




























































































Attachment L 
Summary of public submissions 
All submissions provided on USB 

 

173 individual submissions- opposed 
1238 campaign submissions - opposed 
8 individual submissions – support 
 

From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

Australian Marine Conservation Society Oppose  The values of the Moreton Bay Ramsar Wetland will be significantly negatively impacted 

 Species protected by the EPBC Act will be negatively impacted by the duration of the activity 
and increased boat activity and pollution 

 The development will impact a large number of feeding and roosting sites for migratory species 
protected under international agreements 

 The proposal will impact a significant population of koalas 

 The project will destroy seagrass habitats upon which EPBC listed species are dependent 

 Ongoing light, noise and physical pollution impacts to the Ramsar wetland post construction 

 The proposed action is not critical infrastructure as the housing and shopping developments 
can be built on less sensitive and already disturbed areas 

Birdlife Australia Oppose  The project is expected to have clearly unacceptable impacts on Matters of National 
Environmental Significant protected under the EPBC Act 

 The Australian Government’s Wildlife Conservation Plan for Migratory Shorebirds (2016) 
identifies the need to protect migratory shorebird habitat across the flyway, including important 
habitat in Australia 

 Conservation advice for the Eastern Curlew identifies Australia’s obligation to maintain and 
improve protection of all feeding and roosting sites for the species, for which there is no 
evidence to suggest that habitat can be successfully recreated 

 Australia is obligated to protect migratory shorebird habitat under several international 
agreements 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

Birds Queensland 
(Queensland Ornithological Society Inc) 

Oppose  The proposal does not support a key strategy in the Federal Department of Environment 
“Conservation Plan for Migratory Shorebirds” 

 Australia should take its obligations under the Ramsar treaty seriously 

 Any reclamation of the Moreton Bay Marine Park would be unacceptable under the EPBC Act 

Brisbane Marketing 
(Brisbane City Council) 

Support  The development will enable the region to showcase natural assets 

Brisbane Residents United Oppose  The proposal shows a lack of response to the known climate change impacts on this region 

 Mangroves and wetlands protect shorelines and will be beneficial in the future against 
increased storm surges and sea invasion 

 The development is outside of what was the agreed urban footprint 

 The development will have negative impacts on three matters protected by the EPBC Act 

o A wetland of international significance 

o Listed Threatened Species 

o Migratory Species 

 Australia has an international obligation to protect Ramsar-listed wetlands 

 – Global Flyway Network Oppose  The development is in a Ramsar site  

 The development is in habitat for critically endangered fauna 

Community Alliance for Responsible 
Planning (C.A.R.P) 

Oppose  The proposed project would adversely impact an area which uniquely combines the 
internationally significant wetlands, habitat for migratory shorebirds and a healthy koala 
population 

 Dredging activity would destroy many hectares of seagrass beds and harm corals 

 The proposed project will destroy feeding grounds for migratory shorebirds, including the 
Eastern Curlew (critically endangered) 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

 All that is wanted and needed at Toondah Harbour is an upgrade of the harbour facilities 

 
PhD Candidate | Centre for Biodiversity and 
Conservation Science 
School of Biological Sciences 
University of Queensland 

Oppose  The proposed development site contains wildlife species that of significant conservation 
concern 

 The federal government has a responsibility to see the conservation of species listed under the 
Act 

 Australia has an obligation to protect Ramsar Wetlands and species that rely on the area 

 Australia is a party to the United Nation’s Convention on Biological Diversity. The 20 Aichi 
Biodiversity Targets were adopted in 2010.  

o Australia must, by 2020, prevent the extinction of known threatened species and 
improve their conservation status 

o Australia must, by 2020, drastically reduce the loss of natural habitats and must reduce 
pollution. 

 The approval of Toondah Harbour directly contravenes the targets and would set a dangerous 
precedent for other coastal development 

 
State Council 
Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland 

Oppose  The referral lacks a real understanding of the migratory wader birds that frequent the area, their 
roost sites and their feeding grounds 

 There is great concern for how the fauna will be protected, including marine life 

 
Adjunct Research Fellow 
Environmental Futures Research Institute 
Griffith University 

Oppose  Developments like Toondah Harbour with up to 10,000 people concentrated in a small area will 
have a large impact on the viability of ecosystems in the bay 

 These types of over-developments chip away at the environment undermining its health and 
capacity to recover 

East Asian-Australasian Flyway Partnership 
(EAAFP) Shorebird Working Group 

Oppose  The Moreton Bay Ramsar site is an internationally significant site for the Eastern Curlew 

 The development footprint includes high quality feeding habitat for this species 

 The Australian Government led the International Single Species Action Plan for the 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

Conservation of Far Eastern Curlew with key priorities such as ensuring all important non-
breeding habitat is protected and adequately managed 

 The Australian Government should uphold its obligations under the plan, as well as other 
international agreements 

 The development of this site would set a dangerous precedent to develop other Ramsar-listed 
wetlands 

 – Former Redland Shire 
Councillor 

Oppose  The barge and ferry terminal need a makeover, not an enormous development as there is no 
need for thousands of apartments in Moreton Bay 

 This proposal was deemed unsuitable for environmental impacts because of the acid sulphate 
soils  

Friends of Stradbroke Island Association 
Inc. 

Oppose  The project should be declared clearly unacceptable due to the proposed destruction of 
Ramsar protected wetlands  

 The proposed action will destroy the feeding grounds of different species of migratory birds, 
including critically endangered birds 

 The foreshore area included in the proposal holds a significant population of koalas 

 The referral states that approximately 50% of the area proposed to be destroyed is covered in 
seagrass – an important source of food for EPBC listed species 

 The high risk of pollution from the construction and ongoing operation which will impact on the 
values of the Ramsar site 

Infrastructure Association of Queensland Support  Provide an upgrade to ageing infrastructure 

 Boost the amenity of the area and the capacity of the marine facilities 

 Positive economic impact 

Koala Action Group Qld Inc Oppose  The Assessment of Federal Environmental issues should not be given to the Queensland State 
Government as the state has proclaimed its support and is likely to be biased. 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

 The Project has been established under the Economic Development Act 2012 which is not 
covered by the bilateral agreement with the Federal Government 

 The proposal is likely to have a significant impact on matters protected by the EPBC Act  

 Dredging will cause silt plumes and they will destroy corals of Moreton Bay before they are able 
to be studied 

 The area hosts an important koala population 

 The koala population has declined by 80% in the last 20 years, however the area still has a 
colony of healthy breeding koalas that should be protected under the act 

 10,000 people participated in the most recent koala survey – indicating far more support for the 
population to remain protected and not threatened by this proposal 

 – Freelance Writer Oppose  Moreton Bay is known to provide shelter to migrating whales, often with calves 

 The area has an important population of koalas that would be negatively impacted by the 
increased traffic in the area 

 There are turtle nesting beaches in Moreton Bay, and important feeding grounds for multiple 
species of turtles, including green and loggerhead 

 Moreton Bay is home to approximately 800 dugongs that feed on the seagrasses that will be 
destroyed by the development 

 New corals have been discovered in Moreton Bay 

 A newer safer harbour is needed, but not at Toondah where the ecology of the bay and the 
islands is too valuable. 

National Parks Association of Queensland
  

Oppose  NPAQ support an upgrade to the current ferry terminal, however the scale and extent of the 
Toondah Harbour Project is inappropriate given its location within and adjacent to the Moreton 
Bay Ramsar site 

 Direct and permanent damage to over 40 ha of the Moreton Bay Ramsar wetland through 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

dredging, sedimentation, litter and runoff 

 Significant impacts on EPBC Act listed migratory bird species 

 Significant impacts on the local koala population 

 Significant loss of seagrass – important food source for dugongs and turtles, and also for fish 
and prawn spawning 

 The protection of the wetlands should be upheld according to Australia’s commitment nationally 
and internationally 

 
Centre for Biodiversity and Conservation 
Science 
Centre for Marine Science 
University of Queensland 

Oppose  The dredging and reclamation of over 40ha of protected wetlands should be sufficient to refuse 
approval 

 Dredging will have cascading impacts on water quality within Moreton Bay, leading to declines 
of coral reef and seagrass habitat, as well as the species that depend on these habitats  

 Key Australian objectives for migratory species include: Maintain and enhance important habitat 

 Declines in wetland habitats can have impacts on the fishing and prawning industry as breeding 
and recruitment grounds will be destroyed 

Queensland Conservation Council Oppose  The proposal will impact significantly on matters protected by the EPBC Act 

 The proposal should be declared a controlled action 

 It should not be made a ‘coordinated project’ under the Queensland State Development and 

Public Works Organisation Act 1971 

Queensland Wader Study Group (QWSG)
  

Oppose  The Federal Department of Environment’s ‘Conservation Plan for Migratory Shorebirds’, 
launched by the Minister for the Environment in 2016 notes the importance of conserving 
shorebird habitat as the key strategy.  

 There is a need to revitalise the Toondah Harbour ferry terminal, however the proposed 
development extends beyond the needs of the community 

 If development occurs it should be undertaken in an environmentally sensitive way that 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

respects Australia’s obligations under the Ramsar Convention and protects threatened species 

 The proposed development will contribute to the on-going decline in the number of migratory 
birds 

 There is no discernible strategy to address the long-term impacts of the lengthy development 
period on shorebirds 

 The consultant reports produced state that the immediate site development will have a negative 
effect on the near by roosting site (Cassim Island) 

Redlands 2030 Oppose  There is no demonstrable demand for a development such as Toondah 

 As the increasing effects of urban development along the coastline impact EPBC Act listed 
species, remnant habitat should be more highly regarded and preserved due to the dwindling 
areas of Protected Areas 

 The studies suggest that the loss of salt marsh community is offset because similar habitat is 
nearby, however this is an endangered ecological community and needs to be considered more 
substantially 

Sealink Travel Group Support  Support a new marina, improved ferry facilities and improved amenities. 

Secretariat – Ramsar Convention on 
Wetlands  

Oppose  The proposed development extends into the Moreton Bay Ramsar Site 

 The proposed project will have an adverse impact on the ecological character of the Moreton 
Bay Ramsar Site and the criteria under which the wetland was designated 

 Loss of wetland habitat for development will set a precedent for other developments in the 
future 

 The Referral document states that the proposed development will likely impact on the 
ecological character of the Ramsar Site and this impact will be significant 

 The Government of the Commonwealth of Australia has an obligation to promote the 
conservation of the Moreton Bay Ramsar Site and to consider its international responsibilities 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

for the conservation, management and wise use of the migratory shorebirds at the site 

 The impacts from increased disturbance to the area from greater boat traffic has not been 
evaluated 

 The impact from increased pollution have not been mentioned 

  With reference to the Articles of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands which are relevant to this 
case, it states that: 

 Contracting Parties shall “…formulate and implement their planning so as to promote the 
conservation…” of their Ramsar Sites (Article 3.1); 

 “Each Contracting Party shall consider its international responsibilities for the conservation, 
management and wise use of migratory stocks of waterfowl…” (Article 2.6); 

 “Each Contracting Party shall arrange to inform the Ramsar Secretariat “…at the earliest possible 
time if the ecological character of any wetland in its territory and included in the List has changed, is 
changing or is likely to change as the result of technological developments, pollution or other human 
interference.” (Article 3.2); 

 Contracting Parties have the right to restrict the boundary of their Ramsar Site because of “…urgent 
national interests…” and to inform the Ramsar Secretariat “…at the earliest time…” if this were to 
happen (Article 2.5); 

 “Where a Contracting Party in its urgent national interest, deletes or restricts the boundaries of a 
wetland included in the List, it should as far as possible compensate for any loss of wetland 
resources, and in particular it should create additional nature reserves for waterfowl and for the 
protection, either in the same area or elsewhere, of an adequate portion of the original habitat.” 
(Article 4.2) 

 “If Contracting Parties make alterations to their list of Ramsar Sites or changes in the character of the 
Ramsar Sites, then the Secretariat will “…arrange for these matters to be discussed at the next 
Conference.” (Article 8.2d) 

 MSc (Conservation 
Biology), Ba Inf & Tech, Dip Applied 
Science (Marine 
Resources). Program Wildlife 

Oppose  The proponent fails to adequately address the negative impacts to fauna  

 The proponent fails to disclose the high fidelity migratory wader birds have towards their 
feeding sites and roosting areas 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

Queensland Coastal Citizen Science. 
Secretary, Wildlife Preservation Society of 
Queensland Bayside Branch (QLD) Inc. 

 The subject site is an important site for migratory shorebirds 

 Cumulative pressures are not addressed by the proponent, a matter raised in the 2016 State of 
the Environment Report 

 The seagrass meadows within the subject site are regularly used by EPBC listed species  

 Urbanisation of a wetland of international importance is not a wise use of a wetland 

Southern Moreton Bay Islands Coastcare Oppose  The Development should be refused due to the potential impacts on MNES 

 Significant earthworks and construction will have long term and structurally significant impacts 
on the viability of the threatened species and ecological communities in the wider Moreton Bay 
area 

Stradbroke Island Management 
Organisation Inc. (SIMO)  

Oppose  The development will have negative impacts on MNES  

 As a contracting party to the Ramsar Convention, Australia has an international obligation to 
protect Ramsar listed wetlands 

Straddie Chamber of Commerce Support  The area is already significantly impacted and an environmentally sensitive development may 
improve water quality 

 There is only a small amount of intact habitat in the area 

 Providing controls are implemented, the impact of the development could be managed and 
would not increase impacts on sensitive areas such as wading bird habitat or seagrass beds 

Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland 
Logan Branch Inc 

Oppose  The proposal fails to demonstrate how the fauna will be adequately and appropriately 
protected. The area supports biodiversity of international significance 

 The proponents have not adequately addressed how the marine life, mangroves and seagrass 
meadows will be protected 

 The proposal does not address cumulative impacts on the Moreton Bay Marine Park 

 The imposition of numerous and complex conditions tend to be meaningless as there are not 
the resources available to police the conditions 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

 The development could be implemented if it did not propose to dredge a Ramsar wetland and 
kept all development on land 

Individual Submissions 

x  149 

Oppose  The proposal should be rejected because the referral states that it will have a significant impact 
on matters protected by the EPBC Act 

 Australia has international obligations to protect wetlands, migratory birds and threatened 
species 

 Dredging and reclamation of 40ha of Moreton Bay Ramsar Site goes against the obligations 
under the Ramsar Convention, it will impact other areas within the Moreton Bay Ramsar Site 
and will destroy habitat critical to the survival of turtles, dugongs, fish, prawns, seabirds, 
migratory wader species 

 The impacts to migratory species such as the Eastern Curlew will be too significant for a 
critically endangered species 

 The site will significantly impact the local koala population 

 Concerns over the long-term impacts from the development, including noise, lighting and 
pollution on the species impacted 

 The development should not be considered critical infrastructure as there are many other 
suitable sites and proposals that would benefit the community and have no need to dredge 
reclaim areas of a Ramsar Site 

 The community supports an upgrade to the ferry terminal, but not the proposed development as 
it looks currently 

Individual Submissions 

x 4 

Support  The proposal will improve the ferry terminal and upgrade the local infrastructure 

 There will be potential to increase access to North Stradbroke Island 

 There is support for it to progress so the proposal is given a thorough Environmental Impact 
Assessment 
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From Support / 
Oppose 

Key Issues 

 There is support, as long as key environmental aspects of the area are preserved 

Campaign Submissions 

x 1238 

Oppose  This development proposal will have negative impacts on three Matters of National 
Environmental Significance protected under the EPBC Act 

 Australia is a contracting party to the Ramsar Convention, and therefore has an international 
obligation to protect Ramsar-listed wetlands. 

 Any development that intends to reclaim part of a Ramsar site should be declared a ‘clearly 
unacceptable action’ under the EPBC Act. 

 



From: Barker, James
To:
Cc: Tregurtha, James;  de Brouwer, Gordon; Knudson, Dean;  Taylor, Mark
Subject: RE: Request for Statement of Reasons - Controlled Action Decision - EPBC 2017/7939 (Toondah Harbour)

[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Date: Wednesday, 21 June 2017 2:38:33 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
image003.jpg

Yes, we’ll action accordingly.   Our standard practice is also to cc the proponent for natural
justice reasons.  So we’ll forward a copy to Walker Group at the same time we send it out to HSI
(today or tomorrow).
 
 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, 21 June 2017 9:32 AM
To: Barker, James <James.Barker@environment.gov.au>
Cc: Tregurtha, James <James.Tregurtha@environment.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>; de Brouwer, Gordon
<Gordon.deBrouwer@environment.gov.au>; Knudson, Dean
<Dean.Knudson@environment.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Request for Statement of Reasons - Controlled Action Decision - EPBC 2017/7939
(Toondah Harbour) [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
Yes – I assume this is how we normally deal with these matters.  
 
Thanks
 

From: Barker, James 
Sent: Wednesday, 21 June 2017 9:27 AM
To: @environment.gov.au>
Cc: Tregurtha, James <James.Tregurtha@environment.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>; de Brouwer, Gordon
<Gordon.deBrouwer@environment.gov.au>; Knudson, Dean
<Dean.Knudson@environment.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>
Subject: RE: Request for Statement of Reasons - Controlled Action Decision - EPBC 2017/7939
(Toondah Harbour) [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
Hi 
 
The Minister signed a statement of reasons for this decision, as enclosed.  If ok with you, we will
send this to the applicant under a short cover letter from the Department.
 
Thanks
James
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From:  
Sent: Tuesday, 20 June 2017 6:25 PM
To: Barker, James <James.Barker@environment.gov.au>
Cc: Tregurtha, James <James.Tregurtha@environment.gov.au>; 

@environment.gov.au>
Subject: FW: Request for Statement of Reasons - Controlled Action Decision - EPBC 2017/7939
(Toondah Harbour) [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
For action please.
 

From: Frydenberg, Josh (MP) [mailto:Josh.Frydenberg.MP@aph.gov.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 20 June 2017 6:23 PM
To: MinisterialCorrespondence <MinisterialCorrespondence@environment.gov.au>
Cc: @environment.gov.au>
Subject: FW: Request for Statement of Reasons - Controlled Action Decision - EPBC 2017/7939
(Toondah Harbour)
 
 
 

Office of the Hon Josh Frydenberg MP
Federal Member for Kooyong | Minister for the Environment and Energy
 
Electorate Office | 695 Burke Road, Camberwell VIC 3124 | t: 03 9882 3677
Parliament House Office | M1:17, Parliament House, Canberra ACT 2600 | t: 02 6277 7920
 
e: @aph.gov.au  | w: www.joshfrydenberg.com.au
 

From: Laura Muir [mailto:laura@hsi.org.au] 
Sent: Tuesday, 20 June 2017 4:36 PM
To: Frydenberg, Josh (MP)
Subject: Request for Statement of Reasons - Controlled Action Decision - EPBC 2017/7939 (Toondah
Harbour)
 
Dear Minister Frydenberg,
 
Please find attached a request from Humane Society International for a written statement of
reasons for the controlled action decision you made under section 75 of the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) on 8 June 2017 regarding EPBC Act
Referral 2017/7939 (a copy of the notification of your decision is also attached).
 
Thank you for your attention to this request, we look forward to your response.
 
Regards,
Laura
 
Laura Muir
Project Officer
Humane Society International
 
(02) 9973 1728

s22

s22

s22

s22

s22





  
THE HON JOSH FRYDENBERG MP 

MINISTER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY 
 
 

Parliament House Canberra ACT 2600 Telephone (02) 6277 7920 

 

MC17-012016  
 

The Hon Steven Ciobo MP  
Minister for Trade, Tourism and Investment 
Member for Moncrieff 
Parliament House  
CANBERRA  ACT  2600  
 
 
Dear Minister 
 
Thank you for your letter concerning the proposed Toondah Harbour development. 
 
I note the matters raised by Cr Williams in her letter to you, and that the Toondah Harbour 
proposal has been granted Tourism Major Project Facilitation status.  
 
As you are aware, the original proposal was referred under the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) in November 2015. To allow for further 
consultation, the timeframe for making a decision on whether or not the project required 
assessment under the EPBC Act was extended at the request of the proponent, the Walker 
Group. 
 
In May this year the Walker Group submitted a new referral replacing its original 2015 
proposal.  After careful consideration of this new referral, I have decided that the proposed 
Toondah Harbour Development requires a comprehensive environmental assessment under the 
EPBC Act.  
 
I understand that Walker Group is now considering whether to apply for ‘coordinated project’ 
status for the proposal, under the Queensland State Development and Public Works 

Organisation Act 1971. If the project is granted that status, it would be assessed by the 
Queensland Coordinator-General. That process is also accredited under a bilateral agreement 
between the Commonwealth and the State, to ensure that a single process can satisfy both State 
and Commonwealth environmental assessment requirements. 
 
Thank you for bringing Cr Williams’ correspondence to my attention. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
JOSH FRYDENBERG 
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From: Barker, James
To:
Cc: de Brouwer, Gordon; Thompson, Malcolm; Knudson, Dean; Cahill, Matt; Tregurtha, James; Papps, David; Taylor,

Mark; 
Subject: FYI: Toondah harbour, outcome of pre-referral meeting on 26 April [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Date: Friday, 28 April 2017 5:24:34 PM

Hi 
 
Fyi as briefly mentioned this afternoon, we had a further discussion with Walker Group on
Wednesday, and some points from that meeting are below.  
 
Walker Group advised me this afternoon that they are likely to submit a new referral for the Toondah
Harbour proposal on Tuesday/Wednesday next week (noting that it is a public holiday in Qld on
Monday).
 
Regards
James
 
 
 

From: Barker, James 
Sent: Friday, 28 April 2017 4:55 PM
To: 'Peter.Saba@walkercorp.com.au' <Peter.Saba@walkercorp.com.au>
Cc: 

 
@environment.gov.au>; @environment.gov.au>

Subject: Toondah harbour, outcome of pre-referral meeting on 26 April [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
 
Hi Peter
 
Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you on Wednesday to discuss your proposed new referral
for the Toondah Harbour Project.
 
One thing we flagged at the meeting was that we would follow up to confirm the key issues that we
discussed.  From our perspective these were:
·         We discussed the pros and cons of submitting a new referral.  Walker Group proposes to submit

a new referral for the proposal in the coming week, including to reflect substantive changes to
the project (in particular movement of the boundary in relation to Cassim Island), and provide
more detailed assessment of impacts against Ramsar values.

·         Walker Group are likely to seek a decision on the new referral within the ordinary statutory
timeframe.

·         A focus of the referral is to refine the methodology for considering the impacts to the ecological
characteristics of the RAMSAR wetland.  Walker Group considers the proposed methodology is a
starting point from which to do further scientific analysis of the impacts.

·         The Department provided some comments on the paper at the meeting. The Department
advised that, in principle, the methodology seems reasonable but we will seek to provide further
advice after having considered it in more detail.

·         The Department advised that the more detail that can be included in the referral the better,
including potential mitigations and offsets.

·         The Department continues to have concerns with the project’s footprint and impacts, including
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the proposed reclamation within the RAMSAR wetland.
 
Actions:
·         The Department will seek to provide comments on the proposed methodology as soon as

possible, including with input from the Department’s Ramsar area.  Although Walker Group would
like comments on the proposed methodology, Walker Group indicated that it may not wait for
the comments before submitting the new referral.

·         The Department will provide advice on recommended buffer zones for the Eastern Curlew (sent
by email to  on 26 April).
 

Grateful if you can confirm whether this summary is consistent with your own notes of the meeting.
 
Please note that the Department cannot give any assurance about the particular statutory process
that may be applied on a proposed action until it has been referred under the EPBC Act. Once the
formal referral is received and the cost recovery fee is paid, the Minister or delegate will consider
whether the proposed action in accordance with the EPBC Act. Further information may be requested
by the Department for the purposes of making that decision.
 
I also note that I have spoken to your consultant  (in response to his call to me)
earlier this afternoon.   advised me that you are likely to submit the referral
Tuesday/Wednesday next week.
 
If you have any additional questions or clarification please contact me. 
 
Regards
James
 
 
James Barker
Assistant Secretary | Assessments and Governance Branch
Environment Standards Division
Department of the Environment and Energy
t: 02 6274 2694 | e: james.barker@environment.gov.au
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

s47F

s47F
s47F




