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SUBJECT: Submerged Historic Aircraft Wreck off Bowen Dten

TIMEFRAME
e Urgent noting of this brief is required due to imminent media coverage.

RECOMMENBATION

waters off Bowen near the Abbot Pt Coal Terminal dredge material relocation site
ote that the Department of Environment and Heritage has no jurisdiction over the wreck as it is
outside state waters and is not protected under the Historic Shipwreck Act 1976 (Cwth).

BACKGROUND
o The Catalina ‘Flying Boat’ A24-24 (20" Squadron RAAF) was lost in 1943 due to an accident with
the loss of 14 lives.

e Two survivors were recovered clinging to a wing section but the exagct location of the main wreck
was unknown.

CURRENT ISSUES

e The location of the Catalina wreck was discovered in approximately 2009 but apparently it was not
formally reported to or investigated by the RAAF.

o The wreck became a fishing site for locals and was the subject of an article in a fishing magazine in
2011 (Attachment 1).

e Inresponse to the Abbot Point Coal Terminal Public Environment Report, members of the local dive
community repotted the wreck to the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) on
3 February 2013, as the Director of the Heritage Branch is the Queensland Delegate under the
Historic Shipwrecks Act 1976 (HSA).

o The report was initiated due to concerns the wreck may be impacted by the disposal of dredge
material associated with the expansion of the Abbot Point terminal.

o The department raised the potential for historic shipwrecks to be within the Abbot Point area in the
EHP’s formal advice to North Queensland Bulk Ports Corporation (NQBP) for their Accumulative
Impact Assessment'on 8 December 2012 (Attachment 2).

o Other forms of submerged heritage — such as aircraft - are not currently protected under the HSA
and therefore were not mentioned in the advice.

e A group of diversiassociated with the local dive company submitted images and footage of the wreck
on 8 February 2018. The material was referred to the RAAF, which confirmed they are of a Catalina.

o The A24-24 is the only known submerged Catalina wreck in the Bowen area.

o The wreck is lying at a depth of 40m on a muddy seafloor and has broken up into large sections that
are largely intact. The cockpit area has not been located.

e The local dive community have proposed placing a commemorative plague on site to mark the 70"
anniversary of the incident in August.

e There is potential for human remains to be preserved within the fuselage if victims remained trapped
after impact.

o The wreck is not protected under the HSA as it is an aircraft. The HSA is under review and the future
inclusion of submerged aircraft has been flagged.

e The Australian National Shipwreck Database (ANSDB) was updated in 2011 to include historic
aircraft in preparation for anticipated legislative changes.

o The wreck of the A24-24 is entered into the ANSDB, but the location of the wreck was based on
historic records and was previously thought to be further south.
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The wreck is located outside state waters and therefore outside the jurisdiction of the Queensland
Heritage Act 1992; it is therefore not protected under any dedicated heritage legislation.

The wreck is located with the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, which is managed by the Department
of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing (NPRSR).

The near shore dredging associated with the expansion of Abbot Point will be assessed as part of
EHP’s statutory obligations under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act).

The Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (SEWPaC) will
need to issue the permit for dumping the dredge spoil under the Environment Protection (Sea
Dumping) Act 1981 (Cwth) and could take the presence of the wreck into account.

The wreck is located approximately 3km south of the south-east corner of the proposed dredge
material relocation area. This places the wreck on the very edge of the expected dredge spoil plume
that was modelled as part of the Public Environment Report (Attachment 3).

NQBP was apparently not previously aware of the wreck but was informed of its location by locals
during recent public forums in early February 2013.

The actual impact of the dredge spoil dumping on the wreck is currently unclear. The proponent has
indicated they will now address the matter in their state application under the EP Act and in their
response to public submissions.

CONSIDERATIONS

Consultation:

» Wing Commander Gregory Williams, Missing In Action Investigations Officer, RAAF has been
notified and has initiated an investigation. In the absence of substantiated evidence of human
remains, it may not be feasible for the Department of Defence to take the matter further,
especially given the depth, substrate and condition of the wreck. .If remains were identified on
the wreck, they would be recovered and reinterred in a formal war grave.

= On 21 February 2013 Wing Commander Williams advised Heritage Branch they had been
contacted by the media and had reiterated the above position.

= The acting Director of Marine Parks, Damien Head, and Senior Ranger Darren Larcombe of
NPRSR have been advised of the wreck.and its potential significance.

= Katrina Clarke, Manager Central Region, Environmental Services and Regulation, EHP is
managing the Department's statutory obligations under the Environmental Protection Act 1994
and has been advised of the Catalina wreck.

= Ricci Churchill, Manager, Environmental Services and Regulation Mackay, EHP has advised that
Adam Smith, Manager Ports and Shipping from the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
was recently made aware of the Catalina Wreck and is waiting for NQBP's response to the public
submissions for further information.

= Andrew Viduka, Assistant Director Maritime Heritage, SEWPaC, confirmed that the provisions of
the HSA do not cover Catalina’s even though they were “flying boats” — this matter had been
raised previously in relation to wrecks off Darwin and Broome.

= Mr Viduka further advised that from a conservation perspective if the wreck is consistently
covered with sediment to a minimum depth of 0.5m, it will assist preservation. However strong
currents in the area tend to scour and its burial would negate public visitation; it is therefore
recommended it should remain as is.

Key Communication Messages: There could be a perception that the currently proposed dredge

material relocation from the Abbot Point Coal Terminal expansion, will ‘desecrate a war grave’.

MINISTER’S CONMIMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

¢  Attachment 1: Article from Fish and Boat Magazine regarding the Catalina — May 2011
=  Attachment 2: Historic Shipwreck Advice including in the EHP Abbot Point Submission

+  Attachment 3: Map of the dredge relocation plume modelling with the location of the Catalina wreck.
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Bowen

A:m Daydisdcnr. olil' those
v cial days where all
ﬁn?cmﬁa cdgmm those
brave men and women who fought
and died protecting our freedom
and the Australian way of life. It is
a day which remembers the roots of
Australia’s mateship filled lamikin
identity, and most importantly ig-
nites nationalistic pride for our spe-
cial sunburnt country.

Living in the historically rich town
of Bowen, there are coundess told
and untold tales of wartime adven-
turcs: However, there is one story
in particular that holds a special
interest to Bowen fishermen. As
most Bowenites know, our special
coastal town was a base for air op-
erations between 1942 to the cnd of
1943 during WW 11, Squadrons of
RAAF Cacalina Aircraft resided in
the sheltered warters of Sinclair Bay,
just off Bowen's front beach. These
aircraft took part in many important
reconnaissance missions and air and
sea bartles including the Baule of
the Coral Sea in the Pacific. How=
ever, on the 18 August 1943, in an
ironic, cruel twist of fate, the first
Catalina aircraft to amive in Bo-
wen in 1942 proved never destined
10 leave afrer mysteriously crashing
into the sea some ten miles from the
mouth of Bawen's Don River taking
with it six lives before sinking into
the dark filled ocean depths below.

Since this tragic event, the RAAF
Catalina A24-24, and much of her
crew, have lain on the silt coversd
bottom of Bowen waters with its
only visitors being Bawen's old salt
fishermen who through accidental
discovery, word of mouth, and se-

I )

cret code, have gained knowledge

Forget: Bowen’s Ca

of where this fallen soldier and her
crew lic,

The Catalina Wreck is a special
place, and for those who have had
the privilege to wet a linc on her
watery grave will know thatitis one
spot where fishing dreams can come
true. Lying in complerte isclation in
120 feet of water, much of her main
fuselage remains intact, however in-
stead of carrying sea going mines
and war time ¢quipment; it is now
home to millions of bamnacles, calo-
nies of coral polyps and most impor-
tantl schooll: of great fighting fish.

Fishing the Catalina is like tak-
ing a flight on 2 major airline and
her inflight services differ depend-
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Whilst the battles that take
place on the Catalina today
might not involve bullets,
mines and shrapnel, there
have still been plenty of
cpic skirmishes between
big fish and man which will
never be forgotten.
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ing on whether you are in the first
class section, business class section,
and of course the dreaded economy
section, Fishing this spot is all about
getting the perfect hang and if you
et your anchor right and your baits
nging in the perfect spot, you will
find yourself in the first class sec-
tion where you will be tangling with
a red hot bite of fish like big coral
trout, largemouth and smallmouth
nannygai, fingermark and even red
ror.

owever, find yourself ten metres
off the first class mark and you will
now be i business class territory
where you will notice the fishing
S:Aalny diminishes slightly. Whilst

=3

One of Bowen's Calalina that fs now fying 2l test i the shelfored waters

ere is still the chance of mngling

of Sinclair Bay.

The wrec is home to some big predatory fish fike estuary cod, coral trout and
even large pelagics.

with a first class fish, in business
class you are meore likely to spare
large grunter, black Jew and cobia
which love to hang around the sandy
heles which surround the wreck.
Oaly a few metres and z curtain
sercen width away from business
class and you will find yourselfin the
dreaded economy class. Like today’s
economy class, this section is packed
in tight and full of loud noise and
screaming, That is, packed in tighe
with large stubborn trevally, big bat-
fish and even bigger cactish which all
fight like hell and make reels seream
like a 1950% teenage girl watching
Elvis (still can't work out why th
toved that bloke so much, he wasn't
even a fisherman?) This is a great
spot for sport fishers, but constant
dlc’r?.lbl_n-s of big bludger trevally is just
as painful as a long economy flight
stuck in the middle seat between
two 120kg blokes, i
Finally, in typieal airline flight
cocedure, you need to arive at
cast an hour before departure or
clse someone clse may beat you to
it, essentizlly making you ‘miss the
plane’,
The Catalina is only a onc boat
spot duc to its limit in size. There-
c¢, being the first boat with a firet
class hang is crucial and will sce
other wannabe passengess forced to
watch you take off down the runway
to ﬁshini
stuck in the proverbial terminal.
The Cataling Wreck is a fishing
spot where mateship and lanikin
attitudes thrive, similar to those
that would have been found on
the shores of Gallipoli. Whilst the
battles that take plice on the Cata-

“lina today might not involve bullecs,

mines and shrapnel, there have still
been pleaty of cpic skirmishes be-
tween big fish and man which will
niever be forgotten.

Two things recently stimed my
interest in writing this picce about
the fallen Cataling. The ficst was
when the local PADI Scuba Dive
Company, Aussie Reef Dive, dove
on the Wreck, bringing back stun-
ning tmages of this once magnifi-
cent boat planc. Whilst I had viewed
the wreck on side scan sonar which
showed an outline of what lay be-
Iow, secing those undecwater pho-
tos really opened my eyes to the sad
fate of a fallen warrior. Unlike her
becthren planes of the 111 Squadron
which continued to conduct naval
war dime battle missions, includ-
ing dropping emc¢rgency supplies to
Ausualialzl prisoners of war I:i3 PNG,
the only batde this A24 would now
sec was the slow futile battle against
corrosive attrition.

The second was watching a mate
of mine’s young son hook, fight, and
land one of the biggest bar check

coral trout I have seen from the
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heaven whilst they are

)

talina Wreck
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Nathan Wide and 90cm worth of bar cheek coaf troul, Thanks o those viho

fought we can alf enjoy calching fish fike this.

belly of the wreck. The fight was a
real twelve round slug fest and there
wete times during the battle when
he only had onc foot on the floor
and if we hadn't grabbed him he may
have ended up in the cockpit of the
Catalina below! It really was an epic
battle and I am sure it will be one
of those fishing experience he will

never forget, let alone best.
Like many other young Austral-
ians, I have never scen nor i-

cnced war first hand and so cant re-
ally understand how lucky we are 1o
have 5o much freedom and choice in.
our everyday lives,

But watching that young kid catch
that magic fish off the watery grave
of a fullen World War Tio warrior
and her crew, really reinforced the
idea of just how lucky we are that
s0 many people fought so we could
enjoy the spoils of freedom and 2
country free of tyranny. Witheut
this sacrifice many of us would have
never have wet a line or even had a

chance to even know what fishing is.

o

The Catalina and her fallen coew
symbolise the fate of many brave

ustralian soldiers whose sacrifice
we should riever forget, and hopeful-
ly these words will somehow serve as
a small memorial to not only the Ca-
talina but to those men and women
who went down with her.

If you ever get the chance w fish
this magical spot remember to pay
your respects and most importantly
never forger the sacrifices made so
we can all enjoy the freedoms of life
which includes fishing the bountiful
waters of what can only be described
as the greatest country on earth,

Rob Wide finds himszt in economy
£iass with a double header of bludger
and tea leaf revaly.



Attachment 2
Marine Archaeology - Historic Shipwrecks.

There is recognition of the need to manage hisloric shipwrecks within the Abbot Polni CIA,
however, lhe proposed response is not comprehensive, relies on incomplete data and does
not accoun for the possibility of incidental finds.

The CIA correclly acknowledges thal historic shipwrecks are recognised as cultural herllage
under the broad definition in the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservafion Act
7999 (EPBC). There are aspects of the proposed project that could impact upon potential
historic shipwrecks such as jetly construclion, wharfage, anchorage areas, dredging and
dredge spoil disposal. It is not clearly stipulated within the CIA that under Guldeline 1.1 by the
Deparlment of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Poputation and Communities, that historic
shipwrecks within the Great Barrler Reef Marine Park Is a Matter of National Environmental
Significance (MNES) under the EPBC.

It should also be recognised that there is broad protection throughout state and
commanwealth waters for all historic shipwrecks older than 76 years under both the Historic
Shipwrecks Act 1976 (Cwih) and the Queensland Heritage Act 1992, regardless of whether
their exact location is known, or not, The trigger provisions under both these Acts are also
‘any impact, not just ‘significant impact' which is the trigger for MNES under the EPBC.

Itis recognised that there are no known historic shipwrecks within the development impact
areas. There are 14 known maritime incidents/wrecks within in the greater area surrounding
Abbot Point, these are:

1. Comet 1832 East of Bowan
2. Presio 1864 Jusi off he beach at Pori Denison (Bowen)
3. Queen of the Colonies 1866 Driven Ashore on Bowen Beach
4, Julia Percy 1867 Tolal wreck alter returning to Port Denison — salvaged’
6. Day Dawn 1884 Lost off Bowen
6. Catharine Jane 1884  Driven Ashore near Cape Upstart
7. 88 Wentworth 1887 Wrecked near entrance to Port Denison = loss but reflc
8. Freddy 1887 Grounded in bay on north of Cape Upstart
9. Reddliffe 1887 Rocks off Poole island - probably reffoated
10, 8§Slona 1888 Burnt lo water line at Bowen
11. Bronzewing 1888 Off Cape Upstart
12. Crinoline 1889 Refloaled
4 Dacember 2012 8
Environment and Heritage Protection
13. Gurlew 1883 Reporied wrecked off Gape Upstart - never seen again.
14. Mary Peverley 1915 Beachsd Upstart Bay

The CIA refers to the Australian Natienal Shipwreck Database (ANSDB), citing that the known
wrecks in the area are concentrated to the north and south of the Abbot Point developmenit
area. None of these wrecks have as yet been positively located andfor identified, Many of the
historic reports regarding the above wrecks are based on broad geographic references with
very little specific detail; itis therefore possible that one or more are located within the impact
area.

The CIA recognises that the data within the ANSDB is limited and does not accurately
position the wrecks; it therefore proposes an 800m buffer around all estimated positions. This
does not sufficiently mitigate the risk that historic shipwrecks and assoclated artefacts could
be impacted by the various proposed elements of the projects. Estimated wreck positions
have often been found to be in error by many kilomeatres, even with relatively well known
wrecks and they can be extremely difficult to identify, especially early timber wrecks that leave
little chvious evidence above the seafloor. Even refioated wrecks can feave bahind hisloric
evidence, such as Captain Cook's anchors and cannon from tha HMB Endeavour.

The Port of Abbot Point Offshore Dredged Material Relocation Area Site Selection Repori
(BMT WBM 2012) is not included in the avaliable documeniafion so the above advice is
preliminary. «

Given the possibility that shipwrecks could be located in the area and the high impact of some
proposed activities, it is recommended that as a minimum, the proponents underlake remote
sensing surveys of the ‘dredged malerial relocation area’ and high impact zones within the
proposed developments. in many instances seafloor mapping and assessment work would be
required as part of the engineering and deslgn components of proposals. If remote sensing
dala already exists for these areas, it should be assessad by a qualified and experienced
marilime archaeclogist in order to identify potential targets for follow up investigation. This
approach has been adopted in other marine infrastructure projects around Australia and
resulted in significant archaeological discoveries. ldeally, the anchorage zones should also be
surveyed and assessed, Final management decuments should aiso have contingency plans
for the In¢idental discoveries once construction and operations commence.
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TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage

Protection

SUBJECT: Wreck of the SS Dicky, Caloundra

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

* note that recent media coverage has stated that the wreck of the SS Dicky will soon disintegrate

 note that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) can provide advice to the
Sunshine Coast Regional Council about the preservation of the wreck

o note that there is an opportunity for the Minister to inspect the wreck. .— ?‘*"r“w medee

MW .
BACKGROUND

o The SS Dicky is an iron hulled steamer that ran aground near Caloundra during cyclonic conditions
in 1893, Attempits to refloat the Dicky failed and it was sold for salvage. Valuable materials were
salvaged from the wreck, but the huli remained on the beach due to the low value of the iron.

e The beach on which it grounded was named after the wreck and it soon became a tourist attraction.
o ltis often claimed to be the only recreational beach in the world named after a shipwreck, but this is
erroneous as numerous other beaches are also named after shipwrecks, including Coolangatta.

¢ The wreck deteriorated quickly after it was abandoned due to its location in the intertidal zone;
compounded by human intervention.

o Only the lower section of the hull remains, with ribs and iron plating protruding through the sand.

o The wreck of the 8S Dicky remains a highly popular local and tourism attraction and is on the
Sunshine Coast Regional Council (SCRC) Heritage Register.

e The wreck is located above the Lowest Astronomical. Tide and therefore is not within the jurisdiction
of the Commonwealth’s Historic Shipwreck Act 1976 (HSA).

¢ In 2007, the Queensland Heritage Act 1992 was amended to provide broad protection for shipwrecks
75 years and older within Queensland; this provides complementary protection for those wrecks not
administered under the HSA.

* There have been periodic calls for the wreck to be removed, either for its conservation or due to the
potential risk it poses to beach goers.

* In 2006, the then Caloundra City Council sought advice from a conservator on management options
and subsequently spent $10,000 partially exposing the hull and spraying it with a fish oil mixture that
retards corrosion, During these works some fabric came loose and was collected for storage.

o The heavy machinery used to expose the exterior hull may have caused some damage to the wreck.

= Considerationwas again given to completely removing the wreck in 2007. The then Director of
Heritage Branch, Mr Peter Hutchison wrote to Caloundra City Council arguing against its removal
and for its potential heritage significance (Attachment A).

¢ In2007-08 Caloundra City Council commissioned a management plan by a well respected maritime

archaeologist.
" £CURRENT ISSUES
—a¢  The Courier Mail and Sunshine Coast Daily have recently run articles featuring Mr Paul Seto, who
t?  has stated that the wreck has lost its iconic “ship shape” and that it could be completely gone by the
«  end of the year without intervention (Attachments B and C).
Nﬂ

The article from the Sunshine Coast Daily claims the wreck is not included in the Australian National
Shipwreck Database — this is not accurate as the database does have a detailed history with historic
images and up to date information about the wreck’s condition.

The 2008 report stated that the wreck “...is deteriorating and changing in form but at a slower rate
than was experienced in the first 40 years after it was wrecked. In 2008 is was estimated that the
rudder post would collapse within 10 to 20 years, which would take the stern area with it.

o
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It was further estimated that it may take up to a century for the disappearance of the wreck above
normal sand levels and many centuries more for the remains of the Dicky below normal sand levels
to become “unrecognisable as a wreck” (Coroneos et.al 2008:62).

The 2008 SS Dicky Management Plan outlines and costs a range of management options, from
doing nothing through to re-location.

Based on the significance assessment, international management best practice and cost, the best
option was to manage the wreck in-situ.

The report recommended that exposed areas of the wreck be resprayed with fish-oil solution every
two years. There are also options for sacrificial anodes to be attached to the wreck and a patch
repair to be undertaken to the stern post (which had been cut to remove the anchor in 1963).

Mr Denis Shaw, Coast and Canals Manager for SCRC has informed EHP that SCRC has not
undertaken any works since spraying the fish oil in 20086,

Mr Shaw also advised that recent extreme weather events have caused the wreck to deteriorate
much quicker than anticipated, especially over the last six months; the stern section has partially
collapsed and the wreck above sand is breaking up.

Mr Shaw believes it may no longer be viable to implement the recommended measures and stabilise
the wreck above the sand, but acknowledged that the buried potion of lower hull is stable.

In-situ management options were costed (in 2008) as an initial outlay of $5000 with onhgoing costs of
up to $35,000 every five years.

Relocation and conservation costs were estimated at an initial minimunoutlay of $150,000 with
ongoing costs of $10,000 every five years — these figures are conservative.

In-situ management is still endorsed as the best option to preserve the wreck, but as the upper
sections become less prominent, they will hot be visible at high tide and become a greater hazard.
EHP’s maritime archaeologist has been invited by SCRC to inspect the wreck so previous
management recommendations can be reviewed and updated — a date has not been scheduled.

CONSIDERATIONS

Budgel: The wreck is not protected under the histeric shipwrecks and therefore Commonwealth
funds provided under the Historic Shipwreck Program cannot be used to manage this wreck.
Consultation: Mr Denis Shaw, Coast and Canals Manager, SCRC, has confirmed there is a high
degree of public concern and Council is interested in options to manage the wreck.

Legislation: Any interference with the wreck of the SS Dicky requires approval from the chief
executive or their delegate under 891 of the Queensfand Heritage Act 1992.

Key Communication Messages: The wreck of the SS Dicky is a Sunshine Coast icon that is
protected by both the Regional Council and under the Queensland Hetitage Act 1992. EHP will
assist Council to re-evaluate the wreck’s condition and find the best way to manage this important
part of Queensland’s history.

An opinion piece in the Sunshine Coast Daily outlines the debate on whether to preserve the wreck
and recognises there will be concerns about heritage and cost (Attachment D).

There is a media opportunity for the Minister to visit the wreck and promote the importance of in-situ
preservation for shipwrecks and the Queensland Historic Shipwreck Survey.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS ;
*  Allachment A; Lelter from EPA to Caloundra City Coungil, 4 June 2007 — Proposed Removal of SS Dicky.

L]
L]
[}

Allachment B 'Now you see il, soon you won't: Sunshine Goast Daify 11 February 2013.

Atiachment C: Wrecked Beyond Repair, Courier Mail 11 February 2013, p13,

Altachment D; Time Running Out to Save a Piece of History Sunshine Coast Daily 11 February 2013.
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Enquiries Cameron Harve
Telephone (07) 3227 6197
Your reference

Our reference BNE30070

4 June 2007

The Chief Executive
Caloundra City Council

PO Box 117
CALOUNDRA QLD 4551

Dear Sir/Madam
Proposed removal of the S.S. Dicky from Dicky Beach, Caloundra

I write with regard to the S.S. Dicky. It has been brought to the attention of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) that there may be a proposal to remove the remains of the wreck of the
S.S. Dicky from Dicky Beach, Caloundra. As the wreek lies within State waters, the protection
provided for historical heritage places under the Queensland Heritage Act 1992 applies and the
EPA has an interest in the future of the wreck.

The EPA believes that the S.S. Dicky:is potentially a place of cultural heritage significance. As
part of the State Government’s five year statewide assessment of historical heritage across
Queensland, the wreck will beione of many places considered for future entry in the Queensland
Heritage Register. The significance of the wreck is based on its potential to meet criteria (a), (b)
and (g) under Section 34 of the Queensland Heritage Act 1992. Criterion (e) may also be argued
for the landmark qualities of the wreck. The wreck’s historical significance is linked to it being a
representative place for the coastal steamer trade off Queensland in the later 19" century. The
maritime industry and associated heritage places are currently under-represented on the
Queensland Heritage Register. The wreck also has a strong social significance to the local
community and possibly to the wider community as well. It is well known and the community
identifies it with Caloundra. The wreck was also used for many social events such as dances that
were held on the deck, as a bathing change room, and it is a popular landmark and tourist
attraction for people holidaying in Caloundra and the region.

Heritage places should be managed with reference to heritage legislation but also to the Burra
Charter. The Burra Charter (also known as the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of
Cultural Significance) sets a standard of practice for those who provide advice, make decisions
about, or undertake works to places of cultural significance, including owners, managers and
custodians. Basic conservation principles of the Burra Charter include a preference for the

Page 1 of 2 160 Ann Street Brisbane
Queensland 4000 Australia

PO Box 15155 City East
Queensland 4002 Australia

Telephone
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retention of places in their original setting. It is the assertion of the EPA that the wreck is
significant while in its original context and removal from its current location will only diminish
its value to the community. In accordance with Article 9 of the Burra Charter, the physical
location of a place is part of its cultural significance and relocation is generally considered
unacceptable unless it is the sole practical means of ensuring a place’s survival. In this instance,
the continuation of the in-sifu preservation regime commenced by the Caloundra City Council in
2006, for which expert heritage advice was sought from the Western Australian Maritime
Museum, is preferable to relocation. It is also quite possible that removal of the wreck from its
current location will be an extremely costly exercise and may well result in the destruction of the
remains during the process.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr Cameron Harvey, Principal
Heritage Officer, on (07) 3227 6197.

Yours sincerely

Peter Hutchison
Director, Cultural Heritage Branch

Environmental Protection Agency ~ Reference:12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 9 of 290 Page 2 of 2
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Dated
SUBJECT: Battery Product Stewardship i
TIMEFRAME '

e The Senior Officials Committee (SOC) established under the Standing Council for Environment
and Water (SCEW) meets on 15 March 2013. Approval of the preferred option is required before
8 March 2013 to ensure the agenda paper can be circulated prior to the meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

agree to Queensland taking a lead role in relation to battery product stewardship

ote that this issue is on the SOC agenda for discussion

note that if SOC agrees, the issue will be recommended for discussion at the SCEW meeting on
11 April 2013 with a recommendation that batteries will be placed on the SGEW work plan.

BACKGROUND

o Batteries were previously a waste of interest for the (then) Environment Protection and Heritage
Council. >

e The Australian Battery Recycling Initiative (ABRI), a not-for=profit organisation made up of NGOs,
battery manufacturers, recyclers, government agencies and consumer electronics suppliers
(Attachment 1), was established in 2008 to promote the collection, recycling and safe disposal of
all batteries.

CURRENT ISSUES

= While batteries have been a waste of interest nationally for a number of years, recent product
stewardship work has focused primarily .on packaging, televisions and computers and used tyres.

o As such, there has been no national work undertaken in relation to battery product stewardship.

e While used lead acid batteries have a well-established collection and recycling framework, and
have a high resource value, the collection of handheld batteries is still in its infancy.

e A study commissioned by ABRI in 2010 looked at all categories of batteries — handheld,
automotive and industrial — and estimated that around 353 million are consumed each year.

e Of this number by far the largest proportion by number is handheld batteries (those batteries
weighing less than 1kg), accounting for about 345 million or 98% of the total. This category
includes the common household batteries such as AA, AAA and D alkaline and carbon zinc
batteries, and more specialised batteries for laptops, mobile phones, power tools, MP3 players
and hearing aids.

 The study estimated that approximately 264 million handheld batteries (around 13,000 tonnes)
reach the end of their useful life each year.

e  Of this number approximately 8000 tonnes end up in landfill with only 500 tonnes (or around 5%)
collected for recycling.

e Another 3000 tonnes is thought to be stockpiled informally, for example in broken or obsolete
electronic equipment, home appliances or toys.

e The resource value of batteries varies considerably. For example, alkaline batteries are
comparatively cheap to manufacture, retail at a relatively low cost and have little inherent end-of-
life value. This makes recovery and recycling options significantly higher per unit cost for these
batteries than for other batteries such as lithium-ion batteries typically used to power mobile
phones.
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While there are proven systems to recover and recycle batteries, the value of the recovered
metals (such as zinc, manganese and steel) does not cover the collection and reprocessing
costs.

Several businesses and organisations currently collect batteries in Australia for recycling
(Attachment 2). Battery World stores were the first retailers in Australia to provide a drop-off
service for people to bring back end-of-life batteries. The franchisee of the Townsville store has
previously expressed an interest in progressing voluntary arrangements. Of the 78 stores
Australia-wide, the largest number of stores (26) are located in Queensland.

Some basic dismantling of handheld batteries is done in Australia; however, all handheld batteries
collected in Australia are exported to complete the recycling process.

ABRI acknowledges that battery recycling currently comes at a cost. Counterlng this is the
increasing community interest in battery recycling.

Importantly, if the weight of batteries collected increases and recovery processes become more
efficient, the cost of recycling will decrease, making recycling more viable.

While ABRI's preference is for a co-regulatory scheme, they acknowledge that a voluntary
product stewardship program, funded by battery brand owners, is initially the more appropriate
course of action at this stage.

Currently, however, ABRI's membership does not include the handheld battery manufacturers
such as Duracell and Energizer. These two companies alone make up around 85% of batteries
on the market.

Both companies have indicated that they are not currently prepared to joinfABRI until they have
to. They are, however, keeping a watching brief on regulatory developments in Australia and
ABRI believes that the placement of handheld batteries on the product stewardship list will prompt
voluntary action.

In the United States the four largest battery manufacturers have formed the Corporation for
Battery Recycling and developing a voluntary program that.is expected to slowly roll-out in 2013.
This program could help to inform development of a voluntary product stewardship in Australia.
ABRI met with the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) on 29 January
2013 regarding support for a product stewardship approach. At that meeting EHP undertook to
champion the issue through the Waste and Chemical Thematic Oversight Group (WCTOG), a
group comprising of senior officials, established under SCEW.

At the WCTOG teleconference on 18 February 2013, Queensland sought support for handheld
batteries to be placed on the national product stewardship list. This action was supported and
SOC endorsement for batteries to be placed on the SCEW waork plan will be sought at the SOC
meeting on 15 March 2013.

If batteries are placed on the work plan as a product that is suitable for a product stewardship
approach, Queensland indicated that we could support the development of a voluntary scheme by
convening a government/industry implementation working group and facilitating the sector’s
involvement in and development of a scheme. This approach was quite successful in achieving
momentum for the development of a voluntary scheme for used tyres.

There are some risks associated with this approach. Product stewardship will not work without the
involvement of the handheld battery manufacturers. However, ABRI and governments believe that
the threat of future regulation may motivate voluntary involvement by these major manufacturers.
One of the biggest risks to implementation of a scheme is that there are a considerable humber of
inexpensive ‘no-brand’ batteries imported as loose batteries or included in toys and other battery
operated products. This free-rider’ potential may threaten to impact on the viability of a voluntary
scheme; however, the information gained from development of the e-waste and used tyre
schemes could help inform an approach to free-riders.

The product stewardship list is reviewed annually. Unlike the previous EPHC work program, end-
of-life products can be removed from the list if there is no action or unwillingness by the
responsible parties to participate. This minimises the risk to governments in continuing to support
a process for which there is no or minimal sectoral support.

Sustainability Victoria has commissioned research on the business case for battery stewardship
and the public policy case for regulation. This work is anticipated to be completed mid-year and
will help inform national discussions on battery stewardship options.
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Preferred approach

The preferred approach is to initiate a national battery product stewardship approach by agreeing
to place batteries on the product stewardship list and to work with the sector to develop a
voluntary arrangement.

This will involve support from SOC on 15 March 2013 and for you to sponsor a SCEW paper
proposing that handheld batteries be placed on the product stewardship list to form part of the
SCEW work plan.

If this approach is endorsed and batteries are placed on the SCEW work plan, your support for
Queensland to participate in and convene a government/industry implementation working group is
sought.

This provides an opportunity to develop an approach that complements the development of the
new industry-led waste strategy and to facilitate additional partnerships between retailers,
collectors and recyclers.

It should be noted that this is a ‘no-regrets’ approach. If the handheld battery manufacturers are
unwilling to participate in the development of a voluntary scheme, government will not remain
involved.

There is @ mechanism for reviewing the product stewardship list and if there is no interest from
the industry in developing a voluntary scheme, batteries may be removed from the list. At this
stage without the additional information that could be gained from implementation of a voluntary
scheme, it would be difficult to make the business case for pursuing co-regulatory or mandatory
schemes. ?

CONSIDERATIONS

(=]

Budget: There are no finar \cial ilIIp”Cﬁt]OﬂS at this Stage. ~ E =

Consultation: Consultation has been undertaken with other jurisdictions and the Australian Battery
Recycling Initiative, all of whom support progressing handheld battery product stewardship.
Legislation: As the proposal is to work with the industry to develop a voluntary scheme, no
legislation is required. If a voluntary schemewere to be established this could be accredited
under the Product Stewardship (C'with) Act 2011.

Key Communication Messages: This initiafive has:a positive communication message. There is
considerable community interest in reducing waste to landfill generally and in increasing recycling
for end-of-life products that have previously not been recovered — including batteries, mercury-
containing famps and paint.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

'AV@"“&‘ G]oa& x&tm}uw )
f@ﬁ'

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — ABRI membership
Attachment 2 — Collection and recycling businesses
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ATTACHMENT 1

Australian Battery Recycling Initiative membership

Corporate members Affiliate members

Canon Australia Australian Mobile Telecommunications Association
Century Yuasa Batteries Clean Up Australia

Close the Loop Ltd Environment Protection Authority, NSW

Club Assist Pty Ltd Macintype Design

Enirgi Metals Group Planet Ark

Exide Technologies Sustainability Victoria

MRI (Aust) Pty Ltd WA Local Government Assogciation

NBNCo

R&J Batteries

SITA Australia

Simstar Alloys Pty LTD
Supercharge Batteries
TES-AMM Australia Pty Ltd

Toshiba (Australia) Pty Ltd

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 13 of 290



ATTACHMENT 2

Collection and recycling businesses

Collection and recycling companies
MRI (Australia) Pty Ltd

Close the Loop

SITA Australia

Drop-off locations
Battery World

IKEA

ALDI

Coles

Officeworks

Bunnings
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

SUBJECT: Release of Consultation Regulation Impact Statement on chemical reform

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

¢ note that it is highly likely that the Commonwealth Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water,
Population and Communities (SEWPaC) will seek Queensland’s approval to release a Consultation
Regulation Impact Statement (CRIS) on Management of Chemical Environmental Risks out of
session in early March 2013.

BACKGROUND

* écth4( 1)(1)(a) Damage relations with other governments

CURRENT ISSUES .
o ﬁg\:s now satisfied that the proposed changes to the draft CRIS will facilitate development of a
ealistic funding model, and recommends support for the release of the GRIS on the basis that the

distribution of costs cannot be identical at this stage of the RIS process.

Bageéd on the Productivity Commission’s position on funding it appears that the early establishment

sts of the ECB should be borne by the Australian Government. Costs for the ECB preparing

modelftemplate legislation and standards that the jurisdictions subsequently adopt will probably

require joint funding (i.e. Australian Government and the statesf/territories). Technical standards and

= chemical-by-chemical recommendations should be developed on a cost recovery basis.

o Information acquired via the CRIS will inform the Decision Regulation Impact Statement (DRIS)
which will identify cost impacts which can then form the basis for Queensiand Cabinet consideration.

e A further briefing will be provided at the time the out of session SCEW paper is circulated for
jurisdictional clearance.
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Further i ‘mation re

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage

Protection MlnIStEl‘ ................................

Dated

SUBJECT: New International Treaty on Mercury

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

e nofe'that a new international treaty called the Minamata Convention on Mercury has recently been
okered to prevent emissions and releases of mercury.

BACKGROUND

* Mercury has been used in various products and processes for hundreds of years due to its unique
chemical properties; namely, mercury is in liquid form at room temperature:

» Mercury and mercury-containing compounds are highly toxic and have a variety of significant
adverse effects on human health, wildlife and the environment. In recent years, environmental
mercury levels have risen.

° Once released, mercury can persist in the environment where it circulates between air, water,
sediments, soil and biota in various forms. Atmospheric mercury can be transported long distances
and may be concentrated up the food chain.

* Mercury damages the central nervous system, thyroid, kidneys, lungs, immune system, eyes, gums
and skin. Neurological damage to the brain caused by mercury cannot be reversed. There is no
known safe exposure level for elemental mercury in humans. The effects that mercury has on
animals are kidney damage, stomach disruption, damageto intestines, reproductive failure and DNA
alteration.

o Following four years of negotiation and agreed by 140 countries (including Australia), The Minamata
Convention on Mercury — named after a Japanese city where serious health damage occurred as a
result of mercury pollution discovered in the 1950s, provides controls and reductions across a range
of products, processes and industries where mercury is used, released or emitted,

CURRENT ISSUES

e This treaty will open for signature at the Diplomatic Conference to be held in Japan in October 2013.
Onge ratified and in force, the treaty would see signature countries phase out several products and
processes containing mercury such as thermometers, blood pressure measuring devices, batteries,
electric switches, fluorescent lamps, soaps and cosmetics by 2020.

e Use of mercury in coal-fired power plants, small and artisanal gold mines and cement production has
to be reduced. Countries with small and artisanal gold mines will have to devise strategies to reduce
the use of mercury.in gold production in 3 years.

e Some environmental groups have criticised the Convention for weak provisions for controlling
industrial mercury emissions where no dates or targets have been set. It is anticipated that
thresholds on the size of plants or level of emissions will be decided at the first meeting of the treaty
after it comes into force.

« Nations agreed to install the Best Available Technologies in new power plants and facilities, with
plans to be drawn up to bring emissions down from existing ones.

e The Queensland National Pollutant Inventory data suggest that more than 755 kg of mercury were
released to air, land and water in Queensland during 2011-12 (mainly from fossil fuel electricity
generation, coal mining, alumina production, smelting and refining of copper, silver, lead and zinc). It
is estimated that more than 18 tonnes of mercury are held by the mining, refining and smelting
sectors across Queensland during the same period (2011-12).
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s The Commonwealth will undertake a full treaty ratification process over the next 18-24 months that

will involve consultation with governments and the industry as well as quantifying costs and benefits

of the obligations under the Convention.
o The treaty ratification process will enable EHP to identify and quantify the Convention’s implications
to Queensland mining, smelting, power generation, waste incineration and cement industries within

the next 2 years.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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Memo to:  Minister Andrew Powell
From: Gary Shaw
Subject:  New International Treaty on Mercury

Date: 12 March 2013

The following information is provided in relation to your question on the attached Briefing
Note:

Will this impact on project approvals i.e. conditions?

This will be found out when Australia ratifies the new treaty. During the ratification
process, a cost benefit analysis will be undertaken that will identify the impacts. So, at
this stage, it is difficult to determine what impacts this new treaty would have on
Queensland project approvals. It seems that, ohee ratified, the new treaty will prescribe
mercury emission limits that the department will need to implement (probably via licence
conditions of waste incinerators, coal fired power stations, small scale gold mining etc).
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SUBJECT: State of waste and recycling in Queensland 2012 Report

TIMEFRAME

e Your approval is required by 15 March to enable the report to be tabled in the sittings commencing
19 March 2013,

RECOMMENDATION

It is recpmmended that the Minister:;

rove the content of the draft report for publication

gree to the inclusion of a foreword at the start of the document
table the finalised report in Parliament,

BACKGROUND

o The ‘State of Waste and Recycling in Queensland 2012’ report provides data that will assist
governments and private sector operators to make informed waste management decisions.
¢ Chapter 7, Part 3 of the Waste Reduction and Recycling.Act 2011 requires the chief executive to

make the report publicly available by 31 December each year. The last publication of this report was
in 2008.

CURRENT ISSUES

e The current edition of the ‘State of waste and recycling in Queensland 2012’ report has been
compiled from information supplied by local governments, private landfills, industrial monofills,
recyclers, organic processors and incinerator operators.

« The report includes current data about landfilling and recycling for the headline wastes of municipal
solid waste, commercial and industrial waste and construction and demolition waste. It also reports
on selected specific waste streams such as asbestos, fly ash and biosolids.

o The report includes waste tracking data which records the movement of regulated wastes. However,
it notes the absence of data in relation to interstate waste movements.

o This report marks the beginning of improvements in the data set and increased transparency in the
provision of data. The Queensland Waste Data System project will continue to improve the
collection of data.

o The data will inform the development of Queensland’s industry-led waste management strategy,
underpin the implementation of waste management programs and contribute to national waste
reporting.

* As part of the response to Agriculture Resources and Environment Committee report on the Waste
Reduction and Recycling and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, you advised that you would
table the report in Parliament. It would be desirable to table the report as soon as possible.

CONSIDERATIONS

o The report has been forwarded to Corporate Communication Services for editing and review. The
reviewed version will be available during the week of 11 March 2013.

« Local governments and industry will welcome the release of this publication as there has not been a

release since 2008.

* The tabling in Parliament will offer an opportunity for a ministerial statement and a media release.
* Release of the report is consistent with the government's commitment to open and transparent data.
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Dated )
SUBJECT:  Biochar and waste-to-energy technology s
. TIMEFRAME

° This briefing note has been prepared at the request of the Minister's Office in order to provide
information in relation to the possibilities and limitations of biochar technologies and how it may
pertain to the development of the new waste strategy. Consideration of this information is not urgent.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister note the information in this briefing note.

BACKGROUND

 Interest in waste-to-energy technologies is increasing, especially in the context of decreasing landfill
capacity and increasing disposal costs for organic wastes.

e There are a number of different technologies available, some of which may be suitable for small-
scale regional applications,

CURRENT ISSUES

Biochar

o Biochar is a stable form of charcoal produced from heating natural organic materials (crop waste
such as bagasse and other wastes including green waste, woodchips, biosalids and manure) in a
high temperature, low oxygen process known as pyrolysis.

e The production of biochar via pyrolysis also yields bioenergy in the form of synthesis gas (or
‘syngas’). Syngas consists of a variety of gases which can be captured and used to produce heat
and power,

e Biochar has long held the interest of soil scientists and agronomists. Biochar is broadly suitable for
use as a soil conditioner to improve and maintain soil fertility, increase soil carbon sequestration and
improve soil structure to allow increased water retention and improved crop yields.

e |tis important to note that there are many different types and qualities of biochar. The key chemical
and physical properties of a biochar are greatly affected by the type of material input and the
conditions of the pyrolysis process (i.e. temperature and time).

e For example, biochar made from manure will have a higher nutrient content than biochar made from
wood cuttings. However, the biochar from the wood cuttings will be more stable over a longer period
of time. .

Information gaps

° There is significant potential for increased biochar production. However, there are substantial
knowledge gaps which require further research to ensure its safe production and use,

o The relative risk in applying biochar to land comes largely from the purity of the feedstock. The
safety of biochar can be compromised if contaminated feedstock (for example, biosolids containing
heavy metals or green waste containing a large quantity of treated timber) and unreliable or non-
standard production methods are used. Source segregated waste materials rather than mixed
streams (such as from the Municipal Solid Waste) provide for less contamination in the end product
as the waste stream can be better managed and potential contaminants are more easily recognised
and removed.

e More research and testing are still needed in relation to the safe use of biochar regarding
environmental protection and human health needs. The New South Wales Department of Primary
Industries is investing heavily in a number of studies and this information may help Queensland
determine a position. ‘
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° The economic viability of biochar is dependent on the price of the product and the benefits to the
user. The price is affected by the cost of feedstock (which may be negative in the case of biomass
that would incur a waste disposal fee), and returns from renewable energy generated in the pyrolysis
process.

e Financial benefits to the user may include increased production and reduced fertiliser requirements.
However, the use of biochar in agricultural systems is still largely in its infancy.

° The growing cost of waste disposal and implementation of renewable energy targets are likely to
make the production and application of biochar for electricity and waste management increasingly
more economically viable.

Potential for new waste strateqy

» Recognition of the need for strengthened research and development has been identified as a key
theme in the development of the new waste strategy.

e Itis proposed that the framework for the new strategy will be based around finding and implementing
local and regional solutions as a priority.

* Some biochar technologies have the potential to be scaled to suit the type and availability of
feedstock and may be suitable for small-scale regional solutions.

e Technologies that enable the local or regional processing of wastes such as green waste and
agricultural wastes and the local use of the resultant products would significantly benefit local
communities and potential end users and help in meeting resource recovery and landfill diversion
targets.

» ltis proposed to explore the potential for partnerships between local governments, the agricultural
sector and biochar technology proponents during the development of the waste strategy.
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

. Minister...d. [
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Dited (51

Protection ‘ / 7

SUBJECT:  Fitzroy Partnership for River Health Report Card Launch

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

e note the letter to Minister Cripps and copied to you and the Deputy Premier (Attachment 1).

e note the Deputy Premier's office has indicated to DNRM that the Deputy Premier will attend the
29 May 2013 launch of the Fitzroy Partnership for River Health Report{Card.

e note that the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) leads the government's
involvement with the Fitzroy Partnership for River Health. ol o a_,u

BACKGROUND akiae

e The former Department of Environment and Resource Management (DERM) entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in February 2012 to join the Fitzroy Partnership.

e The MOU is a non-binding expression of the parties’ intent to work collaboratively towards the
achievement of the Partnership’s objectives, including a river health report card. ,

o DERM provided $150,000 to the Fitzroy Partnership. Expectations established under the MOU are
that contributions would continue while at least three parties supported the Partnership.

° As aresult of the DERM machinery of government changes, it was decided DNRM would lead the
State's involvement in the Fitzroy Partnership.

* The underlying reason driving the establishment of the Fitzroy Partnership is better communication
regarding the impact of mine releases on the Fitzroy River.

e Two DNRM Mackay-based staff co-ordinate the State’s involvement, one of which co-chairs the
Partnership.

o Other parties to the Fitzroy Partnership include Fitzroy Basin mining and energy companies,
Rockhampton Regional Council and Central Queensland University. The host organisation is the
Fitzroy Basin Association (the regional NRM group).

* Asupporting scientific advisory group is chaired by Professor Barry Hart.

CURRENT ISSUES

Fitzroy Partnership linkages with EHP responsibilities

¢ While the Fitzroy Partnership is a DNRM responsibility, there are linkages with the portfolio of the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP).

o The Fitzroy Partnership-has many similarities with the Healthy Waterways programs such as the
SEQ Healthy Waterways Report Card and the prospective Gladstone Healthy Harbour Program.
Some of the Fitzroy partners are the same as the Gladstone Healthy Harbour Partners

e The Fitzroy Partnership is monitoring water quality across the Fitzroy Basin.

This information will be used by EHP to refine the current environmental values and water quality

objectives under the Environmental Protection ( Water) Policy 2009. Key water quality issues are

salinity and nutrients.

We expect that DNRM will request a contribution from EHP to support the second year budget
payment of $120,000.

o

However, as the resources and staffing to support this initiative sit solely with DNRM, EHP has no
funding available to support the Fitzroy Partnership.
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Fitzroy Partnership Report Card Publication

e The report card publication will focus on data collected from 2010-2011. This information will provide
baseline data for future Fitzroy Partnership report cards.

o Itis important that the report card findings are communicated effectively by the Fitzroy Partnership.

» As the report card data is not current, expectations need to be managed so the general public are
not confused with more recent water quality assessments in the Fitzroy area that were undertaken
following subsequent heavy rain events and mine discharges.

» There may also be public confusion about the relationship between this report card and the Reef

eport Card. The Reef Report Card and Fitzroy Partnership Report Card monitor different targets

and will have different outcomes, but to the average community member this may be unclear.
EHP and DNRM are proactively managing these potential issues.

e Prior to the Fitzroy report card release in May 2013, a pre-brief for the Queensland Government has
been arranged on 24 April 2013. EHP officers will attend.

CONSIDERATIONS

° Budget. EHP has no funding available to support the Fitzroy Partnership as it is a DNRM
responsihility.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENT/S

e Attachment 1: Letter from Fitzroy Partnership for River Health (14 March 2013) - CTS No. 05783/13
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The Honourahle Andrew Cripps MP Cc: The Honourable Andrew Powell MP
Minister for Natural Resources & Mines Minister for Environment & Heritage Protection
Level 17, 61 Mary Street Level 13, 400 George Street
Brisbane QLD 4000 Brisbane QLD 4000

The Honourable Jeff Seeney MP

Deputy Premier and Minister for State
Development, Infrastructure and Planning
Level 12, Executive Building, 100 George Street
Brisbane QLD 4000

14" March 2013

Anolre v

RE: Fitzroy Waterway Health Report Release Date, Advanced Viewing of Report and Renewal of
Membership ‘

The first completely integrated waterway health report card for the Fitzroy Basin is currently scheduled
for release at Riverside Park in Rockhampton at 9:30 am on the 29" May 2013. This has been made
possible because of Queensland Government’s generous support and | wish to extend an invitation for
you or other members of your organization to attend and formally launch this significant achievement of
the Fitzroy Partnership for River Health. | would appreciate your earliest consideration of attendance
and participation in the launch of the report card, or if you can’t attend please nominate other suitable
representatives,

Our Management Committee and Science Panel recently met to review the draft reporting products
with feedback being overwhelmingly positive. Between now and the 29" May we will be making some
final refinements in accordance with directions from both the Science Panel and Management
Committee. Circulation of these products will be restricted until their official release to ensure
maximum impact, interest and partner recognition. As one of our major partners we offer key
representatives from Queensland Government the opportunity for advanced viewing of these products.
This advanced viewing will provide time to explore the products, identify and develop organisational
messages and consider other opportunities arising from the achievement of this first report card for
waterway health in the Fitzroy basin. Given the potential interest across several Government
departments | would be pleased to arrange a briefing session in Brisbane prior to the proposed launch
date. If you or other Government representatives wish to take up this opportunity, please contact me to
arrange a suitable time and place.

Fitzroy Partnership For River Health
1/80 East Street Rockhampton Queensland 4700 | PO Box 139 Rockhampton Queensland 4700
Ph: 07 4999 2800 Fax: 07 4921 2860 Web: riverhealth.org.au
The Fitzroy Partnership for River Health initiative is proudly hosted by the Fitzroy Basin Association Inc.
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I propose that a briefing session would also provide an opportunity for Queensland Government to
consider the business case and confirm the benefit of future membership in the Fitzroy Partnership for
River Health. This would include answering any questions that you may have in relation to the
partnership, its products and possible future roles. The Management Committee has now endorsed a
no-frills project to develop and deliver waterway health report cards and communications products for
2014 and 2015 with membership fees set accordingly. The annual cost for this two-year project is
$590,000, a significant reduction in the costs to produce the first report card. Proposed membership
fees for all partners have been proportionately reduced from the original project budget to maintain the
intent of our existing cost-sharing arrangements.

The membership request for Queensland Government with recognition as a Major Partner and
continuation of the co-chair arrangements is $120,000 per annum, with the option for additional
funding to be provided for identified priority projects such as refinement of certain indicators or
additional monitoring. Flexible payment options are available and include:

e Asingle up-front payment of $240,000 that covers membership for the entire two-year project;

°  Two $120,000 payments due on or before July 2013 and July 2014,

The region’s leading natural resource management group, the Fitzroy Basin Association, have committed
to a continuation of its hosting of the key staff involved in the delivery of the Fitzroy Partnership for
River Health and have also committed to the next two-yeaf membership costs. | look forward to your
continued support and commitment to providing the complete picture on river health for the Fitzroy
Basin.

Yours sincerely,

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection off

Ll’(athan Johnston
Executive Officer
Fitzroy Partnership for River Health
Phone: (07) 4999 2821
Mobile:
Email: nathan.johnston@riverhealth.org.au

Fitzroy Partnership For River Health
1/80 East Street Rockhampton Queensland 4700 | PO Box 139 Rockhampton Queensland 4700
Ph: 07 4999 2800 Fax: 07 4921 2860 Web: riverhealth.org.au
The Fitzroy Partnership for River Health initiative is proudly hosted by the Fitzroy Basin Association Inc.
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SUBJECT: Great Barrier Reef Strategic Assessment

Dated

TIMEFRAME

For consideration prior to 20 March 2013 when relevant State ministers will meet to consider the
draft Great Barrier Reef Coastal Zone Strategic Assessment (GBRCZ SA).

RECONMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

note the joint briefing note prepared for you and the Deputy Premier (Attachment 1).

note that the Commonwealth have raised significant concerns about the draft GBRCZ SA Program
Report and can be expected to have similar concerns with the draft Strategic Assessment Report
note that EHP considers that the relevant Queensland Ministers should discuss the value to
Queensland of continuing with the strategic assessment process.

BACKGROUND

The GBRCZ SA requires the preparation of two reports (a Program Report and a Strategic
Assessment Report) with these requiring the endorsement of the Commonwealth Environment
Minister before they can be released for public comment.

The Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) has responsibility for
drafting the reports with coordinated input, primarily from EHP and DPC.

The two draft reports are close to completionand at present total about 600 pages. The draft
Program Report has been provided to the Commonwealth for independent review and it is intended
that the draft Strategic Assessment Report will be referred shortly.

CURRENT ISSUES

As foreshadowed in the attached joint ministerial briefing note, there are a range of issues that taken
together raise the question of the value of Queensland's continued involvement in the GBRCZ SA
process.

Firstly, it is apparent that the strategic assessment process will not be completed in the planned
timeframe (mid 2013): It is now unlikely that the full process can be completed before late 2013.

The Commonwealth have provided quite critical comments on the draft Program Report

.(Attachment 2) and it appears some detailed negotiations about, and rewriting of the Program

Report will be required before we can move forward.

Assuming they have the same issues with the Strategic Assessment Report, it is likely to be many
weeks before agreed drafts can be finalised for submission to the independent reviewer (part of the
agreed process). Subsequent to that is approval of the reports by Queensland, approval by the
reports by the Commonwealth Minister, a public submissions process and final consideration by the
Commonwealth Minister.

EHP considers that some of the Commonwealth's primary concerns are valid. For all its length, the
Program Report does not provide a clear statement of how Queensland’s statutory planning and
development assessment frameworks specifically protect the various matters of national
environmental significance (MNES).

It is clear that much of the primary legislation that makes up Queensland’s ‘program’ is not based on
ecologically sustainable development (ESD) principles, contain no requirement to identify
Commonwealth environmental interests or include a requirement to ensure environmental values of

significance are not significantly impacted by development.
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Unless these benchmarks are met, there is little prospect of the legislation being accredited by the
Commonwealth. The Environment Protection Act 1994 and the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (SPA)
arguably meet these benchmarks but the economic development acts clearly do not.

Unfortunately, because the draft Program Report is not transparent in this regard, it provides a basis
for the Commonwealth to continue to hold up the process.

There is an associated issue surrounding Queensland’s changing legislative framework, specifically
under SPA. This includes the suspension of the State Planning Palicy (SPP) part of the Queensland
Coastal Plan, the proposed single SPP and the consolidation of all State development assessment
decisions in DSDIP.

A further consideration is the current willingness of the Commonwealth to devolve decision-making
authority to Queensland even if their issues with the reports can be resolved.

Approval of the Program by the Commonwealth is the first of two steps to achieve devolution. The
second step is for the Commonwealth to agree on a ‘class of actions’ to be devolved (such as
specific development types or a specific assessment regime).

sch4p4( 1)(1)(a) Damage relations with other governments

This was in response to lobbying from the conservation sector. Subsequent lobbying from the
commerce and industry sector has not appeared to change this situation.

A further matter for consideration is the assessment of the extent, condition and trend of MNES
values in the GBR coastal zone contained in the report.

Apart from Cape York Peninsula, the overall conclusion is that for most MNES values the extent is
significantly reduced, condition is fair to poor and the trend is generally declining.

This situation is a result of history (vegetation clearing), long-term land management practices
(cropping and grazing) and extreme weather events.

Recent urban, industrial and port development has had only minor impacts at the reef-wide scale by
comparison, notwithstanding that this type of development has been the target of national and
international concerns. -

The reports are likely to reinforce the misconception that'development is the primary issue.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS -

o

Attachment 1 — Joint DSDIP-EHP Ministerial Briefing Note
Attachment 2 — SEWPaC response to draft Program Report

Author
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GBR Coastal Zone Strategic Assessment
Advice to Qld Govt re: Program Report

Thank you for providing a copy of the draft Program Report which SEWPaC has reviewed.
SEWPaC appreciates the work undertaken by Queensland to date but has a number of
suggestions on both the content and structure of the Program Report. The aim of this advice
is to assist Queensland in delivering a Program Report that meets the requirements of the
EPBC Act and the expectations of the Minister, the Queensland Government, the World
Heritage Committee and the public. SEWPaC notes that the draft Program Report is a work in
progress and that the comments below may be addressed as the draft report continues to be
developed. SEWPaC also notes that the comments below are provided in the absence of the
Strategic Assessment Report and should be considered with that caveat.

This advice is also provided in the context of the Commonwealth policy approach to strategic
assessments (see A Guide to Undertaking Strategic Assessments, see pgs 19-28) and, where
relevant, the decision and recommendations of the World Heritage Committee and the reactive
monitoring mission.

Key Points

a) The current version of the Program Report provides a comprehensive and useful
description of legislation, policies and programs that make up the “Program”. The
elements described within the Program Report address a broad range of environmental,
social and economic issues that satisfy other Queensland Government requirements and
go beyond EPBC Act concerns.

b) However, describing the various elements of the Program in detail significantly increases
the risk of the Program losing its currency if any of these elements should change. For
example, should any changes be made to these elements of the Program as described,
irrespective of whether they affect MNES, the “revised” Program may no longer be
recognised as being “endorsed”. This means that subsequent actions or classes of
actions could not be approved.

c) While much of the current information in the Program report is useful, the focus of the
Report should be reframed to minimise this risk. This will require revision of existing text
and/or its removal to other documents such as the Strategic Assessment Report.

d) The draft Program Report pays close attention to addressing section one of the Strategic
Assessment Report Terms of Reference but does not adequately address the
endorsement criteria. SEWPaC recommends Queensland comprehensively address each
of the endorsement criteria in the draft Program Report so that stakeholders have an
opportunity to provide informed comment on the effectiveness of the Program to manage,
protect and enhance MNES and to ensure that it more closely aligns with the final version
to be submitted to the Minister for endorsement.

Further expansion on these key points and other matters are discussed below:

e) To adequately address the endorsement criteria, the focus of the Program Report should
be primarily on commitments and outcomes for MNES and OUV, and how they will be
achieved through the Queensland Government’s planning, legal and other government
decision making processes.
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f) This will allow the Program Report to be scaled back by removing some of the detailed
descriptions of state legislation, policies and programs not directly relevant to protecting
and enhancing MNES and OUV. Constraining the focus of the Program Report to MNES
and OUV will provide greater flexibility for implementing the Program over its 25-year life
allowing the accommodation of any future reforms to Queensland’s coastal planning
framework relating to non-MNES/OUV matters. Some options of how that approach could
be described in the Program Report are at Attachment A for consideration and discussion.

g) The Queensland Government seeks endorsement of its coastal management, planning
and development framework at a “systems” level. This high-level approach is reflected in
Chapter 4 of the draft Program Report which presents outcomes for MNES at a controlling
provision level and Chapter 5 which outlines broad commitments for enhancing aspects of
the Program to “ensure the GBRWHA and all MNES continue to be managed
appropriately”.

h) To be endorsed, the Program Report needs to deliver specific commitments for the
protection and management of each MNES as well as specific key species under relevant
controlling provisions. For example under the Threatened Species controlling provision,
commitments could be targeted at the individual species level for priority species (e.g.
cassowary) or through an appropriate grouping of species, or on a habitat supporting
several species (e.g seagrass).

i) The commitments should then be linked within the Program Report to those statutory or
planning elements of the ‘system’ that provide conservation outcomes for MNES through
avoiding, mitigating and offsetting impacts (priority conservation areas). SEWPaC can
discuss with Queensland officers how this might be achieved. SEWPAC has gathered
information on likely priority species, their range (including mapping) as well as likely
priority objectives that may assist in this task.

J) OUV needs to be a key concept integrated throughout the Program and its commitments.
OUV should be explicitly incorporated into each element of the Program where relevant.
Objectives and commitments should be identified for each of the four World Heritage
listing criteria and integrity. Where feasible the commitments should be aligned with
commitments for other MNES. Critically, the Program Report should describe how the
Program will contribute towards a “net benefit” outcome for the OUV of the GBRWHA
(See Terms of Reference section 2.5 Recommendation for Changes to the Program).

k) SEWPaC understands that the draft Strategic Assessment Report may provide more
detail on potential outcomes to be delivered under the Program Report. It is important to
note that is the Program Report, and not the accompanying Strategic Assessment Report,
that is ultimately endorsed and therefore the Program Report should be prepared as a
stand-alone document that guides the manner in which MNES will be protected from
future impacts.

) The Strategic Assessment Report (and demonstration cases) provides the context and
evidence of how acceptable objectives can be achieved through the Queensland coastal
planning framework. Any commitments or outcomes in the draft Strategic Assessment
Report should be included in the Program Report.

m) The future commitments section of the draft Report needs to be expanded to provide
greater detail on how meeting these commitments will contribute to attaining the
objectives for MNES and the likely sequencing or timing for when these commitments will
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be met. For example, the proposed Ports Strategy does not currently discuss MNES or
OUV and thus it is not clear how implementing it would protect MNES and OUV. Further,

while the Program outlines timeframes for Regional Plans, it does not describe how

MNES and OUV will be considered in their development and implementation.

n) The draft Program Report suggests that Queensland will ‘inform SEWPaC on any

changes to the Program’. As noted above, changes to Program run the risk of it
becoming unendorsed. Where possible, any future changes to the Program, and their
likely timing/sequencing should be described in the Program Report.

0) A number of Queensland Government legislation policies, plans and strategies identified

as components of the Program are currently under review (e.g coastal planning
framework, Wild Rivers legislation). Further, the estimated life of a number of these
components is shorter than the proposed 25-year Program such as the Ports Strategy.
How will the Program address these uncertainties and ensure MNES objectives will be
achieved and that the Program can continue to be endorsed?

p) The Program would benefit from the inclusion of maps identifying proposed development

areas/protected areas. Consistent with section 2.2 of the Terms of Reference, Minister
Burke has publicly stated his expectation that “the assessmentwill identify priority
conservation areas where future development will be restricted or excluded”.

q) The adaptive management approach requires furtherdevelopment. The existing section

s)

provides a comprehensive view of the various Queensland compliance monitoring
programs. Compliance monitoring, and monitoring more broadly, is only one part of the
adaptive management cycle. This section would benefit from describing the relevant
MNES and OUV captured through the monitoring programs (and identify the gaps) as well
as how the adaptive management approach will lead to the setting of targets, review
processes and improved management arrangements to better protect MNES and OUV.

SEWPaC has funded a range of projects to support the strategic assessments. Itis
important to consider how the findings of these projects will be reflected in the Program
Report (e.g. GBRWHA Integrated Monitoring Framework, International Best Practice
Environmental Standards for Ports).

In light of the comments above and with reference to Section one of the Terms of
Reference it is recommend that Queensland amend the Program Report by:

1. revising the information in the Program Report that relates to points 1 - 6 of section one

by analysing and describing it with a primary a focus on the protection of MNES / QUV

. only including those parts of the system (i.e. the elements of the plans, policies,

programs and legislation) that are of direct relevance to EPBC considerations. This will
reduce the risk of an endorsed Program becoming ‘out of date’ because of changes in
legislation or policies not relevant to Commonwealth matters.

placing contextual information predominantly in the Strategic Assessment Report.

significantly expanding information in relation to points 7, 8 and 9 so that this becomes
the primary focus and content of the Report. Thus, the Report needs to explore and
describe how the system identifies/manages/protect MNES and OUV more
comprehensively than it currently does.
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Attachment A

ADVICE ON OUTCOMES FOR OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE/MATTERS OF
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENT SIGNIFICANCE

Outcomes need to be provided for each protected matter:

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park;

Commonwealth marine;

world heritage properties (GBRWHA and Wet Tropics WHA),
national heritage places;

wetlands of international importance (Ramsar wetlands);

listed threatened species (all need to be addressed, with focus/detail on key
terrestrial/marine species); and

listed migratory species (again, all need to be addressed, with focus/detail on key
terrestrial/marine species).

Outcomes for one MNES may also benefit another.

Example objectives/outcomes (these are provided as examples/guidance only and do not
reflect all, or necessarily the best, possible outcomes and conservation activities for the
matters below) '

EXAMPLE 1

Option 1

Matter of NES: Threatened Species, OUV GBRWHA criterion (ix, x)

1. Marine Turtles (green, loggerhead, hawksbill, leatherback, olive ridley)

1.1 Conservation outcome: The viability of marine turtle populations in the GBRWHA is
maintained and enhanced where necessary

1.2 Objectives to achieve conservation outcome:

Ensure implementation of the Program in the coastal zone allows marine turtles:

- ongoing access to known nesting beaches (at x, x)

- ongoing access to key foraging habitats/inter-nesting areas (x x)

- to experience minimised/reduced impacts from coastal development

- ongoing access to pelagic waters and migratory paths through Qld coastal waters etc
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Table X: Objectives and how they will be achieved

Objective Acfivities Mechanism Responsible | Timing Resources Performance
for delivery Agency measures
Ongoing Avoid urban SPP DSDIP Immediate Current Environmental
access to and industrial enforces administrative | significance
known development in | avoidance of budget overlay in
nesting these areas critical relevant local
beaches habitat for planning
protected schemes
species
Minimise Restriction of
coastal coastal
development | development to
impacts MDAs
Minimise impact | Artificial Lighting policy
of existing and lighting enforced
proposed reduction through “XX
developments policy regulation”
developed for and works
approval by ﬁg&mvals for
Comm development
Environment proposa]s
Minister
All nesting Environmental
islands/beaches significance
zoned overlay in
‘conservation’ relevant local
to restrict planning
allowable schemes
activities

Other MNES covered by this approach include ........

Option 2

1 Matter of NES: Migratory species, OUV GBRWHA criterion (ix, x)

Dugong

1.1 Activities with potential to impact MNES
1.1 Port developments within existing port limits including:

o Capital and maintenance dredging and disposal

o Port infrastructure, including berths, outloading facilities, reclamation works....etc

1.2 Conservation outcomes to be achieved for MINES

Southern dugong population maintained or increased

Northern population maintains numbers
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Range and use of habitats by dugongs is maintained etc

1.3 Activities to achieve conservation outcomes

Objective | Activities | Mechanism Responsiblé Timing Resources | Performance

for delivery | Agency measures

EXAMPLE 3:

Threatened Flora/fauna species: Generic

Outcome: Maintain and where possible enhance the viability of the x listed threatened
flora/fauna species

Objectives to achieve outcome:

No long term decrease in population size
Minimise fragmentation of existing populations

Net gain in area of habitat utilised by the species that is protected and managed in
perpetuity

Managing key threatening processes that have the potential to impact on species

Implementing actions from relevant Commonwealth Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement
Plans and Conservation Advices

Improving species knowledge through targeted surveys and research programs

Meeting the principles of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999 Environmental Offsets Policy (October 2012) including: delivering an overall
conservation outcome that improves or maintains the viability of the species.

Andsoon........

Activities to achieve objectives:

Objective | Activities | Mechanism | Responsible | Timing Resources | Performance

| for delivery | Agency measures

MONITORING, REPORTING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

This section should cover:
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How will you know that you are reaching the objectives and your commitments? (what will you
monitor and how)

How and when will you tell us/the public how you are going? (reporting)

If you aren’t on track to reach the objectives/outcomes, how will you adapt your
implementation of the Program to ensure you meet the minimum outcomes for MNES?
(adaptive management)

+ who will do all of this and how will it be funded?
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SUBJECT: Royal Children’s Hospital project and Lady Lamington Nurses’ Home heritage

precinct

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

note that Royal Children's Hospital will relocate from Herston to South Brisbane in 2014, and the
Herston site will be redeveloped as a private Planned Procedures Clinic. In addition, Projects
Queensland, Queensland Treasury and Trade (PQQTT) advises that the adjoining heritage precinct
comprising Lady Lamington Nurses’ Home, Edith Cavell Block and Lady Norman Wing will be
redeveloped at no cost to the government, but at this stage it is not certain that the buildings will be
retained.

BACKGROUND

Lady Lamington Nurses’ Home, constructed in three stages between 1896 and 1931, is a fine
example of the Arts and Crafts style and was the first Queensland building designed by Robin Dods,
arguably Queensland’s finest architect. Adjoining tower blocks were erected in 1936 and 1939. The
landmark building, located on the crest of the hill overlooking the hospital, has been vacant for
several years however the entire roof has recently been replaced which will ensure deterioration
does not continue.

Edith Cavell Block was constructed as a nurses’ home in 1922 and named in honour of Edith Cavell,
a British nurse executed for helping refugees escape in Brussels during World War 1. Lady Norman
Wing, constructed in 1895, demonstrates the early development of the Children’s Hospital.

CURRENT ISSUES

-

sch3(2)(1)(c) Cabinet matter - Budgetary process

n

T

A master planning process is currently underway but there is no clear proposed use for the heritage
precinct and demolition is one option being considered.

PQQTT has indicated its willingness to engage with the Queensland Heritage ncil (QHC) about
the prospects for the site, but as yet no firm plans are in place.

PQQTT expects master planning to be completed in August 2013 with consideration by CBRC in
September. :

Given the high-profile and significance of Lady Lamington Nurses' Home, if the preferred option is
the demolition of all or even part of the heritage precinct, it is highly unlikely that the proposal would
be supported by QHC.

At this stage it is unclear whether the project proponent will be a private entity or government
department. If proposed by a private entity, an application for determination by Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection will be required. If proposed by a government department, a
report to the QHC will be required and the QHC will then make a recommendation to the responsible
Minister.

CONSIDERATIONS

Consultation: PQQTT has recently briefed EHP on this project, but QHC not been consulted yet.
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o Key Communication Messages: Any proposed demolition of all or even part of the Lady Lamington

Nurses’ Home and heritage precinct is likely to result in a public campaign such as that lead by NTQ
in the late 1970s to save the Bellevue Hotel and or more recently the campaign against the proposed

Northbank development.
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Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE < ot Approyad Noted
g quired
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage o
Protection Vb e NIRRT
SUBJECT: Attendance at SCEW4 in Wellington, New Zealand / ¥
TIMEFRAME

o Timely approval of this brief is required for booking travel arrangements.

RECOMMENDATION

mended that the Minister: 2

rove Tony Roberts’ attendance at the Standing Council on Environment and Water (SCEW)
eeting in Wellington, New Zealand on 11 April 2013.

BACKGROUND
e The Standing Council on Environment and Water is conventionally hosted by member jurisdictions

on rotational basis, normally at a capital city venue. The April meeting is being hosted by the New
Zealand Government in Wellington.

CURRENT ISSUES

e You are the lead Minister representing Queensland for this Coungil, with Minister Cripps and Minister
McArdle nominated as alternate members

e The Senior Officials Committee (SOC) 6" meeting will be held by teleconference on the 15" March
with the SCEW’s 4™ meeting being held in Wellington, New Zealand on the 11" April 2013.

o As the SCEW member, the Minister will attend and is normally accompanied by a ministerial advisor
(Troy Collings) and either the SOC member and or the SOC Alternate.

e The EHP Director-General (DG) is the SOC member with Tony Roberts, Deputy Director-General
Environmental Policy and Planning (EPP), the SOC Alternate.

e The majority of the SCEW work program and hence agenda items, fall with EPP Divisional
responsibilities. Mr Roberts is therefore familiar with the details of the entire work program.

o EPP Division’s Waste team is sponsoring an agenda paper at the meeting on Waste Batteries and
as such the Queensland representatives will need to speak to this item and answer questions.

o Mr Roberts has had lengthy and substantial experience and is familiar with the operations and
procedures of the SOC and SCEW and with its origins and history. He had a similar role and
responsibilities under the former ministerial environment council (Environment Protection and
Heritage Council) and has well established networks with officials from other jurisdictions.

o Of the 5 SOC meetings held since its inception, Mr Roberts has attended all meetings and assisted
the previous DG at one meeting. The DG has not been able to attend the 2 most recent SOC
meetings or the recent SCEW meeting due to conflicting priorities and has agreed that Mr Roberts
attend this meeting in his stead.

» Mr Roberts’ attendance at the meeting frees up a substantial amount of the DG's time with regard to
preparation and familiarisation with meeting content, as well as travel and attendance at the meeting.

CONSIDERATIONS
e Budget: estimated travel and accommodations costs are $2,200.
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CTS No. 04925/13

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice

Chief of Staff . OK

Dated Qb/ ©Y | \

SUBJECT: 2011 National Greenhouse Gas Inventory Report (release/date 15 April 2013)

TIMEFRAME

e The 2011 National Greenhouse Gas Inventory Report will be made public on 15 April 2013.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister note’

* Queensland’s total greenhouse gag/emissions (GHGs) including accounting for land use, land use
change and forestry (LULUCF) acfivity, declined by almost 5.8 million tonnes of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MtCO.e) or 3% on 2010 levels and 8.7% on 1990 levels mainly due to resfrictions on

vegetation clearing;

 Queensland's emissions savings between 2010 and 2011 are equivalent to'taking about 1.5 million
average Queensland cars off the road for one year, or one year’s electricity-related emissions from

over 1.3 million average Queensland households: and

e the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection’s (EHP) Climate Adaptation Team will be
working with other Queensland Government agencies to provide coordinated, whole-of-government
input into the development of new accounting methodologies for wetlands, solid waste sectors and

fugitive emissions from the coal seam gas.

BACKGROUND

e Australia is required to submit an annual report; the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory (NGGI) on
its emissions sources as part of its United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) treaty obligations. The final NGGI reports will be submitted to the UNFCCC by 15 April

2013 and made publicly available on the same day.

e The NGGI reports are submitted to the UNFCCC two years in arrears to allow for processing of
Australia’s emissions data. Further information on the NGGI including Queensland’s greenhouse gas

emission trends is presented in Attachment 1.

CURRENT ISSUES

 The draft NGGI report indicates Queensland’s total 2011 GHGs including emissions associated with
the LULUCF sectorwas 155.8 MtCO,e. The LULUCF sector covers emissions produced or avoided
from human activities such as clearing vegetation for development, converting grasslands into

cropping lands, and growing timber forests.

'

3
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Queensland emissions were 8.7% less than the 1990 base year and 3% lower than 2010 levels. The
decrease was primarily due to restrictions on vegetation clearing.

The downward pressure on Queensland’s and Australia’s emissions provided by the vegetation
clearing restrictions is likely to reduce over time due to changes in Queensland Government policy.
When these LULUCF sector emissions are excluded, Queensland’s GHGs from the other reportable
sectors of energy, agriculture, waste, industrial processes and fugitive emissions (which are mainly
methane that ‘escapes’ during activities such as coal mining and coal seam gas), were 136.8 Mt
CO:e in 2011 which is a slight increase on 2010 levels of 0.65% or 900 kilotonnes (kt) CO.e.

e The small increase in 2011 was due to increases in the following sectors:

- Transport: an increase of 7.5% (1.55 MtCO,e) which is expected to be due to higher civil

aviation emissions from increased numbers of ‘fly in / fly out’ resource sector workers:
- Prescribed burning of savannas: an increase of 26 % (62 ktCO,e) attributable to fire fuel
reduction measures following high rainfall during the wet season;
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- Solid waste disposal: an increase of 4.8% (114 ktCO.e). There is a difference between trends
in waste-to-landfill tonnage as reported in the State of Waste and Recycling in Queensland
report 2012 and waste GHG emissions in the 2011 NGGI report. This is due in part to waste
emissions being offset by methane capture systems at several of the larger landfill sites in
Queensland and legacy waste continuing to produce emissions;

- Fugitive emissions from natural gas and oil production: an increase of 3.6% (58,000 tonnes
(t) CO,e) which actually suggests a slowing in emissions growth from this sector compared to the
rapid increase reported between 2008 and 2009 of 74.7%, and 4.9% between 2009 and 2010.
The slowdown since 2009 is attributable to greater inspection, compliance and enforcement
activities by both EHP and the now Depariment of Natural Resources and Mines.

o The Commonwealth Government is currently developing new methodologies for calculating, solid
waste disposal, wetland areas, and fugitive emissions from coal seam gas due to improving

t is"in Queensland’s interests to remain involved in this work given that:

\;&ﬁxement {ools, data sets and emerging international reporting trends.
o |

approximately 95% of coal seam gas reserves are located in Queensland; and
- the final methodology may result in fugitive emission levels being revised upwards.
o The Climate Adaptation Team will be working with EHP staff and other Queensland Government
agencies to provide coordinated, whole-of-government input into the methodologies’ development
and ensure Queensland Government interests are represented.

CONSIDERATIONS

o Key Communication Messages: There is likely to be national and state media coverage of the 2011
NGGI figures around 15 April 2013. This coverage is likely to highlight the emission reduction
benefits associated with restricting broad scale vegetation clearing.
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ATTACHMENTS

s  Attachment 1 — Summary of the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory prepared by the Climate Adaptation Team
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Attachment 1

The National Greenhouse Gas Inventory

Summary information
What are Australia’s international reporting obligations?

Australia is a signatory to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
treaty. The object and purpose of the UNFCCC is to stabilise atmospheric greenhouse gas (GHG)
concentrations at a level:

= that would prevent dangerous climate change
= within a timeframe sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change
= to ensure production is not threatened

* to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner.

The UNFCCC treaty was negotiated at the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development, also known as ‘the Earth Summit’, in June 1992. The treaty entered into force on 21
March 1994 and there are currently 196 UNFCCC parties. Australia signed the UNFCCC on 4 June
1992 and ratified it on 30 December 1992.

Australia is required to report its national greenhouse gas emissions to.the UNFCCC on an annual
basis. This is undertaken two years in arrears to allow for data processing and verification.

What is the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory?

The National Greenhouse Gas Inventory (NGGI) documents Australia’s sources and sinks of
greenhouse gas emissions within its sovereign control as part of meeting its obligations under the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) treaty. For the purposes of reporting, a
source must be human-induced such as fuel consumption, waste disposal or land clearing. A sink for
reporting purposes is where atmospheric carbon is removed from carbon cycle and stored through
avoided or actual human activities including protecting forests from clearing, replanting of previously
cleared forests or rehabilitating degraded wetlands.

The NGGI reports are prepared in accordance with the UNFCCC Reporting Guidelines. The data is
compiled using methods conforming to the UNFCCC's international guidelines. These methodologies
are refined as new information emerges and international practice evolves. As these methodologies are
improved, there can be recalculations to the national inventory.

The Commonwealth Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency (DCCEE) is responsible for
Australia’s National Greenhouse Accounts (NGA) which involves greenhouse emissions reporting, data
co-ordination, emissions estimation, quality control, preparing reports and report submission to the
UNFCCC on behalf of the Australian Government. The NGA is also comprised of:

= quarterly updates of the NGGI summarising the Kyoto Protocol (KP) account and preliminary
estimates every three months

= an overview of state and territory greenhouse gas inventories

= the national inventory by economic sector comprised of emission estimates by economic sector
rather than by IPCC sectors.
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What are the reportable sources and sinks?

Australia reports on the emissions associated with the following sectors:

Land use, land use change, and forestry (LULUCF): This sector covers both greenhouse gas
sources and sinks. Sources include emissions from clearing trees from land and converting
grasslands to croplands. It also includes sinks such as natural regrowth and forestry activities.

Energy: The energy sector is comprised of several subsectors including transport, stationary energy
and fugitive emissions.

Stationary energy, also termed energy industries: This subsector covers emissions from electricity
generation

Manufacturing industries and construction: This subsector covers the direct emissions from
activities such as plastics production, metals production, and construction. It does not include the
emissions related to the electricity used in these industries.

Transport: This subsector covers emissions from all domestic land, air and sea transport activity. It
does not include emissions associated with international air or sea transport. It also does not include
emissions associated with electrified rail transport.

Fugitive emissions: This subsector covers the mainly methane emissions that ‘escape’ during coal
mining (solid fuels), and natural gas and oil production. The fugitive emissions from natural gas are
primarily from coal seam gas extraction and production activities including transport by pipelines.

Agriculture: Agricultural emissions include: soil management; enteric fermentation, which is the
digestive process of ruminant animals such as cattle and sheep that produces methane; prescribed
burning of savannas generally undertaken as a wild fire prevention measure; manure management;
rice cultivation; and field burning of agricultural residues.

Industrial processes: These are the emissions associated with industrial activities such as chemical
production, refrigeration, and emissions associated with the use of coke, black coal or natural gas as
used as a reducing or oxidising agent in an industrial process.

Waste: These are the emissions associated with disposing of organic wastes to landfill, through
incineration, and sewage treatment (wastewater handling).

Where does the data come from?

The NGGI data is collected from various sources as indicated in Figure 1 below.

Principal data suppliers

Fuel combustion Fugitives 1P and sokentsand | |  Agricultnre | Waste | | LULUCFand KP
NGERS NGERS. other product use- ABS NGERS activities
BREE APPEA NGERS State agencies | State agencies ABARE
Industry DEED] Industry | ABARES | | ABARE NFI

| ABS Coal Services Pry Lid DSEWPaC Industry . | ABs State agencies
Industry ABARES | i
ESAA ABS i i See Figure 1.2 for
& i FullCAM data
T = i pmanElree el | X g k HE T 1

IRV y.

| Pre-AGEIS data preparation

Government submission DCCEE Publications NGERS
to UNFCCC Measurement
Australia’s National Determination National Regisiry
UNFCCC CRF Greenhouse Accounts Default EFs
Reporter Tool

Figure 1: Data sources of Australia's national greenhouse gas inventory

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 50 of 290



Specific data sources include:

* National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting System (NGERS): legislatively required industry
reporting of energy use, fuel combustion and other emission sources for the purposes of the national
inventory and for carbon pricing. Reporting requirement is determined by threshold energy usage.
Reporting is managed by the Clean Energy Regulatory via the Online System for Comprehensive
Activity Reporting tool (OSCAR).

e Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics (BREE): formally known as the Australian Bureau of
Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences (ABARES), energy and fuel data collected by
this agency is used to meet reporting requirements under Australia’s International Energy Agency
treaty obligations.

e Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS): is the national statistical agency with legislative backing for
its collection powers and is the major source of agricultural activity data

* National Carbon Accounting System (NCAS): is used to assess and process satellite imagery
information of land cover change for the land use, land use change and forestry sector. Satellite
imagery is sourced from Geosciences Australia, Australia’s principal satellite ground station and data
processing facility, under a memorandum of understanding agreement. Additional analysis and
estimation is done using the CSIRO developed ‘FullCAM’, Full Carbon Aceounting Model.

 Australian Refrigeration Council: provides data to support estimates of HFCs from compulsory
reporting by importers under licensing arrangements under the (Ozone Protection and Synthetic
Greenhouse Gas Management Act 2003.

» Solid waste data: The collection of solid waste data from State and Territory Government agencies
is supported by an exchange of letters between Australian and State Government agencies.

Australia’s emissions

In 2011, Australia’s total GHGs excluding the land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) sector
were estimated to be 552.7 MtCO.e in 2011. This is 0.6 per cent increase on 2010 levels equivalent to
3.5 MtCO.e and a 32 per cent increase on 1990 levels equivalent to 134.0 MtCO,e. However, due to a
net decrease in emissions from Australia’s LULUCF sector of 33.8 MtCO.e, Australia’s total greenhouse
gas emissions were reduced to 518.9 Mt CO,e. This means that Australia will report a 1.2 per cent
decrease in total emissions on 1990 levels equivalent to 6.2 Mt CO.e. Further, this means that Australia
is currently on track to achieving its international obligations of reducing its national emissions by 5 per
cent on 2000 levels by 2020.

Australia’s emissions excluding LULUCF
Australia’s energy sector was the largest source of GHGs in 2011 responsible for 76.4 per cent (422.1

Mt CO.e) of total net emissions. Stationary energy remains the largest source of emissions followed by
the agriculture and transport sectors.
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Figure 1: Australia's greenhouse gas emissions by sector 2011 (excluding LULUCF)
Changes in emissions between 2010 and 2011 were:

= Stationary energy decreased by 0.8 per cent

= Transport emissions increased by 2.3 per cent

= Fugitive emissions from fossil fuels increased by 2.1 per cent
= |ndustrial processes increased 3.7 per cent

= Agriculture emissions increased by 3 per cent

= \Waste sector emissions decreased by 0.7 per cent.

The following graph compares Queensland’s sectoral emissions against the Australian total for that
sector. Queensland’s contribution to overall stationary energy emissions is due to our increasing use of
gas-fired generation as well as existing higher efficiency coal-fired generation when compared to brown
coal generation such as found in Victoria.
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Figure 2: Queensland's contribution to Australia's greenhouse gas emissions by sector

Land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) emissions

Australia’s decreasing trend in LULUCF emissions since 1990 is mainly due to decreased conversion of
forest lands to cropland and grassland as a result of Queensland’s restrictions on vegetation clearing.

The other main factors in annual LULUCF emission variability are natural disturbances such as drought
and wildfires. Emissions from wildfires contribute alarge proportion of Australia’s total net emissions in
some years as highlighted by Figure 1 below.
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Figure 3. Australia's total greenhouse gas emissions from LULUCF and wildfires

In 2011, the LULUCF sector provided a net sink of 33.8 Mt CO.e but this was a decrease of 177.6 per
cent between 2010 and 2011. Afforestation, which is converting land into new forests, and reforestation,
which is re-establishing previously cleared forest, activities contributed a net sink of 27.12 Mt CO.e.
Harvestable forests were a net source of 8.66 Mt CO,e. Deforestation activities were a net source of
37.54 Mt CO.e.

Improvements to the LULUCF methodology have resulted in a net increase of 2.1 per cent equivalent to
12.2 Mt COe in 1990 levels and a net increase of 2.7 per cent equivalent to 14 MtCO.e in 2010 levels.

Queensland’s emissions
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Queensland's total emissions including land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) have declined
compared to 1990 levels. This is largely due to changes in Queensland’s vegetation management

frameworks restricting land clearing. However, emissions from all other sectors have increased on 1990
levels by 71.1 per cent in total.
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Figure 4: Queensland's greenhouse gas emission trends 1990 - 2011, in gigagrams CO,e

Drivers of change in electricity emissions

Emissions from the stationary energy sector are stabilising in Queensland due to several factors:

Queensland’s gas scheme (discontinued in March 2013): Electricity generated from natural gas
produces approximately 50 per cent less emissions than electricity generated from coal. The
Queensland Gas Scheme (QGS) began in 2005 to stimulate natural gas sector growth and reduce
GHGs associated with the resource sector’s practice of venting coal seam methane. The QGS
required Queensland electricity retailers and other liable parties to source 15 per cent of their
electricity from gas-fired generation. A direct subsidy was provided to gas-fired generators to offset
the higher costs of establishing gas-fired generation capacity. This scheme was discontinued in
March 2013.

Queensland energy efficiency programs (discontinued in mid-2012): Programs such as ecoBiz
and the ClimateSmart Homes Service assisted businesses and households to identify and implement
energy savings measures. These programs were discontinued in mid-2012.

Renewable Energy Target (RET) and Queensland Solar Bonus (QSB): The RET and QSB
provided price offsetting and attractive feed-in tariffs which resulted in increased uptake of solar
panels and solar hot water systems. The Queensland Solar Bonus scheme benefits were significantly
reduced in late 2012.

Greenhouse and Energy Minimum Standards (GEMS): The GEMS Framework nationally
regulates the permitted minimum energy performance level of most household and some industrial
appliances. Energy efficiency ‘star’ labels on appliances form part of this framework to improve
consumer awareness of appliance energy efficiency and energy costs.

Increased electricity prices: Households and businesses are responding to rising electricity prices

by reducing use. -
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Drivers of change in agricultural emissions

Agricultural sector emissions are comprised of: changes in agricultural soils; emissions from enteric
fermentation, that is, methane produced from ruminant livestock such as cattle and sheep; prescribed
burning of savannas; manure management; and field burning of agricultural residues.
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Figure 5: Queensland's agricultural greenhouse gas emissions in gigagrams CO,e

Overall, Queensland’s agricultural GHGs are stabilising at just below 28 MtCO.e. The drivers of changes
in emissions from the various subsectors include:

= Enteric fermentation: Despite record numbers’, emissions from enteric fermentation are stabilising.
This is likely to be due to improvements in diet reducing methane production.

* Prescribed burning of savannas: Emissions from this subsector have increased mainly due to wild
fire mitigation activities. These activities actually contribute to lowering overall emissions by
preventing ‘hot’, uncontrolled wild fires which are likely to release greater levels of GHGs.

* Impacts of extreme weather: Extreme weather events, particularly flooding, over the 2009 to 2011
period have placed some downward pressure on agricultural emissions.

Drivers of change in transport emissions

Transport emissions are continuing to rise. However, the drivers of the strong growth between 2010 and
2011 are not yet known as the DCCEE are yet to release transport subsector figures. It is expected that
the growth will be due to increased ‘fly-in / fly-out’ workers in the resources sector.

Drivers of change in fugitive emissions

Growth in fugitive emissions in Queensland is due to the expansion of the coal and coal seam gas
sectors. Emissions from solid fuels, mainly coal, have declined to greater exploitation of coal seam gas
which was previously vented. Increased fugitive emissions from oil and natural gas are due to more coal
seam gas extraction.

' Meat and Livestock Australia, 2012, Australian cattle industry projections — Australian cattle herd, Sydney,
http://www,mla.com.aufPrices-and—markets/Trends—and-analysis/Beef/Forecasts/ MLA-Australian-cattle-industry-projections-

2012/3-Australian-cattle-industry-proj ectionsl-é@%gar_l’igq:—ﬁg;&lﬁ)-}}ggge 55 of 290



Work is underway by the Commonwealth Government to improve the accounting methodology applied
to fugitive emissions associated with coal seam gas industry activities.
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Figure 6: Queensland's fugitive emissions from fuels in Mt CO,e

Fugitive emission levels are a useful indicator of potential environmental risks including groundwater and
soil contamination as well as the potential for vegetation damage.

Drivers of change in waste

There is a difference between trends in waste-to-landfill tonnage as reported in the State of Waste and
Recycling in Queensland report 2012 and waste GHG emissions.

This is due to in part to waste emissions being offset by methane capture systems at several of the
larger landfill sites in Queensland and legacy waste continuing to produce emissions. This is despite a
slowing in waste-to-landfill rates slowing as indicated by Figure 8.

35

N ™ )

2D <
e 4
p * Waste (total)

/\\/ \ ——other

. . = Solid Waste Disposal on Land
15 National measures increase -
recycling rates reducing Waste Incineration
1 waste to landfill Wastewater Handling
—_— Population and economic growth
e e "
0.5 accelerates consumption and

waste production. Rate of

/\ increase offset by methane
0 . g " .

capture but continue upwards

froRsRRnRaS 58888588 ssi
SRS RRTRRIRESS2328838.88 5 =/ trenddueto legacy emissions.
HFI«{HHH:—IHH\—INNNNNNNNNNNN

Figure 7: Queensland's waste sector emissions in Mt CO,e
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Figure 8: Solid waste to landfill (kilotonnes) by State
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Attachment 1

The National Greenhouse Gas Inventory

Summary information
What are Australia’s international reporting obligations?

Australia is a signatory to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
treaty. The object and purpose of the UNFCCC is to stabilise atmospheric greenhouse gas (GHG)
concentrations at a level:

= that would prevent dangerous climate change
= within a timeframe sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change

= to ensure production is not threatened

to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner.

The UNFCCC treaty was negotiated at the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development, also known as ‘the Earth Summit’, in June 1992. The treaty entered into force on 21
March 1994 and there are currently 196 UNFCCC parties. Australia signed the UNFCCC on 4 June
1992 and ratified it on 30 December 1992.

Australia is required to report its national greenhouse gas emissions to the UNFCCC on an annual
basis. This is undertaken two years in arrears to allow for data processing and verification.

What is the National Greenhouse Gas Inventory?

The National Greenhouse Gas Inventory (NGGI) documents Australia’s sources and sinks of
greenhouse gas emissions within its sovereign control as part of meeting its obligations under the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) treaty. For the purposes of reporting, a
source must be human-induced such as fuel consumption, waste disposal or land clearing. A sink for
reporting purposes is where atmospheric carbon is removed from carbon cycle and stored through
avoided or actual human activities including protecting forests from clearing, replanting of previously
cleared forests or rehabilitating degraded wetlands.

The NGGI reports are prepared in accordance with the UNFCCC Reporting Guidelines. The data is
compiled using methods conferming te'the UNFCCC's international guidelines. These methodologies
are refined as new information emerges and international practice evolves. As these methodologies are
improved, there can berecalculations to the national inventory.

The Commonwealth Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency (DCCEE) is responsible for
Australia’s National Greenhouse Accounts (NGA) which involves greenhouse emissions reporting, data
co-ordination, emissions estimation, quality control, preparing reports and report submission to the
UNFCCC on behalf of the Australian Government. The NGA is also comprised of:

= quarterly updates of the NGGI summarising the Kyoto Protocol (KP) account and preliminary
estimates every three months

= an overview of state and territory greenhouse gas inventories

= the national inventory by economic sector comprised of emission estimates by economic sector
rather than by IPCC sectors.
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What are the reportable sources and sinks?

Australia reports on the emissions associated with the following sectors:

Land use, land use change, and forestry (LULUCF): This sector covers both greenhouse gas
sources and sinks. Sources include emissions from clearing trees from land and converting
grasslands to croplands. It also includes sinks such as natural regrowth and forestry activities.

Energy: The energy sector is comprised of several subsectors including transport, stationary energy
and fugitive emissions.

Stationary energy, also termed energy industries: This subsector covers emissions from electricity
generation

Manufacturing industries and construction: This subsector covers the direct emissions from
activities such as plastics production, metals production, and construction. It does not include the
emissions related to the electricity used in these industries.

Transport: This subsector covers emissions from all domestic land, air and sea transport activity. It
does not include emissions associated with international air or sea transport. It also does not include
emissions associated with electrified rail transport.

Fugitive emissions: This subsector covers the mainly methane emissions that ‘escape’ during coal
mining (solid fuels), and natural gas and oil production. The fugitive emissions from natural gas are
primarily from coal seam gas extraction and production activities including transport by pipelines.

Agriculture: Agricultural emissions include: soil management; enteric fermentation, which is the
digestive process of ruminant animals such as cattle and sheep that produces methane; prescribed
burning of savannas generally undertaken as a wild fire prevention measure; manure management;
rice cultivation; and field burning of agricultural residues.

Industrial processes: These are the emissions associated with industrial activities such as chemical
production, refrigeration, and emissions associated with-the use of coke, black coal or natural gas as
used as a reducing or oxidising agent in an industrial process.

Waste: These are the emissions associated with disposing of organic wastes to landfill, through
incineration, and sewage treatment (wastewater handling).

Where does the data come from?

The NGGI data is collected from various sources as indicated in Figure 1 below.

Principal data ¢ PR
Fuel combustion IP and solentsand | |  Agrikuluore Waste LULCCFand KP
| NGERS other product se ABS NGERS activities
| BREE | NGERS | State agencies | State agencies ABARE
Industry | Industry ABARES | ABARE NFI
ABS DSEWPaC | | Industry | ABS | State agencies
4 ABARES o
ABS ! * | SeeFigure12 for
o Md
N RN T B T S )

Government submission DCCEE Publications NGERS
to UNFCCC Measurement
Australia®s National Determination National Registry
UNFCCC CRF Greenhouse Accounts Default EFs
Reporter Tool

Figure 1: Data sources of Australia's national greenhouse gas inventory
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Specific data sources include:

National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting System (NGERS): legislatively required industry
reporting of energy use, fuel combustion and other emission sources for the purposes of the national
inventory and for carbon pricing. Reporting requirement is determined by threshold energy usage.
Reporting is managed by the Clean Energy Regulatory via the Online System for Comprehensive
Activity Reporting tool (OSCAR).

* Bureau of Resources and Energy Economics (BREE): formally known as the Australian Bureau of
Agricultural and Resource Economics and Sciences (ABARES), energy and fuel data collected by
this agency is used to meet reporting requirements under Australia’s International Energy Agency
treaty obligations.

e Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS): is the national statistical agency with legislative backing for
its collection powers and is the major source of agricultural activity data

* National Carbon Accounting System (NCAS). is used to assess and process satellite imagery
information of land cover change for the land use, land use change and forestry sector. Satellite
imagery is sourced from Geosciences Australia, Australia's principal satellite ground station and data
processing facility, under a memorandum of understanding agreement. Additional analysis and
estimation is done using the CSIRO developed ‘FullCAM’, Full Carbon.Aceounting Model.

* Australian Refrigeration Council: provides data to support estimates of HFCs from compulsory
reporting by importers under licensing arrangements under the Ozone Protection and Synthetic
Greenhouse Gas Management Act 2003.

o Solid waste data: The collection of solid waste data from State and Territory Government agencies
is supported by an exchange of letters between Australian and State Government agencies.

Australia’s emissions

In 2011, Australia’s total GHGs excluding the land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) sector
were estimated to be 552.7 MtCO,e in 2011. This is 0.6 per cent increase on 2010 levels equivalent to
3.5 MtCO.e and a 32 per cent increase on 1990 levels equivalent to 134.0 MtCO.e. However, due to a
net decrease in emissions from Australia’s LULUCF sector of 33.8 MtCO.e, Australia’s total greenhouse
gas emissions were reduced to 518.9 Mt CO,e. This means that Australia will report a 1.2 per cent
decrease in total emissions on 1990 levels equivalent to 6.2 Mt CO.e. Further, this means that Australia
is currently on track to achieving its international obligations of reducing its national emissions by 5 per
cent on 2000 levels by 2020.

Australia’s emissions excluding LULUCF
Australia’s energy sector was the largest source of GHGs in 2011 responsible for 76.4 per cent (422.1

Mt CO,e) of total net emissions. Stationary energy remains the largest source of emissions followed by
the agriculture and transport sectors.
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Figure 1: Australia's greenhouse gas emissions by sector 2011 (excluding LULUCF)
Changes in emissions between 2010 and 2011 were:

= Stationary energy decreased by 0.8 per cent

= Transport emissions increased by 2.3 per cent

= Fugitive emissions from fossil fuels increased by 2.1 per cent
= Industrial processes increased 3.7 per cent

= Agriculture emissions increased by 3 per eent

= Waste sector emissions decreased by 0.7 per cent.

The following graph compares Queensland’s sectoral emissions against the Australian total for that
sector. Queensland’s contribution to overall stationary energy emissions is due to our increasing use of
gas-fired generation as well as existing higher efficiency coal-fired generation when compared to brown
coal generation such as found in Victoria.
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Figure 2: Queensland's contribution to Australia's greenhouse gas emissions by sector

Land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) emissions

Australia’s decreasing trend in LULUCF emissions since 1990 is mainly due to decreased conversion of
forest lands to cropland and grassland as a result of Queensland'’s restrictions on vegetation clearing.

The other main factors in annual LULUCF emission variability are natural disturbances such as drought
and wildfires. Emissions from wildfires contribute alarge proportion of Australia’s total net emissions in
some years as highlighted by Figure 1 below.
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Figure 3. Australia's total greenhouse gas emissions from LULUCF and wildfires

In 2011, the LULUCF sector provided a net sink of 33.8 Mt CO,e but this was a decrease of 177.6 per
cent between 2010 and 2011. Afforestation, which is converting land into new forests, and reforestation,
which is re-establishing previously cleared forest, activities contributed a net sink of 27.12 Mt CO.e.
Harvestable forests were a net source of 8.66 Mt CO,e. Deforestation activities were a net source of
37.54 Mt CO.e.

Improvements to the LULUCF methodology have resulted in a net increase of 2.1 per cent equivalent to
12.2 Mt CO.e in 1990 levels and a net increase of 2.7 per cent equivalent to 14 MtCO,e in 2010 levels.

Queensland’s emissions
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Queensland’s total emissions including land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF) have declined
compared to 1990 levels. This is largely due to changes in Queensland’s vegetation management
frameworks restricting land clearing. However, emissions from all other sectors have increased on 1990
levels by 71.1 per cent in total.
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Figure 4: Queensland's greenhouse gas emission trends 1990 - 2011, in gigagrams COe

Drivers of change in electricity emissions

Emissions from the stationary energy sector are stabilising in Queensland due to several factors:

Queensland’s gas scheme (discontinued in March 2013): Electricity generated from natural gas
produces approximately 50 per cent less emissions than electricity generated from coal. The
Queensland Gas Scheme (QGS) began in 2005 to stimulate natural gas sector growth and reduce
GHGs associated with the resource sector’s practice of venting coal seam methane. The QGS
required Queensland electricity retailers and other liable parties to source 15 per cent of their
electricity from gas-fired generation. A direct subsidy was provided to gas-fired generators to offset
the higher costs of establishing gas-fired generation capacity. This scheme was discontinued in
March 2013.

Queensland energy efficiency programs (discontinued in mid-2012): Programs such as ecoBiz
and the ClimateSmart Homes Service assisted businesses and households to identify and implement
energy savings measures. These programs were discontinued in mid-2012.

Renewable Energy Target (RET) and Queensland Solar Bonus (QSB): The RET and QSB
provided price offsetting and attractive feed-in tariffs which resulted in increased uptake of solar
panels and solar hot water systems. The Queensland Solar Bonus scheme benefits were significantly
reduced in late 2012.

Greenhouse and Energy Minimum Standards (GEMS): The GEMS Framework nationally
regulates the permitted minimum energy performance level of most household and some industrial
appliances. Energy efficiency ‘star’ labels on appliances form part of this framework to improve
consumer awareness of appliance energy efficiency and energy costs.

Increased electricity prices: Households and businesses are responding to rising electricity prices
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Drivers of change in agricultural emissions

Agricultural sector emissions are comprised of: changes in agricultural soils; emissions from enteric
fermentation, that is, methane produced from ruminant livestock such as cattle and sheep; prescribed
burning of savannas; manure management; and field burning of agricultural residues.
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Figure 5: Queensland's agricultural greenhouse gas emissions in gigagrams CO,e

Overall, Queensland’s agricultural GHGs are stabilising at just below 28 MtCO,e. The drivers of changes
in emissions from the various subsectors include:

= Enteric fermentation: Despite record numbers’, emissions from enteric fermentation are stabilising.
This is likely to be due to improvements in diet reducing methane production.

= Prescribed burning of savannas: Emissions from this subsector have increased mainly due to wild
fire mitigationactivities. These activities actually contribute to lowering overall emissions by
preventing ‘hot’, uncontrolled wild fires which are likely to release greater levels of GHGs.

= Impacts of extreme weather: Extreme weather events, particularly flooding, over the 2009 to 2011
period have placed some downward pressure on agricultural emissions.

Drivers of change in transport emissions

Transport emissions are continuing to rise. However, the drivers of the strong growth between 2010 and
2011 are not yet known as the DCCEE are yet to release transport subsector figures. It is expected that
the growth will be due to increased ‘fly-in / fly-out’ workers in the resources sector.

Drivers of change in fugitive emissions

Growth in fugitive emissions in Queensland is due to the expansion of the coal and coal seam gas
sectors. Emissions from solid fuels, mainly coal, have declined to greater exploitation of coal seam gas
which was previously vented. Increased fugitive emissions from oil and natural gas are due to more coal
seam gas extraction.

! Meat and Livestock Australia, 2012, Australian cattle industry projections — Australian cattle herd, Sydney,
http://www.mla.com.aw/Prices-and-markets/Trends-and-analysis/Beef/F orecasts/MLA-Australian-cattle-industry-projections-
2012/3 -Australiamcattle—indusny—projectiona—g’-u,@grdi_arﬁ@}x(lm-hagb 64 of 290



Work is underway by the Commonwealth Government to improve the accounting methodology applied
to fugitive emissions associated with coal seam gas industry activities.
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Figure 6: Queensland's fugitive emissions from fuels in Mt CO,e

Fugitive emission levels are a useful indicator of potential environmental risks including groundwater and
soil contamination as well as the potential for vegetation damage.

Drivers of change in waste

There is a difference between trends in waste-to-landfill tonnage as reported in the State of Waste and
Recycling in Queensland report 2012 and waste GHG emissions.

This is due to in part towaste emissions being offset by methane capture systems at several of the
larger landfill sites in Queensland and legacy waste continuing to produce emissions. This is despite a
slowing in waste-to-landfill rates slowing as indicated by Figure 8.
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Figure 7: Queensland's waste sector emissions in Mt CO
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Figure 8: Solid waste to landfill (kilotonnes) by State
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CTS No. 05176/13 schap3( 3) Prejudice the protel_
Chief of Sta
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated

MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage .
Protection Minister...... L. ot
Dated Q)
SUBJECT: GBR Strategic Assessment Ministers Meeting /
TIMEFRAME

° The GBR Strategic Assessment Ministers (SAM group) meet on 20 March 2013.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

° note the department’s advice in relation to the items to be discussed at the next SAM group
meeting.

BACKGROUND

o The GBR Strategic Assessment (SA) process is reaching a point where the key reports (Program
Report and Strategic Assessment Report) are close to finalisation.

o The Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) has responsibility for
drafting the reports with input from other agencies, primarily the Department of Premier and Cabinet
(DPC) and this department,

e The SAM group will need to provide direction on a number of policy issues before the reports can be
finalised for referral to the Commonwealth Environment Minister:

CURRENT ISSUES

Commonwealth response to draft document (for discussion under agenda item 2.1 )

o Inan earlier brief (CTS 4462/13) you were advised that Commonwealth officers had provided
comments about the draft Program Report. The most significant of these suggested that the
‘program’ should be more along the lines of a set of commitments to targets on the future condition
for specific matters of national environmental significance (MNES).

o This approach is consistent with how previous strategic assessments have been undertaken.
However, these were akin to a development assessment but covering a wider area (such as the
assessment for the expansion of Melbourne’s urban area).

e We consider this approach is contrary to the agreed approach for the GBR SA which we consider is

assessing the systemic mechanisms of Queensland’s land use planning and development

frameworks to protect or enhance MNES values.

This represents a major issue and a regression in the process as it is not possible to meet the

Commonwealth’s requirements given:

o the geographic scale of the GBR;

o the major impacting forces are beyond the control of the government (such as extreme
weather events, sea temperature rise and ocean acidification);

o the current extent and condition of MNES in the GBR is a result of legacy impacts from past
clearing and ongoing farm management practices which cannot be easily remedied;

o itis not possible to forecast the extent of development over the agreed 25 years of the
program. :

Itis for this reason that we proposed a ‘systems’ assessment from the beginning.

We are yet to have further discussions with the Commonwealth officers as to why they appear fo be

moving the goal posts at this late stage.

However, it is clear that whatever the reason the finalisation of the reports will be delayed while we

negotiate the issue and then amend the documents to meet any agreed change of scope.

° Ministerial direction on addressing this potential impediment would be of assistance. Options include:
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1. - Negotiate the issues with the Commonwealth officers with a view to arriving at an agreed

. approach, amending the documents as necessary, then continuing with the process.

2. Complete the reports ensuring we meet the requirements of the terms of reference and the
EPBC Act, then submit the report to the Commonwealth Minister without further discussions
with Commonwealth officials.

3. Withdraw or suspend our involvement with the strategic assessment.

Optlon 1 would ensure Queensland remains engaged and would not involve taking a position that
may be seen to be creating conflict with the Commonwealth. It will delay the process, particularly if
the negotiations become drawn out. However, with the next World Heritage Committee meeting in
June, it may be appropriate to consider their response before finalising and publishing the reports.
This option does leave open the undesirable possibility of the Commonwealth allowing GBR Marine
Park Authority to release its reports covering the marine components independently of the
Queensland reports.

Option 2 would conclude the matter quickly but with the likely result of the Commonwealth Minister
rejecting the reports and potentially criticising Queensland for not working in cooperation with the
Commonwealth.

Option 3 will provide an opportunity for Commonwealth Minister to criticise Queensland and our
planning and development frameworks. However, even if the Commonwealth Minister endorses our
program, there is little chance of that endorsement resuilting in any devolution of Commonwealth
decision-making powers given the Prime Minister’s position stated at the April 2013 COAG meeting.

Forward Commitments (agenda item 2.2)

The agenda paper notes the proposed forward commitments or changes to Queensland’s program
that are intended to ensure the program components can meet the endorsement benchmarks of the
‘EPBC Act.
In June 2012 when publicly stating it would continue with the GBR SA, the Queensland Government
made the following commitments;
o GBR Ports Strategy;
o refined coastal plan;
e regional plans for the GBR coast;
e revised the offsets policy.
In addition to these, it is now proposed that commitments be made to several further changes
through the SA. These are detailed in the agenda paper and consist of:
1. referencing the MNES spatial search tool in guidelines supporting the proposed single State
Planning Policy
2. ensuring MNES is explicitly considered when declaring State development, economic
development and port areas, and in planning for these areas
3. amending State assessment and approvals processes where necessary to achieve
devolution of EPBC Act decision-making
4. Continueto support Reef Plan and its associated programs
5. Establish with the Commonwealth an outcomes-based framework to support a process of
continual improvement
6. Continue commitment to the joint field management program
7. Establish an annual reporting process and MNES condition and trend monitoring for reporting
in SoE reports.
A key issue relates the second and third new commitment. It is unlikely that any of Queensland’s
planning and development legislative frameworks would fully meet the Commonwealtiv’s expected
benchmarks (refer Attachment 1).
This is not necessarily because of how planning and development decisions are made in practice;
rather the relevant legislation does not specify or require (fully or at all) that the benchmarked
matters apply in decision-making processes.
There are 5 pieces of legislation identified in the program report for which endorsement is proposed
(Sustainable Planning, State Development and Public Works Organisation, Environment Protection,
Transport Infrastructure and (the proposed) Economic Development Acts).
The Vegetation Management Act should probably also be accredited given it is the legislation that
has as its primary purpose the protection of terrestrial btodlversny values.
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Additionally, the Queensland offsets policy would also have to be accredited.

The Environment Protection, Sustainable Planning and Vegetation Management Acts come close to
meeting all the benchmarks and may not require significant or any change.

However the economic development acts will meet few if any of the benchmarks.

Ministers should consider whether, to gain accreditation, the government would be prepared to
amend the ‘program’ legislation so each fully and transparently meets the benchmarks.

Consuitation (agenda item 2.3)

The key issue here is that between the length of time it will take to complete the reports, have them
subject to Commonwealth arranged independent review and finally commencing the public review
period, the Commonwealth’s caretaker period is likely to have commenced.

This information is for Ministers to note although it is relevant to the decision about how Queensland
should proceed from here given the Commonwealth officer's criticisms discussed earlier.

Endorsement process (agenda 2.4)

Discussing the endorsement process and timing may be premature given it is unlikely (based on
Commonwealth officers advice) that the program and strategic assessment reports will be
acceptable to the Commonwealth Minister without either substantial change to the reports or the
current position of the Commonwealth.

The intention stated in the agenda paper that the reports will be submitted to the Commonwealth’s
independent review group (consultancy firm SKM) by the end of March is unlikely to be realised.

In fact, it would be preferable that they not be until the issues raised by the Commonwealth officers
have been resolved.

Ports Strategy (agenda item 3)

A draft GBR ports strategy has been the subject of public ¢onsultation.

Apart from the release of a consultation results report; there has been no real action on completing it
since — The Deputy Premier has now assumed responsibility for the strategy.

DSDIP officers have advised that the GBR ports strategy will now be included in a broader
Queensland Ports Strategy.

In recent discussions you mentioned that you would like the team preparing the port strategy to
consider changes to the Abbot Point port limit boundaries to reduce the amount of dredging required
for planned projects, and a statement indicating that further port development in the Port Aima and
Balaclava Island area (north of Gladstene Port) not occur until all port areas in the Gladstone area
are fully developed.

This item provides an opportunity for Ministers to discuss these matters further.

For information, Balaclava Island and the far northern part of Curtis Island are not within the
Gladstone/Alma port limits or part of the Port’s strategic port land. These areas would have to be
declared as such (under the Transport Infrastructure Act) before port development could proceed.

-GBR sustainable development plan (agenda item 4)

The World Heritage Committee has suggested that a long-term sustainable development plan for the
GBR be prepared.

The scoping of this plan was approved by Ministers but it remains a subject for negotiation between
Queensland and Commonwealth officers. Given the recent experience with the changing scope of
the strategic assessment, more work is required to ensure the three parties have a very clear
understanding from the outset of the end result.
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ATTACHMENTS
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Attachment 1

Benchmarks for accrediting program component

Ecologically Sustainable Development Principles Apply
Effective: Decision-making criteria based on ESD principles
Ineffective: ESD principle not a basis for decision-making

Demonstrated ability to identify MNES (including WHA OUVs)

Very effective: MNES are identified early and explicitly in the planning, development and management
processes. Identification methods are scientifically proven and well documented. Mapping (where
relevant) is regularly reviewed and updated.

Effective: MNES are identified through the planning, development and management system but not
explicitly. Identification may not be explicitly documented. Mapping (where relevant) may be once off.

Partially effective: MNES are identified in only some cases, but are not explicitly required to be
- considered in planning, development and management processes. There may be significant scientific
uncertainty.

Ineffective: MNES are not identified, mapped or integrated into planning, development or management
processes in any meaningful way.

Demonstrated ability to identify and assess impacts

Very effective: Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are'well understood and there is broad scientific
consensus.

Effective: Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are generally understood but there may be a lack of
scientific information or a low level of consensus in'some areas.

Partially effective: Direct and indirect impacts are well understood, but cumulative impacts are poorly
understood. There may be a lack of scientific information or a low level of consensus in some areas.

Ineffective: Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are all poorly understood and there is a significant
lack of scientific information on which to base assessment.

Effectiveness in avoiding impacts

Very effective: Planning, development and management processes effectively and explicitly ensure that
impacts on MNES are avoided. Mapping (where relevant) of areas of significance is integrated into
planning in orderto frontload avoidance mechanisms. Cumulative impacts are considered upfront in
planning and assessment.

Effective: Planning, development and management processes effectively ensure that impacts are
avoided. Mapping (where relevant) of areas of significance is integrated into some aspects of planning,
but may not be explicit.

Partially effective: Planning, development and management processes avoid some impacts on MNES up
front, but indirect and cumulative impacts are not well planned for or managed.,

Ineffective: Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on MNES are poorly avoided and mapping (where
relevant) is not regularly used to avoid areas of significance.
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Effectiveness in mitigating impacts

Very effective: Strong systems are in place to minimise the impacts on MNES. Rigorous, scientifically
justified conditions are applied to use or development.

Effective: Systems are largely in place to minimise the impacts on MNES. Some conditions may be
applied to use or development in certain circumstances.

Partially effective: Some systems are in place to minimise the impacts on MNES, but may be ad hoc.

Ineffective: Only minimal steps are taken to minimise impacts on MNES or there are significant
deficiencies in the process or lack of scientific knowledge on which to base measures.

Effectiveness in offsetting unavoidable impacts

Very effective: Offsets policies explicitly consider MNES and deliver the effective and strategic outcomes
that result in a net improvement overall for MNES.

Effective: Offsets policies explicitly consider MNES and deliver ‘like for like' outcomes that result in no
net loss for MNES.

Partially effective: Offsets policies do not explicitly consider MNES, but do deliver some tangible
outcomes for MNES, but not a net improvement.

Ineffective: Offsets policies do not explicitly consider MNES and the outcomes are insufficient to offset
the impacts.

Contribution to enhancement of MNES and management of existing pressures

Very effective: Legacy impacts are well understood and strong measures are in place to recover or
improve MNES. Significant resources are applied to address the key threats.

Effective: Legacy impacts are well understood and some measures are in place to recover or improve
MNES. Some resources are applied to address the key threats.

Partially effective: Legacy impacts are well understood and measures are in place to recover or improve
MNES. The resources applied are not sufficient to address the key threats, and the impacts are likely to
persist.

Ineffective: Legacy impacts are poorly understood and there are no measures in place to recover or
improve MNES.

Demonstrated ability to adapt system over time to incorporate new knowledge

Very effective; Well-designed management systems are being implemented for effective delivery of
planned management actions, including clear governance arrangements in place, appropriate
stakeholder engagement, active adaptive management and adequate reporting against goals.

Effective: Well-designed management systems are in place, but are not yet being fully implemented.

Partially effective: Management systems provide some guidance, but are not consistently delivering
around implementation of management actions, stakeholder engagement, adaptive management or-
reporting.

Ineffective: Adequate management systems are not in place. Lack of consistency and integration of
management activities across jurisdictions is a problem.
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Resourcing, monitoring and compliance

Very effective: Financial and staffing resources are largely adequate to address management issues.
Biophysical and socioeconomic information is available to inform management decisions. Systems are in
place for enforcement and compliance.

Effective: Financial and staffing resources are mostly adequate to address management issues, but may
not be secure. Biophysical and socioeconomic information is available to inform decisions, _although
there may be deficiencies in some areas. Systems are in place for enforcement and compliance.

Partially effective: Financial and staffing resources are unable to address management issues in some
important areas. Biophysical and socioeconomic information is available to inform management
decisions, although there are significant deficiencies in some areas. There is limited enforcement or
compliance.

Ineffective: Financial and staffing resources are unable to address management issues in many areas.
Biophysical and socioeconomic information to support decisions is deficient in many areas. Enforcement
and compliance mechanisms are deficient in many areas.
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Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister. .. «7. wfsme———x
Protection Dated O,

SUBJECT: Public release of DRAFT Wet Tropics environmental valugs documents for public

consultation (in conjunction with the Wet Tropics draft water resource plan)

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister note:

In mid April the public release of draft environmental values documents (water quality planning) for
waters of the Wet Tropics region, under the Environmental Protection (Water) Policy 2009, will occur
jointly with the public release of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) Wet
Tropics draft water resource plan, under the Water Act 2000.

BACKGROUND

The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) is establishing localised
environmental values and water quality objectives under the Environmental Protection (Water) Policy
2009 (EPP Water) for priority fresh, estuarine and coastal waters acrossthe State, with initial
emphasis on Great Barrier Reef catchments and the Queensland Murray Darling Basin.

In the Wet Tropics region (Daintree to Herbert), EHP in close collaboration with DNRM, has aligned
water quality and water resource planning processes to enable joint stakeholder consultation and
technical assessments. The final public and stakeholder consultation will also be undertaken jointly.
The Environmental Values (EVs) for specific waters are those qualities that local communities want
protected from the effects of contaminants. EVs include both human-use values (e.g. agriculture,
industry, recreation and drinking water) and aquatic ecosystem health.

Water quality objectives (WQOs) are chemical, physical and biological measures of water quality
and aquatic ecosystem health that protect the identified EVs. They inform statutory and non-
statutory water quality planning and decision making.

CURRENT ISSUES

Draft EVs and WQOs have been developed for the Wet Tropics region project waters--including the
Barron, Daintree, Herbert, Johnstone, Mossman, Mulgrave-Russell, Tully and Murray basins and
adjacent coastal waters. The waters of interest include surface water, groundwater, estuaries and
coastal waters.

Under the Water Act 2000, the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines is required to consider the
EVs when preparing a draft water resource plan. Joint consultation has assisted in demonstrating
these linkages and reducing duplication of consultation processes. Stakeholder response has been
positive.

DNRM have advised that the proposed joint public and stakeholder briefing sessions are likely to
occur mid April for 2 weeks. The draft water quality planning consultation period will extend for 8
weeks (consistent with EPP Water) from the launch date.

CONSIDERATIONS

-7 APRZ)13

Legislation: Under section 11 of the EPP Water, the chief executive must, when identifying EVs and
WQOs for a water, ensure there has been consultation with the community, including industry and
commerce sectors. Previous and upcoming consultation activities address these requirements.
Consultation: the regional NRM body (Terrain NRM) was contracted to coordinate joint water quality
and water resource stakeholder consultation in the region. EHP staff participated in community
workshops facilitated by Terrain to identify EVs for waters throughout the region. Draft results from
these sessions have been made available on the Terrain web site, and in conjunction with EHP
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technical water quality objectives development

information being released.

o Advice about the public release of draft water quality planning information and access to the relevant

they form the basis for the draft water quality

draft documents will be available on the EHP, Terrain and other applicable web sites (e.g. the
government’s ‘get involved' site). Local media releases will advise the joint DNRM and EHP

consultation and meeting details.
e Consultation with peak industry, conservation groups and government agencies will be undertaken in

addition to the broader public release of draft water quality information.
o Finalisation under EPP Water. Subsequent to the consultation process, EVs and WQOs will be
finalised and separately recommended for inclusion under schedule 1 of the EPP Water.
o Election Commitment: The project demonstrates the government’s commitment to supporting the
region’s Wet Tropics World Heritage values and the protection of Great Barrier Reef water quality

values,

MINISTER'S COMMENTS

Attachment

CD copy of Wet Tropics draft Water Quality Planning documents under the EPP Water

1, Draft Wet Tropics Healthy Waters Management Plan Consuitation Report — Environmental Values for the Wet Tropics

Basins
2. Draft surface water guality guidelines for the Wet Tropics region
3. Draft groundwater water quality guidelines for the Wet Tropics region
4. Wet Tropics Waterways Condition Assessment: Mulgrave, Russell, Johnstone and Herbert Rivers
5. The Economic and social impacts of protecting the environmental values in Great Barrier Reef catchment waterways
and the Reef Lagoon - draft Report February 2013
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved Not Approvefl. Noted
Further information req
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage L
Protection Minister......
Dated

SUBJECT: Queensland Heritage Council decision to leave
Romavilla Winery entered in the Queensland Heritage Register

RECOMMENDATION

ended that the Minister:

note that the Queensland Heritage Council (QHC) decided to leave Romavilla Winery (QHR
01767) entered in the Queensland Heritage Register (QHR) on Thursday 21 March 2013, despite

the property’s new owner asking during an oral representation that it be removed from the QHR,

BACKGROUND

* In November 2012, [sch4p3(3) Prejudice the protection § o\yners of Romavilla Winery, made an application
under s.36 of the Queensland Heritage Act 1992 to have the winery removed from the QHR because
it had been damaged during recent flooding and no longer satisfied the criteria for entry.

e A contract of sale over the property, entered into by thel ] and| |on behalf of

as trustees for Carindale Park Property Trust, settled on 19 March 2013.[ ]

made an oral representation to QHC on 21 March 2013, during which he requested that it
remove the listing from the property. QHC decided to leave the place in the QHR and formally
resolved to congratufatei] on his plans for adaptive re-use of the heritage buildings.

CURRENT ISSUES

° ltis the responsibility of the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) officers in
Southern Region to assess any application that is made for re-development of this State heritage
place.

*  While conducting due diligence on the property, [ | met twice with EHP heritage officers to
discuss the implications of heritage listing and his plans for the Romavilla Winery; these being to
convert the winery shed into a hotel and function venue (also with a possible cellar door), and create
hotel and self-contained accommodation on the surrounding land (while keeping the display
vineyard).

* The officers indicated verbally thatl ] proposal and his approach to the site’s significant
winery buildings would be supperted, and that pre-lodgement advice could be given to provide

certainty in developing the plans further.
e OnEHP advice,l—p__:lhas engaged heritage architects to assist in preparing a development

application. ‘

o To assist its decision making, the QHC commissioned a structural engineer to make a structural
assessment of the winery shed and distillery, and prepare a report. This was considered on 21
March 2013 at the QHC meeting and its author also gave a verbal report. A copy of the report was
provided to| land prior to the sale being finalised. It concluded that there
were some substantial structural problems requiring repair in the distillery and parts of the winery
shed (in particular the cellars in both buildings), but that a range of options existed for addressing
them.

b}

& e Maranoa Regional Council (MRC) did not oppose the removal of Romavilla from the QHR.

& e A meeting between[[ 1 his heritage consultants and EHP heritage officers was held on

‘:f_, Wednesday 27 March 2013 following the QHC’s decision to discuss development plans for the
' place. A development application is soon to be made and will be informed by a meeting on-site in

Roma between all parties, to occur in mid-April 2013.
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CONSIDERATIONS

e Key Communication Messages: The decision of MRC to not oppose the removal of the Romavilla
Winery from the QHR received a reasonable amount of regional media coverage. A report in the
Western Star, Roma, on 15 February 2013 was picked up by 3 other newspapers in the following
week. While no submissions were received regarding this application, the Western Star article
prompted 3 members of the public to express to QHC their concern about the destruction of Roma’s
heritage buildings, including the Empire Hotel which had only recently been demolished. A holding
statement was prepared by Communications to outline QHC's decision regarding Romavilla Winery.
There has been no proactive QHC media and no post-QHC decision media items have appeared.
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CTS No. 06457/13

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

TO:
Protection

SUBJECT:

TIMEFRAME

Minister for Environment and Heritage

Abbot Point port expansion — Alternate proposal

* You asked for advice on this matter urgently.

RECONIMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

¢ note the preliminary information provided.

BACKGROUND

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice th

Chief of Staff .

K
Dated & st/ \ |

Approved Npt Approvved Noted
Further/information peduired

.................................

» The government has made a commitment to contain further port development to existing port areas

— port areas include strategic port land (landside areas under the direct control of port authorities)
- and port limits (marine areas under the control of government harbour masters).

e Various proposals to increase the capacity of Abbott Point port are currently being assessed. In all,
these will require about 3million m® of material to be dredged from the proposed wharf areas (from
180 hectares), with the material disposed offshore within the GBR Marine Park. Attachment 1
shows the planned developments and dredging areas (note that the government has refused the
proposed multi-cargo facility and terminals ‘T4 — T9’ shown on this plan).

» At present the applications lie only in the Commonwealth domain. The companies concerned are yet
to complete their environmental analysis of the dredging proposals.

CURRENT ISSUES
Environmental Qutcomes

» The primary issue is the proposed disposal of the dredged spoil, both from the initial dredging to
create the berthing pockets and ongeing dredging to maintain the required depth.

e The proposed development is.not withih the marine park but is within the GBR World Heritage Area.

 Disposal of this volume of spoil outside of the marine park is not considered feasible. '

» An alternative proposal has been suggested which would involve extending the new jetties into
deeper water so as to achieve a significant reduction in the volume of material required to be
dredged — a reduction from about 3 million m® to 500,000 m®.

« This lesser volume may mean that on-shore disposal may be feasible (within the adjacent Abbott

Point State Development Area).

e The current jetty is about 2.8 km in len

would have to extend to about 4 km.

e This means the new jetties and dredging would extend into the marine park (Attachment 2).

» Notwithstanding this, the ecological outcomes would be significantly better than the current
proposals, even more so if land-based spoil disposal becomes possible.

» We have been advised that recent unpublished modelling of the impact of at-sea dredged spoil
disposal is showing that fine grade material is moving much further and in much greater volumes
than previously projected ~ to an extent close to that flowing from the major river systems.

gth. The alternative proposal would mean the two new jetties

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority and the Commonwealth will use this modelling to

assess dredging proposals and are likely to adopt a very cautious approach to the assessment.

A central consideration is the relative risk of either option to the projects.
With the existing proposal there is a degree of risk that the Marine Park Authority and/or the

Commonwealth (under the EP and BC Act) will not issue the necessary dredging permits.

This is contrasted against the risk of Parliamentary processes associated with the alternative option.

Author

Name: John Lane

Position: Director, Environment Planning
Tel No: 3330 5864

Date: 2 April 2013

Cleared by

Name: Tony Roberts

Position: Deputy Director-General
Envirenmental Policy and Planni g\}
Tel No: 3330 599 schdpl.- \L.{'rl
Date: .

Recommended:
Name; Dean Ellwood
AlDirector-General
Tel No: 3330,6298
Date: /l.‘? "’t

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 78 of 290

Page 1




Project cost implications

We understand that, in conjunction with the Marine Park Authority and Marine Safety Queensland,
the port authority (NQ Bulk Ports — a government owed corporation) has been modelling the
alternative option and concluded it is operationally feasible.

There is a cost differential of an additional $360 million for the construction phase of the projects.
This is based on a construction cost for extending the jetty trestle and conveyor system of about
$70,000 to $100,000 per metre.

Total construction costs for the projects are in the order of $2 billion.

On the positive side, there is expected to be savings over the long term from a significantly reduced
requirement to undertake maintenance dredging.

It is understood that the proponents would prefer to go ahead with the current projects, given the
time and money already invested in the design and assessment process. However, they do face a
risk that the Marine Park Authority and/or the Commonwealth may refuse the application to dispose
of the dredged spoil in the marine park.

Without a major dredging component, and given the amount of assessment work completed already,
it is likely that development decisions for the alternative proposal coulmade expeditiously.

option to minimise overall risk.

:/H6wever, the proponents may wish to pursue both the existing approval process and the alternative
p

Marine park boundary change

It is assumed that Queensland agencies, port authority and operators would prefer all operations

(other than spoil disposal) to be undertaken outside of the marine park.

In discussions with the Chair (Russell Reichelt) and Executive Director (Andrew Skeats) of the

Marine Park Authority the proposed alternative approach appears to be enthusiastically supported

because of the positive ecological outcomes. However, these were personal views as the Authority’s

board has not considered the issue.

The Authority’s chair is also supportive of a boundary realignment to remove the project area from

the marine park.

However, changing the marine park boundary, even if there is no net loss of area (or even a net

gain), is complex and would take some time. The primary steps are:

- the GBR Marine Park Authority prepares a report

- this report is subject to a 60 day public consultation period

- the Commonwealth Environment Minister considers the report and prepares a resolution to
change the boundary

~ the resolution must be laid before the House of Representatives and the Senate for 15 sitting
days before motions of acceptance are moved

- assuming the motions are approved, the change is effected by proclamation made by the
Governor General.

The viability of the‘alternative proposal will depend on the positioning of the various stakeholders

who include:

- Commonwealth and State Government

- the various project proponents

-~ NQ Bulk Ports Corporation

- Conservation sector

— The Greens Party

- The World Heritage Committee.

Even with the full support of both governments, it is unlikely that this process could be completed

within the 2013 calendar year. Given the looming Federal election, the timing becomes uncertain.

Another option, suggested by the Marine Park Authority chair, would involve the Authority leasing the

area to the port authority (up to 99 years) and issuing a development permit.

The site is in a general use zone, sg there would be no statutory impediment to this occurring.

This option could be a useful Ir\xte/r'g measure while boundary changes are negotiated and finalised.
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Conservation sector views and offsets

° As indicated in discussion with the chair of GBRMPA, it is assumed that the Marine Park Authority

and the Commonwealth would expect an offset in exchange for their agreement to a boundary

change (in addition to reducing the dredging impacts).

It can also be assumed that an offset may involve adding an ecologically significant undeveloped

port area to the marine park, to achieve a conservation gain.

One possible area would be the Fitzroy River delta. This includes the marine areas around Balaclava

and northern Curtis Islands (refer Attachment 3). Another area may be part of the Townsville Port

area.

The Fitzroy delta option would achieve a better conservation outcome but preclude future

development of that area as an additional coal export port.

° It can be expected that conservation sector views will vary widely. However, some mainstream
groups, such as WWF and possibly the QCC and regional conservation groups, are quite likely to
support the alternate proposal.

e Other groups, who have a focus on closing down the coal and gas industries, are unlikely to publicly
agree to any proposal to expand coal export capacity anywhere. '

e Itis understood that conservation groups are lobbying the World Heritage Committee to list the GBR
as 'in danger’ based on their perceptions that, while the GBR strategic assessment is being
undertaken, the Queensland government is promoting coastal and port development, weakening
planning laws and relaxing vegetation management laws.

» The alternative development option may provide an important counter-balance to the conservation
sector views being put to the World Heritage Committee seeking t0 have the GBR World Heritage
Area listed as a property ‘in danger’.

Next steps
o The Coordinator-General and the Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning will
be critical players in pursuing the alternative development option.
e Their direct concerns will relate to additional costs for project proponents and additional time for
revised proposals to be considered and decided.
s They may have other concerns:
~ should the marine park boundary not be changed and a Marine Park Authority permit and lease
be required, they may be concerned about potential Commonwealth involvement in the oversight
of operations of the port facility
~ disposing of dredge spoil in‘'the adjacent Abbott Point State Development Area may raise
concerns that the disposal site may not be able to be developed, at least for a number of years
~ any offsets for a change in the:marine park boundary, such as the Fitzroy delta site, is likely to
be of concern as future port development options will be closed off.
o ltis considered that discussions between you, the Deputy Premier, Treasurer and Transport Minister
will be a necessary first step to gauge whole of government support for the proposal.
e Ministerial level support would enable agencies to pursue the alternate development proposal with
relevant parties,
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= Attachment 1: Abbott Point - current development proposals
¢ Aftachment 2: Port area showing GBR boundaries

e Aftachment 3: Fitzroy River delta

Author Cleared by Recommended:
Name: John Lane Name: Tony Roberts Name: Dean Ellwood
Position: Director, Environment Planning Position: Deputy Director-General AlDirector-General
Tel No: 3330 5864 Environmental Policy and Planning Tel No: 3330 6298
Date: 2 April 2013 Tel No: 3330 5990 Date¥' /4.

Date: ‘

Page 3
12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 80 of 290 g



Attachment 1

Abbott Point — Port development proposals
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Attachment 2
Abbott Point Port/GBR Marine Park Boundary

[ ] Port Limits Abbot Point 0o 05 1 2

B i ok I_L.WJ

m Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Boundary 1:50.000
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Fitzroy River Delta
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CTS No. 07245/13

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

T Deputy Premier and
Minister for State Development, Infrastructure
and Planning

AND:

Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

SUBJECT: 1 May 2013 Gladstone Healthy Harbour Partnership (GHHP) Meeting

TIMEFRAME

¢ Noting of this brief is required by 23 April 2013 to provide background for briefing scheduled for 24
April 2013 (8:30 AM) with the Deputy Premier and Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
in preparation for 1 May GHHP meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Ministers:

e note the purpose of the GHHP meeting and expectations of partners

e note the draft agenda and invitation list for the meeting (Attachment 1)
e note progress on GHHP related actions (Attachment 2).

BACKGROUND

» Partners endorsed the GHHP Stage 1 Framework (Attachment 3) on 23 November 2012. This was

drafted by all partners and included opportunities and value propositions for partners such as:

- “efficient, cost effective, coordinated and targeted monitoring and research activities focused on
GHHP needs and priorities, and management recommendations and action that removes any
monitoring and research duplication

- including existing industry and research effort to maximise and optimise value of investment
(both time and money) while improving the quality of the data generated from monitoring and
research programs (i.e. pooling resources to look at the big picture)

- facilitating cooperation between industry, research, community and government to pool the best
possible expertise to understand and manage Gladstone Harbour health

~ improving community.engagement, communication and confidence in the health and
management of the harbour by providing synthesised information in easy to understand
language, but without loss of scientific rigor

- contributing te.the development of Port Curtis (and/or appropriate sub-components thereof)
specific environmental values, water quality objectives and trigger values

- co-ordinating science and science communication products

- informing decision-making for users of the Gladstone Harbour

— assisting to secure the region’s tourism and marine recreation industries”.

-]

GHHP partners have been progressing the actions outlined in the GHHP Stage One Framework with
a view to Partnership formalisation in September 2013; specifically:

- funding models and governance

- community vision of a healthy Gladstone Harbour.

» The Funding Models Working Group is comprised of John Lane (EHP), Jim Singer (Rio Tinto);
Svetlana Androsava (Arrow), Paul Birch (Fitzroy Basin Association), Councillor Col Chapman
(Gladstone Regional Council} and Andy Steven (CSIRO).
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Their work will be presented to the GHHP meeting 1 May as an agenda paper (Attachment 4). It
includes a funding and contribution structure relating to different membership types; it does not
specify actual contributions from partners but recommends that this be determined at GHHP meeting
4 in June or July 2013. -

It is intended that the funding model will be discussed and decided at the 1 May 2013 GHHP
meeting.

The independent science panel is mapping the various water quality monitoring activities currently
being conducted in Gladstone Harbour to identify gaps and duplication. This information will assist
the panel design monitoring program that will be the basis of the Gladstone Healthy Harbour Report
Card.

The Deputy Premier and Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection are expected to address
the meeting.

The Coordinator General, Mr Barry Broe, has also advised that he will be attending, as will Mr
Andrew Chesterman, DG EHP.

CURRENT ISSUES

L]

sch3( 2)(1)(c) Cabinet matter - Budgetary process

Other issues to note include (refer to Attachment 2 for details):

- The interim chair'of the prospective GHHP is Paul Birch, who is also CEO of the Fitzroy Basin
Association (Regional NRM group)

- the GHHP independent science panel has been formed, chaired by Dr lan Poiner.

- Dr lan Peiner has also engaged a science convenor, Ms Emma Mclntosh, to progress actions of
the science panel.

- the government's final report of the Gladstone Harbour Integrated Aquatic Investigation Program
will be released once final analysis of tests have been received mid 2013.

- latest water quality survey results commissioned by the Department of Environment and Heritage
Protection from Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts as part
of the post 2013 flood monitoring, have found significantly elevated levels of aluminium from
water samples collected in the Boyne River with the source most likely to be in the upstream
catchment.

The meeting agenda papers will be available for the ministerial briefing scheduled for 24 March

2013.

Speech notes and a media release for Ministers will be provided through Media Services prior to the

1 May meeting.
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CONSIDERATIONS

o sch3(2)(1)(c) Cabinet matter - Budgetary process

e Consultation: An interdepartmental committee for senior officers is being established to ensure the
state position regarding GHHP is co-ordinated across agencies.

» Key Communication Messages: Media Services are aware that a media release will be required for
this event. The media services team are ready to draft a release as soon as confirmation is received
regarding state government funding for GHHP.

°  Premier's Commitment: At a media conference on 4 May 2013, the Premier announced the
Queensland Government’s intention to establish the Gladstone Healthy Harbour Partnership.

ATTACHMENTS:

e Altachment 1 - draft agenda for the GHHP meeling on 1 May 2013

e Attachment 2 — summary of progress on GHHP and related issues

e Attachment 3 — GHHP Stage 1 Framework

»  Aftachment 4 - Funding Models Working Group Draft Agenda Paper

9 7
o ol e 791801 13

Director-General, Department of Environment and
Heritage Protection

Approved Not approved Noted
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CTS No. 07535/13

Chief of Staff. pm——..... DK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated | ﬂ;/ /]
MINISTERIAL DEPUTATION BRIEFING NOTE Approved Not Approved Noted
Wednesday 17 April 2013 Further
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister
Protection Dated
SUBJECT: Green Cross Australia’s Business Adaptation Network funding proposal

PROPOSED DEP REP:

Megan Surawski, Climate Adaptation Strategy 3330 5825

EXTERNAL: Mara Bln, Chief Executive Officer, Green Cross Australia

BACKGROUND

On 13 March 2013, Ms Mara Bun, Chief Executive Officer wrote to you requesting a meeting to
discuss Green Cross Australia’s Business Adaptation Network initiative and potential Queensland
Government involvement and funding.

The Director-General, accompanied by Mr Rod Goodbun, Director, Sustainability Outcomes,
previously met with Ms Buin on 4 September 2012 to discuss collaboration opportunities between
Green Cross Australia and the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP).

On 7 February 2013, you attended the panel discussion for the-Minister's Environment Roundtable
at which Ms Bln gave a presentation on Green Cross Australia’s work focusing on its climate
adaptation communication activities.

CURRENT ISSUES

You are meeting with Ms Buin on Wednesday 17 April 2013 to discuss Green Cross Australia’s
Business Adaptation Network initiative.

Green Cross proposed the Business Adaptation Network to raise awareness of climate adaptation
and to build financial and physical resilience to climate variability across multiple sectors.

The Network is planned as a national industry forum to build capacity amongst business and
industry, transferring knowledge from larger corporate entities to medium to smaller business
operations.

Green Cross Australia is currently.engaging with the other states and territories, as well as with large
corporate groups including Norton Rose (law firm), BlueScope Steel and Arup, regarding partnership
and funding opportunities. New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania have indicated in-principle
support.

Sydney Water has:already agreed to support the network with funding and will be recognised as a
foundation partner in delivering this project.

While Green Cross aims to secure a target amount of between $100,000 and $150,000 prior to the
Network’s launch en 27 June 2013, the initiative has been designed so that it can be scaled down to
its Queensland base if the target amount is not reached.

Itis expected that Ms Bunn will seek financial support to further progress this initiative.

Contributing to the initiative could provide a relatively low-cost opportunity to disseminate the
Government’s message about increasing resilience. It could be considered an initiative under an
updated Queensland climate change adaptation strategy.

Green Cross’ proposal is drawing early interest from LGAQ, Ergon, Arup, and Stockland, and Green
Cross are expecting to attract organisations such as Growcom and Lend Lease. Queensland
Govegrnment support for this could provide an example of practical, low-cost, engagement on climate
agaptation and resilience within the corporate sector.

$25,000 one-off contribution could be made this financial year from Environmental Policy and
Planning’s existing budget allocation,

Author

Name: Megan Surawski
Position: Principal Policy Officer
Tel No: 07 3330 5825

Date: 11/04/2013 |

Cleared by

Name: Peter Hutchison

Position: ED

Tel No: 07 3330 5991

Date:

e 3 g vy |
Cleared by ¢ A |S¢h4
Name: Tony Robeits ~ ,3/%
Paosition: [DDG]
Tel No: (07) 3330 5990
Date:

Recommended:

Name: Andrew Chesterman
Director-General, DEHP
Tel No: 3330 6298

Dale:

File Ref:

12-439 DL File A{

iy Page 880290

Page 1 of 2




Proposal for Queensland Government Financial Contribution

Deputee Position

Ms Bun is expected to propose that the Queensland Government contribute funds to support the
Business Adaptation Network initiative.

Suggested Response

Acknowledge the role of organisations such as Green Cross in helping the broader community to
better understand and manage their climate risks.

Clarify that while the current fiscal environment makes it difficult to commit funding to some projects,
this initiative presents a potential low-cost opportunity to grow businesses’ knowledge and promote
corporate understanding of the resilience issues, _

Ask Ms Bun to confirm the extent of other partners’ current financial commitments.

Inquire as to the likelihood of attracting sufficient national support for Green Cross’ Australia-wide
Network proposal. _

Seek Ms Blin’s advice on what Green Cross could offer if a scaled-down, Queensland-only, option
emerged.

PTIONS:
1. |f satisfied, support the proposal as discussed OR
“Invite Ms Bun to submit a more detailed Queensland-based proposal for further consideration OR
3. Decline to support the concept at the current time.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

agew‘r. P(Uc,u.,ol. Dwdof Comms E\M/OWW‘"MH'
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CTS No, 07649/13

) Chief of Staff . ~
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Datid i %’7(1 ! 0:{2" |>ve 4 Notod
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE F]):Iil::h:r PP requied
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister... / f——4X
Protection Dated |

SUBJECT: Total Water Cycle Management transfer status

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister: ‘

e note the status of the agreed transfer of Total Water Cycle Management (TWCM) requirements to
the Department of Energy and Water Supply (DEWS). ’

BACKGROUND

e TWCM aims to improve the quality of water in waterways, reduce demand on potable water supplies
and reduce energy consumption.

e The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) and the Department of Energy and
Water Supply (DEWS) have agreed to deliver a more efficient and coordinated approach to TWCM.

 Local government TWCM planning requirements will be removed from the Environmental Protection
(Water) Policy 2009 (EPP Water) and TWCM incorporated in a performance based approach under
the Water Supply Safety and Reliability Act 2008 (Water Supply Act).

e DEWS is also developing by mid-year a draft 30 year water strategy for Queensland which will
include discussion about moving towards TWCM.

CURRENT ISSUES

 In consultation with the water sector, DEWS are currently developing an outcomes based regulatory
framework to replace the requirement for a number of water service provider management plans.
The framework involves annual reporting to Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and public reporting.

e EHP and DEWS are jointly developing KPls suitable to measure TWCM performance. TWCM will be
incorporated into the performance reporting regulatory framework under the Water Supply Act. The
framework is scheduled for implementation on 1 July 2014

e |sch3(2)(1)(a) Cabinet matter - For consideration by Cabinet

» Outcomes of consultation on the 30 year strategy for Queensland’s water sector may also shape the
administrative or legislative changes for TWCM. EHP’s response to DEWS on the discussion paper
for the 30 year strategy noted that the strategy should continue to promote the important role of a
TWCM approach to water planning and delivery to significantly assist long-term planning for cost-
effective environmental management. It was also noted that a TWCM approach to water business
also helps the development of innovative policy on water quality offsets and nutrient trading.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS r
}]Ls &%, A MGC—QL«:.—J ocuttonae —-V\D*L/Q.Q, Q_p\_e’

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:
Name: Stephen Fisher Name: Peter Hutchison Name: Tony Roberts Name: Andrew Cheslerman
Position: Snr Policy Officer Position: Executive Director, Pasition: Deputy Director- Position: Director-General
Tel No: 3330 5841 Environment & Water Quality General, Environmental Policy Tel No: 3330 6298
Date: 9 April 2013 Tel No: 3330 5991 and Planning Date: /_4".4' r
v Date: Tel No: 3330 5830
Date: 12 April 2013 Endorsed /%/—‘
Peter Hutchison .

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 90 of 290 Page 1 of 1



Rec'd - ODG

CTS No. 18395/12 schdp3( 3) Prejudice tf

Chief of Staff OK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated “40/ 05/ (
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved Nated

Further i
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage o
Protection Minister... .
Dated (¥
SUBJECT: Amendment of the Queensland Coastal Plan /
TIMEFRAME

e Approval is preferred by 5 April 2013 to enable the public consultation process for the amended
Queensland Coastal Plan (QCP) to coincide with the consultation process for the draft single State
Planning Policy (single SPP), proposed for mid April 2013.

RECOMMENDATION
It is reggmmended that the Minister:
o prove the draft amendments to the Queensland Coastal Plan including a'change of name to the

Coastal Management Plan (CMP) (Attachment 1)
f\/ngrove the release of the draft amended plan via a public notice to be published in the Queensland

overnment Gazette and the Courier Mail (Attachment 2)
approve the letters of advice to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Natural Resources and Mines;
Mjrister for National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing; Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and
orestry, and Minister for Local Government, Community Recovery and Resilience regarding the
proposed amendments (Attachment 3)
° prove letters of notification to local government and port authorities (to be sent by the department
on your behalf upon commencement of the public consultation period) as required by the Coastal
Protection and Management Act 1995 (Coastal Act) (Attachment 4) ‘

* note that because the intended consultation period for the coastal plan will occur concurrently with
the consultation period for the single SPP, to be released by the Deputy Premier, the actual
commencement date cannhot be detefmined until the Department of State Development,
Infrastructure and Planning advise of the SPP consultation period. However, a likely commencement
date will be mid April 2013.

BACKGROUND NS Cansiglen ‘f'l.wu.j ws.

« The government has decided to create an integrated State planning policy thaf will include all state
interests for planning and development purposes; including coastal protection.

e As a consequence of the single SPP, the State planning policy component of the QCP (SPP 3/11)

will need to be rémoved through a statutory amendment process. The coastal policies to be

incorporated into the-single SPP have been prepared following a review of the QCP undertaken

earlier this year.

Although the SPP 3/11 part of the QCP was suspended by the Deputy Premier in October 2012 via

the draft Coastal Protection State Planning Regulatory Provision (SPRP), it is expected that the

SPRP will be repealed with the commencement of the single SPP.

CURRENT ISSUES

It would be convenient to align the timing of the 2 statutory public consultation processes as the
primary change to the QCP is the removal of SPP 3/11.

With the removal of the planning and development policies, the amended QCP will provide guidance
about natural resource management activities not regulated under the Sustainable Planning Act
2009 (SPA).

The amended QCP is proposed to be renamed the Coastal Management Plan to reflect this change in
focus and address possible confusion about the respective purposes of the CMP and the single SPP.

L 17 MAR 2013,

sch3( 7) Information subject to legal professional privilege
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o The CMP is primarily intended to be implemented by State and local government coastal land
managers. However, the policies may also be of value for others such as port authorities, community
groups, traditional owners, owners of private coastal land, research organisations, businesses and
individuals involved in undertaking activities on the coast

= Changes to refine and update the management policies are also proposed. Key changes to these
policies include:

- stripping out unnecessary obligations on coastal managers (particularly local governments) in
relation to planning and reporting
- removing out-of-date information and potentially duplicative policy requirements
- simplifying policy statements and reorientating them to becoming statements of preferred
practice, rather than a requirement, and
- providing links for readers to the single SPP for coastal development policies.
o Attachment 5 provides a summary of the palicies included in the draft amended plan.

CONSIDERATIONS

o Consultation: Preliminary discussions have been held with the Local Government Association of
Queensland about the proposed amendments to the management policies. They have indicated a
preference not to engage councils at this time, but wait until the formal consultation period commences.

o EHP has consulted about the proposed amendments with relevant officers from the Department of
National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing (NPRSR)(in relation to management of the
conservation estate); Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF)(in relation to
fisheries and forestry resource management); and Department of Natural Resources and Mines
(NRM)(in relation to State land and cultural indigenous heritage).

e Minor changes were made to address matters raised by the State Land Management Division of
NRM and the Forest Products Division of DAFF. Broadly DAFF indicated they support the
amendments in principle, but may provide more detailed comments at a later stage.

e EHP has also written to Mr David Edwards, Director-General of DSDIP and Mr Craig Evans,
Director-General of the Department of Local Government Community Recovery and Resilience to
inform them about what is proposed. ,

o [Legislation: Chapter 2 of the Coastal Act sets out the process and considerations for making or
amending a coastal plan.

o The Coastal Act and SPA both require a statutory public consultation process when plans or policies
are made, amended or revoked. Publishing @ notice in the gazette and newspaper inviting public
submissions about the draft coastal plan; and the letters of advice to the Planning Minister, local
government and port authorities fulfil these requirements.

o Election Commitment: The Queensland Government made an election commitment to revisit the
QCP. Finalising the CMP, together with the making of the single SPP will meet this commitment.
Cabinet noted in December 2012 that the non-development component of the existing QCP will
become the Coastal Plan under the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
e  Attachment 1 - Draft amended Queensiand Coastal Plan

s Aftachment 2 — Draft Notice
e  Attachment 3 - Letters to Deputy Premier and other Ministers
s Aftachment 4 - Lelters to local government and port authorities
o Attachments - Summary of the draft amended Coastal Management Plan policies
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- Z\J} Hon Andrew Powell MP
*J Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

‘ Level 13
Ref s e 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brishane

Z APR 2013 Queensland 4001 Australia

Telephone +617 3239 0844
The Honourable Jeff Seeney MP ::;Ii[n:nev;ri?\;2;3@:)irigwgigterial.qld.gov.au
Deputy Premier and

Minister for State Development, Infrastructure and Planning

PO Box 15009

CITY EAST QLD 4002

Dear Deptw@ @%

lintend to begin public consultation about proposed amendments to the Queensland Coastal
Plan (coastal plan) concurrently with the consultation period forthe draft single State Planning
Policy (single SPP). Officers of the Department of Envirenment and Heritage Protection have
met with officers of your department and discussed this approach. My Director-General has
previously written to your Director-General providing a copy of the draft amended coastal
plan.

Draft amendments to the coastal plan remove the State planning policy 3/11 part, as revised
coastal planning and development policies are being incorporated into the single SPP. | am
also proposing minor changes to the remaining policies that guide natural resource
management outcomes for coastal land. The changes aim to reduce regulatory burden and
empower local governments to make decisions about their local coastal areas.

The amended coastal plan is primarily @imed at coastal land managers including state and local
government. | propose to rename the plan the ‘Coastal Management Plan’ to reflect this change
in focus.

I have enclosed a copy of the draft amended Coastal Management Plan for your reference.
This will be made available from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
website: www.ehp.qld.gov.au, along with details about making a submission upon
commencement of the public consultation period. | will forward you a copy of the corresponding
newspaper notice inviting public submissions once this has been finalised.

Note that following the conclusion of the public consultation and plan amendment process,
you will need to repeal State Planning Policy 3/11: Coastal Protection.

If you require further information please contact me or my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on
3239 0644.

Yours/sificerely

inister for Environment and Heritage Protection

Enc
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_‘_5_ Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

level 13
B S headpdla 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
Queensland 4001 Australia

Z APR 20?3 Telephone +617 3239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.qld.gov.au

The Honourable Dr John McVeigh MP
~Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

GPO Box 46

BRISBANE QLD 4001

Dear Mini t{/ 5&/\/
o C

I intend to begin public consultation about proposed amendments to the Queensland Coastal
Plan (coastal plan) concurrently with the consultation period for the draft single State Planning
Policy (single SPP). Officers of the Department of Enviranment and Heritage Protection have
met with officers of your department to discuss the proposed amendments.

Amendments to the coastal plan remove the State planning policy 3/11 part, as revised coastal
planning and development policies are being incorporated into the single SPP. | am also
proposing minor changes to the remaining policies that guide natural resource management
outcomes for coastal land. The changes aim to reduce regulatory burden and empower local
governments to make decisions about their local coastal areas.

The amended coastal plan is primarily aimed at coastal land managers including state and local
government. | propose to rename the plan the ‘Coastal Management Plan’ to reflect this change
in focus,

| have enclosed a copy of the draft amended Coastal Management Plan for your reference.
This will be madeavailable from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
website: www.ehp.qld.gov.au, along with details about making a submission upon
commencement of the public consultation period.

Further information on the single SPP and associated submission process is available on the
Department of State Development and Infrastructure and Planning website:
www.dsdip.qld.gov.au.

If you require further information please contact me or my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on
3239 0644.

Yougs sincerely

REW POWELL NiP
ister for Environment and Heritage Protection

Enc
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Hon Andrew Powell MP
3&&d Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Level 13
i TR 400 George Street Brishane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
Queensland 4001 Australia

2 APR ZDTB Telephone +617 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.au

The Honourable Andrew Cripps MP
Minister for Natural Resources and Mines
PO Box 15216

CITY EAST QLD 4002

Dear Ministér

| intend to begin public consultation about proposed amendments to the Queensland Coastal
Plan (coastal plan) concurrently with the consultation period forthe draft single State Planning
Policy (single SPP). Officers of the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection have
met with officers of your department to discuss the proposed amendments.

Amendments to the coastal plan remove the State planning policy 3/11 part, as revised coastal
planning and development policies are being incorporated into the single SPP. | am also
proposing minor changes to the remaining policies that guide natural resource management
outcomes for coastal land. The changes aim to reduce regulatory burden and empower local
governments to make decisions about their local coastal areas.

The amended coastal plan is primarily aimed at coastal land managers including state and local
government. | propose to rename the plan the ‘Coastal Management Plan’ to reflect this change
in focus.

| have enclosed a copy of the draft amended Coastal Management Plan for your reference.
This will be made available from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
website: www.ehp.qgld.gov.au, along with details about making a submission upon
commencement of the public consultation period.

Further information on the single SPP and associated submission process is available on the
Department of State Development and Infrastructure and Planning website:
www.dsdip.gld.gov.au.

If you require further information please contact me or my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on
3239 0644,

Yours sincerely

DREW POWELL MP
inister for Environment and Heritage Protection

nec
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: » Hon Andrew Powell MP

O Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Level 13
Ref CTS 1838512 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brishane
Queensland 4001 Australia

z APR 2013 Telephone +64 7 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.au

The Honourable Steve Dickson MP

Minister for Naticnal Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
PO Box 15187

CITY EAST QLD 4002

Dear I\{/Ilylef/ Lﬂ_g’ﬁ’“’

| intend to begin public consultation about proposed amendments to the Queensland Coastal
Plan (coastal plan) concurrently with the consultation period forthe draft single State Planning
Policy (single SPP). Officers of the Department of Envirenment-@and Heritage Protection
advised officers of your department of the proposed amendments.

Amendments to the coastal plan remove the State planning policy 3/11 part, as revised coastal
planning and development policies are beingincorporated into the single SPP. | am also
proposing minor changes to the remaining policies that guide natural resource management
outcomes for coastal land. The changes aim to reduce regulatory burden and empower local
governments to make decisions about their local coastal areas.

The amended coastal plan is primarily aimed at coastal land managers including state and local
government. | propose to rename the plan the ‘Coastal Management Plan’ to reflect this change
in focus,

[ have enclosed a copy of the draft amended Coastal Management Plan for your reference.
This will be made available from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
website: www.ehp.gld.gov.au, along with details about making a submission upon
commencemeént of the public consultation period.

Further information on the single SPP and associated submission process is available on the
Department of State Development and Infrastructure and Planning website:
www.dsdip.qgld.gov.au.

If you require further information please contact me or my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on
3239 0644.

Yousgsincerely

NDREW POWELL MP
inister for Environment and Heritage Protection

Enc
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* Hon Andrew Powell MP _
- Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

Level 13
i G- 1eapart2 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
Queensland £001 Australia

2 APR 2[]13 Telephone +617 3239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.au

The Honourable David Crisafulli MP

Minister for Local Government, Community Recovery and Resilience
PO Box 15031

CITY EAST QLD 4002

Deai/l\ﬂipisé D/\_,j\ S\

I intend to Begin public consultation absut proposed amendments to'the Queensland Coastal
Plan (coastal plan) concurrently with the consultation period for the draft single State Planning
Policy (single SPP). My Director-General has previously written to your Director-General
providing a copy of the draft amended coastal plan.

Amendments to the coastal plan remove the State planning policy 3/11 part, as revised coastal
planning and development policies are being incorporated into the single SPP. | am also
proposing minor changes to the remaining policies that guide natural resource manhagement
outcomes for coastal land. The changes aim to reduce regulatory burden and em power local
governments to make decisions about their local coastal areas.

The amended coastal plan is primarily aimed at coastal land managers including state and local
government. | propose to rename the plan the ‘Coastal Management Plan’ to reflect this change
in focus.

I have enclosed a copy of the draft amended Coastal Management Plan for your reference.
This will be made available from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
website: www.ehp.qld.gov.au, along with details about making a submission upon
commencement of the public consultation period.

Further information on the single SPP and associatéd submission process is available on the
Department of State Development and Infrastructure and Planning website:
www.dsdip.qld.gov.au.

If you require further information please contact me or my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on
32309 0644.

Youys sincerely

DREW POWELL MP
inister for Environment and Heritage Protection

Enc
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S
Queensland
Government

Department of
Environment and
Heritage Protection

Ref  CTS 18395/12

[Title] [First Name] [Last Name]
[Position]

[Organisation]

[Street Address]

[Suburb] [State] [Postcode}

Dear [Title] [Last Name]
Draft amended Queensland Coastal Plan

The Queensland Government is proposing to amend the Queensland Coastal Plan (coastal
plan). As required by sections 25 and 30 of the Coastal Protection and Management Act
1995 (Coastal Act), please find enclosed a copy of the draft amended coastal plan and
notice inviting submissions about it.

Please note that under the Coastal Act, a local government, port authority and port operator
must make a copy of the draft amended coastal plan available for inspection by the public
(refer to sections 25 and 30).

The draft amended coastal plan removes the planning and development part of the coastal
plan (State Planning Policy 3/11: Coastal Protection) and makes additional changes to the
‘State Policy for Coastal Management’ part to ensure their currency.

Revised coastal planning and development policies from State Planning Policy 3/11 have
been incorporated into the proposed single State Planning Policy (single SPP). The single
SPP has been prepared by the Department of State Development, Infrastructure and
Planning and is also subject to a public consultation process.

In future it is proposed that the coastal plan will only address management of the coast and
not coastal development. The coastal plan is proposed to be renamed the Coastal
Management Plan to reflect this change in focus and avoid any possible confusion about
the respective purposes of the plan and single SPP.

You are invited to make a submission about the draft amendments by 5pm on XXXX 2013.
Information about the proposed amendments and details about making a submission are
available on the department’s website www.ehp.gld.gov.au.

Level 10
400 George Street Brisbane
GPO Box 2454 Brishane
Queensland 4001 Australia
Telephone + 61 7 3330 5959
Facsimile + 61 7 3330 5996
Page 1 of 2 12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 98 of 290 Website www.ehp.ald.gov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485




Further information on the single SPP and associated submission process is available on
the Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning website at
www.dsdip.gld.gov.au.

Should you have any queries about the draft amendment or the submission process, please
contact Coastal Support at coastal.support@ehp.qgld.gov.au or on (07) 3330 5959.

Yours sincerely

John Lane
Director, Environment Policy and Planning

Enc
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Attachment 5

Coastal Management Plan - Policy Summary

Policy Principles

1

The physical features of coastal landforms which protect the community from
coastal hazards and provide amenity and economic value are preserved and
the physical coastal processes that maintain them are able to occur without
interruption.

Significant impacts on matters of state or national environmental significance
(MSNES) are avoided or offset and other nature conservation values are
conserved.

Aboriginal People and Torres Strait Islanders are the primary guardians,
keepers and knowledge holders of their cultural heritage and their connection
to coastal and marine resources should be maintained and enhanced.

Public access and use of the coast is maintained or enhanced for current and
future generations.

Allocating state coastal land or quarry materials avoids exposing vulnerable
land uses to coastal hazards and maintains coastal processes while providing
fair access to commercial opportunities and economic benefits for the State of
Queensland.

Managing and using coastal land is planned, monitored, reported on and
reviewed to achieve continuous improvement in management outcomes.

Knowledge of coastal resources and their management is shared with the
community and the community is engaged in decision-making processes and
activities that affect them.
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved

Further
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage .

: Minister
Protection

Dated

SUBJECT: Overseas Travel Approval - Nigel Holmes

TIMEFRAME
o Timeframe to coincide with finalisation of arrangements to attend the conference seminar and
workshop and deliver a seminar paper on 18 March 2013.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recopfmended that the Minister:

o approve the attached overseas travel application for Nigel Holmes to attend the 5™ International
irefighting Foam conference seminar and workshop in Manchester, United Kingdom.

BACKGROUND

o Fluorinated foams, some containing persistent organic pollutants that.are banned in a number of
overseas countries are still stockpiled in Queensland.

o The conference seminar and workshop provides worldwide trends in phasing out and regulating
these toxic foam products.

CURRENT ISSUES

e The Queensland Government has not yet fully identified the risks of the continued use of fluorinated
foams.

e Queensland needs to be pro-active in phasing out fluorinated foams using reasonable operational
policies within acceptable time frames based on overseas models that work.

CONSIDERATIONS

e Budget. Funding sourced externally by conference organisers and attendee with the attendee taking
recreational leave to attend

o Key Communication Messages: Positive reinforcement of Queensland Government being proactive
in environmental management

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
s Altachment 1 - Overseas Travel Approval
s Attachment 2 - Overseas Travel Addendum

Author Cleared by Recommended: /
Name: Michael Short Name: Dean Ellwood \/ Name: Andrew Cheslerman
Pasition: Chief Advisor Incident Position: DDG ESR DG, DEHP
[I\_nanagement Tel No: 3330 5628 Tel No: 3330 6298
el No: 3330 6712 123 Ja 0 . =
Date:21 January 2013 ‘ pate: 2 nuary? 13f:‘ndorsed pate: @71 13 Endas ea//,
12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 101 of 2P0

File Ref; (Remove if N/A) Page 1



1T 90 BRI sch4p4( 6) Personal informat
~ CTS No. 07343/13 ghlefdof S{agj b
: ate
Approved ca‘{App:c%e Not§

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

PREMIER BRIEFING NOTE Further

Minister .....

TO: Premier 1(’4 ’ Dated

SUBJECT: Port of Brishane Dredging - Temporary Emissions Licence/

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Premier note:

* On 21 February 2013, the Port of Brisbane (PoB) was issued with a Temporary Emissions
Licence (TEL), allowing them to dredge 500,000 cubic metres of deposited silt, and dispose of it
at Mud Island within Moreton Bay.

e On 28 March 2013, a further TEL was issued, allowing an additional 300,000 cubic metres of

deposited silt to be dredged. It is estimated that 120,000-150,000 cubic metres of that amount
has been dredged to date.

e PoB has subsequently advised it will cease emergency dredging operations as they are unwilling

to accept a condition of the second TEL that the activity must not cause serious environmental
harm.

BACKGROUND

e The recent severe weather events caused increased sedimentation at the Port of Brisbane. This has
impacted on shipping access to the port and dredging is required to allow for normal operations.

e PoB holds an approval to dredge, however a TEL was reguired as PoB was unable to comply with a
condition requiring sediment sampling and analysis to'demenstrate suitability for unconfined ocean
disposal of dredge spoil in accordance with National Assessment Guidelines for Dredging (NAGD)
prior to dredging.

o Following consultation with EHP PoB applied for a TEL on 20 February 2013 to permit dredging of
500,000 cubic metres of deposited silt and disposing of it at Mud Island within Moreton Bay. EHP
approved the TEL on 21 February based on a risk assessment and consideration of the nature of
sediments deposited following the 2011 flood event.

* On 26 March 2013 PoB advised EHP that sampling analysis results indicate that sediment from all
sample sites exceeds the NAGD screening level for the organochlorine pesticide DDE. In addition
PoB advised of a need to reanalyse DDT given anomalies in results caused by testing methods.

o This advice was provided near practical completion of the 500,000 cubic metres dredging granted by

the initial TEL.

» These contaminants are persistent organic pollutants that can remain actjve for decades and can
potentially bioaccumulate through the food chain. Exceeding the NAGD screening level does not
necessarily equate tora.contamination problem but it does trigger the need for further analysis,
including elutriate and bioavailability testing.

o Concurrently PoB requested approval to dredge a further 300,000m3 of material and applied for a
second TEL on 27 March 2012 which was approved on the following day subject to PoB satisfying
itself that it could conduct the activity without causing serious environmental harm.

CURRENT ISSUES

e EHP included a condition in the new TEL which stated that the activity must not cause ‘serious
environmental harm’,

* PoB has advised that it will not accept any risk or liability associated with causing serious
environmental harm and will cease dredging operations leaving the port in a degraded state. EHP
estimates that a further 150,000-180,000 cubic metres requires removal (out of 800,000 cubic
metres applied for under both TELs) and is not aware of the impact this has on shipping access.

RECEIVED
Author Cleared by Cleared hy Recommended: | 3 APR Z019
Name: Bryce Hertslet Name: Andrew Connor Name: Dean Ellwood Name: Andrew Chesterman
Position: Regional Manager Position:ED Position: DDG DG, DEHP
Tel No: 5459 6124 Tel No: 3330 6335 Tel No: 3330 5628 Tel No: 3330 6298 .
Date: 10 April 2013 Date:10 April 2013 Date: 10 April 2013 % ol
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PoB has been advised that the principal issue will be with access of bulk oil tankers to the oil

refineries. PoB advise that contingency plans are in place to allow for operations; however these are
not efficient and will impact on production.

spoil is contaminated with persistent organic pollutants.

In the absence of further analysis results neither EHP nor PoB can quantify the risk that the dredge

Despite being aware that NAGD screening levels were exceeded for all locations sampled on 26

March 2013, it is apparent that PoB did not commence bioavailability testing required by NAGD until

the week commencing

8 April 2013.

PoB have advised that the dredge equipment needs to be moved to Bundaberg for emergency

dredging and they cannot wait for the results of further testing in Brisbane. Due to the TEL risk on
PoB they have elected to move the dredge equipment without completing the emergency works.

Since the TEL approval the department had received the results from additional sampling and

elutriate testing. These results reveal that the DDT levels are below the threshold and that the risk
of the DDE being soluble in the water column is low. However, the bioavailability sampling has only
just commenced and the results are not expected for 2 — 6 weeks. This test will indicate the risk
associated with the transfer of DDE into benthic organisms exposed to the contaminant. This is of
particular concern to the department given that Moreton Bay is used as a commercial and
recreational fishery, which relies on benthic fauna as the foundation of the aquatic food chain.

ithin the National Assessment Guidelines for Dredging 2009 and unconfined ocean disposal could

.‘/Iy)(e bioavailability testing provides results below the threshold then the sampling results would be

occur under PoB’s current ordinary approval — no TEL is required.

s The PoB have advised that they do not have any other option for disposal of the emergency dredge
spoil. One option that can be considered is the placement of the material in the Port expansion
area, however the PoB state that this is not viable at this time as it has no new cells prepared to
receive material. It is not apparent what strategic plans.the PoB has developed to address this
business risk moving forward.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
(ﬂoo{ [am,( ,

ATTACHMENTS
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«  Attachment 1: Timeline of Events — Port of Brisbane TEL
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Timeline of Events — Port of Brisbane TEL

31/01/2013

08/02/2013

08/02/2013

08/02/2013

15/02/2013

18/02/2013

20/02/2013

21/02/2013

26/03/2013

Email from Glen Brown to Andrew Connor indicating a discussion held between him
and Patrick Quirk from Maritime Safety QLD regarding the dredging requirements for
the Port of Brisbane navigational channels. The advice indicates that the existing
approvals cover their dredging requirements and the event was not as severe as the
2011 flood event.

Initial contact from Port of Brisbane regarding potential requirement for a
Temporary Emissions Licence (TEL).

Meeting held between EHP and Port of Brisbane (PoB) to discuss the potential
requirement for a TEL to facilitate emergency dredging and disposal at Mud Island.
At this meeting PoB indicated that they had not yet taken sediment samples to
assess levels of contamination. PoB were advised by EHP to-arrange a meeting prior
to submission of the TEL to check that all legislative requirements were addressed
within the application.

Email sent from Kerynne Birch to PoB indicating the requirements of an application
for a TEL and the contact information for Neil Tripodifrom DSITIA (to attain
information regarding the development of a Sampling and Analysis Plan).

Meeting held between PoB, NPRSR representatives and EHP to discuss requirements
of a TEL application. At this meeting, PoB representatives indicated that sampling
according to the National Assessment Guidelines for Dredging (NAGD) may be
returned by the time capacity in the Future Port Expansion area (FPE) would be
exhausted and disposal at Mud Island was required. This meant that PoB could
potentially comply with conditions of their development approval, and hence the
TEL would not be required.

PoB contacted EHP and indicated that the situation had changed and the capacity at
the FPE would be exhausted within 2 to 3 days. PoB had not received all results from
laboratory analysis and stated their intention to apply for a TEL to allow disposal of
dredge spoil at Mud Island without completion of analysis as required under the
NAGD.

PoB apply for a TEL at 4.00pm.

EHP assess TEL and approve as applied for at 4.00pm. TEL in force until 30 April
2013.

PoB contact EHP indicating that sampling analysis results indicate that sediment
from all sample sites exceeds the NAGD screening level of the organochlorine
pesticide DDE. PoB also indicate that the conditioned amount in the TEL of 500 000
cubic metres of spoil is nearly exhausted and an additional 300 000 cubic metres of
spoil requires removal from the PoB navigation channels. PoB request an
amendment to the TEL.
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27/03/2013

27/03/2013
28/03/2013

5/04/2013

5-10/04/2013

Meeting held between EHP, PoB (including Worley Parsons consultants), DSITIA,
DTMR and NPRSR to discuss the situation, particularly the situation surrounding
analysis of the organochlorine pesticide DDT and increased levels of reporting. EHP
advised that due to the updated information regarding the potential risk to receiving
environment, EHP would not amend the original TEL. EHP advised PoB to apply for a
new TEL if required.

PoB apply for a second TEL at 5.25pm.
EHP issues a second TEL at 5.12pm.

PoB advise they are not prepared to accept any risk of causing serious environmental
harm as a result of dredge spoil disposal and uncertainty about dredge spoil quality.

EHP continues to negotiate with PoB seeking alternative solutions.
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Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Approved
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Further in

. 2 g Minister... ...«
TO: Minister for E onment and Her e

ister for Envir an itag Dated 07 B2 13

f

Protection

SUBJECT: Urgent amendment to Chapter 7, Part 8 and Chapter 12, part 3A of the
Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act)

TIMEFRAME

 Approval of this brief is requested by 12 March 2013, to enable urgent engagement with industry on
proposed amendments to Chapter 7, Part 8 of the EP Act.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:
e _ appfrove consideration of amendments to the EP Act to improve processes for the assessment,
anagement and remediation of contaminated land in Queensland. Q{,__sr_,w A

BACKGROUND

e In 2001, the former Envirenmental Protection Agency introduced a voluntary third party reviewer
(TPR) process for reports on contaminated land assessment, management and remediation. This
was an administrative measure and had no statutory basis.

e In 2012, the Environmental Protection (Greentape Reduction)-and Other Legislation Amendment Act
2012 (Greentape Reduction Act) gave statutery recognition to the role played by TPRs by:
o providing for ‘approved auditors’ under a new Chapter 12 Part 3A in the EP Act;
o including the evaluation of site investigation reports, validation reports and draft site management
plans (including amendments) in the functions of approved auditors; and

o providing that only an approved auditor or EHP itself may perform an auditor's functions.
sch3( 7) Information subject to legal professional privilege

°

EHP does not have appropriately qualified and experienced technical staff that can perform auditor
- functions for contaminated land assessments.

CURRENT ISSUES

e The three options for dealing with the issues raised above are:

(@) amend the EP Act to require (or allow EHP to require) the use of approved auditors for
contaminated land assessments or, if an auditor cannot be used, allow EHP to recover its costs
of performing the auditor functions;

(b) outsource EHP's performance of-an auditor's functions for contaminated land assessments to
specialised consultants and have the community bear the cost of that outsourging; or

(c) recruit specialised EHP staff to perform auditor functions for contaminated land assessments and
have the community bear the cost of performing those functions.

OptienA(a) is the likely preferred option. It is noted that in circumstances where an applicant uses an
auditor, EHP can reduce its assessment times by approximately 75% (i.e. 20 business days down to
SMusiness days). Further, the applicant's use of an auditor increases the applicant’s certainty in the
ssessment outcome due to the applicant’s ability to extensively engage with the auditor prior to
submitting final reports for EHP approval. It is also relevant to note that it is fundamental to the

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:

Name: Lindsay Delzoppo Name: Glen Brown Name: Dean Ellwood Name: Andrew Chesterman
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achievement of the objects of the EP Act that persons who gause environmental harm are required
to pay the costs and penalties associated with the harm, and the vast majority of contaminated land
assessments relate to work by entities responsible for causing the contamination, or developers who
have knowingly purchased contaminated land and hence have assumed the cost burden assaciated
with its remediation. Mandating the use of auditors uses market mechanisms to regulate the cost
and efficiency of auditor services.

o Option (b) is likely to result in longer assessment timeframes for moderate and high level complexity
sites than are currently legislated. lt is alsa likely to result in less certainty for applicants due to their
inability to extensively engage with the relevant assessor prior to submitting final reports for EHP
approval. This option also has the potential to increase EHP litigation costs due to the reduced
certainty of outcomes for applicants. Outsourcing without cost recovery transfers contamination

sessment costs to the community rather than the poliuter {or those who have assumed the

lluter's liability). It is estimated that outsourcing moderately complex assessments would cost
EHP $10k to $30k per assessment. Current mocels show approximately 40 maderately complex
assessments are submitted each year (i.e. cost of $400k to $1.2M per year). Sites with high
complexity are likely to have a much higher cost per assessment (e.g. $100k+), but occur less
frequently.

o  Option (c) is also likely to involve longer assessment timeframes for moderate and high level
complexity sites than are currently legislated. It is also likely to result in less gertainty for applicants
< as a result, increased litigation costs. Employing specialised staff without cost recovery also
ansfers contamination assessment costs to the community rather thamthe polluter (or those who
have assumed the polluter’s liability). To carry out the 40 moderately complex assessments per year
HP would likely require 2 -3 employees at the PO5 level. This equates to an approximate wage
cost of up to $300,000 per year, plus on costs. Assessing high complexity sites would likely require
additional support, perhaps through outsourcing. It is likely to be difficult to attract and retain
suitable staff for these roles due to competition with the private sector.

CONSIDERATIONS

o Budget: Mandating the use of auditors will significantly reduce EHP's time and cost of contaminated
land assessments and will allow existing resourges to focus on cempliance activities. This is
consistent with EHP's present regulatory strategy.  Not requiring the use of auditors is likely to cost
EHP at least $400k to $1.2M per year and result in higher litigation costs (employing specialised
staff is likely to be practically unachievable), There would also be an additional cost for assessing
high-level complexity sites in years that was required.

o Consultation: Prior consultation with the contaminated land industry has indicated that levels of TPR
engagement are falling commensurate with market knowledge that TPRs are not strictly required to
be engaged for assessments. This suggests that the advice that applicants are likely fo transfer
assessment costs to EHP rather than engage auditors under the Greentape Reduction Act
provisions is correct. Further consultation would occur as part of the EP Act amendments proposed
above.

o Key Communication Messages: The Greentape Reduction Act has already attracted significant
comment by key stakeholders in this area and the proposed changes to the EP Act are a refinement,
rather than reformation, of amendments already made. An “auditor’ based approach is consistent
with the National Environmental Protection Measure (NEPM) for Assessment of Site Gontamination,
which is followed by all jurisdictions in the assessment and management of contaminated land.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:
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Dated &

SUBJECT: Impediments to mobile batching plant

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

e note the response to his request for information following his meeting with Mr Steve Payne of
Sequel Drilling.

BACKGROUND

e The Minister met with Mr Payne, who explained that in the past his business had unsuccessfully

attempted to gain approval for a ‘mobile batching plant’. EHP assumes this is a reference to a
concrete batching plant.

e The Minister has requested a briefing note on the current impediments for this kind of activity and
‘whether the green tape reduction initiatives mean it may be considered favourably.

CURRENT ISSUES

e No records could be found of any application for a development approval by Sequel Drilling or Mr
Steve Payne.

e ERA 43 Concrete batching will be deleted from 31 March 2013 following amendments to the
Envirorimental Protection Regulation 2008, so no approval from EHP under the Environmental
Prgtection Act 1994 (EP Act) will be required for concrete batching whether it is in a fixed location or

\ obile and temporary.
\oﬁHP will work with the relevant industry body to develop a code of practice for concrete batching to
give guidance on how this activity can comply with the general environmental duty.
e While an approval under the EP Act will not be required for concrete batching, the activity may need

a development approval for othertriggers under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009. For example, it
may be assessable under the local government planning scheme.

CONSIDERATIONS

o Key Communication Messages: The deletion of ERAs as part of the Greentape Reduction Reforms

will mean an approval under the EP Act will not be needed for a mobile concrete batching plant after
31 March 2013.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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Protection Minister... £/, ek . coi v
Dated !, )
SUBJECT: Review of Sulphur Dioxide Brochure — Mount Isa Mines Limited

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

o note that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) has reviewed Xstrata
Mount Isa Mines’ (XMIM) draft Sulphur Dioxide Information Brochure (Brochure) and concluded that
it is a beneficial resource for the Mount Isa community to provide advice about air quality issues.

BACKGROUND

° On 30 November 2012, XMIM provided EHP with a draft brochure (Attachment 1) which was

developed as part of the EHP initiated Sulphur Dioxide Communication Strategy to inform the Mount
Isa community about the risks of sulphur dioxide, and the measures heing implemented by XMIM to
address any associated health related problems.

e The Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection was briefed on 21 December 2012 on a range
of air quality matters relating to Mount Isa, and requested an update following EHP’s review of the
draft brochure (Attachment 2 — CTS19355/12).

CURRENT ISSUES

e EHP’s review of the draft brochure considered that it is-a beneficial tool for ensuring the Mount Isa
community is informed about the issues and risks associated with sulphur dioxide and will assist in
allowing the public to make informed decisions about air quality issues.

o EHP considers that the brochure should form part of a larger community engagement and
communication strategy so that the Mount Isa community has access to clear and accurate advice
regarding air quality and health issues in Mount Isa.

e EHP noted two minor issues during the review; one related to the incorrect representation of wind
direction graphs and the second, an omission of a footnote, EHP has provided this feédback to
XMIM \/

e EHP continues to liaise with XMIM to ensure a clear ongoing communication strategy is in place to
keep the Mount Isa community.informed of the air quality matters in Mount Isa.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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e Attachment 2 — Ministerial Briefing Note CTS19355/12
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Dated

SUBJECT: Mount Isa Air Quality Monitoring Network i

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

» note that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) plans to launch a live data
webpageto display EHP and Xstrata Mount Isa Mines’ (XMIM) air quality monitoring data for Mount
Isa;

e nofe that the current air quality monitoring has identified that Xstrata may breach the annual lead

mit at two of XMIM’s monitoring stations (pending results for December 2012);

o/ note that XMIM's monitoring network has recorded particulate matter readings above the limit
allowed for in the site’s Transitional Environmental Program (TEP:

e note that XMIM has provided EHP with a draft Sulphur Dioxide Information Brochure as part of the
Sulphur Dioxide Communication Strategy required through the site’s TEP.

BACKGROUND

e As part of XMIM’s transition to regulation under the Envirenmental Protection Act 1994, the site’s
Environmental Authority (EA), issued 16 December 2011, has requirements to expand the existing
air quality monitoring network and comply with the ambient air quality requirements set out in the
Environmental Protection (Air) Policy 2008 (Air EPP).

e As XMIM could not meet all the contemporary air quality requirements when the Environmental
Authority was issued, EHP has subsequently approved a TEP to allow a further transition period to
meet contemporary air quality standards. It is noted that the lead limits are not subject to the TEP,
and XMIM must meet the limit in the EA.

CURRENT ISSUES
EHP Air Quality Web Page
 To ensure the Mount Isa. community has access to relevant real-time air quality information, EHP
required as part of the EA negotiations, that XMIM provide air quality data obtained through the
company’s network of air monitoring stations in Mount Isa to EHP. EHP intends to launch an
updated web page for air quality data in Mount Isa which will include:
o Most recent data from XMIM’s ambient monitoring network and EHP's two monitoring
stations;
\o Simple visual indicators of real time air quality in Mount Isa. As many of the air quality
- standards are based on annual averages, EHP intends to provide an indicative, hon-
legislative guide to allow the community to make informed decisions based on real time
air quality data; J
Information on XMIM'’s regulatory air quality limits, to provide transparency with XMIM’s
performance against their environmental requirements: and
o Near real time image of the emissions from XMIM site to provide a visual indication of
mine emissions.

e EHP is currently awaiting XMIM to resolve information technology concerns with the Department of
Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA) regarding the transfer of data
prior to the web page going live. DSITIA are working with XMIM to resolve data transfer issues.

¢ Once all technical issues have been resolved, EHP will advise XMIM of the website changes prior to
the updated webpage going live.

 The Minister's office will be alerted to the proposed go live date as soon as it is known from DSITIA.
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Current Air Quality — Lead

» Under XMIM’s EA, ambient lead levels in the atmosphere must not exceed the limit set out in the Air
EPP of 0.5ug/m® when monitored at XMIM’s monitoring network in Mount Isa.

o This limit is based on 12 months of data averaged over the calendar year.

o EHP has reviewed the ambient lead data to date, which has highlighted that two of the monitoring
stations are at risk of exceeding the 0.5ug/m® annual limit.

e While EHP won't be able to determine compliance until late January (as there is an approximate 4
week lag time for analysing the samples in the laboratory), if these two stations record similar
ambient lead levels in December 2012 as they did in December 2011, then the stations won't meet
the limit set out in the EA.

o Should these stations not meet the limit set out in the EA, then EHP will immediately brief the
Minister’s office and consider an appropriate compliance response which may include for example the
issue of statutory notice to XMIM to investigate the cause of the exceedance and identification of
mitigating strategies.

Current Air Quality — Particulate Matter (PM10)

o Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (referred to as PM10) are particles that are small
enough to enter the human respiratory system. According to the World Health Organisation, chronic
exposure to particles of this size contributes to risk of developing cardiovascular and respiratory
diseases.

o The EA sets a daily PM10 limit of 50 pg/m®, which is based on the Air EPP.

e As natural events, such as bushfires or dust storms can also cause elevated levels of PM10, the EA
and Air EPP allows 5 days per year where the PM10 limit can be exceeded to allow for natural
events.

e Under the TEP, in 2012 XMIM is allowed up to 12 days where the PM10 level is exceeded. This was
to account for natural events until such time as XMIM could effectively understand the background
level of PM10 in the region and implement further dust control strategies.

» To date, XMIM has recorded 22 exceedences of the PM10 limit since approval of the TEP in April
2012.

o XMIM has investigated these events and determined that a large amount of the exceedances were
related to bushfires, however, one exceedence was likely attributable to mining activities, and several
others may have been partly contributed to by the mine.

argues that the wording of the TEP is unclear, and they are of the view that the 12

exgeedences should only relate to exceedences caused by the mine.

P is of the view that the 12 exceedences are to account for the natural events,

EHP intends to discuss with XMIM a strategy for clearly and quickly identifying whether an

exceedence of the PM10 limit is due to mine related activities or not.

e Once an agreed strategy for assessing and responding to PM10 exceedences has been developed,
the TEP will be reviewed for clarity, and if required, amended to ensure a clear and transparent
structure for responding to PM10 exceedances until such time as XMIM meets the limits set out in the
site’s EA.

Draft Sulphur Dioxide Information Brochure

= On 30 November 2012, XMIM provided EHP with a draft Sulphur Dioxide Information Brochure (refer
Attachment 1) which was developed as part of the Sulphur Dioxide Communication Strategy to
inform the community of Mount Isa of the risks of Sulphur Dioxide, and measures to prevent or
minimise health related problems.

o The Sulphur Dioxide Communication Strategy was a requirement of the approved TEP.

» Queensland Health has been liaising with XMIM with respect to the health based risks of Sulphur
Dioxide and the measures to reduce risk of health-related Sulphur Dioxide issues.

o EHP is currently reviewing the brochure with assistance from the DSITIA, to establish whether the
brochure provides clear and accurate advice to the Mount Isa community regarding the risk of
Sulphur Dioxide, XMIM’s regulatory requirements, and advice on what to do if people experience
respiratory effects.
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o EHP will provide feedback to XMIM on the content of the Draft Sulphur Dioxide Information Brochure
prior to distribution to the Mount Isa community in late December 2012 via a letter drop.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ASSCENAG _§-

ﬁéast puovide ufcia-k_ fg‘:”"""‘tj
SL/‘P\’M “Diex ida ‘-«9 b (ochige .

ATTACHMENTS

e Altachment 1 — XMIM's Draft Sulphur Dioxide Information Brochure

A
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Further ififgrmation r d
Minister... 74 oo
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Dated
Protection /

SUBJECT:  Meeting between the Minister and Chief Executive Officer, Arrow Energy Limited

BACKGROUND
o The Minister is scheduled to meet with Andrew Faulkner, Chief Executive Officer, Arrow Energy
Limited (Arrow).

o This briefing note contains a summary of current issues concerning the Department of Environment
and Heritage Protection (EHP) and Arrow.

CURRENT ISSUES

o Five current issues have been identified:

Regulated dams;

Biodiversity offsets:

|s.7sB(2) |

Great Barrier Reef Strategic Assessment; and
Assessment of Arrow gas projects.

O

O 00 o0

- Regulated dams

e Coal seam gas (CSG) operators are required to comply with the current version of EHP’s Manual for
Assessing Hazard Categories and Hydraulic Performance of Dams, February 2012 (the Manual).

o Existing dams are currently required to be transitioned to a standard that is consistent with the
Manual.

e The key issue regarding this requirement is the timeframe within which the transition is to occur.

o EHP understands that the Minister has previously supported a risk assessment approach, with a
timeframe of five years for regulated dams in the coal mining industry; however it is unclear if this
ruling should also extend to dams operated as part of CSG activities.

o Arrow has stated that arisk assessment approach should be adopted for existing dams. The risk
assessment approach would be based on the contaminants contained within the dam, as well as the
performance of the.dam since its commissioning.

Suggested response

e Areview of the Manual will address predominantly resource sector concerns and is due to
commence in April 2013.

e | sch3(2)(1)(a) Cabinet matter - For consideration by Cabinet

Issue — Biodiversity Offsets

o EHP has recently engaged in discussions with Arrow about the lmplementa’uon of the Queensland
Biodiversity Offsets Policy 2011 (QBOP) for impacts o State significant biodiversity values (SSBVs)
as a result of petroleum activities.

e Arrow has expressed concerns with the current framework described in the QBOP for protected

fauna species in relation to when work stoppages are required.

e Arrow has expressed a concern that constant work stoppages will have serious ramifications for the

delivery of its CSG exploration and production activities planned for 2013.
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Suggested response

e EHP has been working with Arrow to resolve this issue, and is committed to putting in place an
appropriate condition concerning timeframes.
o EHP is working with interested parties including APPEA in undertaking a review of Queensland
Government environmental offset policies.
o A meeting was held with APPEA on 19 November 2012 and was attended by Helen Wood from
Arrow. Further meetings will be scheduled with APPEA as the policy is developed.
o Any feedback Arrow has with respect to the QBOP can be provided through this avenue or directly to
Scott Buchanan, Ecosystem Outcomes, Conservation and Sustainability Services Division on
3330 6110, or scott.buchanan@ehp.qgld.gov.au.

s.78B(2)

- Great Barrier Reef Strategic Assessment

e  Atameeting in July 2011, UNESCQ's World Heritage Committee expressed "extreme concern" at
the Queensland and Australian Government's backing of LNG processing plants at Curtis Island.

[+

It was suggested in the notes of the meeting that the projects could affect the "overall universal

value" of the Great Barrier Reef and called for a comprehensive strategic assessment of the reef,
including a long-term plan for sustainable development.
o In response, the Great Barrier Reef Strategic Assessment (GBRSA) is being conducted in two

processes:

o A strategic assessment for the Great Barrier Reef coastal zone; and
o A strategic assessment for the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area.

o Terms of reference were finalised for the strategic assessments in August 2012 following a public
review of draft terms of reference. A consultation report was also prepared by the Commonwealth
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities.

o The Deputy Premier has set up a consultation group (Stakeholder Reference Group) with the
Queensland Resources Council representing the -resources sector and there is also a ministerial

committee.

e A program report (which describes the various statutory and non- statutory planning, development
- and natural resource management systems being assessed) and the assessment report (which
evaluates how well the ‘program’ protects matters of national environmental significance) are
expected to be finalised in the next few days (initial drafts only).

Suggested response

e The Commonwealth has appointed independent reviewers who will review the draft reports before
they are signed off by Queensland for forwarding to the Commonwealth Minister.
o Once approved by the Commonwealth Minister, the draft reports will be released for public review.
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o

After the public review, the Commonwealth Minister will consider the classes of action that might be
given to Queensland to decide (without Commonwealth involvement)

Issue — Assessiment of Arrow gas projects

4]

EHP is currently managing the assessment by Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) of the Arrow
Bowen Pipeline Project, the Surat Gas Project and the Bowen Gas Project.

Alt three projects are linked to the Arrow Energy LNG Plant project currently being assessed by EIS
as a ‘significant project’ managed by the Coordinator-General.

EHP is awaiting release of the supplementary EIS and following a review of the EIS, EHP will
provide comment and recommendations to the Coordinator-General on relevant aspects of the
project regulated by EHP. |

EHP is awaiting a response from Arrow in relation to comments received on the EIS for the Surat
Gas project. This response is due on 28 March 2013, but indications are that Arrow will require
additional time to complete its response. There were a substantial number (1 60) of submissions
made on the EIS, :

EHP has worked closely with Arrow to ensure the EIS documents released for review adequately
address the final terms of reference.

Suggested response

(=]

By 15 February 2013, EHP will need to issue a notice to Arrow on the EIS for the Arrow Bowen
Pipeline Project EIS to be released for public comment.

Arrow has also prepared an EIS for the Bowen Gas Project and EHP will need to determine, by 22
February, whether the EIS is suitable for release for public review.

EHP has worked closely with Arrow to ensure the EIS documents released for review adequately
address the final terms of reference.
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CTS No. 07583/13

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL DEPUTATION BRIEFING NOTE
3:00pm Tuesday 16 April 2013

Mr Doug Hislop of Marine Contracting P/L

schdp3( 3) Prejut—

Chief of Staff.... =.. OK

Dated \do/ tk/ |
Approved Npt Approted Noted

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection
SUBJECT: Future directions for sand mining in Moreton Bay

DEP REP: Dr Glen Brown, ED, Environmental Performance and Coordination

BACKGROUND

Mr Hislop has approached the member for Lytton asking to meet with you about the future of sand
mining and sand barging — presumably in Moreton Bay, where his company operates.

EHP administers sand allocations under the provisions of the Coastal Protection and Management
Act 1995 (CP&M Act). Sand mining companies also need to hold a licence under the Environmental
Protection Act 1994 (EP Act) for the activity of quarrying the sand.

In 2012, EHP completed a tender process by which Moreton Bay sand extraction entitlements were
issued on a fair basis.

CURRENT ISSUES

Fine sand has been taken from Moreton Bay by the construction sector for over 25 years.

Sand allocations under the CP&M Act have to date generally been issued by the State to all
companies who requested them. Prior to mid 2012 they paid a royalty for take of the sand at a rate of
$1.73 per cubic metre — increasing with the CP

sch3(2)(1)(a) Cabinet matter - For consideration by Cabinet

There was a high level of environmental rigour about the decision, for instance the nominated
extraction sites accord with the zonings of the Moreton Bay Marine Parks Plan (the Plan).

The process of extracting sand from Moreton Bay requires three approvals - under the CP&M Act for
the allocation, the EP Act for the dredging activity, and the Marine Parks Act 1982 — for consistency
with the Marine Park Plan,

The recording of the actual take of sand has largely been on the basis of an ‘honour system’, with
EHP reserving the right to undertake spot checks. The records show that the 1 million cu.m. p.a. limit
has not been a constraint on industry because over recent years the take has been in the range 700
000 to 800 000 cu.m.p.a. In effect it is estimated that over the last seven years there has been a
‘shortfall’ in ‘take’ of between 1 and 1.5 million cubic metres.

In 2012, EHP completed a tender process for the allocations. This commenced operation on 1 July
2012. Greater certainty is now provided to allocation holders by issuing six-year entitlements.

In order to ensure the public perception of an arm’s length approach to the tendering, EHP
commissioned the Queensland Government Chief Procurement Office (QGCPO) to develop the
tendering process to auction the sand - as provided for under s77 of the CP&M Act.
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o Tenderers (offerors) were invited to nominate how much sand they wanted and what price they were
prepared to pay but also to hominate a minimum quantity they would accept.

o The QGCPO appointed a tender evaluation committee (including three EHP technical officers). A
Probity Advisor was also employed.

e The tender invitation was widely announced and left open on the Government's e-tendering website,
between 25 January and 7 March 2012. In order to assist companies with the tendering process the
QGCPO held a workshop on Wednesday 8 February 2012, in Brishane.

o Eight tenders were received. Previously there were about 13 companies involved in the business —
some holding an allocation but having no actual take. It appears the tender process forced some of
these companies to review their involvement in the matter and withdraw.

o The Tender Evaluation Committee’s recommendation was that the 1 million cu.m.p.a. be allocated
among five of the tenderers. 90% would go to three big companies (Boral, Hanson and Holcim) and
10% to one of the current dredging company groups (Bowen Tug & Bunkering/Marine Contracting).
The accepted prices vary from[sch4pa(to [sehdpa per cubic metre.

e Three tenders were found to not comply well with the evaluation criteria [ability to extract and use
sand (60%); pricing (30%); and commitment to sustainability (10%)]. Subsequently EHP issued one-
year allocations at the highest tendered price to two of these companies. The third did not pursue the
matter.

e There are two company groups that extract the sand for the construction sector; viz. Bowen Tug &
Bunkering/Marine Contracting and Riverside Industrial Sands, and the sand is typically brought back
to processing facilities at Murarrie and Newstead.

o Bowen Tug and Bunkering holds a six year allocation for 25 000 ¢.u.m.p:a. at/Sch4p4(N@)C| and
Marine Contracting P/L holds an allocation of 75 000 c.u.m.p.a. at [$¢M4p4(NA)(C) BU Respective ‘takes’
to January 2013 have been 3700 cu.m. and 21 000 cu.m.

o While the tender process took some time to be completed there was never any risk to continuity of
sand access to previous allocation holders because existing permits were extended to match the
timeline.

¢ Riverside Industrial Sands was not initially awarded an allocation but have since been given a one-
year allocation of 100 000 cu.m, of which they havetaken only about 4000 cu.m.

» Recently EHP received a request for information on the tender process from the ACCC in response
to its investigation of alleged collusion during the tender process. A copy of the tender invitation and
a table of recent sand ‘takes’ per company was provided to them. The ACCC did not formally advise
which parties are involved in the complaint, but EHP understands that the matter relates to one of the
two sand extraction companies operating at Murarrie.

e Mr Hislop is a long-standing member of the sand extraction industry. He received acknowledgement
for his work in redirecting potentially damaging flood debris as it passed down the river during the
2011 flood.

Suggested Response
¢ The Government has established a system that provides certainty and equity to Moreton Bay sand
entitlement holders who were successful in the tender process through to 2017.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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Chief of Staff
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated (2. (%f. / \’> \
MINISTERIAL DEPUTATION BRIEFING NOTE Approved pproved Noted
18 April 2013 Further info ed
Ms Ginny Gerlach, Coordinator, Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance 1y
Ms Leanne Pearson, Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance Ministar.... 2L £ T e
Policy Adviser and Minister Powell Dated oY/ (S
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage

Protection s

SUBJECT: Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance (KAFDA) issues — Port development in the Fitzroy

Delta, the Great Barrier Reef Ports Strategy, and protection of the snubfin dolphin.

BACKGROUND

KAFDA are to meet with the Minister of Environment and Heritage Protection on 18 April 2013 to
discuss the protection of the Fitzroy Delta from proposed coal port development, the Great Barrier
Reef Ports Strategy, and protection of the snubfin dolphin.

New coal export facilities include the Balaclava Island Coal Export Terminal and the Fitzroy Terminal
Prajects. These are significant projects undergoing environmental impact statement (EIS) processes
managed by the Office of the Coordinator-General. Both EIS dacuments-are yet to be submitted for
public consultation, though both are expected in 2013.

Further development of ports in the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area is subject to current
planning processes, including the Queensland Government’s Great Barrier Reef ports strategy (GBR
ports strategy), the development of the Queensland parts strategy and Queensland infrastructure
strategy and the joint Commonwealth and State government strategic assessment of the Great
Barrier Reef World Heritage Area and adjacent coastal zone.

There were 228 public submissions on the GBR perts strategy, of which 98 submissions expressed
concern with the health and protection of the Great Barrier Reef, 116 submissions eppasing port
development in the Fitzroy Delta, Keppel Bay or other areas that are the subject of current EIS
processes, and 32 submissions sought the discontinuation of any part development in the Great
Barrier Reef region.

The snubfin dolphin is present in the Fitzroy Delta in small numbers (up to 100 individuals) and is
protected under both Commonwealth and State laws as well as international conventions.
Management measures to protect the dolphin will be detailed in the relevant EIS.

The Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection met with Ms Ginny Gerlach of KAFDA on 19
November 2012 regarding similar matters.

The Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) received a substantial
submission on GBR ports strategy in December 2012. DSDIP advised KAFDA that the submission
would be takeninto account in both the GBR ports strategy and the forthcoming strategic
assessment for the Great Barrier Reef.

CURRENT ISSUES ‘
» KAFDA has been coordinating a campaign seeking to convince the Queensland and Australian

governments that development of ceal export facilities at Port Alma, Balaclava Island or North Curtis

Island should not be approved.

The EIS processes for the Balaclava Island Goal Export Terminal and Fitzroy Terminal Projects will

include public submissian periods during which groups such as KAFDA may provide submissions to

the Coordinator-General.

Each EIS will assess environmental, social and economic adverse and beneficial impacts, including:

- availability of alternative sites or capacity within existing coal ports, and the cost of transport from
mines to the ship loading facilities

- protection of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area and significant species habitat (marine
and terrestrial), including marine turtles, threatened dolphin species such as the snubfin dolphin,
dugong and the yellow chat (endangered bird)

- commercial and recreational fishing activities
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- dredging and spoil disposal impacts on water quality and aquatic ecosystems

- impacts of coal dust, acid sulfate soil management, lighting, fuel spills, and stormwater
management.

The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection regulates the construction phase

environmentally relevant activities and tidal works as well as the bulk material handling

environmentally relevant activities and maintenance dredging during the operational phase.

Public submissions on the draft GBR ports strategy closed on 14 December 2012. In support of the

GBR ports strategy, the Honourable Jeff Seeney, Deputy Premier and Minister for State

Development, Infrastructure and Planning has stated that there will only be port expansions at Abbot

Point, Hay Point, and the Gladstone Precingt including Balaclava Island, Port Alma and Sea Hill.

The Queensland ports strategy is being drafted and will extend the principles enunciated in the GBR

ports strategy to all Queensland ports for 20 years and will outline the Government’s approach to

future port development and planning including:

- establishing a master planning framework for Queensland ports, with consistent principles for
environmental, social and economic planning

- supporting the efficient, commercial operation of ports including consideration of governance,
investment models, and opportunities to streamline process

- providing for improved port and infrastructure corridor protection

- Improving landside infrastructure planning for port supply chains.

The draft strategic assessment of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area and adjacent coastal

zone is expected to be publicly released for submissions in 2013. The assessment will have two

components: & marine compenent led by the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Autherity and a coastal

zone component led by the Queensland Government.

The snubfin dolphin is a listed species under Commonwealth legislation and is listed internationally

under the Convention on the conservation of migratory species of wild animals (CMS/Bonn) and

under the Gonvention on international trade in endangered species of wild fauna and flora (CITES).

The snubfin dolphin is listed as near threatened in Queensland {Nature Conservation Act 1992). It

was assumed to be the Irrawaddy River dolphin (Orcaelfa brevirostris) until 2005 when genetic tests

proved that it was a separate species. |t is currently only known from Australia and its status in

Queensland waters is very poorly known. [t is rankedas a critical priority under the Department of

Environment and Heritage Protection’s “Back on track species prioritisation framework”.

Development of coal export facilities, the GBR ports strategy, and the snubfin dolphin

Deputee Position

Development of coal ports at Port Alma or on North Curtis Island will have an adverse impact on
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area values; threatened species, including turtles, dolphins
(including the snubfin), dugong and the yellow chat; Peak Island turtle rookery due to light emissians;
the water quality of Keppel Bay and subsequently the marine ecosystems and species populations of
the bay; and the reereational and commercial use of Keppel Bay and the Fitzroy River/Raglan Creek
delta.

Submissions on the GBR ports strategy emphasise unacceptable environmental impacts from coal
export facilities. KAEDA want the government to stop new pert facilities and only use current ports,
Snubfin dolphin protection in the Fitzroy Delta is not strong enough given that only up to 100
individuals are left in the Fitzroy Delta out of a world population of approximately 1000. It is
Australia’s only endemic dolphin species.

Suggested Response

The concerns raised by KAFDA will be addressed by the EIS for both the Balaclava island and
Fitzroy Terminal proposals. | recommend that you review the environmental impact statements when
they are released and consider making a comprehensive submission to the Coordinator-General
providing further information about your concerns.

The GBR ports strategy commits to limiting port development in or near the Great Barrier Reef World
Heritage Area to within existing port limits for the next 10 years. This was supported by public
submissions on the GBR ports strategy.

Author

Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:

Name: Peter Curley
Position: PEO

Tel No: 3335713
Date: 8 April 2013

Name: Glen Brown
Position: ED EPC
Tel No: 3330 5627
Date:

12-439 DL File A(ii)

Name: Dean Ellwood
Position: DDG, ESR
Tel No: 3330 5628
Date:
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Name: Andrew Chesterman
Director-General, DEHP
Tel No: 3330 6298

Date:
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e | recommend that you review the forthcaming Queensiand ports strategy and make a submission
within the public review period. | note that DSDIP will consider the substantial submission made by
KAFDA on GBR ports strategy in December 2012 into account in the strategic assessment of the
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area and adjacent coastal zone.

e The snubfin dolphin is located around the Australian coast in shallow waters and is vulnerable to
noise impaets, boat strike and pathogens. Management measures can be imposed to address these
threats, Snybfin dolphins may number up to 10 000 in total, though numbers are poorly known.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:

Name: Peter Curley Name: Glen Brown Name: Dean Eliwood Name: Andrew Chesterman

Position: PEQ Position: ED EPC Position: DDG, ESR Director-General, DEHP

Tel No: 3335713 Tel No: 3330 5627 Tel No: 3330 5628 Tel No: 3330 6298

Date: 8 April 2013 Date: Date: Date: .
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CTS No. 05221/13

Chief of Staff.. ... OK

Dated q IU‘_I'}

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection d Noted
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE d
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection
77
SUBJECT: Approval of eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum exploration,

petroleum survey, pipeline and geothermal exploration activities

It is recommended that the Minister:

sign fke attached letter to the Deputy Premier (with a copy sent to the Minister and Assistant
Mipister for Natural Resources and Mines) providing an update on the consultation processes and
release of draft eligibility criteria and standard conditions for particular resource activities.

BACKGROUND
e On 27 February 2013 and 18 March 2013 (CTS 03409/13 and CTS 4150/13), the Director-General,
EHP approved the public consultation of draft eligibility criteria and stahdard conditions for the
following resource activities:
- Petroleum exploration (consultation period closing 15 April 2013)
- Geothermal exploration (consultation period closing 22 April 2013)
- Petroleum surveying (consultation period closing 22 April 2013), and
- Pipeline activities (consultation period closing 22 April 2013). -
- The Director-General has requested this briefing note be provided with the attached draft letter and
communication strategy to be sent to the Deputy Premier, Minister and Assistant Minister for
Natural Resources and Mines.

CURRENT ISSUES

e Industry has been advised of the public consultation period on the draft eligibility criteria and
standard conditions, how to make a submission and the approximate date for finalisation.

o Key milestones and dates for the approval of the draft eligibility criteria and standard conditions are
contained in the communication strategy which will attach to the draft letter.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

o Attachment 1 — Draft letter to Depuly Premier, the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines and the Assistant Minister for
Natural Resources and Mines

e Aftachment 2 -~ Communication Strategy for draft eligibility and standard conditions for particular resource activities.

A’
Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:
Name: Louise Jordan Name: Rachel Burgess-Dean Name: Andrew Connor Name: Dean E!} /
Position: Manager Position: A/ED, ERE Position: A/DDG, ESR AIDG, DEHP /t{
Tel No: 3330 5591 Tel No: 3330 5626 Tel No: 3330 5628 Tel No: 3330 2 4 5
Date: 27 March 2013 Date 2/4/13 Date: ¢4 /e//3 Date:
s HES T e 44/

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 121 of 290




Hon Andrew Powell MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Ref CTS05221/13 Level 13 )
400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane

g APR 2[”3 Queensland 4001 Australia

Telephone +61 7 3239 0844

c/C Chief of Staff to the Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Emall environment@ministerial.qld.gov.a

The Honourable Jeffrey Seeney MP [ inpeutableydew Grpps ME
; v s Minister for Natural Resources

Deputy Premier, Minister for State Development, 5,4 pines

Infrastructure and Planning PO Box 15216

PO Box 15009 CITY EAST QLD 4002

CITY EAST QLD 4002 Mrs Lisa France MP

Assistant Minister for Natural Resources
P ; and Mines
Dear Deputyw

| write in regards to streamlining initiatives taken by my department for environmental
approvals for the petroleum and geothermal energy sectors.

The Environmental Protection (Greentape Reduction) and Other Legislation Amendment Act
2012 (Greentape Reduction Act) will introduce-a.system where a standard application for an
environmental authority can be granted for certain environmentally relevant activities. The
Greentape Reduction Act took effect on 31 March 2013. '

To be able to make a standard application, a proponent must declare that the proposed
activity is eligible (i.e. can comply with-prescribed eligibility criteria). Where a proposal is
eligible but cannot comply with'a standard condition, then an application to vary the particular
condition(s) can be lodged. These two application types have a significantly streamlined
approval process and in the case of standard applications, the assessment period is
restricted to 20 business days with an automatic approval. Public notice provisions do not
apply to these applications.

The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) has released draft eligibility
criteria and standard conditions for environmental authorities for the following particular
resource activities:

o Petroleum exploration

e Petroleum survey

e Pipeline; and

o (Geothermal exploration.

The draft eligibility criteria and standard conditions are available at the following link,
www.ehp.qld.gov.au/management/greentapefindex.html.

EHP has worked closely with the Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration
Association, and a team of industry experts to develop these products. The proposed
eligibility criteria and standard conditions are based on EHP’s understanding of the
environmental risks and management techniques associated with these activities. Risk
assessments have been carried out to inform the eligibility criteria and standard conditions.
The risk assessments are attached to each set of draft eligibility criteria and standard
conditions. This work has been conducted cognisant of the Greentape Reduction objective of
ensuring that regulatory effort is proportional to environmental risk and EHP considers that
the majority of the activities can be dealt with as standard approvals.
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The process for approving draft eligibility criteria and standard conditions is provided for in
the Greentape Reduction Act. However, for your convenience, | have attached a
communication strategy which provides key steps in the public consultation and approval
phase for these eligibility criteria and standard conditions. You will note in the communication
strategy that this department plans to finalise this process by 23 May 2013,

I hope this information is of assistance to you. Should you have any further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yours sincerely

DREW POWELL MP
inister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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Communication Strategy

Developing eligibility criteria and standard conditions for particular resource
activities
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4 Communication Strategy
Eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum exploration; petroleum survey; pipeline and geothermal exploration

Background

Amendments to the Environmental Protection Act 1994 made as a result of regulatory reform
through the Environmental Protection (Greentape Reduction) and Other Legislation
Amendment Act 2012 (Greentape Reduction Act) have simplified the way in which
applications for environmental authorities (EAs) are assessed.

There are now 3 types of EAs that can be applied for depending on the risk of the
environmentally relevant activities (ERAs) being carried out:

e Standard applications — when an applicant can meet the eligibility criteria and all the
standard conditions

e Variation applications — when an applicant can meet the eligibility ¢riteria but can not
or does not want to meet any one of the standard conditions

e Site specific applications — when an applicant does not meet the eligibility criteria or
where there are no eligibility criteria.

In February 2013, approval was given to provide for amendments to the Environmental
Protection Regulation 2008 to allow eligibility criteria and standard conditions to be
prescribed for the following activities:

e Petroleum exploration activities

e Petroleum survey activities

e Pipeline activities

o Geothermal exploration activities

Eligibility criteria and standard conditions for these activities have been developed by the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) in consultation with industry.

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to detail the milestones for the public consultation and
subsequent approval in regulation by the Governor-in-Council of these products.

Definitions

Eligibility criteria — defined in section 112 of the Greentape Act are:

(a) for a prescribed ERA, the eligibility criteria that is made by the chief executive
under section 118 of the Greentape Act for the activity and prescribed under a
regulation, or

(b) for a resource activity, the eligibility criteria prescribed under a regulation for the
activity, or the eligibility criteria made by the chief executive under section 118 of
the Greentape Act for the activity and prescribed under a regulation.

The eligibility criteria are restrictions set to ensure environmental risks associated with the
operation of an ERA are able to be managed by the standard conditions. If the eligibility
criteria cannot be met, a site specific application is required.

Page 2 of 4
12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 125 of 290



| Communication Strategy
Eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum exploration; petroleum survey; pipeline and geothermal exploration

Standard Conditions - are a set of operating conditions which must be complied with when
undertaking the activity.

Process for making eligibility criteria

The Greentape Act (section 317) sets out the process for making draft eligibility criteria. This
involves publishing a notice on EHP’s website stating:

» The proposed eligibility criteria

e That any person may make a submission to the chief executive about the proposed
eligibility criteria

» The consultation period during which submissions may be made. This period must be
at least 30 business days.

Eligibility criteria are made by gazettal after submissions are considered by the chief
executive. The eligibility criteria take effect when a regulation approves the criteria.

Process for making standard conditions

The Greentape Act (section 318C) sets out the process for making standard conditions.
Standard conditions must be made at the same time as eligibility criteria. This involves
publishing the following on EHP’s website:

e The proposed standard conditions

e That any person may make a submission to the chief executive about the proposed
standard criteria

e The consultation period during which submissions may be made. This period must be
at least 30 business days.

Standard conditions are made by gazettal after submissions are considered by the chief
executive. The standard conditions take effect the day of the gazettal or, if stated in the
gazettal notice, the later stated date.

Project Milestones for Public Consultation

Date Key Task

4 March 2013 Public consultation on eligibility criteria and standard conditions for
petroleum exploration activities

11 March 2013 Public consultation on eligibility criteria and standard conditions for
petroleum survey, pipeline and geothermal exploration activities

14 — 20 March 2013 | Meetings with companies — QGC, Arrow, Santos and Origin

25 March 2013 Greentape training session — Q & A opportunity

2 April 2013 EHP to send drafting instructions and copies of consultation documents to
the Office of the Queensland Parliamentary Counsel (OQPC) in preparation
for regulation amendment

Page 3 of 4
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Communication Strategy
Eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum exploration; petroleum survey; pipeline and geothermal exploration

Date Key Task
2-19 April 2013 EHP to liaise with OQPC on versions of the draft regulation
15 April 2013 Consultation closes on eligibility criteria and standard conditions for

petroleum exploration activities

15 — 17 April 2013 EHP to develop Explanatory Notes for draft versions of amendments to the

regulation
15 April 2013 EHP to commence review of submissions and make resultant changes
22 April 2013 Consultation closes on eligibility criteria and standard conditions for

petroleum survey, pipeline and geothermal exploration activities

22 - 24 April 2013 EHP to commence review of submissions and make resultant changes

7 May 2013 EHP to develop final versions of documents including:
e Director General Brief
= Final eligibility criteria and standard conditions

e Minister package to approve and recommend amendments to regulation
to Executive Council

e Explanatory Notes
s Preliminary Impact Assessment

o Regulatory Principles Checklist

8 May 2013 Approval of documents by Directer General and Minister
14 May 2013 Final lodgement of amendment regulation
23 May 2013 Regulation considered by Governor-in-Council

Risks

To meet the 23 May 2013 deadline, just less than two weeks has been allocated to
incorporate any changes resulting from consultation feedback. Delays could arise if any
substantial or complex amendments are required as a result of submissions. The fact that
the draft eligibility criteria and standard conditions were developed in consultation with
industry may mitigate this risk as there will be a greater industry awareness of the content
and intent of these documents. If amendments are too significant for the period allowed, the
eligibility criteria and standard conditions for exploration, petroleum survey and geothermal
exploration activities will be prioritised over that for pipeline activities. The next anticipated
date for consideration by Governor-in-Council is June / early July 2013.
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‘ ‘ “|sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the prote!
CTS No. 06969/13

’ Chief of Stﬁ%
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated y O | X
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved; Not Approved Note
Furtherfinfgrmation rggyji
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage . .
Protection Minister

Dated (

SUBJECT: Complaint by PIN recipient - Buckley

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister: - _
e note the circumstances surrounding the complaint from|Seh4p3(3) Prejudice the protection of aj

e approve the draft response to the Member for Coomera (Attachment 1).

BACKGROUND

° | was issued a Penalty Infringement Notice (PIN) on 24 January 2013, following an
online complaint from the littering and illegal dumping online reporting system (LIDORS).

o |:p_] is the registered owner of the vehicle in question.| |has indicated he is
responsible for the vehicle not[ | however statutory declarations were not completed to enable
EHP to formally reissue the PIN in[_______Iname.

o Initially, :bompleted the notice instead of[___] and it was returned to him notifying him that
only the infringement holder can nominate the person responsible through a statutory declaration.

e [ lrequested a review and it was determined the PIN should be upheld. [} was formally
notified of this decision and his options to further progress the matter. A completed statutory
declaration electing for court was not received by EHP following the review and the matter was
referred to the State Penalties Enforcement Registry (SPER) when it became overdue.

o | ' have made a complaint to their local member (Coomera) that the fine is
with SPER and they did not commit the offence.

CURRENT ISSUES

o Areview of the matter was requested byl |on 6 February 2013. A review was conducted
in accordance with internal procedures; it was found that the PIN should be upheld after full
consideration of all the information provided by both the witness andl——p—](ba’ttery receipt
from Motorguard). '

e [ iwasnotified of this decision on 11 February 2013 and of his remaining options to pay

or elect for court through a statutory declaration within 28 days.

As no election with a statutory declaration or payment was received in this timeframe, the matter was
referred to SPER on 20 March 2013.

On each occasion, correspondence from both | |has been abusive (see

Attachments 2-4)

Abusive correspondence is commonplace for the PINs team; this holds no bearing on the outcome

of an infringement as set processes are adhered to.

I 1 fine is currently with SPER and on hold until 1% May, by which time he must elect for

court by completing a statutory declaration or enter into a payment arrangement with SPER.

*CONSIDERATIONS

Legislation: Section 103(1)(b): Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011 and Section 22(1): State
Penalties Enforcement Act 1999.

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:
Name: Erin Smith Name: Rachel Scalongne Name: Dean Ellwood Name: Andrew Chesterman
Pasition: Supervisor PINS Position: Manager Position: DDG, ESR PG, DEHP
Tel No: 33305542 Tel No: 33305565 Tel No:#3330 5628 Tel No: 3330 6298
Date:11/04/13 Date:12/04/13 Date Sl Date:

Cleared by ‘

Name: Kelli Ready /5 (3
Position: Director :
Tel No: 33305589
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MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

o Aftachments 1: Draft response letter to the Member for Coomera

*  Attachments 2-4; Correspondence from|sch4p3(3) P

Author :

Name: Erinh Smith
Position: Supervisor PINS
Tel No: 33305542
Date:11/04/13

Cleared by

Name: Rachel Scalongne
Position; Manager

Tel No: 33305555
Date:12/04/13

Cleared by
Name: Kelli Ready
Position: Director
Tel No: 33305589

Cleared by

Name: Dean Ellwood
Position: DDG, ESR
Tel No: 3330 5628
Date:

Recommended:

Name: Andrew Chesterman
DG, DEHP

Tel No: 3330 6298

Date:
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255 Hon Andrew Powell MP
. ggﬁi“ Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

N Level 13
Ref CTS 06909/13 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane

1 6 APR 2013 Queensland 4001 Australia

Telephone +61 7 3239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Emall environment@ministerial.qld.gov.

Mr Michael Crandon MP
Member for Coomera
PO Box 80

OXENFORD QLD 4210
S
Dear Mr W

Thank you for your email of 4 April 2013 concerning your represéntationon behalf of
| of Helensvale regarding their objectionto a State Penalties
Enforcement Registry (SPER) penalty for littering.

|was issued a penalty infringement notice«(PIN) on 24 January 2013, following a

complaint made through the litter and illegal dumping online reporting system.

[ lrequested areview of his fine on 6 February 2013. A full review was completed:
information from both | |and the reporting witness was reviewed. The
information provided was sufficient for the infringement to be upheld.

| lwas notified of this decision on 11 February 2013 and afforded a further 28 days
to elect for court, using the provided statutory declaration, or pay the fine. As no election or
payment was received, the matter was referred to SPER.

All correspondence received from| | has been abusive in nature;
however this has not affected the status of the infringement. The Department of Environment

and Heritage Protection follows a set procedure for the referral of all overdue infringements to
SPER.

can still elect to have the matter heard in court, by completing the enforcement
order sent by SPER by 1 May 2013, or make payment.

| hope this information is of assistance when replying to your constituents. Should you have
any further enquiries, please contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yours singerely

/

REW POWELL MP
igister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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Penalty Infringemeﬁ‘t Notice (PIN)

Quéensland )
Wasfe Reduction and Recycling Act 2011

Government
ABN: 46 640 204 488

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection of an individuals right to privacy

1140212013

HELENSVALE GLD 4212

ering A
Offence defails

Leglsiation: WWaste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011 Offencs coder  YRR20

Offance:  Deposit lter - individual Reglstration 1o;
Locatlon:  Intersection Industrial Avenue travelling west down Offencedate;  22/01/2013
Southport Nerang Road, Offgnce time;  1(:25 AM

Offence information: o .
Hiller up lo 200 litres In quantity deposlied frons

vehicle/vessel by the driver.

Lnefer the Warsle Reduciion and Reayoling Aot 2071 the registered owner of fhie veliiole [s deered 10 be respoasible b tha first nstanse for the
offence even i the acfuat eifender ray have been another Individual.
Paymaint or tie of ihe followlng uplions must be receivall by 1he dus date. H paynienl or notiflcation Is nol recelved by Lhe due
dats, enforcement action mey b iaken (o recover the paymet and additional cosls incurred, ’
Options include:
Pay the Penally Infringernent Mofics in full (see payment aptions befow). Or you can request a Volurilary tnstakment an: If the line s $200
or mera, an st instalment of of loast 380 must bo made by the due dale. An Instatment Plan Notice vl be fonvarded o you by the Stale
Panaitles Enforsemiont Reglstry {(SPER) for payment of fhe hatanca.
I yols were ok in contol of the wehigle st e Uine, orl & pessenger vas responsihle, hominata tha parson rasponsibia for tho offence by
compleling Section A and ohisining an authorised witness signature on the stalulory dedlarafion o the reverse side of thks notlee; or
Request & review by compleling Section B an oblaining an muthorised vitiess signatuee o five slalltory teclaration on the ravarso side of
(his notler; or
Efect io have the matier heawd in court by pompleting Seclfon € and obfaining ar authoised wilness signuluse on ihe statutory deciarallon
artiho rovarsa sldo of this notlee
is PIN m

K]S
I b inwriting to:
Billar code: 35436 Dopartmsnl of E?'.d;ionmcnt ant I;egtage
- L200000050033058 Protestion, Penalty nfingement Noticas
Reference. numbor: ‘ GP0 Box 2454, Brisbane QLD 4061

Telephone and interast banking — BPAY, Contadt your hank, cradl
union or building sociely to make this paynient from your cheque,
savlngs or credit card account

h Online: swww.dernt.qld gov.aufaesvices_resolrcesipaybill=
sroiny o payby Amesdcan Express, MasierCard or Visa,

Al

payable o

Depastment of Environmenl and Herifage Proteclion, Penally Intringemsit Molices
GPO Box 2454, Brishane QLD 4001

Ploase altach this seclion of the ramiftance with your paymen!
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Penaity Infringement Notice No,

Statutoty Deslaration: Complete and veturn this (57 by fl’i@}ii”u”e afd/ar} the Penasty Infringement
Notlce. b :
Please note: Statutory Declaration will nof be aveepted if not siyned by an authorised witness.

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection of an individual

f, ¢hull name) _I . .

Of (udidress} | : | }k,{yxg{u{{_ @M'Z). AR

Suburb Stale . Posleade

3
Position and company name (if vehicle registared ip a company nemo}

declare that atthe fime of the offence as stated Irs this PIN

%EASE SELECT QNE:

Another person was respotisible for the uffence {complete A) (2 The vehicle was slolen or Megally taken al the time
L1 1 did not commit s offence and dizpule ks PN {complete B) of the oflence and the matler was reposiad lo
[.11 elact to have this matter dealt with by a Court of Law {complete C} ' police statioron___ f  f

GEEG

1 was not tha driver or passenger responsibls for the offence.

1 The drivet ot the passanger raspaonsibla C1 The vehicle was disposed affsold on / ) and
for the offence was (provide detalls below) oF the owner at ihe lims of the offence was (provide deotails halovs)
Full name
Address
Suburh Slals Posicode
FPhona number

autipst Roview o
nforation

Full name =& et =

Locatlon or e venics ot said Tme -
' Siaie your roasens why o PIN should bawithdrawn ' e ;

IF this epace 15 MSUIICENT please attach a 6eparate page — must he hntalled by the parson making declaration and by tho
avthiorzed wilhess T

FEleeting for Gouit Hearing 1EBHIER

b

Fdo solernnly and sincerely deciate fat the delails above are comect and | make ihis solemn docioration consciantiously halloving tho

same to bo trua, and by vise of the provision of the Qatiis Act 1867,

Deciared at ' Fult nama of wilness
Iss the State of Queensland on / ] Authorisation
Daclarant's sighature Witness’s sigrature
Somaamaony el i con moudes o T
Send complaled nofics to; et ; oo b
Depariment of Environment and Haritage Protection inciudes a Justics of he Paace), Commissianer of
Penalty infringement Notloas Daclarations, Lawyor, Notary Public or a Conveyancer

GPO Box 2464 BRISBANE QLD 4004
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Enguires (meenand
Talaphone (07 3330 5542 ;

Vi o Govelrtent
Our reference PIN 5003649

Depatimeat of

Environment and
‘H Fetruary 2013 Heritage Prolection

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the

/%vate, QLD 4212

Dear

Re: Infringement notice 5003641 iasued for alleged breach of the Waste Reduction
and Recycting Act 2011,

Thank you for your correspandence received on 8" February 2013,

The Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011 provides an avenue for the public to report
litter and illegal dumping oftences to the department.

The reports are not anonymous and the fudl details of the reporting person are supplied to
ihe department as well as an underiaking to provide evidence in court if required. The
identity of the reporting witnass is protected, just as your personal informalion is protected
from the reporter.

Under the legisiation, the registered owner of the vehicle is deemed responsible unless a
sfatutory declaration is provided identifying anather driver or an offending passenget

{ have reviewed the information provided by you and the evidence provided by the reporting
witness and wish to inform youthat the infringement will not be withdrawn,

Wilhin 28 days pleass;

= pay the penally infringemeant notice; or
s elect to have the matter heard at court

Piease note that if the infringement notice is not contested oF remains umpaid after 28 days
from the receipt of this letter the infringement notice will be referred fo the State Penaltics
Enforcement Registry (SPER). SPER add an additional adininistration fee of $56.80

Regaids

Erin Smith

Supervisor

Penalty Infringement Notices
Enforcement Services

G Bux 2454 Brizsbane
Queensiand 4001 Australia
Tolophone + 64 7 3330 5682
Facstmiblo + 61 7 3330 5634

Pageiof{ Waohsite yanv.ehp.old qov.an
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sch4p3( 3) Prejudice t

CTS No. 00966/13 Chief of Staff *Ef
. ) ) Dated IR

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection 2 Appmgé%‘ N;‘ App:%ved oted

MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Further igfofmation ref ed

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister... 4.4 = ALL
Protection Dated

SUBJECT: Meeting with Peter Zemek, Director of Zemek Environmep{af Pty Ltd

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

 sign the letter (Attachment 1) to Peter Zemek, Director of Zemek Environmental Pty Ltd, which
outlines the outcomes of a meeting held on 11 January 2013, between Mr Zemek and
representatives of the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP).

BACKGROUND

° You attended a meeting on Monday 17 December 2012, requested by the Minister for Local
Government, the Honourable David Crisafulli MP, regarding ‘Queensiland’s role in Waste
Management’ at which Mr Zemek raised a number of issues in relation to the regulation of municipal
sewage treatment plants (STPs). Refer to (Attachment 2) for Mr Zemek’s submission to this
meeting.

e During the meeting on 17 December, it was recommended that Mr Zemek meet with appropriate
officers from EHP to further discuss and potentially resolve the issues raised.

° Minister Crisafulli and Assistant Minister for Planning Reform, the Honourable lan Walker MP, are
scheduled to brief the Deputy Premier, the Honourable Jeff Seeney MP, on these issues by the end
of January 2013.

CURRENT ISSUES

e On 11 January 2013, a meeting was held between Mr Zemek, David Cameron of the Queensland
Water Directorate, Reinier Mann of the Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation
and the Arts (DSITIA) and Glen Brown and Deena Rigby of EHP.

o During the meeting, EHP’s support for cost effective sewage treatment solutions to achieve
environmental outcomes was communicated to Mr Zemek. The newly published EHP Assessment
Guideline Assessing applications for sewage treatment works articulates EHP's approach of
assessing every application on a case by case basis, supporting low cost, innovative solutions and
taking into consideration the various challenges facing local governments in relation to sewage
treatment. A copy of this guideline was provided to Mr Zemek during the meeting.

o EHP and DSITIA agreed to investigate the current approach to setting limits, including the method of
calculating mass loads, for nutrient releases from STPs. It was communicated to Mr Zemek that EHP
was not comfortable with removing or increasing maximum limits for ammonia due to its potential for
acute toxic impacts on aquatic ecosystems.

e The ability of STP operators to monitor dissolved oxygen and pH in-situ and not at a National
Association of Testing Authorities (NATA) laboratory was also clarified and the importance of this
testing reiterated.

e EHP and DSITIA also agreed to investigate the current approach of requiring NATA certification for

all analyses (usually weekly) associated with compliance monitoring. The possibility of less frequent

NATA accredited analysis, whilst still providing for an appropriate quality assurance system, was

discussed.

In relation to Direct Toxicity Assessments (DTA), Mr Zemek indicated his main issue with this testing

&  was the associated cost. Mr Zemek quoted costs as high as $120,000 per round of testing. Both EHP
S and DSITIA stated the costs should be closer to $15,000. Mr Cameron agreed to investigate the

=  costs associated with DTA through the Queensland Water Directorate’s Technical Reference Group.
 The outcomes of this investigation will influence further discussions.

o=y
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CONSIDERATIONS

o Consultation: Dr lan Ramsay of DSITIA provided a detailed response to Mr Zemek’s submission

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

(Attachment 3). Dr Ramsay and his team pr
applications for sewage treatment plants. Mr

held on 11 January 2013.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Letter to Mr Peter Zemek
Attachment 2 = Mr Zemek’s submission

Attachment 3 — Comments from DSITIA in response to Mr Zemek's issues

ovide technical advice to EHP officers assessing
Mann represented Dr Ramsay’s team at the meeting
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GOVERNMENT

Ref CTS 00966/13
Level 13

400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane

2~ 5 JAN 2013 Queensland 4001 Australia
Telephone +61 7 3239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496

Mr Peter Zemek Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.a

Zemek Environmental Pty Ltd
Email: peter@zemekenv.com

Dear I\_/I;,Z;mé}{ E o

| refer to the meeting hosted by the Honourable David Crisafulli MP, Minister for Local
Government on 17 December 2012, at which you raised a number of issties in relation to the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection’s (EHP) regulation of municipal sewage
treatment plants (STPs). | am advised that you have since attended a follow-up meeting with
representatives from EHP, Queensland Water Directorate and the Department of Science,
Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA) on 11 January 2013, to further discuss
these issues.

| understand that the meeting was fruitful and that several of the matters you have raised have
been noted by EHP and DSITIA for further investigation.

As you are aware, EHP is cognisant of the many challenges facing the water sector in terms of its
ability to provide affordable and sustainable sewerage infrastructure to meet the demands of
Queensland’s growing population: In this regard, EHP has been consulting with local government,
the water utilities, and the Queensland Water Directorate to ensure the flexible regulation of these
essential services whilst also managing the public's expectations for a healthy environment. EHP’s
newly published assessment guidelines for sewage treatment works clearly articulates EHP's
flexible, outcome focussed approach to STP regulation and | believe a copy of this guideline was
provided to you during the abovementioned meeting.

I acknowledge that historically there has been a high level of regulation of STPs in Queensland
and substantial work has been done by councils across the state in recent years to upgrade their
sewerage systems. This has been driven by the need to protect important environmental areas
such as Moreton Bay and the Gold Coast Broadwater. Given the strong focus of Queenslanders
on recreational activities in coastal areas and the significant population growth that is expected,
maintaining a high level of treatment to ensure minimal impact is likely to continue to be an
expectation of the community. Nonetheless, EHP fully supports exploring any opportunities to
reduce the cost of establishing and operating STPs.
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The Great Barrier Reef is also an important Queensland asset, but has been less of a driver to
upgrade STPs given regional coastal impacts are more a result of diffuse loads rather than point
source loads as you rightly pointed out by reference to the paper by Jenny Skerratt ef al. As many
STPs in Queensland release to estuaries, which are less well flushed, rather than the ocean or
bays, there is a need to consider the local impacts in these areas. For these locations, STPs can
be the predominant source of pollutants in the dry periods, particularly where the size of these
plants are large, that is, greater than 10,000 equivalent persons.

Maximum limits on discharges to waters from STPs and short term compliance testing associated
with EHP approvals, enable EHP as the environmental regulator to conduct compliance checks on
a sample collected on any one day rather than having to come back on multiple days.
Nonetheless, | understand that there is scope for flexible regulation of some parameters, such as
total phosphorus and total nitrogen, as these pose less of a short-term risk on environmental
values compared to toxicants such as ammonia. In relation to dissolved oxygen and pH, the cost
of measuring these parameters in-situ is relatively low and the information obtained is important
both in terms of potential ecosystem health impacts and as an early indicator of plant
performance.

The requirement to conduct Direct Toxicity Assessments (DTA) is determined by EHP using a risk
assessment framework and although they can be costly, these assessments provide essential
information in relation to the combined effect of all chemicals inthe wastewater on the receiving
environment. DTA are not suitable for assessing transient contaminants through the system and
that is not their purpose. | am advised that DSITIA is currently reviewing existing DTA procedures
and that revised guidance material will be produced that details information on when and how DTA
should be used. | believe that your concerns in relation to the cost of DTA are going to be
investigated by the Queensland Water Directorate’s Technical Reference Group.

In summary, in response to the matters you have raised, | understand that EHP has committed to
the following:

° to work with DSITIA to investigate options for providing greater flexibility in meeting
maximum limits for parameters such as total nitrogen and total phosphorus

o to work with DSITIA to review the current methods of calculating mass load limits and to
develop a robust and consistent approach across the State. EHP will consider your
suggested model as part of this process

° to investigate options of reducing the financial burden associated with obtaining National
Association of Testing Authorities certification on all compliance sampling whilst still
providing a robust quality assurance system from a compliance perspective.

EHP officers will keep you informed of the outcomes of the above mentioned investigations.
Further, your involvement in any group set up to review the regulation of STPs is welcomed.

| suggest that the water sector, through the Queensland Water Directorate, pursue direct with the
relevant federal department any specific issues with the Commonwealth Government's approval
system. ,

I hope this information has been of assistance to you. Should you have further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yourg sjficerely /

NDREW POWELL MP
igister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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/ Hon Andrew Powell MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND

COVERNMENY

Level 13

400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brishane

Queensland 4001 Australia

Telephone +617 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496

Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.a

Ref CTS 00966/13
¢ BIC \S?f of Staffto the

urable David Crisafulli MP
Ministe % r Local Government
1

2.5 JAN 2013 Ve

€)§1
CITY EAST QL\P 4002
B/IC Chief of Staff to the

Mr Pet r\Zemek Honourable lan Walker MP
Zemek Envjronmental Pty Ltd Assistant Minister for Planning Reform
Email: peter@zemekenv com PO Box 15009

CITY EAST QLD 4002

Troy Collings
Dear Mr Zemek Chief of Staff

| refer to the meeting hosted by the Honourable David Crisafulli MP, Minister for Local
Government on 17 December 2012, at which you raised a number of issues in relation to the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection’s (EHP) regulation of municipal sewage
treatment plants (STPs). | am advised that you have since attended a follow-up meeting with
representatives from EHP, Queensland Water Directorate and the Department of Science,
Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA) on 11 January 2013, to further discuss
these issues.

| understand that the meeting was fruitful and that several of the matters you have raised have
been noted by EHP and DSITIA for further investigation.

As you are aware, EHP is cognisant of the many challenges facing the water sector in terms of its
ability to provide affordable and sustainable sewerage infrastructure to meet the demands of
Queensland’s growing population. In this regard, EHP has been consulting with local government,
the water utilities, and the Queensland Water Directorate to ensure the flexible regulation of these
essential services whilst also managing the public's expectations for a healthy environment. EHP’s
newly published assessment guidelines for sewage treatment works clearly articulates EHP’s
flexible, outcome focussed approach to STP regulation and | believe a copy of this guideline was
provided to you during the abovementioned meeting.

| acknowledge that historically there has been a high level of regulation of STPs in Queensland
and substantial work has been done by councils across the state in recent years to upgrade their
sewerage systems. This has been driven by the need to protect important environmental areas
such as Moreton Bay and the Gold Coast Broadwater. Given the strong focus of Queenslanders
on recreational activities in coastal areas and the significant population growth that is expected,
maintaining a high level of treatment to ensure minimal impact is likely to continue to be an
expectation of the community. Nonetheless, EHP fully supports exploring any opportunities to
reduce the cost of establishing and operating STPs.
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The Great Barrier Reef is also an important Queensland asset, but has been less of a driver to
upgrade STPs given regional coastal impacts are more a result of diffuse loads rather than point
source loads as you rightly pointed out by reference to the paper by Jenny Skerratt et al. As many
STPs in Queensland release to estuaries, which are less well flushed, rather than the ocean or
bays, there is a need to consider the local impacts in these areas. For these locations, STPs can
be the predominant source of pollutants in the dry periods, particularly where the size of these
plants are large, that is, greater than 10,000 equivalent persons.

Maximum limits on discharges to waters from STPs and short term compliance testing associated
with EHP approvals, enable EHP as the environmental regulator to conduct compliance checks on
a sample collected on any one day rather than having to come back on multiple days.
Nonetheless, | understand that there is scope for flexible regulation of some parameters, such as
total phosphorus and total nitrogen, as these pose less of a short-term risk on environmental
values compared to toxicants such as ammonia. In relation to dissolved oxygen and pH, the cost
of measuring these parameters in-situ is relatively low and the information obtained is important
both in terms of potential ecosystem health impacts and as an early indicator of plant
performance. '

The requirement to conduct Direct Toxicity Assessments (DTA) is determined by EHP using a risk
assessment framework and although they can be costly, these assessments provide essential
information in relation to the combined effect of all chemicals in'the wastewater on the receiving
environment. DTA are not suitable for assessing transient contaminants through the system and
that is not their purpose. | am advised that DSITIA is currently reviewing existing DTA procedures
and that revised guidance material will be produced that details information on when and how DTA
should be used. | believe that your concerns in relation to the cost of DTA are going to be
investigated by the Queensland Water Directorate’s Technical Reference Group.

In summary, in response to the matters you have raised, | understand that EHP has committed to
the following:

° to work with DSITIA to investigate options for providing greater flexibility in meeting
maximum limits for parameters such as total nitrogen and total phosphorus

° to work with DSITIA to review the current methods of calculating mass load limits and to
develop a robust and consistent approach across the State. EHP will consider your
suggested model as part of this process

° to investigate options of reducing the financial burden associated with obtaining National
Association of Testing Authorities certification on all compliance sampling whilst still
providing & robust quality assurance system from a compliance perspective.

EHP officers will keep you informed of the outcomes of the above mentioned investigations.
Further, your involvement in any group set up to review the regulation of STPs is welcomed.

| suggest that the water sector, through the Queensland Water Directorate, pursue direct with the
relevant federal department any specific issues with the Commonwealth Government’s approval
system.

I hope this information has been of assistance to you. Should you have further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yours sincerely

ANDREW POWELL MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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ﬁ Hon Andrew Powell MP

«::” ’ . Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
QUEENSLAND
COVERNMENT
Level 13
400 George Straet Brisbane 4000
GPO Box 2454 Brishane
Queensland 4001 Australia
Telephone +617 3239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.a
Ref CTS 00966/13
& BIC  Chief of Staff to the
Honourable David Crisafulli MP
Minister for Local Government
PO Box 15031
2.5 JAN 203 CITY EAST QLD 4002
BIC  Chief of Staff to the
Mr Pete\%emek A
Horleurable lan Walker MP
Zemek Envirgnmental Pty Lid Assistant Minister for Planning Reform
Email: peter@ emekenv.com PO Box 15009
CITY EAST QLD 4002
Dear Mr Zemek Troy Golligge

Chief of Staff

I refer to the meeting hosted by the Honourable David Crisafulli MP, Minister for Local
Government on 17 December 2012, at which you raised a number of issues in relation to the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection’s (EHP) regulation of municipal sewage
treatment plants (STPs). | am advised that you have since attended a follow-up meeting with
representatives from EHP, Queensland Water Directorate and the Department of Science,
Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA) on 11 January 2013, to further discuss
these issues.

| understand that the meeting was fruitful and that several of the matters you have raised have
been noted by EHP and DSITIA for further investigation.

As you are aware, EHP is cognisant of the many challenges facing the water sector in terms of its
ability to provide affordable and sustainable sewerage infrastructure to meet the demands of
Queensland’s growing population. In this regard, EHP has been consulting with local government,
the water utilities, and the Queensland Water Directorate to ensure the flexible regulation of these
essential services whilst also managing the public’s expectations for a healthy environment. EHP’s
newly published assessment guidelines for sewage treatment works clearly articulates EHP's
flexible, outcome focussed approach to STP regulation and | believe a copy of this guideline was
provided to you during the abovementioned meeting.

| acknowledge that historically there has been a high level of regulation of STPs in Queensland
and substantial work has been done by councils across the state in recent years to upgrade their
sewerage systems. This has been driven by the need to protect important environmental areas
such as Moreton Bay and the Gold Coast Broadwater. Given the strong focus of Queenslanders
on recreational activities in coastal areas and the significant population growth that is expected,
maintaining a high level of treatment to ensure minimal impact is likely to continue to be an
expectation of the community. Nonetheless, EHP fully supports exploring any opportunities to
reduce the cost of establishing and operating STPs.
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The Great Barrier Reef is also an important Queensland asset, but has been less of a driver to
upgrade STPs given regional coastal impacts are more a result of diffuse loads rather than point
source loads as you rightly pointed out by reference to the paper by Jenny Skerratt et al. As many
STPs in Queensland release to estuaries, which are less well flushed, rather than the ocean or
bays, there is a need to consider the local impacts in these areas. For these locations, STPs can
be the predominant source of pollutants in the dry periods, particularly where the size of these
plants are large, that is, greater than 10,000 equivalent persons.

Maximum limits on discharges to waters from STPs and short term compliance testing associated
with EHP approvals, enable EHP as the environmental regulator to conduct compliance checks on
a sample collected on any one day rather than having to come back on multiple days.
Nonetheless, | understand that there is scope for flexible regulation of some parameters, such as
total phosphorus and total nitrogen, as these pose less of a short-term risk on environmental
values compared to toxicants such as ammonia. In relation to dissolved oxygen and pH, the cost
of measuring these parameters in-situ is relatively low and the information obtained is important
both in terms of potential ecosystem health impacts and as an early indicator of plant
performance.

The requirement to conduct Direct Toxicity Assessments (DTA) is determined by EHP using a risk
assessment framework and although they can be costly, these assessments provide essential
information in relation to the combined effect of all chemicals in the wastewater on the receiving
environment. DTA are not suitable for assessing transient contaminants through the system and
that is not their purpose. | am advised that DSITIA is currently reviewing existing DTA procedures
and that revised guidance material will be produced that details information on when and how DTA
should be used. | believe that your concerns in relation to the cost of DTA are going to be
investigated by the Queensland Water Directorate’s Technical Reference Group.

In summary, in response to the matters you have raised, | understand that EHP has committed to
the following:

° to work with DSITIA toinvestigate options for providing greater flexibility in meeting
maximum limits for parameters such as total nitrogen and total phosphorus

° to work with DSITIA to review the current methods of calculating mass load limits and to
develop a robust and consistent approach across the State. EHP will consider your
suggested model as part of this process

° to investigate options of reducing the financial burden associated with obtaining National
Association of Testing Authorities certification on all compliance sampling whilst still
providing a robust quality assurance system from a compliance perspective.

EHP officers will keep you informed of the outcomes of the above mentioned investigations.
Further, your involvement in any group set up to review the regulation of STPs is welcomed.

| suggest that the water sector, through the Queensland Water Directorate, pursue direct with the
relevant federal department any specific issues with the Commonwealth Government's approval
system.

[ hope this information has been of assistance to you. Should you have further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yours sincerely

ANDREW POWELL MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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ERA 63 (2)- Potential Strategies for Reducing the ‘Cost to Serve’

Briefing Notes Rev01

The work done to date by the new State Government to open dialogue between L Govt and DEHP and
DEWS in an effort to streamline planning, assessment and approvals is readily acknowledged.

a. egQWD_Rob Fearon engaging recently with DG EHP Andrew Chesterman
b. EHP having representation at recent QWD meeting
c. etc

These comments are focussed on STPs only which is my specific area of interest and do not address raw
sewage pump stations, TWCMPs etc. Of concern in the past, it was often a case of ‘us and them’. This
was true for both the then EPA/ DERM and Local Govt. The fact is that Local Govt is but another form of
government whereby with often limited resources and now nossubsidies from Commonwealth or State,
Officers are working hard to serve the Community and the Environment. We are all on the same team.
Thankfully this now seems to be hehind us which is refreshing.

However, what are some of the issues and what are potential solutions?

1. Is the cost to conform to the regulation of STPs proportional to the environmental benefit?

a. refer CSIRO 3-D hydrodynamic model_lenny Skerratt et al;

b. IS publically stated 21 Sep 2012 FNQ AWA Conference Cairns, that based on her Team’s
modelling, STPs alang the caast of Qld contribute ¢. 1% TN &TP inventory impacting the
GBR.

2. Post amalgamation, where a regional council has inherited an aged STP, and where a modern
STP albeit perhaps not limit of technology is proposed, why stall the implementation down with
adherence to water guality baseline sampling programs and associated reporting? If it is clear
that the enviranment and the community will beneﬁt, why not proactively assist in its approval?
To do otherwise stalls the environmental benefit, increases the cost to serve and stretches
limited resources. Recommendation: Take each application on its merit and act accordingly.

3. Maxima on Licences add project cost through perceived Contract commercial risk and they also
can add Opex cost.

a. eg whilst EHP (DERM) Officers in the past have argued that the Dept was unlikely to
prosecute except on rare or blatant breaches, the point is that commercially, if a
maximum is breached, contractually it is black and white. Consequently the Contractor
often may understandably front end load the price and/ or provide additional kit to
cover a maximum contingency issue however slight may be the likelihood.

b. Ammonia: ANZECC acknowledges that it is the unionised fraction of ammonia that is
acutely toxic and that 95%ile are guideline values, not maxima. Why then does EHP
require maxima to be set? Whilst the potential acute toxicity of ammonia is
acknowledged, why licence ammonia at all when by default oftentimes to achieve the

Prepared by Zemek Environmental Pty Ltd -
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TN licensed, the ammonia must be low? With low licensed TN especially approaching
LOT TN eg 3mgTN/L, rDON (TON) is the restricting element of TN and again by default
the TIN {NOx-N + NH3—N) must be low.

c. TP: Why are maxima set? The issue with this is as follows:

i. A Contractor may as a direct consequence of a maximum limit, install a tertiary
filter to assist in removing a sizeable portion of the remaining particulate
fraction of TP;

ii. It also drives operational behaviours whereby an Operator will more readily
reach for the Alum dosing knob which has the detrimental effect in a BNR plant
of:

1. reducing the bio-potential of PAOs to perform optimally especially if the
Alum is dosed in thesincorrect location;
2. encourages increased importation of chemical {eg Alum) into a
catchment driving up GHG
3. with increased Alum dosing, increased potential for ‘fixed’ Calcium
Hydroxyapatite whereby the biosolids is less beneficially available which
is not a desirable outcome.
d. Recommendation: Reconsider maxima and apply percentiles eg 95%iles which become
the triggers for reporting.

4. Short term compliance testing: For TN and TP, why have short term compliance reporting?
These have long term impacts and are very different from potentially acutely toxic parameters
such as BOD and ammonia (unionised fraction). Short term licensing alsc drives operational
behaviours as per the above TP maxima. Recommendation: Abolish short term compliance
requirements in licensing.

5. Inmodern STPs, there are many parameters which by default must be within spec otherwise the
STP won't operate to Licence. Examples of these are DO, pH etc. The administration associated
with the i’eporting is an expensive additional burden with no environmental benefit.
Furthermore, most DEHP licences require NATA reporting. There are no NATA standards for
such parameters. Recommendation: Abolish the requirement for DO, pH reporting.

6. Why not give greater consideration to soft engineering options especially in a degraded
catchment (I acknowledge the Mirani potential immediately west of Mackay).
Recommendation: Strategic assistance to Mackay RC to develop this potential including active
project buy-in at the local Mackay DEHP level+ establish a ‘Watching Brief’ on progress

7. Toxicity Testing: Why is this necessary?

a. Why - when receiving water env’l monitoring is often already in place or is part of the
Licence?

b. Expensive ($100K to $120K every 3 years) — especially when a requirement for a small
community — the cost per capita is significant;

c. Currently only one (1) Lab in Australia viz in Syd — monopaly
How valid is the science if the particular biota may not be able to be replicated in Syd?
Why especially if a Local Authority has a structured and adequately resourced trade
waste policy and program implemented?

Prepared by Zemek Environmental Pty Ltd Page 2
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How effective is the test which is a grab say every 3 years when there could very well be
a transient toxic dump come through far a short duration in between the 3 year testing
program?

All modern STPs are based on activated sludge. The autotrophic bacteria that carry out
the nitrification step are the ‘canary ‘ in the coal mine. Why bother with an expensive
once every 3 year test? '
Recommendation: Abandon and require the Local Authority to demonstrate that the
test cost is applied to a value-added activity of real environmental benefit.

8. Mass Loads: Why are they required in addition to a concentration based Licence? Saome
comments:

d.

e

If DEHP are pushing mass loads in an effort to drive an Authority down a reuse path, it
must be said that in my experience, | have never seen a reuse scheme that is financially
viable and they always require 3™ party funding. (open for discussion)
perhaps this is the issue with the single greatest disparity hetween regional EHP Offices
of how the allowable mass load is to be applied;
In some cases, the defined allowable mass load does not recognise the impacts of wet
weather in a year or how one seasonal percentile year may influence the water table
and I/l for the next year and so on.
If DEHP are insistent on applying a mass load, perhaps DEHP may wish to consider my
mathematical model approach which is based on the following principles:
i. choose the wettest year recorded
il. assign a percentile recurrence interval to this year;
iii. determine the ADWF for that year
iv. develop a Normal versus Log 14 plot of the ratio of the recorded raw sewage
Flow / ADWF ratios (Y Axis) versus log 10 plot on the (X axis) of occurrence per
year
1. choose 0.5 ADWF increments
v, Adopt the percentile occurrence above
vi. lgnore events > 3*ADWF
vii. Develop an Excel spreadsheet for the likely TN mass load and separate TP mass
load for the strategic design horizon year eg year 2030 based on the occurrence
from the adopted wet year,
Recommendation: Abolish mass load concept, If not, give consideration to my Model.

9. Often for Water Businesses along the coast, there are two (2) Licences for the one STP, namely
Commonwealth through EPBC and State {eg Sarina). There is currently no integration of both
Agencies and often the Licences are in different forms and with different conditions. This adds
to the project cost through increased time delays, increased administration, dual reporting and
50 on. Recommendation: Qld DEHP to champion initial discussions with the Commonwealth to
open dialogue in the first instance to investigate a sensible solution.

10. Finally, in addition to the dialogue already occurring, it is recommended that consideration be
given to setting up a specialist group made up of DEHP, DEWS Officers, QWD, Local Authority
representatives and [ndustry specialists with a charter to facilitate rapid responses to these STP
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Licence conditioning issues, If the group was too big, it would be cumbersome and unwieldy and
would not deliver outcomes in a timely fashion. This would require a firm deadline to be set for
collating the issues and a corresponding deadline for recommended solutions. A single point of
accountability and reporting would be required with the Chair having authority commensurate
with the responsibility of the defined charter. The ultimate umpire would remain the Govt
Departments responsible. The group does not have to be solely Brisbane centric. | recommend
against broadening the focus from STPs. Another Group could be established to consider other
issues.

| welcome further discussion if considered worthwhile.
Peter Zemek

Director_Zemek Environmental Pty Ltd

lsch4p3( 3) Prejudicr1

peter@zemekenv.com
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CTS No. 01002/13

Chief of Staff OK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Datiipri:j/ S -
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Furtherfinformation
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister
Protection Dated

SUBJECT: Properties and Uses of Geopolymer Cement Binders

RECOMMENDATION
It is recompriénded that the Minister:
note’that geopolymer cement binders can be used in a variety of applications in place of
nventional Portland cement, and are currently used in Queensland.

BACKGROUND

e When the Minister met with Mario Panuccio from Neilsens Concrete Pty Ltd in late 2012 or early
2013, the subjects of geopolymer cement and its potential greenhouse gas benefits were discussed.

e Information has been sought by the Minister’s Office on the use of fly ash and a cement binder, its
ability to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, any current examples of its.use, and the ability of
geopolymer concrete to comply with relevant Australian Standards‘and specifications.

CURRENT ISSUES

o Geopolymer cement binders were originally developed in the former USSR in the 1950s and further
development in France in the 1970s. Their chemistry is based on the combination of aluminium and
silicon rather than calcium and silicon, as is the case for conventional Portland cement.

e Geopolymer cement binders have certain advantages over ordinary Portland cement in the physical
properties that may be demonstrated and in the specific energy requirements in there development.

e A major impediment to the use of geopolymer cement binders is in the lack of familiarity that the
Engineering sector has with the use of these materials, compared to Portland cement (which has
been in common use in its current form since 1824).

e Geopolymer binders typically involve fly ash or slag in their formulation. The significant thermal
alteration imposed on these materials provides them with valuable engineering properties not
possessed by Portland cement — namely, high thermal resistance and low shrinkage.

e Flyash is a regulated waste’ under the Environmental Protection Regulation 2008 but may be
utilised for a beneficial purpose (and not be managed as a regulated waste) if a beneficial use
approval (BUA) is authorised by EHP, either specifically (on a case-by-case basis), or generally
under the Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011.

e In deciding whether to grant a general or specific BUA for a waste material, EHP must consider the
materials chemical and physical properties, its proposed beneficial use and whether that use or the
effort to prepare the material for such use would have acceptable environmental impacts.

e In 2011, the department issued a general BUA for the use of coal combustion products (CCPs) such
as fly ash in bound final products (including cementitious mixes, cement products and concrete
products), which will remain in force until 24 December 2014. (Guideline at Attachment 1).

e Any person may operate under this general BUA (without having to obtain a development approval
for the use) as long as the conditions of the general approval are met. A specific approval can also
be issued by EHP when the general BUA cannot be met, due to site specific considerations and/or if
a use of the resource is proposed that is not approved in the General BUA.

° The manufacture of Portland cement is well known to involve high energy consumption and high
emissions of carbon dioxide. By contrast, the manufacture of geopolymer cement products involves
significantly lower net emissions of carbon dioxide (various reductions quoted, depending on the
author, range from 10-20%, 8-41% and 36-54%) compared to Portland cement.

o In general, the structural performance of geopolymer cement is similar to that of Portland cement
and can achieve compliance with relevant Australian Standard and engineering specifications.
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o However, one shortfall of geopolymer cement is that it takes a longer time for the concretz to reach
- the engineering'design strength. This would be undesirable for projects on tight construc:ion

timeframes.: -

e Concrete made from geopolymer cements may demonstrate higher tensile strength than Portland
cement. This can be important where steel reinforcing is not (or cannot be) used to provide the
necessary tensile strength in particular applications — for example VicRoads has approved the use of
Geopolymers in general paving and pre-cast applications, on the basis of the product being better
able to withstand shear stresses associated with vehicular traffic.

e Geopolymer cement binders have also been used successfully in the development of pre-cast
sections for road bridges in Queensland,

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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ATTACHMENTS

e Attachment 1. EHP Guideline — General Approval of a resource for beneficial use — Coal Combustion Products used in

Bound Final Products
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING

TO:

Protection
SUBJECT:
RECOMMENDATION

NOTE

It is recommended that the Minister:
e note the progress made on developing options for reducing the regulatory burden on the

aguaculture industry. -

BACKGROUND

Minister for Environment and Heritage

Chief of Staff

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice th

Dated

eL1S 1\

Update: Regulatory options for aquaculture discharges

e The Queensland Aquaculture Industry Federation (QAIF) and Australian Prawn Farmers Association
(APFA) requested that EHP make changes to the current regulatory framework to reduce
unnecessary burden, reflect fairness across industry sectors, and allow further development of the

aquaculture industry.

e EHP committed to present a way forward on the regulation of discharges by the end of 2012.

CURRENT ISSUES

S P L i
e

e Most new commercial aquaculture operations require approvals from EHP for environmentally
relevant activity (ERA) 1; from the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF); and

from the commonwealth for operations within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority’s

(GBRMPA) jurisdiction.

o EHP is reviewing options for the regulation of water quality discharges which has been identified by
QAIF and APFA as the main regulatory issue for the industry.

e EHP agreed with industry in November 2012 on a proposed way forward for a discharge regulatory

approach:

- adopt a ‘background plus’ measuring system and account for upstream influences.
- reduce frequency monitoring requirements for operations with positive performance.
- rename the prawn farming Operational Policy to ‘pond-based’ prawn aquaculture to reflect
predominant facility type.
- amend licence categories to reflect actual environmental risk.
- focus assessment-and compliance on achieving the greatest amount of discharge improvement
per department and operator time and money spent.
e Industry is positive about EHP's progress on new approaches for discharge regulation.
EHP expects to receive.a letter indicating GBRMPA'’s position on the proposed changes by end of
February 2013 to forward to industry for comment [and copy to DAFF and Office of Best Practice

Regulation (OBPR)].

e EHP will coordinate with industry, DAFF and OBPR to schedule another meeting for early April 2013
to identify proposed changes to discharge regulation which can be realistically achieved and which
will assist further development of the industry.

CONSIDERATIONS

e Key Communication Messages: EHP is proposing a fair, outcomes-based approach to regulating
aquaculture discharges to reduce burden on industry and expects to complete consultation in May

2013.
MINISTER’S COMMENTS
'/IL\&»}- 6«»— . Qgs k&i—{’ ac_SL‘J SC
Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:

Name: Andrew Harnden
Paosition: PEQ, ERPS
Tel No: 3330 5964
Date: 22/02/13

Name: Glen Brown

Position: ED EPC

Tel No: 3330 5627

Date: 22/02/1312-439 DL File A(ii

Name: Dean Ellweood
Position: DDG ESR
Tel No: 3 130 5628

Paige 14 "M

90

DG DEHP
Tel No: 3330 6298

Name: Andrew Chesterman

LE.

ate:: ( ?‘Q
DtW

Manm~ 4




Rec'd - ODG

~ CTS No. 03669/13

1 5 MAR 2013

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice

Chicf of Staff .$
Datad AT / o
Approved
Further j

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

Iy
Ap‘bé\r d Noted
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE i

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister... /4
Protection Dated
7
SUBJECT: Environmental authority amendments — Mine water releasé pilot
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:
the environmental authorities for the four BMA mines participating in the mine water
relegse pilot have been amended by agreement to better reflect the intent of the pilot

ote amendment applications are anticipated to be received shortly from BMA regarding other
possible improvements to the pilot.

BACKGROUND

o The rainfall associated with ex-Tropical Cyclone Oswald allowed for some legacy water releases
from the four BMA mines participating in the mine water release pilot.

e A review undertaken by both the department and BMA following the rainfall event has identified
areas of the pilot that could be optimised to aid in the further release of legacy water whilst still
achieving the intent of the Operational Policy.

o The Interdepartmental Committee met on 22 February 2013 to determine how best to respond to the
issues raised from the initial Pilot release.

CURRENT ISSUES

e BMA requested that the department consider an approach that allows for reasonable application of
the maximum electrical conductivity value (2000uS/cm) in the Isaac River, where the intent of the in-
stream value is achieved for the four mines participating in the pilot.

e During the January 2013 releases, BMA took a very conservative approach to ensure environmental
authority and Operational Policy conditions were not breached. This conservatism meant that
release opportunities were missed and legacy water remains within the mines.

e The maximum value of 2000uS/cm set in the Isaac is conservative when compared to the evidence
presented in the University of Queensland study for Australian Coal Association Research
Programme: ‘Assessing the ecotoxicology of salinity on organisms in seasonally flowing streams in
the Bowen Basin’ (ACARP report). The ACARP report suggests the tolerance limits are between
2000 and 2400 uS/cm for the identified species.

e The department is satisfied that an acceptable approach to achieving reasonable application of the
Operational Policy intent will be met, that being releases that achieve 2000 uS/cm in the Isaac for
the full duration of releases.

o The percentile approach allows for reasonable fluctuation in the electrical conductivity level so that
the conservatism associated with a maximum value is negated and the full extent of the release
period can be used (Attachment 1). Some level of conservatism will still be required by BMA when
releasing legacy water to ensure the limit is still achieved.

e The department considers that this amendment is not controversial as: it remains faithful with the
intent of the Pilot, that being releases that achieve 2000 uS/cm in the Isaac for the full duration of

releases; it is an approach that has been used in the regulation of other industries: and the
Operational Policy, regarding ‘cease release’ criteria, remains unaffected.
e To further manage community responses and understanding of this issue a draft media release has

been prepared for the Minister's endorsement (Attachment 2),
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In addition, it is anticipated that BMA will apply for amendments to the environmental authorities to
consider allowing releases to ephemeral streams above the 2000uS/cm release limit on the basis
that this limit is achieved in the Isaac River. This means that ephemeral streams could reach up to
10,000 pS/cm if there is enough flow in the Isaac River to dilute it back to 2,000 uS/em. They may
also be requesting amendments to the flow limits on the ephemeral streams.

The Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts is being consulted to
gain an understanding of the likely environmental impacts from the short-term use of ephemeral
streams to transfer high-saline mine water to the Isaac River.

Independent of the pilot, other mining companies have raised issues relating to sampling and
reporting of release limits. This pilot may therefore have the added benefit of being able to address
these issues to the satisfaction of the department and industry.

CONSIDERATIONS

Key Communication Messages: The community may perceive the amendments negatively however
the amendment by agreement process is considered to be low risk as the intent of the 2000uS/cm
limit in the Isaac River will still be achieved. The Operational Policy remains unchanged as part of
this application process.

Election Commitment: The pilot will create a stable, clear legislative framework for the resources
industry.

MINISTER’S COMNENTS

ATTACHMENTS

Altachment 1 - Old and New Conditions
Attachment 2 - Draft Media Release
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Amendment by agreement — example from Saraji Coal Mine Environmental Authority
Old Condition

W11  The release of mine affected water must cease if electrical conductivity reaches
2,000puS/cm in Hughes Creek, 2,000uS/cm in One Mile Creek, 2,000uS/cm in Spring
Creek and 2,000 uS/cm in Phillips Creek when measured at the downstream
monitoring point specified in Table W86.

New Condition

W11 The release of mine affected water must not exceed the 80" percentile value of 2000
uS/em when measured at the monitoring points specified.in Table W6 during the
release influence period. (Note: release influence peried is the hours of release plus

the lag period from the release point to the monitoring point specified in Table W86.)

Note: If the holder becomes aware during the release influence period that the 80"
percentile value will be exceeded the holder must scale back or cease release of

mine affected water.
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Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP)

;

Deadline Briefing officer Vanessa Hughes
Media Services contact Emma Davies Phone 3330 5733
Media Services phone 3339 5830 DDG: Dean Ellwood
Approved Phone 3330 5628

Fitzroy Basin pilot mines stored water release conditions amended

Minor amendments have been made to the environmental authorities (EAs) of the four
Fitzroy Basin coal mines taking part in the pilot program for the controlled release of
stored mine water.

Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection Andrew Powell said minor
amendments had been made to enable more flexibility in releases while protecting
important environmental values and downstream users;

“The environmental authorities for these mines have been altered so that rather than
immediately ceasing releases once electrical conductivity (salinity) limits are reached,
mines are given a buffer to allow time to bring limits back down,” Mr Powell said.

“This approach is accepted regulatory practice that has been applied to releases from
other industries.”

The aim of the pilot is to determine whether releases can be made that achieve a
salinity level of 2000 uS/cm in the Isaac River without impacting on Rockhampton'’s
drinking water supply.

“The buffer allows for safe fluctuation in water quality limits, and is consistent with a
recent University of Queensland study into the effect of salinity in seasonally flowing
streams.

“The pilot mines took a conservative approach to releasing water during the recent
January flood event, coming in well below their EA limit".

“While we are pleased these mines were careful not to breach water quality limits, this
also meant release opportunities were missed and legacy water remains within the
mines at a significant cost to industry and the State.

“We believe this amendment will help better achieve the intent of the pilot program by
allowing for further investigation into higher electrical conductivity levels.

“Releases from these mines will continue to be closely monitored.

“These changes will allow the mines to release more water while ensuring that water
supply and water quality—for both drinking and irrigation—will not be compromised by
the pilot.

ENDS
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MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

TG: Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

¥
Mid-Year reports for the EHP and CSG/LNG Annual Compliance
Plans for 201213

SUBJECT:

TIMEFRAME
o Approval of this brief is reqwred by 22 February 2013, in order to release the mid-year reports for

the EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 and the CSG/LNG Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 on
the EHP website as early as possible in 2013, 2 - o

4 Y I
RECOMMENDATION WA fie 277 “ et ,""‘ y
It is reg6mmended that the Minister: LF \) VY
prove the release of the mid-year reports for EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 and the
CSG/LNG Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 externally on the department’s website.
e note that a media statement to inform the public of the release of the two mid-year reports is
currently being prepared by the EHP Media Unit.

BACKGROUND

e The EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 was released on the EHP website in December 2012
and the CSG/LNG Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 was released on the EHP website in November
2012.

e When the EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 was submitted for approval it was recommended
that a mid-year report be completed in January and released to the EHP website.

e The mid-year report is to inform the public of the proactive work undertaken by EHP as part of the
EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012=13 and CSG/LNG Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 between
July and December 2012,

CURRENT ISSUES

e A mid-year report has been completed for both the EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 (refer to
Attachment 1) and the CSG/LNG Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 (refer to Attachment 2).

e These reports detail the proactive and reactive work EHP has completed between July and
December 2012 as part of the two compliance plans and regional compliance planning.

e All compliance projects outlined in the two compliance plans are on track with the exception of
assessing all of C8G companies’ annual returns.

e Inthe CSG/LNG Compliance Plan 2012-13, EHP committed to auditing all annual returns submitted
by CSG companies. However, staffing level changes following the Machinery of Government
changes impacted on the ability of EHP to assess all annual returns.

e To address this issue, annual returns will now be assessed based on risk which is in line with the

EHP Regulatory Strategy and to date, a number of supporting documents have been requested from

selected high risk companies which will be cross-referenced with the annual returns.

A number of successes are highlighted in the reports. For example, the investigation into the illicit

trade of dugong and turtle meat has uncovered valuable intelligence which will be useful to ascertain

the extent of illegal activities.

Another example is the increased understanding of water management constraints at mining sites

due to the pre-wet weather site inspections.

Itis recommended that these reports are released to the website with an accompanying media

release to demonstrate to the public the proactive work EHP has done between July and December
2012,
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o . Please note, as it is possible some enforcement actions were still being processed at the time of
data extraction, all enforcement data will be re-extracted prior to release of the document on the
website to ensure that the most up-to-date data is included in the report. This may result in
enforcement action figures varying slightly in the report attached to this briefing note.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

e Attachment 1 — EHP Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 Mid-Year Report
o Atftachment 2 —~ CSG/LNG Annual Compliance Plan 2012-13 Mid-Year Report
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SUBJECT: Current shale gas exploration and environmental regulation in Queensland
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:
e note that 16 shale gas exploration activities are authorised in Queensland.
° note that the regulatory arrangements for shale gas are similar to those for coal seam gas (CSG).

BACKGROUND
e On 14 January 2013,

you received a briefing on the draft oil shale policy for Queensland and sought
further information on

the extent of shale gas activities occurring in Queensland.

CURRENT ISSUES

Shale gas activities in Queensland - current

° ‘Petroleum’ is defined under the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) Act 2004 (P&G Act) to
include a wide range of substances, including oil, coal seam gas (CSG), natural gas and oil shale.

e 16 shale gas exploration activities are occurring in Queensland.

e These activities all have Authority to Prospect (ATP) under the P&G Act and environmental
authorities under the Environmental Protection Act 1 994 (EP Act).

e These activities are occurring in the Cooper, Galilee, Georgina, Maryborough and Eromanga Basins
(i.e. central and western Queensland) and being undertaken by Exoma Energy, Beach Energy,
Drillsearch & BP, Central Petroleum, and Blue Energy. '

e No shale gas production activities have been applied or approved for.

o Operators have advised that Upscale and production will likely commence in 2015. This will require
numerous well developments and an extensive expansion to Queensland’s pipeline network.

Environmental and community considerations — fracturing, and water demand and management

e Shale gas uses horizontal drilling technology which allows for multiple wells to be drilled from one
well pad. This reduces surfaces impacts to landholders and the environment.

e Shale gas is extracted from deeper formations than CSG (generally below 2000m). This significantly
reduces risks of interconnection with aquifers that are accessed for water supply purposes.

° Shale gas is a type of tight gas, meaning that it is a non-porous geological formation.

e These wells must therefore be fractured to become productive and this will require significantly more
water than CSG fracturing (up to 16 mega-litres (ML) compared with 1ML for CSG fracturing).

* As shale gas formations are typically dry, shale gas extraction activities will not result in large
volumes of produced (or ‘associated’) water.

e Exploration is generally occurring in basins where water availability (and unallocated water under the
Water Act 2000) is limited.

° However, because the P&G Act affords unfettered groundwater rights to all ATP or Petroleum Lease
holders (i.e. petroleum tenure holders), shale gas activities may exacerbate community concerns
about water availability and allocation in those areas. EHP recently raised this issue with DNRM and
discussions are continuing.

gas fracturing is generally more concentrated with metals and has

higher sediments than for CSG. The quality of shale gas water will therefore need to be carefully

managed and water will need to be appropriately treated in line with the necessary standards.
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Additionally, the extraction of the gas can mobilise naturally occurring radioactive materials (NORMs)

" into water extracted from the well.

While current research indicates that NORMSs are likely to be limited in Australian geology, EHP
intends to require operators to monitor for NORMs in waste water.

Companies are currently exploring for shale gas in South and Western Australia. The United States
has large scale production and faces considerable community concern about hydraulic fracturing,
most notably in the movie GasLands.

Approval, assessment and compliance of environmental authorities

u&/i

Existing EP Act regulatory arrangements for CSG are suitable for application to shale gas.

EHP has developed model conditions for shale gas - based on the model conditions for CSG.

EHP has also amended its application forms so that the applicant must clearly state if they propose
to carry out shale gas or tight gas activities.

EHPs technical knowledge about Queensland shale gas is limited as the industry is in its infancy
hére, however EHP does have in-house knowledge about the USA Environmental Protection Agency
and shale gas regulation through an officer spending six months with USA regulators.

EHP has also conducted extensive benchmarking (over 50 jurisdictions) in relation to the regulation
of fracturing for both CSG and shale to ensure our regulation is best practice.

CONSIDERATIONS

MINISTER’S CO

Government: The DNRM has recently approached petroleum and gas. operators to convey its
interest in understanding better the way this industry may develop and to anticipate and address
community and industry concerns that may eventuate.

Budget: There is no immediate resource costs associated with regulating an exploration-sized shale
gas industry. EHP has absorbed additional assessment and approval tasks within existing
resources. However, in-field compliance capacity is limited due to staff and travel costs. In future,
there will be resource implications arising from the expansion of the shale gas industry. It is likely
that additional costs will be incurred closer to 2014 when the industry ramps up to pre-production
activities. EHP will liaise with DNRM and industry to obtain advance notice as much as possible.

ENTS
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SUBJECT: Standard approvals for petroleum survey, pipeline and geoéthermal exploration
activities
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:
e note that public consultation commenced 11 March 2013 on the draft eligibility criteria and standard
conditions for petroleum survey, pipeline and geothermal exploration activities, and the supporting
k“I:i?ijijlssessments. :
o “iote that the final eligibility criteria and standard conditions for each of these activities will be
submitted for approval by the Director-General in early May.

BACKGROUND

o In February 2013, you approved EHP to develop amendments to the Environmental Protection
Regulation 2008 so that eligibility criteria and standard conditions ¢an be prescribed for petroleum
exploration activities, pipelines and petroleum survey activities (CTS00965/1 3).

o The Director-General has approved public consultation on the draft eligibility criteria and standard
conditions for petroleum survey, pipeline and geothermal exploration activities (CTS3409/13). He
has also approved consultation on the draft eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum
exploration activities (CTS2627/13) which is currently on EHP’s website for public consultation until
10 April 2013.

CURRENT ISSUES

Developing the proposed eligibility criteria and standard conditions

o The proposed eligibility criteria and standard conditions are based on EHP’s understanding of the
environmental risks and management techniques associated with these activities.

e This work forms the basis for ‘standard applications’ and has been undertaken consistent with the
Greentape Reduction objective of ensuring that regulatory effort is proportional to environmental risk.

o EHP considers that the majority of pipeline proposals under 150 kilometres in length, and most
petroleum survey and geothermal exploration activities, can be dealt with via standard applications.

o EHP has worked closely with APPEA, and consultants employed by APPEA, to develop the risk
assessments and the proposed eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum survey and
pipeline activities.

o EHP has also completed a risk assessment to determine eligibility criteria and standard conditions
for geothermal exploration activities.

° The standard conditions are largely performance based, except where minimum acceptable
performance standards are required.

Next steps — public consultation, finalisation and amending the EP Regulation

o It is requested you note the release for public consultation, draft eligibility criteria and standard
conditions for the following activities: :
- Pipeline less than 150 km;
- Petroleum survey activities; and
- Geothermal exploration activities.

o The proposed eligibility criteria and standard conditions must be published in draft form on EHP’s
website for a 30 business day consultation period along with submission details.

e After considering submissions made within the consultation period, the Director-General may, by

gazette notice, make eligibility criteria and standard conditions for an environmentally relevant
activity.
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The eligibility criteria take effect when a regulation approves the criteria, and the standard conditions
take effect by gazette notice and must be prescribed under a regulation.
EHP anticipates that this work can be completed by mid May.

CONSIDERATIONS (Remove section if not required)

L]

L

Establishing eligibility criteria and standard conditions for these activities will contribute to delivering
Greentape Reduction benefits, EHP's Regulatory Strategy and Strategic Plan 2012-2016.
Consultation: Energy Resources and Enforcement and APPEA have worked together in the drafting
of the eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum survey and pipeline activities.

APPEA has invested significantly in this work - engaging expert consultants and seeking industry
comments (small to mid-size petroleum and exploration companies) on the drafts of the eligibility
criteria and standard conditions.

Due to its small size, gaining input from the geothermal industry sector in developing the draft
eligibility criteria and standard conditions has proved difficult. However, the department considers
that the proposed criteria and conditions are suitable for public consultation and will continue to
identify and address industry interests through the consultation process.

Legislation: Sections 317 and 318 of the Greentape Reduction amendments deal with making
eligibility criteria and standard conditions.

Key Communication Messages: The eligibility criteria and standard conditions for petroleum
exploration activities, petroleum survey, pipeline and geothermal exploration activities represent an
important initiative to reduce regulatory burden for industry while also protecting environmental
values.
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TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage L
Protection Minister. /...

Dated

SUBJECT: Underground Coal Gasification (UCG) proponent letters to the Minister for Natural
Resources and Mines regarding implementation of the Independent Scientifiq Panel
(ISP) report. ;

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

° note that Linc Energy (Linc) and Carbon Energy (Carbon) have raised the following issues in recent
correspondence to the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines:

o concerns with the content of the ISP report:
o concerns with the proposed terms of the extension to the pilot trial: and
o request for an industry consultation period.

e note that EHP has developed draft decommissioning and rehabilitation ctiteria, in consultation with
the Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA) and the Gas
Safety Inspectorate of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM), for the UCG
cavities and UCG impacted groundwater. The draft is currently being peer-reviewed by
Geosciences Assessment, UK Environment Agency and the Land Quality Branch, Wyoming
Department of Environmental Quality.

BACKGROUND

e The Queensland Government’s current UCG policy commenced on 18 February 2009 and afforded
the UCG industry the opportunity to demonstrate the technical, environmental and commercial
viability of UCG technology. The UCG trial was limited to three pilot sites — Linc near Chinchilla,
Carbon near Kogan, between Dalby and Chinchilla, and Cougar Energy (Cougar) near Kingaroy.

e The ISP was appointed by DNRM to provide a report on the outcomes and findings of the UCG
trials, basing its recommendations and conclusions on information provided by the UCG companies
under a confidentiality agreement.. Cougar has not participated in the ISP process since EHP placed
Cougar’s operation into a decommissioning and rehabilitation phase.

e On 30 November 2012, the ISP delivered its final report to DNRM (Attachment 1).

e On 26 February 2013, the ISP report was provided to Linc and Carbon accompanying a letter from
the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines, which outlined the recommendations of the report and
the terms of aproposed extension to the pilot trial.

‘o DNRM met with Garbon on 4 March 2013 and with Linc on 5 March 2013 following both company

requests to be given the opportunity to comment on the ISP report and the content of Minister
Cripps’ letter.

e Refer to Ministerial briefing note CTS No.15396/12 for details of the lead-up to the delivery of the
ISP report and the proposal to extend the pilot trial (Attachment 2).

CURRENT ISSUES

Carbon have raised the following concerns and issues in its correspondence of 1 March 2013
(Attachment 3), 5 March 2013 (Attachment 4); and 14 March 2013 (Attachment 5):

- Carbon suggest that there are potential breaches to the confidentiality agreement that was

established between the company and the ISP.

- Carbon has serious concerns regarding some of the assumptions and conclusions in the ISP
report and the potential implications. Carbon has requested particular content of the ISP report
be removed prior to the report being released to the public.

- Carbon requests the opportunity to consult with the Queensland Government prior to the release
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of the ISP report and establishing the terms and duration of the proposed extension to the pilot
trial.-

= Carbon requested it be given time to prowde a formal response to the Queensland Government
by 31 May 2013.

- Carbon states that it has already decomm135|oned its pilot panels as recommended (by the ISP
report and in DNRM's letter of 26 February 2013). This is not EHP’s understanding. EHP
understands that Carbon have commenced decommissioning panel 2 and have somewhat
suspended the decommissioning of panel 1, the cavity of which has filled with methane gas
rather than with groundwater. All of Carbon’s cavities are in a phase of decommissioning and
are no longer burning.

- The letter states that Carbon has engaged scientific experts to provide a thorough assessment of
the report and commits to providing DNRM with its formal response to the report by
approximately 12 April 2013. '

- There are concerns about the potential commercial implications of the report, not only in relation
to developing the valuable 1,043 PJ UCG Gas Reserve on the MDL, but also the viability of the
business in general and expansion Internationally.

Linc have raised the following concerns and issues in its correspondence of 6 March 2013

(Attachment 6):

Linc has issues with the conclusions and recommendations delivered in'the ISP report and
request the opportunity to consult with the Queensland Government.

- Linc request that further sufficient time be given to complete the recommendations of the ISP
report.

- Linc request that specific statements in the report be omitted or amended prior to the release of
the report.

- Linc submit that the ISP report should not be released prior to industry consultation.

EHP has developed draft decommissioning and rehabilitation criteria for the UCG cavities and UCG

impacted groundwater in consultation with DSITIA and the Gas Safety Inspectorate of DNRM.

EHP has requested the decommissioning and rehabilitation criteria be peer reviewed by:

Geosciences Assessment, UK Environment Agency; and the Land Quality Branch, Wyoming

Department of Environmental Quality.

The peer-reviews are expected back within the coming weeks.

DNRM have signalled an intention to'submit EHP’s decommissioning criteria to the Resource

Cabinet Committee. This will be a joint submission with EHP.

CONSIDERATIONS

Consultation: EHP is continuing to work with DNRM and DSITIA in relation to UCG, the ISP report
and the Queensland Government decision on the UCG Industry.

Key Communication Messages: DNRM has advised that public concern is increasing in the lead up
to a Government decision on the UCG industry. The report has not been made public to date.
DNRM will decide when this is to occur.

Election Commitment:

Commitment number: 333

Responsible minister: Minister for Natural Resources and Mines

Resources and Energy Strategy — Underground Coal Gasification (UCG)

Establish strategies to develop an underground coal gasification sustainable gas industry in

Queensland which includes: '

- Providing the opportunity to demonstrate the technical, environmental and commercial viability of
Underground Coal Gasification (UCG) technology under strictly monitored conditions in
appropriate locations.

- Continuing to support existing approved UCG technology trials in Queensland.

- Investigating potential to utilise UCG technology in the production of liquid transport fuels,
including ultraclean diesel and jet fuels, from Queensland coal resources.
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Attachment 1: Final ISP report — 30 November 2012
Attachment 2: Ministerial briefing note CTS No. 15396/12 — signed and dated 30 October 2012
Attachment 3: Carbon Energy letter of response — 1 March 2013
Attachment 4: Carbon Energy letter of response — 5 March 2013
Attachment 5: Carbon Energy letter of response — 14 March 2013
Attachment 6: Linc Energy letter of response ~ 6 March 2013
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TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage

Protection Minister. 7 s=——"T ..

Dated

SUBJECT: Coal Seam Gas Water — Regulated Waste Definition '

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

¢ note the timeframes for reviewing the definition of regulated waste under the Environmental
Protgttion Regulation 2008 (EP Reg); and

° e the proposal to develop an operational guideline to simplify and clarify the options for more
effectively managing coal seam gas (CSG) water as a resource (including using third party
agreements under an environmental authority (EA)).

BACKGROUND

o |sch3(2)(1)(a) Cabinet matter - For consideration by Cabinet

CURRENT ISSUES

Timeframes for reviewing the definition of requlated waste:

e CSG water is considered a regulated waste because it contains non-toxic salts which are listed as a
regulated waste in Schedule 7 of the EP Reg.

e As aregulated waste, CSG water must be managed in accordance with certain requirements,
including for its transport, treatment and disposal.

e The definition of regulated waste also means that once a regulated waste has been treated it is still
classified as a regulated waste, irrespective of the level of treatment or the quality of the treated
product.

e To complement the development of the new industry-led waste strategy, EHP will undertake a
holistic and fundamental review of the current regulated waste management framework in
Queensland, including a review of the definition of regulated waste under the EP Reg.

e A separate briefing note (CTS 05321/13) has been developed which outlines the scope and
parameters for this review.

o EHP is proposing to undertake the review in stages. Stage 1 is proposing to address some of the
more immediate issues that stakeholders have raised in relation to specific regulated wastes such as
end-of-life tyres, batteries and used oil,

e Provided that an appropriate standard can be developed through consultation with industry in a
timely manner, it is proposed that the issue of suitable quality CSG water be included as part of

I APR 2013

Stage 1.
\:/éage 1 will be given effect through amendment to the EP Reg by July 2013.

The amendments will ensure that suitable quality CSG water will'hio longer be classified as a
regulated waste. However, untreated CSG water that does not meet this standard, or CSG water
that has been treated but is not of a suitable quality, will remain a regulated waste.
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Operational guideline:

s Through the policy, the government signalled its intent to more effectively manage CSG water as a
resource and not a waste.

o Chapter 8 of the Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011 allows the chief executive to declare that
a waste has been converted to a resource using a beneficial use approval (BUA).

¢ Currently, after a BUA has been granted, CSG water can be used by a third party in accordance with
the BUA.

s Provided that all regulatory requirements are still met, the Environmental Protection Act 1994 and EP
Reg do not prevent CSG water from being used by a third-party under an EA.

¢ In deciding EA applications, the BUA framework has generally been considered the most appropriate
framework for achieving the policy intent of the previous CSG Water Management Policy 2010.

e As the new policy signals a clear intention to streamline the management of CSG water as a
resource, EHP is proposing to develop an operational guideline which would outline a range of
circumstances where the third-party use of CSG water could be approved under an EA (instead of a
BUA).

¢ EHP anticipates that these circumstances would be limited to specific uses that are well known, low
risk, and where the CSG water is fit for the proposed purpose (i.e. there-are clear guideline values in
existence that the water meets).

e A BUA would still be required where the proposed use is of a higher risk(e.g. more complex and/or
untested), such that a simple standard in an EA is not capable of addressing those risks and further
conditioning is required. For example, where multiple uses are proposed, or discharge to waters is
part of the proposal.

o- The development of this guideline would: simplify the mevement and use of CSG water in a range of
circumstances; reduce regulatory costs; improve decision making (timeliness and consistency); and
provide clarity for both EHP and industry about the different options that exist for approving the
ongoing use of CSG water.

e However, the operational guideline will not alter the classification of CSG water as a regulated waste
under the EP Reg, and CSG water (not meeting the amended definition) would still be subject to
waste tracking and other regulated waste management requirements.

o The development of the operational guideline will link closely with the amendment to the EP Reg to
remove suitable quality CSG water from the regulated waste classification.

¢ The following steps would be required in developing the operational guideline:

1. A thorough assessment of the regulatory framework (EP Reg and BUA framework) to ensure
that the guideline accurately identifies the circumstances where an EA can appropriately
authorise the use of CSG water.

2. Analysis of existing approvals granted under the BUA framework, and how this aligns with the
intent of the new policy.

3. Consultation with industry to understand the limitations with the existing framework.

4. Arisk assessment of CSG water qualities to guide the circumstances where an EA could
authorise the use of CSG water.
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SUBJECT: Response to Desert Channels — groundwater monitoring

RECONMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister

o

note the issues raised by Desert Channels related to voluntary groundwater monitoring being
undertaken by petroleum operators, and the proposed response.

BACKGROUND

©

o

Under the Water Act 2000 (Water Act), petroleum tenure holders are required to undertake baseline
assessments of water bores. These assessments provide a reference point for comparison with
subsequent bore assessments to assist in the negotiation of make good agreements.

You wrote to Desert Channels on 7 November 2012 regarding issues related to groundwater
monitoring being carried out by petroleum operators in the Galilee Basin.

You also met with representatives from Desert Channelson 12 November, 2012.

CURRENT ISSUES

Desert Channels has written to you seeking further advice about what steps have been taken to deal
with the issues they discussed with you on 12 November, 2012.

The groundwater monitoring that Desert Channels is concerned about is not required under any
statutory instrument, and appears to be carried out on a voluntary basis by petroleum operators.

As EHP was not involved in the meeting with Desert Channels on 12 November 201 2, no further
action has been taken. :

EHP is however aware that Degert Channels had extensive discussions with the GasFields
Commission about the same issue on 13 November 2012 and 13 February 2013.

To properly investigate the issues, the GasFields Commission requested the following information:

~ A copy of the monitoring reports prepared by petroleum operations:

- Alist of concerned landholders; and

- The name of the company’s preparing the monitoring reports.

Desert Channels has not provided this information to the GasFields Commission.

In the absence of further information provided by Desert Channels, EHP recommends that no further
action be taken.
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@ Hon Andrew Powell MP
U¥%. Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

L

Level 13
G
Ref CTS 03650113 400 George Street Brisbane 4000
GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
Queensland 4001 Australia

3 . APR 2013 Telephone +617 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496

¥ Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.a
Miss Leanne Kohler

Chief Executive Officer

Desert Channels Group

Desert Channels Queensland Inc
PO Box 601

LONGREACH QLD 4730

Dear Miss Kohler

Thank you for your letter of 27 February 2013 concerning water monitoring being undertaken by
coal seam gas and shale operators in the Galilee Basin.

As previously advised on 7 November 2012, it appears the monitoring you are referring to is not
required under a legislative instrument and is instead being proactively collected by petroleum
operators. If landholders are concerned or being misled by this monitoring, | ask that you
encourage them to contact the government’'s CSG-LNG industry hotline on 13 25 23.

| am aware of the meetings you have had with the GasFields Commission, and that you are
currently unable to provide a copy of water monitoring report/s prepared by the petroleum
operators, or the details of the concerned landholders. In the absence of more specific
information, it is not apprepriate for further action to be taken.

When you are in a position to more fully disclose the details of your concerns, | would be happy
to further consider them.

| hope this information has been of assistance to you. Should you have further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Youys gincerely

DREW POWELL MP
inister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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CTS No. 19190/12

-
Chief of Staff ..o, ‘
Z le N '

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

Dated

TO; Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

SUBJECT: APPEA organised field trips

RECOMMENDATION

E

It is recommended that the Minister: :
 sign the attached letters to Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association (APPEA),
Arrow Energy and Westside Corporation (Attachments 1-3).

BACKGROUND

o EHP officers recently participated in two field trips organised by APPEA in order to further APPEA’s
working relationship with the Queensland Government and give EHP officers an opportunity to
experience Coal Seam Gas (CSG) exploration and production first hand.

CURRENT ISSUES

e On 30 November 2012@;artmental officers attended Westside Corporation's operation at
Moura. Officers had the Spportunity to see, among other things, Westside's trial ionic water
treatment plant and a production well.

= On 5 December 2012, 9 departmental officers attended various sites operated by Arrow Energy near
Dalby. The tour included a visit to Arrow Energy’s Dalby Office and its community information centre,
and the Daandine Reverse Osmosis Facility, a compressor station, and the Braemar 2 Power
Station.

= In both cases, the visits facilitated by APPEA gave EHP staff a valuable opportunity to see CSG
operations in action.

e The attached letters express EHP’s gratitude to Westside, Arrow and APPEA for what were well-
organised and useful field trips.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

gXuJU\%-A' '

-

ATTACHMENTS

s Attachment 1 - Lelter to APPEA

e Attachment 2 — Letter to Arrow

e Attachment 3 — Letter to Westside Corporation
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,5 aﬁ} Hon Andrew Powell MP

%50 Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT
Level 13
Ref CTS 19190/12 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPQ Box 2454 Brisbane
Queensland 4001 Australia

1 A JAN 2013 ! Telephone +617 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.a

Dr Julie Beeby

Chief Executive Officer
Westside Corporation
Level 8, 300 Queen Street
BRISBANE QLD 4000

g L.
Dear D}Beél{(j ‘J\‘

| am informed that Department of Environment and Heritage Protection staff recently attended a
field trip organised by APPEA to Westside’s operations near Moura.

The field trip provided departmental staff with a valuable opportunity to view coal seam gas
operations in action and talk to industry personnel.

| would like to pass on the department's gratitude to Westside for extending the invitation and
making staff members available to conduct the tour.

[ am informed that the field trip was both well-organised and professionally engaging.

Yours,sincerely

NDREW POWELL MP
Mingister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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Hon Andrew Powell MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Level 13
e sl 400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
Queensland 4001 Australia
1 [I' JAN 2013 P Telephone +617 3239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.qld.gov.a
Mr Andrew Faulkner

Chief Executive Officer
Arrow Energy Pty Ltd
GPO Box 5262
BRISBANE QLD 400

Dear MW

| am informed that Department of Environment and Heritage Protection staff recently attended a
field trip organised by APPEA to Arrow Energy’s operations in'and near Dalby.

The field trip provided departmental staff with a valuable eppertunity to view coal seam gas
operations in action and talk to industry personnel.

I would like to pass on the department’s gratitude to Arrow for extending the invitation and making
staff members available to conduct the tour.

I am informed that the field trip was both well-organised and professionally engaging.

Yours singerely

ANDREW POWELL MP
Mipister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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Hon Andrew Powell MP
" Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNAENT

Level 13
Ref CTS 19190M12 400 George Street Brishane 4000
GPO Box 2454 Brishane
1 L JAN 7013 Queensland 4001 Australia
i Telephone +617 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2456
Emall environment@ministerial.gld.gov.2

Mr Rick Wilkinson

Chief of Operations — Eastern Region

Australian Petroleum Production & Exploration Association Limited (APPEA)
Level 36

32 Turbot Street

BRISBANE QLD 4000

Also by email via nkerin@appea.com.au
@ V&/\

Dear Wn
| am iffformed that Department of Environment and Heritage Protection staff recently attended

two field trips organised by APPEA — the first to Westside Corporation’s operation at Moura; and
the second to Arrow Energy’s operations in and near Dalby.

These field trips provided departmental staff with a valuable opportunity to view coal seam gas
operations in action and talk to industry personnel.

I would like to pass on the department’s gratitude to APPEA for facilitating the trips.
I am informed that the field trips were both well-organised and professionally engaging.

Yours sincerely

NDREW POWELL MP
iister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Further ipfdrmation req

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister...#7.

Dated [0 /| [ 13

Approved Not Approved Noted

Protection Dated X =g T

SUBJECT:  Update on the Yabulu Nickel Refinery following the first/report of the Independent

Scientific Panel

RECOMMENDATION i
It is recommended that the Minister:

note that the Independent Scientific Panel (ISP) met again on 11 December 2012 to consider water
management challenges at the Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd (QN) Yabulu Nickel Refinery

note thatthe ISP released its first report on 18 December 2012. The report recommends that during
the cufrent wet season, the only feasible options to reduce the risk of contaminated discharge from
theAfefinery are to minimise the amount of water being directed to the tailings storage facility (TSF)
d, if required, to discharge some of the water from the TSF. The report recommends that the use
of the ocean outfall is the lowest environmental impact option for discharging water from the TSF
note that on 21 December 2012, QN notified the Department of Envifenment and Heritage
Protection (EHP) that spill risk modelling identified that the spill risk at 1 November 2012 exceeded
1%. This is in non-compliance with the development approval (DA) issued for the refinery

note that QN has submitted a draft transitional environmental program (TEP) to EHP, seeking

approval from EHP for a transition to compliance with the spill.risk requirements of the DA by
November 2013.

BACKGROUND

QN operates Yabulu Nickel Refinery, located 25 kilometres north of Townsville, under a DA
administered by EHP. '

The ISP, comprising experts from Universities in Queensland and New South Wales and a
representative from the Australian Institute of Marine Science, has been established by QN to
address water management issues at the refinery.

Refer to previous briefings CTS14692/12, CTS10517/12, CTS15898/12 and CTS16804/12
(Attachments 1-4) for additional background.

CURRENT ISSUES

At the meeting of the ISP on 11 December 2012, the group's terms of reference were finalised and
the options for reducing the spill risk at the QN site during this wet season were discussed.
Outcomes of the Panel'meeting were provided to EHP on 18 December 2012.

The report indicates that the only feasible options to immediately reduce the risk of an overflow from
the TSF are to minimise the inputs to the TSF through a plant shut down or reduced production and
if necessary to discharge from the TSF. :

The report indicates that in the event of a discharge from the TSF, the lowest environmental impact
would result from use of the ocean outfall.

The use of the ocean outfall is permitted by the DA provided that QN demonstrate, via the
submission of a corrective action plan, that it is the best means of reducing the spill risk.

QN have previously submitted a corrective action plan and EHP have provided comment. As such,
the only current impediment to the use of the ocean outfall is the requirement for an additional permit

from the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA).
° On 21 December 2012, QN provided notification to EHP via email that the latest spill risk modelling
showed that the spill risk for 1 November 2012 exceeded 1%.
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e The DA requires a spill risk of less than 1% (that is, a spill is likely to occur less than once in every
100 years) for each of the dams containing ‘hazardous waste’ on the QN site — measured at 1
November each year. ,

e On Monday 24 December 2012, QN voluntarily submitted a draft TEP to achieve compliance with the
spill risk requirements of the DA by November 2013.

e The submission of the draft TEP is consistent with a recommendation of the Panel, which states that
a comprehensive plan of works should be implemented from now until November 2013 in order to
prevent a reoccurrence of this issue in the 2013/14 wet season.

* The draft TEP proposes to achieve compliance with the spill risk requirements of the DA through the
construction of additional storages during the next dry season. The draft TEP also includes actions
to manage the risk of a spill during the current wet season such as reducing inputs to the TSF.

e EHP representatives met with QN on 3 January 2013 to discuss the draft TEP and EHP provided
feedback to QN for incorporation in the draft TEP.

e QN will submit a revised version of the draft TEP in the week commencing 7 January 2013 and EHP
will expedite the assessment of this document. '

e GBRMPA provided correspondence to Mr Clive Palmer on 4 January 2013, highlighting that
consideration is being given to exercising statutory powers to require that a water management plan
is commissioned for the TSF.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS:
e  Attachment 1 — BN CTS 14692/12 Yabulu Nickel Refinery — Water management
= Attachment 2 — BN CTS 10517/12 Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd — Yabulu Nicke! Refinery
e  Attachment 3 — BN CTS 15898/12 Yabulu Nickel Refinery — Independent Scientific Panel
e Attachment4 — BN CTS 16804/12 Yabulu Nickel Refinery — Independent Scientific Panel meeting update
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CTS No. 14692/12

Chief of St . OK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated \Q/ 1©/ 172
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approve
Furthef ififformati
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage o ]
Protection Minister

Dated

SUBJECT: Yabulu Nickel Refinery - Water NManagement

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

o note that Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd (QN) has proposed to initiate a independent scientific panel to
assist with water management at the Yabulu Nickel Refinery.

e note that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) has reviewed the draft
Terms of Reference (TOR) that governs how the panel will operate and Mr Dean Ellwood, Deputy
Director-General Environmental Services and Regulation Division, signed and sent a letter providing
feedback to QN on 5 October 2012 (Attachment 1).

¢ note that EHP’s Environmental Services and Regulation Division (Northern Region) will provide a
representative to attend the proposed scientific panel.

BACKGROUND

e QN owns and operates the Yabulu Nickel Refinery, 25km north of Townsville, which operates under
a development approval (DA) administered by EHP.

e  Further background information on QN issues has been provided in a previous Briefing Note to the
Director-General (Attachment 2).

CURRENT ISSUES

e On the 14 September 2012, the Deputy Director-General Environmental Services and Regulations
met with Clive Palmer to discuss water management issues at the Yabulu Nickel Refinery.

e During this meeting, QN proposed to initiate an independent scientific panel to assist with water
management at the refinery, particularly in relation to the impending wet season and management
of the tailing storage facility.

* QN proposes that the scientific panel will consist of four to six members, to be appointed based on
consultation with the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) and EHP. In addition to
the four to six independent panel members, it is proposed that QN, GBRMPA and EHP will have
membership as well.

e QN also highlighted the need for a revision of their DA to assist in better water management across
the site.

e Both proposals are linked and will assist in dealing with the highly complex water management
issues at the refinery. The department gave in-principal support to these two proposals.

e It should be noted that EHP highlighted its position in relation to the tailings dam spill risk, and that
the one per cent spill risk for the Tailings Storage Facility needed to be met by 1 November 2012.

e EHP highlighted the need for QN to take all reasonable and practical measures to reduce water on
site

e On 24 September 2012, QN confirmed the outcomes of the meeting and indicated that it will liaise
further with EHPs Northern Region (Attachment 3).

o In addition, QN provided a draft TOR which was reviewed by EHP and general comments have
been provided to QN.

*  While the overall intent of the draft TOR is sound, it would benefit from better definition around the
outcomes being sought. In particular, the current scope needs to be broadened to include a more
holistic review of water management on site, including the tailings storage facility.
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Based on the three focus areas put forward in the draft TOR, EHP has suggested that a mix of
process and civil engineers, water and wastewater experts and scientific experts in water quality
and ecosystem impacts would be appropriate.

QN has advised that the first meeting of the scientific panel will be on the 8 October 2012 and the
panel will consist of Mr Jon Brodie from James Cook University (JCU) — Chair, Dr Andrew Negri
from the Australian Institute of Marine Science, Mr Barry Butler (JCU), Professor Peter Ridd (JCU),
a Wastewater engineer (to be determined) and a representative from QN, EHP and the GBRMPA.
Ms Ingrid Fomiatti Minnesma will represent EHP at the panel meeting.

EHP will continue to work closely with both QN and GBRMPA to address the major water

accumulation issues at the Yabulu Nicke! Refinery.
)

CONSIDERATIONS .

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

It is still EHP’s expectation that the one per cent spill risk is met by the 1 November 2012, in
accordance with the DA.

The department supports the need to amend the DA to ensure contemporary environmental
standards are applied. However, the department is only willing to undertake this task as long as QN
acknowledge the validity of the DA.

B(Cﬂ/{w V\(U./!?L'

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 - Letter to QN (TOR Feedback)
Attachment 2 - Background information on QN CTS 10517
Attachment 3 - QN Letter
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CTS No. 10517/12

Approved Not prove@
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Further information require
DIRECTOR-GENERAL BRIEFING NOTE

DG s
TO: Director-General Dated

"3 F

SUBJECT: Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd — Yabulu Nickel Refinery

TIMEFRAME

e Noting of this brief is urgent to ensure that the Director-General is kept up to date on water
management issues at the Queensland Nickel (QN) — Yabulu Nickel Refinery (refinery).

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Director-General:

e note the proposed response from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) on
QN's corrective action plan (CAP) (Attachment 1);

e note that EHP ’s assessment is that the CAP does not
- consider alternatives to the use of the ocean outfall, despite EHP providing a list of options for

QN to consider;
- demonstrate that the release will not cause an unacceptable impact; or
- resultin the sites spill risk being reduced to an acceptable level priorto 1 November.

» note that following a review of the CAP, it is the advice of EHP’s dam safety engineer that the site
spill risk remains unacceptably high, however, the Tailings Storage Facility (TSF) dam embankments
and spillway have been designed and constructed to acceptable engineering standards and the
spillway has more than enough capacity to prevent overtopping of the embankment.

o |sch3( 7) Information subject to legal professional privilege

BACKGROUND

e QN owns and operates the Yabulu Nickel Refinery which is located approximately 25 kilometres
north of Townsville. The refinery.is situated in a coastal zone in close proximity (~1km) to Halifax
Bay, which is part of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and World Heritage Area.

e There are current significant water management issues on the refinery site with the TSF not meeting
appropriate spill risk standards.

o (TS 7239/12 and CTS 07384/12 (Attachments 3 and 4) provide further background information.

CURRENT ISSUES

Corrective Action Plan

e QN submitted a CAP to EHP on 31 July 2012, which details the means by which QN intend to
reduce the contaminated water inventory, and nominates a 5 year implementation horizon.

o The CAP states that in excess of 2000ML of additional capacity is required in the TSF in order to
achieve a spill risk of less than 1% by 1 November 2012.

e This spill risk and the 1 November date are statutory requirements within the QN development
approval (DA) and as reported in the CAP, requirements of the Federal Government approval issued
under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Approval).

e To reduce the sites contaminated water inventory the CAP proposes:

- discharge of tailings effluent through the ocean outfall to provide the required additional capacity

within the TSF; and

- the diversion of “stormwater” (contaminated) away from the TSF to prevent further increases in the

contaminated water inventory. This contaminated stormwater would be released to the
environment (Halifax Bay) via surface waters.

In relation to the use of the ocean outfall:
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- the CAP details that under optimal conditions with no further rainfall, at least 140 days of
discharge is needed to reduce the spill risk to acceptable levels. There are less than 90 days prior
to 1 November statutory deadline. Therefore even if QN could commence discharging tomorrow,
which they cannot (more information on this below), the CAP will not result in QN achieving
compliance with its DA within an acceptable time period (by 1 November 2012).

- No information was provided in the CAP in relation to the concentrations of contaminants to be
released via the ocean outfall, or supporting hydrodynamic modelling. Such information would
allow for a full and proper assessment of the likely impacts, including toxicity of contaminants and
nutrient loading. EHP has previously requested this information and considers it critical in
understanding any potential impacts associated with the proposed discharge.

- It is the assessment of EHP and scientists from the Department of Science, Information
Technology, Innovation and the Arts (DSITIA) that the CAP does not provide any information to
suggest or demonstrate that the release will not cause an unacceptable impact. The material at
hand indicates that impacts will occur, however the scale has not been quantified. There is
evidence within the CAP to suggest that historical releases have impacted the presence of sea
grass beds within Halifax Bay.

In relation to the diversion of “stormwater” (contaminated) away from the TSF:

- QN's CAP proposes to divert contaminated stormwater for direct release into the environment via
local surface waters. This proposal appears to be QN'’s longer term strategy to reduce water
accumulation issues on the site.

- The proposal as presented is not consistent with the requirements of the sites DA.

- Insufficient information is provided in the CAP to undertake a full and proper assessment of the
potential impacts of this proposal.

EHP’s ability to influence the CAP is limited, however the following points are of note;

- the DA provides QN with the right to discharge contaminated water via the ocean outfall if the CAP
demonstrates that the use of the ocean outfall is the “best” means of complying with the spill risk
requirements of the DA. The use of the term “best” does not mean to the satisfaction of EHP
(therefore they do not require EHP approval). However, it does require QN to canvass alternatives.

- EHP does not consider the CAP has demonstrated that the ocean outfall is the “best” means of
achieving compliance as it does not consider/ discuss alternatives to the use of the ocean outfall.

- In addition to the above, the DA requires that QN has due regards to EHP's comments on the
CAP. While the condition is ambiguous, it does provide some scope for EHP to influence the CAP.
Should this become a critical issue, the extent of EHP’s ability to influence the CAP relying on the
relevant condition would likely require determination in the courts.

GBRMPA

L]

In order for QN to discharge through the ocean outfall, a separate joint permit to discharge into the
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is required from the GBRMPA and the Queensland Government’s
Department of National Parks Recreation Sport and Racing (DNPRSR - Marine Parks).

QN has made application to GBRMPA for the use of the ocean outfall, but believe the detailed
assessment process proposed by QBRMPA, including a 30 business day public notification period, is
perverse and an abuse of power.

QN has until 22 of August 2012 to provide a public information package to GBRMPA for assessment

DIRECTOR-GENERAL’S COMMENTS
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prior to the commencement of the public notification period.
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ATTACHMENTS
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Attachment 1 — propos : | _ \ickel CAP
Attachment 2 sch3( 7) Information subject to legal professional privilege |

Attachment 3 - CTS 7239/12
Attachment 4 - CTS 07384112
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Chief of Stz . OK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated "L\ /7 (O 1) %
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Ar::prg;ed_ Not Approved Noted
u r
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage o
Protection Minister

Dated
SUBJECT: Yabulu Nickel Refinery - Independent Scientific Panel

RECONMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister: bt

e note that an independent scientific panel has now been established to address water management
issues at the Yabulu Nickel Refinery,

o note that it is likely Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd (QN) will be unable to meet the Development
Approval (DA) condition that requires a spill risk of less then 1% for the tailings storage facility by 1
November 2012.

o note that a further brief will be provided following the next expert panel meeting on 1 November
2012,

BACKGROUND

e QN owns and operates the Yabulu Nickel Refinery, 25km north of Townsville which operates under
a DA that is administered by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP)
(Attachment 1).

e At a meeting with departmental officers on 14 September 2012, Professor Clive Palmer proposed
the establishment of a scientific panel to advise QN around the water management issues at the
Yabulu Nickel refinery. (Attachment 2).

CURRENT ISSUES

e On 5 October 2012, the Deputy Director General (ESR) wrote to QN supporting the approach of a
scientific panel and also provided-comments regarding the draft Terms of Reference (TOR) for the
independent scientific panel (Attachment 3).

e The independent scientific panel consist of experts from Universities in Queensland and New South
Wales and a representative from the Australian Institute of Marine Science.

e QN, EHP and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) attend the meeting, but do
not have input in relation to scientific matters.

e An officer from EHP attended the first meeting of the independent scientific panel on 11 October
2012 and at this meeting QN advised the panel that the current spill risk is approximately 14%.

e The panel came to a view that there will be a need to develop a short, median and long term
strategy (e.g. 4 month, 18 month and 5 year) for water management at the site.

e The experts in the panel also came to a preliminary view that based on timing and previously
observed impacts of various release types from the site; the current best short term option is to use
the release to sea option to reduce the spill risk,

e The experts requested they meet further on 19 October wnthout representatives of QN, EHP or
GBRMPA to discuss their views further. The panel intends to provide more definite advice
garding short term options at the next full expert panel meeting on 1 November 2012.

o /The GBRMPA has maintained its stance that QN requires approval from that authority for any
discharge from the ocean outfall which is not an emergency, and that any application would require
public advertising.

e QN has also indicated that it wishes to engage with EHP to amend the DA to ensure it remains a
functional mechanism for achieving good environmental outcomes.
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e EHP has responded favourably to this request however has requested QN confirm that it has no
further concerns in relation to the validly of the DA before EHP commits significant resources to
such a review.

e Given the spill risk is currently around 14%, QN will likely be in non compliance with the DA
condition that requires a spill risk of less then 1% for the tailings storage facility by 1 November
2012.

CONSIDERATIONS -

e EHP has not received any response from QN confirming that they consider the DA is valid.

o The independent scientific panel intends to meet again on 1 November 2012, at which time further
water management issues will be discussed.

MINISTER’S COMNMENTS

?{.@ &5¢ @Jau\;ﬂao s—z\ﬂw o M/Qcﬁ% .

ATTACHMENTS

e  Attachment1—CTS 10517/12,
e Attachment 2 - CTS 14692/12.
e Attachment 3 - Signed Letter.
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CTS No. 16804/12 Chief of Stat DK

Dated
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection . ippm

MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Further/igformatj

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister..7/.
Protection Dated

SUBJECT: Yabulu Nickel Refinery - Independent Scientific Panel Meeting Update

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister: .

e note that the independent scientific panel met on 1 November 2012 to address water management

challenges at the Queensland Nickel Pty Ltd (QN) Yabulu Nickel Refinery.

e note that QN advised the panel that the spill risk at 1 November 2012 was 14%.

note that QN proposes submitting a Transitional Environmental Program (TEP) to the Department of

Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP), seeking approval from EHP for a transition to

q}! " compliance with the Development Approval (DA) condition requiring a spill risk of less than 1% (i.e.
likely to occur less than once in every 100 years) for each of the dams containing ‘hazardous waste’

. onthe QN site — measured at 1 November each year.

e note that QN now appears prepared to work with EHP to alter and improve the wording of the DA,

e note that a further brief will be provided after the next panel meeting due in late November 2012.

BACKGROUND

° QN operates Yabulu Nickel Refinery (25km north of Townsville) under a DA administered by EHP.

e Anindependent scientific panel, comprising experts from Universities in Queensland and New
South Wales and a representative from the Australian Institute of Marine Science, has been
established to address water management issues at the refinery (see Attachments 1, 2 and 3).

e Until recently, QN’s view was that special legislation for the refinery meant that QN was not bound
to comply with the conditions of the DA.

CURRENT ISSUES _

° The independent scientific panel met again on 1 November 2012, to discuss short and medium-term
options to address major water management challenges at the QN refinery site.

e The panel gave an overvigw of its previous meeting held on 20 October 2012, which representatives
of QN, EHP and the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) did not attend.

e The panel asked for a wastewater or process water engineer to be added to the panel to hel
determine water treatment solutions and options for reducing the spill risk at the QN site.

o The panel presented and discussed a table it had prepared which:

- summarised a range of technical options for the problems at the QN site;
- assessed the issues associated with each option; and
- considered the likely implementation period for each option.

e The panel maintained its view (based on time constraints and the observed impacts of previous
wastewater releases from the QN site) that the best short-term option was for the controlled release
of wastewater to sea via the ocean outfall, so as to reduce the spill risk to a more desirable level.

e GBRMPA maintained its stance that QN requires approval from GBRMPA for any discharge from

the ocean outfall other than for an emergency. However GBRMPA gave ground by agreeing to

consider any arguments supplied by QN on why the application should not need public advertising.

At the meeting QN advised that the current spill risk was now 14% - meaning it did not meet the DA

requirement for a spill risk of less than 1% for each hazardous dam at 1 November each year.
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o After the panel meeting finished, QN advised the EHP representative that QN would submit and
seek EHP approval for a Transitional Environmental Program (TEP) under the Environmental
Protection Act 1994, allowing transition to compliance with the DA condition setting a spill risk of
less than 1% at 1 November each year, with a target date of November 2013 if this proved to
technically achievable.

e QN indicated the submission date for the TEP would depend on both the views of the scientific
panel and the availability of a suitable consultant, but would most likely be in late January 2013.

¢ QN also indicated that it wished to work with EHP to review and reword the DA to make it more

useful for achieving good environmental outcomes. EHP responded favourably to this request but

asked QN to confirm that it no longer held concerns about the validly of the DA, before EHP would
commit significant resources to a joint review.

QN undertook to write to EHP by 13 November 2012:

o offering to work with EHP to review and improve the DA for the Yabulu refinery; and
o commifting to submit a TEP (as described above) by late January 2013.

Based on the current spill risk, the rainfall from an ‘unexceptional’ wet season would result in a spill

of contaminated wastewater into the marine receiving environment. However such a spill would be-

most unlikely to threaten the structural integrity of any of the dams containing hazardous material.

e  The quantity and environmental impact of such as spill would depend of the type of rainfall event
triggering the spill (e.g. intensity and duration of the event) and the antecedent weather conditions.

o The expert panel did not put forward any proposal to reduce the spill risk to the level required by the
DA for the imminent wet season, but did foreshadow the need for some form of discharge to the
environment from water storage(s) on the QN site.

CONSIDERATIONS

o At the meeting EHP asked QN to carry out a dam safety inspection and provide EHP with a dam
safety report prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced Engineer - EHP has since followed
that request up in writing.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

e Attachment 1 - CTS 14692/12, BN for Minister
e - Attachment 2 — CTS 19692/12, Sighed Letter
e Attachment 3 — CTS 15898/12, BN for Minister
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Chief of Staffl__ J
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated | (/ 2
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved pproved Note
. Further i ation reqyjr,
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage —
Protection Minister... /
Dated §/ ag¥ [,

SUBJECT: Proposed rock revetment — Johnstone Shire River Imprmfement Trust at South
Johnstone River

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

o note that EHP and Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) met with
the Johnstone Shire River Improvement Trust (JSRIT) on 11 March 2013 to discuss the constraints
:%ponunmes associated with a proposed rock wall development on State land adjoining

\_adficultural land on the South Johnstone River (Attachment 1).

BACKGROUND

o In October 2012, the State Planning Policy (SPP) 3/11: Coastal Protection was suspended and
replaced with the current draft Coastal Protection State Planning Regulatory Provision (SPRP) for
assessing development in the coastal zone.

e The SPRP is a statutory instrument under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (SPA) and has the
effect of law.

o Following the introduction of the SPRP, EHP received a request from the Department of Natural
Resource and Mines (DNRM) to advise whether it objected to an application for Resource
Entitlement by JSRIT for a rock wall on the banks of the South Johnstone River.

e In October 2012, EHP advised DNRM and JSRIT that it objected to the proposal because it was
inconsistent with the SPRP policies relating to development in erosion prone areas, and
development in areas of High Ecological Significance (HES).

o Notwithstanding that advice, EHP received an application on 4 February 2013 for the proposal from
JSRIT through the development assessment process under the SPA.

e EHP has been triggered as a concurrence agency for prescribed tidal works under the Coastal
Protection and Management Act 1995.

EHP issued an information request on 15 February 2013 in relation to the development application.
The EHP information request was separated into two parts, the first requiring the JSRIT to
demonstrate how the project met the requirements of the SPRP and the second related to the
technical environmental information.

o The separation being to ensure that no unnecessary expenditure is entered into by the JSRIT to
explore the technical aspects if the requirements of the SPRP cannot be satisfied.

e EHP has been clear with JSRIT that the project has significant impediments in satisfying the
requirements of the SPRP.

CURRENT ISSUES

Project

e The JSRIT has proposed the construction of a 200m rock wall on state land on the bank of the
South Johnstone River as a means of preserving the existing integrity of the river contour and the
adjacent agricultural land.

e The adjacent property being protected from bank erosion is freehold land with no built infrastructure
requiring protection.

e JSRIT have received over $200,000 combined Queensland Reconstruction Authority (Cyclone Yasi
environmental recovery) and Commonwealth Reef Rescue funding support for the project as well as
contributions from the adjacent land owner.

e The funding was sourced without any EHP consultation to determine if legislative project killers
existed.
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Subsequent to realising the significant constraints to the project, JSRIT has suggested that the rock
wall is necessary to mitigate flood risks to the Mourilyan Township.

The suggestion is prefaced on the topography of the landscape and the concept that if the subject
bank in the Johnstone River is breached at some point in the future, the natural fall of the land will
result in community flooding.

Impediments

&

o

The critical constraints are in relation to the development being within the erosion prone area and
also being an area of HES. '

Specifically the SPRP endeavours to maintain erosion prone areas undeveloped and in areas
already developed, structural and engineering works should only be initiated as a last resort to
protect public safety or property and infrastructure.

The area is mapped HES and the SPRP is also clear that development is to be located outside of
and not have an impact on an area of HES.

JSRIT also have the view that the site does not have the HES attributes as mapped, and that their
proposal would be environmentally beneficial as it would arrest river bank loss to waters and have a
revegetation component. JSRIT considered this to be the primary role of the rock wall, rather than
the protection of agricultural land.

Client Engagement and Solution

-]

On 15 January 2013, an interdepartmental meeting was held with EHP and DSDIP in order to
confirm whether the department’s interpretation of the development in erosion prone area and areas
of HES provisions of the SPRP was consistent with the legislations intent.

DSDIP agreed with EHP’s interpretation of the SPRP, and agreed to formalise their agreement
through the exchange of a letter. A written EHP interpretation of the relevant provisions was sent to
DSDIP, however a reply has not yet been received from DSDIP.

EHP subsequently arranged a meeting on 11 March 2013 with DSDIP and JSRIT in line with a
Ministerial reply to JSRIT (Attachment 2).

At the meeting both EHP and DSDIP gave clear advice to the JSRIT that the proposal was
inconsistent with the SPRP policies relating to HES areas and erosion prone areas.

EHP and DSDIP staff also advised that the SPRP has the force of law and there is little room for any
other interpretation that would enable the proposal to be viewed favourably.

EHP invited JSRIT to provide furtherinformation on the issue of flood mitigation as public safety
provisions would be paramount in any decision on the proposal, and dependent upon the integrity of
the information, may satisfy the requirements of the SPRP to protect public safety or property and
infrastructure.

HES mapping has been established state wide as a largely desktop exercise and EHP has offered
technical expertise to assess whether the HES attributes exist at the site and to provide this advice
to JSRIT and DSDIP to determine if the HES matters are relevant.

JSRIT has queried the appropriateness of the location of the current Declared Downstream Limit
(DDL). EHP has offered to consult with NRM as to the appropriateness of the DDL and any review
opportunities. If the DDL was amended to a location upstream of the development, the site would be
excluded from the jurisdiction of the SPRP requirements for HES and erosion prone areas and
would be subject to separate assessment by NRM under the Water Act 2000.

DSDIP staff also advised that, as the draft SPRP is currently being reviewed, they would seek advice
as to whether the provisions of the SPRP could be amended in a way that may accommodate
appropriately designed bank restoration works that provide an environmental benefit.

CONSIDERATIONS

Consuitation:
-~ Meetings with DSDIP and JSRIT.
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ATTACHMENTS:

e Attachment 1 —Map of the subject area (South Johnstone River, South Mourilyan)

¢ Altachment 2 — CTS18498/12
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CTS 04758/13

Attachment 1 — Map of the subject area (South Johnstone River, South Mourilyan)
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Hon Andrew Powell MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Level 13

400 George Street Brisbane 4000

GPO Box 2454 Brishane

Queensland 4001 Australia

Telephone +617 3239 0844

Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496

Email environment@ministerial.qld.gov.a

Ref CTS 18498/12

21 DEC 201

Mr Sam Pagano

Chairman

Johnstone Shire River Improvement Trust
Johnstone River Catchment

Management Association

c/- Cassowary Coast Regional Council
PO Box 887

INNISFAIL QLD 4860

Dear Mr Pagano

Thank you for your letter of 29 November 2012 concerning the bank stabilisation and
rehabilitation project in the area of the Seuth Johnstone River known as the Mourilyan Breakout.

I acknowledge the significant werk undertaken by the Johnstone Shire River Improvement
Trust (JSRIT) to protect land, manage erosion and seek to improve the ecological values of the
riverine environments.

The Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning (DSDIP) recently
introduced the Draft Coastal Protection State Planning Regulatory Provision: Protecting the
Coastal Environment (SPRP) as part of an overall review of the Queensland Coastal Plan.

The SPRP replaces the previous State Planning Policy 3/11: Coastal Protection to better
support the government’s commitment to grow the four pillars of Queensland’s economy.
While the SPRP is in place, a review of the Queensland Coastal Plan is being undertaken by
the DSDIP in consultation with the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP).
During the review of the Queensland Coastal Plan, SPRP is in place and has the effect of law.

It is important to note that the construction of rock walls is considered development under the
Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (SPA) and, as a function of the integrated development
assessment process, the development is referred to EHP for assessment against the
provisions of the SPRP and the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995,

Coastal areas are highly dynamic systems that experience natural erosion and accretion

processes and | acknowledge your advice that the site known as the ‘Mourilyan Breakout’ is
experiencing erosion that threatens adjacent agricultural land.
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I am concerned with the statements in your letter regarding the township of Mourilyan and
potential flooding impact. | would strongly advise that you provide EHP with any information that
your organisation has regarding the risk JSRIT has identified to community safety through the
absence of a rock wall at the Mourilyan Breakout. | would also highlight to you the general
exemption for emergency development provisions within the SPA which allows for emergency
works under certain circumstances.

While the installation of rock walls can prevent the erosion of land directly behind the structure,
it may also transfer erosive forces downstream or upstream of the proposed structure
promoting erosion in adjacent sections of the stream bank.

In relation to erosion prone areas, the SPRP is quite specific in that it states that... ’in areas
under constant threat of erosion, a strategy of retreat from the erosion prone area is the
preferred option’. It also outlines that... ‘to the extent practicable, erosion prone areas are to
remain undeveloped apart from acceptable temporary or relocatable structures for safety and
recreational purposes’.

| am advised that the information that EHP currently has to hand suggests that the rock wall
would not serve to protect any permanent structures, the works would be in an undeveloped
area and that the current erosion is due to the natural meandering of a river channel. EHP
must make decisions consistent with the requirements of the SPRP.

This however does not exclude other options for bank stabilisation and protection and | note
from your letter that your organisation has attempted some of these previously without
success. | understand that EHP has also identified that the construction of a rock wall on the
freehold land to protect the landowner’s property is an available option. The construction of the
rock wall on freehold land would not require any approvals from EHP and would also allow the
natural riverine processes to continue whilst ensuring the landowner’s property is protected in the
event, as you suggest, the current eresion continues.

| am advised that the area mapped as High Ecological Significance (HES) has been declared
based on conservation values attributed in the Great Barrier Reef Riverine Aquatic
Conservation Assessment for the South Johnstone River. Ecological values can be difficult to
map spatially in an accurate and effective manner. The SPRP provides a review mechanism
for areas of HES in relation to coastal assessment, where the matter can be referred to DSDIP
to determine whether the values are present within a particular area.

I 'am mindful of the challenges with interpreting and applying the SPRP and, in light of the
concerns you have raised, | have requested that EHP facilitate a meeting with JSRIT and
DSDIP to further explore the constraints and opportunities in relation to the proposal and to
ensure that EHP is applying the SPRP consistent with the objectives of government.

EHP officers will contact you to seek your organisation’s availability for such a meeting.

I hope this information has been of assistance to you. Should you have further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yours gincerely

DREW POWELL MP
inigter for Environment and Heritage Protection
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' Chief of Staff ... {___ OK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated Qe /e&y 475 |
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved

Further

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage

Protection Minister...:

Dated
SUBJECT: Update on Mount Isa Mines Lead / Zinc Filter Plant Applicﬁﬁon

TIMEFRANE

o noting of this briefing note is requested as soon as possible as the EHP will decide thelXstrata
Mount Isa Mines’ (XMIM) Environmental Authority (EA) amendment application on 21 Mar~* ~)13.

RECOMMENDATION : 3&@%

It is recommended that the Minister: .

o note that at a meeting between EHP and XMIM on 6 March 2013, XMIM stated th _. ...ere will be no
net increase of lead emissions to air as a result of this amendment application;

o note that based on this undertaking EHP has determined that the application to construct a new
lead/zinc filter plant, concentrate stockpiling and rail loading facility in Mt Isa'can proceed with
appropriate outcome based conditions that ensures there is no net increase in lead emissions from
the site.

BACKGROUND

e On 29 June 2012, XMIM submitted a validly made EA amendment application which proposed
significant changes to mineral concentrate activities on the site.

e EHP had significant concerns regarding the proposed amendment; specifically with regard to
potential for increased lead emissions associated with lead concentrate stockpiling and handling at
Mount Isa (Attachment 1).

CURRENT ISSUES

e In October 2012, XMIM lodged an addendum to its Environmental Management Plan, which included
the detailed information required for EHP to assess and decide the application (refer to
Attachment 1)

e Since this time there have been ongoing conversations with Xstrata regarding the proposal and in
particular the potential for increased lead emissions as a result of the proposal.

o As aresult of the ongoing concerns raised by EHP, Xstrata lodged further air modelling for
consideration of EHP on 13 February 2013 and requested a meeting with EHP to explain and clarify
the proposal.

o At the meeting, which took place on 6 March 2013, XMIM identified that the lead/zinc filter plant
project would allow greater flexibility to the site by allowing concentrate production as well as smelting
operations to occur depending on operational needs and by providing this flexibility, XMIM would be
better placed to manage air emissions from the site.

o [n addition, XMIM clarified that the application will not result in any net increase in lead emissions
from the site due to state of the art contemporary emission design, operation and control strategies
as well as other air emission reduction initiatives carried out on site that will reduce lead emission.

o XMIM also identified that failure to commission the project by mid 2013 would have production and
economic implications to the lead and zinc activities at the Mount Isa site.

 The overall outcome being sought by EHP is to ensure that there are no net increases in lead
emissions from the site, and as such it is possible for EHP to condition the EA accordingly.

o This approach is different to the prescriptive approach taken in the past and is supported by the EHP
Regulatory Strategy and will put the onus back on the client to demonstrate compliance with the
commitments made in the application.

o |t should be noted that whilst XMIM management supports the outcome based approach and have
confirmed the overall commitment of no net increase of lead emission from the site, operational staff

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:

Name: Warwick Fegan Name: Rob Lawrence Name: Dean Ellwood Name: Andrew Chesterman
Position: Principal Positicn: Executive Director Posilion: DD DG, DEHP

Environmental Officer Tel No: 4222 5338 . | Tel Np: Tel No: 3330 6298

Tel No: 4222 5324 Date: 15 March! 20439 DL File A(ii éﬁﬁee.

Date: 7 March 2013

Date: Iy T
' ;1/1‘11 g 3 !3/’



from XMIM indicated the preference for prescriptive conditions as they believe outcome based
conditions would be more challenging to demonstrate compliance with.

o As the overall commitment given by XMIM is that there will be no increase in lead emissions from the
site, EHP will proceed to decide the application on 21 March 2013 and include a set of outcome

based conditions to ensure that the outcome sought by EHP and committed to by XMIM will be
achieved.

MINISTER'S COMMENTS

Have ?"f"bwe_fw‘l locall WP .
N

Attachments:

s Attachment 1 — Ministerial Briefing Note CTS17679/12: Xstrata Mount [sa Mines Amendment Application.
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Further info

TO: Minister fof Environment and Heritage .
Protection Minister... vl s,
Dated 9.
SUBJECT: Xstrata Mount Isa Mines Amendment Application Ji
TIMEFRAME

e Noting of this briefing is requested as soon as possible as the Department of Environment and
Heritage Protection (EHP) must make a decision on Xstrata Mount Isa Mines’ (XMIM) Environmental
Authority (EA) amendment application by 26 November 2012 — XMIM may seek to contact the
Minister regarding EHP’s position.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

the EHP has identified significant concerns about increased, air-borne lead emissions

iated with XMIM’s application to increase zinc concentrate production and authorise lead
coneentrate stockpiling and handling at Mount Isa; and

e ngte that EHP will meet with XMIM on or around 23 Novergber tg offer XMIM the opportunity to

mend their project design to address EHP’s concerns regarding increased lead emissions; and

note that XMIM’s application is unlikely to be approved.shoyld the issues regarding increased lead

emissions not be adequately addressed by XMIM.

r\.&asg (\}odx’cﬂ_a. ov—
BACKGROUND opdlodte

o Xstrata owns XMIM which operates mine and mineral processing facilities at Mount Isa.
e On 29 June 2012, XMIM submitted a validly made EA amendment application which proposed
significant changes to mineral concentrate activities on the site, including:
~ Stockpiling and loading lead concentrate at a location within 300 metres of residential areas, for
the purposes of concentrate export (handling and transport of lead concentrate is a new activity
for XMIM);
- Increasing zinc concentrate production capacity;
- Construction of a new concentrate loading shed;
- Construction of a rail wash down bay;
- Construction of a new concentrate conveyor system; and
- Installation of a new zinc and lead concentrate storage and loading facility (see Attachment 1 -
CTS 10853/12).

CURRENT ISSUES

e The mineral processing activities would be undertaken on the part of the mining lease closest to
residential and commercial premises, with the nearest receptor being less than 300m from the
proposed site (see Attachment 2).

A similar proposal was lodged in February 2011 by XMIM, which was assessed under the Mount /sa

Mines Limited Agreement Act 1985, The application was refused by the former Minister for

Environment and Resource Management Kate Jones on 19 May 2011, on the basis that the

application had potential for increased lead emissions and lacked detail on infrastructure

implications. Details of this assessment are provided in Attachment 3.

On 12 October 2012, XMIM lodged an addendum to its Environmental Management Plan, which

included the detailed information required for EHP to assess and decide the application.

° The application involves the ongoing operation of the lead smelter at site, as well as increased zinc
concentrate production, handling and loading by approximately 500,000 tonnes per annum. It also
involves lead concentrate storage; handiing and loading of up to 450,000 tonnes per annum
(previously all lead concentrate was smelted in the Lead Smelter to produce lead bullion).
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AMIM'’s application has included designs and engineering controls that are consistent with
contemporary engineering controls to manage mineral concentrates.

However, modelling undertaken by XMIM shows that air emissions are likely to increase for a variety
of contaminants (such as lead, zinc and particulate matter) as a result of the proposed new activities.
The modelling suggests that under a best case scenario (where all controls are working effectively),
lead emissions would increase by approximately 0.5% (this equates to an additional 1 tonne of lead
emissions per year).

The model also shows that should the controls fail or have any significant downtime, air-borne lead
emissions from the site could increase by up to 3%, which would equate to an additional 7 tonnes of
lead being released from the mine to Mount Isa air-shed annually.

While this is a small overall percentage increase, it may be enough to cause XMIM to exceed the
acceptable ambient air-borne lead levels within the community.

The modelling provided by XMIM does not adequately assess the impacts of increased air-borne
metals on the nearest sensitive receptors, in particular, the impact of fugitive lead dust emissions on
nearby houses and commercial premises was not sufficiently considered.

Lead Issues in Mount Isa

Lead management and environmental/public health issues is a key topic forthe Mount Isa
Community, with the issue identified as a key health concern following the Queensland Health
survey of 2006-07 which showed that about 11 per cent of young children in.-Mount Isa had blood
lead levels above the national goal of 10 micrograms per decilitre (mg/dL) (see Attachment 3).
Slater and Gordon represent six children who are claiming damages from Xstrata, the Mount Isa City
Council and the State, as a result of alleged injury from emissions from the Mount Isa Mines facility,
Crown Law is handling the claim for the Queensland Government Insurance Fund.

While XMIM complied with the annual lead limits in 2010 and 2011, indications on monitoring
undertaken to date in 2012 highlights that the annual-ambient lead levels for the 2012 calendar year
will be close to, or potentially exceed, the annual health based limit in the Environmental Protection
(Air) Policy 2008 and XMIM'’s EA.

As current lead levels in the community are close to the annual lead limit, any increases in emissions
from the site will increase the chance of XMIM exceeding the health based guidelines for lead.

The proposed mineral concentrate facilities are close to houses and commercial areas, and could
result in increased amounts of lead dust in those areas when the wind is heading in that direction.
Any failure in engineering controls for dust in mineral concentrate handling areas could lead to
significant increases in the amount of lead dust emitted to nearby residential and commercial areas.
EHP will discuss what additional operational controls could be introduced by XMIM to prevent the
release of dust at those times.

Other Air Quality Issues

XMIM does not currently meet contemporary air quality objectives in the community for sulphur
dioxide, arsenic, cadmium, and particulate matter (PM,o and PM,s).

To progressively meet these parameters, the site has an approved Transitional Environmental
Program under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 which requires the contemporary air quality
objectives to be met by and from 31 December 2016.

EHP Recommendations

While XMIM has proposed contemporary practices and engineering controls to manage mineral
concentrate, any net increase in emissions from the site presents a potential health and
environmental risk to the community of Mount Isa.

The close proximity of the proposed concentrate handling activities to houses and commercial
premises means that these locations may be exposed to significant increases in lead dust, should
the engineering controls fail or experience outages.

EHP plans to discuss the concerns regarding lead emissions with XMIM, and provide XMIM an
opportunity to amend their project design to address the concerns.

Should XMIM decide to amend their project design, EHP will work with XMIM to extend the decision
making period for the application to allow sufficient time for submission of a revised project design
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and re-assessment of the environmental impacts and lead emissions,

e However, should XMIM continue with the current project configuration which increases lead
emissions from the site; then EHP is likely to not approve the application on the grounds that the
increased lead emissions present an unacceptable risk to community health and the environment.

CONSIDERATIONS

Consultation:

o EHP has sought advice from Queensland Health, the Department of Natural Resources and Mines,
the Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts and the Department of
Transport and Main Roads on the project.

* Queensland Health has raised concerns regarding the potential impacts of increased lead dust on
nearby houses; however, noted that the control measures are consistent with their expectations for
contemporary management of concentrate.

e The Department of Natural Resources and Mines has advised that while no comment is offered on
the application, it is currently assessing the same application under the Mount Isa Mines Limited
Agreement Act 1985, and that the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines will await a decision by
EHP prior to deciding the application under the Mount Isa Mines Limited Agreement Act 1985.

o The Department of Transport and Main Roads responded with concerns regarding the impacts of
concentrate haulage on State controlled road and rail networks. These conhcerns were provided to
XMIM, however, are outside the scope of the Environmental Protection Act 1 994, and EHP has
advised that the Department of Transport and Main Roads and XMIM should liaise directly in regards
to the identified concerns.

e The Department of Science, Information Technology, Innovation and the Arts provided advice
through their Air Sciences Division that the project should not'be approved unless:

- XMIM could demonstrate that lead emissions from the site'would not increase: and
- An alternate location was proposed or controls were in place to prevent concentrate handling
when the wind blows towards the Mount Isa community,

Legislation:

* In accordance with section 207 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994, EHP must consider the
standard criteria in deciding the application, including consideration of relevant Environmental*
Protection Policies and the public interest.

° Given the site does not currently meet the Air Quality Objectives defined in the Environmental
Protection (Air) Policy 2008, anincrease in air contaminant emissions from XMIM is not considered
acceptable based on consideration of the Environmental Protection (Air) Policy 2008 and the public
interest.

Media:

e Air quality and lead in Mount Isa features regularly in local, state and national media, and the State
Government has previously received criticism regarding Mount Isa air quality from a number of
sources (including not-for profit organisations and academics).

 As the application will be subject to public notification provisions if approved, such a project that
increases emissions from XMIM could be met with negative public or media response.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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ATTACHMENTS

o Attachment 1 — Ministerial Briefing Note CTS 10853/12
*  Attachment 2 — Map showing proposed lead concentrate handling / rail loading activities and proximity to residences

e Attachment 3 — Background of lead issues in Mount Isa and environmental requirements / approvals under the Mount Isa
Mines Limited Agreement Act 1985.
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TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage

Protection Minister.. #f . om0 L

Dated [
SUBJECT: CONFIDENTIAL - Port Hinchinbrook Sewage Treatment

RECOMMENPATION

It is recomménded that the Minister: ' ;

e note fhe history of non-compliance in relation to Williams Corporation Pty Ltd (Williams Corporation)
‘andAheir sewage treatment infrastructure at Port Hinchinbrook _

note that an environmental protection order (EPQ) was issued to Williams Corporation on 3 January
13 in relation to pump station 4

note the actions that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) is taking to

secure compliance by Williams Corporation with its development approval (DA) and general

environmental duty under the Environmental Protection Act 1994.

BACKGROUND

e Williams Corporation holds a DA and registration certificate for the operation of a sewage treatment
plant (STP) at Port Hinchinbrook, Cardwell.

e The sewage treatment infrastructure was damaged by storm surge resulting from Tropical Cyclone
Yasiin 2011 (See Attachments 1 and 2 for further background information).

CURRENT ISSUES

o There have been ongoing community concerns about the management of the STP by Williams
Corporation and EHP has received a number of complaints.

e EHP received a pollution incident on 26 December 2012 regarding a raw sewage overflow from
pump station 4 into the Port Hinchinbrook Marina. : '

Sewage Treatment — Port Hinchinbrook ;

e Following Tropical Cyclone Yasi, Williams Corporation failed to repair the sewage treatment pump
stations, claiming they were waiting on insurance payouts. After continued failure to rectify the
issues, EHP required Williams Corporation to draft a transitional environmental program to rectify
damage and transition the site back into compliance with its DA.

e Williams Corporation did undertake some of the works required by the transitional environmental
program, however, not all the works were completed and in December 2011 the company was
issued with a penalty infringement notice (PIN).

e InJuly 2012, following a complaint and site inspection, EHP located a pump station discharging raw
sewage to the receiving environment. Williams Corporation had not notified EHP of the incident.

e Inresponse, EHP investigated and issued two PINs; one for an unauthorised release of a prescribed
contaminant to waters and the second for failing to undertake effluent monitoring as per a
requirement of the DA.

e Further to these PINs, Williams Corporation was formally requested to provide details of the actions

taken to resolve the non-compliance issues at the STP (and its infrastructure); however, Williams

Corporation did not respond to this request.

It should be noted that all three PINs remain unpaid and have been referred to the State Penalties

Enforcement Registry for debt recovery.

e EHP undertook a further inspection of the STP and its infrastructure on 30 November 2012, to
assess compliance with the conditions of the DA. The inspection revealed several non-compliance
issues including, but not restricted to:
~ failure to provide all pumps stations with a stand-by pump
- failure to maintain a visual alarm system that can be operated without mains power.
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Samples of the treated effluent were collected during the inspection and submitted for laboratory
analysis. Results of that analysis indicate that the effluent quality does not meet the effluent quality
limits in the DA for a number of parameters, including Total Nitrogen, Total Phosphorous,
biochemical oxygen demand and Faecal Coliforms.

Any failure on the part of Williams Corporation to bring the operation of their STP and associated
infrastructure into compliance with its DA has the potential to cause environmental harm and public
health issues.

Despite Williams Corporation having had almost two years to complete these works, the STP
infrastructure is still not fully operational, nor is it being properly maintained.

EHP issued a letter to Williams Corporation on 4 January 2013 (Attachment 3), seeking
representations from the company by 18 January 2013 as to what actions are being taken by
Williams Corporation to gain compliance with DA conditions and the general envrronmental duty at

Pogt'Hinchinbrook.

VFZ’:WI[ consider these representations and if necessary proceed to obtain a court order to require
he works to be carried out to achieve compliance with the DA and the general environmental duty.
In accordance with the enforcement guidelines, compliance issues will also be referred to
Enforcement Services with a recommendation for a formal investigation into the breaches of the DA,

Recent Pollution Hotline Complaint — Raw Sewage Overflow Pump Station 4

The pollution hotline received three telephone calls from[sch4p3(3) Prejudice { (complainant) on 26, 27

and 31 December 2012 regarding sewage overflow from pump station 4 into.the Port Hinchinbrook

marina causing a strong odour nuisance.

In accordance with the protocol in place these calls were not escalated, but a message was taken by

the pollution hotline and sent as requiring action on the next business day.

The rostered SIRN officer checked incident messages from the pollution hotline during the Christmas

break and assessed this matter not to warrant an after-hours response.

A fax was also sent by the complainant to the EHP Cairns office on 29 December 2012 detailing the

pollution incident.

The complainant alleged that raw sewage was flowing into the marina from 24 December to 28

December 2012 and approximately 20 crabs were observed dead.

The complainant also collected water samples on 29 December 2012 and took photographs of the

incident which were forwarded to EHP via email.

EHP is unable to use the water samples collected by the complainant as:

- the holding times on these samples had expired

~ the samples were not taken in the required sampling bottles

- as such samples were not taken in accordance with the department's Monitoring and Sampling
Manual 2009.

EHP authorised officers conducted a site investigation on 2 January 2013 and initial observations of

the pump station and adjacent waterway at Port Hinchinbrook found no obvious signs of any

unauthorised discharge of sewage.

Water samples were collected and the analysis results are expected on 11 January 2013.

Williams Corporation has confirmed that the concrete cover at pump station 4 had fallen into the well

and damaged the pumps on 24 December 2012 requiring regular and ongoing manual pump out.

Williams Corporation advised they were unable to secure services between Christmas and New Year

to service/replace the damaged pumps.

Williams Corporation did engage a contractor to regularly remove the sewage from pump station 4

using a 6000 litre vacuum pump truck.

EHP issued an EPO on 3 January 2013 to effect immediate actions to remediate the failure at pump

station 4 (Attachment 4).

The EPO requires Williams Corporation to do the following:

~ Repair or replace the duty and standby pumps in pump station 4 and reconnect the pumps Wlthln
the pump station so it is operational

~ Adequately cover and secure pump station 4

- Ensure pump station 4 has capability to operate automatically without requiring manual
intervention
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- Ensure pump station 4 pump failure alarm and high level alarms are fully operational and capable
of operating without main power
- Submit a completion report to EHP.
e EHP will monitor compliance with all the requirements of the EPO and any non-compliance with the
EPO will be dealt with strongly in accordance with the enforcement guidelines.
e On 4 January 2013, Williams Corporation advised that the pumps in pump station 4 were repaired
and operational and the pump station had been covered. _

Outstanding fees -

*  Both Williams Corporation and|sch4pS(3) Prejudice the protection 0y, i nificant outstanding fees, which as
at 4 January 2013, total in excess of $110 000. ‘

e The outstanding fees are associated with Sewage Treatment, Extraction, Screening, Dredging and
an aquaculture facility. | ;

e EHP’s regional officers and the Permit and Licence Management (PaLM) team have been
unsuccessful in obtaining payment against the outstanding debt or voluntary participation in a
payment plan arrangement.

-\/lr?ecember 2012, EHP finalised a notice of proposed action process and cancelled a registration

rtificate associated with the aquaculture facility. The extraction, screening and dredging activities
are under review, with a view to suspend the registration certificate for these activities. The
community service nature of sewage treatment operations at Port Hinchinbrook limits the opportunity
to’suspend registration of this activity.
o /All outstanding fees are in the process of being referred to legal services for debt recovery.

Other Matters

e The development of Port Hinchinbrook is subject to the long-standing requirements of a Deed of
Agreement between Williams Corporation, the Commonwealth, the State of Queensland and
Cardwell Shire Council (now amalgamated into the Cassowary Coast Regional Council [CCRC]).

e A service company, Port Hinchinbrook Services Limited, delivers Williams Corporation
responsibilities (for example, dredging and maintenance).using fees paid by Port Hinchinbrook
landowners as required by the original contracts for sale of land.

e There is along running dispute between property owners and Williams Corporation around the
operation of Port Hinchinbrook Services. A number of property owners were withholding payments to
Port Hinchinbrook Services while the dispute remained unresolved.

e Williams Corporation has previously-indicated to both the Office of the Coordinator-General and EHP
that the company is in financialdifficulty and was reliant on payout of its insurance claims to rectify a
range of issues at Port Hinchinbrook including repairs to the STP, marina repairs and dredging.

~o There have been no works carried out to reinstate the marina by Williams Corporation and it has
been suggested that the insurance payments may have been used by the company to repay debt
elsewhere.

e The ongoing management of the Deed of Agreement is within the responsibilities of the Office of the
Coordinator-General. It is understood there have been discussions with Williams Corporation and a
group of residents around normalising the operation of Port Hinchinbrook. For example, removing the
Deed of Agreement and the residents taking over management of Port Hinchinbrook Services,
however, this has not progressed past the discussion stage.

e The Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning, through the Coordinator-
General, has been engaging with Williams Corporation and community members to establish the
Port Hinchinbrook Working Group.

e The working group has recently written to the Deputy Coordinator-General advising of a preferred
‘normalised’ ownership/governance structure for the management of assets and services at Port
Hinchinbrook. -

e The working group has identified that preferred ownership and responsibility arrangements for the
future management of some assets and services at Port Hinchinbrook, including the STP, should fall
to CCRC.

¢ CCRC is not represented on the working group and it is understood by EHP that no discussion or
agreement has occurred with CCRC about the transfer of ownership of assets as proposed by the
working group.
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e CCRC has indicated in the past that given the current state of disrepair of the STP and associated
infrastructure, that it has no interest in taking ownership of the STP.

e While the complete financial status of Williams Corporation is unknown, it seems likely that they have
limited resources. Taking enforcement action may have the unintended outcome of causing the
company to fail. While such an outcome is undesirable, the sewage treatment system does not meet
the conditions of the DA, is in a poor condition and if maintenance works are not carried out is likely
to fail, resulting in sewage discharge to the environment.

e The full cost of repairs to the sewage treatment system are unknown, however, are likely to be at
least several hundred thousand dollars.

e If Williams Corporation fails and is unable to fulfil its obligations in relation to the STP, the
responsibility of operation of the STP may fall back to the State Government through the Department

. of State Development, Infrastructure and Plarining. ;

e EHP is continuing to liaise with the Office of the Coordinator-General in relation to the issues at Port
Hinchinbrook and will seek advice in relation what may occur to the operation of the STP if Williams
Corporation fails.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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ATTACHMENTS:
e Attachment 1 - CTS 19575/11 Port Hinchinbrook — Status update
¢ Atftachment 2 - CTS 20989/11 Port Hinchinbrook — Status update

e Aftachment 3 - Letter 4 January 2013 concerning Port Hinchinbrook sewage treatment plant — Identified non-
compliances

e Altachment 4 - EPO issued 3 January 2013
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sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the
CTS No. 19575/M1

Advist—, [OK
Department of Environment and Resource Management Dated / /
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved Not Approved Noted
Further information required
TO: Minister for Environment /
i SRS Minlster.‘.[i%%[:(:.é .............
SUBJECT:  Port Hinchinbrook — Status Update Dated H, S L

TIMEFRAME/REQUESTED BY / Coerd, ¢ %ﬂﬂﬂ p&f’ nl

e This briefing note was initiated by the Department of Environment'and Resource Management.
e Noting of this briefing note is requested as soon as possible to ensure that the Minister is kept up to
date on issues relating to Port Hinchinbrook.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

e note an inspection was carried out on 1 November 2011 of the Sewage Treatment System at Port
Hinchinbrook following the expiry of the Transitional Environmental Program (TEP) that had been
approved for the facility. The inspection revealed that Williams Corporation Pty Ltd had not complied
with the requirements of the approved TEP requiring completed repairs by 31 October 2011.

BACKGROUND

e The sewage system at Port Hinchinbrook is owned and eperated by Williams Corporation
with no input or support from Cassowary Coast Regional Council. All maintenance and
repair of the system is the responsibility of Williams Corporation.

o Cyclone Yasi caused major disruption to the sewage system at Port Hinchinbrook. All pump
stations were inundated by salt water due to tidal surge, causing electrical malfunctions and
physical damage. In addition, electrical power was cut for the whole of the Port Hinchinbrook
site and not restored for over two weeks. Previous briefing notes (Attachment 1 -3 - CTS
5696/11, 14400/11 and 18814/11) provide further information.

CURRENT ISSUES

e The approved TEP was in effect until 31 October 2011 at which time the sewage treatment system
was to be fully repaired.

e An inspection of the Port Hinchinbrook Sewage Treatment Facility on 1 November 2011 showed
Williams Corporation had not undertaken the outstanding works required under the TEP regarding
the repair to the pump stations.

e Williams Corporation has complied with the completion of repairs to the irrigation area for
wastewater re<use.  The irrigation area is approximately 125metres x 50metres which is considered
sufficient to manage the dry season volumes of waste water being generated by the STP and the
area has been suitably signed to warn that treated effluent is being used.

¢ Williams Corporation recently engaged a new plant operator who is yet to receive formal training. A
certificate Ill STP operator course has been arranged for the operator by Williams Corporation to be
delivered in the next few weeks.

e The new plant operator was present during the inspection and has been given verbal advice from
departmental officers about their expectations for monitoring the plant and notification of incidents.

e Williams Corporation through Flanagan Consulting Group has advised the department that Williams
Corporation that the funding for the repair work has been fettered by delays in the receipt of
payments on insurance claims lodged as a consequence of damage caused by Cyclone Yasi.

e Williams Corporation through Flanagan Consulting Group requested, subject to the provisions of
Section 344 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EPAct) that an amendment to the TEP be
approved extending the date of completion through until 31 January 2012.

e The department does not consider extension an option given the onset of the wet season and the
potential for increased sewage flows that may cause environmental harm.
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RESOURCE/IMPLEMENTATION IMPLICATIONS

¢ The department will need to undertake further inspections of the STP and will need to resource the
proposed compliance response. This can be incorporated into normal business operations.

e The compliance response may require support from the department’s compliance and litigation unit.

PROPOSED ACTION

o Departmental officers will issue a $2 000 penalty infringement notice under the provisions of Section
432(2) of the EP Act for failing to comply with a requirement of a TEP. The penalty is 5 penalty units
for an individual and 20 penalty units for a corporation.

e The department will issue a warning to Williams Corporation that if outstanding works are not
undertaken within 21 days following the issue of the warning, the department will seek through the
provisions of Section 505 of the EP Act, a court order to comply with, or to cease a contravention of
the EPACct.

e Any failure to comply with the order is an indictable offence and may attract penalties of up to 3000
penalty units at $100 per unit ($300 000) or 2 years imprisonment.

OTHER INFORMATION
o Consultation:
- Williams Corporation through Pat Flanagan consulting
o Key Communication Messages:
- Community attitudes and perceptions regarding the Port Hinchinbrook development are divided,
creating difficulty in managing a balance of community expectation and satisfaction.
- The department has received complaints in recent days in relation to odours alleged to be
associated with the STP,

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
o Attachment 1 - CTS 05696/11 Previous briefing note
o Attachment 2 — CTS 14400/11 Previous briefing note
o Attachment 3 — CTS 18814/11 Previous briefing note (awaiting Signoff by Minister’s Office)
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CTS No. 20989/11
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Department of Environment and Resource Management Dated " I
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE , Approved Not Approved Noted
Further information required
TO: Minister for Environment g iz
Minister casanmnnes
SUBJECT: Port Hinchinbrook ~ Status Update Dated I

TIMEFRAME/REQUESTED BY

e This briefing note was requested by the Minister on 22 November 2011.

 Noting of this briefing note is requested as soon as possible to ensure that the Minister is kept up to
date on issues relating to Port Hinchinbrook.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

 note Williams Corporation Pty Ltd (Williams Corporation) did not comply with the requirements of an
approved Transitional Environmental Program (TEP) involving repairs to sewage treatment
infrastructure by 31 October 2011;

e note the Department of Enviranment and Resource Management issted a Penalty Infringement
Notice (PIN) totalling $2 000 to Williams Corporation and if the sewage treatment plant (STP) is not
operating in compliance with the development approval by 10 February 2012, the department will
pursue legal action against Williams Corporation:

o note the department has been liaising with the Office of the Coordinator-General in relation to
dredging works being undertaken by the State in the Grand Canal and access channel of
Hinchinbrook Marina; and

¢ note that the department will further pursue Williams Corporation for $70 6802.60 in outstanding fees

- for permits held for dredging, sewage treatment and extraction and screening (quarry). These fees
have accrued over the past three years and while action has been taken to try to recover these
outstanding fees, no payment has been received nor has a payment plan been entered into by
Williams Corporation.

BACKGROUND
» Please refer to previous briefing notes for background information (Attachments 1-3).

Sewage Treatment .

o The approved TEP for the sewage treatment infrastructure expired on 31 October 2011.

o On 1November 2011 departmental officers inspected the Port Hinchinbrook STP and determined
that the requirements of the TEP had been contravened as the repair works were not completed.

o After 31 October 2011, any delays in undertaking the required works represent a breach of the
conditions of the development approval.

e On 2 November 2011 Flanagan Consulting Group on behalf of Williams Corporation made an email
application to amend the TEP requesting a further three months to complete the works on the
grounds that the company was still waiting on the insurance payout for damage caused by Cyclone
Yasi.

o The application was refused on a number of grounds including that the application was made after
the TEP expired and that the risk of environmental harm associated with sewage overflow during the
pending wet season was untenable.

¢ Some of the key outstanding works in the TEP include repair to the pump stations including
repair/replacement of damaged pumps, alarm system and electrical systems. ‘

e The department understands that while quotations have been obtained by Williams Corporation for
these works, no contract has been entered into and no works have commenced.

o Williams Corporation has indicated these works will cost between $50 000 and $130 000.

o The STP is critical infrastructure both from a public health and environmental perspective. The
system requires urgent repair given the commencement of the wet season.
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o On 18 November 2011 a teleconference was held between departmental officers and Williams
Corporation to advise of the intent to issue a PIN and to seek a court order fo have the works
undertaken.

o Williams Corporation indicated there were significant financial impediments to complying with the
requirements of the development approval that are associated with the company’s cyclone damage
insurance claim.

o The department offered to speak directly to Williams Corporation insurers to explain the critical
nature of the repairs and the urgency to have these completed hefore significant rainfall.

Dredging

o The Coordinator-General is proceeding with maintenance dredging on the basis of using the
emergency provisions of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (SPA).

e The Coordinator-General has received a Registration Certificate under the Environmental Protection
Act 1994 (EP Act) for ERA 16 (dredging) from the department.

o The Coordinator-General has awarded contracts to Flanagan Consulting Group (supervisory
responsibilities); Golder Associates (for advice and groundwater monitoring work associated with
dredging activities as would otherwise be required by the dredging approvals held by Williams
Corporation); and to Riverglen Dredging (to conduct the dredging activities).

o A pre-start meeting was held at Port Hinchinbrook on 8 November 2011, attended by the
Coordinator-General representatives, contractors and officers of the department. The purpose of
the meeting was to ensure that all parties were aware of the contract requirements and the
implementation issues.

* Arepresentative from Flanagan Consulting Group is attending the site regularly over the dredging
period, with additional attention given at the start-up stage. Golder Associates representatives are
attending the site daily during the dredging campaign to ensure that water quality monitoring is
carried out at the appropriate frequency.

CURRENT ISSUES

Sewage treatment

e On 24 November 2011 the department issued a PIN to Williams Corporation in relation to
contravening a requirement of the TEP and requested further information from Williams Corporation
to be provided in relation to its insurance claim by 30 November 2011.

o As of 5 January 2012, the PIN has not been paid or contested by Williams Corporation.

o Information on the insurance claim has not been provided to the department as of 5 January 2012,
and no confirmation been provided by Williams Cotporation that a contract for completing the
necessary repairs to the STP has been entered into.

e The department has since been in negotiation with Williams Corporation and has advised that if the
STP is not operating in compliance with the development approval by 10 February 2012, legal action
will be commeneced by way of a court order.

e Williams Corporation has indicated a commitment to undertaking the required works by 10 February
2012,

o A site inspection on 4 January 2012 noted that the most severely damaged pump station was
repaired, had power supply reconnected and was operational. Other pump repair works were still
outstanding.

Dredging

* On 30 November 2011 Riverglen commenced dredging starting in the Grande Canal seaward of the
boat ramp, so that the areas of greatest silt build-up are dredged first. This is prudent given the
finite capacity of the dredge spoil pond.

o A departmental officer visited the site on Wednesday 7 December 2011 in the company of officers
representing the Coordinator-General. Inspections will continue at frequent intervals during the
course of the project which is expected to be completed by mid-January 2012.

* A site inspection on 4 January 2012 noted that the dredge spoil pond was at approximately half
capacity.
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* Riverglen ceased operations prior to the Christmas break, and will return to the site on Monday ¢
January to recommence dredging the following day. Progress to date has been satisfactory,
resulting in a 20-metre wide dredged channel that extends from near the boat ramp to a point past
the entrance to the marina area.

°  Groundwater monitoring bores have been installed by Golder Associates to monitor the performance
of the dredge spoil pond, and a series of preliminary results has been produced to form a baseline

~ set of data. Monitoring will continue during and after the dredging campaign, and the results will be
reviewed by the department on an ongoing basis. To date, the results do not indicate any adverse
environmental impact.

* Regular progress reports are being prepared by Flanagan Consulting Group for submission to the
Coordinator-General. The reports are also received by the department from the Coordinator-
General.

RESOURCE/IMPLENENTATION IMPLICATIONS

* The department is continuing to monitor the dredging works by conducting inspections of the works.
This monitoring will be incorporated into normal business operations.

* To progress the proposed action to recover fees, resources would be allocated from the Litigation
Branch, Legal Services, Investigations and Regional Services,

PROPOSED ACTION

o The department is preparing for further statutory action in the form of a court order.

* Departmental officers will provide on-ground support that the Coordinator-General may require in
monitoring dredging works and will continue to liaise closely with the Coordinator-General.

 Departmental officers will continue to pursue the cost recovery of outstanding fees for permits held
for dredging, sewage treatment and extraction and screening (quarry).

OTHER INFORMATION
e Consultation:

- Williams Corporation through Ben Williams, Flanagan Consulting Group and Williams
Corporation representative Wayne Henry

- Office of the Coordinator-General.

- Section 584 of the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 provides an emergency exemption to the State
from the requirement to hold a development approval through the Integrated Development
Assessment System to undertake the dredging: and

- Section 101 (4) (a) of the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995 provides an emergency
exemption to the State for the need to hold an allocation notice for the removal of dredge spoil
from tidal water. :

- Section 505 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 provides for obtaining restraint orders.

e Key Communication Messages: - :

- Community attitudes and perceptions regarding the Port Hinchinbrook development are divided,

creating difficulty in managing a balance of community expectation and satisfaction.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
*  Aftachment 1~ CTS 05696/11 Port Hinchinbrook Sewage Treatment System — Status Update
e Aftachment 2-- CTS 14400/11 Port Hinchinbrook — Status Update
* Altachment 3 — CTS 18814/11 Port Hinchinbrook — Stalus Update
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Government

Department of
Environment and
Heritage Protection

Environmental Protection Act 1994

Environmental protection order (EPO)

This environmental protection order is issued by the administering authonity pursuant to s358 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1994.

Williams Corporation Pty Ltd
Moore Stephens

Suite 1308 Level 3

1 Lawson Street

Southport QLD 4215

And

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection of an i

Our reference: ;7N0R10451 28/ CA26768

TJAKE NOTICE that under the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (the Act) an Environmental
Protection Order (EPO) is issued to Williams Corporation Pty Ltd by the administering authority. The
administering authority is the Chief Executive of the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
(referred to below as EHP).

The EPO is issued in respect to ERA 63-(2B)(Il) sewage treatment >100 but <1500EP in particular pump station
4 situated on land described as Lot 99 on Plan SP190029 and at Poinciana Boulevard, Port Hinchinbrook,
Cardwell QId 4849 (the “said premises”).

A. Grounds

The EPO is issued to Williams Corporation Pty Ltd and Thea Margaret Williams under section 358 of the
Environmental Protection Act 1994 on the following grounds:

¢ To secure compliance with condition C6-1 of Development Approval NRO560DA.

e To secure compliance with the general environmental duty pursuant to section 319 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1994.

The facts and circumstances forming the basis for these grounds are:

1. Williams Corporation Pty Ltd is the registered operator of the said premises and the holder of
registration certificate ENRE00214605.
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&.Queensland Government

Environmental Protection Act 1994

Environmental protection order (EPO)

The Development Approval NRO560DA was issued in 2004, for ERA 63-(2B)(ll) sewage treatment >100
but <1500EP.

The Development Approval and Registration Certificate, authorise Williams Corporation Pty Ltd to
operate ERA 63-(2B)(ll) sewage treatment >100 but <1500EP and the development approval,
conditions the operational requirements of the associated pumping stations.

On 26 December 2013 EHP received a complaint regarding raw sewage overflow from pump station 4.
Following receipt of the complaint EHP commenced a site investigation,

On 2 January 2013, authorised officers from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
(EHP) undertook a site investigation of pump station 4 that services Port Hinchinbrook. The authorised
officers met onsite Mr Chris Constance, who is confracted to maintain the Sewage Treatment Plant and
pump station 4 for Port Hinchinbrook.

During the site investigation of 2 January 2013, EHP authorised officers:

o Observed standby pumps were not operational at pump station 4.

o Observed the pump failure alarms for pump station 4 was not in working order.

o Observed pump station 4 had no cover.

Condition C6-1 of Development Approval states: Contaminant pumping stations must be fitted with

stand-by ptimps and pump-failure alarms as well as high level alarms to warn of imminent pump station
overflow. All alarms must be able to operate without mains power.

A person must not carry out any activity that causes, or is likely to cause, environmental harm unless
the person takes all reasonable and practicable measures to prevent or minimise the harm (the general
environmental duty).

Following the site investigation undertaken by EHP, it is the view of EHP that Williams Corporation Pty
Ltd is not complying with condition C6-1 of its development approval and not complying with the general
environmental duty imposed by the Environmental Protection Act 1994.

B. Requirements

In accordance with this EPO, you are required to do the following:

1:

Immediately take all practicable measures to ensure that pump station 4 does not overflow to the
adjacent land areas or the receiving waters of the Port Hinchinbrook Marina.

By 11 January 2013 undertake the necessary repair or replacement of the duty and standby pumps in
pump station 4 and reconnect the pumps within the pump station so that the pump station is
operational.

By 11 January 2013 and continuing thereafter, pump station 4 must be adequately covered and
secured.

By 18 January 2013, and continuing thereafter, pump station 4 must have the capability to operate
automatically, without requiring manual intervention.

By 18 January 2013, and continuing thereafter, the pump station 4 pump failure alarm and high level
alarms must be fully operational, and capable of operating without mains power.

On or prior to 25 January 2013 submit a completion report to EHP. The completion report must be
prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced perscn that the said premises has achieved:
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@ Queensland Government

I Environmental Protection Act 1994
Environmental protection order (EPO)

o Compliance with condition C8-1 of the Development Approval NRO560DA.
o Pump station 4 is covered.

7. In complying with the requirements of this EPO, you must not create further environmental harm.

C. Definitions

“Suitably qualified and experienced person” means a person who has professional qualifications, training,
skills and experience relevant to the nominated subject matter and can give authoritive assessment, advice and
analysis on performance relative to the subject matter using the relevant protocols, standards, methods or
literature.

D. Penalty

The maximum penalty for failure to comply with an environmental protection order is $220,000.00 or 2 years
imprisonment for an individual or $1,100,000.00 for a company.

AND TAKE NOTICE that:

1. The requirements of this EPO take effect immediately upon service of the EPO.

2. Failure to comply with this EPO is an offence under the Environmental Protection Act 1994,

3. This EPO remains in force until further netice from the administering authority.

E. Obligations

Should you propose to dispoese of the place or business to which the EPO relates, you must advise the buyer of
the existence of this EPO (s362 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994).

F. Review and appeal

If you are dissatisfied with the decision to issue this EPO, you may apply to the department for a review of this
decision within ten business days of the service of the order. You may also apply to the Court for a stay of the
decision to issue the EPO.

If you are dissalisfied with the review decision, you may appeal against this decision to the Planning and
Environment Court. Further information about the review and appeal process is attached to this notice.

Should you have any queries in relation to the notice, please contact Michelle Ramsay on telephone number
4222 5321.

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the pr|
Signature: Date: 03 January 2013
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@Queensland Government

AT T

Environmental Protection Act 1994
Environmental protection order (EPO)

Scott Sullivan Enquiries:

Michelle Ramsay

Delegate of administering authority Department of Environment & Heritage
Protection
Environmental Protection Act 1994 P.0. Box 937
CAIRNS QLD 4870
Ph. (07) 4222 5321
Fax. {07) 4222 5070
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Ref CA26622

4 January 2012

Williams Corporation Pty Ltd
Moore Stephens

Suite 1308 Level 3

1 Lawson Street

Southport QLD 4216

And

Thea Margaret WILLIAMS
Marquis on Main Unit 1

11 Peak Avenue

Main Beach QLD 4217

Govemment

Department of
Environment and
Hetitage Protection

RE: Port Hinchinbrook Sewage Treatment Plant - Identified Non-Compliances

Williams Corporation Pty Ltd ('Williams Corporation’) is the holder of registration certificate number
ENRE00214605 to operate ERA 63-(2B)(ll) (sewage treatment), pursuant to development approval

NRO560DA (‘the approval’), on land situated at the Bruce Highway, Cardwell,

The approval sets out conditions for the operation of the activity, regarding the collection and
treatment of sewage from the development commonly known as Port Hinchinbrook.

History:

On 30 June 2011, in response to a compliance visit identifying that Williams Corporation was
contravening several conditions of the approval, the Department of Environment and Heritage

Page 1 0of 5
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Protection ('EHP’) issued Williams Corporation with Transitional Environmental Program MAN13360
(‘the TEP'). The TEP had the following requirements:
1. Complete the restoration and functionality of the existing established effluent irrigation
system;

2. Repair all non-functional pump station high level alarms and ensure that all alarms are
capable of operations without mains power;

3. Reparation of duty and standby pumps in all sewage pump stations;
4. Reconnect pump station #1 to mains power;

5. Implement a groundwater monitoring program as described in condition C8-4 and report on
the results as required by condition A8-1;

6. Implement a monitoring program of releases to waters as described in condition C1-1 and
report on the results as required by condition A8-1;

7. Implement a monitoring program of releases to waters as described in condition F2-5 and
report on the results as required by condition A8-1.

The TEP was required to be finalised by 31 October 2011. Williams Corporation failed to complete
the requirements of the TEP.

On 24 November 2011 a Penalty Infringement Notice (PIN) was issued against Williams Corporation
for contravening a requirement of a transitional environmental program. Specifically it was
established that Williams Corporation had not undertaken the actions required by the TEP to repair

and reinstate the stand by pumps, alarms and power supplies to pump stations as per condition C6-1
of the approval by 31 October 2011.

On 28 August 2012 an additional 2 PINs were issued against Williams Corporation, for:
Depositing a prescribed water contaminant (sewage) in waters. Specifically, authorised officers
conducted an inspection of pump station 1 on the 30 July 2012 and observed a sewage overflow
from the pump station that was entering the adjacent drainage that discharges to Cardwell beach.

Water samples collected from the drain during the inspection confirmed sewage contamination; and

Contravention of a development condition of a development approval. Specifically during the
inspection of the 30 July 2012, authorised officers requested documents from the STP Operator in
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relation to the monitoring and records for treated effluent quality characteristics. It was established
that the monitoring had not been occurring and records not kept as per condition F2-5 of the approval

November 2012 inspection:

On 30 November 2012, authorised officers from EHP undertook a site inspection of the pump
stations and sewage treatment plant (STP) that services Port Hinchinbrook. The authorised officers
were accompanied by Mr Chris Constance, who advised that he is employed by Williams Corporation
to maintain the STP and pump stations.

During the inspection on 30 November 2012, authorised officers observed a number of issues that
identified that Williams Corporation is in non-compliance with several conditions of the approval, in
particular regarding the maintenance of the facility and the ability to properly treat sewage at the site.

The observations include the following:

a) There was significant ponding of effluent at the base of the STP.
b) A split pipe was located under the stairway to the upper level of the plant spraying effluent
onto the floor of the plant.

c) Alarms on the STP switch boards were without bulbs and not working.

d) None of the pump stations had working external alarms for alerting the contractor to
imminent overflow or pump failure, and the alarms are not capable of operating without
mains power.

e) Standby pumps were not operational in pump stations 1, 6, 7, 8 and 11.

f)  Pump Station #1 required manual intervention to operate.

g) There was physical evidence of the release of sewage to land from the inlet screenings
collection area at the STP. There was no maintenance applied to this area, bins were
overflowing and effluent was pooled on the grassed area adjacent to the screenings
collection area.

h) The supernatant pump at the STP was not functional.

i} The chlorine dosing system at the STP was not operational, chlorine was being dosed
manually.
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j)  The roof of the treated effluent storage tank was damaged and remained open to the
elements allowing rainfall to enter the tank, reducing ils storage capacity.

k) The final clarifier was being operated with a thick crust of sewage sludge on its surface, and
officers observed sections of sludge flowing from the clarifier to the sand filters. Suspended
solids are likely to hinder the effectiveness of the sewage treatment and disinfection system.

I)  The effluent imigation area was overgrown and not maintained.

The observations made by authorised officers during the inspection represent non-compliance with
multiple conditions of the approval including but not restricted to:

A2-1 The holder must:
- Install all measures, plant and equipment necessary to ensure compliance with the
conditions of this environmental authority; and
- Maintain such measures, plantand equipment in a proper and efficient condition; and
- Operate such measures, plant and equipment in a proper and efficient manner

C6-1 Contaminant pumping stations must be fitted with stand-by pumps and pump failure alarms as
well as high level alarms to wam of imminent pump station overflow. All alarms must be able to
operate without mains power.

In addition to the above, samples were taken at the monitoring point of the treated effiuent holding
tank, prior to'irrigation. Results of those samples show that all permitted limits for Total N, Total P,
Suspended Solids, Coliforms and Biological Oxygen Demand are currently exceeding the limits set in
condition F2-1 "Land disposal”, of the approval.

Issues to be addressed:

The issues and non-compliances identified, require immediate attention and rectification. EHP notes
that some of the issues identified during the inspection on 30 November 2012 were also part of the
requirements of the TEP issued on 30 June 2011.The department considers that the ongoing failure
to rectify issues at the site over the past two years as a very serious matter.

EHP is presently considering compliance actions under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 in
order to address the ongoing site issues, including those identified above. Prior to the department
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taking further statutory action, EHP is giving you the opportunity to provide any information you think
may be relevant to the site, the issues, and any action to redress the matter.

You are strongly encouraged to make representations to EHP as to whal actions are being taken by
Williams Corporation to gain compliance with development approval conditions and the general
environmental duty at Port Hinchinbrook. Any representations should include details of timeframes of
actions and expected outcomes.

Representations made should be received by EHP no later than close of business Friday 18
January 2013. Any response can be directed to Michelle Ramsay (TeamLeader — Environment)
from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection on.telephone (07) 4222 5321 or via the
following:

Postal Address: PO Box 937, Cairns QLD 4870.

Email; michelle.ramsay@ehp.qld.qov.au

Should you have any further enquiries, please contact myself on telephone 47225200.

Yours sincerely

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protew

Scott Sullivan
Regional Manager — Environment and Heritage
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
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Rec'd - ODG

-1 APR 2013

CTS No. 05860/13 Chief of Staff ...

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Furtheyinformatio

TO:

sch4p3( 3) —

Dated % 104 7 |
Approved Not Approved Noted
equired

Minister for Environment and Heritage Minister. 7 /7.
Protection pated /1 Oy (5

SUBJECT: Proposed amenities building at Fairview, Maleny

RECONMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

sign the letter to Councillor Jenny McKay, Sunshine Coast Regional Council (SCRC) (Attachment
1).

note that the SCRC needs to resolve local community issues about development at and adjacent to
Fairview, Maleny.

note that EHP will continue to provide assistance to the SCRC on technical and design issues
related to the proposed amenities building.

BACKGROUND

In 2011, the department gave an approval for car parking, an access road and landscaping at
Fairview, which is a Queensland heritage place (Register No 602105).

The SCRC wants to construct an amenities building within the heritage boundary, between the
recently completed car park and the original farmhouse.

CURRENT ISSUES

Currently, there is disagreement between various community interest groups and council officers on
the size and location of the amenities building.

Council officers want a large building containing toilets, a kitchen and a covered area for picnics and
visitor groups, close to the original farmhouse.

The Friends of Pattemore House (Fairview) want a building with a smaller footprint.

Heritage consultants engaged by the Friends of Pattemore House and the council have suggested
that a smaller building could be located on the site of the demolished buggy shed. This would aid
rather than detract from the heritage values of the place.

EHP would support a smaller building, but recognises that whichever option is adopted by the
council, it needs to be compatible with community needs, as well as the heritage values of the place.

CONSIDERATIONS

Consultation: There has been considerable consultation between the SCRC and the department
regarding use and development on the heritage place, since 2008. The most recent meeting was on
4 February 2013, between EHP officers and council officers.

Legisfation: Under the Queensland Heritage Act 1992, EHP is responsible for assessing any
development within the heritage place.

Key Communication Messages: Community perceptions of a new amenities building on the heritage
place may be both positive and negative, as individuals will have different attitudes to cultural
heritage and to development. The council needs to resolve community issues which are outside the
scope of EHP’s responsibilities.

L}
Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:
Name: Andrew Woodward Name: Andrew Connor Name: Andrew Connor Name: Dean Ellwood
Position: Senior Heritage Position: Executive Director, Position: A/DDG, ESR A/DG, DEHP
Officer Southern Region Tel No: 3330 5628 Tel No: 3 %6298
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MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

e Aftachment 1 — Letter to Councillor Jenny McKay

Author

Name: Andrew Woodward
Position: Senior Heritage
Officer

Tel No: 3339 5868

Date: 15 February 2013

Cleared by

Name: Andrew Connor
Position: Executive Director,
Southern Region

Tel No: 3330 6335

Date: 27 March2833 DL File Aii

Cleared by

Name: Andrew Connor
Position: A/DDG, ESR
Tel No: 3330 5628
Date: 2/4/13

Page 229 of 290

Recommended:
Name: Dean Ellwood
A/DG, DEHP

Tel No: 3330 6298
Date:

DnrAa 2




2 Hon Andrew Powell MP
%I Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection

QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Ref CTS 05860/13 Level13

400 George Street Brisbane 4000
GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
1 5 APR 2013 Queensiand 4001 Australia
Telephone +617 3239 6844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
Email environment@ministerial.gld.gov.a

Councillor Jenny McKay

Sunshine Coast Regional Council

Locked Bag 72

SUNSHINE COAST MAIL CENTRE QLD 4560

Dear Couwewj

| write with regard to the meeting held on 4 February 2013 between yourself, Mr Richard Hill
of the Sunshine Coast Regional Council, Ms Fiona Procter from my office and officers of the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection, Ms Fiona Gardiner and Mr Peter Todd,
to discuss the proposed amenities building at Fairview, 15 Paorter’s Lane, Maleny.

As you are very aware, there are a number of differing views within the various community
and user groups with an interest in Fairview about the proposed location and design of the
amenities building. Fairview is a Queensland heritage place with a defined heritage

boundary and the department has a role as an approval authority. The department’s

principal responsibility is to assess applications which are made to it for work to the heritage
place. This is yet to occur and although the department will continue to assist in the pre-
lodgement process, it can not resolve all difficulties, particularly if they relate to a design brief
for a project and differing community aspirations for the project.

| would strongly encourage the council to continue with the conservation planning process
which it is currently undertaking. When it is finalised, the Fairview Management Plan should
become the basis for making development decisions within the boundary of the heritage
place. This needs to be communicated to and agreement sought from all the interested
community groups.

I hope this information is of assistance to you. Should you have further enquiries, please
contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844,

Yours sincerely

DREW POWELL MP
nister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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judice th
CTS No. 01282/13 schdp3( 3) Prejudice

Chief of Staff %K
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved
Furthe
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage .
Protection Minister

‘ Dated fy o 1%,
SUBJECT: Flinders Karawatha Corridor Management Strategy {

TIMEFRAME
°  Approval of this brief is required by 5 Februaty 2013 to ensyre the draft strategy is released to provide
sufficient time for interested stakeholders to provide comment by 31 March 2013.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister: -

o ‘\%pﬁve the draft Flinders Karawatha Corridor Management Strategy for public release on the EHP
ebsite as part of the formal consultation process extending until 31 March 2013 (Attachment 1)

°, note the draft letter to be signed by the Executive Director, Southern Region, Environmental

>€Services and Regulation Division for mai| out to landholders within the corridor inviting comment on

the draft strategy (Attachment 2). ?\ ease vesvike .

BACKGROUND

e InAugust 2012, EHP completed a community consultation process to define a vision, boundary and
future management of the corridor.

CURRENT ISSUES

o Feedback from landholders revealed several misconceptions regarding potential impacts of the
designation of the corridor boundary, including perceived impacts on landholder's rights to undertake
future land subdivision, development and impact on property values.

° These misconceptions highlighted the need for EHP to develop improved communication materials
including updating of web based infoermationand promotional materials.

o Other key messages and outcomes from the consultation process included:

— local government and other state agencies indicated support for the development of the draft
strategy

— the need to establish a consultation process and communicate with landholders and
stakeholders inviting their input into development of the strategy.

 The draft strategy includes objectives and strategies to manage the environmental, economic, social
and recreational values. Note that this brief is being progressed while Corporate Communications
completes final formatting of the draft strategy document.

e Separate technical reports into the environmental values and European cultural heritage values are
being finalised and will be available to be loaded on the Flinders Karawatha Corridor webpage on the
EHP website soon. These include the environmental values assessment of the corridor and the
heritage assessment report.

e The current review of the biodiversity offsets policy is seeking to provide a consistent and
streamlined framework for delivering environmental offset requirements associated with sustainable
development. The review has flagged a proposal to identify and delineate state-wide conservation
hubs and corridors to direct future strategic investment for offsets and thus provide for improved and
more strategic outcomes from offsets.

* The Flinders Karawatha Corridor sits within part of a broader corridor network that would likely form
part of a state-wide network of strategic investment areas for offsets.
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CONSIDERATIONS

Budget:

Budget implications resulting from the preparation and consultation on the draft strategy are
supported within existing resources.

EHP currently coordinates engagement with partners via the Flinders Karawatha Corridor Regional
Panel and will continue with this role up to October 2013.

As landowner participation is voluntary, success of the strategy will be dependent on the number of
voluntary agreements. ' :

A cooperative approach to implementation of the strategy is proposed and will be achieved by
strategic investment from environmental offsets and state and federal funding programs.

Key Communication Messages: EHP has prepared the Flinders Karawatha Corridor Draft
Management Strategy for the purpose of seeking communijty views on proposed management
approaches.

MINISTER’S CONIMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — Draft management strategy for the Flinders Karawatha Corridor 2013
Attachment 2 — Draft letter to landholders

Author

Name: Lorraine Briggs
Position: Manager

Tel No: 6583 1775
Date: 23 January 2013

Cleared by

Name: Andrew Connor
Position; ED Southern
Tel No: 3330 6335
Date: 25 January 2013
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Government

Department of
Environment and
Heritage Protection

Ref CTS 01282/13

\FT

DR/

[Title] [Firstname] [Lastname]
[Address]

Dear [Salutation]
Release of the Flinders Karawatha Corridor Draft Management Stfategy 2013

The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection is committeg-fo achieving strong

environmental management supporting sustainable economic dev. pment by delivering the

following primary objectives:
* Avoiding, minimising or mitigating the impacts to the erfVironment
e Protecting the integrity of Queensland's ecosyste/
e Protecting Queensland's built heritage and places.

The Draft Flinders Karawatha Corridor Management Strategy (the draft strategy) is an example of
how the department is seeking to achieve thes Objectives by working in partnership with the
community to protect our natural environmentand heritage places.

The Flinders Karawatha Corridor is recodnised as containing significant conservation, recreation,
cultural heritage and social values and’includes the largest remaining continuous stretch of open
eucalypt bushland in south east Quéensland. Further information about the corridor's extent,
what the corridor means forlangfolders and a list of frequently asked questions is available at
www.ehp.qld.gov.au/land/naufal-resource/flinders-karawatha/index.html.

The draft strategy has been released to seek feedback that will assist the Queensland
Government, local ggvernment, landholders and key partners to refine strategic actions for
managing the corrjeor into the future.

I invite you to €omment on the draft strategy. An electronic copy can be found at:
www.ehp.qgld. gov.au/land/natural-resource/flinders-karawatha/index. html.

400 George Street Brisbane

5 .
QV v}\ XK"D' /\U’ Level 8
! 4
3_0 a GPO Box 2454 Brisbane
){O \ }\ - Queensland 4001 Australia
C/G‘N Telephone + 61 7 3330 6335
Facsimile + 61 7 3330 5754

Page 1 of 2 Website www.ehp.gld.dov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485
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Closing date for submissions: COB 31 March 2013

Email: <Esres.Southernescbranch@ehp.qld.gov.au>
Mail: C/o Flinders Karawatha Draft Strategy
Environmental Standards and Compliance Branch
GPO Box 2454

BRISBANE QLD 4001

Submissions received, together with other information obtained through forums and interest
group meetings, will be collated and analysed and a report published during 2013.

Should you hav&‘any furthér efiguiries, please contact Mr Mike Gregory, Senior Environmental
Planning Officers Southern Region of the department on telephone 07 3330 5926.

Yours sincerely

Andrew Connor
Executive Director
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31 JAN 2013

CTS No. 01487/13 , sch4p3( 3) Prejudice t

Chief of Staff . 874
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated ( /(‘;U
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved sNpt AP
Further
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage o : .
Protection Minister.. .1 T I T

Dated
SUBJECT: Public reports of gas bubbling in puddles, TaraIChinchil[e{ area

1

TIMEFRAME
e The Minister has requested an urgent briefing on the issue.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:
e note that no methane has been detected at the sites inspected.

BACKGROUND

e The Coal Seam Gas Compliance Unit of the Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM)
received two reports of bubbles coming up from puddies of water remaining on the ground after
heavy rain on Saturday 19 January 2013 around Tara with the complainant’s interpretation that the
bubbles could be coal seam methane.

e The Petroleum and Gas Inspectorate of DNRM attended two properties (Sch4p3(3) Prejudice the protect) 5t

Tara to undertake testing for gas emissions. Methane was not detected at any of the locations tested
on either property.

CURRENT ISSUES

e Over the Australia Day long weekend a further 6 reports were received by the Coal Seam Gas
Compllance Unit which is today (Tuesday 30 January 2013) formulating its response as to further

he matter is a public safety issue and in the immediate term poses no environmental risk. EHP's

involvement at this stage is a watching brief.

e Related to this issue is the possible extension of ongoing work around the Condamine River bubbles
to include a review of historical reports of methane micro-seeps through the soil profile across the
Surat Basin. This work is being led by the Coal Seam Gas Compliance Unit.

e The review is not related to the bubble reports over the past week, however, will possibly provide
further context around the occurrences of bubbles in waterways and on land.

e No methane has been detected from gas bubbles in puddles of rainfall. However, further testing by
the Petroleum and Gas Inspectorate is possible at newly identified sites.

e The Coal Seam Gas Compliance Unit is considering engaging the Queensland Chief Scientist to
review historical reports of gas emissions from the soil profile prior to the advent of the Coal Seam

Gas industry, as a part of the Government’s ongoing investigation into the causes of Condamine
River bubbles.

CONSIDERATIONS

° Key Communication Messages: The Petroleum and Gas Inspectorate has undertaken testing at
sites on private properties around Tara for methane. No methane has been detected.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

’/Il/u,vL, 30&.
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sch4p3( 3) Prejudice

CTS No. 02743/13 Chief of Staff .. LOK

Dated > / ¢4 N\
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Rpproved .N"ted

d
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE formation require

TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

SUBJECT: Proposed land surrender condition on the Department of Environment and Heritage
Protection’s concurrence agency response for Reconfiguring a Lot in a coastal
management district at 502 Hope Island Road, Helensvale (Lot 112 on Plan
SP191057)

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:
o approve the inclusion of a land surrender condition on the Department of Environment and Heritage

&0 Protection’s concurrence agency response in accordance with section 110(2c) of the Coastal

18 MAR 2013

Protection and Management Act 1995 (Coastal Act).

e note this brief is initiated by EHP in accordance with section 110(2¢) of the Coastal Act and a
decision to include a land surrender condition requires a Ministerial decision.

o note the IDAS process under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 was stopped on 30 November 2012
in accordance with section 111(3) of the Coastal Act and will resume when the chief executive gives
the applicant a notice of the Minister’s decision under section-413(1) of the Coastal Act.

e note that the land recommended for surrender (creek land), being a portion of Lot 112 on Plan
SP191057, is within an erosion prone area and up to 45 metres from the foreshore.

e note that the chief executive is satisfied that the subject land should be surrendered to the State for
coastal management. :

e note that the creek land, if surrendered, will become a Reserve for coastal management purposes
under the trusteeship of the Gold Coast City Counail.

BACKGROUND _

o Land Partners Pty Ltd acting on behalf of the land owner, [$4P3(3) Prejudice the protection |,  ie § 5 the
council for the reconfiguration of Lot 112 into six lots (Attachment 1).

o Lot 112 is within the coastal management district and as such, the application was referred to the
department on 24 November 2011.

CURRENT ISSUES

e Upon assessment, EHP identified that the land is within a coastal hazards area (predominantly ‘high’
risk) and an erosion prone area (Attachment 2). Additionally, Lot 112 contains important coastal
resources and values including ecologically significant vegetation (remnant and high value regrowth),
high value threatened species habitat and wetland management areas (Attachment 3).

e Lot 112 adjoins a large council-managed reserve (Tradewinds Reserve).

e Accordingly, the department considers that surrender of a buffer area of up to 45 metres from the
foreshore is an appropriate coastal management option and would ensure the proper management of
the creek land indefinitely.

o EHP has received written confirmation from the council of its acceptance of trusteeship of the
proposed reserve over the creek land and its preference for this option (Attachment 4).

e An Information Request (IR) was issued to the applicant advising that the department considered that
the creek land should be surrendered to the State for coastal management purposes, outlined the
reasons for this consideration and explained that the EHP’s preference was that the applicant
voluntarily surrenders the land in accordance with section 115A of the Coastal Act.

e Inthe IR response, the applicant stated that the creek land will not be voluntarily surrendered.
Alternatively, the applicant proposed for the land to remain in freehold tenure and be managed by the
landowners of proposed Lot 1 as seen within Attachment 1 (and their successors in title) under the
Land Management Plan (LMP) included in the response.

o Upon review, both EHP and the council agreed that the LMP was sub-standard and failed to
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demonstrate that the creek land would be appropriately managed for coastal management
indefinitely. The applicant was advised of this. '

e To afford the applicant natural justice and the opportunity to present new information, the decision
making period for the application was extended twice. EHP has met with the applicant on three
occasions to discuss the matters, once in the presence of the council.

e The applicant then submitted to EHP an Infrastructure Agreement (1A) by which the applicant
proposes for the creek land to be managed in accordance with the previously submitted LMP
(Attachment 5). This IA is not supported by EHP. ;

e The council has advised that it strongly supports the inclusion of a land surrender condition
(Attachments 6 and 7). Under the council's trusteeship, the creek land will be appropriately
managed for coastal management purposes indefinitely as a continuation of the existing council-
managed Reserves along the Saltwater Creek foreshore, protecting life and property from coastal
hazards and expanding ecological linkages.

o Lot 112 abuts Saltwater Creek which is a tributary of the Coomera River.

e There is an existing Material Change of Use (MCU) development approval over Lot 112, which
stipulates a ‘Riparian Buffer Zone’ of up to 45 metres from the foreshore (as seen within Attachment
1). The creek land considered suitable for surrender is largely the same configuration as this area.

o Key management matters for Saltwater Creek as identified in the Saltwater Creek Foreshore Master
Plan (SCFMP) prepared by Griffith University’s Centre for Coastal Management; are bank instability
and erosion which continue to threaten properties, areas of ecological value and water quality. The
SCFMP attributes these matters largely to development impacts from inappropriate land uses,
patrticularly in native riparian vegetation areas along the foreshore of Saltwater Creek.

e The SCFMP highlights the urgent need to appropriately and consistently mitigate the impacts of
coastal hazards and to mana?e ri?arian buffer areas to improve coastal values and resources.

o lItis acknowledged that/S4P3(3) Preitasides in a residential dwelling located near the | |
of Lot 112, which is likely to be situated withinthe area of creek land. EHP is sensitive to
this issue and is willing to negotiate the configuration of the proposed Reserve, such that the land
surrounding the dwelling remains in freehold tenure.

o After extensive review of all information provided by the applicant, including the proposed IA, the
department and the council strongly oppose the implementation of this proposal (the IA) for reasons
which have been clearly defined to the applicant.

o Inappropriate management of foreshore buffer areas under private ownership has led to the need for
significant compliance action and is causing substantial resource implications for both the
department and the council. Proposed private management of the creek land (through an 1A), in
place of the council, has the potential to increase these resourcing requirements further to ensure
compliance at Lot 112.

CONSIDERATIONS

o Legislation: Chapter 2 — Part 6, Division 3, Sectnons 109 — 115B of the Coastal Protection and
Management Act 1996.

e Key Communication Messages: The indefinite management of the creek land under the trusteeship
of the council is the only option presented that guarantees the appropriate ongoing long-term
management of the land for coastal management purposes. The surrender of this land would ensure
a safeguard against inappropriate land uses and prevent risks to life and property from coastal
hazard impacts.
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Date:2 April 2012 ABN B4356548460

ContactBrendan Madden PO Box 5042 Gold Coast MC
Location:Surfers Paradise Office Qld 9729 Australia
Telephone{07) 5581 6763 fax (07) 5581 6445 Email: gcccmai@go:gcoast-gld.gwau
Your reference:336067/BST1513 e
Our reference:”N297902/16 Ph: +61 7 5582 8211
135 Bundall Road Surfers Paradise
Fax: +61 7 5581 6346
833 Southport Nerang Road Nerang
Fax: +61 7 5586 3653

Ms Janelle Bush m@{

Manager, Environmental Services

Department of Environment & Resource Management
PO Box 4244

ROBINATC QLD 4230

Dear Janelle

| refer to your correspondence of 20 December 2011 pertaining to Lot 112 on SP191057
and seeking Council's views on the future trusteeship of an area to be dedicated as a
reserve for coastal management purposes.

Council is prepared to accept the trusteeship of a reserve created at the subject site
whereafter Council will manage the area in an appropriate manner.

Yours faithfully

sch4p4( 6) Persona

Brendan Madden File No: &%ﬂ 6\ 3

Manager, Property Services
for CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER BST2012/467
423 04-Apr-2012

T

m Gold Coast City Council




502 Hope Island Road, Helensvale
Proposal for Infrastructure Agreement for Creek Land

Legal Framework

1

An Infrastructure Agreement (IA) may be entered into between the land owner, DEHP and/or
GCCC.

An A is available as the Creek Land would qualify as 'Infrastructure' as defined under SPA.

An IA attaches to land and binds successors in title. An IA is also legally enforceable being an
agreement made under Statue.

An IA is a broad and flexible document which is almost unconstrained as to its possible contents.
The contents of an IA are therefore almost entirely subject to the agreement of the parties.

To the extent the IA is inconsistent with the obligations relating to the Creek Lland under the
development approvals for the Stage 1 or Stage 4 land, the |A prevails.

Benefits of an |A

6

10

14

The IA can provide a mechanism for the Creek Land to remain in private ownership but remain
subject to controls including an agreed land management plan(LMP) which meets the
requirements of the DEHP, GCCC and the land owneriand which ensures the ecological values of
the land are maintained and enhanced.

The cost of maintaining the Creek Land is met by the land owner and not by either the State or
GCCC.

We understand DEHP is concerned about compliance by future land owners. The IA will be
contained in any Standard Town Planning Certificate obtained over the property. Obtaining such
a certificate commonly occurs in the purchase of commercial properties. While it is not necessary,
an IA can also contain provisions which reguire assignment of the IA to any incoming purchaser
which will ensure future owners are fully cognisant of their responsibilities. That said, the failure to
assign would not impact upon the enforceability of the |A.

An A, being an agreement made under Statute, is attached a relatively high level of importance
both under the legislation and by the market.

An IA would resolve the difficulties around existing and proposed private infrastructure being
located in public land as the Creek Land would remain in private ownership but clear parameters
could be set around maintaining the existing infrastructure and limiting further infrastructure to
meet agreed ecological outcomes.

Specifically we propose the include the following features in the 1A:

11.1  Reporiing:
The land owner must provide reports for GCCC/DEHP to review on reasonable notice
which records the works completed on the land and includes any 'incident reports' which
have an adverse environmental impact on the Creek Land.

11.2  Breach:
If the land owner fails to meet the standards required in the LMP, then DEHP may issue a

breach notice which provides the land owner a reasonable period of time to remedy the
matter (at the land owner's cost).

If the land owner fails to remedy the breach, then the DEHP may undertake the remedial
work itself (or using GCCC as its agent) at the land owner's cost.

legal/40864774_1 12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 247 of 290
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If there a three instances of the land owner failing to remedy breaches within a two year
period and DEHP undertaking remedial work, then the IA can require the land owner to
surrender the land.

11.3  Maintenance

The IA can include provisions for maintenance, maintenance access and controlling
access io the Creek Land proposed under the LMP.

legal/40864774_1 12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 248 of 290



Date: 23 January 2013 AE 84853548460

Contact: Monique Anderson PO Box 5042 Gold Coast MC
Location: Implementation and Assessment, Nerang Branch Emallzgc ccma“@g,gcizﬁﬁf ;ﬁ 23
Telephone: (07) 5582 8468 7 Web: goldcoasicity.cam.au
Your reference:  336067/SPCC0349561 1 Administration Centres
QOur reference: PN297902/02/DA7 Ph: 461 7 5582 8211
ROL201100180 135 Bundall Road Surfers Paradise

Fax: +61 7 5581 6346

833 Southport Nerang Road Nerang
Fax: +61 7 5596 3653

Attention: Sara Cuthbertson

Department of Environment and Heritage BSIa
Protection ‘ >
PO Box 4244 Fasit

Robina Town Centre QLD 4230

Dear Sir/Madam

LETTER OF SUPPORT CONSIDERATION OF LAND SURRENDER CONDITION

Application Type: Development Permit for Reconfiguration of a Lot to
subdivide one (1) lot into six (6) freehold lots in two (2)
stages

Application Number: ROL201100180
Property Description: LOT112 on SP191057
Property Location: 502 Hope Island Road, Helensvale

| refer to the abovementioned Reconfiguring a Lot application and the letter
correspondence received by Gold Coast City Council (the assessment manager) dated 30
November 2012 from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (DEHP)
stating that the DEHP as per section 111 of the Coastal Protection and Management Act
1995 (Coastal Act), give notice that the chief executive (DEHP) is considering including in
its Concurrence Agency response a land surrender condition for an area within 40 metres
of the foreshore for coastal management purposes. Please be advised that as the
assessment_manager Gold Coast City Council Officers support such a land surrender
condition as suggested by the DEHP.

Further to the coastal management purposes identified by the DEHP, it is considered
appropriate through this Reconfiguring a Lot application that the applicant be required to
dedicate to Council as open space an area of the subject site adjoining Saliwater Creek in
accordance with the requirements of the ‘Our Living City' Gold Coast Planning Scheme
2003 v1.2. The purpose of the dedication would be to obtain the area of open space in
accordance with the Planning Scheme designation of the area within the Open Space
Precinct (9) of the Oxenford Local Area Plan, and to continue the public open space
network along Saltwater Creek and continue the management of the area along Saltwater
Creek through the one authority.

Document: 39426073
Page 1 of 2




LETTER OF SUPPORT CONSIDERATION OF LAND SURRENDER CONDITION Page 2
PN297802/02/DA7 23 January 2013

It is noted that the adjoining parcel of open space to the south of the subject site along
Saltwater Creek, and further allotments to the south along Saltwater Creek, are currently
maintained under public ownership and managed by Council's Natural Areas Management
Unit (NAMU.) Council Officers consider it logical to seek dedication of an open space
buffer to Saltwater Creek, as a continuation of the existing open space buffer area located
south. The area of dedication would be maintained and managed by NAMU in order to
ensure the significant ecological integrity of the riparian and foreshore vegetation of the
Saltwater Creek is maintained.

It is noted that the applicant requests that the subject area be retained in private ownership.
The applicant has advised that the area can be appropriately managed through private
ownership and such will resolve ecological and the applicants security concerns. The
applicant has been advised that based on the information provided Council Officers do not
consider these reasons significant planning justification to retain the area in private
ownership.

Contacting us
Should you wish to clarify any issues contained in this letter, please da not hesitate to
cantact Monique Anderson telephone (07) 5582 8468.

Yours faithfully

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection of an i

Emma McGregor
SUPERVISING PLANNE
For the Chijef Executive Officer

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 250 of 290



Correspondence from Gold Coast City Council's Open Space Planner, Nicole Glenane
received by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection on 29 November

2012

Re: Support of land surrender of an area within 40 metres of the foreshore for coastal
management purposes in relation to the application to reconfigure a lot at 502 Hope
Island Road, Helensvale (Lot 112 on $P191057).

The following is an excerpt from the above mentioned correspondence:

Reference is made to the above mentioned Reconfiguration of a Lot (ROL) application
Council are currently in receipt of.

Further to our meeting held 23 October 2012, please see below comments in support of
dedication of the buffer to Saltwater Creek for Open Space and Environmental purposes:

Desktop analysis:

Vegetation Management Act (VMA) 1999

The subject site is mapped as containing remnant vegetation defined as Teast of concern' and
‘'of concern’. Regrowth mapping identifies the site as containing high value regrowth
vegetation 'of least concern' and 'of concern’.

Previous approvals over subject site

e It is noted that the site is the subject of a previous Court Consent Order {No. 385 of
2005). The conditions within the consent order required the rehabilitation of a twenty
five (25) metre Riparian area along the full length of the Salfwater Creek
waterway and the submission of a landscape application for the approval of these
works. To dafe, no evidence exists of submission of these documents.

Open Space and Environmen tal Assessment comments:

e Part of the subject site, being a variable 20 metre (minimum) to 60 metre wide buffer
along the full length of Saltwater Creek located along the sites southern
boundary, is designated within the Gold Coast City Council’s 'Public Open Space
Precinct' (Precinct §) of the Oxenford Local Area Plan (LAP). Refer to LAP Map
attached for further detail. It is considered appropriate through this ROL application
that the applicant dedicate the mapped 'open space buffer area’ along Saltwater
Creek to Council as public open space in accordance with the requirements of the
Oxenford LAP.

e The mapped ‘open space buffer area’ adjoins an existing parcel of open space along
Salfwater Creek to the west of the subject site (being Lot 501 SP110863).

This western open space area is maintained under public ownership and managed by
Council's Natural Areas Management Unit (NAMU). Councif Officers consider it
fogical to seek dedjcation of an open space buffer to Saltwater Creek af the subject
site, as a continuation of the existing open space buffer area located west. The
purpose of the dedication would be to secure the area of open space in accordance
with the Oxenford LAP and surrounding public open space network and to continue
the management of the area along Saltwater Creek under public ownership.

» Saltwater Creek provides a significant ecological linkage between the Nerang Forest
Reserve, Coombabah Lake and the Coomera River. The Coomera River forms part
of a major linkage in the Citywide Nature Conservation Network. The riparian and
foreshore vegetation along the Saltwater Creek are important for providing ecological
connectivity, bank stability and improved water quality. In the case of the subject site,
it is considered important that Council manage the riparian and foreshore vegelation
contained within the open space buffer area along Saltwater Creek, to ensure the
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major ecological linkage of which Saltwater Creek contributes to, Is maintained
effectively.

The applicant proposes to creafe Lots 4 and 5 with boundaries bisecting identified
vegetation communities. Environmental Assessment officers hold concern with regard
to the management of one vegetation community over two (2) independent titles. The
creation of a boundary through a vegetation community raises potential clearing
rights through nominated vegetation communities. For these reasons, it is considered
the amalgamation of proposed Lots 4 & 5, or the movement of the boundary of
proposed Lot 4 to follow the agreed riparian buffer zone (as nominated on the
submitted plan being BRSS3049.008-012) would provide an acceptable
environmental outcome in line with Performance Criterion (PC) 33 of the Oxenford
LAP. Council have requested the applicant address the above mentioned matter
within any future response to Council's information request.

in summary, Coungcil officers recommend the folfowing:

That the applicant dedicate fo Council as public open space {Natural Drainage
Reserve), the variable 20 mefre to 60 metre wide buffer identified along the full length
of Sandy Creek afong the southern boundary of the subject site. The requirement for
dedication fails in accordance with the subject sites designafion within the Public
Open Space Precinct of the Oxenford LAP, as well as ecological requirements

as recommended by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
(DEHP).

That the public open space area be maintained and managed by Council’s Natural
Areas Management Unit in order to ensure the significant ecological infegrity of the
riparian and foreshore vegetation of the Saftwater Creek is maintained. Effective
management of these environs will further ensure the protection of the strategic
ecological connection befween the Nerang Forest Reserve, Coombabah Lake and

Coomera River.

Should you wish to clarify any matters contained above, please do not hesitate to contact
Nicole Glenane on telephone (07} 5582 8658.

Best Regards,

Nicole Glenane

Open Space Planner
Implementation & Assessment

Gold Coast City Councif

Ph: (07) 5582 8658 Fax: (07) 5582 9075

Mob:

PO Box 5042 Gold Coast Mail Centre Qld 9729

www. goldcoastcity.com.au
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Rec'd - ODG

21 JAN 2013

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice t

CTS No. 00624/13 Chief of Staff "Dk

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

TO:

Datedgf 7 { ll? ™

Approved ,Not Approved Noted

Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

SUBJECT: Outcomes of soil sampling undertaken on residential prolperties at Eidsvold on

7 December 2012

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Minister:

(<]

note that following receipt of the soil sampling results, Queensland Health (QH) contacted the
residents directly and held interviews on Thursday, 17 January 2013 in relation to public health
issues and exposure risks. All persons identified as being associated with the properties agreed to
testing of urine and blood for arsenic and lead levels. The testing has been arranged for Monday,

21 January 2013 and the results should be received in three weeks.

note that the Department of Housing and Public Works (DHPW) has agreed to provide the contact
etalfs of the residents to QH to facilitate contact with the residents in relation to public health issues.
e that sampling of Eidsvold town water supply conducted by QH did not show any levels of
metals that would indicate contamination.

note that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) will continue to manage
rehabilitation issues on the mining lease and support a Whole-of-Government response to the issue.

BACKGROUND

This issue was first brought to the Minister's attention oh 29 November 2012 in CTS 17849/12
(Attachment 1).

A meeting occurred on 28 November 2012 at Mundubbera between EHP, QH, the North Burnett
Regional Council (the Council), DHPW and the Department of Natural Resources and Mines
(DNRM). Refer to CTS 18252/12 (Attachment 2).

CURRENT ISSUES

A teleconference occurred on 11.January 2013 between EHP, QH, DHPW and the Council to
discuss the results of soil sampling undertaken on 7 December 2012 at the two residential
allotments adjacent to the mining lease.

The results of soil sampling indicated maximum arsenic levels 71 times and lead levels 3.3 times the
Health Based Investigation Level for residential allotments. QH reiterated that soil levels do not
directly translate to human exposure levels. ‘

QH has contacted the residents and conducted interviews in relation to their exposure and any
visitors that may have been exposed to soil on the property in the previous six weeks.

QH, DHPW and the Council will liaise to formulate appropriate public information as required.

The tailings sand was deposited from historic mining activities and appears to be present outside the
mining lease which is outside the jurisdiction of EHP. This would appear to involve the Abandoned
Mine Land Program (AMLP) of DNRM.

AMLP has indicated that it would not have involvement in this matter at this time and again declined
the invitation to attend the teleconference held on\11 January 2013.

On 31 January 2013, EHP must make a decision &n an application to surrender the environmental
authorities associated with the mining leases.
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CONSIDERATIONS

o Budget: A total of $17,000 is held by EHP as financial assurance against the environmental
authorities which is insufficient to appropriately rehabilitate the mining lease areas.
o Consultation: Consultation between relevant government departments and the Council is occurring

at a regional level.

o Key Communication Messages: EHP will assist in the development of appropriate communication
products where required.

MINISTER’S COMNMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

o Attachment 1 — Ministerial Briefing Note: Elevated arsenic levels at Eidsvold - CTS 17849/12.
»  Altachment 2 — Ministerial Briefing Note: Outcomes of a meeting atMundubbera on elevated arsenic levels at Eidsvold -

CTS 18252/12.
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CTS No. 17849/12

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the [

Chief of Stafl @)

Dated 297 11/ (D

Further i
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage L
Protection Minister
Dated
SUBJECT: Elevated arsenic levels at Eidsvold
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

note that the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) recently betame aware
that there are elevated levels of arsenic within 30 to 50 metres of residences in western Eidsvold and
this contamination appears to extend within residential property boundaries.

note that there is a meeting happening today (28 November) between EHP, Queensland Health,
North Burnett Regional Council, the Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability
Services and Department of Natural Resources and Mines (Abandoned Mines) to confirm response
roles and communication strategy to inform the local community.

note that additional information will be briefed following confirmab\'7of the multi-agency meeting
outcomes.

BACKGROUND

From 1989 to 1996, Juris Breeze Pty Ltd (the company) operated a'small scale gold mine
immediately west of the Eidsvold township which involved removing historic mullock heaps and
tailings sand from mining leases ML3238, ML3236 and. ML3222 and re-processing the material on
ML3235,

Itis likely that houses owned by the Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability
Services (DCCSDS) were constructed on top of tailings sand adjacent to ML3238, however further
investigations are being conducted to determine the actual extent of the problem. Other possibly
affected land is owned by Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) and two private
landholders.

CURRENT ISSUES

The four mining leases were cancelled by the former Minister for Natural Resources and Mines on
16 October 2002 for non-payment of rent.

The company applied to surrender three of its environmental authorities (excludes ML3235) on 5
October 2012. These applications contained relevant information about arsenic in soil and due to the
balance of workload priorities the applications were assessed intermittently from 15 October 2012,
culminating in broader consultations across government from 13 November 2012.

The majority of the underlying tenures covered by the mining leases are listed on the Environmental
Management Register (EMR) due to historic mineral processing activities and so soil and vegetation
(root and leaf) sampling was undertaken by the company in order to support the surrender
applications.

The abovementioned houses are within approximately 30 to 50 metres of the surface soil sampling
sites which have shown elevated arsenic levels.

Arsenic and other metals are commonly associated with gold in mineralised areas.

The Draft Guidelines for the Assessment and Management of Contaminated Land in Queensland
1998 (the guidelines) states that typical background arsenic levels are between 0.2 — 30mg/kg.

The arsenic level measured within ML3238 was 2670mg/kg whilst a second soil sample taken east
of and outside of ML3238 was 1870mg/kg. -

The guidelines recommend an investigation be undertaken where levels of arsenic in soil are found
to exceed 100mg/kg for standard residential land with a garden or accessible soil to determine the
risk of potential human exposure and environmental impact. .
Based on the information provided by the company, elevated arsenic levels were also found within
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mine workings on ML3236 (maximum level of arsenic detected = 943mg/kg) and ML3222 (maximum
level of arsenic detected = 3640mg/kg). These mining lease areas are not located in close proximity
to residential premises.
° The company reports that background areas not previously affected by mining produced arsenic
levels typically ranging between 31 — 809mg/kg. Elevated arsenic levels may exist naturally in the

Eidsvold area.

e One sample taken from off the lease that resulted in 1870mg/kg appears to have been taken
downhill from ML3238 in an area that would likely receive stormwater runoff from a mine affected

area.

o Elevated arsenic levels appear to exist outside previous mining lease areas but the total extent of
elevated arsenic levels in this part of Eidsvold is unknown.

o An extract from the company’s Final Rehabilitation Report dated July 2012 states that 'the original
dump [on ML3238] was eroded over the previous 60+ years to spread over the lease area and to
further migrate down the valley towards Harkness Boundary Creek. Numerous houses we [perhaps
should be ‘were’] built in the gully immediately downstream of the mine and tailings dumps. In times
of heavy rain, severe localised flooding caused a movement of these sand tailings over local
residences. To minimise the impact of this flooding, water flow down the valley was controlled in the
19560s by the construction of a diversion drain to move the water into an adjacent gully'.

e It has been alleged that tailings sand may have been used as bedding sand for municipal water
supply and sewage system pipes for the town of Eidsvold, Other uses of the tailings sand and of
waste rock may also have occurred in Eidsvold.

o EHP proposes to refuse the three surrender applications.

e With the refusal, EHP could direct the company to Gonduct-further rehabilitation but this will not

address the elevated arsenic levels detected off the mining lease.

o The company may become insolvent afid the remediation costs be inherited by the State.

e EHP proposes a whole of government approach to the management of this issue and will meet with
representatives of Queensland Health (QH), DCCSDS, DNRM and the North Burnett Regional
Council in Mundubbera on Wednesday, 28 November 2012.

» The Public Health Act 2005 prescribes roles and responsibilities for leading responses to public
health risks, with roles being assumed either by QH or the local government depending on
circumstances and the nature of the public health risk.

o EHP notified QH of the information it had received on 13 November 2012 and is aware that QH has
engaged with the council at CEOlevel to discuss the information and potential risks.

o Itis anticipated that EHP will continue to take a lead role in securing rehabilitation of the mining
lease. Relevant land owners, such as DCCSDS and DNRM along with local government will lead the
resolution of off lease issues.

e The meeting on 28 November will provide for the ability to confirm a collective understanding of roles
and responsibilities and a communication plan. EHP’s Southern Region will brief further based on
established outcomes from this meeting.

CONSIDERATIONS

° Budget: A total of $17 000 is held by EHP as financial assurance against the environmental
authorities which is insufficient to appropriately rehabilitate the mining lease areas.

o Consultation:

— QH, the council, DCCSDS and DNRM's Abandoned Mines and State Land Asset Management
units have been advised and invited to meet at Mundubbera on 28 November 2012.

— Given the proximity to housing, Mr Greg Crisp, Senior Environmental Health Officer, Wide Bay
Public Health Unit, QH was contacted on 13 November 2012. He advised that he would visit the
ML3238 while conducting other planned works in the North Burnett area. Mr Crisp advised Mr
Brad Peel, Manager Environment and Compliance of the council on 15 November 2012, who
advised Mr Crisp he was previously unaware of any mining activity in this location and the risk of
residual site contamination. Mr Crisp indicated that the matter would be referred to the Local
Government to manage and QH would provide assistance where required.

- QH indicated that it may be necessary to relocate the families living in the two houses
constructed on tailings sand.
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- MrAllen Johns, Principal Environmental Officer, Contaminated Land, EHP was also consulted on
13 November 2012 and indicated that the levels of arsenic were high and recommended that a
full site investigation be conducted to determine the extent of potential contamination. He
indicated that the company’s options were to remove the land from the EMR which in his opinion
may cost millions of dollars or to submit a Site Management Plan for the land which would
include remediation options.

o Legislation: The surrender applications can be refused under section 278(2) of the Environmental
Protection Act 1994 as EHP is not satisfied that the land has been satisfactorily rehabilitated. A
direction to carry out further rehabilitation under section 278A should be sent with the refusal notice.
Section 375 of the Act provides for the company to voluntarily conduct a site investigation. Section
376 of the Act provides for EHP to require the company to conduct a site investigation.

e Key Communication Messages: EHP received information as part of an application to surrender an
Environmental Authority for a former mining activity at Eidsvold indicating there were elevated
arsenic levels in soil immediately adjacent to residential areas. Due to concern about possible public
health risk EHP notified QH who in turn has notified the council. EHP is engaged with QH, the
council and other relevant government agencies to ensure an effective and coordinated government
response to this emerging issue.

e The residual mining contamination of land may result in a risk to public health, and increased public
concern in relation to potential land contamination in the Eidsvold area. If necessary, relocation of
people from houses alleged to be built on historical tailings sand may exacerbate these issues.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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Chiefof Staff.......................... OK
2partment of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated / /
MINISTERIAL DEPUTATION BRIEFING NOTE Approved Not Approved Noted
Date and time TBA by Minister's Office Further information required
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage L
Protection Dated S

do. 02069/13

SUBJECT:  Proposed condition of land surrender on the Department of Environment and

Heritage Protection’s concurrence agency response for Reconfiguring a Lot in a
coastal management district at 502 Hope Island Road, Helensvale (Lot 112 on
Plan SP191057).

BACKGROUND |
e Land Partners Pty Ltd acting on behalf of the land owner, [S6h4p3(3) Prejudice the protectiol applied to the Gold

Coast City Council for the reconfiguration of Lot 112 on Plan SP191057 into six lots (Attachment 1).

o Lot 112 abuts Saltwater Creek, a tributary of the Coomera River and is within the coastal management

district. As such, the application was referred to the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
on 24 November 2011.

The department considers that a buffer area of land within 45 metres ofthe foreshore (the creek land)
is suitable for land surrender. However, the applicant has refused voluntary surrender and proposes for
the land to be managed in private ownership via an Infrastructure Agreement (IA) (Attachment 2).

o The applicant wrote to Mr Troy Collings, Chief of Staff on this matter (CTS 18387/12), resulting in a

meeting between the applicant, the council and the department on 23 January 2013.

CURRENT ISSUES

Suitability of the land for surrender, Infrastructure Agreement (IA) and covenant

Deputee position f

e The intent of the Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995 (Coastal Act) can be met via an IA

with the land remaining in private ownership.

Suggested response

L=

The creek land is within a predominately ‘high’ risk coastal hazard area and an erosion prone area
(Attachment 3) and as such should be maintained as a buffer to protect life and property from coastal
hazards. Additionally, the land is considered suitable for surrender because of its important coastal
resources and values including ecologically significant vegetation (remnant and high value regrowth),
high value threatened species habitat and wetland management areas (Attachment 4).

The site adjoins a large council-managed Reserve (Tradewinds Reserve). If surrendered, the land
would be managed by the council as a continuation of this Reserve, expanding ecological linkages.

The department and the council have significant concerns with the land remaining in private
ownership and managed through the proposed |A or a covenant.

The creek land must be managed appropriately over the long-term to protect life and property from
coastal hazards and preserve environmental values. 1As and covenants do not guarantee appropriate
long-term management of the creek land. Although transferred to successors i title, historically, such
agreements have not been complied with, resulting in severe degradation of coastal resources and
inappropriate land uses which have increased risks to life and property from coastal hazards. There

are numerous examples of this, including along Saltwater Creek. In most cases, the department does
not become aware of such issues for many years resulting in difficult and resource intensive land
rehabilitation. Compliance action at existing covenant buffer sites is currently causing significant
resource implications for both the department and the council.
° lAs and covenants place compliance burden on the State and the council, neither of which has
adequate resources to allocate to such a role. As a Reserve, the land would be completely managed
by an existing team in the council whose role is specifically to maintain foreshore Reserves.
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¢ The applicant has stated that he believes the land would be better managed under the IA than by the
council. However, this claim is unsubstantiated. The Land Management Plan referred to in the A is
considered by both the department and the council as sub-standard.

o Management by the council guarantees that the land will be appropriately managed for coastal
management indefinitely as an extension of the adjacent foreshore Reserve, reducing risk and costs
to the stakeholders involved.

« Accepting a covenant or 1A for this land may conflict with the intent of the Coastal Act, specifically
division 3 and thereby set an undesired precedent for other sites.

Economic impacts on the applicant

Deputee position

o Land surrender will have a negative economic-effect on any development at the site.

Suggested response

s  The applicant has stated that the department wishes the applicant to surrender approximately four
hectares of land, indicating that land surrender would negatively impact the development of the site.
The land suitable for surrender is largely similar to that which was approved by the council as a ‘DA
Riparian Buffer Zone' of up to 45 metres from the foreshore (Attachment 1).Therefore land
surrender would not alter the approved development footprint or usage for the site. The specific
configuration of the land proposed to be surrendered can be negotiated with the applicant.

Location of | residence

Deputee position ‘

o Land surrender will impact residence within the creek land.
Suggested response

o Itis acknowledgedthatl  |resides in a dwelling located near the boundary of
the site, which is situated within the creek land. The department is willing to negotiate the
configuration of the proposed Reserve, such that the dwelling remains in freehold tenure.

Security and town planning concerns

Deputee position

e The deputee holds a number of security and town planning concerns that are not the jurisdiction of
the department nor related to coastal management.

Suggested response

e The majority of the applicant’s concerns are related to security and town planning issues which are
not the jurisdiction of the department under the Coastal Act. Nonetheless, the department has
engaged the council extensively in relation to these matters. It is the position of the council that
these concerns are not warranted (Attachments 5 and 6).

o As per section 112 of the Coastal Act, in considering land surrender, the department need only
consider “how surrender of the land would avoid or minimise detrimental impacts on coastal
management”.

Legal

o In a letter dated 4 December 2012, Thompson Lawyers acting on behalf of the applicant, requested
the department provide a Statement Of Reasons (SOR), which may be used in a Statutory Order of
Review under the Judicial Review Act 1991 (JRA), in relation to its consideration of a land surrender
condition (Attachment 7). In response, the department’s In-House Legal team explained that the
department was not required to provide a SOR (Attachment 8), indicating that the applicant may not
have grounds to apply for a Statutory Order of Review as per section 20 of the JRA.

Author Cleared by Cleared by Recommended:
Name: Sara Cuthbertson Name: Andrew Connor Name: Dean Eliwood Name; Andrew Chesterman
Position: Environmental Officer | Position: ED, Southern Region Position: DDG, ESR DG, EHP

Tel No: 5583 2144
Date: 13 February 2013

Tel No: 3330 6335

Date: 19 February 2013 .
12-439 DL File A(ii)

Tel No: 3330 5628

Date: 20 February 2013
Page 260 of 290

Tel No: 3330 6298
Date:

Cila DAf. DOTACAD

Tlmmn D ~F 2




MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

o Attachment 1 — Plans of subdivision.
o Attachment 2 — Infrastructure Agreement.

a Attachment 3 — Hazard Maps.

o Attachment 4 — Ecological Maps.

e Attachment 5 — Gouncil Letter of Support.

e Attachment 6 ~ Council Correspondence.

o Attachment 7 — Letter from Thompsons Lawyers.

o Attachment 8 — Letter from the department’s In-house Legal.
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502 Hope Island Road, Helensvale
Proposal for Infrastructure Agreement for Creek Land

Legal Framework

1

An Infrastructure Agreement (IA) may be entered into between the land owner, DEHP and/or
GCCC.

An A is available as the Creek Land would qualify as 'Infrastructure’ as defined under SPA.

An IA attaches to land and binds successors in fitle. An IA is also legally enforceable being an
agreement made under Statue.

An [A is a broad and flexible document which is almost unconstrained as to its possible contents.
The contents of an 1A are therefore almost entirely subject to the agreement of the parties.

To the extent the IA is inconsistent with the obligations relating to the Creek Land under the
development approvals for the Stage 1 or Stage 4 land, the A prevails.

Benefits of an IA

6

10

1

The IA can provide a mechanism for the Creek Land to remain in private ownership but remain
subject to controls including an agreed land management plan (LMP) which meets the
requirements of the DEHP, GCCC and the land owner and which ensures the ecological values of
the land are maintained and enhanced.

The cost of maintaining the Creek Land is met by the land owner and not by either the State or
GCCC.

We understand DEHP is concerned about compliance by future land owners. The IA will be
contained in any Standard Town Planning Certificate obtained over the property. Obtaining such
a certificate commonly occurs in the purchase of commercial properties. While it is not necessary,
an IA can also contain provisions'which require assignment of the IA to any incoming purchaser
which will ensure future owners are fully cognisant of their responsibilities. That said, the failure to
assign would not impact upon the enfarceability of the IA.

An IA, being an agreement made under Statute, is attached a relatively high level of importance
both under the legislation and by the market.

An A would resolve the difficulties around existing and proposed private infrastructure being
located in public land as the Creek Land would remain in private ownership but clear parameters
could be set around maintaining the existing infrastructure and limiting further infrastructure to
meet agreed ecological outcomes.

Specifically we propose the include the following features in the IA:

11.1.  Reporting:
The land owner must provide reports for GCCC/DEHP to review on reasonable notice
which records the works completed on the land and includes any ‘incident reports' which
have an adverse environmental impact on the Creek Land.

11.2  Breach:
If the land owner fails to meet the standards required in the LMP, then DEHP may issue a
breach notlice which provides the land owner a reasonable period of time to remedy the
matter (at the |and owner's cost).

If the land owner fails to remedy the breach, then the DEHP may undertake the remedial
work itself (or using GCCC as its agent) at the [and owner's cost.

legall40864774_1 d 12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 265 of 290



P

If there a three instances of the land owner failing to remedy breaches within a two year
period and DEHP undertaking remedial work, then the [A can require the land owner to

surrender the land.

11.3 ~Maintenance

The IA can include provisions for maintenance, maintenance access and controlling
access to the Creek Land proposed under the LMP.
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Date:

Contact:
Location:
Telephone:
Yaur reference:
Our reference;

23 January 2013

Monique Anderson

Implementation and Assessment, Nerang Branch
(07) 5582 8468

336067/SPCC03495611

PN297902/02/DA7

ROL201100180

Attention; Sara Cuthbertson

Department of Environment and Heritage
Protection

PO Box 4244

ABY BABSES4BAED

PO Box 5042 Gold Coast MC

Qld 9729 Australia

Email: gccemail@goldeoast.qld.govau
Web: goldeoasicity.com.au
Adininistration Centres

Ph: +61 7 5582 8211

135 Bundall Road Surfers Paradlise
Fax: +61 7 5581 6346

833 Southport Nerang Road Nerang
) Fax: +61 7 5596 3653

500031
Fs3oiz

Raobina Town Centre QLD 4230

Dear Sir/Madam

LETTER OF SUPPORT CONSIDERATION OF LAND SURRENDER CONDITION

Application Type: Development Permit for Reconfiguration of a Lot to
subdivide one (1) lot into six (6) freehold lots in two (2)
stages

Application Number: ROL201100180
Property Description: LOT112 on SP191057
Property Location: 502 Hope Island Road, Helensvale

| refer to the abovementionad Reconfiguring a Lot application and the letter
correspondence received by Gold Coast City Council {the assessment manager) dated 30
November 2012 from the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (DEHP)
stating that the DEHP as per section 111 of the Coastal Protection and Management Act
1995 (Coastal Act), give notice that the chief executive (DEHP) is considering including in
its Concurrence Agency response a land surrender condition for an area within 40 metres
of the foreshore for coastal management purposes. Please be advised that as the
assessment manager Gold Coast City Council Officers support such a land surrender
condition as suggested by the DEHP.

- Further to the coastal management purposes identified by the DEHP, it is considered
appropriate through this Reconfiguring a Lot application that the applicant be required to
dedicate to Council as open space an area of the subject site adjoining Saltwater Creek in
accordance with the requirements of the “Our Living City' Gold Coast Planning Scheme
2003 v1.2. The purpose of the dedication would be to obtain the area of open space in
accordance with the Planning Scheme designation of the area within the Open Space
Precinct (9) of the Oxenford Local Area Plan, and to continue the public open space
network along Saitwater Creek and continue the management of the area along Saltwater
Creek through the one authority.

Document: 39426073
Page 1 of 2




LETTER OF SUPPORT CONSIDERATION OF LAND SURRENDER CONDITION Page 2
PN297902/02/DA7 23 January 2013

It is noted that the adjoining parcel of open space to the south of the subject site along
Saltwater Creek, and further allotments to the south along Saltwater Creek, are currently
maintained under public ownership and managed by Council's Natural Areas Management
Unit (NAMU.) Council Officers consider it logical to seek dedication of an open space
buffer to Saltwater Creek, as a continuation of the existing open space buffer area located
south. The area of dedication would be maintained and managed by NAMU in order to
ensure the significant ecological integrity of the riparian and foreshore vegetation of the
Saltwater Creek is maintained.

It is noted that the applicant requests that the subject area be retained in private ownership.
The applicant has advised that the area can be appropriately managed through private
ownership and such will resolve ecological and the applicants security concerns. The
applicant has been advised that based on the information provided Council Officers do not
consider these reasons significant planning justification to retain the area in private
ownership.

Contacting us
Should you wish to clarify any issues contained in this letter, please donot hesitate to
contact Monique Anderson felephone (07) 5582 8468.

Yours faithfully

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection of an in

Emma McGregor
SUPERVISING PLANNE
For the Chief Executive Officer
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Correspondence from Gold Coast City Council's Open Space Planner, Nicole Glenane
received by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection on 29 November

2012

Re: Support of land surrender of an area within 40 metres of the foreshore for coastal
management purposes in relation fo the application to reconfigure a lot at 502 Hope
Island Road, Helensvale (Lot 112 on SP191057).

The following Is an excerpt from the above mentioned correspondence:

Refersnce Is made to the above mentioned Reconfiguration of a Lof (ROL) application
Council are currently in receipt of.

Further to our meeting held 23 October 2012, please see below comments in support of
dedication of the buffer fo Saltwater Creek for Opan Space and Environmental purposes;

Desktop analysis:

Vegetation Management Act (VMA) 1999

The subject site is mapped as containing remnant vegetation defined as least of concern’ and
‘'of concern’. Regrowth mapping identifies the site as containing high value regrowth
vegetation 'of least concern' and ‘of concern’,

Previous approvals over subject site

o Itis noted that the site is the subject of a previous Court Consent Order (No. 385 of
2005). The condifions within the consent otder required the rehabilitation of a twenty
five (25) mefre Riparian area along the full length of the Salfwater Creek
waterway and the submission of a landscape application for the approval of these
works. To date, no evidence exists of siibmission of these dacuments.

Open Space and Environmental Assessment commenis;

© Pant of the subject site, being a variable 20 metre (minimum) to 60 metre wide buffer
along the full length of Saltwater Creek located along the sites southern
boundary, Is designated within the Gold Coast City Council's 'Public Open Space
Precinet' (Precinct §) of the Oxenford Local Area Plan (LAP). Refer to LAP Map
aftached for further detail. If is considered appropriate through this ROL application
that the applicant dedicate the mapped ‘open space buffer area’ along Salfwater
Greek ta Council as public open space in accordance with the requirements of the
Oxenford LAP. ‘

o The mapped ‘open space buffer area’ adjoins an existing parcel of open space along
Saltwater Creek fo the west of the subject site (being Lot 501 SP11 0863).

This western open space serea fs maintained under public ownership and managed by
Council's Natural Areas Management Unit (NAMU). Council Officers consider it
logical to seek dedication of an open space buffer to Saliwater Creek af the subject
site, as a confinuation of the existing open space buffer area located west. The
purpose of the dedication would be fo secure the area of open space in accordance
with the Oxenford LAP and surrounding public open space netwark and fo confinue
the management of the area along Salfwater Creek under public ownership.

o Saltwater Creek provides a significant ecological linkage between the Nerang Forest
Ressrve, Coombabah Lake and the Coomera River. The Coomera River forms part
of a major linkage in the Citywide Nature Conservation Network. The riparian and
foreshore vegetation along the Saltwater Creek are important for providing ecological
connectivity, bank stability and improved water quality. In the case of the subject site,
it is considered important that Councll manage the riparian and foreshore vegetation
contained within the open space buffer area along Saltwater Creek, to ensure the
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" major ecological linkage of which Saltwater Creek contributes to, Is maintained

effsctively.

The applicant proposes fo creafe Lots 4 and & with boundaries bisecting identified
vegetation communities. Environmental Assessment officers hold concern with regard
to the management of one vegetation community over two (2) indepandent titles. The
creation of a boundary through a vegetation community raises pofential clearing
rights through nominated vegetation communities. For these reasons, it is considered
the amalgamation of proposed Lots 4 & 5, or the movement of the boundary of
proposed Lot 4 to follow the agreed riparian buffer zone (as nominated on the
submitted plan being BR§S3049.008-012) would provide an acceptable
environmental outcome in fine with Performance Criterfon (PC). 33 of the Oxenford
LAP. Council have requested the applicant address the above mentioned malfer
within any future response to Council’s information requsst.

In summary, Counci! officers recommend the following:

®

That the applicant dedicate fo Gouncil as public open space (Natural Drainage
Reserve), the variable 20 melre to 60 metre wide buffer identffied along the full length
of Sandy Creek along the southern boundary of the subject site. The requirement for
dedication falls in accordance with the subfject sites designation within the Public
Open Space Precinct of the Oxenford LAP, as well as ecological requirements

as recommended by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
(DEHP).

That the public open space area be mainfained and managed by Council's Natural
Areas Management Unit in order fo ensure the significant ecological integrity of the
riparian and foreshore vegetation of the Saftwater Creek is maintained. Effective
managemernt of these envirans will further ensure the profection of the sirategic
ecological connectlon between the Nerang Forest Reserve, Coombabah Lake and

Coomera Rivet.

Should you wish to clarify any matlers contained above, please do not hesitate to confact
Nicole Glenane on telephone (07) 5582 8658.

Best Regards,

Nicole Glenane

Open Space Plahner
implementalion & Assessment

Gold Coast Gity Gouncil
Ph: (07) 5582 8658 Fax: (07) 5582 9075
[SchAnAlA Breil

Mob;

PO Box 5042 Gold Coasf Maif Cenire Qld 8729
www.qoldcoesfeity.com.au
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Rec'd - ODG

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the
CTS No, 02966/13

Chief of Staff DK

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated | /7% / ™ \]
MINISTERIAL DEPUTATION BRIEFING NOTE - Approved N ted

05/03/2013, time TBA Further in ired

Councillor Steve Jones and Mr Jamie Simmonds

TO:

Minister.....Z/ .7 . o

Minister for Environment and Heritage Dated O) 03/ .
Protection '

SUBJECT: Flood Recovery and Related Waste Disposal Issues within Lockyer Valley Regional

Council

BACKGROUND

Councillor Steve Jones, Mayor of the Lockyer Valley Regional Council and Mr Jamie Simmonds,

Executive Strategy Advisor of the council have requested a meeting with the Minister to discuss

flood recovery and related waste disposal matters.

The council was significantly and negatively impacted by both the January 2011 and the more recent

ex-Tropical Cyclone Oswald disaster events. -

Both these events placed considerable operational waste management demands on the council in

terms of the rate, type and the total quantity of waste arising and needing to be managed.

The handling, collection and disposal of this additional flood generated waste would be above that

ordinarily projected to have to be managed by the council.

Increased waste types requiring management included household, industrial, commercial and

agricultural wastes.

The management of waste by the council during the recent recovery phase has included:

~ the continued disposal of Municipal Solid \WWaste to an approved landfill facility located within the
council.

- providing an additional household waste collection service (through JJ Richards & Sons) to
manage increased household waste, with routine collection service resumed after one week

- additional quantities of acceptable wastes at its own Gatton Landfill Facility, including mud and
silt from road clean up

~ solid flood debris, construction and demolition waste being taken to the Laidley Landfill and
Transfer Station Facility for digposal ,

- managing increased volumes of waste at its other transfer stations prior to transportation and
disposal to landfill.

In the short term, the council waste facilities and operations appear to have managed and coped well

with the immediate increase in waste arising from the recent event. However, the long term resource

and financial detail and implications are not known.

EHP has a good working relationship with council officers that manage operational waste disposal

- matters (refer to Consultation section below).

or any community flood recovery forums that may be planned.

EHP has been advised by the council that a LDMG for the 2013 disaster event has not been
activated to date.

EHP has indicated its preparedness to participate in any Local Disaster Management Group (LDT\?

CURRENT ISSUES

The potential flood recovery and related waste management issues that may be raised are

o reasonably anticipated to surround the availability of support (financial or otherwise) as well as
& environmental concerns and are likely to include:
to - the additional resources and associated costs needed by the council to properly manage the
::l: increased waste arising from the flooding in all operational areas — collection, transportation and
o disposal
- the additional waste has taken up void space within current landfill facilities effectively shortening
the projected life span of a site
- resources for the earlier than anticipated capping of landfills together with the planning and
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development of future landfill facilities may need fo be brought forward

- the investigation and clean up of any remaining potentially contaminated sites and the
management of any wastes that may arise from them (public health concerns over potential
contamination following flooding of schools, parks and other public areas)

- the cost of having to process the large quantities of green waste that remain with little or no
commercial value or outlet for the end product.

' Consultation

o EHP has and continues to liaise on a range of waste management issues with the relevant council
officers namely:
- Mr Mike Lisle, Manager, Waste, Health and Regulatory Services.
- Mr Peter Driemel, Assistant Manager, Waste, Health and Regulatory Services.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS
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CTS No. 07600/13

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated
MINISTERIAL DEPUTATION BRIEFING NOTE

TO:

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice

Chief of StafH] . OK
%, Ly \

Minister for Environment and Heritage
Protection

SUBJECT: Mushroom Exchange - Compliance with current approval conditions for

Environmentally Relevant Activities (ERAs)

BACKGROUND

The member for Forde, Mr Bert van Manen MP on behalf of Costa Exchange has requested a
meeting with Minister Powell to discuss the following challenges facing Costa Exchange, at its North
McLean mushroom farm operation:

— Breaches of the approval conditions regulating two ERAs.

— Non-compliance with building regulations.

— Sourcing potential land for the relocation of the mushroom substrate produiction.

The proposed relocation of the mushroom substrate production is not due to the Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection requirements; hence it is not a departmental matter.

The non-compliance to building regulations is also not a matter for the department.

The breaches of the approval conditions for regulating the ERAs for this site is a matter for the
department. -

CURRENT ISSUES

Costa Exchange currently holds an approval for ERA 34 (Mushroom growing substrate manufacture)
and ERA 63 (Sewage treatment) at its North Maclean site.

The department regulates the approval conditions under the Environmental Protection Act 1994.
Current breaches of the approval conditions confirmed by departmental officers are those relating to
the management of stormwater and wet weather storage on site.

Departmental officers are investigating the offsite discharge to determine if any enforcement action
will be taken against Costa Exchange.

To secure compliance with its conditions, the department requires Costa Exchange to better manage
wastewater at the site so that the stormwater and wet weather dams are not overtopping and
discharging into an adjacent private property.

The events of January and February 2013 were not the first occurrences where there have been
offsite discharges of wastewater and contaminated stormwater from the Costa Exchange site.

The department has numerous reports and observations of these dams overflowing off site after
rainfall as far backas 2010.

Costa Exchange have been asked on numerous occasions to remedy the situation.

This wastewater and stormwater issue is easily and quickly rectifiable and should not require
significant funding to achieve.

The department notes that Mr Hamley, in his letter dated 4 April 2013, states that any potential site
would also be subject to ERA licencing requirements. This is not necessarily the case.

If the new site is already in a sewered area, there will be no requirement for ERA licencing because
there will be no ERAs conducted on site.

ERA 34, Mushroom growing substrate manufacture, manufacturers of compost for mushroom
growing was removed as part of the Green Tape reform.

Mr Hamley also claims that the water quality test results have not been made available to Mushroom
Exchange. These results were made available to Mushroom Exchange at the first opportunity, as
soon as the officer involved returned from leave and training.

A summary of results provided to Mushroom Exchange on 16 April 2013 (Attachment 1) indicate
gross faecal coliform contamination and elevated nutrients in water discharging from the property.
This may present a health risk to neighbours if not addressed and remains subject to departmental
investigation
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MINISTER'S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
o Attachment 1 — Mushroom Exchange water quality results
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE PROTECTION CTS No. 03996/13

Environmental Services and Regulation: RESPONSE TO MINISTER’S OFFICE REQUEST

REQUEST DATE: 4 March 2013

ISSUE: Client believes that the Department of Environment and Heritage

Protection assessment is unfair

CUSTOMER FOCUSED RESPONSE:

The department investigates complaints into alleged offences within its jurisdiction. The
department takes its regulatory responsibilities very seriously and takes appropriate enforcement
action where there is non-compliance.

Enforcement options include: penalty infringement notices, direction notices or clean-up orders,
environmental protection orders and transitional environmental programs. For extreme cases
there is prosecution. The level of enforcement response is proportional to the severity of the non-
compliance. Additionally, officers of the department are able to exercise their discretion regarding
whether or not enforcement should be taken after considering all of the circumstances.

The department is still investigating this matter and will take into account all appropriate issues,
including, the history at the site, level of environmental impact as a result of an offence and the
weather conditions at the time, in accordance with the department’s enforcement guidelines.
Departmental officers will also continue to work constructively with Costa Mushroom Exchange to
rectify issues on site as soon as practicable, so as to-minimise the risk and any occurrence of
environmental harm.

BACKGROUND:

Costa Mushroom Exchange grows mushrooms on a commercial basis. Its operations at the
North Maclean site include the manufacture of the growing medium and treatment of the waste
produced on site.

Costa Mushroom Exchange currently hold a development approval for ERA 34 (mushroom
substrate manufacture) and ERA 63(2a) (sewage treatment) for the North Maclean site.
Officers of the department have met with Costa Mushroom Exchange on a number of
occasions to discuss various contraventions of the development approval. The meetings also
discussed suggested solutions to the problems facing Costa Mushroom Exchange.

Previously, departmental officers have noted two main areas of concern on the site: the treated
effluent irrigation area is being overloaded and stormwater is not being managed effectively on
site.

To secure compliance, the department required Costa Mushroom Exchange to relocate the
treated effluent irrigation equipment (which has been completed) and to more effectively
manage stormwater at the site to ensure stormwater dams do not overtop into the neighbouring
property when it rains.

Mushroom Exchange has repeatedly been made aware of the departments concerns.

]

' Business Area: Southern Region, Enwronmental Services and Regulation
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* Sampled 28/2/2013
On ME premises
. " |pH =7.86
B TSS = 170 mg/L
BOD; =50 mg/L
I§NH3-N =19.6 mg/L as N
@8I TN =524 mg/L as N
TP =15.7 mg/L as P
/B|FC = 310,000 cfu/100 mL

Sampled 28/2/2013
On complainants’
property

pH=7.81

TSS =155 mg/L
BOD; = 43 mg/L
NH3-N = 29.7 mg/L
TN = 56.8 mg/L as I
TP =17.0 mg/L

FC = 210,000 cfu/10

Red dashed line

W e S
2 » MushroomExchange
bty d

TSS = 23 mg/L | indicates
'BOD, =6 mg/L ; 2

NH3-N = 0.4 mg/Las N approximate
TN=7.4mg/L as N : ‘ N1

TP =3.37 mg/L as P pro pertx

FC = 430 cfu/100mL ~ boundary

% Sampled 28/2/2013
On complainants' property
pH=7.70
TSS =<5 mg/L
BOD, =4 mg/L
NH3-N =0.43 mg/L as N
TN=7.4mg/lLas N
TP =2.78 mg/L as P
FC =270 cfu/100 mL

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 281 of 290




Rec'd - ODG

{ et )
~
s o
o
<L
[=r}
i

sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the
CTS No. 07075/13

Chief of Staff OK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Dated (llor.(» N \.53 N
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved Notf Apprdved Nated
Further ififdrmation re d
TO:! Minister for Environment and Heritage .
Protection Minister.. .« . oot
Dated
SUBJECT: 2013 Premier’s Sustainability Awards ¢ "
TIMEFRAME

o Approval of this briefing note is required by 10 May 2013 to enable publication of the 2013 Premier’s
Sustainability Awards catalogue to proceed on time.

RECOMNENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister: See onwceSane sts

e approve the attached “Message from the Minister” (see attachment 1) for inclusion in the 2013
Premier’'s Sustainability Awards catalogue to be distributed at the awards’ presentation dinner.

o forward the attached “Message from the F’reyi t" to the Premier's Office for their approval.

BACKGROUND
e The 2013 Premier's Sustainability Award winners will be announced on Friday 14 June 2013 at the
Brisbane Convention and Exhibition Centre.

e This event will be attended by over 400 people, including sponsors, business and community
leaders, as well as media representatives and special guests.

CURRENT ISSUES

e Anawards catalogue is being developed for use as a promotional tool at the awards presentation.

° The catalogue will contain a “Message from the Minister” (see attachment 1) and a “Message from
the Premier” (see attachment 2 for draft message).

e The catalogue will also include a brief description of all nominations that have been received across
the 8 award categories.

e [n addition, the catalogue will also contain advertisements from the awards’ sponsors.

e Up to 500 copies of the catalogue will be printed for distribution at the awards presentation.

CONSIDERATIONS

e Budget. Payments received from awards’ sponsors and ticket sales to the awards presentation
ensure that this event is cost neutral. Winners of each award category will receive $2,500 towards
their initiative and ongoing commitment to sustainable practices.

e Key Communication Messages: The Queensland Government acknowledges and rewards
excellence in sustainability and technical innovation. By rewarding the leaders in sustainable

practices, the Queensland Government is ensuring continued growth to support our sustainable
economic development.

2 MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
o Aftachment 1 — Message from the Minister
e Attachment 2 — Message from the Premier
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DRAFT message from the Minister

Sustainable business practices have an important role to play in helping to
protect Queensland’s diverse environment and healthy lifestyle. They can also
be an important catalyst in supporting the Jong-term economic development of _
the state.

The 2013 Premier's Sustainability Awards provides an important opportunity
to congratulate those in business and the community that lead the way in
developing and implementing sustainable practices.

This year these awards have attracted an extremely high calibre of entrants—
Queenslanders proud to showcase projects that reduce energy and water
use, and minimise waste.

In fact, nominations this year have increased by 50 per cent compared to last
year, with award entrants coming from as far away as Thursday Island off
Cape York.

| warmly congratulate all of this year's nominees, finalists and winners for
demonstrating how easy it can be to incorporate sustainability practices into
everyday community and business decisions.

Your efforts deserve to be celebrated.

| sincerely thank all of the 2013 Premier's Sustainability Award sponsors
Australian Country Choice, Bendigo Bank, Carlton and United Brewers,
Coles, Mitchell Builders, Network TEN, QUT, Thiess and Xstrata. In addition, |
would also like to extend my thanks to two other supporters of this year's
awards program, the Department of Tourism, Major Events, Small Business
and the Commonwealth Games, as well as CitySmart, Brisbane City Council's
Sustainability Agency.

Without your continued support the Premier’s Sustainability Awards would not
attract such high quality entries.

I wish all 2013 Premier's Sustainability Awards nominees the best of luck and
look forward to hearing about your innovative projects.

Andrew Powell
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection
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DRAFT Message from the Premier

I am delighted as Premier to champion an awards program that recognises
and rewards excellence amongst talented Queenslanders.

| congratulate all this year's nominees in the Premier's Sustainability Awards—
those actively working to improve environmental performance and encourage
sustainable practices and behaviour across business and the greater
community.

Every awards nomination showcases a different approach to reducing our
impact on the environment and protecting our unique Queensland lifestyle.

But they all have something in common—a recognition that it is. possible to
balance long-term economic development with responsible envirenmental
practices and management of our natural resources.

| am impressed with the calibre of this year's entries and welcome the
opportunity as a government to work with you to further develop and
implement new sustainable business practices that better protect the health of
our environment,

Your leadership is inspiring and sets a fine example for all of us to follow.

On behalf of the Queensland Government, | congratulate every entrant in this
year’'s awards for their efforts-in going the extra mile.

Campbell Newman, Premier of Queensland

12-439 DL File A(ii) Page 284 of 290



1 6 FEB 2013

Pt

CTS No. 031 7'3/13 ' SchAR3(3) Prejudice the )
0. :, _

, Chief Of Stawrr e rrreres oK
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection * Dated |\ /’5 / ('% L
MINISTERIAL BRIEFING NOTE Approved Not Approvéd Noted
: Further infgrmation re
TO: Minister for Environment and Heritage o
Protection Minister

Dated

SUBJECT: Commonwealth funding for the Wet Tropics Management Authority

1

RECONMENDATION

It is recommended that the Minister:

 note that the chairperson of the Wet Tropics Management Authority has written to the
Commonwealth seeking a funding commitment for the future operations of the Authority.

o Sign the attached letter to the Hon Tony Burke MP, supporting the funding request.

BACKGROUND

e The Commonwealth and Queensland co-invest in management of the Wet Tropics World Heritage
Area through the Wet Tropics Management Authority.

o A four year funding commitment from the Commonwealth ceases at the end of the current financial
year and it is necessary to seek another funding commitment from 2013/14 onwards. -

CURRENT ISSUES
o The Commonwealth, through its One Land — Many Stories: Prospectus of Investment published in
late 2012, stated that it, “will directly negotiate with relevant World Heritage property managers for

funding for existing commitments, such as the management of the Wet Tropics of Queensiand World

Heritage Area and the Tasmanian World Heritage Area...”.

e This commitment is welcome, signalling that for the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, the
Commonwealth will allocate funds ‘off the top’ of the Caring for Our Country program, avoiding the
requirement for the Authority to enter into a competitive bidding round.

e Associate Professor Peter Valentine, Chairperson of the Wet Tropics Management Authority has
written to the Hon Tony Burke MP, Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and
Communities seeking confirmation of the Commonwealth’s commitment (Attachment 1).

e Assoc Professor Valentine points out that Commonwealth funding for the Authority has remained
static for some yeagand seeks a small increase on past levels of support from $2.7M p.a. to $3M
p.a. to compensate for some of the inflationary losses experienced.

e He also seeks a multi-year commitment and urges finalisation of any funding agreement in advance

of the forthcoming federal election.
 In support of his request, Assoc Professor Valentine highlights some of the achievements of the

Authority over the past several years and provides the Minister with a copy of the Authority’s recently

completed strategic plan to indicate how any funding provided would be directed (Attachment 2).

e The State also invests in the World Heritage Area through funding from the EHP portfolio ($1.8M in

2012/13) that is appropriated to the Wet Tropics Management Authority and in turn allocated to the
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service for on-ground works, through a service agreement.

e While the Commonwealth has not made the State co-investment a formal condition of its current
funding support, Commonwealth officials have indicated that they expect that the State would

continue to appropriate funds to the Authority, consistent with the Wet Tropics Management Scheme

Intergovernmental Agreement.
e The forthcoming Wet Tropics Ministerial Council Meeting scheduled for 20 May 2013 (subject to

confirmation) provides an opportunity for dialogue between Ministers about future funding support for

the Authority.
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CONSIDERATIONS

e Budget: Failure to achieve continuing substantial Commonwealth support for the Authority from
2013/14 forward would create severe dislocation for the Authority, likely affecting the wider DEHP
budget, at least until a transition can be managed.

e Legislation: The general nature of Commonwealth and State support for the Authority is described in
the Management Scheme Intergovernmental Agreement for Wet Tropics of Queensland, which is

incorporated as Schedule 1 of the Wet Tropics World Heritage Protection and Management Act
1993.

MINISTER’S COMMENTS

ATTACHMENTS
1 Assoc Professor Peter Valentine's Letter to Minister Burke
2 Wet Tropics Management Authority Strategic Plan '
3 Dratft letter to the Hon Tony Burke MP
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QUEENSLAND
GOVERNMENT

Ref CTS 0317313
Level 13

y 400 George Street Brishane 4000

ll- MAR 2013 GPO Box 2454 Brishane
Queensland 4001 Australia
Telephone +61 73239 0844
Facsimile +61 7 3224 2496
The Honourable Tony Burke MP Email environment@ministerial.qld.gov.

Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water
Population and Communities

PO Box 6022

House of Representatives

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear W ‘/\&O

| am advised that Associate Professor Peter Valentine, chairperson of the Wet Tropics
Management Authority has recently written to you seeking continuing commonwealth funding
support for the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area. | am writing to support his request.

Queensland and the Commonwealth have collaborated for many years in the management of
the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area. Central to this collaboration has been the work of the
Wet Tropics Management Authority, which | hope you will agree plays a valuable regional
leadership and coordination role and which depends on commonwealth funding support.

Within the context of its mandate, the Authority has demonstrated that it is quick to adapt to
emerging commonwealth and state policy priorities relevant to the Wet Tropics. Recent
examples are its support for National Heritage listing for cultural values; leadership in
implementation of the Natienal Landscapes program and partnerships in rainforest research
and communications projects.

| am eager to ensure that our two governments maintain their joint commitment to implementing
the World Heritage Convention in the Wet Tropics of Queensland through support for the work
of the Authority. Queensland will continue to provide substantial funding support for the Wet
Tropics through the Environment and Heritage Protection portfolio and other Queensiand
government agencies.

I would be grateful for your early decision on this matter. Should you have further enquiries,
please contact my Chief of Staff, Mr Troy Collings on 3239 0844.

Yours sincerely

DREW POWELL MP
jnister for Environment and Heritage Protection

/
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Enquiries: - wE1|
Andrew Maclean

Phone:

YourRef. 07 4052 0501 TRQPICS
Our Ref: MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
19 February 2013
The Hon Tony Burke MP
Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities
PO Box 6022

House of Representatives
Parliament House
Canberra ACT 2600

Dear Minister
Funding support for the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area

Like all in the Wet Tropics community, | was very pleased to read in One Land. — Many Stories:
Prospectus of Investment that the/Commonwealth intends to continue funding support for the
Wet Tropics World Heritage Area. As weapproach the end of a four year funding commitment
made by your predecessor the Hon Peter Garrett MP, this announcement is a very welcome
development and on behalf of the Wet Tropics community; | thank you for this indication of
your continued support.

As a World Heritage Area, the Wet Tropics is by definition one of Australia’s - and the World's -
most important landscapes. | know that you personally appreciate its astonishing biodiversity,
its enormous scientific importance and, as recognised by your recent National Heritage listing,
its important Indigenous cultural heritage values. Sustainable management and presentation
of the World Heritage Area also makes a vital contribution to the tourism economy of Far North
Queensland and to the lifestyle of the half million residents of its hinterland. Management of
the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area must now and in the future represent global best practice,
in keeping with its global significance.

Each year, | provide you with the annual report of the Wet Tropics Management Authority that
highlights the Authority’s work and achievements. As you consider Commonwealth support for
the Authority over the next funding cycle, | would like to draw your attention to some of our
particular achievements over the last four years:

conserving,. .5/13;‘1}75 enrfchfng

Ist Floor, 15 lake Street, PO Box 2050, Cairns Qld 4870
ph: (07) 4052 0555 fx: (07) 4031 1364
web: www.weltropics.gov.au  e; wetiropics@wima.qgld.gov.au
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e The Authority ensured effective protection of the Outstanding Universal Value of the Wet
Tropics World Heritage Area through administration of Queensland legislation for the Area
and advice and support for Commonwealth officials in the administration of the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

e Recognising the particular biosecurity risks facing the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, the
Authority has worked to elevate policy attention to invasive pests such as Yellow Crazy Ant
and to a suite of tropical weeds that could seriously affect the Outstanding Universal Value
of the Wet Tropics

e Consistent with its role in the Wet Tropics Regional Agreement, the Authority provided
advice and support for Rainforest Aboriginal people in their pursuit of National Heritage
listing of the Wet Tropics for its Indigenous cultural heritage

» The Authority provided regional leadership in establishing the Wet Tropics as one of
Australia’s National Landscapes and continues to work with industry and community
partners on implementation

o Capitalising on its links with the regional community and the scientific research community,
the Authority developed and secured funding support for a climate adaptation project on
the Atherton tablelands that will build the resilience of the Area to anticipated climate
change impacts

o The Authority played an important regional leadership role in implementation of
Commonwealth environmental research through the CERF and NERP programs and in
associated knowledge brokering activities

o In support of SEWPAC, the Authority assisted Pacific Island states in the development of
environment and heritage projects

¢ Community support for the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area was mobilised by a wide
variety of Authority-led community engagement and information activities

e The Authority has pursued an active leadership role in a variety of forums in support of
World Heritage - its support for the Australian Committee for [UCN in the delivery of the
World Heritage Symposium in Cairns last year is a recent example.

| hope that you will agree that these are very positive achievements and services that align
closely to the joint priorities of the Commonwealth and Queensland and have created real value
for the Wet Tropics community.

The Authority is constantly looking for ways to create maximum value from the resources
provided by the Commonwealth and Queensland. Framed by the obligations of the World
Heritage Convention, the Authority has developed a new strategic plan for the five years from
2013 - 18 (enclosed). This outlines the priority areas of attention for the Authority in its
continuing work in support of the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area and its communities.
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It is important that | ensure you are informed of the overall funding position of the Authority.
Prior to 2005/06, base Commonwealth support for the Authority was around $3.2 million per
annum but in that year was reduced to $2.7 million per annum and has since remained
constant. As of 2012/13, this represents a reduction in funding in real terms of about $600,000
per annum compared to the 2005/06 level, significantly limiting the capacity of the Authority to
meet the full scope of its various obligations. While | am very aware of the severe constraints on
Commonwealth expenditure at present, [ urge you to find a way to increase the Authority’s base
grant to at least $3 million per annum, which would go around half way towards restoring
earlier funding levels,

Minister Garrett's decision to allocate funds over a four year term provided very valuable
security to the Authority, greatly assisting in matters such as the management of human
resources, contracting and partnerships. | would ask you to consider a similar long-term
commitment for any future funding.

I am very conscious that our current funding cycle ends in only four months and that 2013 is a
federal election year. If at all possible, | would be very pleased to have a grant agreement
finalised before the end of the current financial year, in order to avoid the complexities of
caretaker arrangements and to provide for a smooth transition from one year to the next.

Minister, your very evident interest in the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area is a source of great
encouragement for the Authority and Wet Tropics-communities. | take this opportunity to
thank you for your support and to assure you that all at the Authority look forward to the
challenge and privilege of managing this outstanding landscape into the future.

Should you wish to discuss this matter, please contact Mr Andrew Maclean, Executive Director
of the Authority on 07 4052 0501.

Yours sincerely
sch4p3( 3) Prejudice the protection of an individuals right to pr

Assoc Professor Peter Valentine
Chairperson

Cc: Hon Andrew Powell MP
Minister for Environment and Heritage Protection, Queensland
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