Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology & the Arts Legislation Committee
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Environment and Heritage

Environment Australia
Budget Estimates 2002-2003, (30 May 2002)
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Question: 1

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Advertising budget

Hansard Page: 347/8

Senator Carr asked:

What is the full advertising budget for the department?

Answer: 

A summary of advertising expenditure for Environment Australia, including the Natural Heritage Trust, is as follows:


1999-00
2000-01
2001-02



Campaign advertising


$2,643,598


$3,494,891


$2,649,485

Non-campaign advertising


$1,113,748
$1,020,188
$948,685

Total
$3,757,346


$4,515,079


$3,598,170*

* Non-campaign advertising expenditure figures are currently being compiled for the 2001-02 Annual Report and this total may be revised.
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Question: 2

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Revenue during the last three years

Hansard Page: 349

Senator Carr asked:

Has revenue changed over the last three years?

Answer: 

This question was answered at the Senate Estimates Hearings. See page 349.
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Question: 3

Output: 1.6, 1.7

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Conferences attended by staff of Supervising Scientist Division

Hansard Page: 350/1

Senator Carr asked:

Provide details of conferences attended in the last year and what outputs they related to, how many people attended

Answer: 

Output 1.6

1 staff member attended each of the following:

International Symposium on Naturally occurring radioactive materials

International Conference on Environmental Management Bruges Belgium

Tailings and Minewaste International Conference on mill tailings management

Technical Design Meeting of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment program – attendance at this conference was externally funded.

Output 1.7

2 staff members attended the Asian Wetland Inventory Regional Workshop

1 staff member attended each of the following:

Conference on climate change and wetland conservation

Workshop on Developing a framework for a wetland assessment system in Malaysia

Technical Design Meeting of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment program

Meeting of the Ramsar Convention Scientific and Technical Review Panel

Wetlands International Strategy 2002-05

Attendance of all conferences above in output 1.7, except the Wetlands International Strategy 2002-05, was externally funded.
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Question: 4

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Number of staff employed in Darwin

Hansard Page: 351

Senator Carr asked:

How many staff are employed in Darwin?

Answer: 

On 31 August 2002, when the relocation of Jabiru staff is complete, 35 Supervising Scientist Division positions will be located in Darwin.
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Question: 5

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Lease of new building

Hansard Page: 354

Senator Carr asked:

Is there an indexation clause within the repayment schedule [for new Darwin premises]?

Answer: 

This question was answered at the Senate Estimates Hearings. See page 377.
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Question: 6

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Lease of new building

Hansard Page: 355, 377

Senator Crossin asked:

What is the lease cost per square metre in the new building?

Answer: 

This question was answered at the Senate Estimates Hearings. See page 377.
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Question: 7

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Lease of new building

Hansard Page: 355

Senator Carr asked:

Is it a 50 year lease and reverts to the Commonwealth?

Answer: 

It is a 10 year lease with two further options of 5 years each.  It reverts to the owner, Darwin International Airport, when the lease expires.
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Question: 8

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Lease of new building

Hansard Page: 356

Senator Carr asked:

What is the total cost to the Commonwealth of the 20 year lease? What are your projections on the leasing of this building?

Answer: 

The Commonwealth has signed a ten year lease with an option of renewing the lease for further 5 years and another 5 years.  The projected lease costs for the ten year lease is $7.1 million.
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Question: 9

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Ranger Uranium Mine Staff Training

Hansard Page: 361

Senator Crossin asked:

Does the training program also include detailed information on the new data classification systems for reporting results to external stakeholders?

Answer: 

See answer 22 a).
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Question: 10

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Consultations with Traditional Owners on uranium mining – Clarification of previous answer to Question 192

Hansard Page: 368

Senator Allison asked:

Could you give the Committee a full account of exactly the comments that were made by the Gundjehmi, on which you base this claim that, “clearly, the approval was successful in ensuring that the environment and human health remained protected?”

Answer: 

On 19 March 2002, the Minister for Environment and Heritage met with two representatives of the Gundjehmi Aboriginal Corporation in Canberra. Also at the meeting were two of the Minister’s staff, two Traditional Owners, the Supervising Scientist, the Director of Parks and the Assistant Secretary World Heritage Branch. Following discussion on the stockpile incident at Ranger and the delay in reporting exceedence of action levels at Jabiluka, the Gundjehmi Aboriginal Corporation representatives agreed that no harm was caused to the natural values of Kakadu National Park and at no time was the health of Traditional Owners at risk arising from these incidents. It had been suggested that irrigation at Jabiluka might have given rise to exceedence of the action level for uranium.  

On 26 March 2002 the Minister wrote to the Chairperson of the Gundjehmi Aboriginal Corporation confirming the outcome of the meeting. In particular, he stated: “I share your concerns regarding the lapses in the environmental management and internal communication systems of Energy Resources of Australia, however I was pleased that your representatives and I reached agreement that no harm was caused to the natural values of Kakadu National Park, and at no time was the health of the Traditional Owners at risk.”

The agreement at the meeting, later confirmed in writing by the Minister, was the basis for the statement made in response to question 192 part (3).
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Question: 11

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: 2000 Agreement between the Commonwealth and NT Governments on uranium mining.

Hansard Page: 375

Senator Allison asked:

Can you provide me with a copy of the 2000 agreement between the Commonwealth and the Northern Territory governments?

Answer: 

Yes, see answer 23.

Outcome 1,







Question: 12

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Lease of new building

Hansard Page: 377

Senator Carr asked:

Confirm that over a period of twenty years the lease payments for new Darwin building will be in excess of $16 million for a building which is currently valued at something like $6 million

Answer: 

We are unable to confirm the lease costs over a twenty year period.  The Commonwealth has signed a ten year lease with an option of renewing the lease for further 5 years and another 5 years.  The known cost for the lease is $7.1 million.  We are unable to provide an estimate of further costs if the Commonwealth were to take up the options of extending the lease.
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Question: 13

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Lease of new building

Hansard Page: 378

Senator Carr asked:

Provide information as to the annual increase in the lease payments for the 20 years of the proposed lease.

Answer: 

The annual increase for the ten year lease is 3.5%.  We are unable to provide details of what the annual increase would be if the Commonwealth decided to take up the options.  Both parties would review the annual increase figure at that time.
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Question: 14

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Monitoring tests relevant to the Supervising Scientist’s report

Hansard Page: 378

Senator Allison asked:

OSS undertook to provide schedule of tests, when taken and results. 

Answer: 

The schedule of tests is provided in answer 28.  No adverse effects were observed in any tests.
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Question: 15

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Monitoring tests relevant to the Supervising Scientist’s report

Hansard Page: 378

Senator Allison asked:

Precise dates of tests?

Answer: 

See answer 28.
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Question: 16

Output: 1.6, 1.7

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Change in budget allocations 

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

Why has the budget been reduced under Output 1.7 Inland Waters and increased under Output Group 1.6 Industry?

Answer:

The budget allocation to the Supervising Scientist Division under Output Group 1.6 Industry was increased during 2001-02 in order to implement the recommendations of the World Heritage Committee’s Independent Science Panel and to establish the Supervising Scientist’s independent monitoring program.  This increase has continued into 2002-03.

The department regularly monitors and adjusts program resources to accommodate emerging issues, or changes to existing priorities.  The reduction in the budget allocation to the Supervising Scientist Division for the Wetlands and Ecology program under Output 1.7 Inland Waters was a result of this process.

The Wetlands and Ecology program is just one component of the Government’s wetlands effort.  The Government has initiated and continues to fund various programs to aid wetland research.  Through the Natural Heritage Trust the Government provided $15M to the National Wetlands Program during the first six years of the Trust.  This program promoted the conservation, repair and wise use of wetlands and the conservation of migratory waterbirds across Australia.  Wetland projects have also been funded through other Trust programs including Bushcare and Murray-Darling Basin 2001.  In the future wetland conservation and management outcomes will be delivered through the four main programs of the Trust - Rivercare, Coastcare, Bushcare and Landcare. 

The National Centre for Tropical and Wetland Research is a Commonwealth Government initiative involving the Environmental Research Institute of the Supervising Scientist, James Cook University, Northern Territory University and the University of Western Australia.  The Centre was formally established in December 1999 and undertakes research and provides training on the conservation and management of tropical wetlands.  These projects have contributed substantively towards wetland management in northern Australia and nationally as well as internationally.  The outputs of the Centre have been used to support national objectives in wetland inventory, assessment and monitoring and provided support for key topics addressed under the Ramsar Wetlands Convention.  The Centre reports to stakeholders through published articles and regular meetings of a broad advisory committee.
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Question: 17

Output: 1.7

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Reduced funding for National Centre for Wetlands

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

What impact will the reduction in funding under Output Group 1.7 have on the National Centre for Wetlands?

Answer:

The reduced budget allocation for 2002-03 will result in the loss of three staff who provided support for the National Centre for Tropical Wetlands Research (NCTWR). eriss will continue to support the NCTWR. All NCTWR projects currently being undertaken by eriss will be completed. A greater emphasis will be placed on securing input from partners in the NCTWR for developing project and funding opportunities. 

eriss’ contribution to and leadership of local, national and international wetland projects and initiatives is being reassessed and some activities will be scaled back or terminated. This assessment is planned to continue throughout 2002-03 as current activities come to an end.

The reduced resources for wetland research will be used to support the established key issues for tropical wetlands at regional, national and global scales. 
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Question: 18

Output: 1.6, 1.7

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Supervising Scientist Division International Travel

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

Please provide details of expenditure for the 2001-2002 financial year associated with international travel undertaken by Supervising Scientist staff against 1.6 and 1.7 itemising the cost of travel, accommodation, conference fees and any other expenditure.

Answer:

Airfares  nil – fares were either externally funded for staff member was on leave at own expense

Accommodation  $2,341.66

Conference fees  $1,555.40

Other expenditure  $3228.09.
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Question: 19

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: 2001/02 costs for relocation of the Supervising Scientist’s staff

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

What has been the cost of relocating staff from Jabiru to Darwin over 2001-2002?

Answer:

No staff were relocated from Jabiru to Darwin in 2001-2002.  Consequently, there were no staff relocation expenses this financial year.
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Question: 20

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Projected 2001/02 costs for relocation of Supervising Scientist’s staff 

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

What is the projected cost for relocation in 2001-2002?

Answer:

The projected cost for relocation in 2001-2002 is $121,000.
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Question: 21

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Progress against Recommendation 3 of Supervising Scientist Report 153

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

In relation to your progress assessment against Recommendation 3 of Supervising Scientist Report 153:

a)
When were the appointments of General Manager and Stakeholder Relations Officer at ERA made?

Answer:

The General Manager – Operations was appointed in December 2000 and the Manager – External Relations was appointed in May 2000.

b) Please provide their duty statements.

Answer: 

The Supervising Scientist does not hold these documents.  ERA has provided the Supervising Scientist with the following information regarding their roles.

“ The General Manager – Operations’ role covers the areas of site safety, environmental management, cost management, operational organisation, employee development and community relations on site.  ERA’s Aboriginal Community Development Department supports the community relations function.

Additionally, the General Manager – Operations’ role provides support and assistance on strategy and stakeholder relationships to the General Manager- Strategic Planning and the Manager – External Relations respectively. 

The Manager – External Relations’ role provides issues management, media and external relations, information and public contact programs and government stakeholder resources for the Company.”

c) What has the Supervising Scientist done to ensure better communication is occurring?

Answer:

The Supervising Scientist has taken the following actions to ensure that better communication occurs:  

· made a number of recommendations in Supervising Scientist Report 153 aimed at improving communications;

· signed a protocol with ERA which provides for the exchange of research data at the time that data is generated;

· takes part in informal monthly meetings with EWLS, ERA’s research services provider, and other Minesite Technical Committee members to discuss research results and discuss future information needs;

· discusses issues with ERA senior management on an ongoing basis;

· in particular, in implementing the recommendations of SSR153, the Supervising Scientist developed with ERA an enhanced reporting framework (see answer 21 (d) below). 

d) Has the Supervising Scientist sought evidence that the company has developed a communication strategy for dealing with external stakeholders?

Answer:

In addition to the general improvement in communication with stakeholders resulting from the appointment of a General Manager Operations and a Manager External Relations, the most significant improvement in communication with stakeholders has been the adoption by ERA of an enhanced reporting program.

ERA is required to report to DBIRD, the Supervising Scientist and the Northern Land Council any incident that is in contravention of the General Authorisation issued under NT Law or any mine related event that meets the following criteria specified in the Commonwealth’s Environmental Requirements:

(a)
results in significant risk to ecosystem health; or

(b)
which has the potential to cause harm to people living or working in the area; or

(c)
which is of or could cause concern to Aboriginals or the broader public.

Following the publication of SSR153, this reporting regime has been enhanced in two ways:

(1) By the development of a Focus Level, Action Level and Limit system for the downstream aquatic environment near Ranger and Jabiluka, guidance has been given to ERA by the Minesite Technical Committee (DBIRD, SSD, and NLC) on how to judge whether an incident or event is one that requires reporting under criteria (a), (b) and (c) above. All events that result in an action level being exceeded, or could result in the exceedence of an action level, must be formally reported by ERA. Such events are then reported to the Traditional Owners by the Northern Land Council, are reported to the Alligator Rivers Region Advisory Committee, and are reported publicly by the Supervising Scientist in his Annual Report.

(2) At the request of the Minesite Technical Committee, ERA provides informal advice to members of the MTC on all unplanned events related to the environment that do not require formal reporting under categories (a), (b) or (c) above. This information on minor events is provided to further promote understanding of environmental activity at Ranger and Jabiluka within the MTC. To prevent unnecessary public concern, this information is opened for broader discussion only after reaching consensus within the MTC. The intent of this additional reporting is to ensure the highest level of transparency within the Principal Stakeholders while avoiding unnecessary public concern.

e) Please provide details and a copy of ERA’s external stakeholder communication strategy.

Answer:

Recommendation 3 of SSR 153 referred to communication directed at ensuring that the principal stakeholders are properly informed about incidents at the minesites. This issue has been addressed in Answer 21 (d) above. 

f) In assessing progress against this recommendation, has the Supervising Scientist sought feedback from external stakeholders (or their representatives) about the quality and timeliness of communication from Ranger?

Answer:

The Supervising Scientist communicates with ERA’s external stakeholders on a continuous basis, and the quality and timeliness of communication from Ranger is one of many issues discussed. In these discussions, both the NLC and DBIRD have expressed satisfaction on the general improvement in communication on minesite incidents resulting from the enhanced reporting framework introduced following the publication of SSR153. 
g) When? What was that feedback?

Answer:

As stated above, feedback from NLC and DBIRD is on a continuous basis and there has been satisfaction on the general improvement in communication on minesite incidents resulting from the enhanced reporting framework introduced following the publication of SSR153. However, there are occasional problems, such as the instances described in the stockpiling report and the delay in reporting that action levels had been exceeded at Swift Creek, Jabiluka during 2002.

h) Why weren’t the Traditional Owners promptly informed of the latest two incidents?

Answer:

The responsibility for the reporting of incidents to the Traditional Owners lies with the Northern Land Council. The Supervising Scientist has been advised that the Northern Land Council informed the Traditional Owners of the stockpiling incident within twenty-four hours of ERA informing the Supervising Scientist. The Supervising Scientist has been advised that the exceedence of action levels at Jabiluka was reported to the Traditional Owners within forty-eight hours of ERA advising the Supervising Scientist.

i) If you are not assessing progress against this recommendation, who is?

As outlined in the answers to 21 a) - h) above, the Supervising Scientist is assessing progress against this recommendation.  
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Question: 22

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Ranger Uranium Mine Staff Training

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

In relation to your progress assessment against Recommendations 4 and 5 of Supervising Scientist Report 153:

a) Did the Supervising Scientist seek evidence that training programs included training for all staff on the importance of reporting anything unusual observed such as leaking pipes and turbid runoff on site?  If not, why not?  

Answer:

The independent audits of ERA’s environment management systems in 2001 and 2002 included verification that suitable training programs for all staff are in place. However, the Supervising Scientist has not sought specific details about ERA’s training programs. It is ERA’s responsibility to ensure that appropriate training programs are in place and the adequacy of these programs will be judged on the basis of the company’s performance.  

b)
Did the Supervising Scientist seek evidence that training program(s) for all environmental staff included detailed information on the new data classification systems for reporting of unusual events including the requirement for reporting results to external stakeholders at action levels?  If not, why not?

Answer:

See answer to 22 a).
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Question: 23

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: 2000 Agreement between the Commonwealth and NT Governments on uranium mining.

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

Please provide an explanation of the 2000 Agreement between the Commonwealth and NT Governments on uranium mining.

Answer:

The 2000 Agreement between the Commonwealth and the Northern Territory Governments on Uranium Mining clarifies the roles of the Commonwealth and the Northern Territory in relation to the regulation of uranium mining in the Northern Territory.  In the case of uranium mining in the Alligator Rivers Region, it makes clear that:

· Regulation of the mining of uranium will continue to be exercised by the appropriate Northern Territory Minister under NT law, and 

· Where the Supervising Scientist has advised the Territory Minister that he or she has referred a matter to the Commonwealth Minister for Resources, the Territory Minister shall not exercise his powers under NT legislation otherwise than in accordance with the advice of the Commonwealth Minister.

A copy of the Agreement is attached.
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Question: 24

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Ranger and Jabiluka Environmental monitoring and reporting

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

Please explain the environmental monitoring and reporting regime in place at Ranger and Jabiluka in terms of:

a) How monitoring programs are determined (in terms of monitoring sites, frequency of monitoring and contaminants analysed);

Answer:

The monitoring program conducted by ERA at Ranger and Jabiluka is determined by the Northern Territory Minister for Business, Industry and Resource Development following consultation with the ERA, the Supervising Scientist and the Northern Land Council. The details of the program (monitoring sites, frequency of monitoring and analyses required) are specified in the Authorisation issued under NT law.

The Northern Territory DBIRD determines and conducts a check monitoring program to verify the results reported in the ERA program. 

Following the acceptance by the Commonwealth Government of the recommendations in Supervising Scientist Report 153, the Supervising Scientist Division has determined and now conducts an independent routine monitoring program in the vicinity of Ranger and Jabiluka.

In addition to these formal monitoring programs, each organisation conducts research and investigative programs for its own purposes. These programs include on-site measurements by ERA, which it undertakes for internal management purposes, specific investigations which may or may not involve the other parties, and research to determine better monitoring methods or environmental management practices.

b) Who (ERA, NT DBIRD, Supervising Scientist) collects and who analyses what;

Answer: 

ERA has advised that, for its statutory monitoring program, ERA staff collect all samples required for chemical analysis. Sampling locations are numerous, both on and off site, and are specified in the General Authorisation. ERA staff conducts some analyses, for example gross chemical parameters, but most analyses are carried out by a NATA accredited commercial laboratory.

NT DBIRD has advised that, for its check monitoring program, DBIRD staff generally collect all samples required for chemical analysis. DBIRD has advised, however, that there have been a few occasions on which logistic difficulties have arisen and DBIRD has requested sample collection by ERA staff. DBIRD sampling locations reflect those specified for ERA in the General Authorisation for each site. DBIRD staff conducts some analyses, for example gross chemical parameters, but most analyses are carried out by a NATA accredited commercial laboratory.

SSD staff collect all samples required for chemical analysis in the Supervising Scientist’s new routine monitoring program. Sampling locations are in Magela Creek upstream and downstream of Ranger and in Swift Creek upstream and downstream of Jabiluka. SSD staff conduct some analyses, for example gross chemical parameters, but most analyses are carried out by a NATA accredited commercial laboratory. SSD staff conduct all activities in the routine biological monitoring program. The locations used are upstream and downstream of both sites but also include a number of reference or control sites in other water catchments. 

Sampling and analysis regimes for the programs that do not fall within these formal monitoring programs (the research and investigative programs referred to in Answer 24 (a)) are generally the same as above. Some of these programs are, however, collaborative and may involve sampling and analysis by one of the other parties. 

c)
Who (ERA, NTDBIRD, Supervising Scientist) conducts sampling and where.

Answer:

See answer to 24 (b) above.
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Question: 25

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Ranger: Appointment of Senior Environmental Scientist and the Environment, Safety and Health Manager

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

10.
In relation to your progress assessment against Recommendation 6 of Supervising Scientist Report 153:


a) When were the new Senior Environmental Scientist and the Environment, Safety and Health Manager appointed following this recommendation?

Answer: 

ERA has provided the following information in response to this question.

The Environment Safety and Health Manager was filled on an ongoing basis. However, the Company has undertaken a formal restructuring of the Environment, Safety and Health Department. In order to ensure a stronger focus on environmental aspects, safety and health have been moved to the new Safety, Health & Radiation Protection Department. Both of these restructured Departments have a new Manager reporting directly to the General Manager - Operations. 

The position of Senior Environmental Scientist was re-filled in September 2000. 

Following the events earlier this year, the Company has undertaken an independent review of job requirements and capabilities/skills for all positions in the Environment Department, and management will use this information to focus the environmental capabilities and work of the Department. New working arrangements have been generated such that ERA’s environmental consultants (EWL Sciences) form an effective partnership with the Environment Department in ensuring environmental protection at Ranger and Jabiluka. 

b) Did the Supervising Scientist make specific recommendations to ERA about the qualifications and experience of the scientist to be appointed?

Answer: 

No, the Supervising Scientist did not make specific recommendations to ERA about the qualifications and experience of the scientist to be appointed.  The Supervising Scientist’s view is that such matters are part of ERA’s business responsibilities.

c) If so, what were these recommendations and were they reflected in the appointment?

Answer:

See 25 b) above

d) If not, did the company explain or the Supervising Scientist seek explanation as to why not?

Answer:

See 25 b) and 25 c) above.

e) Were these two appointees on staff when the incidents occurred at Ranger and Jabiluka this year?

Answer:

The Environment Manager was on staff when the incidents at Ranger and Jabiluka occurred in 2002. The Senior Environmental Scientist appointed in September 2000 had recently resigned.

f) Were either of these persons still employed on the 30th May 2002?

Answer:

No.

g) What were the qualifications of the Senior Environmental Manager employed at the time of this year’s two environmental incidents?

Answer: 

The Supervising Scientist does not hold this information.  ERA has provided the following information in response to the question.

“Broadly the position covers Environmental Planning, Environmental Management, Water Management, Operational Support and Environmental Reporting. The person appointed has suitable qualifications and experience for the nominated role.”
h) Do you consider this person’s qualifications and experience to be adequate?

Answer:

It is ERA’s responsibility to ensure that it has appropriate staff to enable it to fulfill its environmental management responsibilities.

i) Have you provided advice on further scientific appointments? If not, why not?

Answer: 

The Supervising Scientist has provided general advice to ERA on staffing needs. For example, he has repeated the advice provided in SSR 153 that ERA needs to ensure, on an ongoing basis, that there are staff at Ranger and Jabiluka with appropriate experience and qualifications to enable data interpretation of a high standard. In addition, he has advocated more extensive use of the skills of staff at EWL Sciences. 

j) Wouldn’t this come within your responsibility to provide technical advice to stakeholders to enhance environmental protection?

Answer:

It is the Supervising Scientist’s view that it is part of his responsibilities to advise ERA of any deficiency he perceives in the performance of ERA staff in environmental protection issues and to provide general advice on how performance might be improved. Such advice has been provided on a number of occasions. It is, however, not his responsibility to make detailed recommendations on staffing at ERA or to be involved in the selection of ERA staff. It is ERA’s responsibility to ensure that it has appropriate staff to enable it to fulfill its environmental management responsibilities. 
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Question: 26

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Ranger Uranium Mine: Secondary Containment Monitoring

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

In relation to your progress assessment against Recommendation 9 of Supervising Scientist Report 153:

a) How has progress on this matter been oversighted? 

Answer:

Following publication of Supervising Scientist Report 153, the Minesite Technical Committee carried out a full review of the process water circuit at Ranger and options for improvement in the system were assessed. This has been followed by a review of the entire environmental monitoring system at Ranger by EWL Sciences with contributions from the Supervising Scientist.  The report from this second review has recently been submitted to the MTC and is currently being assessed. 

b) Has any secondary containment monitoring commenced?

Answer:

Following the review of the process water system, ERA is currently making significant amendments to the tailings corridor system. As part of this new system, secondary monitoring sampling sites are being installed at two locations in the corridor system. In addition, Retention Pond No 2 is the secondary containment system for the mill area and monitoring of RP2 has been ongoing since the publication of SSR 153. 

c) If so, when did this commence?

Answer:

See 26 b) above.

d) If not, why not? 

Answer:

Not applicable.  See 26 b) above.

e) Who is conducting the monitoring?

Answer:

ERA.

f) Please describe in full the scope of the secondary monitoring system including frequency and reporting regimes?

Answer:

See 26 b) above.

g) If there is still no secondary monitoring program has not commenced what has the Supervising Scientist done to expedite it? 

Answer:

See 26 b) above.
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Question: 27

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Ranger Uranium Mine: Progress towards ISO 14001

Written Question on Notice

Senator Crossin asked:

In relation to your progress assessment against Recommendation 13 of Supervising Scientist Report 153:

a) Please detail what progress has been made towards ISO14001 compliance;

Answer:

Following the publication of Supervising Scientist Report 153, the Supervising Scientist, in cooperation with the DBIRD and the NLC, developed a new independent audit system to replace the former Environment Performance Reviews. Independent audits were carried out in 2001 and 2002. 

Following the recent Supervising Scientist report on the stockpile incident at Ranger in 2002, ERA is upgrading its Environmental Management System with the intention of being compliant with the ISO14001 standard on Environmental Management Systems by July 2003. ERA aims to be certified against that standard by July 2005. This applies to both Ranger and Jabiluka. 

b) When did the routine monthly on site inspections begin? 

Answer:

Routine monthly on site inspections (Routine Periodic Inspections) commenced in February 2001.

c) What documentation is done by the Supervising Scientist in relation to the routine monthly inspections? 

Answer:

Staff of the Supervising Scientist, NT DBIRD and the NLC carry out the routine monthly inspections. A report on the outcomes of the routine monthly inspections is prepared and provided to ERA. Any actions required by the company following the inspections are followed up, generally at the next routine inspection. 

d) If there is no Supervising Scientist report and follow-up generated from the monthly inspection how does this contribute to an upgraded independent on-site audit?

Answer:

Not applicable. See 27 c).  

e) In relation to ERA’s own on site audit system, what was the quality and scope of ERA’s own field inspection processes at the time of the recent incidents? 

ERA’s internal inspection program is for ERA to determine and implement. 

The Supervising Scientist’s view on the adequacy of this program is given in his report “Investigation of the Stockpiling and Reporting Incidents at Ranger and Jabiluka 2002”. The report concluded that “it is the failure to have adequate systems in place to ensure the implementation of environmental management plans and the examination and interpretation of data obtained in monitoring programs that has given rise to these incidents, rather than any failure to have such plans and programs in place”.

f) What advice has the Supervising Scientist given to ERA about improving their systems? 

Answer:

The Supervising Scientist (together with other principal stakeholders) formed the view that the adoption of International Standard ISO 14001, both compliance and certification, by ERA would be necessary to address the deficiencies identified in its report.  ERA has made a commitment to comply with, and obtain certification against ISO 14001.  

g)  Richard Weston’s recent comments on radio suggest that as of April this year, the system for auditing on site environmental management at Ranger did not extend to a formal process of documentation. Is this correct? 

Answer:

The previous environmental performance reviews and the current independent environmental audits require evidence of appropriate documentation in reaching an assessment of satisfactory performance. In the case of the former EPR process the documentation was required for verification in itself rather than having to conform to a specific standard. In the audit process adopted since 2001 documentation is not only required for verification but must also conform to the appropriate requirements of the ISO 140001 standard. The lack of adequate documentation and document control systems was noted by the 2001 audit team and reported to the Alligator Rivers Region Advisory Committee in August 2001. As stated in the answer to 27 f), the Supervising Scientist formed the view that the standard of documentation needed to be improved and recommended that the higher standard required for certification under ISO 14001 be adopted. Mr Weston’s comments were, it is understood, addressing the adequacy of current documentation compared to the standard required under ISO 14001.

h) If so, why hasn’t the Supervising Scientist ensured that this system is in place?

Answer:

See 27 g) above.

Outcome 1,







Question: 28

Output: 1.6

Division: Supervising Scientist Division

Topic: Monitoring tests relevant to the Supervising Scientist’s report
 “Investigation of the Stockpiling and Reporting Incidents at Ranger and
 Jabiluka in 2002”.

Written Question on Notice:

Senator Crossin asked:

In relation to the monitoring tests documented on Page 8 of the Supervising Scientist’s Investigation of the Stockpiling and Reporting Incidents at Ranger and Jabiluka in 2002:

Please provide details of the exact dates when each of the snail and fish tests were commenced and completed between December and March.

Answer:

Larval fish survival test

Larval fish survival tests, which are conducted over a 4-day period, were carried out on the following dates:

21-25 January 2002

4-8 February 2002
18-22 February 2002 *

4-8 March 2002

8-12 April 2002
* The trial conducted on 18 February was invalidated because of a pump failure at the upstream (control) site. However, at the downstream site where no such pump failure occurred over the 4-day period, high fish larval survival was recorded (>80%) relative to values recorded at either upstream or downstream sites in other tests completed in the 2001-02 wet season period. This indicates, even in the absence of control data, that water quality in Magela Creek was unlikely to have been impaired during the duration of this test. The results of this test were not included in the graphic representations of test results for the fish survival description.

Snail egg production

Snail egg production tests, which are conducted over a 4-day period, were carried out on the following dates:

10-14 December 2001

7-11 January 2002

21-25 January 2002

4-8 February 2002

18-22 February 2002 *

4-8 March 2002

18-22 March 2002

8-12 April 2002

* The trial conducted on 18 February 2002 was invalidated because of a pump failure at the upstream (control) site. However, at the downstream site where no such pump failure occurred over the 4-day period, high egg production was recorded relative to values recorded at either upstream or downstream sites in other tests completed in the 2001-02 wet season period. This indicated that, even in the absence of control data, water quality in Magela Creek was unlikely to have been impaired during the duration of this test. The results of this test were not included in the graphic representations of test results. 
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