumps was considered by Coffey in the DFS Mine Pit Geotechnical 
Assessment Report (2014) and demonstrated stability using a conservative 
ground model.”  

Requirements: 
Provide additional information relating to the long term IWL landform 
stability to support Coffey’s conclusion that global stability of waste dumps 
is demonstrated by using a conservative ground model.  

An assessment of the short-term stability of the IWL is 
presented in MLP Appendices Volume 3, Appendix S, 
Appendix C. Slope stability assessment of a 135 m high IWL, 
with intra bench slope angles of 38 degrees was carried out 
using a conservative particle size distribution of 50% coarse 
and 50% fine tailings, noting that the average mix of waste 
materials will be 60% waste rock, 24% coarse tailings and 
16% fine tailings. The analysis includes a surcharge load to 
represent a stacker machine. Factor of safety of 1.2 was 
obtained against failure. In the permanent long-term 
condition the final slope angles will be approximately 18, 
11 and 10 degrees, with no surcharge loading. By 
inspection, factors of safety of long-term slopes will be 
significantly greater than 1.2.  
For example, to achieve a long term factor of safety of 1.3 
for an 18 degree slope, the minimum required angle of 
shearing resistance of the waste materials is 23 degrees. 
For a conservatively assumed 50% coarse tailings and 50% 
fine tailings mix (grading described as a silty SAND with 
gravel), the angle of shearing resistance is anticipated to be 
38 degrees i.e. significantly greater than 23 degrees. The 
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Provide a discussion on all potential failure modes that could cause 
instability of the IWL.  
Provide an assessment of any uncertainty relating to the long term IWL 
landform stability post mine completion.  

maximum long-term slope angles are governed by erosion 
modelling and maximum safe slope angles for operation of 
earthmoving equipment, not by geotechnical stability. 

21  IWL  

Appendix S  

MWH Report 
Section 4.4.1  

It is noted that the MWH report in section 4.4.1 states that “the current 
preferred design provides capacity for 54% of the total LOM waste 
rock/tailings volume”. This section also discusses additional storage options 
to address this issue.  
Table 4-1 states that an additional 3,418 Mt (or 1,554 Mm3) of capacity is 
required to store the additional waste rock and tailings.  
It is unclear how the mass and volume for the shortfall in storage capacity 
in Table 4-1 aligns with the sizes of the proposed ‘extra zones A and B’ in 
Figure 4-8.  

Requirements: 
Justify and provide evidence that zones A and B are sufficient in size to 
store the identified additional waste rock and tailings stated in Table 4-1 of 
the MWH Report (MLP Appendix S).  
If zones A and B are not sufficient in size, provide details of the strategies 
proposed to manage the additional waste rock and tailings. 

Total volume requiring management is 3,370 Mm3. 

The IWL has a conservative capacity of 1,816 Mm3 or 54%. 
Extra Zones A and B have the capacity to store the 46% 
additional volume. 
Zone A has a capacity of approximately 400 Mm3 or 12%. 
The Murphy South pit has a total capacity of 4,900 Mm3 

with Zone B utilising a quarter of this capacity which is 
approximately 1,200 Mm3 or 36%. 
This equates to the management of 100% of the waste. 
The material to be backfilled will be a percentage of the 
waste rock and tailings mix similar to the IWL and will be 
delivered via conveyors. Given the volumes involved, 
conveyors would be the most efficient form of delivery and 
thus would create no new impact or risk events to those 
that have currently been assessed.  
The closure strategies are not materially different to those 
described in the MLP as the materials are of the same 
nature i.e. the same rock that was in the ground, crushed 
and replaced but minus the magnetite.  Should future plans 
change, as with any element of the project, adjustments 
can be made to the PEPR.  

22  IWL  

Appendix S 

MWH Report  

The MWH report estimates 3,370 Mm3 total volume of combined waste 
rock and filtered tailings over the life of the mine, based on an assumed dry 
density of 2.2 t/m3. Given that the specific gravity of the solids would be 
<3.0, and, importantly, that the wastes are loose-dumped, DSD estimates 

Please refer to Attachment D of the Response Document. 
The dry density estimate is 2.3 t/m3 therefore the use for 
the IWL volume calculations of 2.2 t/m3 is in fact 
conservative. 
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that the dry density would likely be about 1.9 t/m3. This would increase 
the expected total volume of wastes by approximately 16% to about 3,900 
Mm3.  

Requirements: 

Provide a response to the issue.  

Provide a description of the strategies IRD would use to deal with the 
additional waste rock and tailings should the co-disposed dry density 
substantially change from the assumptions presented in the MLP.  

The PEPR will propose a comprehensive in-situ monitoring 
program for placed density of materials. Should these 
measurements determine a higher placed density than the 
2.3 t/m3 estimate, then less material will be placed in the 
pit.  Should these measurements determine a lower placed 
density than the 2.3 t/m3 estimate, then more material will 
be placed in the pit which has sufficient additional storage 
capacity. 

23  IWL  

Ch 3 and 
Appendix S  

The importance of particle size distribution for geotechnical stability of the 
IWL has not been discussed in the MLP.  

Government questions whether the IWL mixing ratio of crushed waste rock 
to tailings is one of the critical parameter that would ensure geotechnical 
stability of the IWL. Over the operational life of mine there will be varying 
types and proportions of waste rock being produced, and the nature of the 
tails may also vary over the life of mine through processing.  

In government’s review of the MLP and Appendix S, it is noted that site 
specific laboratory testwork has only been performed on representative 
samples of the tailings material. Testwork has not been performed on a 
representative sample of the proposed combined crushed waste rock and 
tailings material that will be placed in the IWL.  

Requirements: 

Provide in the Response Document a discussion on the proposed particle 
size distribution within the IWL and the relationship to long term stability 
of the IWL.  

Provide a comment on the sensitivity of changes to the mixing ratio of 
crushed waste rock to tailings on the geotechnical stability of the IWL.  

Provide information on how IRD intends to ensure that the mixing ratio of 
crushed waste rock to tailings is managed throughout all phases of the 

Refer to MLP Appendix S, specifically Appendix C within, for 
an assessment of the effect of particle size distribution of 
the waste on geotechnical stability, together with Iron 
Road’s response to Issue #22 above regarding IWL stability.  

Extremely conservative material ratios were used in the 
assessment of slope stability to allow for varying 
proportions of waste rock being produced throughout the 
operation.  

Prior to tailings production, the overburden materials will 
be required for the construction of roads, laydown yards, 
process plant area and the IWL conveyor ramps. 

The mixing ratios during operation (post construction 
period) are managed by several inherent design features: 

• The stackers track horizontally and do not stay in one 
place for long periods of time, thus spreading the 
materials during deposition; 

• There are multiple shovels feeding multiple conveyors 
which ensures a near constant flow of waste rock to 
the IWL (and ore to the processing plant) so a total 
shutdown is not likely and would result in a plant 
shutdown; and 
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mine, including construction, pre-strip (where tailings may not be 
generated), operations and closure.  

In the Response Document, discuss the appropriateness of the testwork 
and slope stability modelling that has been used to inform the design of 
the IWL. Provide an assessment of any uncertainty that may arise from the 
level of testwork and modelling that has been used to inform the design of 
the IWL presented in the MLP. Provide details of any steps that IRD 
propose to remove any identified uncertainty.  

• There are three conveyor lines leaving the processing 
plants with three stackers. The capacity can be handled 
by two, thus one can be shut down for maintenance 
and the ratios maintained. 

The currently available test work is naturally limited at this 
stage and, therefore, conservative modelling assumptions 
have been made in the stability analyses carried out to 
date. Based on the level of conservativeness adopted in the 
stability analyses, there is minimal risk that the outcomes 
cannot be achieved plus there is the added ability to adapt 
given the structure will take 25 years to construct. 

The future monitoring program has been designed around 
reducing the remaining uncertainty and is focused on 
validating, confirming, optimising and adapting should this 
be required and will be detailed in the final PEPR. 

24  Exploration  

Ch 3, pg 3-12 to 
3-15  

Section 3.3 of the MLP gives a historical account of exploration activities 
conducted on the underlying Exploration Licence - EL 4849. It does not 
provide information that details all exploration activities to be undertaken 
within the application area as a part of the proposed mining operation.  

Requirement: 

Clarify in the Response Document if IRD intends to conduct any exploration 
activities on the proposed mining lease during operations. If so, IRD is 
required to provide information in the response document as per 
Ministerial Determination 006 and the Minerals Regulatory Guidelines 
(MG2a).  

It is possible that Iron Road may need to undertake further 
exploration activities within the proposed ML as part of the 
proposed mining operation and in order to further 
delineate the extent of the mineral resource. 

Exploration activities may include: 

• RC, rotary mud, AC and/or diamond drilling; 
• Metallurgical and geophysical investigations including 

magnetics, gravity and downhole seismic surveys; 
• Hydrogeological drilling and associated pumping tests, 

with possible conversion into monitoring bores; 
• Geotechnical investigations including drilling and 

trenching / costeaning; and 
• Topsoil surveys. 
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Equipment to be used would likely include: 

• Drilling rigs; 
• Excavators; 
• Front end loaders; 
• Backhoes; 
• Water trucks / carts; and 
• Support vehicles and 4x4 vehicles. 

Earthworks related to the above exploration activities such 
as the construction of temporary tracks and the 
preparation of sumps may also be required. 

Rehabilitation of any land disturbed as a result of these 
activities will be undertaken immediately. Land will be 
backfilled and drillholes capped, all in accordance with DSD 
guidelines. 

25  IWL - Tailings  

Ch 3  

MLP Appendix S  

The MLP inconsistently describes the moisture content of the filtered 
tailings.  

The MLP and Appendices state multiple figures for the moisture content of 
the tailings, with a range from 4.2% to 10% being reported.  

MLP page 3-39 states “that the moisture content of tailings could vary from 
4.2% to 9.3% with a base case of 6.8% (GWS 2015)”. Iron Roads reference 
to GWS 2015 cannot be found in the MLP.  

An example on page 15-12 of the MLP states “The dewatered tailings 
stream from the ore processing facility will have a moisture content of 
approximately 10%”.  

It is noted that the water balance depicted in Figure 3-18 assumes tailings 
moisture content of 6.8%.  

Requirements: 

Provide confirmation of the tailings moisture content parameters used to 

It needs to be recognised that a mine and a processing 
plant are dynamic systems that are designed to be flexible 
to achieve certain outcomes. These mines and plants are 
optimised during detailed design, at commissioning, during 
the first years of operation and then continuously, to 
certain degrees, as new technologies are discovered and 
the plant upgraded. This occurs the world over and there 
are several examples of this in South Australia including 
Olympic Dam and Nyrstar 

Having said this, the base case with design principles and 
criteria has been presented, with the associated expected 
variations, uncertainties and management strategies from 
which an assessment of impact and risk may be made. 
During the process of arriving at a base case, many studies 
were undertaken which placed a varying importance on 
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support, (i) the water balance, (ii) the design of tailings dewatering 
equipment and (iii) the design of the IWL.  

In the Response Document, provide additional information to support the 
assumptions for the moisture content of the filtered tailings, including a 
discussion on the inconsistency between the MLP Page 3-39 and 
Appendix S.  

Clarify the reference to GWS 2015 to support the use of 6.8% as the base 
case for tailings moisture content. If GWS 2015 refers to a report, provide 
this report as part of the Response Document.  

moisture content e.g. concentrate must be less than 10% 
for shipping purposes and if it were 6 or 8% it is not 
considered critical, whilst the fine tailings dewatering study 
was focussed on costs per % moisture reduction and thus 
produces a sliding scale from which to choose an optimal 
criteria and the corresponding equipment. 

(i) the water balance - the IWL is made up of three 
streams: mine waste rock, coarse and fines tailings 
from the process, each of which has different and 
sometimes variable moisture content. It has been 
important to design in the flexibility to adapt to 
variability. The mine waste will contain an average of 
1% moisture which may be increased through the 
application of dewatered saline mine water, if 
required. The coarse tailings are free draining and will 
contain an average of 4% moisture. The fines tailings 
will have an average of 10% moisture content which 
may be increased or decreased as it passes through 
the filtration equipment. The moisture content of the 
mixed tailings will be 6.8% on average. Early 
modelling was based on a maximum moisture content 
of 10%. This has since been refined and remodelled 
with further test work data available, bringing the 
target average down to 6.8%. 

(ii) the design of the tailings dewatering equipment – was 
driven by the fines tailings performance and has been 
selected to achieve the above performance with 
flexibility built in. Importantly, there are very low 
amounts of ultra-fines material which has caused 
serious performance problems for other magnetite 
processing plants.  
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(iii) the design of the IWL has been based on the 
parameters described above. 

Apparent inconsistencies – the varying moisture content 
reported is a result of several factors: 

• earlier studies being later updated; 
• rounding of numbers e.g. 9.3% is approximately 10%; 

and 
• misinterpretation of data e.g. “variation of moisture 

from 4.3% to 9.3%” is a description of the coarse (4.3%) 
and the fines (9.3%) and not a range description as it 
may appear to be.  

The GWS 2015 reference in Chapter 3 and Appendix S is an 
error.  

26  IWL - Tailings  

Chapter 3  

The detail in the MLP does not fully describe the proposed tailings filtration 
equipment (ie: the tails thickener and subsequent filtration equipment) 
that would be used to achieve the 6.8% tailings moisture content 
referenced in the water balance (Figure 3-18).  

Requirement: 

In the Response Document provide technical details about the proposed 
tailings dewatering and filtration equipment and provide the evidence that 
this equipment can achieve a tailings moisture content of 6.8%. 

Both the coarse and fine tailings will be dewatered by 
utilising industry standard vacuum filter belts. The fines will 
first be concentrated in a thickener before reporting to the 
vacuum filter belt, while the coarse tailings are dewatered 
with cyclones.  

Due to the size distributions of each tailings stream, the 
vacuum belt can efficiently reduce the moisture content. 
The coarse tailings fraction, which makes up the majority of 
the processed tailings, will have an average of 4% moisture 
as the larger particles do not retain moisture. The fines 
stream, which is not as fine as other Australian magnetite 
tailings, will be reduced down to an average of 10% 
moisture. 

Filtering of materials to 10% moisture is a common practice 
and Iron Road has not yet selected the preferred supplier. 
As previously offered, expected equipment information 
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details can be viewed in confidence recognising the degree 
of intellectual property involved and thus the commercial 
in confidence nature of the information. Discussions and 
in-house modelling by two well respected expert supply 
equipment companies have confirmed that the equipment 
can achieve the required tailings moisture performance.  

As acknowledged by DSD, there will be an operating range 
under normal operating conditions which will be 
approximately 76% mine waste to 24% tailings. 60/40 
estimated ratios have been used in various calculations 
over time and would not result in the failure to meet any 
environmental outcomes. It must be remembered that the 
modelled stability data shows the IWL is stable and safe to 
operate at a worse case of 0% waste rock, 100% tailings, 
thus any addition of waste rock will only increase the 
stability factor. Refer to Technical Note IWL Geotechnical 
Stability, Appendix C of MLP Appendix S.  

27 IWL – Tailings 
Chapter 3 and 
Appendix S 

Government questions whether the tailings moisture content is one of the 
critical parameters to ensure the stability of the IWL and for the 
management of site water. 

If the tailings moisture content target of 6.8% to 10% cannot be achieved, 
potential consequences for the IWL are as follows (but not limited to): 

• Excessive settlement of the combined IWL waste 
• Inadequate bearing capacity beneath mobile stackers 
• Slope instability 
• Soft spots & layers 
• Seepage. 

Seepage of saline waters and AMD could potentially be a result of the 
targeted 6.8% to 10% moisture content not being achieved, and could also 
result in the “wetting up” (potentially during the life of mine) of the IWL by 

An unusual factor for the CEIP against other operating 
mines is that the tailings moisture content is not one of the 
critical parameters to ensure the stability of the IWL as it is 
only a small proportion of the total IWL capacity (Figure  
3-18).  

Tailings make up 43% of total IWL (Figure 3-8) with average 
of 60% Coarse and 40% Fines (3.5.1). This represents 25.8% 
Coarse and 17.2% Fines in the total IWL volume. 

Coarse particles are free draining and cannot retain more 
than an average of 4% moisture.  

Only 17.2% of the total IWL volume will be fine tailings at 
average 10% moisture, which will be controlled by filter 
processes.  
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rainfall infiltration or ingress of rainfall runoff from the IWL upslope. This 
seepage could potentially emerge at the surface at topographic low points 
around the perimeter of the IWL potentially impacting surrounding 
vegetation (including agriculture). This has the potential to lead to multiple 
environmental outcomes not being achieved, including (but not limited to) 
outcomes for public safety, vegetation, groundwater and land use. 

Requirements: 

Provide a discussion as to any implications for (i) the water balance, (ii) 
seepage and (iii) IWL stability should a tailings moisture content of 6.8% be 
exceeded. 

Provide a discussion as to any implications for (i) the water balance, (ii) 
seepage and (iii) IWL stability should a tailings moisture content of 10% be 
exceeded. 

Provide a description of the strategies that IRD would propose to manage a 
potential increase in tailings moisture content greater than 6.8% and 
greater than 10%. 

Undertake an impact assessment of the potential for environmental 
outcomes not to be achieved if the design parameter of 6.8% and/or 10% 
tailings moisture is exceeded. 

The moisture content of fine tailings will be controlled by 
Operational Procedures which will be altered if filter belts 
do not deliver the desired moisture levels. 
The moisture content will have a minor effect on the 
compacted density of the mine waste as demonstrated in 
the figure below, which shows an approximate reduction in 
dry density from 1.5 t/m3 at 0% moisture content to 
1.4 t/m3 at 30%.) 

 
The potential marginal reduction in dry density associated 
with a potential increase in moisture content will result in 
only a marginal reduction in elastic modulus of the waste, 
leading to a marginal increase in settlement. It will also 
result in only a marginal reduction in the angle of shearing 
resistance of the waste, leading to a marginal reduction in 
bearing capacity and the factor of safety for slope stability.  

The likely range of moisture contents is insufficient to 
saturate the materials and, therefore, will not generate 
seepage. Given the climatic conditions of the site it is 
expected that a net loss of moisture from the soil will occur 
following placement as a result of evaporation.  
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Impact Assessment and Management Strategies 
28  Traffic and 

Transport  

Ch 8  

IM_8_03  

MLP Appendix C  

MLP page 8-33 includes incorrect references to Impact ID’s. It is assumed 
IM_10_03 should read IM_8_03 to reflect the Impact and Risk Register in 
Appendix C.  

In Appendix C, against IM_8_03, the factors that limit / mitigate impact 
(control measures) include a statement that commits to “… provision of 
alternative access arrangements where practicable”.  

More information is required on what these alternative arrangements 
would be. For example, is a potential strategy the provision of access to 
third party land users to travel through the proposed lease in a safe and 
controlled manner?  

Requirement: 

Provide additional information on the alternative access arrangements 
proposed.  

Impact IDs in Table 8-10 and 8-11 should be IM 8, not 
IM 10. This is an error resulting from a reorganisation of 
chapters. 

The alternative access arrangements are shown in Figure 
8-10.  

Third party land users may be escorted across the ML if 
there is a clear need and this has been agreed in principle 
with an adjacent landowner. Any access to land by third 
parties will only be allowed following induction training 
and in accordance with agreed requirements. 

29  Traffic and 
Transport  

Ch 8  

MLP Page 8-34 states “the risk of catastrophic consequences are present at 
railway and road crossings and along roads across Australia and the risk 
assessment of a vehicle accident applied here is not sensitive to the 
additional traffic generated by the project (ie: the same risk rating would 
still apply to public safety if the project did not occur).”  

The CEIP is proposing a new railway and hence it is assumed that new 
potential impact events are being created as a result of this proposed 
development.  

Figure 8-10 indicates proposed Rail level crossings on the south east corner 
of the proposed lease boundary and approximately 2km from the south 
east corner of the proposed lease boundary.  

The Impact/Risk Assessment Register (Appendix C) does not include 
potential impact events that involve a train interaction with the public 
either on the proposed lease or adjacent to the proposed the lease.  

The rail crossing to the east of the proposed ML and the 
crossing on Mays Road, immediately to the east of the 
proposed lease boundary, are both outside the scope of 
the MLP and are addressed in Iron Road’s EIS for the CEIP 
Infrastructure. 

There are no public rail crossings within the proposed ML. 
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Requirement: 

Provide a new impact event(s) analysis and propose any new outcomes 
and draft measurement criteria.  

30  Air Quality  

Ch 15  

Table 15-3 Pg 15-
2 and Table 15-
15 (p15-39)  

Results of dust deposition monitoring should not exceed 4g/m2/month 
(and no more than 2g/m2/month above background) and must be 
reported as a monthly average. IRD have proposed an annual average for 
dust deposition measurements.  

The averaging period is set at a monthly average to enable effective 
monitoring and management of nuisance dust.  

Requirement: 

In the Response Document, IRD to review and provide additional 
information on the dust deposition measurement criteria frequency 
(monthly vs annual).  

The averaging period is set by the Australian Standard (AS) 
i.e. monthly. The AS sets a monthly period of dust 
collection to enable a sufficient volume of dust to be 
obtained for accurate measurement. 

Iron Road has proposed to measure dust deposition 
monthly in accordance with the AS and to report this 
online (above the requirements of the AS) as the data 
becomes available in units of g/m2/month. It should be 
noted that deposition gauges require physical collection 
and analysis and are not continuous, real-time instruments 
like PM10 monitors.  

These monthly measurements are averaged over an annual 
period in order to be compared against the compliance 
limit, adopted by the SA EPA for the CEIP (Table 15-3).  

This is a sensible, Australia wide adopted approach as 
breaching of short-term criteria are unlikely to cause harm 
and thus should not result in potential prosecution, 
whereby ongoing poor performance has the potential to 
cause harm and thus needs to be addressed.  

31  Blasting  

Ch 17  

A reference to IM_19_01 in Table 17-6 should refer to IM_17_01.  

As per issue #28, in some chapters of the MLP, the PIM or IM numbers do 
not correctly reference the Impact and Risk Register in Appendix C.  

Requirements: 

Provide a response to the issue. Identify any other instances where a 
referencing error of this nature has occurred. 

There are some referencing errors in Tables 17-5 and 17-6. 
The impact events should refer to IM-17_01 and 
IM_17_02.  

Again, this reflects changes in chapter numbers that were 
missed in checking cross references. No other errors have 
been identified.  
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Environmental Outcomes 
32  Aboriginal 

Heritage  

Section 9.8  

Pg 9-12  

The outcome for Aboriginal Heritage should include closure as a phase, and 
the draft measurement criteria should demonstrate compliance at mine 
completion.  

Requirement: 

Propose revised environmental outcome(s) to include the closure and 
completion phases.  

Closure has been included in the outcome wording. It now 
reads:  

“The Tenement Holder must, in construction, operation and 
closure, ensure there is no disturbance to Aboriginal 
heritage sites, objects or remains unless prior approval 
under the relevant legislation is obtained”. 

The outcome measurement criteria are appropriate given 
Iron Road should be able to demonstrate the evidence at 
any stage during the life of mine.  

33  Wastes  

Pg 14-13  

The proposed outcome for IM_14_01 is a strategy.  

Requirement: 

Provide a revised proposed environmental outcome 

Revised outcome is:  

“No compromise of the capacity of existing Council waste 
management facilities”. 

Revised outcome measurement criteria is:  

“Where Council waste management facilities are being 
used by Iron Road, an agreement is in place with Council to 
ensure Iron Road's use does not compromise the capacity of 
the facility for public use”. 

34  Visual Amenity  

Pg 20-36  

There is no impact event to address the potential impacts to visual amenity 
post mine completion from mine site infrastructure that has not been 
removed from the site or as a result of the final landforms.  

Current proposed visual amenity environmental outcomes do not include 
mine completion.  

Requirement: 

Provide a response to this issue. If required, provide a new impact event 
analysis for this issue. If required, propose an environmental outcome.  

The outcome proposed for this section applies to closure 
and post closure. The most prominent impact is from the 
IWL and this has been addressed in chapter 20 and in the 
proposed outcome and measurement criteria. The open pit 
is also addressed in chapter 20.  

As noted in chapter 3, the retention of other structures will 
be subject to negotiations with stakeholders. The base case 
is that the railway loop and transmission line will remain. 
The visual impact of the rail will be negligible given it will 
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only be visible in its immediate proximity, and given the 
lack of elevated viewing points in the area, other than the 
IWL.  

The transmission line will be more visible from a distance 
but the use of steel monopoles and the spacing between 
poles (approx. 350m) will ensure it is not a dominant 
feature in the landscape other than in immediate proximity 
of the line. As noted in chapter 20.9, 'Beyond key receptors 
and highly trafficked areas, the remaining landscape is not 
commonly valued for aesthetic purposes, nor is it highly 
exposed or subject to high volumes of visitation. Chapter 
20.9 also notes the proposed mine is largely screened by 
existing vegetation and topographic variation.  

Importantly, the visual impacts of these structures would 
be a continuation of the landscape that would have been 
present for 25 years. There will be no new structures that 
would result in new visual impacts. The removal of 
infrastructure will also be a visual impact but one that most 
receptors would regard as a benefit.  

To ensure impacts of post closure infrastructure are 
addressed, the following outcome may be added:  

“All infrastructure is decommissioned and removed from 
the ML at mine completion unless otherwise agreed by the 
Director of Mines”. 

The outcome measurement criteria would be:  

“An audit demonstrates all infrastructure has been 
removed other than that agreed by the Director of Mines”. 
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Draft Outcome Measurement Criteria 
35  Public safety  

Ch 7, Section 7.8, 
Pg 7-12  

Public safety impact events IM_07_02 to IM_07_11 relate to the stability of 
the IWL being a potential source of impact.  

If IWL design parameters for particle size distribution, waste rock to tailings 
mixing ratio, and tailings moisture content are not achieved, there is also 
the potential for multiple environmental outcomes not being achieved, 
including (but not limited to) outcomes for public safety, vegetation, 
groundwater and land use. 

Requirements: 

Review and discuss the proposed draft measurement criteria and draft 
leading indicator criteria for all impact events where the IWL is the 
potential source of the impact.  

Consider the inclusion of IWL design parameters as draft measurement 
criteria and draft leading indicator criteria.  

As a result of the review, propose new draft measurement criteria and 
draft leading indicator criteria in the Response Document.  

The following measurement criteria have been proposed 
for the IWL as a result of the various impact and risk 
assessment studies and the source, pathway, receptor 
reviews : 

• Independent investigation of public safety incidents; 
• Landform modelling based on established IWL material 

parameters and geometry confirm alignment with 
outcomes from conceptual modelling; 

• Vegetation audits for any damage; 
• Ecosystem function analysis; 
• Monthly inspections to confirm no visible 

sedimentation from runoff from the IWL; 
• Mine records demonstrating characterisation and 

placement of dispersive material In accordance with 
IWL design specifications; 

• Crop productivity monitoring program; 
• Survey demonstrates no surface water runoff is leaving 

the IWL boundary; 
• Audit of all landforms that may affect water flow 

confirm they have been constructed in accordance 
with design parameters; 

• Groundwater level rise less than 2 metres and in line 
with model predictions; 

• Post construction audit of IWL confirms it is in line with 
the design parameters in the PEPR; and 

• Monthly review of quality assurance data confirms the 
IWL has been constructed to design specifications. 

This committed list of measurement criteria is 
comprehensive and will be supported by greater detail in 
the ongoing PEPR monitoring and management actions. For 
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this reason no additional measurement criteria or leading 
indicators are considered necessary or reasonable at this 
stage of the project and will be revisited as part of the 
PEPR review process should the project proceed. 

36  Aboriginal 
Heritage  

Section 9.8  

Pg 9-12  

The outcome for Aboriginal Heritage should include closure as a phase, and 
the draft measurement criteria should demonstrate compliance at mine 
completion.  
Requirement: 
Propose revised draft measurement criteria to include the closure and 
completion phases.  

Addressed in Item #32 above. 

37  Soils and Land 
Quality  

Ch 13  

The draft measurement criteria for impact ID IM_13_03 (MLP page 13-23) 
proposes “Soil testing on adjoining land demonstrates there is no 
statistically significant increase in the level of salinity”. Detailed baseline 
soil salinity data would be required for these draft measurement criteria.  
Requirement: 
Provide further information about the process for collection of baseline soil 
salinity data in relation to these draft measurement criteria.  

The highest risk site(s) would be identified. This site(s) 
would need to be close to a heavily trafficked, and 
therefore frequently watered down, road to have any 
potential risk of impact. Baseline measurements would be 
taken prior to the construction and regularly during 
operations to confirm if a trend exists against a nearby 
identified analogous site. 

38  Visual Amenity  

Pg 20-36  

There is no impact event to address the potential impacts to visual amenity 
post mine completion from mine site infrastructure that has not been 
removed from the site or as a result of the final landforms.  
Current proposed visual amenity environmental outcomes do not include 
mine completion.  
If required, propose draft measurement criteria and draft leading indicator 
criteria.  

Addressed in Item #34 above. 

39  Air Quality  

Ch 15  

Total suspended particulate matter (TSP) baseline data indicates that 
background TSP peaks above 120ug/m3/24hr in some instances.  
IRD indicates that the project criteria for nuisance impacts includes annual 
average TSP < 90ug/m3/year (MLP Table 15-3), hence DSD recommends 
this be included as a draft measurement criteria.  

1. The use of directional dust deposition gauges will add 
no value to the proposed monitoring program and if 
adopted could actually decrease the ability to 
demonstrate compliance. Due to the altered geometry 
of the collection device, it is not possible to compare 
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As nuisance impacts occur on short timeframes, hence, 24hr average TSP 
measurement criteria should be developed which reflects short term 
nuisance impacts.  
IRD have made the assumption that PM10 will provide an accurate proxy for 
nuisance impacts without supporting evidence. DSD supports PM10 being 
used as a proxy for short term nuisance impacts, but this must be based on 
a scientific correlation between PM10 and TSP. DSD recommends that IRD 
collect evidence to investigate the correlation between PM10 and TSP.  

IRD to clarify why TSP is proposed to be measured at Warramboo as 
opposed to measuring TSP at sensitive receptors that are in closer 
proximity to the operation or at the lease boundary.  

Dust deposition used in conjunction with directional dust deposition 
instruments may provide an appropriate measure of nuisance impacts 
from dust.  

Requirements:  

IRD to review draft measurement criteria and draft leading indicator 
criteria for the air quality nuisance outcomes to consider:  

1. The appropriateness of directional dust deposition instruments used in 
conjunction with dust deposition instruments as a measure of nuisance 
impacts.  

2. The inclusion of annual average TSP < 90ug/m3/year as per IRD’s 
project specification in Table 15-3 of the MLP  

3. A commitment to the development of a 24 hour average TSP 
measurement criteria  

4. The appropriateness of developing a correlation between PM10 and TSP 
for measurement of nuisance impacts  

5. Clarification of the proposed locations for TSP measurements  

results to the assessment criteria i.e. 4 g/m2/month 
(assessed as annual average). Also, these are 
cumulative monitoring devices, as such they do not 
record on which day or time the dust was deposited in 
the particular direction and thus have little to no useful 
value when attempting to locate the source of the 
dust. What is proposed is a continuous, online PM10 
monitoring system that is capable of differentiating 
background from mine sources.  

2. Since the MLP was published, the review of the 
Environment Protection (Air Quality) Policy 2016 is 
nearing completion. This document is not proposing to 
include TSP as a compliance measure. Expert advice 
and industry experience is that this is due to there 
being no direct relationship between annual average or 
even 24 hour TSP GLCs and nuisance dust impacts. In 
fact, most dust emission events that cause a complaint 
occur over timeframes of minutes, not hours or days. 
No scientific evidence supporting the use of TSP 
measurements to manage nuisance dust has been 
provided to Iron Road via their expert consultants or 
from any Government agency. Whilst TSP is of some 
use for impact assessment modelling, it is of no use for 
ongoing compliance monitoring. 

3. As per the above discussion, recent policy reviews 
render the need to develop a 24 hr average TSP 
measurement criteria redundant (see updated Table 
15-15) and thus the previous commitment to an 
investigation into correlations between PM10 and TSP is 
being with-drawn as this would not assist management 
of nuisance dust or human health. The replacement 
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leading indicators and measurement criteria are 
considered an improvement in the ongoing 
management strategies. 

4. As per comment above, this is now redundant. A more 
appropriate measure has been proposed. 

5. TSP will not be measured at it has no use in the 
management of either human health or nuisance dust.  

Please refer to Attachment E: Table 15-5 of the MLP 
(Outcomes and Assessment Criteria: Air Quality). 

40  Air Quality  

Ch 15  

No long term draft measurement criteria have been proposed for potential 
human health impacts from particulates.  

Requirement: 

See issue #41 below  

Addressed in # 41 below. 

41  Air Quality  

Ch 15  

Table 15-15  

DSD notes that there has been a recent variation to the National 
Environment Protection (Ambient Air Quality) Measure. Refer to the 
following link: https://www.comlaw.gov.au/Details/F2016L00084 

This variation prescribes national standards for:  

• PM10 - annual average  
• PM2.5 - 24 hour average and annual average  

DSD recommends that all of the maximum concentration standards and 
maximum allowable exceedances for the pollutants listed above be 
adopted as measurement criteria for all air quality human health 
outcomes. 

Requirement: 

Provide an updated Table 15-15 to reflect any proposed changes to draft 
measurement criteria and draft leading indicator criteria. 

Noted. 

Please refer to Attachment E: Table 15-15 of the MLP 
(Outcomes and Assessment Criteria: Air Quality). 

 

https://www.comlaw.gov.au/Details/F2016L00084
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Date 24 August 2015, updated 10 December 2015 

To Steve Green 

From Lara Daddow  

Subject CEIP Mine Noise Modelling - Train Arrival Operational Scenarios 

  

Following comments from the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and Department of State 
Development (DSD) on operational noise scenarios presented in the Central Eyre Iron Project Mine 
Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment, dated 6 May 2015 (hereafter referred to as the Mine 
Noise Report), an additional series of operational scenarios representing train arrival compared with 
the train loading operations were modelled. 

The modelling methodology as described in section 4.2 of the Mine Noise Report was applied. The 
only change to the operational scenarios (scenario 2, 3 and 4 as described in section 4.3 and 4.4 of 
the report) was a change in the operational equipment modelled. Instead of modelling a train loading 
operation (incorporating equipment noise from the train load-out facility and two idling locomotives), a 
train arrival scenario was modelled, with two locomotives operating at full throttle at the location on the 
rail loop that is closest to sensitive receiver 48. Sensitive receiver 48 is the closest sensitive receiver 
to the rail loop.  

The equipment configurations for the train arrival operational scenarios are provided in Table 1. 
Appendix A presents the positions of the various pieces of operational equipment and plant used in 
the noise prediction model. 

Table 1: Major items of plant associated with operational phase of the mine site 

 

 

Operational Equipment Configuration 

Operational Scenarios 

No. of Pieces of Equipment 

Scenario 2 

Operation 

Scenario 3 

Operation 

Scenario 4 

Operation 

Mobile Equipment 

Tracked excavator -  Liebherr 9800  7 7 7 

Pipe Layer 4 4 4 

Haul Trucks – Liebherr 240T Class 2 2 2 

Caterpillar - CAT 944H Loader 1 1 1 

Bulldozer - CAT D11 6 6 6 

Bulldozer – CAT D10  4 4 4 

Dozer –Wheel - CAT 3 3 3 

Grader – CAT 24M 6 6 6 

Grader – CAT 16M 1 1 1 

Water Truck – 135KI 5 5 5 
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Operational Equipment Configuration 

Operational Scenarios 

No. of Pieces of Equipment 

Scenario 2 

Operation 

Scenario 3 

Operation 

Scenario 4 

Operation 

Water Truck – 85KI 2 2 2 

Drill Rig- D90K 20* 20* 20* 

Drill Rig- Atlas Copco PV271 7* 7* 7* 

Locomotives (Full throttle) 2 2 2 

Processing Plant and Concentrate Handling 

Primary Crushers    - 8.5 t/hr 3 3 3 

Primary Crushers    - 7.5 t/hr 3 3 3 

Semi Auto-genous Grinder (SAG) (22MW) 3 3 3 

Ball Mill (22 MW) 3 3 3 

Enclosed conveyors Yes – total length 
modelled 24,750 m 

Yes – total length 
modelled 32,800 m 

Yes – total length 
modelled 35,100 m 

Transfer stations 16 16 16 

Integrated waste landform stackers (waste rock / tailings) 3 3 3 

Iron concentrate stacker 1 1 1 

Iron concentrate reclaimer 1 1 1 

Train load-out facility (no loading underway) 0 0 0 

Sub Station (transformers) 10 10 10 

Groundwater de-watering pumps 11 11 11 

*It is intended to operate 2 benches daily with a bench height of 15 meters, drilling 310 diameter holes, at 9 meters spacing 
resulting in 335 holes daily. 27 rigs working at 90% utilisation were modelled for this assessment, however to meet 
requirements in preliminary blasting plan only 10 drill rigs on each bench will be required meaning a total of 20 operating at an 
utilisation rate of 90%.  

The sound power levels used in the prediction modelling for the train arrival operational scenarios are 
shown in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Sound power levels for the proposed equipment to be used for the operational phase 

 Equipment Identification Sound Power Levels (dB) 

Octave Band Centre Frequency (Hz) Overall  
SPL (dBZ) 

Overall  
SPL 

(dBA) 
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 

Construction and Mine Pit Equipment 
Concrete batching plant 
(100 m3/h) 103 103 100 108 108 104 103 95 95 114 111 

Cranes 105 109 120 107 109 111 106 100 92 121 114 

Excavator  - Liebherr  9800 1 109 111 120 117 114 108 105 100 95 121 114 
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 Equipment Identification Sound Power Levels (dB) 

Octave Band Centre Frequency (Hz) Overall  
SPL (dBZ) 

Overall  
SPL 

(dBA) 
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 

Haul truck - 360T Ultra Class 1 104 106 114 117 114 108 105 100 95 121 109 

Haul Truck - 240T class 1 104 106 114 117 114 108 105 100 95 121 109 

Pipe Layers 120 121 115 115 111 109 107 105 101 126 117 

Cat 944H Loader 114 109 107 110 108 104 101 93 87 118 115 

Bulldozer - D11 120 121 115 115 111 109 107 105 101 126 117 

Bulldozer - D10 120 121 115 115 111 109 107 105 101 126 117 

Bulldozer - Wheel 112 115 119 117 115 113 110 103 96 124 118 

Grader - 24M 103 104 110 109 109 110 105 102 99 117 113 

Grader 16M 103 104 110 109 109 110 105 102 99 117 113 

Water Truck - 135Kl 110 112 121 118 115 109 106 101 96 122 115 

Water Truck - 85Kl 110 112 121 118 115 109 106 101 96 122 115 

Generators 60 77 84 95 95 97 94 85 74 101.5 102 

Drill- Sandvik D90K 2 

(Atlas Copco  PV 311) 
112 113 121 112 114 114 110 110 110 126 118.5 

Drill – Atlas Copco  PV271 3 112 113 121 112 114 114 110 110 110 126 118.5 

Locomotives (2 at full throttle)4 111 113 115 122 118 110 103 100 96 125 118 

Processing Equipment & Operations Equipment 

Crushers – 7,500 tph 117 117 114 122 122 118 116 109 109 127 124 

Crushers – 8,500 tph 118 118 115 123 123 119 117 110 110 128 125 

Conveyors 104 101 97 84 75 64 58 60 52 105 83 

Stockpile  stacker 89 93 94 92 93 93 89 81 76 100 97 

Tailings Stacker 89 93 94 92 93 93 89 81 76 100 97 

Iron Concentrate Reclaimer 137 123 113 105 101 101 99 99 80 137 108 

SAG mills – 22 MW 118 118 117 118 114 111 108 110 95 125 117 
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 Equipment Identification Sound Power Levels (dB) 

Octave Band Centre Frequency (Hz) Overall  
SPL (dBZ) 

Overall  
SPL 

(dBA) 
31.5 63 125 250 500 1K 2K 4K 8K 

Ball mill – 22 MW 113 113 113 115 119 111 106 98 93 123 118 

Transformers (Sub Station) 95 88 90 85 85 79 76 71 60 99 85.5 

Dewatering Pumps (125 kW) 82 82 91 89 87 83 60 56 43 121 95 

Groundwater pump (125 kW) 82 82 91 89 87 83 60 56 43 121 95 

Freshwater pump (100 kW) 82 82 91 89 87 83 60 56 43 121 95 

Transfer stations 101 100 103 101 103 99 101 94 92 110 101 

Notes:  
1. The noise data used in the noise prediction modelling for the Leibherr 9800 excavators and haul trucks incorporate 

‘factory’ fitted noise mitigation treatments – data supplied by manufacturer  
2. The noise data used in the noise prediction modelling to represent a Sandvik D90K drill was for an Atlas Copco  PV 311 

drill, with a noise mitigation package incorporated to achieve a 3 dB noise reduction on ‘standard rig’, which is considered 
representative and was supplied by Atlas Copco 

3. The noise data used in the noise prediction modelling for Atlas Copco  PV271 drill was supplied by Atlas Copco – noise 
levels generated by a ‘standard rig’ without noise mitigation packages. 

4. Data generated based on Ramsey N, Szanto F and Hewison, P (2008) Introducing the Next Generation Locomotive to the 
Australian Rail Network, paper presented at the Conference on Railway Engineering, 7-10 September 2008 

Noise prediction modelling was performed for three train arrival operating scenarios over the expected 
operational life of the mine. The predicted noise levels for each of the scenarios has been compared 
to the noise criteria of 57 dB(A) (day) and 50 dBA (night) in accordance with the Environment 
Protection (Noise) Policy 2007 and advice from DSD and EPA. Table 3 presents the predicted sound 
pressure levels at each of the sensitive receivers for the three train arrival operating scenarios 
including the 5 dB(A) noise character penalty under worst case weather conditions. Appendix B 
presents the predicted noise level contours due to the three train arrival operating scenarios for the 
day and night time periods. 

Table 3: Predicted sound pressure levels at the identified sensitive receivers including 5 dB(A) 
noise character penalty 

Identified sensitive 
receiver locations 

Predicted ‘A’ weighted sound pressure level (dBA) (Leq) plus 5 
dB(A) noise character penalty 

Indicative noise levels 
(dBA) 

(noise limit) 

Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4  

Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night 

Sensitive receiver 48 49 50 48 49 48 49 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 50 37 38 38 39 30 31 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 61 38 39 43 44 31 32 57 50 
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Identified sensitive 
receiver locations 

Predicted ‘A’ weighted sound pressure level (dBA) (Leq) plus 5 
dB(A) noise character penalty 

Indicative noise levels 
(dBA) 

(noise limit) 

Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4  

Day Night Day Night Day Night Day Night 

Sensitive receiver 62 37 38 42 42 30 31 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 92 40 41 41 42 33 34 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 93 47 48 47 47 43 44 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 96 35 36 34 34 34 35 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 97 40 41 39 40 39 40 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 98 36 37 36 36 35 36 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 99 40 41 36 37 34 35 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 101 40 41 45 45 34 35 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 147 38 38 34 35 34 35 57 50 

Sensitive receiver 148 33 34 32 33 26 27 57 50 

In comparing the results of the noise prediction modelling and application of the 5 dB(A) noise 
character penalty in Table 3 it is evident that the noise criteria determined in accordance with the 
Noise Policy will be met at all of the nearest sensitive receivers during train arrival operations. 

It is noted that the predicted noise level at sensitive receiver 48 for scenario 2 is 50 dB(A) for the night 
time period which is the night time noise criteria. Consideration of the noise source contribution at 
sensitive receiver 48 found that the operating locomotives contributed the most significant noise level 
to the overall sound power level. The noise of train pass-bys at sensitive receiver 48 will occur for 12 
short periods intermittently during the day and night, separated by long periods. In addition, the 
prediction modelling has been based on the ‘worst case’ weather conditions and assumes 
simultaneous operation at full operating speed of all of the mobile fleet, pit mining equipment, transfer 
equipment, processing plant, integrated waste landform, mine infrastructure (electrical transformers, 
water treatment plant) and the train arrival. 
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Appendix A  

Equipment locations used for the prediction modelling 
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A.1 Scenario 2 Equipment locations
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A.2 Scenario 3 Equipment locations 
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A.3 Scenario 3 Equipment locations 
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Appendix B 

Predicted noise level contours due to the additional series of mine operation scenarios for the day and 
night time periods 
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B.1 Scenario 2 Day time  
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B.2 Scenario 2 Night time 
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B.3 Scenario 3 Day time 
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B.4 Scenario 3 Night time  
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B.5 Scenario 4 Day time 
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B.6 Scenario 4 Night time 
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To: Steve Green, Kelly Frost 

From: Ben Jueken 

CC: Project Controls 

Date: 30/08/2016 

Re: Integrated waste landform dry density estimate – August 2016 Revision 

Introduction 

An estimate of the dry density (DD) of emplaced material for the Integrated Waste landform (IWL) is presented 
to inform conversion of material tonnage to emplaced material volume. 

Dry density is defined as the dry mass of emplaced material divided by the volume in units of tonnes per cubic 
meter (t/m3). 

Method and results 

Two methods of estimation are used;  

1. Calculation of total DD from the tested range of DD of constituent materials and their relative 
proportions in the IWL. 

2. Analogy to comparable sedimentary materials (unconsolidated conglomerate alluvial debris fill) and 
porosity estimates measured in this analogous material.  DD is then calculated from the measured 
particle density of the material and the porosity estimated from analogous materials. 

Calculation from DD of constituent materials. 

The IWL is designed with crushed waste rock (P80  = 160 mm) comingled and emplaced with the fine and coarse 
tailings in such a way that void spaces between the waste rocks are filled with compacted fine and coarse 
tailings.   The mixture comprises 43% (by weight) of tailings.  This means that the mixture will be matrix 
supported – there is an excess of tailings material to fill the void spaces between the waste rock pieces. 

The dry density of the fine and coarse tailings that fill the void spaces will range between the minimum and 
maximum values measured in tailing test work by ATC-W (E-F-24-RPT-0008 pp 11).  Material at the base of the 
IWL will be more compacted by self-weight than the material at the top. The dry tonnage of each type of 
material, the material volumes and the resultant dry density calculation are summarised in Table 1. The ratio of 
fine to coarse tailing applied in the estimate is 40:601. 

Two sets of dry density data for the fine and coarse tailing are considered: 

1. Data measured through laboratory compaction tests as described above. 

2. Alternative values proposed by the Department for State Development (DSD) during the Mining Lese 
Proposal Review process (August 2016). 

 

                                                
1 Sys-Cad Model Report E-F-48-RPT-2007 – referred K. Frost Email 21/9/2015 
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Table 1: Integrated Waste Landform dry density calculated from constituent materials. 

Material 

Dry Density (t/m3) 
Annual 

Tonnage (Mt) 

Annual Volume (Mm3) 
DSD 

Estimates5 
IRD 

Estimates 
DSD 

Estimates 
IRD 

Estimates 
Low High Low High Min max Min max 

Fine Tailings 0.77 1.68 1.15 1.86 52 74 33 45 28 
Coarse Tailings 1.3 1.6 1.49 1.79 78 60 49 52 44 
Waste Rock 2.826 2.916 2.82 2.91 170 60 58 60 58 
Total 1.5 2.1 1.9 2.3 300 195 140 158 130 

Notes: 
1. Fine and Coarse tailings: Maximum and minimum DD measured by AS 1289.5.5.1 (E-F-24-RPT-0008 pp 11) 
2. Waste Rock: Particle density measured by AS 1289.3.5.1 Test on coarse tails (E-F-24-RPT-0008 pp 7) 
3. Waste Rock: Particle density measured by AS 1289.3.5.1 Test on coarse tails (E-F-24-RPT-0002 pp 7) 
4. Fine Tailings: Minimum DD taken from settled DD tests due to compromised results from minimum density test 

 E-F-24- RPT-0008 pp 11 
5. MLP Response Comments August 2016 
6. No DSD estimate provided for waste rock 
7. Described as typical of coal tailings (DSD, Aug 2016) 
8. Described as typical of metalliferous ore (DSD, Aug 2016) 

Based on DSD values for tailing DD the estimated IWL DD will range from 1.5 to 2.1 t/m3.  The lower range of 
the DSD values is based on a fine tailings density of 0.7, described by DSD as typical for coal tailings.  Coal has a 
density around 0.6 to 0.9 t/m3. CEIP ore has a density of 3.12 t/m3.  The use of coal tailings as a benchmark for 
tailing density provides an extreme lower range estimate unlikely to be realised.   

Based on laboratory compaction tests of tailing material commissioned by IRD the IWL DD will range from 1.9 
to 2.3 t/m3.  

Analogy to comparable sedimentary materials 

The comingled material that makes up the IWL comprises approximately 57% (by weight) waste rock with d80 of 
160 mm (Cobbles2), 45 % coarse tailings (gravelly coarse sand2) and 10% fine tailings (fine to medium sand2) 
(See EF-24-RPT-0008 pp8 for material size distributions).  This mixture is analogous to natural geological 
formations comprising alluvial conglomerate sediments.   

A detailed study into the porosity of recent unconsolidated valley fill sediments, including cobble conglomerate 
material, in the South Coastal Basin of California is reported in Eckis, (1934)3. The in-situ porosity of this 
material was measured for a large number of samples over a range of grainsizes, from fine sand to cobble and 
boulder conglomerate.  The curve is reproduced below.   

The coarsest 10% of the IWL material will be approximately 160 mm, the size of the crushed waste rock and 
void spaces will be filled with the gravel and fine sand of the fine and coarse tailings. Based on analogy to 
similar sediments and reference to the empirical porosity relationship presented in the curve below, the 
approximate void space of compacted material will be 17%, leaving 83% solid material by volume.  For a 
measured solid particle density of 2.82 t/m3, the total DBD of the material, including void space, is then 0.83 x 
2.82 = 2.32 t/m3. 

                                                
2 per ISO 14688-1:2002 – Geotechnical investigation and testing – Identification and classification of soil – Part 1: Identification and 
description". International Organization for Standardization (ISO). 
3 Eckis, Rollin, 1934, South coastal-basin investigation Geology and ground-water storage capacity of valley fill: California Department of 
Public Works, Water Resources Division, Bulletin 45, 279 p. 
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Figure 1: Empirical Relationship between insitu porosity of alluvial sediments and grainsize. (reproduced from 
Eckis, 1934)3 

Summary 

Based on DSD values for tailing dry density the estimated DD of the IWL will range from 1.5 to 2.1 t/m3.  The 
lower value is an extreme estimate unlikely to be realised. 

Based on laboratory compaction tests of tailing material by IRD the DD of the IWL will range from 1.9 to 2.3 
t/m3.  

Based on analogy to similar geological material the DD of the IWL will be approximately 2.3 t/m3. 
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Attachment E: Updated Table 15-15: Outcomes and Assessment Criteria: Air Quality 
Proposed Outcome Impact ID Impact Event Draft Outcome Measurement Criteria 

(all concentrations include background) 
Draft Leading Indicator Criteria 
(all concentrations include background) 

No public health impacts from dust 
generated by construction, mining, 
closure or post closure activities. 

IM_15_11 

IM_15_12 

IM_15_13 

IM_15_16 

Health impacts to sensitive 
receivers from small 
(inhalable) airborne dust 
particles and nitrogen 
dioxide gas generated 
during construction, 
operations and closure. 

Compliance with the Ambient Air Quality 
NEPM: 

PM10  

• 24 hour concentration of 50 ug/m3 
• Annual average concentration of 

25 ug/m3   

PM2.5  
• 24 hour concentration of 25 ug/m3 
• Annual average concentration of 

8 ug/m3  

Compliance with the EPA Design Ground-
Level Concentration (DGLC) for nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2) i.e. maximum hourly average 
NO2 DGLC 158 ug/m3.  

A Trigger Action Response Plan (TARP) to 
be implemented which will include 
continuous PM10 (multiple sites) 
monitoring. 

No public nuisance impacts from 
dust generated by construction, 
mining or closure or post closure 
activities. 

IM_15_01 

IM_15_02 

IM_15_03 

IM_15_14 

IM_15_15 

Amenity impacts to 
sensitive receivers due to 
dust generated during the 
construction, operations 
and closure. 

Long term - compliance with the EPA 
adopted criteria for annual average dust 
deposition to exceed 4 g/m2/month and no 
more than 2 g/m2/month above 
background. 

Short term – all dust complaints 
acknowledged and recorded immediately 
and closed out within 14 days to the 
satisfaction of the complainant or as 
agreed with the Director of Mines. 

A TARP to be implemented which will 
include continuous PM10 (multiple sites) 
monitoring to provide an indicator of any 
short term amenity/nuisance potential 
impacts even though the measurement of 
PM10 is for the purpose of health 
protection.  

In addition, a network of live streaming 
cameras will be mounted at strategic 
locations to visually monitor potentially 
dust generating activities which will 
provide instantaneous feedback to 
operators and transparent information for 
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Proposed Outcome Impact ID Impact Event Draft Outcome Measurement Criteria 
(all concentrations include background) 

Draft Leading Indicator Criteria 
(all concentrations include background) 

government regulators and the 
community. 

No loss of productivity on 
properties surrounding the mine 
site from dust generated by 
construction, mining, closure or 
post closure activities, without 
independent verification and 
timely compensation. 

IM_15_04 

IM_15_05 

IM_15_06 

IM_15_07 

IM_15_08 

Impacts to agricultural 
values (reduced yields or 
livestock impacts) due to 
dust deposition of dust 
and/or saline aerosols 
during the construction, 
operations and closure. 

Average annual dust deposition not to 
exceed 4 g/m2/month and no more than 2 
g/m2/month above background. 

As per the Mining Act, compensation is 
duly paid to any loss (confirmed by an 
independent expert) of productivity of 
agricultural yields as a result of dust and/or 
saline aerosols from construction, 
operations and closure activities. 

A TARP to be implemented which will 
include monthly dust deposition from 
mining activities. 

Should a crop productivity monitoring 
program, such as YieldProphetTM or the 
like, be supported by surrounding 
landowners, then crop yields on 
properties within the proposed mine site 
are comparable with control sites during 
construction, operation and closure of the 
mine, measured annually.  

No loss of abundance or diversity 
of native vegetation on or off the 
lease during construction, 
operation and post mine 
completion through; 
• clearance, 
• dust/contaminant deposition, 
• fire, 
• reduction in water supply 
• salinisation, or 
• other damage, 
unless prior approval under the 
relevant legislation is obtained. 

IM_15_09 

IM_15_10 

Impacts to degraded native 
vegetation adjacent to the 
proposed mining lease due 
to deposition of dust 
generated by construction, 
operations and closure.  

Average annual dust deposition not to 
exceed 4 g/m2/month and no more than 2 
g/m2/month above background. 

 

A TARP to be implemented which will 
include monthly dust deposition from 
mining activities. 

Regular visual inspection by an 
experienced ecologist. 

 



 

Attachment F: Additional Water Budget Data for Post Closure 
Simulation 

These figures are in reference to Government Comment #11 within Attachment B.  Additional water budget 
data for the post closure simulation. Note, different scales have been used. 

 

 



 

 
 
 

 
This page is left deliberately blank 
 

 


	Cover
	Table of Contents
	1 Executive Summary
	1.1 Joint Consultation Process
	1.2 Submissions
	1.3 Response Documents

	2 Introduction
	2.1 Declaration
	2.2 Background

	3 Results of the Public Consultation Process
	3.1 Out of Scope Comments
	3.2 Content of Submissions
	3.3 Notes to Consider
	3.4 Summary of Issues Raised

	4 Issues Raised by SA Government Agencies
	4.1 Government Comments #2, #3 and #5 – Groundwater, Chapter 19 & Appendix N
	4.2 Government Comment # 6 - Geology/ Sterilisation, MLP Sections 2.6 and 3.5
	Requirement from Iron Road:
	Iron Road’s Response:


	5 Correction to Information
	6 Out of Scope Questions/Comments
	7 Master Index of Responses
	8 Glossary
	Attachment A: CEIP MLP - Responses To Public Submissions 
	Attachment B:  CEIP MLP - Government Issues/Comments and Iron Road's Responses
	Attachment C: CEIP Mine Noise Modelling - Train Arrival Operational Scenarios
	Attachment D: Updated IWL Bulk Density Estimate
	Attachment E: Updated Table 15-15: Outcomes and Assessment Criteria: Air Quality
	Attachment F: Additional Water Budget Data for Post Closure Simulation


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /None
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /None
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'Xerox Digital Clear'] [Based on '[Press Quality]'] Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        28.346460
        28.346460
        28.346460
        28.346460
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers true
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




