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To whom it may concern,

Please find attached a submission from Conservation Council of South Australia
on the Eyre Iron Project Referral.

Best Regards,

Meg Sobey
Policy and Communications Officer

Conservation Council of South Australia
Connecting Community Conservation

Level 1, 157 Franklin Street, ADELAIDE SA 5000

XXX XXXXX @ XXXXXXXXXXXXXX . XXX XX
P: (08) 8223 5155 M: 0411 028 930, F: (08) 8232 4782

Become a fan on Facebook or follow us on Twitter
Contribute to positive environmental change - become a Conservation SA

supporter

Disclaimer: The information in this email is CONFIDENTIAL and may be legally
privileged. It is intended for the recipient only. This email may contain
information which represents the views and opinions of the author and so do not
necessarily reflect those of CCSA as an organisation. It is the recipient's
responsibility to check the email and any attached files for viruses.
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Response to EPBC Referral 2013/6919
Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia.
Multiple open cut iron ore mines in the Tod River Catchment, Koppio Hills.

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Conservation Council SA regrets that it may be late in providing comment on
the Eyre Iron Project Referral. This is due to competing demands and limited
resources available to respond to a significant number of planning activities at
present. We do however believe that it is extiremely important for this proposal to be
assessed thoroughly for its impacts on matters of national environmental
significance, water quality and hydrology, heritage-listed native vegetation, and on
the Tod River Catchment and related ecosystems. It must be noted that this location
has some of the little remaining native vegetation in this part of Eyre Peninsula,
serving as a meaningful nature corridor which can be further restored.

This project involves massive open cut mines in the Tod river catchment area, which
is the most significant river system on Eyre Peninsula. The Tod River has been
described as the only permanent source of surface water on Eyre Peninsula. The
proposal would surely remove the potential to restore the Tod River Catchment,
undermining significant intent and efforts by the local community.

| refer to the additional information and concerns raised by the Tumby Bay Residents
& Ratepayers Association Incorporated, and endorse their senfiment and
recommendations for significant additional information and disclosure. This is
necessary in order for informed decisions to be made as to whether it is wise or
responsible to approve such a project that may destroy the ecology of a
catchment and its riparian biodiversity, significantly harm remnant but important
native vegetation and fauna, and spoil the values of this region.
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The Koppio Hills, undulating land characterised by rocky outcrops often associated
with remnant native vegetation, are very important for Eyre Peninsula and should
not be subject to multiple open cut mines when there are better options in other
locations to access iron ore.

Large mines in catchments and upon river systems such as this are prone to causing
much higher impacts than, for example, the iron ore mine at Iron Knob. The
documentation that we have seen to date offers little in the way of understanding
of neither the big-picture environmental issues on Eyre Peninsula, nor the specific
potential impacts on terrestrial and riparian flora, fauna and ecosystems of the Tod
River system.

We would not support the clearing of heritage listed native vegetation, and require
a much more detailed explanation on tailings management, waste management,
hydrology, ground water levels and how they compare with the pit depth,
contaminated water pumping and disposal.

To date, the Conservation Council SA has not been in direct discussions with Eyre
Iron, and we will seek to meet with company representatives in the near future.

Kind regards,

) Kty

Tim Kelly
Chief Executive

Conservation Council of South Australia
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EPBC Number: 2013/6919

PROPOSALTITLE: Eyre Iron Pty. Ltd/ Mining/ Koppio Hills South Eastern Eyre Peninsula/ SA/ Develop
an Open Pit Magnetite Mine

Specific Matters Protected underthe Act:
Listed inthe Australian Heritage Database is a Acacia PinguifoliaSite.

Under ‘Ungarra’, SA, Australia—classified “Registered” in the Register of the National Estate (non-
statutory archive)

Class: Natural, Date Registered: 27/10.1998 Place ID: 19314, File No:3/05/195/0004.
Statement of Significance
Remnant native vegetation of fat-leaved wattle.

Significant asthe largest known population of the species occurring outside road and railway
terraces.

In additiontothe endangered Acacia Pinguifolia, anothereleven plant species with conservation
significance have beenidentified for the place. Fourare rated as uncaommon, rare or vulnerable ata
national level. Eight species are eitherrare, vulnerable orabove at state level and all eleven species
have regional (Eyre Peninsula) conservation significance in the range rare to vulnerable orabove.

The placeis significant for providing habitat for forty-six indigenous bird species, including button-
quail (turnix varia) and blue-breasted fairy wren (malurus pulcherrimus) which are vulnerable at
both state and regional (Eyre Peninsula)levels and musk lorikeet (glossopsitta Porphyrocephala)
whichisrare on Eyre Peninsula.

Seventy one species of vascular plants was beenrecorded for the place including the overstorey
species square-fruited malle (eucalyptus calycogona) white mallee (E. Dumosa) E. flocktoniae,
narrow leafed mallee (E. Foecunda), South Australian blue gum (E.Levcoxylon ssp Petiolaris),
peppermintbox (E. Odorata), red mallee(l.Oleosa) and ridge fruited mallee (E. Incrassata) and with
mallee broombush (malaeuca uncinata) in areas of open heath. The vegetation alsoincludes a
diverse understorey.

In additiontothe endangered ACACIA PINGUGOLIA, species of national conservation significance
found at the place include the vulnerable imbricate wattle (ACACIA IMBRICATA) the uncommon fan
pomaderris (POMADERRIS FLABELLARIS) and Port Lincoln scent-myrtle (DARWINIA
HOMORANTHOIDES) and the rare barbed wire bush (DAVIESIA PECTINATA). Thesespecies are rated
eithervulnerable oruncommon at state and regional levels. Other species with conservation
significance atstate and regional levelsinclude the rare needle wattle (ACACIA HAVILANDII) and the
uncaommon gills wattle (ACACIA GILLII), DAVEISIA ASPERULLA ssp. OBLIQUA, EUCALYPTUS FLOCK
TONIAE, South Australian Blue Gum (e. LEVCOXYLON ssp PETIOLARIS) —and the regionally
uncommon rough grevillea (GREVILLEA ASPERA) and brush heath (BRACHYLOMA ERICOIDES)
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These threatened species are protected underthe act— and proliferate the areadefined for the
proposed ‘Fusion’ Iron Ore open cut pits and associated infrastructure, waste and tailings sites.

The remnant native vegetationinthisareais diverse and generally in good condition.

A previous application (in 1991) to clear native vegetation of these species in this areawas refused
by the Native Vegetation Authority.

Alsointhe Australian Heritage Database itis written:

“Itis possible that cultural values, both indigenous and non-indiginenous of national estate
significance may existin this place.”

There is Battara Barngala heritage inthe Koppio Hills area. The Battara were the Barngala Hills
people. Athorough archeological survey of this area will reveal evidence of their habitation—
certainlyinthe Tod catchment waterways and creeks there is evidence of currentand ancient
freshwaterfishtrapsand closertothe coast there are old middens and cultural sites of significance
to the Battara descendantsincluding burial sites.
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Attachments: PLRARA EPBC response 2013-6919 Eyre lron - Centrex Metals.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: 2013/6919 Eyre Iron Pty Ltd/Mining/Koppio Hills South Eastern Eyre Peninsula/SA/Develop
an Open Pit Magnetite Mine

Please find attached our comment submission on this EPBC referral.

Please confirm receipt by return e-mail. Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

Glenn Fowler
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Port Lincoln Residents & Ratepayers Association Inc.

P.O. Box 1948 www.plrara.com.au
Port Lincoln, SA 5606 e-mail: secretary@plrara.com.au

Referral Business Entry Point, EIA Policy Section (EPBC Act)

Approvals and Wlldllfe D|.v.|5|on . . N Ol 170104
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities

Document 3a
GPO Box 787

Canberra 2601
12" July 2013

Response to EPBC Referral 2013/6919
Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia.

Dear Sir/Madam,

In response to the afore-mentioned EPBC Referral, we submit the following for your consideration.

Scope of the Project.

In articles to the Australian Stock Exchange (Centrex Quarterly Activity Report 30 April 2012; Centrex Metals ASX
Fusion Nov 2012; Centrex ASX Fusion Feb 2013 and Eyre lron Pty Ltd Summer 2012/13 newsletter

(www.eyreiron.com.au) the scope of the Project Fusion was clearly outlined detailing at least 8 potential mine
targets within the single Project Fusion boundary.

The referral is, in fact, part of a 4 times larger project and not as declared to your department as only related to the
three named mine sites. As such the referral should contain data relevant to the whole of the area 50 km long
designated Project Fusion as declared to the Australian Securities Exchange. Failure to do so could be a breach of ASX
rules.

This calls into question the company’s response to section 1.12: Component of a larger action (no).
Date of Preparation of the Report.
Your attention is drawn to the notation.

1. “referral of proposed action v August 12” at the foot of the page.
Given the current date, one can only assume the report was prepared in August 2012, which, if correct, would bring
into question the Company’s tardiness in carrying out the research alluded to in the body of the referral, and, in
particular, any consultation with land owners so affected as a consequence of the proposed action.

1.3 Locality and Property Description.

1. “These steep and outcropping areas are unsuitable for agricultural use and often associated with remnant
native vegetation.” (p 3/122)

The inference behind this statement is that the country in question is useless for agriculture, but very suitable for
mining. Clearly, the company has overlooked the substantial amount of grazing activity that is undertaken in the area
thus supplementing the cropping programs undertaken on lesser undulating land. Agricultural activities does include
the sowing of pastures for livestock production and cereal crop after seed harvest has remaining material (stubble)
that is tendered specifically as feed for livestock. The agricultural land viability is inclusive of steep and outcropping
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areas as they are within the boundaries of many agricultural business properties. It is common and credible
agricultural land use practice for the fencing off and promotion of native vegetation re-growth areas to be utilised as
shelter and grazing areas for livestock during seasonal cereal crop production within an agricultural business plan.
2. “Possible tailings storage options”

This is the first reference to the possibility of tailings storage options as a part of Project Fusion.
This immediately brings the following questions requiring answers:

a) The location of the tailings storage facility (ies)?

b) The estimated size (area) of the facility (ies)?

c) Arisk assessment pertaining to the facility (ies)?

d) Mitigation or risk avoidance measures/plan?
Given that the locations of the mines (those named and probably the remainder of the others) are within a
designated Water Protection Zone (Tod Reservoir Water Catchment Management Area) as described in detail in the
District Council of Tumby Bay Development Plan 2013 as amended.

It is described further in the report (section 2.2.2, p 8/122).

2. “that ongoing studies will consider not only the quantity and quality of tailings to be placed, but both
operational and environmental constraints.”

Which brings to the debate the chemistry involved, given that leaching into the aquifer, transmissivity flows of
leachate within the aquifer and the potential contamination of the Southern Basin Prescribed Wells Area to the
south of the mine sites, in addition to potential contamination of the habitat of listed species in the immediate area,

are questions requiring scientific answers (including independent peer review).

3. “It would be the intent to build the slurry and water pipelines within private land boundaries and avoiding
road corridors.”

At this stage, no known contact with the land owners affected by this project has been made by the Company.
The presumption of the Company is that all will agree!
The legal implications of this statement is not declared, particular with respect to the impact on EPBC listed items on
private property, e.g. the potential destruction of a EPBC listed flora and fauna dependent habitat on private
property, who is legally responsible?
This will be discussed in more detail further in the response.
1.4 Size of the Development Footprint or Work Area.

1. “The extent of the potential project study are is 17,467 ha.” (p 4/122)
The point of contention is that Project Fusion, as described to the ASX is in fact a greater area than that identified by
the afore-mentioned statement. Therefore the Company’s submission is limited to a portion of the total Project
Fusion which is different to the declaration made in 1.12 of the referral.

2. “The mine site study area boundary included in this referral is based upon preliminary mine planning.”

3. “The entire study area...for the project is referred to throughout this referral because actual final footprints
for the project infrastructure are unknown at this time.”
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Clearly by its own admission, the Company is providing a ‘part’ application, lacking in detail; at odds with the ASX
declarations relevant to the whole Project Fusion; lack of appropriate environmental data, and yet expecting the
public to provide comment in support of some ‘assumed’ final footprint and environmental impacts.

1.8 Time Frame (p 5/122).

Why is the Company lodging an application of referral seeking EPBC approval based upon ‘preliminary planning’” and
not the actual reality?

2 Detailed Description of Proposed Action.
2.2.1 Resource and Mine Life (p 7/122).
1. “Project Fusion is a project comprising three deposits, Koppio, Brennand and Kapperna ...."”
This statement is at odds with the declaration of the Company to the Australian Securities Exchange as described

above, which includes Carrow, Bald Hill, White Flat, Charleton Gully, Toms, Greenpatch, Iron Mount, Oolanta and
Warrunda.

Rock Storage Facility (RSF) (p 8/122).

1. “Geochemical characterization of the waste rock and ore is currently being completed; however, initial results
indicate some potentially acid forming material is present in waste rock and ore body...”

What is of major concern, and has not been declared, in this referral is the potential impact upon groundwater. As
indicated earlier, the area is a Water Protection Zone associated with the Tod Reservoir. In addition the area
abounds with underground water reserves that are the single supply source that landholders (residential and
livestock) across the 50km long Project Fusion area are able to access.

What needs to be disclosed is the true hydrological profile of the area designated as Project Fusion, as declared to
the ASX, as discovered by the Company as a consequence of its drilling programme.

Information to be disclosed should include (but not excluding additional information) the following:

a) A bore by bore identification in which water was discovered (hence an intersect with an aquifer or
Unconfined and Confined aquifers given the knowledge of Quaternary and Tertiary aquifers occurring in the
region).

b) The Standing Water Level (SWL) and flow rates associated with each bore so identified.
c) The Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) of the water so discovered.
d) The direction of flow (water tracing and interconnectivity) of water within the aquifer(s).

e) Identification of all bores in which an artesian flow was discovered as it has been verbally reported that at
least one bore exhibited these characteristics (and was sealed with a ‘considerable’ quantity of cement) and
SA Government records indicate full artesian wells in the area.

f) Hydrological data and modelling identifying; the full area that will be impacted through the cone of
depression that needs to be generated when the required dewatering of the open cut mine site pits is
applied; the resulting groundwater hydrological state upon cessation of dewatering when the mine sites are
abandoned; the predicted heavy metal contamination caused by Precambrian bedrock being deposited upon
the surface; the heavy metal pollution risk during mining and at cessation when fugitive dust is blown by the
seasonal prevailing winds (Annexure ‘A’). Fugitive dust risk is maximised after bushfires.
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In light of this body of information a true risk assessment could be undertaken to determine the extent or otherwise
of the aquifer(s) in the region and any potential loss and/or contamination of the associated environment in which
listed flora and fauna have been identified.

An analogy can be drawn to issues relating to ground water contamination which has been detected in the Adelaide
metropolitan area in recent years (details of which are available from the Environmental Protection Authority in SA).
There is also the recent and ongoing $20million fugitive heavy metal dust contamination clean-up occurring in
Esperance WA (Annexure ‘B’).

2. “The use of explosives would be required during the mining process.”

What is not declared is a risk assessment of the potential impact of explosives on listed fauna in the Project Fusion
zone.

3. “Eyre Iron is currently discussing the potential for the project to connect to the existing Electranet power
supply. This would require a power supply corridor to be established to the site.”

What are the environmental impacts pertaining to the establishment of a new section of power corridor, and in
particular, what are the environmental risks/impacts to listed fauna and flora within this hitherto unknown corridor?

This again points to an incomplete application for referral.
2.2.5 Site Water Management and Use (p 9/122).

As raised in the previous section of this response, contamination due to leaching is a major concern, not only to the
underground water reserves, but also surface water runoff, especially in light of the following:

1. “....through sediment control structures prior to discharge to the downstream environment”. (bolding
added)

2. “Potable water may be trucked in to the site from a local supplier or provided by a dedicated pipeline from
the desalination plant”. (bolding added)

We are now being presented with the prospect of a third pipeline from the Port site, being that for potable water.
No details of route and/or the environmental impact especially that affecting listed species has been provided.

Again, the referral is devoid of information upon which an opinion can be offered.

The company has now linked the construction of the desalination plant at the proposed Port Spencer directly to
Project Fusion. The implications of this will be taken up further in this response.

2.3.1 Process Overview (p 9/122).
The Company lists the principle reagents to be used in the processing of the ore namely:
1. “flocculent, sodium bisulphite for oxygen scavenging and lime.”
What is missing is the environmental implications for accidental discharge of these components. Of particular
concern is the environmental impact of an accidental discharge of sodium bisulphite into surface or groundwater in

the area.

No reference to this risk occurs in the documentation and hence its potential impact upon listed flora and fauna, in
particular, let alone the water cycle.

What is not discussed in detail is the issue of fugitive dust as a consequence of mining activities (extraction or
processing) on listed flora and fauna in particular.
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Given the fact that the mine will bring material from the Precambrian and geologically younger formed bedrock and
deposit, as waste material (waste rock dump) across the surface environment, the question remains unanswered in
respect to the concentration of heavy metals (including cadmium and chromium compounds) in such spoil and the
potential of these to leach into the surrounding environs, particularly surface water and the underground basins.

The waste rock dump being placed about the mine sites within the Koppio Hills/Lincoln Upland gullies and valleys.
That material significantly altering the groundwater runoff directions and volumes as creek beds and river courses
are filled in.

It being reasonable to consider that not only the groundwater extracted during dewatering but also the seasonal
rainfall flushing heavy metal laden waste rock dump, flocculent, sodium bisulphite and lime will generate large
volumes of contaminated water which will need to be removed, contained and held from the environmental flows of
the Tod River before its potential re-use during mining activity.

The Tod Reservoir, south of Koppio adjacent to White Flat, may be the single capacity to become a stormwater
storage/tailings dam for Project Fusion. The Tod Reservoir predictably requiring an increase in capacity for this
application. There is a commercial interest registered for a $14.4million South Australian Government total project
cost ($11.6 million of which will be spent over the next four years) for the Tod River Dam Safety initiative as
modifications to increase flood capacity. (Annexure ‘C’)

Knowledge of the Tod Reservoir identifies that it is currently approximately 20 metres above any natural stormwater
surge threat.

The environmental risks to EPBC listed species across the 50km long Fusion Project, and not just an 11km long area
for the mine sites of Koppio, Brennand and Kapperna, is therein intrinsic to any EPBC listed species dependent upon
the ecological sustainability that the Tod Reservoir currently provides.

The footprint of the waste rock dump predictably will be much larger and therefore present a much greater
environmental risk than the footprint of the open cut mine itself. These environmental risks to EPBC listed flora and
fauna within 5km of the Tod Wetland, a Nationally Important Wetland, have not been included in considerations
within the referral (Annexure ‘D’).

e 1 Listed Threatened Ecological Community,

e 41 Listed Threatened Species,

e 31 Listed Migratory Species,

e 56 Listed Marine Species,

e 12 Whales and Other Cetaceans.

2.3.2 Water Supply (p 10/122).

Whilst it is acknowledged that a desalination plant has been proposed in Port Spencer Stage 2 Development
Assessment under the Development Act and recently declared a Major Project (SA Government Gazette May 2013),
no formal assessment process has been announced or undertaken.

The Company has, in the format of this submission, described Project Fusion as a project from mine to port,
therefore it is a reasonable necessity for this referral to contain details of the desalination plant and its potential
impact on the waters surrounding the proposed Port as it is an integral part of Project Fusion (without it there would
be no pipeline for water or slurry).

2.4 Slurry and Return Water Pipeline (p 10/122).

The referral is lacking in its environmental impact assessment of the impact of the desalination plant on the Spencer
Gulf marine environment.

This is of particular importance as the environment in which the desalination plant is proposed to be located is in

near proximity to the Lipson Cove Marine Conservation Park; a known migratory habitat for Southern Right Whales
and migratory habitat of fairy terns, both of which have EPBC listing.
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Details of the impact of the desalination plant are unknown apart from a statement contained in the company’s
referral 2012/6590 “having limited impact”.

The following questions require answers:
a) Whatis the size of the desalination plant, 5 Gigalitres or 20 Gigalitres capacity?
b) What is the size of the discharge plume for the 5 and 20 Gigalitres facilities?

c) What is the dispersion rate for each plume on a seasonal basis having regard to the wind, wave pattern and
current in and around the outflow area AND Lipson Island Marine Conservation Park?

d) What are the saline outflow engineering criteria required to mitigate environmental damage to the marine
ecology?

e) In the event of mitigating natural circumstances causing the outflow to pool, what would be the anticipated
environmental impact and what steps will be taken to mitigate such occurrences?

The Company claims:
1. “SA Government has granted approval for Stage 1 of Port Spencer in December 2012" .

The text of the ‘provisional development authority’ may be found in the South Australian Government Gazette, 20
December 2012. It is not an approval as conveyed by the company, rather it is an ‘approval’ to continue the process
towards ‘final approval’ subject to the resolution of the reserved matters and a significant list of conditions to the
satisfaction of the Minister of Planning who has been granted Executive Authority to sign off on the project on behalf
of Government.

The statement claiming ‘approval’ is misleading.

2. “Detailed environmental studies will be conducted along the pipeline corridors prior to a decision on the final
pipeline route. During the route selection process, targeted stakeholder consultation will be undertaken with
landowners within the proposed pipeline routes.”

No consultation has been initiated to date.

2.2 Alternatives to Taking The Proposed Action (p 11/122).

1. “Project development projects are restricted......
e Environmentally, by environmentally sensitivities of project setting
e Socially, by the expectations and concerns of affected communities.”

2. “An assessment of a number of potential sites identified this as the preferred site.”
No evidence tendered to support this assertion.

3. ‘“Investigation of the environmental constraints within a 1 km corridor will assist with flexibility in final
pipeline route that reduces potential impacts associated with the development.”

No evidence is tendered to support this assertion. Clearly the results of these investigations should form the basis of
the referral, not a statement that it might occur sometime in the future.

4. “Detailed mine planning will be carried out during 2013 and will further consider potential alternatives .....
....socio-economic benefits and reducing any potential environmental impacts.”
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Clearly an application seeking EPBC approval should contain the results of such investigation, as any such approval
needs to be assessed in the fullness of data available, not a partial submission with considerable questions
unanswered.

5. “The do nothing option.”

Raises the following:

a) “potential social and economic benefits for the project....would not be realized.” But NO evidence has been
tendered to support the level of social and economic benefit.

b) Job creation at the local level has not been established, and, given the proposal for the accommodation
village at Tumby Bay for 1200+ employees indicates that the majority of employees will be fly- in, fly-out,
guestions must be asked about the projects benefit to the local community in these circumstances. What is
the social impact of such a rapid doubling of the population of Tumby Bay?

c) Questions relating to the economic benefit on the global market. The Governor of the RBA has recently made
comment to the effect the mining boom is over; the Chinese economy is cooling and world demand as
reflected in commodity prices is falling. The undeclared economic viability of this proposal may not be
creditable.

2.3.1 Locations.
1. “Atdilings options and scoping study is currently being undertaken....”

This section raises the proximity of the tailings to the Tod Wetland system (considered in 3.3(b)).

Again a respondent is being asked to comment on data which the project proponent knows, or should know, but is
not available with this referral.

2. “Areas of native remnant vegetation.”
Where are these located, particularly those sections which have Heritage Agreement in existence?
What is the fate of native remnant vegetation covered by Heritage Agreements? Not discussed.
3. “Potential Areas of Cultural Heritage.”
Not listed, therefore no comment can be made.
4. “A 1km wide corridor will be assessed....... "
No assessment data available, therefore risks and or impact not able to be determined.

2.4 Context, Planning Framework and State/Local Government Requirements (p 13/122).

Stage 2 of the Port Spencer project has been granted Major Development status (SA Government Gazette May
2013), therefore the advice provided in this section (re; v August 2012) requires revision.

The project will be subjected to a formal assessment process yet to be determined.

The Major Development declaration places all development decisions with the Minister and NOT Local Government,
therefore the assertion that the project would be subjected to Local Government development controls is incorrect.
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Development Act (p 14/122).

Is it the intention of the company that this referral pre-empts or replaces any assessment process undertaken by the
State? That being the case, then the level of detail is manifestly underwhelming and provides little by way of
confidence that the economic and social impacts are identified and documented, let alone the rigor required to
present a competent and complete environmental assessment.

This document clearly would not satisfy the rigors required of an EIS or PER.

2.5.2 State Legislation.

Mining Act (p 14/122).

The Company has yet (in the absence of data to the contrary) to apply for and be granted a mining lease.

The conditions required for such a lease may involve EPBC referral, and clearly this document should NOT be used
for that purpose.

2.7 A Staged Development or Component Of A Larger Project (p 16/122).

”

1. “This action is not part of a staged development or a component of a larger project.....

Clearly this is a misleading statement when the declared intent for Project Fusion as evidenced by the reports to the
Australian Securities Exchange is that Project Fusion encompasses a number of targets within the larger exploration
area.

In addition, Port Spencer is a key component of a larger project involving ore from the Wilgerup Mine (already
approved) and further development at the Bungalow Mine to provide two examples of the overall extent of the
Centrex development.

Further, the desalination plant proposed for Port Spencer is an integral part of the ore transport mechanism from the
Bungalow Mine, being a slurry pipeline, hence the range of capacities cited for the plants size. This intent has been
registered with the Australian Securities Exchange.

Any rebuttal from the Company would be in direct contravention of the rules of the ASX.

It is for this reason, the request that the Desalination infrastructure form an integral part of the EPBC assessment
with the larger plant being the one that is examined in detail from a marine environment impact consideration.

Centrex has as described in its reporting to the ASX numerous interests on Eyre Peninsula and to suggest that this
Project Fusion is not part of ‘a larger’ Project Fusion project is not sustainable.

3.1 (d) Listed Threatened Species and Ecological Communities (p 17/122).

1. “Given the location of the pipelines inland from the coast, the 5km buffer included part of Spencer Gulf. No
part of the pipeline would include disturbance within the Spencer Gulf, therefore marine species would not be
impacted by the pipeline’s development.”

What the Company appears to overlook is that the pipeline is connected to the desalination plant and thus forms an
integral part of the mine to port project. No desalination plant; no water; no slurry or pipeline.

Project Fusion depends upon the desalination plant and the pipeline for its existence as described in the referral
document.

Whilst it may be a matter of convenience for the Company to suggest that it was considered under Stage 1, Port
Spencer, no assessment was undertaken of the impact of the desalination plant within the PER process. The
assessment of the desalination plant has been included in Stage 2 development.
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The Company’s response to the EPBC enquiry just completed, with respect to the desalination plant, was that it
would have ‘limited impact’ on the marine environment, a position which was not support by any evidence.

The two EPBC listed species at risk are the Southern Right Whale and the Fairy Tern.

A year-long study of the migratory habits of both of these listed species has NOT been completed by the Company,
rather a two day assessment accompanied the original PER, in which it was claimed the presence of the Fairy Tern to
be non-existent. The consultants employed described in detail the limitations of the baseline study they undertook in
the area and recommended additional studies to be undertaken. These studies have not been conducted.

The environmental position with respect to the impact upon the marine environment stands on the basis of a two
day baseline study and no evidence to support or other-wise the impact of the desalination plant on the marine
environment.
Clearly there is a fundamental flaw in the environmental credentials exhibited by the company in this regard.
Evidence exists (Annexure ‘E’) supporting our contention that this area is a migratory path for the Southern Right
Whale (Eubalaena australis) and that in seasonal adverse weather conditions during migration Lipson Cove is a
shelter site and haven for cows with calves.
Photographic records of sightings include the preceding 6 days (5" to 11" July 2013) being two pair of cow and calf (4
individual mammals identified by their Callosities) in the shelter of Lipson Island, Lipson Cove, Rogers Beach. This
being the immediate site of the jetty proposed by Centrex Metals for loading of Capesize ships. (Annexure ‘F’)
The cows and calves have inhabited the aforementioned area for a total period of 6 days.

"The fact the animals have been there for more than a day is great and indicates they are comfortable

and want somewhere to rest. This is important news as anywhere these endangered animals can rest

and look after their offspring is valuable real estate."

Libby Eyre, Whale Researcher, Biological Sciences Scientific Officer, Macquarie University NSW.

It is noteworthy that Centrex Metals Limited lodged the preliminary response document to the EBPC for Port Spencer
where public comment closed on the 7™ June 2013. That date being prior to the known commencement period for
Southern Right Whale visitation at this site. The Centrex Port Spencer EPBC referral assessed as ‘a controlled action’
remains without the relevant assessment studies by the company for Southern Right Whales.
It is therefore recommended that the Company be subjected to the requirement for a full twelve month marine
environment impact assessment to accurately assess the impacts of the port and the desalination plant on the highly

sensitive marine environment.

It is further recommended that the report so generated is subjected to third party peer review, prior to being
submitted to EPBC for assessment.

3.3 Other Important Features of the Environment.
Aquatic Flora and Fauna (p 75/122).

The environmental credential of the Company must be further challenged with respect to the terrestrial aquatic
studies undertaken in the region. The Company has undertaken studies during spring. It reports:

1. “the ultimate extent of surface water through summer and autumn (winter?) and hence the location of key
refuges, remains to be documented.”

Again, partial representation is provided and the audience is expected to comment upon incomplete data.
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The report continues with statements highlighting the discrepancy between the desktop analyses undertaken and
that which was found during the limited surveys that were conducted. Here again, the reader is left with the
question, what was the extent of the scientific examination of the project area in this respect and what were the
outcomes over a twelve month period?

2. “The Tod Reservoir is considered an important wetland area....” (p 76/122)
What therefore is the impact on this ‘important wetland’ as a consequence of the destruction of the head waters of
the Tod River and its tributaries as a consequence of Project Fusion? More-over, what impact will the destruction of
the aquifer(s) as a consequence of dewatering have on the ecology of the region, given the very high probability that
the soaks, springs, etc., which support the current ecology, will also be destroyed?
The impact is not restricted to fauna, but what will the impact be on the eucalypts (including River Red Gum and
especially Eyre Peninsula Blue Gum) if the water table is lowered (or removed) by the dewatering process? The
report does not address these environmental impacts.
Processing Plant Study Area (p 77/122).

Vegetation Communities.

1. “The creek line adjacent to (east of) processing plant survey site contains a section of Eyre Peninsula Blue
Gum Woodland (endangered in South Australia), which is approximately 500 metres in length.”

What the report fails to draw attention to is the recent study (concluded 30 June 2013) to determine whether Blue
Gum should be EBPC listed. Such an omission and the probable consequences thereof, point to deficiencies in the
Company’s environmental credentials.

What therefore is the fate of this identified forest, given its location to the processing plant?

What will the impact on the forest be from dust, chemical leachate from the tailings/dewatering of ore?

These issues have not been addressed in the text of the report.

Terrestrial Flora.

Three conservation listed flora species were recorded in the processing plant survey area.

The questions posed above concerning the fate of the Blue Gum are the same questions requiring answers for these
listed species.

Again, no answers were forth coming in the report.
Terrestrial Fauna.

Two conservation species were identified, but again no commentary was offered with respect to the management
(or fate) of these species as a consequence of the planned activities.

Pipeline Route Study Area (p 77-79/122).

Vegetation Communities.

Two listed species (Blue Gum and Peppermint Box) were identified within the pipeline options study area, the
locations of which were described in broad terms, as opposed to the documentation of specific locations with GPS
co-ordinates, the actual dimensions (length and breadth) of the occurrence and the actual numbers of plants

present. The condition of one stand of Blue Gum was described as degraded, and the rest were not assigned any
condition status.
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The plotting of the location of these listed species on the proposed pipeline corridors has not been undertaken and
hence the location and extent and the potential impact of the pipeline is difficult to assess and comment on.

Terrestrial Flora.

A number of listed species has been identified in the pipeline corridor. Your attention is drawn to the comments
above as they apply equally to this aspect of the report.

Terrestrial Fauna.

Two species were identified. Your attention is drawn to the comments above as they apply equally to this section of
the report.

The issue of impact on the species identified in this section of the report as a consequence of the planned activity is
left to the reader to surmise. Impact statements and mitigation activity are simply missing.

3.3 (b) Hydrology, Including Water Flows (p 79/122).
Mine Site and Processing Plant Study Areas.
1. “The nationally important Tod River Wetland system also covers most of the mine site study area.”

What the report fails to recognise is that Project Fusion (as reported to the ASX) is not just the three mines described
in this referral, but all of those listed in the ASX documentation. The hydrology is not confined to the three mine
area.

The report fails to recognise that the Project Fusion covers most of the Tod Reservoir Water Protection Zone (District
Council Development Plan) and development control of this area is currently under the auspices of the District
Council and its development policy. This will be over taken as a consequence of the recent declaration of the Major
Development status by the State Government.

Not-with-standing, Project Fusion will have a substantial impact upon the surface water catchment area of the Tod
Reservoir, a position that is not described in the context of this report.

Potential contamination of the surface water is a high probability, a concern already raised in this response. Even
more-so with the revelation that the company intends to allow stormwater to enter this catchment, whilst being
sediment free, there is no guarantee with respect to chemical contamination as a consequence of the processes
employed on the site.

Of equal concern is contamination of the aquifer(s) as has been discussed previously in this report. Sub-surface water
abounds in this area (i.e. the Lincoln Upland/Koppio Hills).

What is not being declared by the Company is the extent to which it discovered sub surface water in its drilling
programme and the consequence on the sub-surface water arising from potential dewatering of the aquifers.

In addition, what is not being recognised is the high probability that the aquifers in the area covered by Project
Fusion (as per ASX disclosure) indeed feed into the aquifers in the prescribed wells area (incorporating the Uley -
Wanilla Basins et al), and the consequential loss of water therein resulting from dewatering at the various mine
sites.

There is insufficient evidence to support the argument either way, and this leads to the recommendation that a two
year, independently conducted scientific assessment of the complete hydrological picture for the Project Fusion site
and its impact or otherwise on the groundwater outside the 50km long Project Fusion boundary.

It should also be noted that Lincoln Minerals Limited, a member of the Eyre Peninsula Mining Alliance, is also

planning to mine graphite in the locale. It too potentially could have an impact upon the groundwater.
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The reason for this level of concern is that this region of Eyre Peninsula is totally reliant upon the groundwater
reserves identified in the afore-mentioned basins. The area is NOT served by the River Murray pipeline nor water
from surface storage facilities (such as the Tod Reservoir).
3.3 (c) Soil and Vegetation Characteristics (p 80-81/122).
Whilst:

1. “processing plant and pipeline route options study areas are mostly cleared, agricultural use land.”

What is overlooked is the impact of the actual mines on the vegetation per se.

Clearly the referral avoids any discussion of the destructive impacts the actual mines and waste rock dumps will have
on the soil and vegetation profile of the Project Fusion environs.

3.3 (d) Outstanding Natural Features (p 81/122).

1. “The proposed mine site study area is located roughly in the middle of the Koppio Hills. It contains ten large
blocks of native vegetation, including seven that are partly, or wholly, covered by Heritage Agreement areas.”

It has previously been stated that these areas are precluded from the South Australian Mining Act 1971 and Mining
Regulations 2011.

What is not stated is the fate of these stands.

However, the Project Fusion site is in fact significantly bigger than that defined within the referral, and the
‘outstanding features’ for the remainder of the Project Fusion area are not detailed.

Again the reader is expected to comment on an incomplete data set.

The Tod Reservoir Wetland is defined as a feature of national significance. What is missing from the referral
document is any discussion of the destruction of the environment by the three designated mines and spoils and
those also listed as components of Project Fusion as a whole, as it relates to the wetland. The story is but half told.

3.3 (e) Remnant Native Vegetation.

This section of the referral deals with the general status of the native vegetation stands and the potential impact
there-on by the processing plant and the pipelines.

What is missing is a clear identification/location of the native vegetation stands in relation to the processing plant
and the pipeline routes.

No discussion is tendered with respect to the potential destruction of these stands by the act of mining and spoil
dumps of three nominated mines, let alone the remainder of mines identified as forming Project Fusion.

The lack of information regarding this impact leaves the reader guessing as to the total impact of Project Fusion.

1. “Overall the habitats surveyed along the pipeline routes are of a low value from a conservation perspective;
however, Peppermint Box Open Woodland, which is a conservation significant vegetation conservation
community, was recorded along the road sides.”

What the Company has failed to grasp is that the replanted vegetation programme undertaken by concerned citizens
of the District was undertaken in an attempt to undo the complete void of native trees in the region. The total area
of the lower Eyre Peninsula under vegetation is less than 10% and any activity to redress this is a move in the right
direction, albeit not necessarily to the liking of some pure conservationists or consultants. The history of road side
revegetation needs to be recognised as an attempt towards environmental sustainability at the local level.
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These stands are not there for the benefit of the mining company, but of the community who undertook the work to
create them, not to see them marked for destruction for the sake of a pipeline.

3.3 (g) Current State of The Environment (p 83/122).
Whilst paddocks and grazing land hold little diversity of flora and fauna and likely to contain no species of EPBC
conservation significance, such cannot be assumed for the stands of vegetation surrounding paddocks and/or the

banks of the water system in the area defined by Project Fusion.

All such areas should be mapped and full environmental assessments undertaken over the complete Project Fusion
site.

Only then can the impact of the actual mines, the spoil heaps, the processing plant and its tailing areas, be assessed.
3.3 (h) Commonwealth Heritage Places or Other Places Recognised As Having Heritage Value.
1. “A cultural heritage assessment which covers the entire proposed development area (presumably the total
Project Fusion area as declared to ASX) has not been completed at this time, but is scheduled to be

undertaken in 2013.”

Given the aboriginal heritage associated with this region it is incomprehensible that the cultural heritage study has
not been undertaken.

Again this is indicative of the Company’s incomplete documentation for the referral and seeking approval based on
incomplete analysis of the situation at hand.

Pipeline Options Study Area (p 86/122).
The intent of this section of the referral is unclear, if not completely confusing.
3.3 (i) Indigenous Heritage Values (p 87-88/122).
1. “A desktop heritage assessment has been completed for a portion of the development area. ...A cultural
assessment incorporating indigenous monitoring which covers the entire proposed development area (as per
ASX declaration?) has not been completed at this time, but is scheduled to be undertaken in 2013.”
A desktop study is a reasonable starting point, but the declared limitations of this study are cause for concern. Given
the current dateline, what progress, if any, has been made towards the completion of the assessment as indicated

over the whole of the Project Fusion site as declared to ASX?

What are the results of the continued assessment? What level of consultation has been undertaken with the
appropriate indigenous leaders for the area?

Mine Site Study Area, Processing Plant Site Study Area, Pipelines Options Study Area.

The referral identifies a significant number of indigenous sites in these designated study areas, most of which are not
listed in the various Registers.

What is not included in the referral is the mapping of the sites discovered and the process by which these will be
authenticated and recorded on the appropriate Registers.

What will become of these sites should they be with the proposed development areas, i.e. in the mine; on the
platform for the processing plant or within the route for the pipeline?

Again the referral lacks the substance upon which an informed opinion can be made.
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3.3 (j) Other Important or Unique Values Of The Environment (p 88/122).

The referral discusses the requirements of the Heritage Agreements and points to the limitations the Heritage
Agreement places on mining.

This discussion also includes a mention of offsets that would be required, clearly indicating the possibility of
destruction of the vegetation contained in the Heritage Agreements.

The end point of this discussion is clearly that Heritage Agreements are not worth the paper they are written on, if
they can be reviewed in favour of a mining interest. Conservation loses yet again.

4 Measures To Avoid or Reduce Impacts (p 90/122).

”

1. “The project is in the early stages of planning.....

2. “The detailed plans for offsets and impact mitigation measures would be developed once the project footprint
is established and through the impact assessment process.”

Clearly, the implication of these two statements is that Project Fusion has not progressed to a sufficient stage of
detail to warrant the assessment consideration of an EPBC referral.

Seeking a public comment on something that does not exist appears to be an underlining theme in this referral. This
does not impart any degree of confidence that the Company is delivering on its environmental responsibilities.

Environmental Credentials of The Company.

One of the key expectations the community has with respect to mining exploration activities in sensitive areas such
as those in the Project Fusion lease is that these activities will be conducted in an environmentally responsible
manner.

Unfortunately in this instance, such is not the case.

The Company has been subjected to a ‘Compliance Audit of Exploration Drilling’ in June and August 2012, as
documented in a letter to the Company from the Deputy Executive Director, Mineral Resources (ref MER
F2008/000273), which contains, amongst other things:-

a) “The report findings include significant issues related to topsoil management, excessive excavation, native
vegetation clearance and inadequate management systems arising from Eyre lIron’s Eyre Peninsula
exploration activities”, (bolding added)

b) “As a result of these issues, Eyre Iron was instructed to cease drilling in any location characterized by
undulating or vegetated terrain”, (bolding added) and

c) “Consistent with the findings of the audit and pursuant to Regulation 89 under the Mining Regulation 2001,
DMITRE advises that Eyre Iron is required to evidence, to the satisfaction of the Director of Mines, that
appropriate measures to prevent recurrence of these issues are in place prior to the resumption of drilling”.
(bolding added)

The audit has yet to be completed as only 55 per cent of the drilling sites have currently been inspected.

Page 14 of 40



Summary and Recommendations.

Attention has already been drawn to the actual scope of Project Fusion as presented within this referral compared to
that which has been advised to the Australian Securities Exchange.

1. Itis therefore recommended that the referral be withdrawn and the actual scope of Project Fusion be defined
and subjected to assessment incorporating the issues outlined in this submission.

Attention has been drawn to the incomplete, numerous and substantial omissions of data being provided in many
sections of this referral.

2. ltis therefore recommended that the referral be withdrawn pending the completion of all outstanding studies
and re-submitted when all issues are actually resolved, thus giving the reader an accurate view of what is being
proposed.

Attention has been drawn to the timing of the referral in the context of the Government of South Australia issuing its
declaration of Major Project status for the Port Spencer Stage 2 project and the subsequent assessment there to.

3. It is recommended that the referral be withdrawn pending the actual assessment process to be undertaken
through an EIS or PER that has yet to be determined.

4. Itis recommended that the referral be withdrawn on the basis that the incomplete application can be seen as an
attempt by the company to avoid any responsibilities required under the EPBC Act as amended.

5. Itis recommended that as the Company has submitted a document describing a project to be assessed inclusive
for the mine to the port, that the desalination plant be included in the assessment, given that it is an integral
part of the process (no desalination plant, no pipelines), and that the desalination be assessed in relation to the
listed marine fauna (Southern Right Whale and the Fairy Tern) as well as any other marine environment impact
(plume, dispersion, etc.).

6. It is recommended that for the claim that this is not a component of a larger action be investigated in light of
declarations Eyre Iron/Centrex have made to the Australian Securities Exchange and resubmitted accordingly.

7. ltis recommended that the environmental impact on listed fauna and flora be documented as suggested above,
with attention being paid to the impact on the Blue Gum forest and its under-croft given the recent investigation
to list the species.

8. It is recommended an extended assessment of the impact on the region’s hydrology be undertaken to quantify
the impact in the region of the Project Fusion and on neighbouring aquifers.

9. It is recommended a complete indigenous heritage assessment be undertaken and reported upon in a
resubmitted application.

10. It is recommended that the consultation process oft alluded to in the referral be actually carried out and the
result incorporated into a new referral. The presumption that landowner will agree to the proposed pipelines
through their properties needs to be tested.
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11. It is recommended that satellite imagery over which the boundaries of the Project Fusion and the mines
identified therein are overlayed.

12. It is recommended that satellite imagery is provided to identify the location of the listed species identified within
the boundary of Project Fusion.

13. It is recommended that a topographic map of the area under consideration be provided overlayed with the
location of the Project Fusion boundary; location of mines, processing plant, pipeline routes, Tod Reservoir
wetland, Tod Reservoir head waters, location of Heritage Agreement vegetation and listed species forests (or
individual occurrences); location of indigenous heritage features (listed and identified through discovery as a
result of surveys undertaken).

14. It is recommended that a map of the District Council of Tumby Bay showing all section numbers of properties in
the District be provided that is overlayed with the location of the Project Fusion boundary; the location of the
mines (all sites); the pipeline routes and the location of all Heritage Agreements and listed flora.

We trust the information contained in this submission will support our contention that the referral application
2013/6919 Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia should be withdrawn and re-submitted when the issues of
contention have been addressed.

s4/F

Chiirperson
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Attachments: Project Fusion Referral 11-07-2013.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,
Our comments about the EPBC Referral 2013/6919

Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia.

Yours Faithfullv.

s4/7F
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Referral Business Entry Point, EIA Policy Section (EPBC Act)
Approvals and Wildlife Division

Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and
Communities

GPO Box 787

Canberra 2601

12-07-2013

Response to EPBC Referral 2013/6919, (28-06-2013)
Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia

Dear Sir/Madam,
We draw your attention to the Eyre Iron Pty Ltd,

Fusion Magnetite Project, summary of August 2012 Drill Site Audit &
Outcomes, released April 2013. This Audit was undertaken by DMITRE
and it must be stated that it is not a complete audit as only 136 drill
holes were inspected out of the 406 holes drilled at time of audit. 109
sites of the 136 (80%) were found to have some form of issue (ranging
from minor to major issues).

Only 5 of the active 9 Eyre Iron prospects were visited. (reference on
page 6 of audit).

Please request a copy of the Audit. (if you don’t already have one).

The EPBC Referral, Project Fusion is a project comprising three
deposits, Koppio, Brennand and Kapperna. The audit states, five of the
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active Eyre Iron prospects were visited (in order of inspection):
Greenpatch, Charlton Gully/White Flat, Koppio, Brennand and Iron
Mount. Kapperna, Mount Hill, Oolanta and Carrow areas were not
visited during this trip due to time constraints. (page 6)

The footprint of Eyre Iron indicates a far bigger footprint/area than
just the Project Fusion stated in the EPBC referral. (12 proposed mines).

Total area is exposing far more potential for environmental damage
and loss of area for flora and fauna than indicated.

The EPBC referral: 6 Environmental Record of the responsible party.

6.1 Does the party taking the action have a satisfactory record of
responsible environmental management? The box is ticked, Yes. Please
refer to pages 3, 4, 5 of the audit, by DMITRE, and the photos.

Clearly this shows the environmental damage that has already
occurred with exploration drilling for Eyre lIron. Their record for
environmental care has failed! Photos 123 and 126 show: clearance of
vegetation at two sites adjacent to VHAA310 was not approved in any
PEPR submitted to DMITRE (BRDDO- photo 123 & BRGT009 — photo
126). If local landowners cleared land like this we would be in court and
very heavily fined or perhaps jailed.

We own a farm that has been identified in the EPBC referral, Land
Title Details — Mine Site.

At NO stage has Eyre Iron consulted with us, so | am questioning the
legalities of making public details of our Title Reference, Plan Details,
Tenure, Current Owner, Plan Area of Site and Disturbance Area?

There must be a Privacy Act to protect our details being published by
a third party, who has no permission to do so.

The consequence of these details being released to the public means
our future on this property is in confusion. Land values will decrease.



The farm has been identified in the mine area so even if the mine does
not proceed the area is known for potential mining forever.

In the EPBC referral they state 37 hectares of 194.3hectares is
disturbance area, (of our property). How can they draw a line through
and state disturbance one side and not on the other? Convenient how
they put our house in the non-disturbance area even though it is
approximately only 1.5 kms from the proposed Kapperna Mine Site Pit.

The Environment, Flora, Fauna and Water (as in creeks, dams and
aquifers) do not recognise a line drawn on a map stating disturbance
areas are only inside a given line.

De-watering of the Project Fusion area, for mining, which is in the
recognised, Water Protection Zone associated with the Tod River, has
the potential to ruin our underground/aquifer water supply. This will
affect all our Flora and Fauna habitat as well as agriculture and livestock.

Project Fusion refers to only three open cut mines pits,

Koppio: length 1700m: width 900m: depth 300m.

Brennand: length 3000m: width 750m: depth 360m.

Kapperna: length 3000m: width 485m: depth 265m.

The size of these pits are huge holes in the ground so must affect the
aquifers/underground water. It has been overheard that artesian water
was drilled during exploration.

Heavy metals as in all iron ore mining will be exposed and
contaminate water and air. Contaminated water from processing plant,
tailings and other associated activities will seep back into the area and
water runoff down the hills and into the creeks and the Tod River.
Holding dams/ponds seem to have a history of leaking. We believe the
sensitive environment and Tod River Catchment Areas are at great risk
to potential mining.



The Tod River flows into the sea at Poonindee, just north of Port
Lincoln, so if contaminated water escapes from the mine area the
fishing industry of Port Lincoln is under threat. Tuna cages are not far
from the mouth of the Tod River and just around the corner to the south
is Boston Bay, Port Lincoln.

We believe there is connection to the aquifers of the Tod Catchment
Areas and to the Southern Basins Prescribed Wells Area where SA Water
extract underground water to pipe to nearly all Eyre Peninsula. If mining
ruin the underground and runoff water in the Project Fusion area then
the water supply is at risk for all Eyre Peninsula residents, towns,
livestock, agriculture, aquaculture and the environment.

All chemicals that have been used already and will be used in mining
and processing should be declared so we know the chemical threat to
the environment, especially our water.

Six potential TSF locations are being assessed but the topograghy
and rainfall of the area we think are underestimated. Tailings are going
to have a huge impact on the environment. Eyre Iron have stated, at a
District Council Tumby Bay presentation, that the tailings will not be put
back in pit as Government require pit to be left open for other mining
companies in the future after Eyre Iron has left. (if approval is granted).

Slurry pipelines have been nominated to pipe the ore to Port
Spencer. Once the ground is dug up for the laying of slurry pipes the soil
will never be of previous composition/layers and will never produce the
same pasture/crops again. We doubt if any property owners in the
proposed slurry pipe line routes have been approached by Project
Fusion, Eyre Iron. Their privacy has been breached in our opinion. These
pipelines should be removed after mining (if it gets approval) to prevent
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damage to the environment as they could corrode and the ground
subside. In the hills it could cause huge water washout gutters.

Desalination plant at Port Spencer: a 5GL to 20 GL , reverse osmosis
desalination plant. How can Eyre Iron expect free seawater and who
gives them the permission to just take the seawater?

We think the need for the 20GL is to also supply water for Centrex
Metals proposed Bungalow mine site near Cowell. THIS EPBC is only for
the Project Fusion. There is not enough study/detail about the effects
from the desalination plant on the Port Spencer environment,
seagrasses and sea-life/fish/whales/and birds. Two whales with their
two calves have been in the waters of Port Spencer,( Rogers Beach and
Lipson Cove).The whales were seen 5,6,7,8,10 of July 2013.

We believe the present EPBC referral for Project Fusion, (Eyre Iron
Pty Ltd), Eyre Peninsula should be withdrawn / refused. The present one
does not have enough detail in it and certainly does not cover the whole
footprint of mine to port.

Eyre Iron should have to submit a new EPBC for Project Fusion.

Yours Faithfully,

SATF
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Document 5
From: s47F
To: EPBC Referrals
Subject: comment on Final referal Project Fusion.
Date: Friday, 12 July 2013 11:59:47 AM

Attachments: July 2013 submission Final referal Fusion Project..pdf

Referral Business Entry Point, EIA Policy Section (EPBC Act)

Approvals and Wildlife Division
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities

(reference number 2013/6919, 28/06/2013)

GPO Box 787

Canberra ACT 2601

Attached comment of proposed action Fusion Project.

thankyou

SATF


A00750
Text Box
FOI 170104 Document 5


FOI 170104
Document 5a

Referral Business Entry Point, EIA Policy Section (EPBC Act)

Approvals and Wildlife Division

Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities
(reference number 2013/6919, 28/06/2013)

GPO Box 787

Canberra ACT 2601

Referral of proposed action Fusion project July 2013

12.7.13

It is only when reading the “referral of proposed action Fusion Project” we were aware that Land owned by
us was within the Eyre Iron Fusion Project. We have had no formal consultation with Eyre Iron concerning
our land.

If a company was to do their community consultation correctly, it would be assumed all land holders
would be notified prior to proposed action referrals. How many other land holders are not aware of this
action?

Page 15 2.6 states Stakeholder consultation undertaken to date has included government agencies at the
local, State and Commonwealth level, as well as local community representatives, landholders and
indigenous groups. Stakeholder consultation will continue throughout the project planning and
development phase. Eyre Iron commenced publication of a periodic public project newsletter in January
2013.
| would suggest to Eyre Iron to consult with those that are going to be affected by this proposed action
first.

Our property has been in this family for s47F

and we rely on various water resources.

The various water resources available, surface water, ground water, reticulated Uley South aquifer water,
storm water, rain water.etc

These water sources are all paramount to the operations of our enterprise and the community of Lower
Eyre Peninsula. What will happen to our ground and surface water when mining commences?

Historically, the Tod catchment was developed to supply water for all of Eyre Peninsula. This system has
worked well until management of the water failed. Is mining going to remove any chance of rectifying this
ability for catchment of water.? Can you guarantee the Uley South Aquifer will continue to recharge if
mining on Lower Eyre Peninsula takes place?

Significant reserves of good quality water occur naturally below the ground in parts of the south and west
coast regions of Eyre Peninsula. These groundwater resources are important for the entire region.
Approximately 85% of all mains water for Eyre Peninsula is supplied from groundwater, with the majority
of this being sourced from a single aquifer, Uley South.

The inter-connected deeper confined aquifers are recognised by DEWNR as likely to have inter-connections
to the shallower unconfined aquifers through areas of Tertiary Sand Aquifers and groundwater upwelling
from Precambrian rocks flowing through the complex fractured-rock aquifer to the unconfined aquifer
currently utilised for drinking water extraction.

This water resource and its aquifers are complex, difficult to assess and manage, and at risk of degradation
due to large gaps in scientific knowledge.

Please consider the future of Eyre Peninsula’s Water supply.
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The proposed action presents a threat to the sustainability of the aquifer system which supplies Lower Eyre
Peninsula’s water.

Do you have evidence to support these lenses are not connected and if one aquifer is diminished, that
there is no flow on effect? Many landowners also depend on groundwater for stock watering and domestic
purposes.

Eyre Peninsula’s groundwater systems are unique in comparison to other semi-arid regions in the State.
Fresh groundwater lenses occur across the region due to the ability of the host rock to receive rapid
recharge via sinkholes and dissolution features. This has resulted in higher recharge rates and significantly
lower salinity groundwater than would normally be associated with similar semi-arid environments.

This recharge is my greatest concern. If the catchment area of Yallunda Flat, Pillawater, Charlton Gully,
Koppio, Coomunga and Whites Flat are removed with mining, where do these lenses recharge?

In South Australia all persons have a general statutory duty under the NRM Act to act reasonably and
responsibly in relation to the management of natural resources. This includes an obligation to maintain and
not damage, a watercourse, floodplain or lake. How then is it possible for mining companies to get
authority to change, drill, dig and damage our catchment area and watercourses and underground lenses?
Do the mining companies have to notify NRM during drill exploration if they hit a water aquifers? This
information could unlock hydrology about Lower Eyre Peninsula. All of this information is paramount but,
is it being collected and passed on to NRM and DMITRE?

Hydrology is an expensive investigation and the data that Eyre Iron hold so far from extensive drilling
should be made available to the relevant departments for a better understanding.

The extent of the potential project study area is 17,467 ha, including all three pipeline proposals, mine
site study area and processing plant study area. (page 4/100)

Land use within the project area is largely agricultural with grazing and cropping. Other land uses within
the project area include rural residential, industrial, commercial and several South Australian heritage
vegetation reserves. (page 3)

Sustainable farming is occurring on the approx. 17,000 Ha of Grazing and cropping land with the ability to
generate sustainable income for 100 years in a good rainfall area with global warming. Wouldn’t it make
sense to protect our ability to feed the people.

Income generated from this cropping and grazing land.
Income from grazing land per Ha S50 generated from wool, prime lamb and beef production.

Income from cropping land per Ha $150 generated from an overall average from Canola, Wheat, Barley,
Lupins, Peas, Lentils. Also the production of oaten and wheaten Hay for stock feed.

Has the government ever done a comparison of income generated from this cropping and grazing land and
the Fusion Project which has a limited life span of 40 years.?

“Water is fundamental to our health, our way of life and our environment. It underpins growth

in population and our economy—and these are critical to South Australia’s future prosperity.” - Alan
Holmes,

Chief Executive, Department of Environment, Water and Natural Resources (DEWNR) - June 2012.

Unless you can guarantee the “expert opinion” from organisations, isn’t their opinion just another best
guess based on theories generated by hydrologists in the past — we as local people with local knowledge



should question this advice and of course we ask the question how much Professional Liability insurance
they carry when their advice impacts on people’s livelihood. - if the EPNRM and DMITRE follows the advice
and vague theories on the catchment , there should be accountability going full circle to the author.

What guarantee have we that water contamination from runoff and dewatering from the mines will not
contaminate ground water aquifers?

What happens to mine dewatering of water, especially saline water that has been accessed with mining?
Are all aquifers good water?

How are the mining companies going to redirect the water in Pillaworta Creek, Milindie Creek, Carrara
Creek, Kappema Creek, Pillaworta River, Rock Valley Creek, Yallunda Creek, Pemalla Creek and the Tod
River?

In the lifetime of the mine, 40 years, what will be the effect of the ecology downstream if the water is
redirected in all these creeks? What will be the effect on vegetation when the water is redirected?

What happens to the ecology of downstream and shouldn’t this also be in the environmental impact
statement from Eyre Iron Fusion Project.? The mine site, slurry lines and port site are not the only areas
impacted by the project.

Eyre Peninsula has just come out of water restrictions. It is stated “Mining ventures to provide their own
water supplies within the sustainable framework of natural resources management planning, and regional
water demand and supply plans. “ Proposed action for the Fusion Project also involves a Desal plant at Port
Spencer site. The District Council of Lower Eyre Peninsula are investigating a Desal Plant proposed site on
the Southern coast of Lower Eyre Peninsula from the open ocean. Far more communication, investigation
and consultation is required before any decision is made.

Water is a renewable, affordable source through natural catchment areas. With these sources of water we
have sustainable farms, producing a renewable food supply and believe these water sources and the
farming land need to be protected from mining so we as a nation have the ability to feed our world.

The Fusion Project presents many unique issues:

e Water aquifers

e prime agricultural cropping and grazing land
e rural residential dwellings

e Australian heritage vegetation reserves

It is the responsibility of the powers to be to get this right...... once the decisions are made we all have to
live with it.

A concerned community member of Lower Eyre Peninsula

sS4 /F
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Document 6
From: s47F
To: EPBC Referrals
Subject: Fusion Project Eyre Iron Pty Ltd/Mining/Koppio Hills South Eastern Eyre Peninsula/SA/Develop an Open Pit
Magnetite Mine Reference No. 2013/6919
Date: Monday, 8 July 2013 11:57:45 PM

Attachments: Response to the EPBC Referral for Project Fusion, July 2013.docx

Dear Sir/ Madam,
Please see the attached comments for your information.

Yours sincerely,

SATF
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Response to the EPBC Referral for Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, SA

S47 F landowner in the prospect area (of state heritage listed bushland S47F

Essentially this projectis flawed, asitis the right mineinthe wrongplace. The proposal, to remove
680 Mt of magnetite fromthe beautiful Koppio Hills areais environmental vandalism atits worst,
with potentially significantimpacts on underground and surface waters, surrounding floraand fauna
and the local community.

Due to a shortage of time to make thisresponse, some of the issues are provided below:

e Onpage8itis notedthe needforrock and tailings storage facilitiesis noted, but the
footprintisunknown. Why isitunknown? They know the approximate percentage of
magnetite, and how many tonnes they intend to extract—the restis rock or tailings, which
cannot go inthe operating pitsoit has to go on the surface. Please take the time to Google
Earth the Singleton to Muswellbrook area of the Hunter Valley to see the scars that can be
left from mining, and they are only very shallow pits comparatively —not 300m deep as
proposed. Thatisa lot of spoil which willlook and be revolting, especially in the face of
strong westerly or northerly winds causing the fine material to create asignificant dust
hazard.

e Page9 —thediversion of surface water will require major earthworks, willupsetthe riparian
zone, its associated aquaticorganisms and the regions vegetation as water tables are
altered.

e Processing plant—what chemicals would be needed and whatis their environmental fate?

e Page 11 - Potential environmental (land, water, airand amenity) impacts associated with the
development of an open pit mine will not occur — Eyre Iron recognizes the potential impacts
but thinks the possible economic benefits outweigh them. Its only company profits and the
requirement of the Chinese steel mills to have and independent source of ore thatis core to
this activity —there’s nothing benevolentin this companies bones!

e Page 21 —itappearsthe company has engaged floraand faunasurveysto be undertakenin
Spring 2012. We were not told of this, and have notseen any results of those surveys—so
much for community consultation.

e The Greencomb SpiderOrchid’s, MetallicSun-orchid, Silver Daisy Bush, Tufted Bush Pea
and Ironstone Mulla Mulla (asfound in the proposed mine site area) habitat should not be
destroyed despite there being other populations of them on the peninsula. Habitat suitable
for these speciesisinshortsupply onsouthern EP.

e Please take careful note of section 3.3.(c, d & e) Thisarea istoo precioustoturn intoa huge
pitwithits associated waste dumps etc.

e [|tem®6.1: Followinganaudit conducted by DMETR of Eyre Irons exploration activitiesin
2012, they were stopped from any future exploration activities on sloping or vegetated
areas due to theirvery poorenvironmental management of drilling activities. Theirintention
to drill 15 holes on our property has to date been halted but not stopped. Theirplansto
cleara 40*40 metre pad at each site was unacceptable to us, and given the evidence of the
latest surveysthatare reported here,|am very pleased we were able to stop them. In
addition, there intended rehabilitation of each site was to consist of only replacingthe
topsoil and any bulldozed vegetation back overthe site, then letting nature take its course.
Thiswould have resultedin ahuge explosion of African Daisy ( a weed of disturbed areas)
and wattles —not exactly rehabilitation toits previous status.
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| apologise forthe brevity of thisresponse, but believe thatitis critical forthe EPBC to
recognize the fragile nature of thisareas floraand fauna, in particular the minesite and
processingarea, and its water supplies. Indoingso | ask you to refuse permission forthe
mine to proceed.

Yours sincerely,

s4/F
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Document 7
From: Tumby Bay Residents and Ratepayers Association Inc
To: EPBC Referrals
Cc: "TBRARA"
Subject: 2013/6919 Eyre Iron Pty Ltd/Mining/Koppio Hills South Eastern Eyre Peninsula/SA/Develop an Open Pit
Magnetite Mine
Date: Friday, 12 July 2013 3:22:20 PM
Attachments: TBRARA EPBC response 2013-6919 Eyre Iron - Centrex Metals.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: 2013/6919 Eyre Iron Pty Ltd/Mining/Koppio Hills South Eastern Eyre Peninsula/SA/Develop
an Open Pit Magnetite Mine

Please find attached our comment submission on this EPBC referral.

Please confirm receipt by return e-mail. Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

Milton Stevens
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Tumby Bay Residents & Ratepayers Association Inc.

P.O. Box 95, Tumby Bay, S.A. 5605
Telephone 8688 4218
www.tbrara.com.au
secretary@tbrara.com.au

Referral Business Entry Point, EIA Policy Section (EPBC Act)
Approvals and Wildlife Division

Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities
GPO Box 787 FOI 170104

Canberra 2601 Document 7a

12" July 2013

Response to EPBC Referral 2013/6919
Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia.

Dear Sir/Madam,
In response to the afore-mentioned EPBC Referral, we submit the following for your consideration.
Scope of the Project.
In articles to the Australian Stock Exchange (Centrex Quarterly Activity Report 30 April 2012; Centrex Metals ASX
Fusion Nov 2012; Centrex ASX Fusion Feb 2013 and Eyre Iron Pty Ltd Summer 2012/13 newsletter
(www.eyreiron.com.au) the scope of the Project Fusion was clearly outlined detailing at least 8 potential mine
targets within the single Project Fusion boundary.
The referral is, in fact, part of a 4 times larger project and not as declared to your department as only related to the
three named mine sites. As such the referral should contain data relevant to the whole of the area 50 km long
designated Project Fusion as declared to the Australian Securities Exchange. Failure to do so could be a breach of
ASX rules.
This calls into question the company’s response to section 1.12: Component of a larger action (no).
Date of Preparation of the Report.
Your attention is drawn to the notation.

1. “referral of proposed action v August 12” at the foot of the page.
Given the current date, one can only assume the report was prepared in August 2012, which, if correct, would bring
into question the Company’s tardiness in carrying out the research alluded to in the body of the referral, and, in
particular, any consultation with land owners so affected as a consequence of the proposed action.

1.3 Locality and Property Description.

1. “These steep and outcropping areas are unsuitable for agricultural use and often associated with remnant
native vegetation.” (p 3/122)

The inference behind this statement is that the country in question is useless for agriculture, but very suitable for
mining. Clearly, the company has overlooked the substantial amount of grazing activity that is undertaken in the
area thus supplementing the cropping programs undertaken on lesser undulating land. Agricultural activities does
include the sowing of pastures for livestock production and cereal crop after seed harvest has remaining material
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(stubble) that is tendered specifically as feed for livestock. The agricultural land viability is inclusive of steep and
outcropping areas as they are within the boundaries of many agricultural business properties. It is common and
credible agricultural land use practice for the fencing off and promotion of native vegetation re-growth areas to be
utilised as shelter and grazing areas for livestock during seasonal cereal crop production within an agricultural
business plan.
2. “Possible tailings storage options”

This is the first reference to the possibility of tailings storage options as a part of Project Fusion.
This immediately brings the following questions requiring answers:

a) The location of the tailings storage facility (ies)?

b) The estimated size (area) of the facility (ies)?

c) Arisk assessment pertaining to the facility (ies)?

d) Mitigation or risk avoidance measures/plan?
Given that the locations of the mines (those named and probably the remainder of the others) are within a
designated Water Protection Zone (Tod Reservoir Water Catchment Management Area) as described in detail in the
District Council of Tumby Bay Development Plan 2013 as amended.

It is described further in the report (section 2.2.2, p 8/122).

2. “that ongoing studies will consider not only the quantity and quality of tailings to be placed, but both
operational and environmental constraints.”

Which brings to the debate the chemistry involved, given that leaching into the aquifer, transmissivity flows of
leachate within the aquifer and the potential contamination of the Southern Basin Prescribed Wells Area to the
south of the mine sites, in addition to potential contamination of the habitat of listed species in the immediate area,

are questions requiring scientific answers (including independent peer review).

3. “It would be the intent to build the slurry and water pipelines within private land boundaries and avoiding
road corridors.”

At this stage, no known contact with the land owners affected by this project has been made by the Company.
The presumption of the Company is that all will agree!
The legal implications of this statement is not declared, particular with respect to the impact on EPBC listed items on
private property, e.g. the potential destruction of a EPBC listed flora and fauna dependent habitat on private
property, who is legally responsible?
This will be discussed in more detail further in the response.
1.4 Size of the Development Footprint or Work Area.

1. “The extent of the potential project study are is 17,467 ha.” (p 4/122)
The point of contention is that Project Fusion, as described to the ASX is in fact a greater area than that identified by
the afore-mentioned statement. Therefore the Company’s submission is limited to a portion of the total Project

Fusion which is different to the declaration made in 1.12 of the referral.

2. “The mine site study area boundary included in this referral is based upon preliminary mine planning.”
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3. “The entire study area...for the project is referred to throughout this referral because actual final footprints
for the project infrastructure are unknown at this time.”

Clearly by its own admission, the Company is providing a ‘part’ application, lacking in detail; at odds with the ASX
declarations relevant to the whole Project Fusion; lack of appropriate environmental data, and yet expecting the
public to provide comment in support of some ‘assumed’ final footprint and environmental impacts.

1.8 Time Frame (p 5/122).

Why is the Company lodging an application of referral seeking EPBC approval based upon ‘preliminary planning’ and
not the actual reality?

2 Detailed Description of Proposed Action.
2.2.1 Resource and Mine Life (p 7/122).
1. “Project Fusion is a project comprising three deposits, Koppio, Brennand and Kapperna ...."”

This statement is at odds with the declaration of the Company to the Australian Securities Exchange as described
above, which includes Carrow, Bald Hill, White Flat, Charleton Gully, Toms, Greenpatch, Iron Mount, Oolanta and
Warrunda.

Rock Storage Facility (RSF) (p 8/122).

1. “Geochemical characterization of the waste rock and ore is currently being completed; however, initial results
indicate some potentially acid forming material is present in waste rock and ore body..."”

What is of major concern, and has not been declared, in this referral is the potential impact upon groundwater. As
indicated earlier, the area is a Water Protection Zone associated with the Tod Reservoir. In addition the area
abounds with underground water reserves that are the single supply source that landholders (residential and
livestock) across the 50km long Project Fusion area are able to access.

What needs to be disclosed is the true hydrological profile of the area designated as Project Fusion, as declared to
the ASX, as discovered by the Company as a consequence of its drilling programme.

Information to be disclosed should include (but not excluding additional information) the following:

a) A bore by bore identification in which water was discovered (hence an intersect with an aquifer or
Unconfined and Confined aquifers given the knowledge of Quaternary and Tertiary aquifers occurring in the
region).

b) The Standing Water Level (SWL) and flow rates associated with each bore so identified.
c) The Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) of the water so discovered.
d) The direction of flow (water tracing and interconnectivity) of water within the aquifer(s).

e) Identification of all bores in which an artesian flow was discovered as it has been verbally reported that at
least one bore exhibited these characteristics (and was sealed with a ‘considerable’ quantity of cement) and
SA Government records indicate full artesian wells in the area.

f) Hydrological data and modelling identifying; the full area that will be impacted through the cone of
depression that needs to be generated when the required dewatering of the open cut mine site pits is
applied; the resulting groundwater hydrological state upon cessation of dewatering when the mine sites are
abandoned; the predicted heavy metal contamination caused by Precambrian bedrock being deposited upon
the surface; the heavy metal pollution risk during mining and at cessation when fugitive dust is blown by the
seasonal prevailing winds (Annexure ‘A’). Fugitive dust risk is maximised after bushfires.
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In light of this body of information a true risk assessment could be undertaken to determine the extent or otherwise
of the aquifer(s) in the region and any potential loss and/or contamination of the associated environment in which
listed flora and fauna have been identified.

An analogy can be drawn to issues relating to ground water contamination which has been detected in the Adelaide
metropolitan area in recent years (details of which are available from the Environmental Protection Authority in SA).
There is also the recent and ongoing $20million fugitive heavy metal dust contamination clean-up occurring in
Esperance WA (Annexure ‘B’).

2. “The use of explosives would be required during the mining process.”

What is not declared is a risk assessment of the potential impact of explosives on listed fauna in the Project Fusion
zone.

3. “Eyre Iron is currently discussing the potential for the project to connect to the existing Electranet power
supply. This would require a power supply corridor to be established to the site.”

What are the environmental impacts pertaining to the establishment of a new section of power corridor, and in
particular, what are the environmental risks/impacts to listed fauna and flora within this hitherto unknown corridor?

This again points to an incomplete application for referral.
2.2.5 Site Water Management and Use (p 9/122).

As raised in the previous section of this response, contamination due to leaching is a major concern, not only to the
underground water reserves, but also surface water runoff, especially in light of the following:

1. “.....through sediment control structures prior to discharge to the downstream environment”. (bolding
added)

2. “Potable water may be trucked in to the site from a local supplier or provided by a dedicated pipeline from
the desalination plant”. (bolding added)

We are now being presented with the prospect of a third pipeline from the Port site, being that for potable water.
No details of route and/or the environmental impact especially that affecting listed species has been provided.

Again, the referral is devoid of information upon which an opinion can be offered.

The company has now linked the construction of the desalination plant at the proposed Port Spencer directly to
Project Fusion. The implications of this will be taken up further in this response.

2.3.1 Process Overview (p 9/122).
The Company lists the principle reagents to be used in the processing of the ore namely:
1. “flocculent, sodium bisulphite for oxygen scavenging and lime.”
What is missing is the environmental implications for accidental discharge of these components. Of particular
concern is the environmental impact of an accidental discharge of sodium bisulphite into surface or groundwater in

the area.

No reference to this risk occurs in the documentation and hence its potential impact upon listed flora and fauna, in
particular, let alone the water cycle.

What is not discussed in detail is the issue of fugitive dust as a consequence of mining activities (extraction or
processing) on listed flora and fauna in particular.
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Given the fact that the mine will bring material from the Precambrian and geologically younger formed bedrock and
deposit, as waste material (waste rock dump) across the surface environment, the question remains unanswered in
respect to the concentration of heavy metals (including cadmium and chromium compounds) in such spoil and the
potential of these to leach into the surrounding environs, particularly surface water and the underground basins.

The waste rock dump being placed about the mine sites within the Koppio Hills/Lincoln Upland gullies and valleys.
That material significantly altering the groundwater runoff directions and volumes as creek beds and river courses
are filled in.

It being reasonable to consider that not only the groundwater extracted during dewatering but also the seasonal
rainfall flushing heavy metal laden waste rock dump, flocculent, sodium bisulphite and lime will generate large
volumes of contaminated water which will need to be removed, contained and held from the environmental flows of
the Tod River before its potential re-use during mining activity.

The Tod Reservoir, south of Koppio adjacent to White Flat, may be the single capacity to become a stormwater
storage/tailings dam for Project Fusion. The Tod Reservoir predictably requiring an increase in capacity for this
application. There is a commercial interest registered for a $14.4million South Australian Government total project
cost (511.6 million of which will be spent over the next four years) for the Tod River Dam Safety initiative as
modifications to increase flood capacity. (Annexure ‘C’)

Knowledge of the Tod Reservoir identifies that it is currently approximately 20 metres above any natural stormwater
surge threat.

The environmental risks to EPBC listed species across the 50km long Fusion Project, and not just an 11km long area
for the mine sites of Koppio, Brennand and Kapperna, is therein intrinsic to any EPBC listed species dependent upon
the ecological sustainability that the Tod Reservoir currently provides.

The footprint of the waste rock dump predictably will be much larger and therefore present a much greater
environmental risk than the footprint of the open cut mine itself. These environmental risks to EPBC listed flora and
fauna within 5km of the Tod Wetland, a Nationally Important Wetland, have not been included in considerations
within the referral (Annexure ‘D’).

e 1 Listed Threatened Ecological Community,

e 41 Listed Threatened Species,

o 31 Listed Migratory Species,

e 56 Listed Marine Species,

e 12 Whales and Other Cetaceans.

2.3.2 Water Supply (p 10/122).

Whilst it is acknowledged that a desalination plant has been proposed in Port Spencer Stage 2 Development
Assessment under the Development Act and recently declared a Major Project (SA Government Gazette May 2013),
no formal assessment process has been announced or undertaken.

The Company has, in the format of this submission, described Project Fusion as a project from mine to port,
therefore it is a reasonable necessity for this referral to contain details of the desalination plant and its potential
impact on the waters surrounding the proposed Port as it is an integral part of Project Fusion (without it there would
be no pipeline for water or slurry).

2.4 Slurry and Return Water Pipeline (p 10/122).

The referral is lacking in its environmental impact assessment of the impact of the desalination plant on the Spencer
Gulf marine environment.

This is of particular importance as the environment in which the desalination plant is proposed to be located is in

near proximity to the Lipson Cove Marine Conservation Park; a known migratory habitat for Southern Right Whales
and migratory habitat of fairy terns, both of which have EPBC listing.
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Details of the impact of the desalination plant are unknown apart from a statement contained in the company’s
referral 2012/6590 “having limited impact”.

The following questions require answers:
a) What s the size of the desalination plant, 5 Gigalitres or 20 Gigalitres capacity?
b) What s the size of the discharge plume for the 5 and 20 Gigalitres facilities?

c¢) What is the dispersion rate for each plume on a seasonal basis having regard to the wind, wave pattern and
current in and around the outflow area AND Lipson Island Marine Conservation Park?

d) What are the saline outflow engineering criteria required to mitigate environmental damage to the marine
ecology?

e) Inthe event of mitigating natural circumstances causing the outflow to pool, what would be the anticipated
environmental impact and what steps will be taken to mitigate such occurrences?

The Company claims:
1. “SA Government has granted approval for Stage 1 of Port Spencer in December 2012”.

The text of the ‘provisional development authority’ may be found in the South Australian Government Gazette, 20
December 2012. It is not an approval as conveyed by the company, rather it is an ‘approval’ to continue the process
towards ‘final approval’ subject to the resolution of the reserved matters and a significant list of conditions to the
satisfaction of the Minister of Planning who has been granted Executive Authority to sign off on the project on behalf
of Government.

The statement claiming ‘approval’ is misleading.

2. “Detailed environmental studies will be conducted along the pipeline corridors prior to a decision on the final
pipeline route. During the route selection process, targeted stakeholder consultation will be undertaken with
landowners within the proposed pipeline routes.”

No consultation has been initiated to date.
2.2 Alternatives to Taking The Proposed Action (p 11/122).
1. “Project development projects are restricted......
e Environmentally, by environmentally sensitivities of project setting
e Socially, by the expectations and concerns of affected communities.”
2. “An assessment of a number of potential sites identified this as the preferred site.”

No evidence tendered to support this assertion.

3. “Investigation of the environmental constraints within a 1 km corridor will assist with flexibility in final
pipeline route that reduces potential impacts associated with the development.”

No evidence is tendered to support this assertion. Clearly the results of these investigations should form the basis of
the referral, not a statement that it might occur sometime in the future.

4. “Detailed mine planning will be carried out during 2013 and will further consider potential alternatives .....
....socio-economic benefits and reducing any potential environmental impacts.”
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Clearly an application seeking EPBC approval should contain the results of such investigation, as any such approval
needs to be assessed in the fullness of data available, not a partial submission with considerable questions
unanswered.

5. “The do nothing option.”
Raises the following:

a) “potential social and economic benefits for the project....would not be realized.” But NO evidence has been
tendered to support the level of social and economic benefit.

b) Job creation at the local level has not been established, and, given the proposal for the accommodation
village at Tumby Bay for 1200+ employees indicates that the majority of employees will be fly- in, fly-out,
guestions must be asked about the projects benefit to the local community in these circumstances. What is
the social impact of such a rapid doubling of the population of Tumby Bay?

c) Questions relating to the economic benefit on the global market. The Governor of the RBA has recently
made comment to the effect the mining boom is over; the Chinese economy is cooling and world demand as
reflected in commodity prices is falling. The undeclared economic viability of this proposal may not be
creditable.

2.3.1 Locations.
1. “Atailings options and scoping study is currently being undertaken....”

This section raises the proximity of the tailings to the Tod Wetland system (considered in 3.3(b)).

Again a respondent is being asked to comment on data which the project proponent knows, or should know, but is
not available with this referral.

2. “Areas of native remnant vegetation.”
Where are these located, particularly those sections which have Heritage Agreement in existence?
What is the fate of native remnant vegetation covered by Heritage Agreements? Not discussed.
3. “Potential Areas of Cultural Heritage.”
Not listed, therefore no comment can be made.
4. “A 1km wide corridor will be assessed.......
No assessment data available, therefore risks and or impact not able to be determined.
2.4 Context, Planning Framework and State/Local Government Requirements (p 13/122).

Stage 2 of the Port Spencer project has been granted Major Development status (SA Government Gazette May
2013), therefore the advice provided in this section (re; v August 2012) requires revision.

The project will be subjected to a formal assessment process yet to be determined.

The Major Development declaration places all development decisions with the Minister and NOT Local Government,
therefore the assertion that the project would be subjected to Local Government development controls is incorrect.

Development Act (p 14/122).

Is it the intention of the company that this referral pre-empts or replaces any assessment process undertaken by the
State? That being the case, then the level of detail is manifestly underwhelming and provides little by way of
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confidence that the economic and social impacts are identified and documented, let alone the rigor required to
present a competent and complete environmental assessment.

This document clearly would not satisfy the rigors required of an EIS or PER.

2.5.2 State Legislation.

Mining Act (p 14/122).

The Company has yet (in the absence of data to the contrary) to apply for and be granted a mining lease.

The conditions required for such a lease may involve EPBC referral, and clearly this document should NOT be used
for that purpose.

2.7 A Staged Development or Component Of A Larger Project (p 16/122).

1. “This action is not part of a staged development or a component of a larger project....."
Clearly this is a misleading statement when the declared intent for Project Fusion as evidenced by the reports to the
Australian Securities Exchange is that Project Fusion encompasses a number of targets within the larger exploration
area.

In addition, Port Spencer is a key component of a larger project involving ore from the Wilgerup Mine (already
approved) and further development at the Bungalow Mine to provide two examples of the overall extent of the
Centrex development.

Further, the desalination plant proposed for Port Spencer is an integral part of the ore transport mechanism from
the Bungalow Mine, being a slurry pipeline, hence the range of capacities cited for the plants size. This intent has
been registered with the Australian Securities Exchange.

Any rebuttal from the Company would be in direct contravention of the rules of the ASX.

It is for this reason, the request that the Desalination infrastructure form an integral part of the EPBC assessment
with the larger plant being the one that is examined in detail from a marine environment impact consideration.

Centrex has as described in its reporting to the ASX numerous interests on Eyre Peninsula and to suggest that this
Project Fusion is not part of ‘a larger’ Project Fusion project is not sustainable.

3.1 (d) Listed Threatened Species and Ecological Communities (p 17/122).
1. “Given the location of the pipelines inland from the coast, the 5km buffer included part of Spencer Gulf. No
part of the pipeline would include disturbance within the Spencer Gulf, therefore marine species would not be

impacted by the pipeline’s development.”

What the Company appears to overlook is that the pipeline is connected to the desalination plant and thus forms an
integral part of the mine to port project. No desalination plant; no water; no slurry or pipeline.

Project Fusion depends upon the desalination plant and the pipeline for its existence as described in the referral
document.

Whilst it may be a matter of convenience for the Company to suggest that it was considered under Stage 1, Port
Spencer, no assessment was undertaken of the impact of the desalination plant within the PER process. The

assessment of the desalination plant has been included in Stage 2 development.

The Company’s response to the EPBC enquiry just completed, with respect to the desalination plant, was that it
would have ‘limited impact’ on the marine environment, a position which was not support by any evidence.
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The two EPBC listed species at risk are the Southern Right Whale and the Fairy Tern.

A year-long study of the migratory habits of both of these listed species has NOT been completed by the Company,
rather a two day assessment accompanied the original PER, in which it was claimed the presence of the Fairy Tern to
be non-existent. The consultants employed described in detail the limitations of the baseline study they undertook
in the area and recommended additional studies to be undertaken. These studies have not been conducted.

The environmental position with respect to the impact upon the marine environment stands on the basis of a two
day baseline study and no evidence to support or other-wise the impact of the desalination plant on the marine
environment.

Clearly there is a fundamental flaw in the environmental credentials exhibited by the company in this regard.

Evidence exists (Annexure ‘E’) supporting our contention that this area is a migratory path for the Southern Right
Whale (Eubalaena australis) and that in seasonal adverse weather conditions during migration Lipson Cove is a
shelter site and haven for cows with calves.

Photographic records of sightings include the preceding 6 days (5" to 11" July 2013) being two pair of cow and calf
(4 individual mammals identified by their Callosities) in the shelter of Lipson Island, Lipson Cove, Rogers Beach. This
being the immediate site of the jetty proposed by Centrex Metals for loading of Capesize ships. (Annexure ‘F’)

The cows and calves have inhabited the aforementioned area for a total period of 6 days.

"“The fact the animals have been there for more than a day is great and indicates they are comfortable

and want somewhere to rest. This is important news as anywhere these endangered animals can rest

and look after their offspring is valuable real estate."

Libby Eyre, Whale Researcher, Biological Sciences Scientific Officer, Macquarie University NSW.

It is noteworthy that Centrex Metals Limited lodged the preliminary response document to the EBPC for Port
Spencer where public comment closed on the 7" June 2013. That date being prior to the known commencement
period for Southern Right Whale visitation at this site. The Centrex Port Spencer EPBC referral assessed as ‘a
controlled action’ remains without the relevant assessment studies by the company for Southern Right Whales.
It is therefore recommended that the Company be subjected to the requirement for a full twelve month marine
environment impact assessment to accurately assess the impacts of the port and the desalination plant on the highly

sensitive marine environment.

It is further recommended that the report so generated is subjected to third party peer review, prior to being
submitted to EPBC for assessment.

3.3 Other Important Features of the Environment.
Aquatic Flora and Fauna (p 75/122).

The environmental credential of the Company must be further challenged with respect to the terrestrial aquatic
studies undertaken in the region. The Company has undertaken studies during spring. It reports:

1. “the ultimate extent of surface water through summer and autumn (winter?) and hence the location of key
refuges, remains to be documented.”

Again, partial representation is provided and the audience is expected to comment upon incomplete data.
The report continues with statements highlighting the discrepancy between the desktop analyses undertaken and
that which was found during the limited surveys that were conducted. Here again, the reader is left with the

guestion, what was the extent of the scientific examination of the project area in this respect and what were the
outcomes over a twelve month period?
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2. “The Tod Reservoir is considered an important wetland area....” (p 76/122)
What therefore is the impact on this ‘important wetland’ as a consequence of the destruction of the head waters of
the Tod River and its tributaries as a consequence of Project Fusion? More-over, what impact will the destruction of
the aquifer(s) as a consequence of dewatering have on the ecology of the region, given the very high probability that
the soaks, springs, etc., which support the current ecology, will also be destroyed?
The impact is not restricted to fauna, but what will the impact be on the eucalypts (including River Red Gum and
especially Eyre Peninsula Blue Gum) if the water table is lowered (or removed) by the dewatering process? The
report does not address these environmental impacts.
Processing Plant Study Area (p 77/122).

Vegetation Communities.

1. “The creek line adjacent to (east of) processing plant survey site contains a section of Eyre Peninsula Blue
Gum Woodland (endangered in South Australia), which is approximately 500 metres in length.”

What the report fails to draw attention to is the recent study (concluded 30 June 2013) to determine whether Blue
Gum should be EBPC listed. Such an omission and the probable consequences thereof, point to deficiencies in the
Company’s environmental credentials.

What therefore is the fate of this identified forest, given its location to the processing plant?

What will the impact on the forest be from dust, chemical leachate from the tailings/dewatering of ore?

These issues have not been addressed in the text of the report.

Terrestrial Flora.

Three conservation listed flora species were recorded in the processing plant survey area.

The questions posed above concerning the fate of the Blue Gum are the same questions requiring answers for these
listed species.

Again, no answers were forth coming in the report.
Terrestrial Fauna.

Two conservation species were identified, but again no commentary was offered with respect to the management
(or fate) of these species as a consequence of the planned activities.

Pipeline Route Study Area (p 77-79/122).

Vegetation Communities.

Two listed species (Blue Gum and Peppermint Box) were identified within the pipeline options study area, the
locations of which were described in broad terms, as opposed to the documentation of specific locations with GPS
co-ordinates, the actual dimensions (length and breadth) of the occurrence and the actual numbers of plants
present. The condition of one stand of Blue Gum was described as degraded, and the rest were not assigned any

condition status.

The plotting of the location of these listed species on the proposed pipeline corridors has not been undertaken and
hence the location and extent and the potential impact of the pipeline is difficult to assess and comment on.
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Terrestrial Flora.

A number of listed species has been identified in the pipeline corridor. Your attention is drawn to the comments
above as they apply equally to this aspect of the report.

Terrestrial Fauna.

Two species were identified. Your attention is drawn to the comments above as they apply equally to this section of
the report.

The issue of impact on the species identified in this section of the report as a consequence of the planned activity is
left to the reader to surmise. Impact statements and mitigation activity are simply missing.

3.3 (b) Hydrology, Including Water Flows (p 79/122).
Mine Site and Processing Plant Study Areas.
1. “The nationally important Tod River Wetland system also covers most of the mine site study area.”

What the report fails to recognise is that Project Fusion (as reported to the ASX) is not just the three mines described
in this referral, but all of those listed in the ASX documentation. The hydrology is not confined to the three mine
area.

The report fails to recognise that the Project Fusion covers most of the Tod Reservoir Water Protection Zone (District
Council Development Plan) and development control of this area is currently under the auspices of the District
Council and its development policy. This will be over taken as a consequence of the recent declaration of the Major
Development status by the State Government.

Not-with-standing, Project Fusion will have a substantial impact upon the surface water catchment area of the Tod
Reservoir, a position that is not described in the context of this report.

Potential contamination of the surface water is a high probability, a concern already raised in this response. Even
more-so with the revelation that the company intends to allow stormwater to enter this catchment, whilst being
sediment free, there is no guarantee with respect to chemical contamination as a consequence of the processes
employed on the site.

Of equal concern is contamination of the aquifer(s) as has been discussed previously in this report. Sub-surface
water abounds in this area (i.e. the Lincoln Upland/Koppio Hills).

What is not being declared by the Company is the extent to which it discovered sub surface water in its drilling
programme and the consequence on the sub-surface water arising from potential dewatering of the aquifers.

In addition, what is not being recognised is the high probability that the aquifers in the area covered by Project
Fusion (as per ASX disclosure) indeed feed into the aquifers in the prescribed wells area (incorporating the Uley -
Wanilla Basins et al), and the consequential loss of water therein resulting from dewatering at the various mine
sites.

There is insufficient evidence to support the argument either way, and this leads to the recommendation that a two
year, independently conducted scientific assessment of the complete hydrological picture for the Project Fusion site
and its impact or otherwise on the groundwater outside the 50km long Project Fusion boundary.

It should also be noted that Lincoln Minerals Limited, a member of the Eyre Peninsula Mining Alliance, is also
planning to mine graphite in the locale. It too potentially could have an impact upon the groundwater.

The reason for this level of concern is that this region of Eyre Peninsula is totally reliant upon the groundwater

reserves identified in the afore-mentioned basins. The area is NOT served by the River Murray pipeline nor water
from surface storage facilities (such as the Tod Reservoir).
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3.3 (c) Soil and Vegetation Characteristics (p 80-81/122).
Whilst:

1. “processing plant and pipeline route options study areas are mostly cleared, agricultural use land.”
What is overlooked is the impact of the actual mines on the vegetation per se.

Clearly the referral avoids any discussion of the destructive impact the actual mines and waste rock dumps will have
on the soil and vegetation profile of the Project Fusion environs.

3.3 (d) Outstanding Natural Features (p 81/122).
1. “The proposed mine site study area is located roughly in the middle of the Koppio Hills. It contains ten large
blocks of native vegetation, including seven that are partly, or wholly, covered by Heritage Agreement

areas.”

It has previously been stated that these areas are precluded from the South Australian Mining Act 1971 and Mining
Regulations 2011.

What is not stated is the fate of these stands.

However, the Project Fusion site is in fact significantly bigger than that defined within the referral, and the
‘outstanding features’ for the remainder of the Project Fusion area are not detailed.

Again the reader is expected to comment on an incomplete data set.

The Tod Reservoir Wetland is defined as a feature of national significance. What is missing from the referral
document is any discussion of the destruction of the environment by the three designated mines and spoils and
those also listed as components of Project Fusion as a whole, as it relates to the wetland. The story is but half told.

3.3 (e) Remnant Native Vegetation.

This section of the referral deals with the general status of the native vegetation stands and the potential impact
there-on by the processing plant and the pipelines.

What is missing is a clear identification/location of the native vegetation stands in relation to the processing plant
and the pipeline routes.

No discussion is tendered with respect to the potential destruction of these stands by the act of mining and spoil
dumps of three nominated mines, let alone the remainder of mines identified as forming Project Fusion.

The lack of information regarding this impact leaves the reader guessing as to the total impact of Project Fusion.

1. “Overall the habitats surveyed along the pipeline routes are of a low value from a conservation perspective;
however, Peppermint Box Open Woodland, which is a conservation significant vegetation conservation
community, was recorded along the road sides.”

What the Company has failed to grasp is that the replanted vegetation programme undertaken by concerned citizens
of the District was undertaken in an attempt to undo the complete void of native trees in the region. The total area
of the lower Eyre Peninsula under vegetation is less than 10% and any activity to redress this is a move in the right
direction, albeit not necessarily to the liking of some pure conservationists or consultants. The history of road side
revegetation needs to be recognised as an attempt towards environmental sustainability at the local level.

These stands are not there for the benefit of the mining company, but of the community who undertook the work to
create them, not to see them marked for destruction for the sake of a pipeline.
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3.3 (g) Current State of The Environment (p 83/122).
Whilst paddocks and grazing land hold little diversity of flora and fauna and likely to contain no species of EPBC
conservation significance, such cannot be assumed for the stands of vegetation surrounding paddocks and/or the

banks of the water system in the area defined by Project Fusion.

All such areas should be mapped and full environmental assessments undertaken over the complete Project Fusion
site.

Only then can the impact of the actual mines, the spoil heaps, the processing plant and its tailing areas, be assessed.
3.3 (h) Commonwealth Heritage Places or Other Places Recognised As Having Heritage Value.
1. “A cultural heritage assessment which covers the entire proposed development area (presumably the total
Project Fusion area as declared to ASX) has not been completed at this time, but is scheduled to be

undertaken in 2013.”

Given the aboriginal heritage associated with this region it is incomprehensible that the cultural heritage study has
not been undertaken.

Again this is indicative of the Company’s incomplete documentation for the referral and seeking approval based on
incomplete analysis of the situation at hand.

Pipeline Options Study Area (p 86/122).
The intent of this section of the referral is unclear, if not completely confusing.
3.3 (i) Indigenous Heritage Values (p 87-88/122).
1. “A desktop heritage assessment has been completed for a portion of the development area. ...A cultural
assessment incorporating indigenous monitoring which covers the entire proposed development area (as per
ASX declaration?) has not been completed at this time, but is scheduled to be undertaken in 2013.”
A desktop study is a reasonable starting point, but the declared limitations of this study are cause for concern. Given
the current dateline, what progress, if any, has been made towards the completion of the assessment as indicated

over the whole of the Project Fusion site as declared to ASX?

What are the results of the continued assessment? What level of consultation has been undertaken with the
appropriate indigenous leaders for the area?

Mine Site Study Area, Processing Plant Site Study Area, Pipelines Options Study Area.

The referral identifies a significant number of indigenous sites in these designated study areas, most of which are not
listed in the various Registers.

What is not included in the referral is the mapping of the sites discovered and the process by which these will be
authenticated and recorded on the appropriate Registers.

What will become of these sites should they be with the proposed development areas, i.e. in the mine; on the
platform for the processing plant or within the route for the pipeline?

Again the referral lacks the substance upon which an informed opinion can be made.
3.3 (j) Other Important or Unique Values Of The Environment (p 88/122).

The referral discusses the requirements of the Heritage Agreements and points to the limitations the Heritage
Agreement places on mining.
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This discussion also includes a mention of offsets that would be required, clearly indicating the possibility of
destruction of the vegetation contained in the Heritage Agreements.

The end point of this discussion is clearly that Heritage Agreements are not worth the paper they are written on, if
they can be reviewed in favour of a mining interest. Conservation loses yet again.

4 Measures To Avoid or Reduce Impacts (p 90/122).
1. “The projectis in the early stages of planning.....

2. “The detailed plans for offsets and impact mitigation measures would be developed once the project
footprint is established and through the impact assessment process.”

Clearly, the implication of these two statements is that Project Fusion has not progressed to a sufficient stage of
detail to warrant the assessment consideration of an EPBC referral.

Seeking a public comment on something that does not exist appears to be an underlining theme in this referral. This
does not impart any degree of confidence that the Company is delivering on its environmental responsibilities.

Environmental Credentials of The Company.

One of the key expectations the community has with respect to mining exploration activities in sensitive areas such
as those in the Project Fusion lease is that these activities will be conducted in an environmentally responsible
manner.

Unfortunately in this instance, such is not the case.

The Company has been subjected to a ‘Compliance Audit of Exploration Drilling’ in June and August 2012, as
documented in a letter to the Company from the Deputy Executive Director, Mineral Resources (ref MER
F2008/000273), which contains, amongst other things:-

a) “The report findings include significant issues related to topsoil management, excessive excavation, native
vegetation clearance and inadequate management systems arising from Eyre Iron’s Eyre Peninsula
exploration activities”, (bolding added)

b) “As a result of these issues, Eyre Iron was instructed to cease drilling in any location characterized by
undulating or vegetated terrain”, (bolding added) and

c) “Consistent with the findings of the audit and pursuant to Regulation 89 under the Mining Regulation 2001,
DMITRE advises that Eyre Iron is required to evidence, to the satisfaction of the Director of Mines, that
appropriate measures to prevent recurrence of these issues are in place prior to the resumption of
drilling”. (bolding added)

The audit has yet to be completed as only 55 per cent of the drilling sites have currently been inspected.
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Summary and Recommendations.

Attention has already been drawn to the actual scope of Project Fusion as presented within this referral compared to
that which has been advised to the Australian Securities Exchange.

1. It is therefore recommended that the referral be withdrawn and the actual scope of Project Fusion be defined
and subjected to assessment incorporating the issues outlined in this submission.

Attention has been drawn to the incomplete, numerous and substantial omissions of data being provided in many
sections of this referral.

2. Itis therefore recommended that the referral be withdrawn pending the completion of all outstanding studies
and re-submitted when all issues are actually resolved, thus giving the reader an accurate view of what is being
proposed.

Attention has been drawn to the timing of the referral in the context of the Government of South Australia issuing its
declaration of Major Project status for the Port Spencer Stage 2 project and the subsequent assessment there to.

3. It is recommended that the referral be withdrawn pending the actual assessment process to be undertaken
through an EIS or PER that has yet to be determined.

4. Iltis recommended that the referral be withdrawn on the basis that the incomplete application can be seen as an
attempt by the company to avoid any responsibilities required under the EPBC Act as amended.

5. Itis recommended that as the Company has submitted a document describing a project to be assessed inclusive
for the mine to the port, that the desalination plant be included in the assessment, given that it is an integral
part of the process (no desalination plant, no pipelines), and that the desalination be assessed in relation to the
listed marine fauna (Southern Right Whale and the Fairy Tern) as well as any other marine environment impact
(plume, dispersion, etc.).

6. It is recommended that for the claim that this is not a component of a larger action be investigated in light of
declarations Eyre Iron/Centrex have made to the Australian Securities Exchange and resubmitted accordingly.

7. Itis recommended that the environmental impact on listed fauna and flora be documented as suggested above,
with attention being paid to the impact on the Blue Gum forest and its under-croft given the recent investigation
to list the species.

8. Itis recommended an extended assessment of the impact on the region’s hydrology be undertaken to quantify
the impact in the region of the Project Fusion and on neighbouring aquifers.

9. It is recommended a complete indigenous heritage assessment be undertaken and reported upon in a
resubmitted application.

10. It is recommended that the consultation process oft alluded to in the referral be actually carried out and the
result incorporated into a new referral. The presumption that landowner will agree to the proposed pipelines
through their properties needs to be tested.
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11. It is recommended that satellite imagery over which the boundaries of the Project Fusion and the mines
identified therein are overlayed.

12. It is recommended that satellite imagery is provided to identify the location of the listed species identified
within the boundary of Project Fusion.

13. It is recommended that a topographic map of the area under consideration be provided overlayed with the
location of the Project Fusion boundary; location of mines, processing plant, pipeline routes, Tod Reservoir
wetland, Tod Reservoir head waters, location of Heritage Agreement vegetation and listed species forests (or
individual occurrences); location of indigenous heritage features (listed and identified through discovery as a
result of surveys undertaken).

14. It is recommended that a map of the District Council of Tumby Bay showing all section numbers of properties in
the District be provided that is overlayed with the location of the Project Fusion boundary; the location of the
mines (all sites); the pipeline routes and the location of all Heritage Agreements and listed flora.

We trust the information contained in this submission will support our contention that the referral application
2013/6919 Project Fusion, Eyre Peninsula, South Australia should be withdrawn and re-submitted when the issues of
contention have been addressed.

Yours faithfullv.

SATF

Chairperson
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Annexure ‘C’
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