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By email: admin@appealsconvenor.wa.gov.au and post 

Dear Minister, 

Kintyre uranium mine, Cameco Australia Pty Ltd – appeal against recommendations in 
EPA’s report 1522.  

This Appeal is made by the Conservation Council of WA on behalf of our member groups 
and supporters and on behalf of the Australian Conservation Foundation, Friends of the 
Earth Australia, the Wilderness Society and the Anti-Nuclear Alliance of WA.  

On 28th July 2014, the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) published its report 
(Report 1522) recommending that the Kintyre uranium mine proposal (Kintyre Uranium 
Mine) by Cameco Australia Pty Ltd (Cameco) and Mitsubishi Development Pty Ltd 
(Mitsubishi) be implemented subject to conditions. 

We hereby lodge an appeal against the content and recommendations in Report 1522 
under section 100(1)(d) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) (EP Act). 

The main grounds of appeal are as follows:  

a)      There remains a high level of uncertainty about potentially significant 
environmental impacts and risks associated with the Kintyre Uranium Mine, which 
have not been satisfactorily addressed by Cameco or the EPA. 

b)      The EPA has taken into account irrelevant considerations and failed to adequately 
assess the risk to regional water sources and the impact of flows from the proposed 
mine into the Karlamilyi (Rudall) River and Lake Dora during times of flooding. 

c)      The EPA has failed to properly apply the precautionary principle. 

d)      The EPA has failed to take into account the significant economic and cultural 
interests of the Martu people in the Karlamilyi watershed and its associated 
ecological systems.  

e)      There have been major flaws in the assessment process including a failure to 
comply with the EPA’s own procedures, a denial of procedural fairness and a lack of 
transparency. 

f)       The EPA has unacceptably deferred its responsibilities under the EP Act to other 
government agencies. 
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g)      There are compelling policy reasons for the proposal not to be implemented, 
including unresolved concerns around high-level nuclear waste, nuclear accidents 
and weapons proliferation. The fact that Australian uranium was inside the failed 
Fukushima reactor complex means that ‘business as usual is no longer an option. A 
comprehensive review of the adequacy of Australia’s nuclear safeguards and a 
dedicated cost benefit analysis of the environmental and community impacts of 
mining, as recommended by the UN Secretary General in the (UN System wide 
study into the Fukushima nuclear accident, September 2011) should be required 
prior to any further uranium approvals.  

h)      There are major problems with the current regulatory framework as identified by 
recent independent reviews[1], highlighting specific issues with transparency and 
tailings management, and a decision should not be made as to whether the 
proposal should be implemented until at least such time as these problems have 
been addressed. 

Each of the grounds of appeal is discussed below. However, please refer to the joint 
submission dated 13th February 2014 by CCWA, the Australian Conservation Foundation, 
Friends of the Earth Australia, the Anti Nuclear Alliance of WA and the Wilderness Society 
(Joint Submission) attached as Appendix 1 for further detail. 

On this basis, we submit that the Minister should remit the proposal to the EPA for 
reassessment under section 101(1)(d)(i) of the EP Act. We submit that the EPA should 
reassess the Kintyre Uranium Mine by way of a public inquiry under section 40(2)(c) of the 
EP Act. Further, the reassessment should not occur until such time as Cameco provides 
further information about the environmental impacts of the proposed Kintyre Uranium 
Mine to address the numerous gaps and deficiencies in the information provided to date. If 
the Minister were to decide whether the proposal should be implemented or not, in the 
absence of further satisfactory information from Cameco and reassessment by the EPA, we 
submit that the only decision that the Minister could make is that the proposed Kintyre 
Uranium Mine should not be implemented. 

However, should the Minister decide, in the absence of further information and 
reassessment by the EPA, that the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine may be implemented 
subject to conditions (a decision which we strongly oppose), we submit that the conditions 
recommended by the EPA in Report 1522 [Appendix 2] are seriously inadequate (as 
outlined below) and the Minister should vary the EPA’s recommendations by changing the 
implementation conditions under section 101(1)(d)(ii) of the EP Act. 

Potentially significant environmental impacts and risks have not been satisfactorily 
addressed 

There is a high level of uncertainty about potentially significant environmental impacts and 
risks associated with the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine, many of which have not been 
satisfactorily addressed by Cameco or the EPA. We set out several examples below; 

                                                 
[1]

 Uranium Advisory Group, April 2012, Independent Review of Uranium Mining Regulation, retrieved from 
http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/documents/UAG000408v05_April_12-pmd_v2.pdf,  

http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/documents/UAG000408v05_April_12-pmd_v2.pdf


 

however please refer to the original Joint Submission for further detail. Please also refer to 
the section below on the application of the precautionary principle. 

Radioactive tailings from uranium concentration  

The EPA at page 12 of Report 1522 states that “the proposal has designed the tailings 
storage facility for a 1:1000 year event”.[2] They also state that the minimum criteria for 
mining (as distinctly different to uranium mining) is a 1:100 year event. The proponent has 
specifically commented - in response to public submissions [Appendix 3 – 71] that “the 
cover (of the tailings) is designed to be effective for 1,000 years, to the extent reasonably 
achievable”[3].  

Uranium mining is different. It is well accepted that the vast majority (an estimated 
75%)  of the radioactivity from uranium mining is in the ore and is retained in tailings which 
remain at the mine site and represent a significant management issues. The World Nuclear 
Association summarises this by saying “The uranium itself has a very low level of 
radioactivity, comparable with granite. Virtually all the radioactive material from the 
associated minerals in the ore processed ends up in the tailings dam.”[4] 

The Australian RadiatioProtection and Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA), released a 2005 
Code of Practice for “Radiation Protection and Radioactive Waste Management in Mining 
and Mineral Processing” to provide a regulatory framework to manage the protection of 
workers, the public and the environment from harmful effects of radiation. [5] [Appendix 5] 
The code clearly describes uranium mine tailings as radioactive waste:   

2.5.5 In this Code, ‘radioactive waste’ means material that contains or is contaminated with 

radionuclides at concentrations or activities greater than levels established by the 

relevant regulatory authority, and for which no use is foreseen.  

 

The Ranger uranium mine in the Northern Territory is subject to a condition requiring that 
tailings be physically isolated from the environment for no less than 10,000 years.[6] In 
context that is 9,000 more years than Cameco have designed the Kintyre tailings system 
for. The Kintyre proposal is about 9,000 years removed from achieving or even showing an 
intention to meet principles of intergenerational equity or current industry practise.  

                                                 
[2]

 EPA, Report 1522, 28
th

 July 2014, p. 12. 
[3]

 Kintyre Uranium Project ERMP Assessment No. 1845 Summary of Public Submissions, pg 6-7 
[4]

 World Nuclear Association, Environmental Aspects of Uranium Mining, Updated June2014. 
http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/Nuclear-Fuel-Cycle/Mining-of-Uranium/Environmental-Aspects-of-
Uranium-Mining/  
[5]

 ARPANSA Code of Practice 2005, Radiation Protection and Radioactive Waste Management in Mining and 
Mineral Processing Appendix 5  
[6]

 Commonwealth Government, 30 June 1999, Environmental Requirements of the Commonwealth of 
Australia for the Operation of Ranger Uranium Mine, retrieved from 
www.environment.gov.au/ssd/about/legislation/pubs/ranger-ers.pdf,   

http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/Nuclear-Fuel-Cycle/Mining-of-Uranium/Environmental-Aspects-of-Uranium-Mining/
http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/Nuclear-Fuel-Cycle/Mining-of-Uranium/Environmental-Aspects-of-Uranium-Mining/
http://www.environment.gov.au/ssd/about/legislation/pubs/ranger-ers.pdf


 

Additionally, any seepage of solutes from the Ranger tailings repositories are required to 
ensure no detrimental environmental impacts for at least 10,000 years.[7] It must also be 
pointed out tht the U-238 isotope, the dominant uranium isotope, has a half-life of 4.5 
billion years – meaning the tailings will effectively remain radioactive in perpetuity and 
much longer than even the time of 10,000 years.  

We note that the Legislative Council of Western Australia passed the following motion on 
23rd May 2012 which reflects an understanding of the extended time periods with which 
radioactive mine waste poses a risk to the environment and looks to Ranger as a minimum 
standard:[8] 

That this house recommends, should the government proceed with its 
intention to license uranium mining in Western Australia, the government 
adopt equivalent or better environmental management regulatory 
requirements for any future uranium mine in Western Australia as exists 
under commonwealth and Northern Territory legislation for the operation 
of the Ranger uranium mine in the Northern Territory with regard to the 
disposal of radioactive tailings, including the requirements that –  

•    the tailings are physically isolated from the environment for at least 
10,000 years; and 

•    any contaminants arising from the tailings do not result in any 
detrimental environmental impacts for at least 10,000 years. 

There is clear acceptance of the severity and longevity of the environmental threat posed 
by uranium mine tailings. We submit that the modelling for managing tailings at the 
proposed Kintyre mine is inadequate and poses a risk to the environment post mine 
closure – for which there is no comprehensive plan. See section below on mine closure. 

We submit that in this regard the EPA has failed in their duty to apply the precautionary 
principle and principles of intergenerational equity and failed to both appropriately look at 
the long term management of tailings as a radioactive waste and apply the best current 
industry framework. 

In response to submissions Cameco has conceded that tailings may seep through the 
Tailings Management Facility[9] during mining operations. Cameco goes on to discuss the 
monitoring and rate of seepage and a line of defence against the inevitable seepage from 
the tailings. In the case of system failure Cameco asserts that all seepage will naturally flow 
into the bottom of the permanent pit lake.  

We understand that Cameco believe their structures, engineering and modelling are 
accurate and that the company is confident that all seepage will flow to the pit lake and be 
contained, but the information provided to the public does not include evidence about the 
design of the tailings, in fact the public are excluded from this process. There is no 

                                                 
[7]

 Ibid.  
[8]

 Western Australia, Parliamentary Debates, Legislative Council 23
rd

 March 2012, 2995-6 Alison Xamon 
[9]

 Kintyre Uranium Project ERMP Assessment No. 1845 Summary of Public Submissions, pg 2 



 

compelling evidence provided about the various scenarios and capacity of the pit to hold 
excess water. For example if there is a high rainfall event or wet season and water is 
seeping into the pit from both the Yantikutji creek and the tailings into the pit it is 
uncertain how much seepage can the pit contain before there is an overflow or equally a 
seepage back into the creek.  

At this point there has been no evidence provided to the public that shows that the 
proponent or the EPA has assessed the impacts of a failure to contain tailings in the mine 
site or in the event that tailings leak into groundwater or into Yantikuji creek. There are no 
clear commitments about installing monitoring systems outside the mine site to detect 
such a failure or response plans to address a leak outside the mine site.  

There is no compelling evidence about the accumulated volume and management or 
radioactive tailings over the life of the mine. Radiation will no doubt accumulate at the 
tailings. We could not identify this level of accounting and submit that the EPA failed to 
consider this.  

Clearly, this does not meet the standards required of the Ranger uranium mine[10] 
[Appendix 6 & 7] in the Northern Territory, the standards in the Legislative Council’s 
motion or current State government policy of meeting “world’s best practice” in proposed 
uranium mining.  

Other guidelines and principles for the management of tailings at Ranger, which have been 
referred to for minimum standards, include:  

11.1 During mining operations and prior to final placement, covering 
and rehabilitation of the tailings, tailings must be securely contained 
in a manner approved by the Supervising Authority or the Minister 
with the advice of the Supervising Scientist which prevents 
detrimental environmental impact. 

11.2 By the end of operations all tailings must be placed in the mined 
out pits. 

The industry often refers to and looks to Ranger uranium mine in the Northern Territory 
which is described as the ‘most regulated mine in the world’. Despite a high level of 
regulation the mine has had a series of significant accidents, the most recent accident in 
December 2013 when a tank holding radioactive slurry and acids collapsed spilling over 
one million litres of this toxic cocktail into the mine site.[11] Accidents have also included 
workers showering and drinking contaminated water[12] and ongoing tailings leakage[13].  

                                                 
[10]

 Environmental Requirements of the Commonwealth of Australia for the Operation of Ranger Uranium 
Mine, Appendix 6 & 7  
[11]

 ABC 11
th

 December 2013 “Feds suspend processing at Ranger mine after spill 
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-12-09/focus-sharpens-on-tank-condition-after-uranium-spill-near-
kakadu/5143980  
[12]

 The Age, March 25, 2004. “Uranium Workers drink contaminated water.” 
http://www.mso.anu.edu.au/~peterson/drinkuranium.html  

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-12-09/focus-sharpens-on-tank-condition-after-uranium-spill-near-kakadu/5143980
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-12-09/focus-sharpens-on-tank-condition-after-uranium-spill-near-kakadu/5143980
http://www.mso.anu.edu.au/~peterson/drinkuranium.html


 

We submit that the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine should not be implemented because 
Cameco has not provided a commitment that the tailings will be physically, chemically, 
biologically and radiologically isolated from the environment for no less than 10,000 years 
and hasfurther failed to demonstrate that this will be the case, based on extensive field, 
laboratory and modelling studies or demonstrate an ability to finance such an endeavour.  

We submit that the EPA has failed to adequately assess this significant environmental 
aspect of the proposal. The EPA should, in lieu of assessing the tailings ensure that strict 
environmental conditions are in place - such as those endorsed by the current 
Government, to isolate the tailings from the environment for no less than 10,000 years. 
Failure to do so is an abject failure to ensure basic environmental protection standards. 

Mine Closure  

The Objective of the State’s Mine Closure Guidelines is to ensure that “for every mine in 
Western Australia a planning process is in place so that a mine can be closed, 
decommissioned and rehabilitated in an ecologically sustainable manner, consistent with 
agreed post-mining outcomes and land uses, and without unacceptable liability to the 
State.”[14] 

No uranium mine in Australia has been successfully rehabilitated to the point where 
radiation at the site is at typical background levels or, no higher than pre-mining levels.[15] 
Indeed, no uranium mine or mill site has been satisfactorily remediated on a permanent 
basis anywhere in the world.[16] 

In light of this, any proponent wishing to operate a uranium mine clearly faces a 
substantial hurdle in demonstrating that it will remediate the mine site to an acceptable 
standard or meet the objectives of the States Mine Closure Guidelines. Cameco has not 
come close to demonstrating that it will meet such a standard. 

Cameco intend to leave behind a permanent pit lake which, according to the company’s 
response to submissions, will be hyper-saline[17]. It goes on to state that the levels of 
uranium in the pit will increase over the first 10 years post closure. Cameco has not 
described the radiological pathway ie where the uranium concentrations will come from. 
This should be described in detail and there also needs to be further articulation over the 
assertion that these levels will increase over the first ten years post closure and not after.  

In the original Joint Submission we stated that we have concerns about the economic 
viability of the mine and concerns that the public will be subject to rehabilitation costs in 

                                                                                                                                                      
[13]

 NT News, April 2009. “ERA Defends Ranger Mine Seep” 
http://tools.ntnews.com.au/yoursay/comment_all.php?article_id=141621&full_name=&email=&location_na
me=&remember_me=&email_me=  (sourced online 7

th
 August 2014)  

[14]
 DMP & EPA, Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans,  

[15]
Mudd, G. M. &Diesendorf, M., 2010, Uranium Mining, Nuclear Power and Sustainability – Rhetoric versus 

Reality. In “Sustainable Mining 2010 Conference”, Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy (AusIMM), 
Kalgoorlie, Western Australia, Australia, August 2010, pp. 315-340. 
[16]

 Spitz, K &Trudinger, J, 2008, Mining and the Environment: from Ore to Metal, CRC Press, December 2008, 
p. 568. 
[17]

 Kintyre Uranium Project ERMP Assessment No. 1845 Summary of Public Submissions, pg 2 – 6 Appendix 3 

http://tools.ntnews.com.au/yoursay/comment_all.php?article_id=141621&full_name=&email=&location_name=&remember_me=&email_me
http://tools.ntnews.com.au/yoursay/comment_all.php?article_id=141621&full_name=&email=&location_name=&remember_me=&email_me


 

the event the mine is not feasible, that “Mining will not commence at Kintyre unless the 
project is forecast to be profitable.[18]” In the context of mine closure we are concerned 
that the mine begins operation under a scenario where the uranium price increases, the 
project later become unviable and closes or is put on extended care and maintenance 
without effective monitoring, regulation or rehabilitation.  

This particular issue has not been addressed by the proponent or the EPA. We submit that 
the EPA should have recommended, and that the Minister should require, that Cameco pay 
a bond that reflects the total estimated cost of mine closure cost and that this bond be 
annually reviewed and adjusted to ensure that there are sufficient funds held to 
rehabilitate the site in the event that there is an unplanned closure. This is particularly 
important given the extraordinary costs of rehabilitation of uranium mines. For example 
the ERA Ranger uranium mine in the Northern Territory has an estimated mine closure cost 
of $640 million.[19] 

We submit that Cameco’s proposal to maintain responsibility for the proposed Kintyre 
Uranium Mine site for 20-30 years after closure of the mine is inadequate. Should the 
proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine proceed, Western Australian taxpayers should not bear 
the costs of securing or rehabilitating the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine from this date 
onwards, especially given the large amount of community opposition to uranium 
mining.[20] Any conditions imposed on the proposal should specify that Cameco or any 
subsidiary joint venture partner (or any subsequent tenement holders) will remain 
responsible for the environmental management of the site for no less than 10,000 years. 

The company’s plan to relinquish the Kintyre site 20-30 years post mining indicates that 
there is a real risk that Cameco intends to leave the community with a contaminated site 
as defined under the Contaminated Sites Act 2003 (WA). This is neither best practice nor 
acceptable practice or consistent with the Mine Closure Guidelines adopted by both the 
EPA and DMP. 

It is clear the EPA has ignored its own guidelines[21] in assessing this proposal. 

In the early stages of a mining project, it may be acceptable for provisional 
or proposed post-mining land use(s) to be identified, provided that there 
has been adequate consultation with the key stakeholders and that there is 
a clear process and timeline to further identify or refine the agreed post-
mining land use(s), as part of the stakeholder consultation process. 4.9 
Guideline for Preparing Mine Closure Plans.  

Submissions made by the Western Desert Lands Aboriginal Corporation indicate that there 
is no agreement with Native Title holders to leave and cap tailings.[22] In Cameco’s 

                                                 
[18]

 Kintyre Uranium Project ERMP Assessment No. 1845 Summary of Public Submissions, pg 2 – 6 Appendix 3 
[19]

 ERA Annual Report 2012-2013 http://www.energyres.com.au/documents/Annual_Report_2013.pdf  
[20]

 EPA, Report 1522, 28
th

 July 2014, p. 6 Appendix 2 
[21]

 Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans June 2011, DMP and EPA pg 22. 
http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/EPADocLib/Guidelines-for-preparing-mine-closure-plans-210611.pdf  
[22]

 Kintyre Uranium Project ERMP Assessment No. 1845 Summary of Public Submissions, pg 8 Appendix 3  

http://www.energyres.com.au/documents/Annual_Report_2013.pdf
http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/EPADocLib/Guidelines-for-preparing-mine-closure-plans-210611.pdf


 

response to public Submissions, in particular points 77 and 78, there is no clear evidence of 
consultation with stakeholders about post mining outcomes. 

There are no agreed post-mining outcomes and land-uses and an ongoing liability to the 
State appears to be inevitable given Cameco’s own disclosures about the expected time 
period with which the company intends to remain responsible for the site. 

Changes to climate – impacts of dust storms and flooding on the environment and 
integrity of mine closure 

We submit that the EPA and the proponent failed to consider changes to the climate and 
evidence of the reduced frequency but increased severity of cyclonic activity in the region, 
the increased frequency and intensity of one day rainfall events and continued increases in 
temperature[23].  

The proponent has stated that they have considered a number of rainfall and flooding 
scenarios, there is however no discussion specifically on cyclonic activity.[24] We raised 
these issues in the ERMP. The only reference to information on climate within the ERMP 
were seriously outdated reports from 1990 and 1998[25]. There has been no additional 
evidence or information provided in the proponent’s response to submissions. We don’t 
believe the EPA has adequately considered this risk to the environment as there is 
insufficient evidence of modelling of scenarios or consideration of the likelihood of 
increased severity of cyclones in Cameco’s proposal. Given the rapid changes to climate 
and the large volume of information that is being produced about these changes, including 
information from the Bureau of Meteorology, it is apparent that the EPA has not 
adequately or reasonably considered all available information on climatic events that could 
have a serious impact on potential pollution from the proposed mine site at Kintyre.   

The table below provides a snapsot of cyclones in the North West of WA – often with far 
reaching impacts and high winds. This has been included in the appeal to outline the reality 
of the weather in the region as the Western Desert region often catches the tail of tropical 
cyclones which cause flooding and often involve significant wind/dust storms.  

Cyclone Year  Wind 
speeds 

Comments  

Christine 30th Dec 2013 155km/h Christine made landfall in the Pilbara. Caused heavy 
damage in the towns of 
Roebourne and Wickham with many roofs torn off 
and smaller structures destroyed. 

                                                 
[23]

 Bureau of Meteorology State of the Climate Report 2014, pg 15 http://www.bom.gov.au/state-of-the-
climate/documents/state-of-the-climate-2014_low-res.pdf?ref=bottom  
[24]

 Kintyre Uranium Project ERMP Assessment No. 1845 Summary of Public Submissions, pg 8 Appendix 3  
[25]

 Joint Submission ERMP Assessment No. 1845 pg 19 Appendix 1 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roebourne
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wickham,_Western_Australia
http://www.bom.gov.au/state-of-the-climate/documents/state-of-the-climate-2014_low-res.pdf?ref=bottom
http://www.bom.gov.au/state-of-the-climate/documents/state-of-the-climate-2014_low-res.pdf?ref=bottom


 

Rusty  27th February 
2013 

165 km/h Made landfall as a category four at Pardoo 
Station with only minor structural damage but 
severe economic damage through loss of revenue 
of mining companies. 

Peta 23rd January 
2013 

65 km/h Cyclone Peta was a weak cyclone that made landfall 
near Port Hedland with limited effects. 

Lua  17th March 
2012 

165 km/h Cyclone Lua caused severe damage across isolated 
cattle stations in the Pilbara as a category four. 

Heidi  12th January 
2012 

120 km/h Heidi made landfall near Port Hedland with minor 
impacts. 

Carlos 19th February 
2011 

120 km/h Carlos brushed the Pilbara coast causing heavy 
rainfall and high winds from Broome all the way 
to Exmouth. Building damage was severe 
in Karratha. 

Bianca 25th January 
2011 

175 km/h Was expected to make landfall however moved 
parallel to the Pilbara coastline and caused little 
damage. 

Laurence 16th and 21st 
December 
2009 

205 km/h Laurence made landfall twice, once near Cockatoo 
Island and again at Eighty Mile Beach. Wind 
damage was severe and some houses were 
demolished, however it was not widespread due to 
the isolated areas where the storm made landfall. 

Dominic 27th January 
2008 

100 km/h Dominic made landfall as a category two 
near Onslow, causing minor wind and flooding 
damage. A crane worker was killed due to high 
winds in Port Hedland. – highlighting the vast area 
of impact from a cyclone. 

Jacob  12th March 
2007  

130 km/h Made landfall as a tropical low near Port Hedland, 
causing minor flooding. 

George  8th March 2007 205 km/h George made landfall just east of Port Hedland as a 
category five causing severe destruction. Many 
houses were flattened, mining camps were 
completely demolished & the town was labeled a 
disaster zone. Three people were killed and damage 
totaled $8 million. George was one of the most 
intense cyclones on record to strike the Pilbara 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/pardoo_station
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/pardoo_station
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Broome,_Western_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/exmouth,_western_australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/karratha
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cockatoo_Island,_Western_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cockatoo_Island,_Western_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eighty_Mile_Beach
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Onslow,_Western_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Port_Hedland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Port_Hedland
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Port_Hedland


 

region. 

Isobel  3rd January 
2007  

85 km/h Crossed the coast near Broome. 

Emma 28th February 
2006 

75 km/h A large and slow moving storm caused heavy rain 
and flooding across almost the entire length of 
Western Australia. 

Clare 9th January 
2006 

140 km/h Made landfall near Karratha causing extremely 
heavy rain and widespread flooding. 

Fay 27th March 
2004 

215 km/h Cyclone Fay made landfall as a category four on a 
remote section of the Pilbara coast. 

Monty  1st March 2004 185 km/h  Made landfall west of Karratha as a category 3. 
Major flooding was observed with 24 hour rainfall 
totals of up to 400 mm (15.74 in), and several 
people were stranded by floodwaters and had to be 
rescued near Pannawonica. 

 

Here are some images that demonstrate the management issues that occur with dust 
storms synonymous with cyclones but can occur on other occasions. These images 
highlight the extent of dust storms and the distance that dust particles can travel.  

Dust storm that started in South Australia – West of Broken Hill and created dust pollution 
as far as Sydney and Brisbane. 

 

Dust storm originating in South Australia reaches Sydney.  

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Broome,_Western_Australia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/karratha
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/karratha
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/pannawonica


 

Pilbara dust storms 

 

 

Dust  

The proponent has significantly underestimated, and the EPA has failed to properly assess, 
the impact of dust storms and high winds resulting from cyclones off the coast of WA 
heading inland. In the section above we briefly documented cyclones in the North West of 
WA over the last decade. While we do not have the resources to complete a detailed study 
on the wind, dust and flooding impacts of these cyclone events on Kintyre or in the 
Western Desert region we can confirm that the area is subject to periodic flooding and 
dust storms associated with seasonal cyclones.  

The potential impacts on human health in Parnngurr, Punmu and Kunawarittji are 
significant, as we know with all things nuclear that when things go wrong they can go very 
wrong. In the event of an extreme dust event and the deposition of radioactive particles in 
neighbouring communities there are currently no plans for testing. While the company is 
confident that there would not be dust deposition with radiological particles in the 
communities, the community should have the right to live without anxiety that a 
radioactive particle that cannot be smelt, felt, heard or seen, is not contaminating their 
home.  

Even if we consider the slow incremental movement of dust off site the only responsible 
approach to ensure that radiation is detected, managed and cleaned up is to test for it. The 
company maintains they are doing everything possible to minimise dust and off site 
impacts but the reality is that accidents happen and so do dust storms. The EPA, the 
proponent, and other relevant agencies need to take an approach that accurately 
measures and monitors changes to the radiological environment and offers some peace of 
mind or evidence to the communities one way or another. This is especially important 
when it concerns human health and even more so when those communities have not 
consented to the mine and have unwillingly been placed in a position where their health 
and the health of future generation may be compromised. 

Water Impacts on the National Park  



 

We submit that the EPA has failed to assess the risk to regional water sources and the 

National Park. In the EPA report 1522 the EPA have quoted a line from the legislation that 

passed through Parliament in 1994 allowing the excision of Kintyre from the then Rudall 

River (now Karlamilyi) National Park “the area is entirely outside the Rudall River 

Watershed, and the ecosystems involved are well represented elsewhere in the National 

Park”[26]. 

The inclusion of this at the forefront of the report indicates that the EPA has overlooked 

important information contained in the ERMP, as pointed out in the submissions in 

response to the ERMP that the water flow from Yantikutji Creek does go back into the 

National Park.  

The assumption put forward in the EPA report that the area is “entirely outside the Rudall 

River watershed” was a point that was actively challenged by Traditional Owners during the 

negotiations with the company Cameco. This misrepresentation was also raised during the 

public submissions period yet was reiterated unchanged in the proponent’s response to 

submissions. The process by which Traditional Owners raised their concerns about the flow 

of water and pathways into the Karlamailyi (Rudall River) National Park are detailed in a 

report to a Native Title Conference in 2012 about Cameco’s negotiations with Martu. 

[Appendix 8 pg. 16 – 22] 

It is significant that “the Martu elders were adamant that during big floods, water from 

Coolbro Creek flows to Lake Dora.” A cartographer reviewed this theory and found that 

“Coolbro Creek runs in from the top left-hand corner of the map and usually stops in the 

sand-ridges. However, it can be seen from the spot heights that in flood conditions the 

creek would run down between the sand-ridges all the way to the Rudall River…” “in flood 

times water from the proposed mine would flow into Rudall River then Lake Dora. Cameco 

staff accepted that this is correct.” In the report it was concluded that “Cameco made very 

significant changes to proposed methods of handling radioactive waste and contaminated 

water.” However in the ERMP submitted by Cameco the hydrogeological models [27]used 

are contrary to this agreed knowledge on water flows from the proposed mine site into 

Karlamilyi River (Rudall River).  

 “The drainage in the upper reaches of the creeks occurs within relatively incised channels 

which widen to include significant flood plain storage in the area surrounding the Project 

area. The tributaries converge immediately downstream of the project site and flow north 

to the Coolbro Creek. Coolbro Creek then follows an easterly path into the Great Sandy 

Desert where the drainage eventually dissipates into the sandy environment” ERMP 

Appendix I Surface Hydrology Report.  
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At the beginning of this same Hydrology Report provided in ERMP Appendix I the 

consultants make this statement: “Due to the remote nature of the Kintyre site and the 

corresponding lack of hydrological data, particularly the absence of any historic data from 

large floods, the approach to assessing the potential nature and extent of flooding has 

relied on the development and interpretation of mathematical computer models.” 

The hydrology report [Appendix 9] makes a number of statements that show there is 

clearly a lack of available data and information with which to make any conclusions. 

“The data is too limited to discern any statistical trends….”(pg 21) 

“The stream flow data collected during this period also corresponds to below average flow, 

which makes it of limited value in flood analysis.” (pg 22) 

“There is very limited surface water data available for the Pilbara region. Technical 

difficulties, including the remoteness, the complex unconfined nature of flow and the 

mobility of sediment in creeks in the Pilbara has limited the development of gauging 

stations and the accuracy of some of the data that has been collected.”(pg 23) 

“It should be noted that the data available is of a very limited nature and, as a 

consequence, the uncertainties should be considered when using the outputs contained in 

this report.”(More details on limitations on pg 59 Appendix 9). 

These specific concerns on the disparity between the Hydrology Report, technical design 

and Martu elders view were raised in submissions [28] to the EPA but have not been 

acknowledged by the EPA. There is no indication that this has been clarified in the ERMP 

and with the technical designs for the proposed mine.  

Cameco does however make this statement: “The Project is located in a separate surface 

water sub-catchment from the Rudall River, which runs through Karlamilyi National Park. 

Drainage within the Project area flows northwards away from the National Park, but does 

wind its way back to the Rudall River under extreme flood conditions. The Project will be 

operated as a zero-discharge site and there is not expected to be release of process waters 

outside of the Project area.”[29]  

This does not adequately address a very significant and specific concern that the hydrology 

models used are based on one set of information provided by MWH hydrologist who have 

clearly identified the limitations in their modelling and understanding and not on the 

traditional knowledge that has been passed on for many generations by a group of people 

who have lived and survived in the area for tens of thousands of years.  
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We have no confidence in assurances that impacts to water won’t be transferred into the 

National Park. There must be a comprehensive look at the difference between the 

technical reports and the accepted norm and traditional knowledge on the water flows into 

the National Park. This particular issue is further exacerbated by the failure to model for a 

1:10,000 year event - the mandated time frame in which uranium tailings pose a risk to the 

environment in other Australian mining jurisdictions (see above section re Tailings).  

We submit that the EPA and the proponent have not been able to adequately consider the 

impacts to surface and groundwater or the National Park because they have not had a 

complete understanding of the existing interactions between surface and groundwater. The 

e project should not be approved in the context of such a significant information and data 

deficit. 

Protection of water for public use  

We submit that the EPA has failed to consider the risks to surface and ground water from 
the proposed mining activity at Kintyre Uranium Mine, arising both from water use by the 
mine as well as water contamination by mining, processing and mine- waste management 
on site. 

In their assessment of those elements of this proposal, the EPA appears to have relied 
entirely on advice from the Department of Water and the lack of conditions imposed by 
the EPA in these critical areas suggests that the EPA believe water quality and usage 
impacts can be managed by other agencies. 

For example, In EPA report 1522 the EPA defers water considerations to the DoW and 
notes that: “As stated in Rehabilitation and Closure, the DoW has noted that the pit lake 
would be managed through a mine closure plan and other elements related to water could 
be managed through the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 licensing process. The 
DoW has also noted that streams in the area are not connected to groundwater.”[30]  

We strongly contest that the DoW has not provided a thorough, independent analysis of 
the risks to water resources as part of the EIA process, and does not have adequate powers 
or jurisdiction to effectively manage groundwater contamination issues. 

Impacts on water quality from contamination 

Despite the numerous pieces of legislation administered by the DoW, the agency does not 
have regulatory jurisdiction covering water quality in aquifers. The DoW does not apply 
water quality standards or criteria to groundwater held in aquifers and do not undertake 
any testing of water quality in aquifers. Consequently, the agency does not provide any 
guarantees of water quality to licensed water users or Traditional Owners, and it is the 
responsibility of license users to conduct water quality testing.  

Given this lack of regulatory jurisdiction over water quality, the DoW have not (and should 
not be expected to have) fully assessed the risks of groundwater contamination associated 
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with this mining proposal in their advice to the EPA. It is therefore extremely concerning 
that the EPA have relied solely on the advice from DoW in assessing the risks of 
groundwater contamination, and relied on the regulatory powers of the DoW and / or 
DMP in managing those risks. 

The Conservation Council of WA has submitted a Freedom of Information request to the 
Department of Water (DoW) asking to access the supporting documentation which may or 
may not have informed their response to the ERMP. Correspondence from the DoW has 
confirmed that the advice to the EPA provided by the DoW was based solely on the 
information provided by Cameco in the ERMP, with no additional studies undertaken and 
no other documents or materials referred to in the making of the agency’s advice. 

To the extent that the EPA and / or DoW are relying on the DMP to protect water quality 
from contamination by mine tailings, there are no outcome-based standards relating to 
water quality that are enforced for mining operations under the DMP’s regulatory 
framework. The most protection that the DMP regulations provide is that contamination 
must be minimized to ‘as low as reasonably practicable’. This is not an outcome that can 
be independently measured and bears no relationship to the protection of the 
environment or public health. It should therefore not be relied upon by the EPA as a 
sufficient measure for the protection of the environment. 

We therefore submit that both the DoW and the EPA have failed to consider impacts to 
water quality and that the conditions recommended by the EPA are totally insufficient in 
providing for the protection of water resources from contamination by the mine’s 
operations.  

We are aware that there already exists very significant anxiety in the local community 
regarding the contamination of drinking water resources by mining exploration activities 
conducted to date. On a recent visit to communities surrounding the Western Desert, a 
Conservation Council staff member was told by community members that they had 
stopped drinking water from Yantakutji creek since exploration drilling began at Kinytre. 
The water may or may not be polluted but what is important is that there is uncertainty 
around the quality and cleanliness of the water and that anxiety around the potential 
health impacts from drinking water has already had a direct negative impact on users. 

Yantakutji East and West Branch run along either side of the proposed mine and meet up 
on the North side downstream from the mine. A permanent waterhole here – Yantakutji - 
is a well-used camp ground to the North, and downstream from the proposed Kintyre 
Uranium Mine. This is used for swimming, camping and is an important rest stop for the 
travel between Parnngurr and Punmu – a well-travelled route by community members.  

The EPA and the proponent have not addressed the impact of the mining operations on 
people’s use of the water or the area at Yantakutji. These impacts were evident to CCWA 
staff on a simple site visit. This serious omission should be addressed as soon as possible 
through engaging with the community, independent testing water and providing evidence 
about whether the water is safe to drink or not. Given that the company’s presence in the 
area has already caused the concern and anxiety about using natural water sources it 
should be maintained that it is their responsibility to rectify the situation.   



 

Water abstraction and allocation impacts 

Aside from their lack of assessment of water quality and contamination risks, we believe 
that the DoW advice is also insufficient as it relates to water use by the proposed mine. We 
submit that the DoW has very little idea of the existing water networks, volumes of water, 
current abstraction rates or recharge rates, or what environmental needs exist in relation 
to water.  

We see no indication that the DoW considered the availability of water for the mine or 
considered the impact on water quality from increased abstraction. The hydrologist report 
[Appendix] clearly identifies the lack of information about the hydrology of the region as 
mentioned in above. “The Sandy Desert River basin is not gauged by the Department of 
Water and there is no published data listed in the Australian Water Resources Station 
Catalogue.” (pg 23) 

The DoW and the EPA have failed to identify or reconcile the disparate conclusions about 
water sources and flows between surface and groundwater that were made by the hydro-
geologist Cameco contracted and the information held in traditional knowledge by Martu 
elders, as discussed above. 

 

EPA has failed to properly apply the precautionary principle 

The object of the EP Act is to protect the environment of the State, having regard to 
certain principles including the precautionary principle. [31] 

The EP Act sets out the content of the precautionary principle as follows: 

The precautionary principle 

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty 
should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental 
degradation. 

In the application of the precautionary principle, decisions should be guided by –  

•        careful evaluation to avoid, where practicable, serious or irreversible damage to 
the environment; and 

•        an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various options. 

The EPA states in its Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Division 1) Administrative 
Procedures 2002 (Administrative Procedures 2002) that its objectives for environmental 
impact assessment are, among other things, “to ensure that best practicable measures are 
taken to minimise adverse impacts on the environment, and that proposals meet relevant 
environmental objectives and standards to protect the environment, and implement the 
principles of sustainability” [emphasis added].[32] 
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One of the principles of sustainability is the precautionary principle. Thus, the EPA itself 
considers that its role is to ensure that proposals implement the precautionary principle. 

The EPA states in Report 1522 that it has considered various principles including the 
precautionary principle in relation to the Kintyre Uranium Project, yet it provides no detail 
as to how such principles were considered or applied.[33] We submit that there is evidence 
that the EPA has not properly applied the precautionary principle to this proposal. 

Biodiversity 

Important fauna surveys were not included in the ERMP, a fact conceded by the proponent 
in the response to submissions[34]. “All fauna survey reports undertaken for the Project area 
are presented in Appendix M of the ERMP, with the exception of annual inspection data of 
recorded locations of significant fauna.” The fauna reports supplied in the ERMP date 
back to the 1980’s and 1990’s making them outdated and there have been concerns 
raised, though not yet confirmed, that the more recent studies supplied in the ERMP were 
taken outside the project area.  

The information missing from the ERMP is crucial to be able to accurately identify the 
existing environment and to identify impacts that may have occurred on biodiversity since 
exploration activity and land clearing.  
 
It is not apparent how the EPA could adequately assess the impact of fauna without seeing 
the annual inspection data on significant fauna – this may include data on endangered 
and vulnerable species such as the; Greater Bilby Macrotis lagotis, Mulgara Dascycerus 
blythi, Dasycercus cristicauda,the Great Desert Skink Liopholis kintorei, the Northern 
Marsupial Mole Notorctes caurinus, the Northern Quoll Dasyurus hallucatus, the Peregrine 
Falcon Falco peregrines, Australian Bustard Ardeotis australis, Bush Stone-curlew Burhinus 
grallarius or the presence of suitable habitat. 
 
If the EPA did have access to this data then why was it not included in the ERMP as 
supporting evidence about the biodiversity and location of significant fauna? 

Cameco also responded to submissions stating that they “will undertake pre-clearance 
surveys for fauna prior to any ground disturbing activities.” There already have been 
ground disturbing activities and land clearing where ample evidence of flora and fauna 
impacts could have been documented. We wonder why the EPA did not require the 
company to provide information about the impacts from existing and previous land 
clearing at the site. Such apparent complacency directly undermines community 
confidence. 

Land clearing through exploration provides a good opportunity for the company to 
measure site specific flora and fauna impacts; it shows a lack of commitment by the 
company to ensure the highest level of environmental impact assessment and 
management. This also highlights a failure in state regulations that companies are not 
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required to monitor impacts from land clearing during exploration which accounts for a 
large volume of disturbed land across the state. We also see this as a failure of the EPA to 
require this level of information in the ERMP.  

The Conservation Council and other agencies have objected[35] to and made appeals[36] to 
land clearing permits given to Cameco to clear land at the project site due to concerns 
about the cumulative impacts of land clearing on biodiversity and significant fauna and the 
lack of reporting on impacts. We have not been satisfied with the level of information 
provided on the impacts of land clearing as these have not been adequately identified. We 
are disappointed that the EPA and the company have not taken this opportunity to identify 
real impacts that could provide high level evidence on which to base future management 
initiatives. The lack of publicly available data through the ERMP shows a concerning lack of 
transparency around the impacts that may have already been felt in the area from 
exploration work. [Appendix 10 & 11] 

The proponent has conceded that the fauna management plan is still conceptual[37]. The 
only conceivable reason that there is not a fauna management plan incorporated within 
the ERMP is because without a mine closure plan and without a tailings management plan 
it is premature to develop a fauna management plan. This inadequate response is a further 
source of community frustration and undermines community confidence around the 
ERMP.  

There is no further process for the public to engage or appeal on management plans and 
yet at this stage the public have not had access to the management plans. This is a failure 
of the EPA and the processes to ensure transparency and proper public engagement.  

Bush Tucker  

We are concerned that the EPA has accepted some assumptions on the diet of community 
members at Punmu and Parnngurr  from Cameco which underestimate the volume of bush 
tucker consumed by individuals and the subsequent risk to health from consuming food 
that may have elevated and unmonitored levels of radiation. They have made the 
assumption that the main meat consumed is beef “Main meat consumed is beef (assume 
20kg)”- outlined in the response to submissions.[38] The assumptions put forward by the 
company do not have any basis with no background or methodology for making these 
assumptions. We submit that the assumptions that have been made are ad hoc and do not 
reflect the real life situation in communities or have failed to consider that camel, 
kangaroo, bush turkey and goann are all commonly hunted for food in the area. This issue 
has also been raised by the Western Desert Lands Aboriginal Corporation[39].  We submit 
that without a proper analysis of diet and hunting in the local region not only is the 
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proponent making assumptions with no basis but it could be putting people’s health at risk 
by failing to properly identify and mitigating a risk to human health. 

We submit that the EPA has placed too much confidence in the proponent’s information[40] 
and has failed to realize its responsibilities to the public by failing to identify that the 
information about food consumption is deficient and not acting to remedy this error by 
seeking further studies and evidence about the consumption of bush foods in the area. 

Radiation and health 

We also note that there are serious issues with regard to Cameco’s credibility when it 
comes to radiation and health and whether it will manage any radiation risks appropriately 
should the proposal be approved. There has been a statement made and signed by thirty-
nine Australian doctors[41] that raises concerns about Cameco’s involvement in and 
financial support for speaking tours for fringe scientists, such as Dr Doug Boreham from 
Canada, who argues that radiation is not only safe but can be good for your health[42]. This 
view has been dismissed in reports published by the United Nations Scientific Committee 
on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR), the Committee on the Biological Effects of 
Ionising Radiation (BEIR), and the National Academy of Sciences US, all of which conclude 
that increased exposure to radiation increases the risk of contracting cancer[43], "the risk of 
cancer proceeds in a linear fashion at lower doses without a threshold and ... the smallest 
dose has the potential to cause a small increase in risk to humans." 

Nuclear radiologist and ARPANSA committee member Dr Karamoskos states in the joint 
medical letter on Cameco in reference to the promotion of the discredited view that low 
levels of radiation are safe and can be beneficial to health that "To promote such marginal 
views without any counter-balance is self-serving and irresponsible and it may be time for 
governments to step in to provide that balance. Recent research has heightened rather 
than lessened concern about the adverse health impacts of low-level radiation."[44]  

This statement from a health professional who is actively engaged in issues around public 
safety and radiation through ARPANSA raises serious concerns about how public health 
and radiation education occurs in regional communities.  

As noted in the Joint Submission, Cameco has done nothing to promote the overwhelming 
weight of scientific opinion that there is no threshold below which radiation is harmless or 
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beneficial.[45] This lack of balanced information provided to communities, as Dr 
Karamoskos suggests, is self-serving and irresponsible. We agree that there should be 
Government intervention to ensure credible and measured public health education in 
communities where there are uranium deposits or interests in developing any nuclear 
development. 

The Medical Association for the Prevention of War (MAPW) compiled a summary and 
review of recent studies that identify the health risks associated with even the smallest 
increase in radiation exposure.[46]  This included a summary of findings from a British 
Medical Journal that reviewed the health impacts of workers in the nuclear industry over 
15 countries who were exposed to 100mSv over 5 years - the maximum legal dose limit for 
workers – and found a 10% increase in cancer rates among workers. MAPW concluded, as 
many other noted international health organisations have, that there is no safe radiation 
dose and that any increase in exposure to radiation increases your chances of contracting a 
cancer or cardiovascular disease. [Appendix 12]  

There are specific concerns about the assessment of radiation sections of the ERMP. In the 

response to submissions by Cameco there is further confusion over comments made by 

Cameco about whether or not or to what extent they consider radon to be a significant 

contributor to radiation dose. In their ERMP they state that radon decay products will 

account for a comparable dose proportion to that at Ranger [30% of total dose and gamma 

50% (p217)], but then state that it will be 1.2mSv (22%) which in total gives about 5.4mSv 

average dose/annum, we wonder if the remainder is due to radioactive dust. More 

concerning than this poor accounting is that the company is of the view that the fact that 

radon accounts for 30% (or 22%) of total dose is not significant. In any case, in their 

maximum dose scenario this increases to 8.4mSv, mainly from an increase in gamma dose. 

They then make clear that all their previous dose assessments have been made without 

the doubling of the radon risk coefficient that the ICRP has recommended and suggest 

doubling the radon contribution to compensate, taking it to 2.4mSv ie TOTAL average dose 

becomes 6.6mSv (ie radon accounts for an 'insignificant' 36% of dose), or 9.6mSv 

maximum total dose. 

The sections on radiation are confusing not only to the lay person but to the radiation 

health experts we engaged to review these aspects of the proposal. There are unresolved 

issues with transparency, clarity and communication around radiation and safety and 

significant public concerns about radiation. 

The public have no means to know when they are in contact with radiation – it is not 

visible or audible, it has no taste or smell. Even if every member was provided with a 
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Geiger counter they would need to be trained to understand what the readings mean. We 

are forced to rely on information from a company with a primary focus and declared 

responsibility on generating profits for its shareholders. There are expectations that a 

company will act responsibly and adhere to all standards, laws, regulations and 

expectations – but such expectations are not always realized in practice. Should an adverse 

health impact become manifest it may be many years after exposure, and unlike asbestos, 

radiation does not have clear signature or identifiable features that can place where the 

exposure of radiation occurred or where that radiation originated from. Industry 

accountability is too easily avoided.  

In the current context of the EPA report 1522 recommendation for approval there has 

been no avenue to ensure that pollution from the mine can be effectively identified given 

that the company has not been required to install monitoring stations in the communities 

frequently visited sites in the Karlamilyi National park or in water sources in the region.  

There is no commitment from the company to install monitoring stations in these places 

having made overly optimistic claims that radiation simply couldn’t reach those sites[47] – 

without clear evidence and without consideration of dust storms and impacts of regional 

cyclonic activity. There has also been no base line study in these areas and so there is no 

means with which to identify changes due to mining activity at Kintyre. At the very least 

these baseline studies should be conducted by the company to provide public information 

about these areas. If the public at some later date want to clarify if there has been an 

impact they need to have a baseline with which to identify any change. This should be the 

responsibility of the company as part of gaining a departmental , irrespective of a social 

license to operate. It is a basic request and one the company has consistently avoiding 

making.  

Transport of uranium oxide concentrate 

There are a number of potential environmental impacts and risks associated with the 
transport of uranium oxide concentrates proposed by Cameco, including the risk of truck 
accidents and transport security risks. As noted in the Joint Submission, the ERMP and the 
draft Transport Management Plan provided by Cameco as part of the ERMP did not 
adequately address these risks.  

Cameco did not provide any data, analysis or risk analysis on the frequency of truck 
accidents, despite the fact that there is evidence[48] of regular accidents[49] both in the 
transport of radioactive materials in Australia and in the transport of toxic chemicals and 
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other substances in Western Australia[50]. As noted in the Joint Submission, the Australian 
Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation (ANSTO) have acknowledged that there are 
1-2 accidents or “incidents” every year involving the transportation of radioactive 
materials.[51] There were 28 serious transport and handling accidents reported in WA 
during 2009/10, including an LNG tanker roll over, a spill of 35,000 litres of cyanide, a 
number of acid and acid-waste spills and other serious accidents involving ammonium 
nitrate, flammable gas and other toxic and hazardous materials.[52] 

Further, there are questions about the capacity to respond to any transport accidents. The 
Northern Territory government noted in its submission to a 2010 Senate inquiry that 
"[t]here is very limited capacity within the Northern Territory hospital network outside of 
Darwin to respond to any radioactive waste incident or accident...The Port of Darwin does 
not have the resource capacity(expertise or equipment) to respond to a radioactive 
incident.”[53] 

Cameco has not responded to submissions about the company’s poor history of transport 
accidents[54] a full report on Cameco’s past performance that was submitted as part of the 
Joint Submission. [Appendix 13] 

Cameco has also failed to address risks associated with transport security. For instance, 
Appendix U – Transport - of the ERMP is silent on measures to be taken in the event of a 
security breach and on measures that could be taken to reduce the risk of a security 
breach.  

There have been major flaws in the assessment process including a failure to comply 
with the EPA’s procedures, a denial of procedural fairness and a lack of transparency 

We submit that there have been major flaws in the environmental impact assessment of 
the Kintyre Uranium Mine which have undermined the integrity of, and public participation 
in and confidence with, the process. Such flaws include, but are not limited to, a failure to 
comply with the EPA’s own procedures, a denial of procedural fairness and a lack of 
transparency.  

As discussed above, there are substantial gaps in the information provided by Cameco. The 
ERMP document is deficient in a number of major ways, as outlined in Joint Submission. 
The EPA itself acknowledged these deficiencies by requesting that Cameco provide 
additional information after the ERMP document was published. Nonetheless, the EPA 
released the ERMP document to the public despite these clear inadequacies and it was 
only this incomplete document which the public had the opportunity to comment on 
during the public comment period between 8th November 2013 and 14th February 2014. 
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We note in the proponent response to public submissions, the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum has made a submission to the ERMP that stated “that the conceptual mine 
closure plan has not been updated,[55]” indicating that Cameco had not made publicly 
available the most up to date version of the “conceptual” Mine Closure Plan. Cameco 
responded by saying “The conceptual plan was amended following comment received on 
the draft ERMP. Cameco has also committed to revise and submit an updated plan prior to 
the commencement of construction.” Cameco’s response offers no explanation for the 
release of outdated information for public comment, but further highlights the lack of 
transparency and public engagement on Mine Closure.   

The EPA’s act of releasing an incomplete ERMP to the public was inconsistent with the 
EPA’s own Administrative Procedures 2002. 

Clause 5.5.4 of the Administrative Procedures 2002 states as follows: 

When the EPA is satisfied the ERMP has addressed all of the environmental factors and 
studies identified in the Environmental Scoping document, the proponent will be required 
to release it for a public review period normally between 10 and 12 weeks. [emphasis 
added] 

We submit that the EPA either was not, or should not have been, satisfied that Cameco’s 
ERMP document had addressed all of the environmental factors and that the ERMP 
document should therefore not have been released to the public until such time as the 
ERMP document addressed all the environmental factors and studies identified in the 
Environmental Scoping document.  

The EPA has now, at the same time as releasing Report 1522, released additional 
appendices to the public. This additional information was not provided during the ERMP 
process. The two week period allowed to the public to make an appeal is not sufficient to 
address all the details in the additional appendices or cross reference these with the 
ERMP. Additional appendices release with the EPA report 1522 include; salinity plume 
seepage modelling report, Dames and Moore report, Impact of Pit Void Lakes on Fauna, 
Radiation Protection Program, Geological Map, GCA Geochemical characterisation, Kintyre 
Surface Water Memo, HS Veg and Flora Studies, HS extension of Veg Mapping and Rock 
Wallaby Study.  

We submit that these additional documents contain substantial new information about the 
proposal and about the potential environmental impacts and risks of the proposal. 

The additional material provided by Cameco is arguably so substantial that the nature of 
the proposal is materially different from that outlined in the ERMP document.  

The additional documents were not made available to the public during the assessment 
period and therefore were not part of the public environmental review. 

It is widely recognised that decisions of administrative authorities should be made in 
accordance with the principles of procedural fairness. Indeed, the EPA itself has even 
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proposed to amend its Environmental Impact Assessment Administrative Procedures 2010 
(Administrative Procedures 2010) to include an express right to procedural fairness. 

Procedural fairness requires that the decision-maker disclose material evidence to the 
parties and provide the parties with a reasonable opportunity to make representations on 
that material evidence before making a decision.  

We submit that the EPA has denied the public procedural fairness by failing to provide the 
public with the opportunity to review Cameco’s additional information and comment on 
such information before the EPA determined in Report 1522 that the proposed Kintyre 
Uranium Mine should be implemented subject to conditions. 

It is clearly not sufficient that the EPA has released additional information provided by 
Cameco to the public after it has already made its decision. Not only does this deny the 
public procedural fairness but it also indicates that the EPA has failed to take into account 
a relevant consideration, namely the public’s comments on the additional documents, in 
making its decision. 

We also note that the public has a mere 14 days to lodge an appeal against the EPA’s 
recommendations from the date that the EPA releases its report. By releasing the 
proponent’s additional information to the public at the same time that it released its 
report, the EPA has effectively only given the public 14 days to review and analyse 
Cameco’s extensive additional information, a total of 628 pages of material, before the 
appeals deadline closes. This is an inadequate amount of time, especially since much of the 
information provided in Cameco’s additional documentation is of a highly technical nature 
and requires expert high level analysis. The EPA’s practice with regard to Cameco’s 
additional information has compromised both the assessment process itself and the 
appeals process.  

Finally, we note that the EPA and Cameco have failed to properly consider submissions 
made during the public process, by treating 2,569 submissions ( the majority of which were 
unique) as just two submissions[56] and failing to acknowledge or respond to those 
submitters. This is a failure of due process by the EPA in assessing this project. 

In light of these major flaws in the assessment of the Kintyre Uranium Mine, we submit 
that the proposal requires re-assessment by the EPA. Given the high level of public concern 
about uranium mining in Western Australia and about the Kintyre Uranium Mine 
specifically – there were around 2,600 submissions against the proposal – we submit that 
such reassessment should be conducted by way of a dedicated public inquiry. 

EPA has unacceptably deferred its responsibilities under the EP Act to other government 
agencies 

The 2013 EPA annual report made a strong statement that “There is a growing need for 
increased focus on the cumulative impacts of human activities across the State. Whilst 
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proposals referred to the EPA are assessed at an individual level, they are not seen in 
isolation.” [57] 

However we did not see any evidence in report 1522 that there was any consideration on 
regional impacts, in particular on water consumption or dust or impact on flora and fauna 
given proximity to the Telfer Gold mine, nor in relation to transport and increased transport 
on the Telfer road or exports through Port Adelaide.  

In November 2013 Dr Paul Vogel, Chairman of the EPA cautioned miners against ‘salami 
slice’ assessments that threaten the environment with ‘death by a thousand cuts.’ The 
existing process of separating environmental assessment between agencies to suit 
developmental and investment decisions by companies is exactly this - a salami slice that 
reduces transparency, increases uncertainty for the public and proponents, extends the 
time it takes for approvals and exacerbates costs for industry.  

This and many other projects undergoing this level of assessment face the same problem 
or have a drawn out complicated process both for the industry and for the public. For the 
public and under resourced civil society organisations this creates disproportionate 
volumes of work. The public and ENGO’s are expected to read, digest and respond to huge 
volumes of material and data – on reading they find that these documents are in draft 
form – to be resubmitted later to other agencies without public engagement. The 
procedural process takes advantage of communities and individuals willingness and good 
will to engage in the process. In general there is a high level of procedural and community 
disrespect and undermining of the integrity of a public, transparent engagement process.  

If the industry and the EPA are confident that the project will not negatively impact on the 
environment, public health or public amenity there really should be no hesitation to 
engage in what the public rightly deserve and key stakeholders have long requested– a 
public inquiry. Where the company, the regulators, independent experts and the public 
can ask questions and the proponent be required to answer them – in real time. 

It is a central part of Western Australian environmental law that the EPA has the power 

and responsibility to assess proposals in Western Australia which are likely to have a 

significant effect on the environment. The EPA is set up as an independent body with 

specialist expertise in the area of environmental impact assessment.  

 

As noted above, in assessing a proposal, the EPA’s role is to identify key environmental 

factors that are relevant to the proposal, assess the proposal against those key 

environmental factors and recommend whether the proposal should be implemented or 
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not.[58] Where it does recommend that a proposal be implemented, it is to provide 

recommendations about any conditions to which the proposal should be subject.[59]  

 

It is a general principle of administrative law that where a discretionary power is vested in 

a designated authority, that power may be exercised only by that authority and not sub-

delegated to some other body. The EPA’s deferring of its responsibilities to other decision-

makers such as the DMP and the Radiological Council arguably breaches this principle 

against sub-delegation.  

It is also problematic for several practical reasons:  

(a) The other decision-makers do not have the same expertise as the EPA to assess 

environmental impacts (nor do they necessarily have the resources);  

(b) Other decision-makers are charged with industry promotion and have a conflict of 

interest;  

(c) The other decision-makers may decide not to assess environmental impacts adequately 

or at all. If this happens, the EPA cannot force the decision-makers to reconsider the 

environment, or even revoke its own decision;  

(d) The other decision-makers do not have the same powers as the EPA to require the 

proponent to provide information with regard to environmental impact assessment;  

(e) The public is excluded from many other decision-making processes.  

The fact that other decision-making processes may apply and thus cause duplication is not 

a valid reason for the EPA to refuse to perform its statutory function. If duplication is a 

legitimate concern, then it needs to be addressed by Parliament and not by the EPA.  

We submit that if the Kintyre Uranium Mine were to be approved, then more specific and 
stringent conditions would need to be imposed on the proposal after a proper 
reassessment had been done, particularly in relation to the potential radiation impacts of 
the proposal (see below). It is unacceptable to allow the proposal to be implemented but 
to leave these issues to be resolved by other government agencies, which need not 
necessarily have the same expertise or functions with regard to environmental impact 
assessment, at a later date.  

Existing regulatory framework is inadequate 

We submit that there are major problems with the current regulatory framework for 
uranium mining, mining generally and tailings management, as identified by recent 
independent reviews. We submit therefore that a decision should not be made as to 
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whether the Kintyre Uranium Mine proposal should be implemented until at least such 
time as these problems have been addressed. 

Uranium mining  

In November 2008, the Liberal-National Government lifted an eight-year ban on uranium 
mining in Western Australia.[60] [Appendix 14]  

In May 2010, the then Minister for Mines and Petroleum, the Hon. Norman Moore, stated 
that “best practice regulation will govern any future uranium mining.”[61][Appendix 15] 

However, a review of uranium mining regulation in Western Australia conducted in April 
2012 by the Uranium Advisory Group stated that “[a]at present, the overwhelming 
conclusion of the review is that the current framework, albeit robust and subject to 
regular updating with national guidelines does not fully deliver World Best Practice.”[62] 
[Appendix 16] 

The Uranium Advisory Group (UAG) identified a number of areas where the existing 
regulatory framework was inadequate, including “the uneven adherence to risk-based 
assessments, the lack of legislative and policy support for open publication of regulatory 
compliance data, and the lack of the required quality management systems in some 
agencies.”[63] 

In this context the EPA recommended that the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine be 
implemented. Clearly, if the Minister were now to decide that the proposed Kintyre 
Uranium Mine be implemented, the government would be reneging on its promise that 
best practice regulation would govern any future uranium mining. 

The UAG is not the only source of criticism of the existing regulatory framework for 
uranium mining. 

As discussed in the Joint Submission, Nick Tsurikov, a consultant at Calytrix Consulting in a 
2009 report entitled “Uranium Exploration: Safety, Environmental, Social and Regulatory 
Considerations”,[Appendix 17]set out a number of key issues regarding radiation 
management and standards in Western Australia, including: 

•        inadequacies in radiation management plans approved prior to 2008; 

•        incorrect assumptions and false values in relation to radiation management 
regulations; 

•        inconsistency between regulations on dose limits in guidelines and regulations; 
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•        uncertainties regarding applicable regulations for the transport of uranium core 
samples and on limitations of uranium concentration in materials being 
transported; 

•        the need to establish an effective system of inspections of uranium exploration 
sites and uranium mines; 

•        a skills shortage of radiation safety officers and insufficient accredited training 
programs to address this; 

•        contradictions in radiological rehabilitation requirements. 

In addition to these criticisms of the regulation of uranium mining in Western Australia 
specifically, there have been criticisms of the uranium mining industry across the country.  

A 2003 Senate inquiry described the uranium mining industry as characterised by “a 
pattern of underperformance and non-compliance” and concluded “changes were 
necessary in order to protect the environment and its inhabitants from serious or 
irreversible damage.”[64] 

Mining generally in Western Australia 

Not only is the regulatory framework with regard to uranium mining inadequate, we 
submit that the regulatory regime for mining in Western Australia is also seriously lacking.  

For instance, as noted in the Joint Submission, in a review of the State’s regulatory regime 
for mining in Western Australia,[65] the Western Australian Auditor General identified a 
number of key areas where the government agencies that regulate the mining industry are 
overwhelmed and are failing to adequately monitor and assess mining compliance and 
environmental performance. [Appendix 18] 

Some key areas of concern that have been identified by the Auditor General include: 

DMP's planning and management of its inspections did not define the frequency of 
inspections needed to assure compliance with conditions; did not include risk assessment 
to select sites; did not have clear inspections guidelines or criteria to ensure consistency 
with inspections, and did not have clear controls to ensure inspection reports are 
consistent with authorised enforcement action.[66] 

Environmental enforcement has weaknesses: the enforcement policy relies on voluntary 
compliance and staff are advised to apply the lowest level of enforcement action that will 
achieve compliance, placing too much reliance on staff judgment − this results in 
inconsistent and inappropriate action.[67] 
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One specific area which we submit is particularly lacking is in the regulation of tailings. The 
Guidelines on the Safe Design and Operating Standards for Tailings Storage (Tailings 
Guidelines)[68] date back to 1999, more details below. [Appendeix 19] 

CCWA has met with the DMP on two separate occasions in 2012 to discuss the UAG and 
the outcomes of their investigation into WA uranium regulations. In those meeting it was 
acknowledged that there are deficiencies in the Tailings Guidelines, which are also referred 
to in the UAG report.[69] At the time the UAG report commented that the DMP was 
upgrading the Tailings Guidelines but that the draft document they were privy to suggests 
that the changes are still “lacking protocols for dealing with this specific type of wastes”. 

Tailings guidelines for WA have since been updated but without a single mention of 
uranium or radioactive mine waste – tailings [Appendix 20][70]. Tailings Storage Facilities in 
Western Australia does not mention uranium tailings. This Code of Practice describe 
uranium mine tailings at all but rather includes radioactive ‘pollution’, ‘materials’ or 
‘NORM’ as opposed to ‘waste’ in a risk matrix. We note again that in ARPANSA 
guidelines[71] uranium mine tailings are classified as radioactive waste and we note 
that  radioactive waste poses a uniqwue level of long term and severe environmental risk. 

Specific guidelines on Managing Radioactive Waste [Appendix 21][72] produced by the 

DMP, include a section on tailings management. This simply offers general advice like 

“Without systematic tailings deposition and careful water management, the rehabilitation 

could be very costly, and be required at a time when cash flow is limited or non-existent. 

Much of this challenge can be overcome by adequate planning, associated with good 

tailings management and the use of sound technical approaches early in the life of the 

facility”.[73] 

Rather than any guidelines on what good or effective tailings management looks like, 

positive examples of tailings management or clear expectations on rehabilitation and long 
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term management, these guidelines refer back to the 1999 Tailings Guidelines[74] – 

`Guidelines on the Development of an Operation Manual for Tailings Storage'.[75] 

The UAG report suggests other areas that must be addressed with regard to tailings 
guidelines. We submit that this is another example of existing regulations that are 
deficient, out-dated and do not meet world’s best practice. Adding to our grounds of 
appeal that the EPA has irresponsibly deferred assessment to the DMP aspects of the 
uranium mine proposal with significant environmental risk.    

 
There are good policy reasons for the proposal not to be taken into account, such as high-
level nuclear waste, nuclear accidents and weapons proliferation 

The proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine raises not only local environmental issues, but also 
much broader issues such as the global implications of uranium export – including high-
level nuclear waste, nuclear accidents and weapons proliferation. We submit that these 
issues ought to be taken into account when determining whether the proposed Kintyre 
Uranium Mine should be implemented and indeed are good policy reasons for the 
proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine not to be implemented. 

As noted in the Joint Submission, uranium exported from Kintyre will at best end up as 
high-level nuclear waste. At worst it will end up as fissile (explosive) material used in 
nuclear weapons. There is also the potential for uranium exported by Cameco to be 
implicated in a nuclear disaster such as the continuing crisis at the Fukushima Dai-ichi 
nuclear reactors in Fukushima, Japan. 

As noted, no country has a repository for high-level nuclear waste. With regard to 
safeguards against weapons proliferation, the recently-retired Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Dr Mohamed El Baradei, has stated that the 
IAEA’s basic inspection rights are “fairly limited”, that the safeguards regime suffers from 
“vulnerabilities” and “clearly needs reinforcement”, and that the safeguards system runs on 
a “shoestring budget”.[76] 

We submit that Cameco should be required to provide details of any discussion around 
uranium sales to overseas countries so that the broader implications of the Kintyre 
Uranium Mine can be assessed. For instance, are the potential customers located in 
nuclear weapons states? Are they in states that are blocking the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty and the Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty? Are they in undemocratic, secretive or 
repressive states? Are they in states that have not signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty? 
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We submit that the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine should be reassessed by way of a 
public inquiry so that these important downstream security and safety issues can be 
properly addressed. 

Failure to consider the proponents corporate behaviour 

In the Joint Submission provided to the EPA we submitted a referenced table of the 
proponents past performance at other mines internationally [77]. This report details 
numerous incidents of accidents at mine sites from water inflow and pit collapse to 
radiation incidents, transport accidents. License breaches, failures to report and silencing 
community opposition. But most alarming in the current context is that Cameco has been 
taken to court by the Canadian Revenue Agency for tax avoidance. It is alleged that 
Cameco has dodged tax payments of up to $800 million [78].  

Given the huge reliance on information provided by the proponent we would expect that 
proper due diligence would be applied by the EPA to ensure that the proponent, who has 
many operating mines overseas but no operating mines in Australia, operates to a high 
standard of environmental management and has a high standard of corporate social 
responsibility. We don’t believe that the EPA has considered the past performance of the 
company and the many failures to protect the environment and behave responsibly.  

Conditions recommended by EPA are seriously inadequate 

As discussed above, we submit that there have been such serious problems with the 
environmental impact assessment of the proposed Kintyre Uranium Mine to date that the 
proposal requires reassessment. Further, we submit that the conditions recommended by 
the EPA in Report 1522 are seriously inadequate. 

As discussed above, the Western Australian government made a commitment in May 2010 
that best practice regulation would govern any future uranium mining. Further, the 
Legislative Council of Western Australia recently passed a motion and it is Liberal party 
policy, that the government adopt equivalent or better environmental management 
regulatory requirements for any future uranium mine in Western Australia as exists under 
Commonwealth and Northern Territory legislation for the operation of the Ranger uranium 
mine in the Northern Territory with regard to the disposal of radioactive tailings, including 
the requirements that –  

•        the tailings are physically isolated from the environment for at least 10,000 years; 
and 

•        any contaminants arising from the tailings do not result in any detrimental 
environmental impacts for at least 10,000 years. 

It is quite extraordinary in this context that the EPA has not recommended that any 
conditions be imposed on the proposal with regard to the potential impacts of radiation. 
Clearly the EPA’s recommendations with regard to conditions fall well short of the 
government’s supposed commitment to best practice regulation and existing industry 
practise. 



 

We note that the EPA recommended approval of the Wiluna Uranium Mine in 2012 with 
equally scant conditions, this approval was subject to additional conditions recommended 
by the Appeals Convenor. After State Ministerial Environmental Approval the proposal was 
submitted to the Federal Environment Minister who then placed another 35 conditions on 
the mine. [Appendix 22] This is further indication that the EPA has form of being lax on 
environmental approvals and conditions that do not meet Federal expectations or indeed 
the States own benchmark of “world’s best practice”.  

We submit that, at the very least, the Kintyre Uranium Mine should be subject to 
conditions that require the company to undertake base line studies and ongoing 
monitoring in the Parnngurr and Punmu communities and that the tailings will be 
physically, chemically, biologically and radiologically isolated from the environment for no 
less than 10,000 years and that (a) any contaminants arising from the tailings do not result 
in any detrimental environmental impacts for at least 10,000 years. 

In addition to the EPA not having recommended that any conditions be imposed with 
regard to certain environmental impacts, such as radiation, we submit that the conditions 
that the EPA has recommended are lacking in numerous respects. We set out examples 
below where we feel the EPA should have imposed conditions and we urge the Appeals 
Convenor to seriously consider and publicly address these conditions to address very 
serious and legitimate concerns about the safety and protection for the environment and 
public health. 

General conditions 

Specific conditions that we think should be attached to any approval given by the 
Environment Minister of WA to Cameco and Mitsubishi to mine uranium at Kintyre to fully 
exercise the role and responsibilities of the EPA towards protection of the environment 
and prevention of pollution:  

1.      that the proponent commit to installing dust and water monitoring stations at Punmu 
and Parnngurr communities as well as other sites in and around the National Park at 
key locations downstream and downwind of the mine and areas that are frequented by 
the public including Desert Queen Baths, and more commonly used camp spots by 
locals along the river, the water pump site north of the mine site and Yantikutji creek. 
(raised by a number of individuals and organisations in submissions in response to the 
ERMP)  

2.      that the proponent work with the radiological council and the Department of Health to 
do background studies on cancer rates in the communities of Punmu and Parnngurr as 
a way of responsibly documenting the existing health of those communities with which 
to measure any changes to those communities and public health impacts that could be 
caused as a direct result of the mine at Kintyre and that outcomes of these be made 
publicly available.   

3.      that the proponent work with the Department of Water and Department of 
Environmental Regulation and the proponent to do background studies in the 
communities of Punmu and Parnngurr as well as other sites in and around the National 
Park at key locations downstream and downwind of the mine and areas that are 



 

frequented by the public including Desert Queen Baths, and more commonly used 
camp spots by locals along the river, the water pump site north of the mine site and 
Yantikutji creek. On the radiological environment in the communities as a way of 
responsibly documenting the existing environment with which to measure any changes 
to those communities and public health impacts that could be caused as a direct result 
of the mine at Kintyre and that these be made publicly available. 

4.      That complete environmental management plans and baselines studies be submitted 
by the proponent to the EPA and made publicly available, before commencement of 
mining activities 

5.      That annual environment reporting on results be published on the company’s website 
(www.cameco.com/australia) that these reports should detail the results of data 
collection at monitoring stations on and off site, along with compliance reporting on 
the environmental management plan. 

6.      That there be no increase in radioactive material or background radiation levels 
outside the mine site 

7.      that there be no reduction in the quality of water of all surrounding water sources  

8.      In addition to recommended condition 5 “Public Availability of data” - that should the 
proponent make any requests to the EPA CEO to keep public reporting information 
private that the public and stakeholders be notified of the request.  

9.      That a complete mine closure plan (MCP) and tailings management plan must include 
clear unambiguous environmental criteria which is made publicly available for review; 

A.      That the MCP include scenarios and management plans in the event of unplanned 
closure or extended care and maintenance programs 

B.      That there should be consideration given to the changes in climate and the 
frequency and severity of cyclones on the design features of the tailings 
management facility and the pit lake 

C.      Progressive rehabilitation trials and implementation of progressive rehabilitation  

D.     alternative technologies for long term management of radioactive tailings be 
actively considered and trialed towards the commitment of continual improvement 
and the expectation that tailings be effectively and completely isolated from the 
environment for no less than 10,000 years 

11.  That a bond be required and that the bond represents the whole amount of the 
estimated cost of mine closure and that this amount be reviewed annually and adjusted to 
reflect the full cost of closure.  

Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, we submit that the Minister should remit the proposed 
Kintyre Uranium Mine proposal to the EPA for reassessment under section 101(1)(d)(i) of 
the EP Act by way of a public inquiry. The reassessment should not occur until such time as 

http://www.cameco.com/australia


 

Cameco provides further information about the environmental impacts of the Kintyre 
Uranium Mine to address the many gaps and deficiencies in the information provided to 
date. 

However, should the Minister be of the view, and ultimately decide, that the Kintyre 
Uranium Mine may be implemented subject to conditions (a decision which CCWA strongly 
opposes), we submit that the conditions recommended by the EPA in Report 1522 are 
seriously inadequate and the Minister should vary the EPA’s recommendations by 
changing the implementation conditions under section 101(1)(d)(ii) of the EP Act to make 
them far more stringent. CCWA respectfully requests that it and other stakeholders be 
offered the opportunity for further comment on any new or amended conditions. 

Thank you for considering this appeal. 

Should you require any further information, you can contact Mia Pepper at CCWA on 9420 
7266 or 0415 380 808. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Mia Pepper 
Nuclear Free Campaigner  
Conservation Council WA 
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