SUBMISSION REGARDING THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR
TRAVESTON CROSSING DAM

Background

The Burnett Mary Regional Group is a community blasgional group which co-
ordinates natural resource management in the Buvteely Region, and is one of 14
such groups in Queensland. It is jointly fundedh®sy Queensland and Australian
governments, through their bilateral agreement,tersda board of 12 directors
representing local government, primary industii@sccare, traditional owners,
conservationists, business and industry. The Gaulgpesses natural resource and
environmental problems through partnerships andm gccredited by the
Queensland and Australian governments.

Why we are making this submission

At its meeting of 7th November 2007, the Boardhef Burnett Mary Regional Group
resolved to make a submission on the Travestons@Gr@®am Environmental Impact
Statement. As a non-political organisation, thaf8doelieves it is appropriate to
make a technical submission, particularly as thenBalates to our plan “Country to
Coast — a healthy sustainable future”. This plamtaas the detail on the ways that
our group addresses natural resource and envirdatm@nblems. It includes a set of
“Resource Condition Targets” that are measurabié temm targets for the region’s
natural assets.

Funding from the Queensland and Australian Goventsis provided on the
understanding that we are working to achieve theggts. As the proposed
Traveston Crossing Dam may prevent some of thegetsafrom being achieved, we
are obliged to point out to both governments whegeare likely to fail if construction
proceeds.



Resource Condition Targets which will be affectedythe proposed
dam

The following Resource Condition Targets from olanpare unlikely to be achieved
due to the effects of the Traveston Crossing Dam:

Terrestrial Biodiversity 1.1 - The biodiversity &ta or area of regional ecosystems at
2007 levels are maintained or improved by 2020ItiesLin no net loss of regional
ecosystem diversity at the subregional level.

Terrestrial Biodiversity 1.2 - Remnant Vegetati@mdition and function at 2007
levels are maintained or improved (eg represematative species composition in all
regional ecosystems) by 2025.

Freshwater Biodiversity 1.2 - The status and camiof identified priority
Endangered/Vulnerable/ Rare (EVR) and iconic spgeaie improved and there is no
net decline in status for all EVR taxa by 2015.

Freshwater Biodiversity 2.1 - Stream reaches irdgmmndition in 2007 are protected,
and by 2020 a 10% improvement in moderate and dedreondition stream reaches
is achieved

Marine Biodiversity 1.2 - All known habitats of csial, marine and estuarine
biodiversity significance are protected from adedmsman impact and effectively
managed by 2025.

Coastal and Marine Development 1.2 - Coastal, @stiand marine habitats will
have no net loss from the 2005 baseline. Compemnsa#bitat for cleared vegetation
will increase by 30% by 2015.

Freshwater Biodiversity 2.2 - Freshwater Biodivigrsesources are protected and
enhanced by 2020 through:

* eradication or containment of new or redgetrbductions of ecologically
significant invasive weed species within 1 to 1@&rgeof detection;

* no establishment of new ecologically sigrafit invasive weed species from
2015.

Water Resources 3.2 - Optimal environmental flovesachieved by WRP/ROPs
developed and implemented throughout the regio20iyb.

Water Resources 5.1 - 50% of priority riparian 20(es classified by PAP2.2) are
under Rivercare works aimed at Water Quality outesifindicators to be defined) by
2015.

Land Resources 5.2 - At least 50% of land resowugently affected by salinisation
at the property scale are returned to productieshys2025



How the Dam will affect these Targets
1. Regional ecosystem diversity and remnant vegetan will be lost

According to the Environmental Impact Statemerg, ghoject will result in the
clearing or flooding of approximately 265 ha of reant vegetation within the
inundation area. Of this area, 59.87 ha consigte@fEndangered’ Regional
ecosystengallery rainforest (notophyll vine forest) on allakplains (12.3.1), 84 ha
consist of ‘Of Concern’ Regional ecosystems andH2tonsist of ‘Not of Concern’
Regional ecosystems. It will also result in traotling of approximately 155 ha of
non-remnant vegetation (Environmental Impact Statgm7-66).

These figures were determined following an assesse3D Environmental. Their
report noted discrepancies with certified mappipghe Environmental Protection
Agency due to different mapping and field assess$riemvironmental Impact
Statement p 7-18). Using Environmental Protecfigency figures, the total regional
ecosystems in the inundation area is 319 ha, riohagwith the area of endangered
ecosystem 12.3.1 being 253 ha rather than 60 HagTar). Some of these
discrepancies have been investigated by ecologuadultant Mr Marc Russell who
undertook field investigations at two sites. Hevad at different conclusions to 3D
Environmental in respect of the designation of exygaed ecosystem 12.3.1 and
believes that the Environmental Protection Agengyres are more accurate (Russell,
2007).

The accuracy of the assessment of areas of vewetatbe cleared or inundated is
essential for the development of the Vegetation &f@ment Offsets strategy. The
Environmental Impact Statement has identified paémegetation management
offsets for significant regional ecosystems throtgfabilitation or retention of non
remnant vegetation outside of the inundation afedle 7.33, p7-90). However, if
the areas of affected vegetation have been undesadst, as claimed by Mr Russell,
then the vegetation offsets identified are inadeguahis is further complicated by
the requirement for the riparian vegetation oftsdbe double the cleared area (p 7-
89).

It is the opinion of the Burnett Mary Regional Gpathat if the project is to proceed,
the vegetation management offsets be calculated) tise certified mapping figures
of the Environmental Protection Agency.

2. Condition of rare/iconic species will decline

Mary River Turtle

The Environmental Impact Statement points out tiatMary River Turtle Elusor
macrurug is listed as endangered under the Federal Gowartigiznvironment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 129 is a critical priority species
under the Queensland Environmental Protection Ag@006 Back on Track
prioritisation framework for conservation managet@rQueensland’s wildlife (p8-
92). The species occurs only in the Mary Rivenegally not in storages, is mature at
25-30 years and has a low reproductive rate (p8-9&g Environmental Impact




Statement studies estimate the population sizeaof/River Turtles within the
inundation area is between 895 and 3,580 indival(jz8-94).

Suggested strategies to mitigate the loss of bngemhd habitat areas include a turtle
ramp. The Environmental Impact Statement notasithhe turtles are found not to
utilize the ramp, regular catching and transportuigbe undertaken (p8-99). This
lack of certainty in the effectiveness of mitigatimeasures has led to criticism of the
project by turtle researcher John Cann who firstdbed the turtle in 1994. He says
“l find it hard to believe. | am certain they ateing the wrong thing.” (ABC
television, 2007).

Concerns have also been raised by Mr John Seyfagedfor of the American
National Aquarium “..there's going to be no reengnt, no breeding, and the
population will just dwindle within the next 25 §® years, that turtle will just be
gone” and by Mr Craig Latta of the Australian Freaker Turtle Conservation and
Research Centre “We have been researching the Rlaey turtle since before the
announcement of the dam and when we heard thatvdsagoing to happen we just
knew that we had to do something about it becaus# imean the extinction of the
species.” (ABC television, 2007).

Queensland Lungfish

The Queensland LungfigiNeoceratodus forestils currently listed as vulnerable
under the Federal GovernmenEsvironment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999.

The Environmental Impact Statement notes that ajhstorages provide feeding
habitat for lungfish and hence allow adults to swemn them, successful spawning
has rarely been observed within them. The mairoreasthought to be that many
storages are not conducive to producing dense grofshacrophytes. However, it
also states that impoundments can be operatedvalprfavourable conditions for
spawning, such as in the Brisbane River (p8-6é3taltes that although the dam will
inundate high quality habitat of lungfish, a ramjenitigation strategies including a
proposed Freshwater Species Conservation Centréostiér the improved status of
critical species (p8-100).

This is challenged by Professor Jean Joss of Maigguaiversity, who is considered
to be a world expert on the Australian Lungfishn&@e Standing Committee on Rural
and Regional Affairs and Transport, 2007). Profedsss says of the Lungfish that
“the completion of the Mary River dam would almosttainly push it to ‘critically
endangered’ and in the long term will lead to k8rection in the wild.” She also
argues that one of the strategies intended to atéithe impact of the dam on the
lungfish would do nothing to address the negatnpact on the long term survival of
the lungfish “Proposed state-of-the-art fish elevato allow lungfish past the dam
will do nothing to redress the loss of spawningseuny areas, and are thus unlikely to
halt the slide toward extinction if the Mary Rivaam is built.” (Joss 2007).



Mary River Cod

The Mary River CoqdMacullochella peelii mariensisy currently listed as
endangered under the Federal Government’s EnvironRretection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999.

The Mary River Cod Recovery Plan states that tleerhain factors which threaten
population of cod in the Mary catchment are agésitvhich reduce suitable habitat
and activities which limit fish movement. (Simpsamd Jackson, 2000)

The Environmental Impact Statement confirms thatezu high quality habitat for
Mary River Cod will be inundated by the storage-823. It recommends adding large
woody debris to re-create suitable habitat, buestthat it is uncertain whether cod
will breed in the storage. It also confirms tHadre is no existing data concerning the
abilities or otherwise of Mary River Cod to utiliieshways of any type, and suggests
using “catch and carry” methods if the plannedviiai is non-operational (p8-83).

3. Stream reaches in good condition will be inundat

At full supply level, the dam will inundate 36.5 kohthe Mary River and 58.9 km of
tributaries (p4-55). These include Kandanga CeeekYabba Creek, which have
been assessed as having good aquatic habitaticon@iohnson, 1997).

4. Water weed infestations will increase

According to the Environmental Impact Statemerd, ititrease in open still water
habitat will favour free-floating macrophyte spegithe potential for invasion by
exotic or noxious species exists and managememtat®and mitigation measures
must be developed to prevent growth reaching saamt proportions (Environmental
Impact Statement p 8-26). These include the nexéalvinia, water hyacinth and
CabombaEnvironmental Impact Statement p8-35).

The Environmental Impact Statement also statesGhbhbmbahas not been reported
within the Mary River catchment other than at Ldkecdonald (p8-10). This is
disputed by Mr Phil Moran of the National Aquaticc®ds Group, who has identified
13 sites of Cabomba infestations in the Mary Catafinother than Lake Macdonald
and forwarded this information to the National Agci&Veeds Coordinator (Moran
2007). He also notes that Lake Macdonald whicheeily has 36% of the Australian
total Cabombanfestation is 20 kilometres from the proposed €ston Crossing
Dam site. He discusses several trials of contrahods of the weed and concludes
that none are effective.

5. Environmental flows will be reduced and estuarie habitats affected

The Environmental Impact Statement supplementqyrtel 7 “Integrated Quality
and Quantity Model Modelling” has been reviewedMirySteve Burgess (Burgess
2007). He claims that the modelling used to predentwith dam’ and ‘without dam’
scenarios use different assumptions about the bpei@ and extraction from the



Mary River barrage, and therefore do not assessripact of the proposed dam.
Modelled available data are used to conclude #gwd@nal flow patterns will be
reduced by the proposed Dam and do not comply tiwélenvironmental flow
objectives of the Mary Basin Water Resource Plamrg@Bss 2007).

Esslemont (2007) questions the statement in th@&maental Impact Statement that
changes to water quality downstream of the dambeilgenerally positive, by
reducing the delivery of nutrients and sedimentnfrgpstream source. He states that
when the Bjelke Petersen Dam was built in the SButtmett, the opposite occurred.
By reducing the flushing capacity of the river,rmt addressing point source inputs
such as stormwater and industry, Barambah Creednbe@onore stagnant and
eutrophic (Esslemont 2007).

6. Changes to riparian zones/geomorphology

Sediment supply to the Lower Mary is naturally hizgtause riverbanks in the Lower
Mary have easily eroded soils. Traveston Crossiag vill limit the capacity of the
Mary River to transport this sediment, causingrther bed to fill with sediment and
affecting channel geomorphology. Flow regulatioil imcrease bank undercutting
and channel widening, increasing sediment suppdysmilar manner to what has
been observed in the Murray River. The procesdteeom regulated flow releases
that concentrate bank erosion at set levels, ratiaer dissipating erosion up and
down the riverbank. The anticipated outcome oféased sediment supply, coupled
with decreased transport capacity, is limited clehoonnectivity during low flows
and shallower pools. Queensland Water Infrastradtave not provided proof that
channel connectivity and pool structure can be taaiad, and have listed this as a
gap in knowledge. (Esslemont 2007).

The Environmental Impact Statement - Mary Riveri®eat Study’s main focus is
on Fraser Island and the coastal zone where dautefivill be diminished by the
dominant and omnipresent marine processes of Ibagedrift and storm surges,
which distracts from the more direct effects expddb occur at the river valley scale
(Esslemont 2007). Processes that formed Frasedisliad the Great Sandy Strait
have functioned on geological time scales far lotigan the operational life of
Traveston Crossing Dam. Furthermore, the Sednethretkrred to in the
Environmental Impact Statement was developed tdigtreediment supply at the
catchment scale, and the CSIRO developers of thdeirhave stated that its
usefulness is limited at finer scales.

The Burnett Mary Regional Group suggests thatessential to better understand the
potential effects of the Dam on in-stream processegppropriate temporal and
spatial scales. We recommend a quantitative stedyndertaken, similar to that
suggested by Richards, Brasington and Hughes (20Q#tkedict changes to fluvial
geomorphology, as well as ecological modeling thaate how these changes will
affect the river's ecology.

7. Increased risk of salinisation

The proposed Traveston Crossing Dam will exertdrdmylic head on connected
aquifers (Esslemont, 2007). The hydraulic headte’dsy Hume Dam and large



weirs along the Murray has caused lateral displacemf groundwater, forcing saline
groundwater to the surface and associated scafigit$ hazard is recognized in the
Lower Mary, and salinity seeps are known to ocQuédensland Department of
Natural Resources and Mines).
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