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Amendment to the Environmental Impact Statement 
Mannum Waters 

Holiday Village and Adventure Water Park 
Response to Submissions 

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
 The Mannum Waters Residential Marina project was declared a Major 

Developmentand was subjected to the Environmental impact Statement (EIS) 
process. The project was approved in 2008 with work commencing in 2010. 

 
Approval is now sought by the proponent Tallwood Pty Ltd to modify the layout 
and design to incorporate a Holiday Village and Adventure Water Park. An 
Amendment to the EIS was required by the State Planning Commission, who 
provided guidelines outlining the key issues to be addressed in the Amendment. 
 
The Amendment was made available for public consultation between 25th 
February and 26th March 2021. Copies were also made available online, and for 
viewing at the Attorney-General’s Department (Planning and Land Use Services) 
and at the Mid Murray Council office in Mannum.  A public information session 
was also held at Mannum, 10th March 2021. The Attorney-General’s Department 
(Planning and Land Use Services) will make all submissions available on the 
Planning Portal website when the Response Document is released for public 
information. 
 
All submissions received were provided to Tallwood Pty Ltd. This response 
document summarises and responds to all comments made in the submissions. 
 

2.0 Submissions Received  
 
 Submissions from State and Local Government  
 

The Following submissions were received: 
 
Government Agencies: 

 Mid Murray Council 

 DIT Transport 

 Environment Protection Authority 

 Department of Environment and Water (DEW) 
 

Submissions from Public 

 Don Green 

 Kristine Sims 
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 Neville Byrne 

 Anita Marling-Bauer 

 Geoff and Heather Simons 

 Max and Kay Kubenk 

 Tracy Davies 

 Sam and Pip Linnell 

 Kirsty MacGregor 
 

The comments made in these submissions and responses are given in the 

following sections. 

3 Submission Comments and Responses 
 
3.1 Submissions from State and Local Government  

 
3.1.1 Mid Murray Council 
 

In the Council’s submission, it is concluded that the detailed information 
provided within the attachments in the amended EIS demonstrates the 
proposal’s synergies and general accordance, or ability to meet relevant 
legislation and the guidelines as set out by the Minister. The proposed 
amendment is considered satisfactory by Council and, at this point in the 
process, no formal comments, other than an acknowledgment is required.  
 
With regard to parking associated with the development, this should be 
subject to review at the DA stage and should not include provision for 
parking on Belvedere Road given the high posted speed limit.   
 
Response 
 
Noted 

 
3.1.2 DIT Transport 
 

In their submission, with regard to transport, DIT Transport responded: 
 

        The amended EIS satisfactorily addresses the traffic and transport 
requirements related to the arterial road network. 

 
Response 

 
Noted 

 
3.1.3 Environment Protection Authority 

Noise 
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EPA Comment 

The EPA does not hold the same view as the Sonus Noise Report, 

included in the amended EIS, on the indicative noise level criteria for the 

development.  

After further analysis of Mid Murray Council Development Plan 

(consolidated 25 February 2021) in conjunction with the indicative noise 

levels adopted on page 7 of the Sonus Noise Assessment Report, The 

EPA’s interpretation of the indicative noise levels is as follows: 

Interpretation of Mid Murray Development Plan to Derive Noise 

EPP Indicative Noise Levels  

The subject site is located within an area that spans two different 

zones. These are the Mannum Marina Zone and Residential Marina 

Zone of the Development Plan. Sensitive receivers surrounding the 

site are located in different policy zones that are classified as 

residential, rural industry and are also located in the source zones 

(further explanation provided below) specified in the table below. 

Based on the objectives of the development plan, the source zones 

and receiver zones have been interpreted as the following 

classifications as defined in the Environment Protection (Noise) 

Policy 2007 (Noise EPP).  

Table 1: Source Zones  

Land 
Classification 

Noise Policy 
Zoning 

Day Time Night time 

Mannum Marina 
Zone 

Commercial, 
Light Industry 

Average of 
62 & 57 = 60 
dB(A) 

Average of 
55 and 50 = 
53 dB(A) 

Residential 
Marina Zone 

Residential 52 dB(A) 45 dB(A) 

 Average of 
Source Zone: 

(60 + 52)/2 = 
56 dB(A) 

(53 + 45 )/2 = 
49 dB(A) 

 

 Given the source mixed use zone above, the indicative noise 

criteria applicable in the adjacent River Murray (rural industry) 

zones, as well as the source zones mentioned above are:  

 

Table 2: Receiver Zones 
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Development 
Plan Zone 

Day (LAeq,15min) Night 
(LAeq,15min) 

Night 
(LAmax)** 
 

 Commercial, 
Light Industry 

Average of 62 
& 57 = 60 
dB(A) 

Average of 55 
and 50 = 53 
dB(A) 

Residential 
Marina Zone 
(existing 
residences) 

Average of 56 
dB(A) (source 
zone) and 52 
dB(A) 
(residential) = 
54 dB(A) – 5 
dB(A) = 49 
dB(A) 

Average of 49 
dB(A)(source 
zone) and 45 
dB(A) = 47 
dB(A) – 5 
dB(A) = 42 
dB(A) 

60 dB(A) 

Residential 
Marina Zone 
(future 
residences) * 

Average of 56 
dB(A) (source 
zone) and 52 
dB(A) 
(residential) 
=54 dB(A) 

Average of 49 
dB(A)(source 
zone) and 45 
dB(A) = 47 
dB(A) 

60 dB(A) 

River Murray 
Zone (Rural 
Industry) 

Average of 56 
dB(A) (source 
zone) and 57 
dB(A) (rural 
industry) – 5 
dB(A) = 52 
dB(A) 

Average of 49 
dB(A) (source 
zone) and 50 
dB(A) (rural 
industry) – 5 
dB(A) = 45 
dB(A) 

 

Mannum 
Marina Zone 
(Commercial, 
Light Industry) 

Meet source 
zone: 56 dB(A) 
– 5 dB(A) = 51 
dB(A) 

Meet source 
zone: 49 dB(A) 
– 5 dB(A) = 44 
dB(A) 

 

 

*These allotments do not include the 5dB reduction associated with 

proposed development (Noise EPP Clause 20(3)) as they have not 

yet been given development approval.  

**Maximum noise level for a ‘quiet locality’ as defined in the Noise 

EPP. 

The development is only anticipated to operate during the day time. 

Therefore, given the amended indicative noise level criteria above and the 

predicted noise results presented in page 10 of the Sonus Noise 

Assessment Report, the development is still anticipated to meet the 

indicative noise levels at all sensitive receivers during the daytime period.  
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Response 

The interpretation of the EPA is noted and their criteria will be referred to 

in any monitoring undertaken. 

EPA Comment 

If the proposed waterpark expands its hours of operation into the night 

time hours (10pm – 7am) under the Noise EPP, noise levels at sensitive 

receivers may exceed the indicative noise levels. Therefore, a 

reassessment would be required and mitigation measures may be 

necessary so that sensitive receivers will meet the indicative noise levels 

during the night time period.  

Response 

This is agreed, and there are no plans to expand the hours of operation 
into the night time hours. 
 
EPA Comment 

Other strategies on site that can be adopted are as follows: 

 All reasonable and practicable operational steps to reduce off site 

noise should be undertaken.  

 Noise from construction, demolition and site preparation should 

meet the mandatory provision of part 6 Division 1 of the Noise EPP.  

 All trucks and forklifts should be fitted with broadband reverse 

beepers.  

 All strategies and measures provided in the Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (pages 11 & 12, S6259C3, 

November 2019). 

Response 

The Construction Environmental Management Plan prepared for the new 

developments will include the above strategies as suggested. 
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Water Quality 

 EPA Comment 

The EIS amendment states that it will use less water than the original 

proposal. However, the calculated flow through the water bodies is based 

on an evaporation rate of 800mm per annum from the proposed water 

bodies. The Bureau of Meteorology evaporation data and maps indicate 

that the annual evaporation rate at Mannum is considerably higher than 

this being between 1600 – 1800mm per annum. This has implications for 

the flow rate through the water bodies and therefore water use, in addition 

to the salinity assessment which is based on the rate of flow through the 

water bodies. 

Furthermore, the EIS amendment states that ‘this results in a salinity 

increase of between 1000- 1100mg/l TDS which is well within the 

tolerance range of most aquatic species’. However, this is not considered 

an insignificant increase in salinity and would affect aquatic species. Given 

the salinity assessment is based on a rate of flow through (and water use) 

at lower than expected evaporation rates, it should be reassessed based 

on actual evaporation rates for the area. This is to ensure that salinity 

levels within the water bodies, which will discharge to the River Murray 

can be maintained at the same level as the River Murray and will not 

affect aquatic species. 

Response 

The calculated flow through the waterbodies is not based on an 

evaporation rate of 800mm per annum. The modelling used to determine 

flow requirements and use for the Aquatic Park Lake and wetlands uses 

daily Mannum rainfall data, Wellington Class A pan evaporation data and 

an estimated locality Class A evaporation data. Daily River Murray levels 

and salinity data are from Murray Bridge.  It is acknowledged that in 

Section 3.2.1.4 (2nd para) reference to an evaporation rate of 800 mm per 

year is misleading as this is a figure that is required to be used to 

determine the annual evaporation cost.   

With regards to the wetlands and above EPA comments on salinity there 

are two main considerations, being: 

 The salinity in the western wetland with regards the wetland 
ecosystem 
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 The salinity level in the through flow water, particularly if discharged 
directly to the River Murray. 

 

Salinity in the western Wetland 

The western wetland will be a constructed wetland, developed in an 

area with saline soils and is underlain by saline groundwater. Due to 

the nature of the site salt tolerant flora are to be introduced, particularly 

aquatic species. An adequate through flow is required to freshen the 

root zone to prevent salinity increases in the water bodies due to 

evaporation. In the amended EIS (Section 3,2,1,5), a modelling output 

example was given for the Western Wetland, where a dilution flow 

through of approximately 12 ML/annum would result in a salinity 

increase to 1064 mg/ TDS (stated as between 1000-1100 mg/ TDS). 

This salinity level was not meant to indicate a management target for 

outflows from the wetland, which is discussed below. In the amended 

EIS it was suggested that this modelled salinity increase to 1064 mg/L 

TDS would be within the tolerance range of most aquatic species. 

Reference is made to Paul McEvoy & Peter Goonan (2003), and their 

study involving lower River Murray wetlands, which indicates that the 

total number of fauna species declines with salinities greater than 

1000mg/L TDS, but there is a suite of saline tolerant invertebrates that 

flourish in saline conditions. While it is understood that higher salinities 

inhibits more sensitive species, this is a constructed wetland and would 

still develop a diverse ecosystem, particularly with the establishment of 

salt tolerant aquatic, riparian and terrestrial flora. However, as 

indicated below, outflows will have a low salinity which would result in 

lower salinities in the wetland. 

Reference 

Paul McEvoy & Peter Goonan (2003). Salinity is not necessarily 

bad for biodiversity: case studies of invertebrates from South 

Australian streams and River Murray wetlands. Records of the 

South Australian Museum No. 7: 131-134. 

The salinity level in outflows 

EPA has expressed concern with the potential effects of the discharge 

of wetland through flows with elevated salinities on aquatic ecosystems 

of the River Murray. As indicated in the amended EIS, salinities in 
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outflows can be reduced by increasing the volume of through flows. 

For example: 

Inflow salinity Annual dilution 
through flow 

Average daily 
through flows 

Outflow salinity 

200 mg/L 82.6 ML 0.226 ML (2.62 
L/sec) 

250 mg/L 

200 mg/L 44.6 ML 0.122 ML 
(1.42 L/sec) 

400 mg/L 

 
These are not large volumes to pump, so low salinity in outflow 

water can be achieved relatively easily. It is likely a solar powered 

system will be used. Maintaining lower salinities in the western 

wetland has benefits in freshening the root zone of flora,  By 

managing water levels in the wetland, in the summer months the 

water area is approximately 1.24 ha (4.14 ML in volume) compared 

with 6.92 ha in winter (30.43 ML in volume). The smaller area in 

summer reduces the overall volume of evaporation and through 

flow requirements during this period.  

As indicated in the amended EIS, inflows to the wetland will be from 

the recreational lake or direct from the marina waterways if 

required, for example during lake maintenance. Water inflow 

volumes will be regulated and metered.  

Through flows can be: 

 Returned to the marina waterways. 

 Discharged to the Baseby Linear Wetland, which was a 
preferred option in the Assessment to the EIS, having 
environmental benefits, including a degree of drought 
proofing. 

 Discharged to the River Murray, which was never a real 
option. 
 

A lower salinity in the outflow water is preferred. It is intended that 

as part of the detailed design process, that the management target 

be determined in consultation with relevant government agencies 

and also be based on monitoring data. In this regard, as part of a 

broader monitoring program salinity will be measured in the 

waterways, at the main inlet to the system to measure river salinity 

and salinity in the Baseby linear Wetland. At this stage, a salinity of 

approximately 250 mg/L would be adopted as a working target to 
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assist in defining culver design and operation and the pumping 

system. 

EPA Comment 

It is further noted that the amended EIS outlines that most of the flow 

through the Adventure Water Park Lake is to occur in winter months. 

Hence, flow through the lake in summer will be restricted. There are 

potential implications for poor water quality particularly during such time 

when flow is low when evaporation rates are generally higher. The final 

design will need to ensure that flow through the lake throughout the year is 

maintained to ensure necessary water quality in the recreational lake 

Response 

The lake will be managed to maintain to be full at RL 0.2 m AHD. Because 

of evaporation this will require increased input flows from the Holiday 

Village Waterbody in the summer and to maintain a satisfactory salinity, 

However, the need to control salinity levels in the western wetland will 

determine through flow volumes for the lake and lake salinity levels. 

Salinity levels in the lake will need to be similar to the marina waterways,  

EPA Comment 

Section 3.3.3 states that water quality in the Mannum Waters waterways is 

essentially that of the River Murray. However, as outlined above, at a TDS 

of 1000mg/l it is considerably higher than River Murray water and the 

detailed design and flow through the waterbodies and wetlands will need 

to ensure the water quality in all components of the development is 

essentially that of the River Murray. In particular, the design will need to 

ensure salinity in all water bodies has a similar range to the source water 

(River Murray). 

Response 

The statement regarding water quality in the waterways, refers to the 

navigable waterways, and not to the Aquatic Park Lake or wetlands which 

are yet to be developed. As indicated in Table 5 in Section 3.3.3, salinity 

monitoring indicates minimal variation between various locations in the 

navigable waterways compared to same day monitoring of salinity in the 

river at Mannum. As outlined above, the detailed design will allow for the 

management of salinity in the wetlands and recreational lake. The 
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design/management intent will be to achieve low salinity in through flow 

water and be similar to the source water. 

EPA Comment 

The proposed projects will allow completion of the wetlands at Mannum 

Waters. From Section 3.3.2 it is understood that outflows from the lake at 

the Adventure Water Park would flow into the western wetland. The 

wetland can also receive additional water from the Holiday Village 

waterbody. In reference to the wetlands, Section 3.3.2 states ‘the annual 

water requirement is for approximately 40 ML, but to maintain salinity 

between 1000-1100 mg/L TDS requires a total inflow of approximately 52 

ML’. This statement and all of Section 3.3.2 is unclear as to how the 

waterbodies in the Adventure Park, Holiday Village and wetlands are to 

operate in a connected way. Furthermore, the figure of 1000-1100mg/l 

TDS is imprecise and if it is 1000mg/l it is significantly higher than River 

Murray concentrations and would impact on aquatic species as outlined 

above. 

Response 

In response, the following points are made: 

 The Holiday Village Waterbody, which is navigable for small boats, 
is the source of water to the Aquatic Park Lake and western 
wetland, as shown on Figure 8 in the amended EIS.  

 Most water to the western wetland will flow from the holiday Village 
Waterbody to the Aquatic Park Lake (culvert C) and then into the 
wetland (culvert D).  

 Provision will also be made for water to be directed more directly 
from the Holiday Village Waterbody to the western wetland (via 
Culvert B).  This may be required, for example, during periods of 
lake maintenance. 

 Water flows to the recreational lake will be regulated and metered 
to control the volume diverted by gravity flow from the Holiday 
Village Waterbody. Outflows from the Recreational Lake to the 
Western Wetland will also be metered. The difference between the 
inflow and outflow volumes is the volume lost largely due to 
evaporation and is a cost to the Aquatic Park. 

 Water flows to the western wetland will be metered. Outflows from 
the western wetland will be metered. The difference between the 
inflow and outflow volumes is the volume lost largely due to 
evaporation and is a cost to Mannum Waters. 

 The recreation lake will be kept at full level. To compensate for 
evaporation losses inflows are required. Similarly, for the western 
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wetland, to maintain the wetland at the desired seasonal water 
levels requires water inflow to also compensate for evaporation, 
otherwise the wetland would dry out too quickly. Approximately 40 
ML is required for the wetland. However, just providing inflows to 
compensate for evaporation would result in gradual salinity 
increases, so an additional through flow volume is required to 
prevent this. As indicated above, to maintain low salinities of say 
250mg/L TDS in the wetland and through flows similar to the 
source water of 200mg/L TDS will require an through flow volume 
of approximately 82.6 ML/annum (2.62L/sec), which is a low flow 
rate and easily achievable, likely using a solar powered pump 
system. 
 

EPA Comment 

In the Adventure Water Park, is understood that, with exception of the 

main lake, other activities will use ‘public swimming pool water’. Pool 

water will be treated through chlorination and filtered. It is not specified 

where the backwash or other by products from filtration activities will be 

disposed to. It is a requirement of the Environment Protection (Water 

Quality) Policy 2015 that this is not discharged into waters. Provided it is 

acceptable to the operators and it has the capacity, it is possible this could 

be treated by the Mannum wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). This will 

need to be verified with the operators of the WWTP. It is not acceptable 

for backwash water to be discharged into the proposed lake, wetlands or 

River Murray. 

Treatment of all wastewater from both proposals will be at Mannum 

WWTP. This is acceptable provided it has the capacity to accept the 

wastewater. 

Response 

Swimming pool water backwash will be disposed of via the mains sewer 
connection to the Mannum WWTP. During other negotiations with the 
developer, SA Water has indicated the plant has ample capacity and have 
previously advised the plant is satisfactory until 2045 with capacity to 
handle an additional 2000 connections. Documentation is included as 
Attachment 2.  

 

EPA Comment 

The document describes some water sensitive urban design (WSUD) 

measures that may be adopted in detailed design to manage and treat 
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stormwater at both sites. These are to include rainwater tanks, grassed 

swales and the use of gross pollutant traps (GPTs). There are potentially 

other components of WSUD that could be considered in the development 

and incorporated in the final design. The final design should incorporate a 

range of WSUD features to ensure impacts from stormwater runoff are 

minimised 

Response 

As stated in the amended EIS, the final designs for the water park and 

holiday village will document those WSUD measures to minimise the 

potential impacts of stormwater runoff to the waterways.  

EPA Comment 

The sizing of the rainwater tanks and use of the harvested water have not 

been described. Use of harvested water from rainwater tanks will need to 

be considered during detailed design to ensure full utilisation of captured 

water. 

Response 

Noted 

EPA Comment 

The amended EIS outlines in section 4.1.3, that the practices and 

principles for soil erosion and dust control are outlined in the current 

Construction Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan (CEMMP) 

that will be followed during the construction for the proposal. However, in 

Section 5.3.5 it is stated that there will be amendments to the CEMMP 

prepared for the proposed development including incorporation of a soil 

erosion and drainage management plan (SEDMP). Section 5.3.14 also 

suggested that an updated CEMMP will be prepared. These sections are 

somewhat contradictory in that it is not clear if the CEMMP including the 

SEDMP will be fully updated for the current proposal. Development and 

implementation of an updated CEMMP and SEDMP specific to the 

projects is warranted and will assist in preventing soil sediment and 

pollutants leaving the site or entering waterbodies during its development 

Response 

As required the existing CEMMP and SEDMP will be updated to be 

specific for both developments 



 

 

OFFICIAL 

3.1.4 Department of Environment and Water (DEW) 

   DEW has provided comments with regards section 3.2.2 in the, as follows: 

3.2.2 Outline the arrangements for securing a water allocation for the 
filling and maintenance of water levels in the water bodies, including 
the location where the allocation could be sourced from. 

 
The text provided does not adequately address the criteria (Guideline 2.2).  
 
DEW Comment 
 
The text states that under the joint agreement between the Mid Murray 
Council and Tallwood Pty Ltd that Mid Murray Council is responsible for 
the evaporative water losses of the wetlands. This amendment will result 
in a new liability for Mid Murray Council of 28.8ML/year (calculated by the 
proponent). No evidence has been provided from Mid Murray Council that 
it accepts this new liability. 
 
Response 
 
The proposed redesign of the wetlands has decreased the water use 
requirement from the water use proposed under the original approval. In 
this regard, the new proposals have a positive impact on the River Murray 
water use. Tallwood Pty Ltd and Mid Murray Council established a 
Development Deed in 2012 covering ongoing and future requirements. 
Tallwood will continue to work with the Mid Murray Council to obtain 
mutually acceptable outcomes. 

 
 
DEW Comment 
 
The letter of acknowledgement that LANDN Pty Ltd understands its 
obligation to purchase water if the park proceeds was not attached (page 
35) so it was not possible to confirm the company understands the 
obligation to secure water to fill the Adventure Water Park Lake, the 
annual evaporative losses from the Lake and the volume of water required 
to maintain the salinity of the Lake.  
 
Response 

 
A copy of letter is included as Attachment 2. 

 
DEW Comment 

Please note the draft Water Allocation Plan for the River Murray 

Prescribed Watercourse released by the SAMDB Landscape Board in 
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September 2020 implies that Tallwood’s future ELMA allocation will not be 

more than 54.3169 ML (12.1 ha x 4.489 ML/ha). According to the 

proponent’s calculations on page 26 this is insufficient to fill the revised 

waterbody and additional water will need to be purchased. 

Response 

Tallwood currently has an annual ELMA allocation of 127.356ML. This 
was based on an irrigation rate of 6.44L/ha. The newly proposed 
optimised rate of 4.49L/ha would reduce the ELMA allocation at Mannum 
Waters to 88.793ML. 
 

3.2 Submissions from Public 

3.2.1 Don Green 

Comment 

Holiday village will be a great asset to Mannum and surrounding 

area. 

Response 

Noted 

Comment 

Development will help a lot to attract visitors. This has been a goal 

of the Progress Association. 

Response 

Noted 

3.2.2 Kristine Sims 

Comment 

Fantastic idea, bringing tourists, benefitting business, infrastructure 

and jobs. 

Response 

Noted 

3.2.3 Neville Byrne 
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Comment 

 Should be an 80km limit on Belvedere Road for a sale turn into 
the holiday village and water park. 

 

Response 

It is agreed that the speed limits on Belvedere Road may require 
review. Road speed limits are outside of the developers. 
 

Comment 

 Tallwood have failed to consider the loss of amenity in 
converting the permanent wetland to ephemeral wetland on 
enjoyment and residential land values. 

 A change from a fully functional constructed wetland to an 
ephemeral wetland will have detrimental effects on the amenity 
of any residential property adjacent the constructed wetland. 

 Tallwood created three wetlands as a positive environmental 
offset.  Since they were filled, a wide range of aquatic birds and 
aquatic species have become residents and are a key aspect of 
riverside living and are promoted as feature. The wetlands and 
the roles ecological they play are an important addition to the 
Baseby and are part of the amenity for land owners and 
residents of Mannum Waters. 

 Waters are 8 meters from residences and there is a concern 
with anaerobic conditions, mosquitoes, with exposed mud with 
an ephemeral wetland. 

 
Response 

There is no change in the overall marina design with regards to the 

general configuration of the water bodies, as shown on Figure 8 of 

the amended EIS. The main waterbody, houseboat marina, holiday 

village water body and the area identified as ‘permanent wetland’ 

are the same. They are open to the river water levels will be the 

same as the river.  

There are two wetland systems, the western wetland and the 

eastern wetland. As shown in Figure 8, the concept designs include 

multiple basins, with four in the western wetland and three in the 

eastern wetland. The concept design outlined in the amended EIS 

for the wetlands is essentially the same as that outlined in the 

original EIS for Mannum Waters, and was approved. 



 

 

OFFICIAL 

As stated in the amended EIS (Section 3.2.15), both wetland 

systems will have a range of depths, with shallows and deeper pool 

areas. The intention is to develop wetland systems which have a 

diverse habitat structure, with a range of depths, a range of planted 

aquatic, riparian and terrestrial flora. The configuration and 

plantings are also important to have a landscape of high amenity as 

well as habitat diversity. The wetlands will be complimentary to the 

adjacent habitat of the Baseby Linear Wetland.  With increased 

habitat diversity it can be expected that the number of bird species 

will increase.     

A major constraint, affecting the size and operation of the wetland 

is water availability. It was always intended that both the eastern 

and western wetlands would be maintained by ELMA water.  As 

part of the natural cycle in wetlands, there is a seasonal variation in 

water levels, which is a necessary part of the life cycle of many 

aquatic species. This would result in a draw down in water levels in 

summer. In this case, it would always be limited in extent as water 

levels are set by adjustable outlet structures. The draw down would 

result in a reduction in the water surface area of the wetland in the 

summer months, reducing the higher rates of evaporative loss, as 

well as providing shallows around the margins, important for 

feeding and breeding.  It is also important to note: 

 

 The banks and shallows will be vegetated. There should be 
no bare mud areas. 

 There will always be permanent water in the wetlands, with 
draw down progressive over the warmer months. 

 Experience with all other constructed wetlands, which are 
similarly managed, is that mosquitoes will not be a problem 
as in wetlands with a diverse habitat and biota there is 
sufficient predation to control numbers. 

 
Comment 

 Tallwood has taken pre-emptive action and has already 
removed at least one pipe, ensuring two thirds of the 
constructed wetlands do not receive River Murray flows. 
Tallwood should have waited. 
 

Response 
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No pre-emptive action has been taken. Approval has already been 

obtained for the wetlands and works undertaken are for 

maintenance, management of the current wetland area while the 

concept is finalised. 

Comment 

 There is a problem with the levee bank in the eastern wetlands. 
It is good for walking and some cycling. However, there is 
deterioration due to flooding and excessive wave action in the 
westernmost area. Reconstruction should include substantial 
asset protection for pipes above river pool level to minimise 
flood damage. 
 

Response 

Tallwood is aware of these remedial work requirements and it is 

intended that this and any other work be taken. The consulting 

engineers engaged by Tallwood design asset protection for flood 

events, including the 1956 flood. 

3.2.4 Anita Marling-Bauer 

Comment 

Has no issue with having the holiday village 

Response 

Noted 

Comment 

Want to keep the eastern wetland as is. It is assumed the abundant 

wildlife, including the range of birds seen, is due to the existing 

water levels. If the wetland is drained the bird habitat will be lost. It 

is also assumed that draining to leave just pools will result in a 

mosquito problem, noting that they can also be a source of disease. 

Response 

It should not be assumed that birds present in the eastern wetland 

are due to the existing water levels. The wetland could be at a 

lower level and would still have birds. AS outlined above in 

response to comments by Neville Byrne, the design intent is to 

have a more diverse habitat structure for increased fauna, including 
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birds. Also as mentioned that mosquitoes should not be an issue, 

as is the case with other constructed wetlands. Invariably there is 

adequate predation, including fish and other insects, to control 

numbers.  

Comment 

The existing conditions should remain and water purchased to meet 

the requirements of the holiday and water parks. 

Response 

The proposed modifications to existing wetlands are as a 

consequence of planned reductions in the amount of environmental 

water available. The proposed reductions (to ELMA water) are not 

controlled by the developer. 

Comment 

One of the reasons for moving to Mannum Waters Marina was the 

view over water. 

Response 

With the final development of the village waterbody and western 

wetlands, there will be a substantial increase in water area.   

3.2.5 Geoff and Heather Simons 

Comments 

Concerned for adjoining landowners to not impede their ongoing 

operation of farm. The Baulderstones have been on their farm for 

60 years and the Simons for 40 years. There are a number of 

concerns, as follows: 

 Traffic and Safety 

 Security and amenity, needing clarification about a fence to 
be erected for security and as a noise barrier? 

 The report looked at nearby residences but did not consider 
stock. 

 Their farm is EPA compliant, but there may be noise/odours 
at times. They do not want this to be an issue with the water 
park. 

 Disappointed that the idea of a stock culvert (under 
Belvedere Road) has not been taken up. 
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They note that they have not been contacted (by Mannum Waters) 

Response 

A meeting was held on 11th August 2021 with Geoff & Heather 
Simons, who are our neighbouring dairy farmer owners, to discuss 
the points they raised in their submission. In summary: 
 

 They are in favour of our proposal in general. They are 
mainly concerned that the water park operator does not 
make complaint about smell and noise sometimes coming 
from the dairy. 

 They are strongly in favour of the total length of Belvedere 
Road being an 80 kph speed limit due to anticipated dangers 
with stock crossing, vehicle crossing, the manoeuvrability of 
milk trucks and hay trucks, the undulating nature of 
Belvedere Road, the many bends in the road and the fact 
that the road is double lined for most of its length. We should 
support them with this issue particularly from their main 
access on Belvedere Road towards Mannum township. 

 They are aware of the stock crossing grant funds that are 
available and are investigating. 

 They ask that the operators of the water park respect their 
use. We will set up an ongoing meeting structure to between 
neighbours parties. 

 They are supportive of a vegetative buffer on our common 
boundary which is proposed. 

 

3.2.6 Max and Kay Kubenk 

Many of the comments from Max and Kay Kubenk have already been 

addressed in responses in previous submissions, and are cross 

referenced as appropriate. 

Comment 

The holiday village should comply with all relevant legislative 

requirements, noting that: 

 It is within the environmental zone of the River Murray and 
short-term and long-term activities, planning policies and 
procedures and documentation must be in place to protect 
riverbanks, vegetation, birdlife, waterways and neighbours. 

 Buildings should be of environmentally sustainable materials. 
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 The plan needs to be of a high standard of presentation and 
appeal, noting that the Mannum Waters residential area is not 
well cared for and needs attention in presentation area, and has 
been like this for a long time. 
 

Comment 

It will be a condition of approval that both developments will comply 

with all relevant legislative requirements. The Long-term 

Operational Environmental Maintenance and Monitoring Plan 

(OEMMP) aims to ensure that high standards of environmental 

management are maintained. It is important to note that the 

residential areas are now private. The commercial areas are a work 

in progress with the riverfront treatments being largely done, with 

the rest completed as commercial development proceeds. 

 
Needs; 

 Water licenses 

 Noise to be tested (monitored) for impact on birds, cows, 
neighbours during hours of operation. Also night lighting. 
 

Response 

For noise, refer Section 3.1.3. Tallwood has all approvals for water 

needs. The proponent of the Adventure Water Park, all all non 

mains water requirements is aware of license requirements and the 

liability for evaporation losses. 

Comment 

Belvedere Road 

o Speed limit needs attention 
o Dairy farmers need to be consulted so they can be 

informed of departmental reports that may impact 
them, noting that dairy farms are employers and 
generate lots of income to the area. 

Response 

Refer section 3.1.2 re speed.  The whole purpose of the 

consultation process is to inform all groups, including dairy farmers, 

also refer Section 3.2.5 (response to Geoff and Heather Simons). 

Comment 
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Should be regular testing of salinity from holiday village and water 

park to the wetlands and then to river. 

 The wetlands need to be of a suitable design to filter water 
going through to the river and monitoring should be 
undertaken regularly. 

 The whole site needs to minimise runoff to minimise pollution 
and salinity to river. 

 The Sewage treatment works should be monitored and 
wastewater treated to a level where it can be used hopefully 
on public areas. 
 

Response 

As outlined in the amended EIS, a main objective of the western 

wetland will be to receive all runoff from the water park, via the 

water park lake, to provide a water quality safeguard protecting the 

river. Its ecological design, particularly providing shallows for the 

extensive growth of aquatic vegetation and a relatively long 

residence time will ensure effective treatment of runoff.  Runoff is 

minimised by the inclusion of water sensitive design features, such 

as swales, which will be defined in the final design. 

The WWTP is operated by SA Water, and these systems are 

monitored by SA Water. Approval for the use of reclaimed water is 

outside of the control of the developer. 

3.2.7 Tracy Davies 

Comment 

Suggestions for the holiday village and water park: 

 Further greening is required and a bike track linking the 
village/water park/Mannum waters to Mannum would be great. 

 Mini golf 

 Partnership with BBQ buoys, similar to R Torrens to allow 
holiday ….. to be on river, in a zoned area. 
 

Response 

Noted 

3.2.8 Sam and Pip Linnell 

Comment 
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Not in opposition but wish due consideration be given to the 

following in construction and operation: 

Village 

 Prevention of wind-blown dust, smoke and odour, impacting 
on lives and property of occupants. 

 A suitable curfew for noise construction and operation, 
especially loud music, to be comparable with conditions of 
marina residences. 

 

Water Park 

 Prevention of wind-blown dust, smoke and odour, impacting 
on lives and property of occupants. 

 A suitable curfew for noise construction and operation, 
especially loud music, to be comparable with conditions of 
marina residences. 

 

Response 

A Construction Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan 

(CEMMP) will be prepared for the developments, which will outline 

measures to control wind-blown dust. Smoke and odours are 

unlikely, as was the case during the construction of the existing 

marina and residential areas. However, activities that could result in 

a smoke problem, such as burning of vegetation waste would be 

strictly controlled.  

Comment 

Also, the currently inadequate 15 amp supply to individual berths at 

Mannum Waters Marina should not be impacted by increased 

power requirements. 

Response 

Network power infrastructure is the responsibility of SAPN (South 

Australian Power Networks) 

3.2.9 Kirsty MacGregor 
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Many of the comments from Kirsty MacGregor have already been 

addressed in responses in previous submissions, and are cross 

referenced as appropriate. 

Comment 

The proposed development is a good idea. 

Comment 

Speed on Belvedere Road should be 80kms. There are bends and 

blind spots. Extra traffic on corners near town, North Terrace, 

showgrounds has been an issue. Marina will increase traffic and 

increase pressure 

Response 

Refer to comment by Neville Byrne (Section 3.2.3) 
 
Comment 
 
There is a dairy close by, and; 

o Cows cross the road twice per day. 
o There is a need for better fencing 
o Potential issue with noise affecting those who live in 

marina 
 

Response 

Refer to comments from Geoff and Heather Simons (Section 3.2.5) 

Comment 
 
Risks are: 

 Water license  

 Possible contaminated water from park. 

 Additional traffic on Belvedere Road 
 

Response 

With regard to the risks: 

 (license) Both temporary and permanent water is available is 
available for purchase on the water market. 

 Possible contaminated water from park. 
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There is minimal risk of water contamination from the park, 
either to the marina waterways or River Murray, as a result 
of all effluents going to the Mannum Waste Water Treatment 
Plant, interception of most stormwater in a range of water 
sensitive measures (eg swales) and the western wetland 
receiving any flows from the park. 

 With regards traffic on Belvedere Road, refer to Section 
3.2.3 

Comment 

Concerned for water use in wetland. Not sure whether ELMA is OK, 

Marina may have to buy more water.  

Response 

The proposed use of ELMA water for the wetlands has been 

approved. As indicated above in Section 3.2.3, the available water 

will be a constraint on the size of the wetland. 

Comment 
 
What happens in a flood  

Response 

The village and water park facilities will be above 1956 flood levels. 
There is a flood management plan for Mannum Waters as part of 
the overall Operational Management Plan, and this will be updated 
as necessary to include the new developments. 
 
Comment 
 
Impact on cows 

Response 

The aquatic park will only operate during daylight hours, and at 
night only minimal security lighting will be used. Noise levels for 
River Murray Zone (Rural Industry) will be met, as indicated by 
EPA, refer Section 3.1.3 above. Fencing will prevent access to 
adjacent properties. Consequently, it is anticipated that there will 
not be any impact on cows in adjacent properties. 
 
Comment 
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For the wetland, wetting and drying is important, but some may not 

like it due to appearance (mud) and smell. Where pipes sit for filling 

and draining need to be considered carefully.  

Response 

Refer Section 3.2.3 
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