
RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 1 of 32 Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 2 of 32

49-Sch4 - Mobile phone



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 3 of 32

49-Sch4 - Mobile phone



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 4 of 32
Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 5 of 32
Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 6 of 32 Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 7 of 32 Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 8 of 32 Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 9 of 32
Release



RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 10 of 32
Release



From: MATTOCKS Neil [Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 12:44 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
CC: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 

Importance: High

 
BRIEFING (EMAIL) – RE QLD Nickel P/L (YABULU)
 
Liz – the following outlines the current status of a joint MP permit application for a marine outfall pipe QLD Nickel P/L (Clive
Palmer)  and my proposed actions.  There is a substantial recent history on this structure however I have only provided
directly relevant information to the current action/s.  I can provide more information as required.  
 

• QNPL applied on 24 June 2013 for a new joint MP permit for ‘Operating a facility – being a pipeline …….including
maintaining, decommissioning and removing the facility’.  It is understood that the application is only to maintain the
status quo and they have not applied to discharge through the pipeline. i.e. it is to maintain the pipeline in the MP
only. There is substantial evidence to show they have not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further
money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is.

 
• The GBRMPA have now completed an assessment of this application and the recommendation is to refuse the

application. This would mean the pipeline (which extends 1800m into Halifax Bay just north of Townsville) would be
an unpermitted structure.  GBRMPA is recommending a ‘managed removal’ of the structure as opposed to remaining
in situ. Removal costs have been estimated at over $1M and there is currently only a $62 702 Bond in place.  It is
unclear how this removal would be funded as it is unlikely QNPL would voluntarily undertake removal. Further
discussions (this morning) with Rachel Reese (A/Director EAM) is that one option would be to take legal action under
the conditions of the Deed which can require removal (in part or completely) if unpermitted.  In that instance it is
likely that the Bond money would be accessed to fund a ‘decommissioning report’ if they did not voluntarily complete
this report.
 

• GBRMPA have already (through the delegate) endorsed this assessment and recommendation.
 

• I support the assessment recommendation of refusing this application and, following further discussion with Rachel, I
am comfortable with where this situates QPWS. Refusal of the application may result in a request for a
reconsideration of the decision under both Commonwealth and State legislation and then potentially further actions
under the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and possibly QCAT. The assessment and recommendation to refuse the
application has been well developed and considered.

 
I proposed endorsing the assessment and recommendation to refuse.  
 
Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)
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Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB:

nprsr-email-signature
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From: YOUNG Liz [Liz.Young@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:35 PM
To: MATTOCKS Neil
CC: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: RE: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 

HI Neil
 
Thanks for the update. Can you confirm that the basis for the decision is - There is substantial evidence to show they have not
maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is?
 
If that is the case, and you are happy with the evidence base, I have no concerns.
 
Liz
 
Liz Young
Director | Assessments and Approvals
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 21 | 111 George St | Brisbane
Tel 07 31997586 | Mobile

 

From: MATTOCKS Neil 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 12:44 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
Cc: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 
Importance: High
 
 
BRIEFING (EMAIL) – RE QLD Nickel P/L (YABULU)
 
Liz – the following outlines the current status of a joint MP permit application for a marine outfall pipe QLD Nickel P/L (Clive
Palmer)  and my proposed actions.  There is a substantial recent history on this structure however I have only provided
directly relevant information to the current action/s.  I can provide more information as required.  
 

• QNPL applied on 24 June 2013 for a new joint MP permit for ‘Operating a facility – being a pipeline …….including
maintaining, decommissioning and removing the facility’.  It is understood that the application is only to maintain the
status quo and they have not applied to discharge through the pipeline. i.e. it is to maintain the pipeline in the MP
only. There is substantial evidence to show they have not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further
money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is.

 
• The GBRMPA have now completed an assessment of this application and the recommendation is to refuse the

application. This would mean the pipeline (which extends 1800m into Halifax Bay just north of Townsville) would be
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an unpermitted structure.  GBRMPA is recommending a ‘managed removal’ of the structure as opposed to remaining
in situ. Removal costs have been estimated at over $1M and there is currently only a $62 702 Bond in place.  It is
unclear how this removal would be funded as it is unlikely QNPL would voluntarily undertake removal. Further
discussions (this morning) with Rachel Reese (A/Director EAM) is that one option would be to take legal action under
the conditions of the Deed which can require removal (in part or completely) if unpermitted.  In that instance it is
likely that the Bond money would be accessed to fund a ‘decommissioning report’ if they did not voluntarily complete
this report.
 

• GBRMPA have already (through the delegate) endorsed this assessment and recommendation.
 

• I support the assessment recommendation of refusing this application and, following further discussion with Rachel, I
am comfortable with where this situates QPWS. Refusal of the application may result in a request for a
reconsideration of the decision under both Commonwealth and State legislation and then potentially further actions
under the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and possibly QCAT. The assessment and recommendation to refuse the
application has been well developed and considered.

 
I proposed endorsing the assessment and recommendation to refuse.  
 
Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB:

nprsr-email-signature
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From: MATTOCKS Neil [Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 3 June 2014 9:31 AM
To: GRANT Ian
CC: YOUNG Liz
Subject: FW: Permit application G36275 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Attachments: 2014.05.30 Decision Notice QNPL.pdf

 
For your information – the QNPL pipeline refusal that has gone out.
Cheers
Neil
 

From: Major Projects [mailto:majorprojects@gbrmpa.gov.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 3 June 2014 9:27 AM
To: drew.mclean@environment.gov.au; FOMIATTI MINNESMA Ingrid; Bruce Elliot; MATTOCKS Neil
Subject: FW: Permit application G36275 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
For your information & records.
 
Rachel Reese
 

RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 15 of 32

73(2)Irrelevant



From: MATTOCKS Neil [Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 12:44 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
CC: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 

Importance: High

 
BRIEFING (EMAIL) – RE QLD Nickel P/L (YABULU)
 
Liz – the following outlines the current status of a joint MP permit application for a marine outfall pipe QLD Nickel P/L (Clive
Palmer)  and my proposed actions.  There is a substantial recent history on this structure however I have only provided
directly relevant information to the current action/s.  I can provide more information as required.  
 

• QNPL applied on 24 June 2013 for a new joint MP permit for ‘Operating a facility – being a pipeline …….including
maintaining, decommissioning and removing the facility’.  It is understood that the application is only to maintain the
status quo and they have not applied to discharge through the pipeline. i.e. it is to maintain the pipeline in the MP
only. There is substantial evidence to show they have not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further
money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is.

 
• The GBRMPA have now completed an assessment of this application and the recommendation is to refuse the

application. This would mean the pipeline (which extends 1800m into Halifax Bay just north of Townsville) would be
an unpermitted structure.  GBRMPA is recommending a ‘managed removal’ of the structure as opposed to remaining
in situ. Removal costs have been estimated at over $1M and there is currently only a $62 702 Bond in place.  It is
unclear how this removal would be funded as it is unlikely QNPL would voluntarily undertake removal. Further
discussions (this morning) with Rachel Reese (A/Director EAM) is that one option would be to take legal action under
the conditions of the Deed which can require removal (in part or completely) if unpermitted.  In that instance it is
likely that the Bond money would be accessed to fund a ‘decommissioning report’ if they did not voluntarily complete
this report.
 

• GBRMPA have already (through the delegate) endorsed this assessment and recommendation.
 

• I support the assessment recommendation of refusing this application and, following further discussion with Rachel, I
am comfortable with where this situates QPWS. Refusal of the application may result in a request for a
reconsideration of the decision under both Commonwealth and State legislation and then potentially further actions
under the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and possibly QCAT. The assessment and recommendation to refuse the
application has been well developed and considered.

 
I proposed endorsing the assessment and recommendation to refuse.  
 
Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)

RTI D
L R

ELE
ASE - N

PSR

13-476 DL Documents Page 16 of 32



Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB

nprsr-email-signature
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From: YOUNG Liz [Liz.Young@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:35 PM
To: MATTOCKS Neil
CC: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: RE: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 

HI Neil
 
Thanks for the update. Can you confirm that the basis for the decision is - There is substantial evidence to show they have not
maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is?
 
If that is the case, and you are happy with the evidence base, I have no concerns.
 
Liz
 
Liz Young
Director | Assessments and Approvals
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 21 | 111 George St | Brisbane
Tel 07 31997586 | Mobile 

 

From: MATTOCKS Neil 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 12:44 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
Cc: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 
Importance: High
 
 
BRIEFING (EMAIL) – RE QLD Nickel P/L (YABULU)
 
Liz – the following outlines the current status of a joint MP permit application for a marine outfall pipe QLD Nickel P/L (Clive
Palmer)  and my proposed actions.  There is a substantial recent history on this structure however I have only provided
directly relevant information to the current action/s.  I can provide more information as required.  
 

• QNPL applied on 24 June 2013 for a new joint MP permit for ‘Operating a facility – being a pipeline …….including
maintaining, decommissioning and removing the facility’.  It is understood that the application is only to maintain the
status quo and they have not applied to discharge through the pipeline. i.e. it is to maintain the pipeline in the MP
only. There is substantial evidence to show they have not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further
money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is.

 
• The GBRMPA have now completed an assessment of this application and the recommendation is to refuse the

application. This would mean the pipeline (which extends 1800m into Halifax Bay just north of Townsville) would be
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an unpermitted structure.  GBRMPA is recommending a ‘managed removal’ of the structure as opposed to remaining
in situ. Removal costs have been estimated at over $1M and there is currently only a $62 702 Bond in place.  It is
unclear how this removal would be funded as it is unlikely QNPL would voluntarily undertake removal. Further
discussions (this morning) with Rachel Reese (A/Director EAM) is that one option would be to take legal action under
the conditions of the Deed which can require removal (in part or completely) if unpermitted.  In that instance it is
likely that the Bond money would be accessed to fund a ‘decommissioning report’ if they did not voluntarily complete
this report.
 

• GBRMPA have already (through the delegate) endorsed this assessment and recommendation.
 

• I support the assessment recommendation of refusing this application and, following further discussion with Rachel, I
am comfortable with where this situates QPWS. Refusal of the application may result in a request for a
reconsideration of the decision under both Commonwealth and State legislation and then potentially further actions
under the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and possibly QCAT. The assessment and recommendation to refuse the
application has been well developed and considered.

 
I proposed endorsing the assessment and recommendation to refuse.  
 
Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB:

nprsr-email-signature
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From: MATTOCKS Neil [Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Thursday, 22 May 2014 5:18 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
CC: BARTLETT Amie
Subject: RE: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 
Attachments: response_to_info_request_25Oct13[1].pdf; Minute re QNPL assessment May 2014.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Liz – re your question below;
 
See the attached further information request response that while it does not explicitly say it, it does confirm that QNPL have
no intention to use the pipeline.
 
I don’t have an electronic copy of the assessment at present but I have also attached a scan of a GBRMPA Minute (in relation
to the assessment) that further outlines the reasons for recommending refusal.
 
I believe this confirms the basis for the decision.  I have also (today) clarified a number of points with GBRMPA and am
satisfied with the recommendations.
 
I have now endorsed the assessment recommending refusal – a brief will be going up to the GBRMPA Chairman tomorrow on
this. Do you want me to put a brief up through you to our DG or Minister?
 
Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
 

From: YOUNG Liz 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:35 PM
To: MATTOCKS Neil
Cc: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: RE: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu
 
HI Neil
 
Thanks for the update. Can you confirm that the basis for the decision is - There is substantial evidence to show they have not
maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is?
 
If that is the case, and you are happy with the evidence base, I have no concerns.
 
Liz
 
Liz Young
Director | Assessments and Approvals
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 21 | 111 George St | Brisbane
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Tel 07 31997586 | Mobile

 

From: MATTOCKS Neil 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 12:44 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
Cc: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 
Importance: High
 
 
BRIEFING (EMAIL) – RE QLD Nickel P/L (YABULU)
 
Liz – the following outlines the current status of a joint MP permit application for a marine outfall pipe QLD Nickel P/L (Clive
Palmer)  and my proposed actions.  There is a substantial recent history on this structure however I have only provided
directly relevant information to the current action/s.  I can provide more information as required.  
 

• QNPL applied on 24 June 2013 for a new joint MP permit for ‘Operating a facility – being a pipeline …….including
maintaining, decommissioning and removing the facility’.  It is understood that the application is only to maintain the
status quo and they have not applied to discharge through the pipeline. i.e. it is to maintain the pipeline in the MP
only. There is substantial evidence to show they have not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further
money on it and only want a permit so they can leave it where it is.

 
• The GBRMPA have now completed an assessment of this application and the recommendation is to refuse the

application. This would mean the pipeline (which extends 1800m into Halifax Bay just north of Townsville) would be
an unpermitted structure.  GBRMPA is recommending a ‘managed removal’ of the structure as opposed to remaining
in situ. Removal costs have been estimated at over $1M and there is currently only a $62 702 Bond in place.  It is
unclear how this removal would be funded as it is unlikely QNPL would voluntarily undertake removal. Further
discussions (this morning) with Rachel Reese (A/Director EAM) is that one option would be to take legal action under
the conditions of the Deed which can require removal (in part or completely) if unpermitted.  In that instance it is
likely that the Bond money would be accessed to fund a ‘decommissioning report’ if they did not voluntarily complete
this report.
 

• GBRMPA have already (through the delegate) endorsed this assessment and recommendation.
 

• I support the assessment recommendation of refusing this application and, following further discussion with Rachel, I
am comfortable with where this situates QPWS. Refusal of the application may result in a request for a
reconsideration of the decision under both Commonwealth and State legislation and then potentially further actions
under the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and possibly QCAT. The assessment and recommendation to refuse the
application has been well developed and considered.

 
I proposed endorsing the assessment and recommendation to refuse.  
 
Cheers
Neil
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Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB:

nprsr-email-signature
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From: YOUNG Liz [Liz.Young@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Thursday, 22 May 2014 5:26 PM
To: MATTOCKS Neil
Subject: Re: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 

Yes. Minister please

Sent from my iPhone

On 22/05/2014, at 5:18 PM, "MATTOCKS Neil" <Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au> wrote:

Liz – re your question below;
 
See the attached further information request response that while it does not explicitly say it, it does confirm that
QNPL have no intention to use the pipeline.
 
I don’t have an electronic copy of the assessment at present but I have also attached a scan of a GBRMPA Minute
(in relation to the assessment) that further outlines the reasons for recommending refusal.
 
I believe this confirms the basis for the decision.  I have also (today) clarified a number of points with GBRMPA
and am satisfied with the recommendations.
 
I have now endorsed the assessment recommending refusal – a brief will be going up to the GBRMPA Chairman
tomorrow on this. Do you want me to put a brief up through you to our DG or Minister?
 
Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
 

From: YOUNG Liz 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:35 PM
To: MATTOCKS Neil
Cc: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: RE: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu
 
HI Neil
 
Thanks for the update. Can you confirm that the basis for the decision is - There is substantial evidence to show
they have not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further money on it and only want a permit so
they can leave it where it is?
 
If that is the case, and you are happy with the evidence base, I have no concerns.
 
Liz
 
Liz Young
Director | Assessments and Approvals
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Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 21 | 111 George St | Brisbane
Tel 07 31997586 | Mobile

<image001.jpg>

 

From: MATTOCKS Neil 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 12:44 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
Cc: rachel.reese@gbrmpa.gov.au; GRANT Ian
Subject: PRIORITY - QLD Nickel P/L Yabulu 
Importance: High
 
 
BRIEFING (EMAIL) – RE QLD Nickel P/L (YABULU)
 
Liz – the following outlines the current status of a joint MP permit application for a marine outfall pipe QLD
Nickel P/L (Clive Palmer)  and my proposed actions.  There is a substantial recent history on this structure
however I have only provided directly relevant information to the current action/s.  I can provide more
information as required.  
 

• QNPL applied on 24 June 2013 for a new joint MP permit for ‘Operating a facility – being a pipeline
…….including maintaining, decommissioning and removing the facility’.  It is understood that the
application is only to maintain the status quo and they have not applied to discharge through the
pipeline. i.e. it is to maintain the pipeline in the MP only. There is substantial evidence to show they have
not maintained the pipeline, do not proposed spending further money on it and only want a permit so
they can leave it where it is.

 
• The GBRMPA have now completed an assessment of this application and the recommendation is to

refuse the application. This would mean the pipeline (which extends 1800m into Halifax Bay just north of
Townsville) would be an unpermitted structure.  GBRMPA is recommending a ‘managed removal’ of the
structure as opposed to remaining in situ. Removal costs have been estimated at over $1M and there is
currently only a $62 702 Bond in place.  It is unclear how this removal would be funded as it is unlikely
QNPL would voluntarily undertake removal. Further discussions (this morning) with Rachel Reese
(A/Director EAM) is that one option would be to take legal action under the conditions of the Deed which
can require removal (in part or completely) if unpermitted.  In that instance it is likely that the Bond
money would be accessed to fund a ‘decommissioning report’ if they did not voluntarily complete this
report.
 

• GBRMPA have already (through the delegate) endorsed this assessment and recommendation.
 

• I support the assessment recommendation of refusing this application and, following further discussion
with Rachel, I am comfortable with where this situates QPWS. Refusal of the application may result in a
request for a reconsideration of the decision under both Commonwealth and State legislation and then
potentially further actions under the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and possibly QCAT. The assessment
and recommendation to refuse the application has been well developed and considered.

 
I proposed endorsing the assessment and recommendation to refuse.  
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Cheers
Neil
 
 
 
Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB:

<image002.jpg>
<image001.jpg>
 

<response_to_info_request_25Oct13[1].pdf>

<Minute re QNPL assessment May 2014.pdf>
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From: MATTOCKS Neil [Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Monday, 26 May 2014 2:46 PM
To: YOUNG Liz
Subject: Draft Brief re' QNPL 
Attachments: Min Brief QNPL Pipe May 2014.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
Liz – for your review/comments
Cheers
Neil
 
Neil Mattocks
A/Manager – Assessments and Approvals (Marine)
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
Level 10, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville QLD 4810
PO Box 5597 TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810
Ph: 07 – 47225314
MOB

nprsr-email-signature
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CTS No. [CTS No.]

Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE 

TO: Minister for National Parks, Recreation, Sport 
and Racing

SUBJECT: QLD Nickel Pty. Ltd. marine discharge pipeline

TIMEFRAME
Urgent noting of this briefing note is required to ensure the Minister is aware of the latest 
departmental decisions in relation to this high profile infrastructure.  

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister note that a joint State/Commonwealth Marine Park permit 
application for the ongoing operation (not including discharge) of a marine outfall pipeline has been 
refused for the Clive Palmer owned Nickel Refinery in Yabulu, Townsville (QLD Nickel Pty. Ltd.). It is 
unclear what action the applicant will take following advice of this decision.  

BACKGROUND/KEY ISSUES

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) along with NPRSR (Assessment and 
Approvals, Marine) have assessed an application by QLD Nickel Pty. Ltd. (QNPL, the 
client/applicant) for a new Marine Park Permit to continue the operation and maintenance of a 1.8km 
pipeline previously used to discharge process effluent from the Nickel Refinery into the Great Barrier 
Reef World Heritage Area.
This effluent is not compliant with ANZECC water quality guidelines and the applicant does not have 
permission under the State and Commonwealth Marine Park legislation for actual discharge into the 
Marine Park.
The Nickel Refinery continues to operate under a current Environmental Authority (administered by 
the QLD Department of Environment and Heritage Protection).  
A new joint Marine Park permit was issued in June 2011 for maintaining, decommissioning and 
removing (not for discharging from) the pipeline. 
QNPL argued that they had not applied for ‘removal’ and the permit was re-issued in January 2012 
without a previous condition that required decommissioning or removal of the pipeline prior to the 
expiry of the permit.  This permit was set to expire on 30 June 2013 and the client applied for a new 
permit prior to this date. 
The client has indicated that they do not have intentions to discharge from the pipe and appear to 
just want to leave the infrastructure in-situ and not spend further money on maintaining it.
Condition 9 of permit G11/33310.1 states ‘The Permittee must obtain an approved compliance 
certificate, duly certified by an appropriately qualified engineer, on the anniversary of the permit 
commencement date that verifies that the facility is installed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved drawings and provide the certificate to the Managing Agency within 21 days of being called 
upon to do so’.
Despite having had this condition imposed upon the marine park permit since at least June 2011 and
several requests for this information during the latest assessment process the client has not 
undertaken any appropriate inspections of the structure. The client was informed on a number of 
occasions (both in writing and in person) that compliance with condition 9 was an important matter 
and could influence the outcome of their application for a new permit. 
An assessment of the application has now been completed and a recommendation to refuse the 
application has been endorsed by both the GBRMPA and NPRSR delegates. 

Chief of Staff …………………..… OK
Dated /        /

Approved Not Approved Noted
Further information required

Minister……….……..……………..
Dated /        /
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This assessment recommended refusal on a) no demonstrated need for the structure, b) non-
compliance with Condition 9 and previous un-permitted discharge and c) the applicant was not a ‘fit 
and proper person’. This was in relation to the previous unpermitted discharge through the pipeline 
in 2011 and the failure to comply with permit conditions. 
The applicant has provisions under both State and Commonwealth legislation to ask for an internal 
review of this decision.  Following that process, if the new decision is also to refuse the application, 
the client may seek review through a Commonwealth Administrative Appeals Tribunal and/or the 
Queensland Civil and Administrative Tribunal.
It is also possible for the client (following refusal of the application) to apply for a new permit (for the 
same things) and another assessment process would need to be undertaken. 
The next steps from a management agency perspective are yet to be determined and may be 
influence by the applicant’s response.  There will continue to be a Deed of Agreement in place 
(signed by the client, and the State and Commonwealth governments) for 2 years that can allow 
access to a $62 702 Bond (this could be used to undertake the inspections the clients says they 
cannot) and there are also provisions requiring the client to remove the structure from the marine 
park if directed to do so.
It may also be possible, following appropriate Engineering inspections and reports, to cap and leave 
sections of the structure in the marine park as a ‘un-permitted’ (and non-operable) structure. 
It should be noted that the operation of the outfall pipe (for discharge of process effluent) has not, for 
over a decade, represented a significant part of the facilities general operations and was only there
for ‘emergency’ discharge. However, even in that instance it did not provide significant relief given its 
relatively low outfall capacity. The current (and previous) owners have repeatedly been advised that 
use of this outfall for marine discharge was not compliant with a range of State/Commonwealth and 
International Guidelines and that operation of the Nickel Refinery required the improvement of water 
and waste management systems to ensure no future marine discharge. 
The client may attempt to portray this as risking the ongoing operation of the facility. This is not the 
case. Under current refinery management (and in a scenario where the pipeline was not in place) the 
option of overflow discharge to an adjacent marine wetland remains. While this may not be 
compliant with current licences it at least represents a real emergency option to limit the risk of 
storage dam wall failure.

Key Communication Messages:
If necessary Media Briefs can be issued outlining that the client has a) not proposed using the 
outfall, b) that it did not represent a substantial emergency option, and c) the client continues to have 
the emergency option of overflow (to ensure current storage facilities are not placed at high risk in 
high rainfall events). I.e. this decision does not risk future and ongoing operations to any significant 
degree. 

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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From: MATTOCKS Neil [Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 3 June 2014 9:31 AM
To: GRANT Ian
CC: YOUNG Liz
Subject: FW: Permit application G36275 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Attachments: 2014.05.30 Decision Notice QNPL.pdf

 
For your information – the QNPL pipeline refusal that has gone out.
Cheers
Neil
 

From: Major Projects [mailto:majorprojects@gbrmpa.gov.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 3 June 2014 9:27 AM
To: drew.mclean@environment.gov.au; FOMIATTI MINNESMA Ingrid; Bruce Elliot; MATTOCKS Neil
Subject: FW: Permit application G36275 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
For your information & records.
 
Rachel Reese
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From: YOUNG Liz [Liz.Young@nprsr.qld.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 3 June 2014 10:23 AM
To: MATTOCKS Neil
CC: GRANT Ian
Subject: Re: Permit application G36275 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

On 03/06/2014, at 9:32 AM, "MATTOCKS Neil" <Neil.Mattocks@nprsr.qld.gov.au> wrote:

 
For your information – the QNPL pipeline refusal that has gone out.
Cheers
Neil
 

From: Major Projects [mailto:majorprojects@gbrmpa.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 3 June 2014 9:27 AM
To: drew.mclean@environment.gov.au; FOMIATTI MINNESMA Ingrid; Bruce Elliot; MATTOCKS Neil
Subject: FW: Permit application G36275 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
For your information & records.
 
Rachel Reese
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