SUBMISSION

17 July 2026

TO: Department of Environment, Tourism, Science and Innovation

Email: bioregional.planning@detsi.gld.gov.au.

RE: DRAFT Gulf Plains Bioregional guidance plan for public
consultation —focus on mineral mining in the Woondoola Plains and
Claraville Plains.

Introductory Remarks

The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) appreciates the opportunity to
provide feedback on the Queensland Government's, DRAFT Gulf Plains Bioregional guidance
plan for public consultation —focus on mineral mining in the Woondoola Plains and Claraville
Plains (herein referred to as the Draft Gulf Plains Bioregional guidance plan). AMEC represents
more than 80 companies operating across Queensland, providing a united voice for junior and
mid-tier explorers and miners who are key users of the State’s offset, approvals and
environmental management systems. AMEC’s concerns relate directly to three core issues:

¢ the evolving architecture of policy and legislation — and the need for clear harmonisation
between ecological outcomes, offsets, net-gain requirements and

e bioregional planning; the lack of transparent, fit-for-purpose datasets that will underpin
bioregional planning; and

e the critical role of cumulative impact assessment in ensuring the framework is both
credible and operationally effective

About AMEC

AMEC is a national peak industry body representing over 550 mineral exploration and mining
companies across Australia, with 80 having operations based primarily in Queensland. Our
members are mineral explorers, emerging miners, producers, and a wide range of businesses
working in and for the industry.

Mineral exploration and mining make a critical contribution to Australia’s economy, directly
employing over 314,000 people. In 2025-26, the industry generated $383 billion in resource
exports, invested $3.95 billion in exploration expenditure to discover future mines (2025), and
collectively paid over $59.4 billion in royalties and taxes.

AMEC’s members explore for, develop and produce minerals including antimony, bauxite, coal,
cobalt, copper, gold, graphite, lead, lithium, manganese, mineral sands (such as silica),
molybdenum, nickel, phosphate, potash, rare earths, silver, tungsten, uranium, vanadium and
zinc, across Queensland.
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Submission Summary

The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) welcomes the opportunity to
provide input into the Queensland bioregional planning process, specifically the “Draft Gulf Plains
Bioregional guidance plan”.

AMEC is broadly supportive of bioregional planning as a strategic, non-regulatory framework that
can guide development, improve environmental outcomes, and provide greater certainty under
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The shift toward
a regional, landscape-scale approach is a constructive step in aligning environmental protection
with sustainable economic development.

AMEC supports the development of a bioregional planning framework that:

e Protects Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES)
e Improves the management of cumulative environmental impacts
e Supports more timely, consistent and predictable approvals

e Provides practical, usable guidance for industry

However, the effectiveness of this framework will depend on:

e the quality, transparency and accessibility of underlying data

e clear implementation mechanisms and governance arrangements

e practical alignment with existing State and Commonwealth approvals processes
e early and ongoing engagement with industry and regional stakeholders

AMEC has previously outlined key factors requiring attention and clarity to ensure bioregional
planning achieves its intended outcomes. These include:

e Strategic role and purpose of bioregional planning
e Landscape scale management and collaboration
e Cumulative impact assessment

e Data, tools and transparency

e Biodiversity and environmental values

e Restoration and regional outcomes

e Sensitive ecosystems and resource conflicts

e Mitigation hierarchy and offsets

AMEC also notes the current lack of detail regarding harmonisation with EPBC Act reforms and
the implications for Queensland policy settings, including the recent discussion paper A Fresh
Start for Queensland’s Environmental Offsets Framework. Clear alignment between State and
Commonwealth systems will be essential to avoid duplication, reduce uncertainty, and support
streamlined approvals.

1. Strategic Role of Bioregional Planning

AMEC recognises bioregional planning as a potentially valuable strategic assessment tool that
can significantly streamline environmental approvals. The ability to consider environmental
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values, development pressures and risks at a regional scale, rather than on a project-by-project
basis, represents a positive and necessary evolution in planning practices.

To achieve this, the framework must deliver clear, actionable guidance that is directly applicable
to proponents, regulators and decision-makers. Without this clarity, the intended efficiencies in
the approvals process may not be realised.

Landscape-Scale Management and Collaboration

AMEC strongly supports the shift towards a landscape-scale, collaborative approach to
environmental management.

The framework appropriately recognises that many environmental pressures extend beyond
individual projects and require coordinated responses across sectors such as Fire Management,
Pest and weed control, Grazing practices and Hydrological system management. Effective
implementation will require clear roles, shared accountability, and mechanisms to facilitate
collaboration between industry, government and landholders.

This issue is highlighted on page 8 under Key Findings and again on page 9, where the draft
states: “Achieving net gain outcomes for protected matters requires action both from individual
minerals mining projects and through coordinated landscape-scale approaches, especially for
fire, pests, weeds, grazing, and hydrological management.” The challenge is that a single
minerals mining project cannot, and should not, be expected to shoulder the full weight of
landscape-scale impacts arising from fire regimes, pest and weed pressures, grazing intensity, or
regional hydrological changes. These are indirect, cumulative impacts that extend well beyond
the control or influence of an individual proponent. Effective bioregional planning requires a
balanced approach that distinguishes between direct project impacts and broader landscape
drivers, ensuring that coordinated regional mechanisms; not individual project conditions, are
used to manage cumulative pressures.

2. Cumulative Impacts

AMEC strongly supports the inclusion of cumulative impacts as a central pillar of the framework.
However, based on the materials available during consultation, AMEC could not clearly determine
how cumulative impacts will be defined and measured, assessed consistently across projects or
incorporated into decision-making thresholds.

Given that cumulative impacts represent one of the most significant risks to environmental values,
further detail is required on the methodologies, assumptions and thresholds that will underpin
assessment. AMEC welcomes the “Key Advice” section, which acknowledges the challenges
faced by both proponents and Government in administering development and minerals projects.
However, the guidance continues to place responsibility on proponents to consider how
cumulative impacts should be mitigated and suggests that proponents coordinate with other
parties when developing and implementing mitigation measures.

Industry maintains that Government must take a more active role in coordinating and delivering
mitigation measures for landscape-scale pressures that fall beyond the control of individual
projects. For example, in the Gulf Plains, feral pig impacts are a regional issue that cannot be
effectively managed by any single proponent; meaningful mitigation requires coordinated action
across Government, landholders, Traditional Owners and industry.
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Key Findings from the Cumulative Impact Assessment
AMEC is encouraged by the findings of the Cumulative Impact Assessment, which indicate that:

e The majority of mining impacts are low to medium risk when appropriately managed

e Arelatively small proportion of impact pathways are classified as high risk

e Some impacts, particularly hydrological changes and land clearing, remain challenging to
mitigate

These findings support a risk-based approach to planning, while reinforcing the importance of
avoiding impacts in high-value areas and managing long-term cumulative effects.

Data, Tools and Transparency

AMEC has significant concerns regarding the data and analytical tools underpinning the
framework.

Clarification is still required on the Bioregional Planning Interactive Tool, including its functionality
and intended use, the source, quality and currency of datasets and the Governance and update
mechanisms.

These elements are fundamental to the credibility and usability of the framework. Without
confidence in the data and tools, there is a risk that planning outcomes will lack both scientific
rigour and stakeholder trust.

AMEC recommends that priority be given to strengthening:

e Hydrological modelling
e Species distribution and ecological data
¢ Regional monitoring and evaluation systems

Industry’s MNES contribution must be recognised

It is also important to acknowledge that one way to strengthen data sets is to lean on existing
information produced by industry. Industry has already developed some of the most detailed,
site-specific MNES survey work available in Queensland. In many cases, AMEC members have
generated ecological datasets that exceed the resolution, accuracy and local-scale detail of any
other contributing source.

Current MNES datasets often lack local-scale and site-specific knowledge, and proponents have
consistently filled these gaps to verify species presence, habitat extent, and real impact pathways.
This industry-generated data should form a core foundation for bioregional planning, MNES
baselines, and future mapping updates. Leveraging this existing knowledge base will improve
environmental outcomes without making approvals harder and will help ensure future regulatory
settings are grounded in real, verified ecological information.

3. Biodiversity and Environmental Values

The NWQ pilot plan covers approximately 61,000 km? in north-west Queensland and includes
largely intact landscapes with high biodiversity values.

AMEC acknowledges that, according to the interactive tool:
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e Up to 84 protected matters may occur in the region
e 38 have been identified as most relevant to mining impacts
e Priority conservation zones include key riparian corridors and habitat areas’

While these findings are important, AMEC notes that there remains limited transparency regarding
how the underlying datasets are produced, the quality and completeness of the data used to
determine species status and trends, and the assumptions applied when linking mining activities
to biodiversity outcomes. This lack of clarity risks creating a narrative that over-attributes regional
biodiversity decline to minerals projects without adequately accounting for broader landscape
drivers.

This can generate a negative perception of the actual impact of mineral activities on regionally
dependent species, particularly in landscapes where fire regimes, feral animals, grazing pressure,
hydrological changes and other non-mining factors play a dominant role. Improved transparency
and methodological clarity are essential to ensure that bioregional planning decisions remain
proportionate, evidence-based and appropriately targeted.

Restoration and Regional Outcomes

AMEC notes the identification of priority restoration areas across the region; however, there is
currently insufficient guidance on how these priorities will translate into actionable plans, the
mechanisms through which industry can participate, or the financial and land-based contribution
models that may be required. Clear and practical restoration frameworks are needed so
proponents can align project outcomes with regional environmental objectives in a predictable
and coordinated way. Proponents need to feel supported by Government when developing
outcomes that align with regional objectives, such as those examples outlined on page 31 under
Land Use Activities and already in guidance, the Gulf Savannah NRM (2023) 2023-2033 Natural
Resource Management Plan for the Northern Gulf Region and the Southern Gulf NRM Ltd (2022)
Southern Gulf Natural Resource Management Plan 2022—2032.

Sensitive Ecosystems and Resource Conflicts

Highly sensitive ecosystems and species have been identified in the Draft Gulf Plains Bioregional
guidance plan: Section 4 - Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) presents a
summary of the MNES values including (but not limited to):

e Great Artesian Basin (GAB) Springs ecological community
e Night parrot

e Eastern star finch

e Julia Creek dunnart

AMEC also highlights a significant concern regarding the Great Artesian Basin (GAB), where a
clear policy inconsistency appears to exist between requests for mining proponents to utilise GAB
water resources and broader water-management objectives that encourage the use of alternative
sources. This inconsistency creates regulatory uncertainty and risks unintended environmental
outcomes, particularly during the approvals process. Resolving this conflict is essential to ensure
proponents receive clear, consistent and workable guidance on water use within the Basin.

" gld.gov.au/bioregionalplanninginteractivetool
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This conflict must be resolved to avoid regulatory uncertainty and unintended environmental
outcomes, particularly in the approvals process.

Mitigation Hierarchy and Offsets
AMEC supports the application of the mitigation hierarchy, including:

1. Avoidance

2. Minimisation

3. Rehabilitation

4. Offsetting (as a last resort)

However, further clarity is required regarding the operation of offsets frameworks, including:

e Auvailability and suitability of offset opportunities
e Application to mining projects
e Constraints relating to highly sensitive or “near-zero impact” species

AMEC notes that offsets are not appropriate for all impact types and should only be applied where
scientifically justified and practically feasible.

Alignment with EPBC Act Reforms and Implications for Queensland Policy

Bioregional planning is being developed in parallel with major reforms to the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). These reforms place increasing
emphasis on strategic, landscape-scale planning tools as a means of improving MNES outcomes
while streamlining approvals.

In this context, it is critical that Queensland’s policy settings, legislative frameworks and guidance
materials are clearly aligned with the direction and intent of Commonwealth reforms. Misalignment
risks duplication, regulatory uncertainty, and inconsistent decision-making, outcomes that
undermine both environmental protection and investment confidence.

AMEC considers that bioregional planning has the potential to act as a key bridging mechanism
between State-based planning frameworks and Commonwealth approval requirements. To
realise this potential, governments must clearly articulate how bioregional plans will be
recognised, applied and weighted in both State and Commonwealth decision-making; how they
will interact with existing State approvals, water policies, offset frameworks and the emerging
National Environmental Standards; and how proponents can rely on these plans to support faster,
clearer and more predictable approvals. Without this clarity, bioregional planning risks becoming
an additional layer of complexity rather than a mechanism that streamlines assessment, reduces
duplication and improves environmental outcomes.

AMEC strongly encourages both levels of government to establish a more integrated and
transparent stakeholder engagement process that explicitly addresses these intersections. This
includes clear guidance on how historical State-based regulatory approaches will transition to
align with future EPBC reform settings, and how industry can effectively navigate the evolving
policy landscape.
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Without this clarity, proponents risk facing increased complexity rather than the intended
efficiencies of reform. Conversely, a well-aligned and transparent framework presents a significant
opportunity to deliver:

e faster approvals

e stronger environmental outcomes

e greater certainty for proponents

e more strategic, regionally coordinated restoration
e Dbetter integration of MNES and MSES processes

The new MNES and Environmental Offsets Standards, underpinning national laws that
commenced 1 July 2026, represent a shift toward national consistency, measurable ecological
outcomes and streamlined approvals. Queensland’s policy and legislative settings must evolve
accordingly to ensure the State remains aligned, competitive and capable of delivering both
environmental and economic outcomes

Conclusion

AMEC considers that minerals development can continue to proceed responsibly and confidently
within the NWQ region, provided it is supported by clear, predictable and efficient regulatory
settings. The sector has a strong track record of operating in a manner that:

e avoids critical environmental areas through early planning

e applies the mitigation hierarchy in a practical and proportionate way

e relies on robust data, transparent mapping and consistent guidance

e contributes to regional environmental outcomes through targeted, strategic investment

Industry has already generated some of the most detailed, site-specific MNES data available in
Queensland, often exceeding the resolution and accuracy of existing government datasets.
Proponents routinely fill gaps in current MNES mapping by verifying species presence, habitat
extent and real impact pathways through on-ground surveys. This high-quality, industry-generated
data should form a core foundation for bioregional planning, MNES baselines and future mapping
updates. Using these verified datasets will strengthen environmental outcomes while ensuring
regulatory settings are grounded in accurate, local-scale ecological information.

AMEC urges the Queensland Government to clearly articulate how State legislation — including
the Environmental Offsets Act, MSES framework and bioregional planning — will transition to
align with the new national standards. With proper alignment, Queensland can achieve faster
approvals, stronger environmental outcomes and greater certainty for industry. Without alignment,
proponents risk facing unnecessary complexity rather than the intended efficiencies of reform.

AMEC is ready to work with both levels of government to ensure these reforms support
responsible minerals development, regional economic growth and measurable environmental
improvement, while recognising and leveraging the extensive MNES knowledge base already
generated by industry.

For further information contact:
Kate Dickson, Head of National Operations — 0407 004 885 | kate.dickson@amec.org.au
Amy Warden, QLD Policy Manager — 0401 018 098 | amy.warden@amec.org.au
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