


   Office of the Mayor Ph:   (07) 5481 0668 Engineering@cooloola.qld.gov.au
Fax: (07) 5481 0801

Our Ref:    RAF:JA004573
Your Ref:

26th May 2006

The Hon Peter Beattie MP
Premier of Queensland
PO Box 15185
CITY EAST   QLD   4002

My Dear Premier,

Cooloola Shire Council believes that the State Government’s decision to build a dam at
Traveston Crossing is based on insufficient or incorrect information, and is therefore seriously
flawed.

The social impacts are immense.  It is proposed to flood a farming and rural residential area
established over a hundred years ago.

Environmentally, the proposal is a major concern.  A dam mid-length would be akin to
strangulation of the river and due regard has not been given to the environment.  Important
ecosystems incorporating rare and endangered species will be adversely affected.

The true cost of the proposed dam, from engineering, social, economic and environmental
perspectives appears not to have been considered.  Further, the anticipated annual yield
already may have been significantly compromised by the announcement that it will protect
Gympie and Maryborough from floods.

There are other alternative solutions to the South East Queensland water crisis that are more
environmentally sustainable, socially considerate and economically viable.

The 1994 Appraisal Study and the 2006 SEQRWSS Stage 2 contain options that can be
staged, and can yield, in total, adequate volumes.  Further options will no doubt be identified
in the fullness of time.

The people of Cooloola Shire share the concerns regarding future water supply with the
people of South East Queensland, and are prepared to work with you and contribute to a fair
solution.



My Council will cooperate fully to assist in the early commencement of the two alternative
projects in Cooloola Shire (Amamoor Creek Dam and the major raising of Borumba Dam) as
identified in the South East Queensland Regional Water Supply Strategy.

Yours faithfully,

MICK VENARDOS  OAM
MAYOR
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1. Overview

The purpose of this submission is to bring to the Premier’s attention that the

basis on which the proposed Traveston Crossing dam has been justified is

seriously flawed.

The hydrological calculations are not challenged, nor is the need for more

storages in and around South East Queensland.  However, on all other bases it

is apparent that serious issues have not been, and in all probability can not be,

adequately addressed.

2. Governance

The State Government has announced that Traveston Crossing will be the site

for a mega-dam without following due process, or in fact any process other than

hydrological assessment.  The process to arrive at this decision was neither

transparent nor accountable.  Natural justice has not been provided to the

people of Cooloola and the people of Queensland.  There are many issues

other than hydrology that should have been considered prior to making any

decision.

Council submits that a good governance process would have determined that a

Traveston Crossing dam should never proceed.
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3. Loss of Viable Agricultural Land

State planning guidelines stress the importance of retaining good agricultural

land and this was recognised when the dam was originally rejected in 1994.  The

proposed dam would inundate irreplaceable agricultural land.

4. Economic Impact

The devastating economic impact of the proposed dam would not be limited to

the local economy.  It would also have ramifications at a regional and state level.

The Mary Valley and in particular the alluvial area close to water courses is one

of the most productive areas in the Shire.  The economy of the whole valley will

be virtually wiped out.

The loss of 27,000,000 litres of milk per annum produced in the Mary Valley

would result in massive imports from Victoria and New South Wales.  The

value of that milk at $12 million when considered along with the accepted

industry multiplier factor of 3.5, would mean a loss of at least $42 million

annually to the local and Queensland economies.  This figure would be far

worse if as expected some of the upstream dairies are forced to close due to

buffer zones.
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The multiplier factor takes into account the lost income and spending power of

milk carriers, merchandise suppliers and various rural contractors as well as

their employees.

The stimulus currently provided to the local economy by the beef, small crops

and horticulture industries would also be severely diminished.  Interviews with

rural merchandise providers and other associated businesses confirm that many

doubt their ability to remain viable.  The downturn in their business began

immediately the announcement was made.  Affected landowners have already

restricted their purchases to immediate necessities only.  If the dam were to

proceed, the threat to the viability of supporting businesses would deepen

further.  Many would not survive.

A milk carrier estimates his potential lost income at $300,000.00 annually.  A

local stock and station agent estimates that the proposed dam would cost him

approximately 1/3 of his turnover.  With so many fixed costs, this lost turnover

comes straight off his gross profit and will have a significant impact on his

viability.  A bulldozing and fencing contractor has already lost 4 contracts.  The
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building industry would be hard hit, with the loss of the independent sand and

gravel supplier currently operating off-river within the dam area.

No business in the Gympie district will be immune, even the ostensibly

unrelated businesses such as coffee shops or dress shops.  The local economy

has already suffered the severe impact on dairy deregulation and the South East

Qld Forest agreement meaning that many businesses are operating on very low

margins.  A further assault on the local economy of the magnitude of the loss of

the Mary Valley will be impossible to absorb, and the flow on effect will be

disastrous.

5. Catchment Quality

Best practice for dam design is to avoid having the deleterious effects of

previous or ongoing farming activities and urban areas anywhere near a dam.

These activities can detrimentally affect the quality of the impounded water.

Poisons, fertilisers, silt, manure, rubber residue and industrial chemicals all have

a proven negative effect on the quality of water.
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The impoundment would flood many old contaminated sites such as cattle dips

(arsenic, DDT and organophosphates), several of which may not have been

registered.  Further, much of the ground will contain agricultural chemical due

to the long history of farming on this land.

Current best practice is to have natural environment adjoining impounded areas

as much as practicable.  The natural environment acts as a filter and safeguards

dam water quality.  This situation can be achieved at the other identified sites

(e.g. Amamoor Creek and Borumba Dam).

In the case of the proposed dam, the relative locations of settlement, industry,

old farms and state forest could only be described as worst practice.  A site for a

new dam should consider water quality as much as water quantity, and be

constructed on forested country with a forested catchment.

6. Dam Water Quality

At the proposed static top water level of 79.5m, this impoundment would often

have large areas of shallow water (5m or less).  The presence of these vast

shallow areas, coupled with catchment conditions which are not conducive to

water quality, would potentially lead to the growth of blue green algae and other

undesirable aquatic flora including exotics.

A further concern with water quality could be the presence of iron and

manganese rich soil in some sections of the catchment such as Kandanga Creek.

Currently Council experiences occasional problems with the treatment of water

containing manganese.  Manganese is known to accumulate in the lower levels

of a dam.  The presence of a major impoundment in the proposed location,

that may experience strata turnover periodically with resultant manganese

problems, is a potential complication for which the Gympie water treatment

facility is not equipped.
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The potential impact of poor water quality in the impoundment would

necessitate expensive upgraded treatment systems, such as ozone injection, at

the downstream water treatment plants.  Council would expect that the cost of

upgrading the Gympie water treatment plant is included in project cost

estimates.

7. Sediment System Change and the Effect on Downstream Ecosystems

Sediment and nutrient flow downstream is a natural occurrence in river systems

and is necessary for the ongoing maintenance of riverine and estuarine

ecosystems.

Two separate yet associated sediment processes would occur as a result of dam

construction:-

1. Dissolved and suspended sediment is captured in large dam storages

disabling its migration downstream over the long term.

2. Immediately after the construction of a dam, downstream bed and bank

erosion occurs and works its way down a catchment stripping sediment

from the river.

The short term environmental effects and long term environmental effects of

dams midway in a river system are often quite different in nature and extent to

sites in the headwaters.  Research indicates that river sediment processes are

disrupted for roughly 200 years after dam construction before stabilising to an

altered state.

The Mary River turtles’ only known natural breeding area is within deposited

sand beds in the middle Mary reaches around Tiaro and Miva.  Absence of or

changes to sand deposition through disruptions to natural river functioning in
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the medium term would most likely cause the extinction of the endangered

Mary River Turtle.

Changed sediment and nutrient flows particularly affect estuarine and marine

areas with impacts to microinvertibrates (i.e. zooplankton) and consequently

fish breeding.  Evidence from other large dams in Australia and overseas shows

that fisheries and marine ecosystems biodiversity is dramatically reduced after

the construction of large impoundments.

The Great Sandy Strait is a RAMSAR wetland that provides a flight stop-over

for transcontinental shorebirds.  The long term effect of changes to sediment

and nutrient riverine flow systems on small organisms which the birds feed on

requires further study.

8. Flood Events and Downstream Industries

The Mary River system and Great Sandy Straits have developed over thousands

of years biological diversity, sustained through a natural system of flushing

caused by flood events.

Natural flushing caused by flood events has the effect of delivering sediment and

nutrients to land not reached during normal river flows.
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Prawn spawning, scallops and seagrass are all examples of species and

ecosystems that rely on periodic flooding events and the creation of flood

plumes in the Straits.  Further, fish spawning is believed to occur in the River

Heads area as a consequence of Mary River outflows.

The minimisation of higher than average flows or flood events because of a dam

in the Mary River will have an adverse impact upon the prawn, scallop and

fishing industries of the Great Sandy Strait and Hervey Bay.  Seagrass and the

Great Sandy Straits’ dugong population will also likely decline to below

threshold levels required for population continuity.

9. Critical Habitat for Threatened Species

The main feeding and breeding habitat in the Mary River for the Mary River

Cod is the middle reach from Gympie to Yabba Creek.  This is due to the

existence of established deep water holes and in-stream snags (log jams etc)

created through natural river functioning over many decades.  Areas upstream

and below do not provide the full parameter of habitat requirements due to

stream width, depth and flow rates.
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The proposed dam would inundate existing cod holes and snags to depths that

will prohibit their continued use as breeding and feeding sites.  The likely

shallow nature of the dam would not create viable habitat for the cod and

downstream of the dam would be subject to the effects previously mentioned in

this report.  Further, there is no evidence that cod use fish ladders.  It is possible

that this species already endangered would not survive in the Mary River if a

large dam is constructed at the proposed site.

The Mary River and Burnett Rivers of South East Queensland are the only

natural habitats in the world for the unique Queensland Lungfish.

Lungfish are listed as Vulnerable at a National level, as breeding grounds have

been significantly reduced by impoundments on rivers (particularly dams), and

limited juvenile recruitment of this long-lived species is occurring.

Lungfish require riffle areas of river and creek lines (i.e. shallow rock or sand

beds) with microphyte plant species in which to spawn and feed.  Lungfish are

very particular about their spawning sites and are known to return to the same

site year after year.  The creation of a large dam in the proposed location could

prohibit the breeding of lungfish in the Mary River system by:



11

a) flooding natural riffles and existing spawning and feeding areas up stream

of Traveston Crossing; and,

b) altering environmental flows and draining riffles below the dam walls for

the length of the Mary.

Lungfish can use fish passages on impoundment walls and can survive in dams,

however research indicates they do not breed in that situation.  Irrigation and

water supply dam do not provide stable water levels to allow the growth of

macrophytes, allowing spawning to occur.  Surveys after the construction of the

Walla Weir on the Burnett River show little evidence of spawning in the weir to

date.

Recently, two rare frogs have been discovered in the upper part of the

impounded area.  A study was underway at the time the dam was announced.

In summary, the proposed dam because of its size and location mid-river is

environmentally irresponsible from any point of view.  This is particularly so

because of the loss of critical habitat.

10. Riverbank Stability

The riverbanks downstream of the proposed dam site are in most places a

sandy loam and relatively unstable.  Any major changes to the steam

geomorphology are likely to have significant long term downstream effects

If, as stated by the Premier, the dam would prevent Gympie from flooding

again, then the impounded water release process must be better explained.  A

large sudden release (a dump) of water from the proposed dam during a rainfall

event may have a devastating effect on riverine and riparian ecosystems.

Between Traveston Crossing and Jones Hill the riverbanks are naturally
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unstable, but held together by grasses and trees which are vulnerable to high

velocity flows.  The potential uprooting of the natural bank protection systems is

a serious issue that must be addressed, and any solution is likely to carry a

significant project cost and ongoing community cost.

11. Social Impacts

The decision to proceed with the Traveston Crossing Dam option has been

made without any comparison of the social impacts of other available options.

Social impacts can cost the Queensland community as much, directly and

indirectly, as the economic and environmental impacts.  It is not proper to

make a decision on such a massive project without consideration of all impacts

of all options.
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A social impact assessment provides a systematic appraisal in advance of the

impacts on the day-to-day quality of life of persons and communities whose

environment is affected by a proposed project.

A proper social impact assessment of the Traveston Dam Proposal would

reveal:

• Widespread shock about the lack of consultation and forewarning

provided by the State Government leading to anger, disbelief and totally

negative emotions.

• Upset children witnessing their parents’ distress about their uncertain

futures.

• Concern that loss of families equals loss of teachers, and potentially loss of

a school.

• Long term farmers worrying about new employment options.

• Worry that retraining is not really an option when you are fifty+ and have

built a business in a small town on word of mouth, trust and goodwill.

• Families worried they will need to leave their extended families to find a

new future.

• Children concerned they will lose friends.
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• Distress that the need to move has not been a voluntary, considered,

consensual commitment to a new way of life rather an unwanted

imposition.

• Distress about leaving the family home and history behind and the

inability to give children their rightful inheritance.

• Whole communities unable to make long term decisions regarding

provision of facilities, worried about the longevity and sustainability of

community organisations (RSL, Red Cross, Churches), fear of losing

friends, relatives, sports partners.

• Distress about loss of income and possible livelihoods, especially for

businesses that rely on the traditional farming activities in the impacted

area.

• Deep personal distress at the violation of the loved ones in Kandanga

cemetery.

• Disillusionment in and around the region, that the State Government has

ignored the right of people to be consulted about an issue that could have

a drastic impact on their lives.
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12. Cultural Heritage Impacts

• The proposed dam and buffer area inundates or impacts upon four

formally recorded cultural heritage sites registered at a State Government

level.

• The proposed dam will inundate, and dam construction will destroy

several known areas of aboriginal archaeological significance not yet

formally recorded.

• The Mary River system is of cultural heritage importance to the Kabi Kabi

(Gubbi Gubbi), Butchulla, and Wakka Wakka people as in parts it

formed a border between respective lands.  The Mary River and valley

area was used as a ‘freeway’ by many other indigenous groups.

• The local community’s attachment to land and places has been forged

over the last century and a half of European occupation of the area and is

of immense importance to the Shire community.

• The proposed dam will impact upon two sites recorded in Council’s

‘Cooloola Shire Heritage Register Study’.

13. Transport

Officers of Department of Natural Resources Mines & Water have advised that

all affected social, recreational and transport infrastructure would be replaced

with equal infrastructure.



16

The proposed dam would necessitate extensive and expensive road relocations.

Arterial roads impacted are:-

• Bruce Highway

• Gympie Brooloo Road – 16km section

• Tuchekoi Road – 3km section

• Kenilworth Skyring Creek Road – 10km section

• Kandanga Creek Road – 5km section

Each of these roads supports a number of important regional activities, and are

crucial to the functioning of the region.  Any disruption would have a serious

impact.  For example, Tuchekoi Road provides highway access to the state hoop

pine timber industry.  Many more properties in addition to those already

identified will have to be resumed and more families displaced to accommodate

these new roads.

As well as these extensive lengths of arterial roads, many local roads would

require re-routing to access remaining pockets of dry land.  Of particular

concern would be the re-routing without disruption of many school bus routes,

noting that some could become unviable because of the drop in numbers.

In order to ensure remaining communities are not disadvantaged, the new road

network would need to deliver equivalent travel times to the current network.

Many new and expensive bridges would be required.  The Mary Valley Heritage

Railway’s line and bridges near Kandanga are to be affected.  Rail gradients and

geometry are considerably more demanding than for roads; as a consequence

rail relocation costs would have an impact on project cost disproportionate to its

length.
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Further, the impact of the proposed bunds at Kandanga and Imbil on the

railway line may necessitate additional expenditure.

14. Other Infrastructure

There has probably been no consideration of the cost of replacement of the

power and telecommunications that traverse the proposed site.  Because the

proposed dam is in the middle of a long valley, the site carries significant

underground cabling and overhead lines.  For example, two major Energex

substations would need to be reconstructed on new sites, and nearly 200km of

high voltage transmission lines will have to be constructed on new corridors.

It is understood that the Kandanga Cemetery, Park, Pool and Oval will all have

to be replaced.  The cost of these items, together with new roads, may

dramatically inflate initial cost estimates which may have been based on the

Department’s experience with green-field sites.  And the extra resumptions and

resultant displacement of families to facilitate this other infrastructure has not

been accounted for.
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15. Area of Inundation/Design Storage Volume

The true area of inundation needs to be understood in relation to the real

impact on current flood-free land.  The plan released by the Department dated

the 3rd May is based on no inflow occurring (static level) plus an ‘additional flood

margin’, together with a 200m buffer zone.  Technically, the line of inundation

that will more correctly reflect the impact on the Shire is one which shows the

inundation with wet season inflows occurring into the headwaters of the dam in

a 1:100 year rain event.  This line will show flooding in areas previously out of

flood.  If all inundation is to fit within the envelope nominated in the plan, then

Council believes that the dam’s projected level will have to be at a lower level

than 79.5m, thus reducing the projected storage volume.

A further impact on storage volume would be the freeboard required to enable

dam to act in a flood mitigation capacity (as promised in the Premier’s statement

of 27/04/06).

Hence the yield from the proposed dam is most unlikely to be as stated.  This

places in doubt the justification of it as the only adequate solution available for

the water question in SE Qld.
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16. Safety of Imbil & Kandanga

Serious concern is expressed that the risk of flooding in Imbil and Kandanga

would increase.  The flooding level in Imbil is currently determined by the

inflow from Bella Creek and Yabba Creek.  Only Yabba Creek has a flow-

mitigating impoundment.  When flows are high there is normally no

downstream control other than the weir (RL 76.6m AHD).  When the

proposed dam is full, at or about 79.5m AHD, there could be a significant

increase in the flood risk in Imbil.  A similar situation occurs at Kandanga,

possibly with worse consequences.

The fact that two townships adjacent the proposed dam would be likely to

experience higher and more frequent flooding is totally unacceptable to Council

and the residents.  The effectiveness of bunding, the quoted solution (Premier,

8/05/06), is highly questionable on a number of counts.
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17. Geotechnical

Council geology records (supplied by the Department of Natural Resources

Mines & Water) show that the geological formations under and around the

Mary River between Traveston Crossing and Imbil are from the Amamoor

Beds (of the Devonian / Carboniferous era).  These formations are described as

old, internally discontinuous (fault-bounded), moderately to strongly deformed,

folded and in parts have undergone considerable alteration, superimposed by

block-faulting.  The strata generally dip at high angles of inclination and have

been exposed to numerous intrusions.

In the area immediately beside the proposed dam wall records show significant

and persistent faulting running along the river basin and perpendicular to it.

The overlying soil is soft, friable and permeable, so water percolation into a

fault would be a risk of some concern.

Council is concerned that a large water storage dam on the Mary River, as has

been suggested, would be affected by these geological characteristics and could

significantly affect the surrounding area adjacent to the dam.  Permanent surface

water pressure may considerably change the groundwater hydrology in the

basin.  Potential effects may include the creation of low-lying wetlands

downstream of the wall and in neighbouring low lying areas where there are

roads, houses and currently good quality agricultural land.

Council is also aware that the western flank of the proposed inundation area is a

slip-prone red soil.  It is conceivable that the stability of adjacent hills would

have to be reviewed.

It is acknowledged that with sufficient engineering, difficult sites can be

managed.  However this comes at a cost, which is likely to make the proposed

dam uncompetitive with other options.
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18. Financial Impact on Council’s Annual Budgets

Forty-eight percent of this Shire is already non-rateable government land and

the permanent loss of more rateable land would have a serious impact on

Council finances.  The estimated areas to be resumed for inundation, new flood

allowance and buffer (as per the 3 May plan), and other infrastructure would

cover more than 500 rate assessments with a resultant substantial loss of rate

revenue.   This will create severe financial stress on Council, because the

remaining people in the Shire will expect to retain the same level of service from

all of Council’s operations.

19. Alternative Solutions

To supply South East Queensland with the volumes of water being sought can

be achieved by alternative means, with more sustainable outcomes.  Council

proposes that an alternative solution will lie in a combination of water

conservation, small dams, bores, weirs and water harvesting.  These should be

investigated without further delay, but subject to due process being followed.
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It is suggested that the following plan can provide sufficient water for SEQ in a

sustainable manner:-

a) Construct a series of smaller dams in more appropriate locations, closer to

the headwaters of rivers and their tributaries.  Sites such as Yabba Creek

(major raising of Borumba Dam) and Amamoor Creek are already

available, have low environmental and social impacts and are in ‘clean’

catchments.  There are also other sites well upstream in the Mary River

system that would again have much less impact on the community and the

environment than a ‘mega dam’ at Traveston Crossing.  It is understood

that the State Government has the necessary engineering data for these

sites, some of which were identified in the 1994 Appraisal Study.

b) There are other potential dam sites in the headwaters of the Brisbane

River which could contribute to the Brisbane water supply without the

need for long pipelines.  These need to be investigated.  A further

advantage of a series of smaller dams is that their construction could be

staged, with the benefit of reduced impact on the environment and the

economy.

c) The SEQRWSS Stage 2 Report has identified other projects such as the

raising of some existing dams in South East Queensland.

d) There appears to have been no serious investigation of potential

groundwater supply sources.  Known potential sites include the Nambour

basin.  Urgent assessment could be most worthwhile, if the recent Sydney

discoveries are any indication.

e) A potential water harvesting system has been identified with an extraction

point on the Mary River near Imbil and a pipeline to the raised dam on
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Yabba Creek (Borumba Dam).  Other water harvesting schemes should

be investigated, as these alternatives have not been previously studied in

any detail.  The pipelines, when not in use for harvesting, could be utilised

to good effect for delivery.

f) An interconnected water grid needs to be constructed, that maximises

pumping opportunities from smaller, more efficient dams.

g) Implement further water saving measures in South East Qld urban areas.

It is considered that the potential benefit to the region of fully recycling

wastewater could be 33% of the current raw water intake.  Rainwater tanks

on every residence in South East Queensland, and leakage management

could yield further gains.

h) State planning authorities may need to assess the need for Growth

Management, so that new development remains in accord with water

supply capability and ecological sustainability.

20. Advantages of the Alternative Approach

The advantage of an alternative approach is that it has considerably less social

impact, it can be staged, and, importantly, the projects are environmentally
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responsible.  Some projects, such as the next raising of Borumba Dam and the

Amamoor Creek Dam, can be commenced immediately.

21. Timing

Council acknowledges the seriousness of the current crisis, and is prepared to

assist the State where possible and practical.  One aspect that has to be

considered is that, despite the urgency placed on this project by the government,

the dam will not relieve South East Queensland of the consequences of the

current drought.  Hence a hasty decision to proceed is neither necessary, nor

prudent.

Enquiries:

Please direct any enquiries to:

Mr Bob Fredman
Director of Engineering
Cooloola Shire Council

Ph: (07) 5481 0742
engineering@cooloola.qld.gov.au


