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Please accept our submission to this inquiry.

The Alliance to Save Hinchinbrook Inc. (ASH) and its predecessor Friends of Hinchinbrook Inc
(FOH, now wound up) have a long history in the development of legislation essential to the
protection of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area (GBRWHA) and the GBRWHA coast.
We were also witness and objector to the abolition of this highly protective legislation (see
below), as carried out by Kate Jones (then Minister for Environment) and the Bligh government
in early 2012.

The title of the Bill indicates the loss of focus of the Queensland Parliament on the Great Barrier
Reef World Heritage Area (GBRWHA). The coastal boundary of the GBRWHA is the low water
mark of Queensland and its eastern boundary extends east of the coral reef known as the Great
Barrier Reef (GBR). The GBR comprises only 7% of the GBRWHA — as noted by UNESCO in their
GBR Mission Report (2012).

It is profoundly senseless to imagine that the outer reef (GBR) can be “protected” in isolation.
The GBRWHA was accepted by UNESCO for world heritage listing precisely because it comprised
a large enough area of great natural beauty, of great biological and geological diversity, and was
located in a country (Australia) that had the capacity (wealthy, legal and political stability) to
ensure its preservation as a unique and complex ecosystem, in perpetuity.

It is the outcome of Queensland government failure to understand this crucial point and its
historical haste to remove the only actually protective legislation the GBRWHA ever had
(Queensland legislation, something to have been celebrated) that have belatedly led to the
attempt (this Bill) to remedy the deterioration of GBR corals that is partly the result of climate
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01 March 2011

Minister for Climate Change and Sustainability
The Hon Kate Jones MP

PO Box 15155

City East QLD 4002

by email
Dear Minister

re Boat Bay, draft Queendand Coastal Plan, and the Tourism Opportunity Plan.
Further to our recent letter of 24 Feb 2011:

The Tourism Opportunity Plan 2010-2020 (TOP) has been brought to our attention, and we wish to
bring to the Minister's attention its contents anglioations

Our concern is that a"safe boat mooring haven" (@ka "marina”) for Boat Bay Mission Beach
has been listed as one of 18 selected "catalyst projectsider the name "Clump Point Safe
Boat Haven".

These 18 projects form the core of the TOP as endorsed the Queensland Government.

The TOP bears the Queensland Government logo, a pub&ostiait of government endorsement of
the plan. The government's purpose for the TOP is explaméallows (clause 1.1, starting at
fourth dot point):

* Provide an agreed focus and mechanisms for engagement with the tourism
industry, infrastructure and private investors.

In November 2006, the Queensland Government delivered the Queensland Tourism
Strategy, a 10-year vision for sustainable tourism. To achieve its vision, Tourism
Queensland (TQ) and the Queensland Tourism Industry Council (QTIC) in partnership
with the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (DEEDI)
developed six key themes. Under theme 2 'Investment, Infrastructure and Access’
Tourism Queensland, in partnership with Regional Tourism Organisations (RTOs) was
responsible for preparing Regional Tourism Investment and Infrastructure Plans (RTIIPs)
for each tourism region across Queensland. The TOP is the new name for the RTIIP, a
title that is considered to better represent the content and intent

of the document.

Further (clause 2.3, Project Assessment Criteria) lf@tngpfont reproduced as in the Plan):

7. Project aligns witLocal, State or Federal Government priorities and likely to gain
support from the decision makers.

The TOP also includes a disclaimer on behalf of theegonent and its agencies. Lengthy as it is,
the disclaimer does not question state government suppainefd8 "catalyst projects".

For two of the projects, DERM has been mentioned gpaltif in relation to further negotiations
that would be required (road access to Cape York, Ma:Mo@awalk); but there is no such
reference for Boat Bay, despite its high level prasectinder thé\et Tropical Coast Regional
Coastal Management Plan as armArea of State Sgnificance Natural Resources (Sgnificant
Wetlands).





One can only conclude that all 18 "catalyst projects" are fuly supported by the Queensland
Government.

A noteon " safe haven" : SeeClump Point Photos & High Resolution Image Gallery for photos of waves
crashing over Clump Point and jetty, January 2009. On thismggrone coast, "safe harbour" is nothing
more than a misleading marketing device.

The TOP and the draft QCP

We can be forgiven for thinking that the TOP's unmigddisting of Boat Bay as a "catalyst
project” might have something to do with Boat Bay's reémh@in the draftQueensiand Coastal

Plan (QCP) as anaritime development area (MDA). The TOP was developed during 2010-2011,
that is, within the same time frame as the draft QCP.

Although Boat Bay was designated MDA in the draft QCPrethas been no public consultation
for designating Boat Bay a priority development site.

During and after the formal public consultation for thaft QCP, Boat Bay was a specific focus of
ongoing discussions with DERM (Brisban€pnservation movement representatives were
repeatedly assured that there were no current develdpmugrosals for a marina in Boat Bay,
despite the early drafting of MDA over Boat Bay. We wals® assured that there were no
negotiations with the state government relating to anmadooat harbour for Boat Bay. Further, at
the Brisbane meeting in June 2010 between DERM and repregesitatthe whole Queensland
conservation movement, we understood, at the endabhtéeting, that DERM's position was that
MDA designation would be removed from four "greenfieldésiincluding Boat Bay.

We would like to know how it happened, and why, that Bagt Bas being promoted as a "catalyst
project” in the TOP, for development as a "safe boatring haven"dgka "marina"), in a process
claimed to have been attended by DERM, at the same titnBERM was elsewhere assuring
conservationists that no development negotiations weterumay.

Clearly, for Boat Bay to have been elevated as a maghp#gority development site in the TOP,
discussions that could be described as negotiations @ustdccurred between developers and the
state government. The introduction to the TOP states:

The development of the TOP has been based on extensive

research as well as consultation with a diverse range of regional
an external stakeholders including government agencies,

tourism industry, tourism stakeholders, developers and investors.

The TOP also claims (clause 2.3, Project Assessnrépti@) that community groups were
consulted; and that

5. Project is aligned with the vision for the region and community aspirations;
and in clause 5.4.7
Opportunity:

Establish a safe boat mooring haven at Mission Beach in order to encourage growtt
recreational boating and tourism in the region which in turn will provide a sound basis
for attracting further commercial tourism development to the area, generating economic
and social benefits for Mission Beach and the wider community.

The Mission Beach community was neither informed nor casulted.

We have been assured by long-time local residents engafgching, tourism, and other local
business that the above "opportunity" statement is igptead with the community's agreed vision
for Mission Beach.

Further, these representative community members wervaataware that Boat Bay was being





discussed and formally promoted in a state government plaproegss as a suitable site for a
marina.

In the interests of transparency, fair dealing and good comtynrelations, local community
members and regional conservationists should have beehninformed early in 2010 of the
development of the TOP and their input invited. Insteagtetis now a mounting sense of local and
regional outrage over this apparent betrayal of the higiradatalues of the bay and especially of
the community's long-held vision of a low-key environmewtsilstainable future for Mission
Beach.

We are well aware that the Minister's task in protectindy managing what's left of Queensland's
natural places and ecological networks is extremelicdiffin view of the profit-related growth
paradigm persisting in most government portfolios. iénk the Minister for her interest and
efforts on behalf of the "hidden infrastructure" whsattpports all life. We hope that the recent
widespread and serious outcomes of a series of extreatbavevents may lead to greater weight
being given in other portfolios to coastal protection nathan to short-term and destructive
exploitation.

The conservation movement has received no confirmatidmeajutcomes of our June meeting with
DERM in Brisbane.

We ask the Minister to advise us of DERM's position on thetatus of Boat Bay and whether or
not MDA designation ("Mission Beach Boat Harbour") remains inthe draft QCP.

In view of the original draft QCP being so controversial andso far from satisfying the major
purpose of the Coastal Act (protection), and in view of tl lapse of time since its release, we
also ask that the Minister ensure that there be a furthepublic review period of the next draft.

We will write separately to the Minister for Tourism farther information as to the status of the
TOP and the implications for Boat Bay.

Yours sincerely

Margaret Moorhouse

Attached for your information:

. Map 27 ASS NR wetlds WTC RCMP current. This shows the Afé&tate Significance
Natural Resources (Significant Wetlands) along the Wetidsdpoast including Boat Bay, the test
for which isno adverse impact.

. MDA Boat Bay 2009 draft Coast Plan sm. From the dp&iP 2009.

The following hyperlinks (Ctrl-click) are informative
Friends of Boat Bay A scenic and interpretive visit to Boat Bay.

Boat Bay Mission Beach 7 min - 12 May 2010 - Uploaded by peterpanther08
A short educational film about an ecologically sensibag in Mission Beach threatened by
developers.

Site Management Arrangemer(tSBRMPA)

Clump Point Photos & High Resolution Image GalléFhis site has photos of waves crashing over
Clump Point and jetty, January 2009)







PROPOSED LOWER LEVELS OF PROTECTION: the draft Queensand Coastal Plan 2009

Involving: Amendments to Queensland's Coastal Act and Coastal Zone, and the repeal of State Coastal Plan and all regional
coastal plans. This means: removal of Areas of State Significance (natural resources), Key Coastal Sites, Coastal Localities and

the Desired Coastal Dutcomes against which proposed development impacts would be tested for incompatibility; abandonment
of informed regional community consultation process and Regional Community Group process.

The draft Plan has weak protection provisions with many loopholes and exceptions; provides different environmental
constraints for different types of developer and development; does not recognise GERMP marine national parks; and has
interpolated multiple instances of a new designation, Marine Development Area, with no regard for marine ecological values .
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Cassowaries

1Jan 2019

To:

Environment Assessment Branch
Department of the Environment
epbc.comments@environment.gov.au

Re Proposed Action: 2018/8332

Mission Beach Cassowaries (MBC) would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
proposed new development on the foreshore at Mission Beach and to provide this amended copy
(with additional information) of the submission sent on Dec 21 2018.

MBC is an environmental advocacy group with the primary focus of looking for solutions to address
the increasing threats to the endangered cassowary at Mission Beach. Our dynamic facebook group
was started 10 years ago, has almost 2000 members, many international, and is a forum for the
community to share information for discussion and education. Information from the page is accepted
into the official Qld Gov Wildnet database.

MBC is a member of the Cassowary Recovery Team and a participant of the Cassowary Coast Alliance
(CCA), a collaborative hub for entities and individuals who are actively seeking good quality and long
term public interest outcomes for the world heritage listed Cassowary Coast in Far North Queensland).

The planned high density, high rise development is to be located within the erosion and acid sulphate
soil zones of the Mission Beach foreshore and will generate a significant increase in traffic. We have
serious concerns about the combined, consequential and cumulative impacts this development will
have on the:

e  Great Barrier Reef Marine Park:
e Endangered cassowary: and
e Littoral rainforest

The size, density and location of the development undermines both state and local Planning Schemes.
We are told the economic benefits outweigh any inconsistencies with the Plans. Who will this
development benefit?

We see no benefit that can outweigh the serious threats this development in its current design will
have on matters of National Environmental Significance(MNES) and the small town and community of
Mission Beach.

Based on the underground carpark alone, we ask that the Minister find the development in its current
design, 'CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE'.

Should the proponent resubmit a lower density design consistent with the FNQ 2031 Plan,

with an acceptable 2 storey limit as per the local planning scheme and without an underground car
park, we ask that the minister make the proposal a 'CONTROLLED ACTION' with controlling provisions
to address the increased traffic impact on the endangered cassowary i e:

1



http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/invitations/

https://www.facebook.com/groups/missionbeachcassowaries/



e asignificant contribution toward the implementation of effective traffic management controls
to address cassowary roadkill at Mission Beach and:

e arehabilitation program established for the littoral rainforest along the dune system between
Clump Point and directly south of the proposed development site.

Our following comments relate to the development in context of the immediate environment, Mission
Beach as a whole and as an established tourism destination reliant of protection of the exceptional
natural (World Heritage) values that supports the highest density of cassowaries in Australia.

e |Impacts on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

The development is located on the dune of a cyclone exposed coast and in one of the highest rainfall
areas in the Wet Tropics. An underground carpark is planned to be excavated within the erosion and
acid sulphate soil zones at a location that has not previously been exposed. (Fig1)
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Should this development be approved it will set a precedent for high rise development within the
whole of the Tourism precinct (Fig2) which extends along the foreshore from the existing resort to
Clump Point.

No conditions can address the threat of acid sulphate soils entering the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
where there are regular sightings of turtles, dugongs and rare dolphins. In 2018 there was a record
number of turtle nesting sites along the beaches at Mission Beach including a short distance from the
proposed development.

The referral states "...The site does not contain any areas of environmental significance... storm tide
hazard areas, erosion prone areas..."

The following photos of Castaways were taken the day after Cyclone Yasi crossed the coast at Mission
Beach in 2011. The Mission Beach coastline escaped the tidal surge caused by the most damaging
south east quadrant of the cyclone which is evident in the devastation caused to the Cardwell
foreshore 40 kilometres to the south of Mission Beach. The debris shown up against the resort in the
photos is the tide line. The edge of the building is on the boundary of the property and is the location
of the planned underground car park.
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Cardwell foreshore showing Main Road post Cyclone Yasi ‘

We are shocked that any responsible government would be so cavalier as to approve a high density
new development with an underground car park at this cyclone exposed location.

e Impacts on the endangered cassowary

Mission Beach has the highest density of cassowaries in Australia and is listed in the Cassowary
Recovery Plan as a "...priority Regional Cassowary Management Area identified as having extreme
current/potential threats to their cassowary populations..." Road strike is a major threat the survival of
the cassowary.

The high density of this development, planned to generate high visitation to the accommodation and
events complex will result in a matching traffic increase on roads at Mission Beach that cut through
cassowary habitat. The overall intent of the FNQ 2031 Plan (Pages 26, 41) for Mission Beach is to
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http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/79235f07-9c32-45fa-b868-eb248691e945/files/sth-cassowary.doc
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http://www.dlgrma.qld.gov.au/resources/plan/far-north-queensland/fnq-regional-plan-2009-31.pdf



constrain development to avoid traffic generation because of the unacceptable number of
cassowaries killed on roads.

Approval of a 5 storey development setting a precedent for high density development within the
Tourism zoning (Fig2) negates the intent of both the CCRC Planning Scheme and the Regional Plan, ie:

The urban footprint at Mission Beach will Much higher levels of self-containment will
be constrained to minimise future impacts need to be achieved in Mission Beach to
on ecological values, coastal hazard risks avoid travel to Tully and Innisfail. Additional
and loss of the village character. Densities local employment generators will need to
are to be kept low and building heights be developed based on protection and
limited to avoid increasing traffic generation enjoyment of the natural environment,

and urban impacts. Future development and appropriate development of a district
should occur around village nodes and regional activity centre at Wongaling Bea
avoid linear form, maintain and restore Car travel will need to be managed and
cassowary habitat, and ensure good traffic impacts on cassowaries mitigated.

corridor connectivity.

3.4.1 (6) of the CCRC Planning Scheme: (6) states: "The cassowary is recognised as an iconic symbol of
the Region. Ensuring that conditions exist for its survival, for example through the preservation of
cassowary habitat and habitat corridors and reducing/minimising conflicts with urban development
and associated impacts such as traffic, is extremely important"

Please see more comments relating to the impacts on the cassowary on Page 13 (Federal
Government awareness and involvement in Cassowary Conservation at Mission Beach).

e Impacts on Littoral Rainforest
Mission Beach is known as a place where two World Heritage areas meet and where the rainforest
grows right down to the sea. None of Castaway's promotion refers to the rainforest, focusing instead,
heavily on the image of palm trees (a transformer weed) and uninterrupted views to Dunk island.

Until recently the vegetation directly in front of the Castaways resort was mapped as Littoral
Rainforest

_ ® Mission Beach Littoral_Reinforest(ZOOM INTO
VIEW)

Potential Rainforest

I Reinforest




https://myaccount.news.com.au/sites/theaustralian/subscribe.html?sourceCode=TAWEB_WRE170_a_GGL&mode=premium&dest=https://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/property/castaways-at-mission-beach-to-be-rebuilt-for-70m/news-story/7469c14401ab5a23cb2f005e861406a2



The following images show the vegetation in 1990's including the presence of a cassowary,
understandable given the cassowary corridor and the littoral rainforest a short distance to the south
which was mapped and protected under the EPBC Act as a condition of the approval of the
Satori/Oasis Development (2005).

Google imagery between 2005 and 2013 clearly shows the extent of Littoral rainforest being
systematically replaced with the transformer weed, Cocos nucifera (coconut palm).






In 2008 shortly after the current owner took possession of the resort along with the three residential
properties to the south, more clearing was carried out. (Following article in the Mission Beach Bulletin
May/June2008)

144

MAY/JUNE 08
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Foreshore Clearing

All the vegetation except for some selected coconut trees has
been scraped back, cut down or poisoned on the public domain
to the south of Castaways Resort. An inspection of the site on
the 14th March showed the stumps of native trees including at
least one host tree for the red tailed black cockatoo, Beach Al-
mond (Terminalia catappa).

The area has now been turfed and maintained so as to resem-
ble a private garden discouraging public use of this common
land. “Castaways” Manager Darren Pike informed us there had
been some machinery work undertaken to remove post cyclone
dead vegetation and had authorised poisoning of Singapore
daisy. Apparently the turf that has been laid is to stop erosion.

Darren said this was done under the direction of the owner and
was not aware of any native vegetation having been removed.

‘348
!

f
J

-,

o9
-

>

B pos

He also informed us that Castaways had an arrangement with the council about maintenance of
the gardens in front of the resort and that the same arrangement would apply to this new area.

We have been informed by the council that it has not issued a permit to Castaways to interfere with
any vegetation on the foreshore and C4 believe this area should be rehabilitated.





Photos below were taken on the 27th December 2018 showing the proliferation of the transformer
weed, along the whole front boundaries of the properties, commandeering of public land maintained
as a parkland for private purposes inhibiting and intimidating public use and enjoyment of the
publicarea. Photo 1 shows undisturbed naturally occurring vegetation adjacent to the development to
the south.

As a result of a prelodgement meeting with the State Referral Agencies this section of littoral
rainforest has been removed from official mapping to reflect the 'parkland' nature of the public land
when the desired outcome for a critically endangered ecosystem is for rehabilitation to remove it from
the threatened list.

It seems the council has also been intimated. Despite community outrage at the blatant clearing of
public land, the council has acquiesced to the wishes of the resort owner. The sparse number of
native species shown in the photos directly in the front of the resort is the result of the 'limited'
foreshore revegetation projects carried out following Cyclone Yasi. The species chosen for this
location were not for serious rehabilitation of the naturally occurring littoral rainforest to help recover
the critically endangered ecosystem and restore a healthy dune system to avert erosion, but to
appease the proponents desire to maintain views.

How will the Environment Department assure us the native vegetation (littoral rainforest) on the dune
on the remaining lots where the development is being proposed will not also be manipulated for
private purposes and views if it proceeds?





Two development approvals to the south of Castaways have been required by your department to
provide an 80 metre setback from the shore with covenants placed over the existing littoral rainforest
yet more and more developments are being approved at Mission Beach that are incrementally
destroying, denying or inhibiting cassowaries access to their essential habitat. The cassowary's critical
role as a seed disperser in an area with an exceptionally high diversity of ecosystems within a small
area, is the reason for the areas outstanding beauty; its recognition as a priority conservation, high
biodiversity area; and for its listing as a World Heritage Area.

For the record, we would like to bring to your attention a recent major development requiring
removal of critically endangered littoral rainforest/essential cassowary habitat growing on the unique
basalt headland of Clump Point. (Clump Point Boating Infrastructure Project) The vegetation growing
on the restricted area of basalt soil makes a major contribution to the biodiversity of Mission Beach.
The optimum soil produces very high value cassowary habitat.

The high environmental impact marine development was approved under the EPBC Act with the
Minister noting there were no comments received. The reason there was no public feedback was
because the public, and particularly the reference group specifically chosen to represent the 'public’
during the development assessment, were not informed of the opportunity for input despite the State
government being the proponent. The approval of a high use/high impact marine development at the
end of a bottleneck access to the fragile environment of Clump Point will deny access for cassowaries
to the remaining vegetation occurring on the headland.

During the reference group process it was discovered the state mapping of the vegetation was not
accurate and was in fact of a much higher value than recorded. (Perhaps your department could find
out if the official mapping has been changed accordingly to properly reflect the value of the vegetation
especially given its status as littoral rainforest). Once completed, the development will deny
cassowaries access to essential cassowary habitat on the headland.

The following photo is of a cassowary named by the community as 'Judith' in her 'range’ on the Clump
Point headland pre development and demonstrates the dire situation of the cassowary at Mission
Beach.
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The Littoral vegetation at the proposed Castaways development site is also within the basalt soil area
as is the whole of the land to the north between Clump Point within the CCRC Tourism precinct zone.
The lack of enforcement of vegetation laws by the CCRC is resulting in much of the littoral vegetation
being cleared for views. Under the current management and potential for future development along
the foreshore within the Tourism precinct, the critically endangered ecosystem is under more threat
than ever before of being unlawfully cleared or fragmented. How many more areas at Mission Beach
will development be allowed to destroy or deny cassowary access to essential habitat to carry out
their crucial role as the sole disperser of large rainforest seeds? When will the incremental loss stop?
If the State and local governments are ignoring the increasing conservation/development conflicts
who will take responsibility for the 'important cassowary population' (Cassowary Recovery Plan) at Mission
Beach? Please take the time to read this report from the MBC website.




https://www.missionbeachcassowaries.com/news/laws-increasing-conservationdevelopment-conflicts

https://www.missionbeachcassowaries.com/news/laws-increasing-conservationdevelopment-conflicts



Further Comments

Long term community vision/ Tourism destination identity

Mission Beach has evolved as a tourism destination attracting visitors to enjoy the exceptional beauty
of two World Heritage Areas and with the hope of seeing a cassowary.

The two World Heritage Areas that Mission Beach is positioned between are also recognised as two
National Landscapes under the National Landscapes Program (NLP) led by Tourism Australia. The
program focuses on signature experiences i e an experience that is authentic and unique to a National
Landscape.

The passion of our local communities is reflected in the visions outlined in plans and strategies
developed to guide our future. For decades, the Mission Beach community has reinforced the strong
sense of identity based on
e protection of the natural environment,
low key, low rise development,
boutique nature of locally owned and operated businesses,
relaxed village atmosphere
Villages separated by farmland and rainforest by the sea, and
a place where you have the best chance of seeing a cassowary in the wild.

Mission Beach is known as the 'Cassowary Capital with the number one question asked at the local
visitor centre being "where can | see a cassowary?" (See community vision from 1997 (Att 1) and the
Cardwell Shire Council vision (Att 2) the Foreshore Management Plan (Att 3) and an article in the
Cairns Post Magazine in 2013 (Att 4).

The Mission Beach Naturally branding (following photos and (Att 5) has been adopted by Mission
Beach Tourism as the byline in their marketing strategy and identifies the points of difference and
distinctive natural and cultural environment. The community's strong connection to the natural
environment, village character and iconic wildlife of Mission Beach are what attracts visitors to enjoy
the Mission Beach environs as a signature experience.

Instead of preserving these obvious and unique natural values, the tourism model now presented is
local council and developer driven and one that is in direct conflict with preserving the natural values
(tourism assets) of the Cassowary Coast and particularly Mission Beach.

EXPERIENCE




http://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/pages/f5e06426-5374-43cd-9873-fa321355ce9e/files/experience-development.pdf

http://www.missionbeachnaturally.com/
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Despite the community best efforts and vision for the future, development/conservation conflicts are
increasing. Please view this presentation shown to the Cassowary Recovery Team recently.

The proponent states in the referral: "The proposed tourist resort will result in significant economic
benefits for the Mission Beach area and the wider Cassowary Coast region by assisting with the growth
of the tourism sector by enabling a significant increase in visitor rates". The model referred to is mass
tourism, inconsistent with planning for the area and the community vision above.

Who is such a large scale, out of character development going to benefit?

Protecting the intrinsic values of Mission Beach assures the community a secure economic future with
a tourism model based on preservation and presentation of the WHA's. To destroy the very thing
visitors come to see in favour of generic high rise, high density development only offfers short term
benefits for vested interests and does not provide any real or long term benefits for the local
community. Quite the contrary, the piecemeal, business as usual approach will destroy the natural
and cultural values, many of which are matters of National Environmental Significance, push the small
villages into an unstable boom bust cycle of urban expansion and large scale development such as
being proposed. Corporate interests will compete with locally owned businesses, the profits will leave
town while the character is lost and unsustainable pressure placed on the fragile natural World
Heritage Environments of Mission Beach including irreversible impacts on the important population of
cassowaries.
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State and Local Planning schemes/community ignored and undermined

The development was assessed and approved as two separate developments by the Cassowary Coast
Regional council and the State Government which perhaps minimised and failed to address the full
environmental impacts. We believe that if this development was proposed on a new 'greenfield’ site
it would not have been approved by the State Government. Therefore, the development should be
considered a 'new development' given it will completely replace any existing part of the current
development and greatly increase the footprint including encroaching into residential zoning at a
vulnerable location which has significant high environmental values.

It is worth noting the proponent already has approval for a three storey development on the same
site. When assessed under the former Planning Scheme it complied with the three storey building
height limit. In approving the development, the then council, in their wisdom, denied an underground
carpark.

When the current Planning Scheme was developed in 2015, as was required, to reflect the Qld regional
planning for Mission Beach, building heights were reduced from three to two stories. It is therefore of
great concern that the local council have seen fit to approve a development that ignores and grossly
exceeds many of the codes and desired outcomes of their own Plan.

The referral states "... The Minister has identified that the Cassowary Coast Regional Council Planning
Scheme 2015 appropriately advances the Far North Queensland Regional Plan 2009-2031. Accordingly,
assessment against the applicable planning scheme provisions will address any relevant Regional
Matters..." yet under the local government's fiercely proactive economic growth agenda, the regional
planning is constantly being overridden with the reasoning that economic benefits outweigh any
inconsistencies. Recent approvals have seen commercial development placed in residential areas,
Good quality Agricultural land placed under housing, housing approved in flood zones etc. (See Att 6
Page 23/24)

Regional Planning is for Mission Beach to be a 'Village Activity Centre' specifically to minimise impacts
on natural values and the endangered cassowary

The proposed development, assessed and approved against the local Planning Scheme:
e Grossly understates the cumulative, combined and consequential impacts of the entire project
e Grossly exceeds the allowable footprint
e Grossly exceeds the allowable height by more than double the 2 storey limit
e Encroaches upon residential zoned areas of the Mission Beach village, its significant natural
environments and its intrinsic scenic amenity
e Majority located within the High Probability Acid Sulphate Soil mapped area
e |s within the erosion zone
e Is a high impact proposal for the small Mission Beach village community
e Sets a precedent for high rise development within the whole of the Tourism precinct

It is difficult to see how this application is "generally consistent with the requirements of the State
Planning Policy Far North Queensland Regional Plan and the Cassowary Coast Regional Planning
Scheme 2015 when there are so many conflicting points with both plans. Without the Qld
Environment Department being part of the assessment process, no consideration has been given to
the impacts it will have on either the Great Barrier Reef or the endangered cassowary.

The CCRC has completely rewritten the long term community vision to suit their own 'economic
activation' agenda. Financial incentives are being offered to attract developers, inappropriate
development is being approved and strategies developed that have a contemptuous disregard to
planning and community wishes without any meaningful community consultation. A CCRC councillor
stated on a TV news item recently that "...The Planning Scheme is a 'moveable feast'..."
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An example of the CCRC vision being imposed on the community can be seen in their recently released
Tourism Strategy. In the Strategy, the 2 storey building height limit is seen as an impediment instead
of a mechanism to address development pressure on the cassowary, a natural tourism attraction that
draws visitors to the area.

Various statements on page 18 of the strategy, show a great lack of understanding of what it means
for Cassowary Coast residents to live and work across the edges of two World Heritage Areas. The
draft Plan is in blatant conflict with the recognised international values of the World Heritage Areas,
with the Queensland Government’s regional planning vision and the current CCRC Planning Scheme.
The only mention of the cassowary in the entire document is in relation to the naming of the shire. It
could be said the document deliberately avoids associating Mission Beach with World Heritage
rainforests growing down to the sea and being one of three biodiversity hotspots of the Wet Tropics.

Cassowary Coast Tourism Strategy - 2018

Mission Beach and surrounds — has planning
controls which effectively limiting all new
tourism development to no more than 2
storeys|

It's not unusual to sight acts as a significant impediment to further
turtles and dugongs playing freely in the private investment,

waterways - The warm tropical waters have
made the area home for many species of
exotic marine life. Above the ground is home
to butterflies, mahogany glider and so many
types of birdlife — including the Cassowary,
the bird that gave the Cassowary Coast its

name Page 8 CCRC Tourism Strategy

In an article promoting the Castaways proposal (Att 7 Pge 26),the proponent states that this
development will "...generate significant growth in the region..." and "... create a building boom.."
when the FNQ 2031 Plan states Mission Beach is "not considered appropriate for high density
development". and singles out Mission Beach as a village activity centre with Tully and Innisfail
appropriately targeted as the growth centres. (Page 26 - 40 FNQ Plan as follows)

The urban footprint at Mission Beach will Much higher levels of self-containment will
be constrained to minimise future impacts need to be achieved in Mission Beach to
on ecological values, coastal hazard risks avoid travel to Tully and Innisfail. Additional
and loss of the village character. Densities local employment generators will need to
are to be kept low and building heights be developed based on protection and
limited to avoid increasing traffic generation  enjoyment of the natural environment,

and urban impacts. Future development and appropriate development of a district
should occur around village nodes and regional activity centre at Wongaling Bea
avoid linear form, maintain and restore Car travel will need to be managed and
cassowary habitat, and ensure good traffic impacts on cassowaries mitigated.

corridor connectivity.

The ongoing devolving of development assessment responsibility to State Government who have
informed us the Ministers will not intervene with local council decisions regardless of inconsistencies
with regional planning, is resulting in ad hoc development and irreversible damage to the
environment. When the Bligh Government replaced the Regional Coastal Management Plans with the
Qld Coastal Plan they abolished Environment Department concurrence agency involvement in the
assessment process.
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Despite the obvious impacts the Castaways development proposal will have on the foreshore
environment and the endangered cassowary, the State Environment department had no input to the
assessment process of this development. On the contrary, the developer has been rewarded for
unlawful clearing of a matter of National Environmental Significance. During the process, on the
advice of the proponent that the 'parkland' at the front of the resort is wrongly listed on state
mapping as Littoral Rainforest the mapping has been altered to reflect the absence of foreshore
vegetation, a result of unlawful clearing. (see Impacts on Littoral Rainfores Pge 7.

The environmental values have not changed but legislation on all levels of government and the
assessment process has. The laws now allow an increasing loss and degradation of our natural areas.
Local council does not have the necessary assessment guidelines to effectively address environmental
impacts.

The only way the public interest can be served now is to either challenge every application in court or
rely on ministers calling in powers which the government is extremely reluctant to use.

We must look to the Federal Government to make the necessary decisions to address the impacts on
our recognised high biodiversity area that has many matters of National Environmental Significance

It is obvious the Castaways proposal is an inappropriate development for the location and for Mission
Beach. No perceived benefit can outweigh the serious threats the development in its current design
will have on matters of national environmental significance. We appeal to the Federal Government
who at one time took an active interest in MNES at Mission Beach as outlined below, to do so again
now.

Federal Government awareness and involvement in Cassowary Conservation at Mission Beach.

Mission Beach is well known to your department. A flood of development applications were lodged
ahead of the FNQ 2031 Regional Plan being released. We ask that you please refer to the (at one stage
35) developments referred to be assessed under the EPBC Act between the years of 2005 and 2010.
Many were made Controlled Actions on traffic generation alone and one development was found
'Clearly Unacceptable' because of the impact it would have on the endangered cassowary.

Officers from the Environment Department visited regularly over three years while the Mission Beach
Habitat Network Action Plan (MBHNAP), (a recommended action within the Cassowary Recovery
Plan), was being developed. In recognising the increased pressure being placed on the survival of the
cassowary, during that time, the Federal Government commissioned a development report . The
purpose of the report was to:

e identify developments that have been approved or are planned for construction in the area in
the short to medium term. The information on each development will help inform future
strategies for the region, particularly in relation to managing the increase in traffic the
developments might generate and the effect that traffic will have on the cassowary
population in the area.

The Cassowary Significant Impact Guidelines. (SIG) were also written at this time.
The SIG states on page 13:
e Principle Threats: roads and traffic: cassowaries are killed by vehicles on roads and traffic may
intimidate cassowaries preventing them from crossing a road to access resources. and:
e Areas under threat: The recovery plan for the southern cassowary identifies eight key areas in
the Wet Tropics which are seriously threatened by development activities: ...Mission Beach..."

[}
on page 16:
What types of actions are likely to have a significant impact on the cassowary?
e cumulative effects of on-site, off-site, direct and indirect impacts, and
e presence of this species and other matters of national environmental significance. (See 3.
Impacts on Littoral Rainforest)
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A contribution toward a traffic impact study for Mission Beach. (See report here). was a condition of

one of the development approvals (Oasis 2005). To date, only one official cassowary crossing has
been established on Mission Beach roads. Disappointingly, the crossing does not include a reduction
in speed despite it being the main recommendation in the study. Cassowaries continue to be killed on
Mission Beach roads.

In 2015 the Mission Beach community held the successful World Cassowary Day at Mission Beach. The
then Threatened Species Commissioner attended and was so impressed by the community's passion
to protect the cassowary it was included on the Federal Government's priority action list for 20 birds
to have improved trajectories by 2020.

A priority action in the prospectus is:

e Addressing cassowary road kill

@/’ 1ARGE I+ $6 MILLION
OVER FOUR YEARS

» Conduct roadkill research, driver education
& develop state-of-the-art road solutions at
cassowary hotspots.
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ENSURING SAFE PASSAGE
FOR CASSOMARIES

Your contribution will:
» implement crucial road crossing solutions at cassowary crossing hotspots

Your contribution could help the ca wary through

2) implementing state-of-the-art ro olutions: Vehicle s

maijor cause of cassowary mortality. Working with the De

of Main Roads roject will prioritise roadkill solutions, engage

the community to yest practice ari \Q behaviour, and

implement, monitor and adapt road treatments at roadkill hot Spot

» The Cassowary Recovery Team

- Queensland Departments of
Environment and Heritage and
Transport and Main Roads

The Cassowary Recovery Team is held in high regard as being a model for threatened species recovery
teams to follow. All levels of government representatives attend the three monthly. meetings.
Everyone is very aware of the increasing threats to the natural values of Mission Beach.

It was stated by the Chair of the CRT that it wasn't the role of the CRT to respond to the information
provided in this presentation outlining the increasing development/conservation conflicts at Mission
Beach.

If it is not the responsibility of the CRT, local or State governments, whose responsibility is it? We must
rely on governments to properly assess the environmental impacts and for developers to be required
to make meaningful and effective contributions to mitigate the impact of their developments. Have
the changes to the structure of the Environment Department reduced the government's ability to
address the obvious conflicts?

Decisions based on science not popularity

The proponent emphasizes the number of supporting letters outnumbers the number of objections
to this proposal. What were the support letters based on? How did they relate to matters of National
Environmental Significance? We strongly disagree with the proponent's claim the proposed
development will benefit the local community. What is that claim based on? Our only hope is that
the Minister is not swayed by a popular vote and the wishes of vested interests.
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In summary:

The proposed action should be assessed under the EPBC Act as likely to have a significant impact/s on
the following matters of national environmental significance:

e The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and species within it

e The endangered Cassowary

e Littoral Rainforest

Based on the unacceptable threat the underground carpark will have on the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park,
e we ask the Minister to find this development, 'CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE'.

Should the proponent resubmit a lower density design consistent with the FNQ 2031 Plan,
with an acceptable 2 storey limit as per the local planning scheme and without an undergound
carpark,

e we ask the minister to make the proposal a 'CONTROLLED ACTION'

e with controlling provisions to address the increased traffic impact on the endangered
cassowary. i e: a significant contribution toward the implementation of effective traffic
management controls to address cassowary roadkill at Mission Beach (as per Threatened
Species prospectus), and

e a Littoral Rainforest rehabilitation program to repair the dune adjacent to the development.

Yours faithfully

Y

Liz Gallie

On behalf of Mission Beach Cassowaries Inc
www.missionbeachcassowaries.com

0414 402315
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Attachmentl

NATURE BASED, SUSTAINABLE TOURISM PLANNING.

" SOME GUIDELINES FOR TOURIST OPERATORS AND THE
HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY. MISSION BEACH -

The following is the Vision Statement from the Mission Beach Coastal Area
Development Control Plan July 1997. The vision was designed to guide
future development and the management of the area affected by the Coastal
Area Plan.

The outstanding natural attributes of the area, which forms part of the
internationally significant Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, and
which is central to the survival of the Cassowary, an endangered
species, will be maintained and presented for the benefit of current
and future generations. The future management of the area will be
dependent upon achieving a fine balance between the interaction of
the human and natural environments, to ensure the area protects its
natural assets, whilst enabling their use and appreciation by resident
and visitors alike. The scenic presentation of the area should largely
maintain the effect of an undeveloped, natural coastline, when viewed
from the water’s edge or from off shore.

The need for balance, where development adapts to the capability of
the natural environment to sustain that development, provides the
opportunity to carve a unique residential and tourist destination,
where Conservation and economic well-being are firmly inter-
dependent. This vision recognises that the economic future of the
coastal area, primarily tourism, is substantially dependent upon
successfully maintaining, managing and presenting the natural
attributes, including the scenic character, habitat, unspoilt beaches
and islands, coral reef and good farming lands.

The opportunity for achieving environmentally based urban and
tourism experiences is central to realising this vision.
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Attachment 2 Cardwell Shire Council Planning Scheme

MISSION BEACH COASTAL ZONE - VISION

The outstanding natural attributes of the area, which form part of the internationally significant Wet
Tropics World Heritage Area, and which are central to the survival of the Southern Cassowary, an
endangered species are to be maintained and presented for the benefit of current and future
generations. A fine balance between the interaction of the human and natural environments is to
be achieved to ensure that natural assets are protected and conserved, whilst enabling, where
appropriate, their use and appreciation by residents and visitors alike.

The need for balance, where development adapts to the capability of the natural environment to
sustain that development, provides the opportunity to carve a unique residential and tourist
destination, where conservation and economic well-being are firmly inter-dependent. This Vision
recognizes that the economic future of the coastal area, primarily tourism, is substantially
dependent upon successfully maintaining, managing and presenting the natural attributes,
including scenic character, habitat, unspoilt beaches and islands, coral reef and good farming
lands.

To achieve this, it is important that the built environment does not dominate the natural
environment. Therefore the bulk and scale of urban development must be carefully controlled to
ensure development is low scale and architecturally representative of coastal village character.

In addition, while a mix of residential housing options is provided for both permanent residents and
tourists, the location of higher density residential uses is carefully controlled to protect the amenity
of residential areas.

The Mission Beach Coastal Zone consists of two (2) distinct urban areas being Wongaling Beach
and South Mission Beach that are separated by the natural environment and rural pursuits. It is
desirable to retain the distinct village character of these two areas by ensuring that physical and
visual separation is maintained and by reinforcing the distinct village character of each distinct
urban area.

The opportunity for achieving environmentally based urban and tourism experiences is central to
realizing this Vision.
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Attachment 3 Foreshore Management Plan
Read full plan here

Mission Beach Strategic Master Plan

The Cassowary Coast Regional Council is in the process
of creating a Master Plan for Mission Beach. “"The pur-
pose of the project is to design a liveable and vibrant
town centre for Mission Beach with a unique master
plan that results in 3 prosperous and liveable region
and atiracts people to visit, live, work, play and invest
in the Cassowary Coast.” What does this mean? This
rhetoric says nothing about the village character,
it could be applied to ‘just another place’.

“Apart from providing a collaborative approach for the
community to become involved in shaping its future,
(?) the project represents a tangible way for Council to
identify practical economic activation objectives” This
statement is similar to the Tourism Strategy,
economy first, environment and community last.

Will the Master Plan reflect the community’s vi-
sion or the council’s vision for the community?

Building on the strengths of a community’s natural and
cultural heritage should underpin local and regional
planning.

There is no need to rewrite the guidelines for the future
if there has been a consistent message written into

every plan and strategy produced with community feed-
back over decades of workshops and consultation. An
example can be seen in the excerpts from the Mission
Beach Foreshore Management Plan (FMP) (see below).

The architect fign chosen to develop the Master Plan also
redeveloped the Cardwell Foreshore. This resulted in the
‘concretisation’ of the foreshore,

Many of the magnificent calophyllum trees that once
dominated and defined the character of the shoreline
have been isolated by concrete, inhibiting natural proc-
esses and dominated by signature style architecture.
We hope Mission Beach will be designed to compliment
the world heritage values and that ...

... New structures, buildings and infrastructure in
the foreshore do not dominate the natural envi-
ronment, are low in scale and are architecturally
innovative and representative of the coastal vil-
lage character. (from the MB FMP)

The community is encouraged to take an active interest
in every step of the building of strategies and master
plans to ensure their wishes are fully reflected in plans
determining our future.

(1

destinations in the world.

Mission Beach Foreshore Management Plan vision - The Council and community show leader-
ship in the protection, restoraticn and sustainable use of the Greater Mission Beach foreshore
and work together to preserve and manage the foreshore for its significant contribution to Mis-
sion Beach being renowned as a unique World Heritage Area and one of the best ecotourism

The foreshore is culturally significant and highly valued by the Djiru Traditional Owners.

The foreshore is valued for its
function as a protective buffer
against coastal hazards.

The foreshore is highly valued for underpinning the
identity, landscape character, scenic amenity and tropi-
cal lifestyle of its residents.

This means the sustainable
use of our foreshore achieves
a careful balance hetween the
protection of our high heri-
tage value and pristine
beaches in a natural state,
while allowing for appropriate
recreation.

These values and features are
the foundation of a vibrant and
sustainable tourism industry
that protects and celebrates the
unique natural values and tour-
ism assets of Mission Beach.

Forer v

T 0 b e T

Greater Mission Beach Aren
Foreshore Monagement Plan
ATV 1o 700

iy

Maintaining and enhancing the
scenic amenity and landscape
character values of the foreshore
is very important.

...best practice foreshore manage-
ment and recognising that conser-
vation, social values and eco-
nomic well-being are firmly inter-
dependent.

The foreshore is recognised as
being essential for naturally oc-
curring coastal and ecological

processes.

The ongoing protection and stabilisation of the foreshore through best practice
vegetation management and not placing people, infrastructure or development at
unacceptable risk from coastal hazards is vital to the ecological, economic and
social well-being of our communities both now and into the future.

16

19




http://www.cassowarycoast.qld.gov.au/documents/1422210/41972394/2015-09-15%20-%20Item%206.3%20-%20Attach.pdf

http://www.cassowarycoast.qld.gov.au/documents/1422210/41972394/2015-09-15%20-%20Item%206.3%20-%20Attach.pdf



Attachment 4 Cairns Post

Mission Beach

Rl SE—

Paradise found... this is an area of rare and diverse beauty with
Queensland’s highest mountain, rainforests, bush walks, kilometre upon
kilometre of soft, sandy beaches as well as uninhabited islands.

This is a much-loved area where locals go fo wind down over long weekends. ..

the pace here is as slow or fast as you want it fo be.






(usSoWury Coast

Mission Beach consists
of four beach villages

Mission Beach
South Mission Beach
Wongaling Beach
Bingil Bay

Paronella Park
Accommodation

Paronella Park’s admission
price includes overnight
accommodation in the
caravan park (subject to
availability), with shower,
toilet, and laundry facilities,
and free gas barbeque.
Cabins also available for an

additional cost.

Phone: 4065 0000.

Tours and activities

may be booked at your
place of
accommodation

54 cairnsmagazine.com.au

Maijestic
rainforest. ..
magical beaches

The Mission Beach area is one of the
most outstanding features of the Cassowary
Coast. A sophisticated playground for the
serious holidaymaker, Mission Beach offers
a good range of accommodation from budg-
et to luxury, as well as restaurants, cafes,
unique shops and art galleries, adventure
activities and the closest access to the outer
reef. Beautiful Dunk Island lays just four
kilometres off the coast of Mission Beach.

The Cassowary Coast is an area of such
lush, tropical splendour that it’s possible to
imagine the Garden of Eden being located
here.

... it's possible to imagine the
Garden of Eden being located here.

Even the name is exotic, named after the
magnificent, flightless rainforest bird, the
cassowary (of which only an estimated
2000 remain with most living in the area).
Within this region are national parks, world
heritage listed rainforest, pristine beaches,
idyllic tropical islands and soaring, majestic
mountain ranges.

The Cassowary Coast begins at the town
of Gordonvale, south of Cairns. Just past
Gordonvale is Walsh’s Pyramid which lies
at the start of the Bellenden Ker mountain

range. This imposing range includes Mt

Bartle Frere, Queensland’s highest mountain
(towering 1622 metres above the coastal
lowlands). The range itself is part of the
Bellenden Ker National Park (79,500
hectares of rugged mountain range, the
largest park in Queensland).

In stark contrast just off the coast of this
area lies the beautiful Frankland Island
Group with sandy beaches and spectacular
fringing reef.

Travelling further south the next stop is
the town of Babinda, home to the fabled
Boulders, an area rich in Aboriginal legend.
Close to Babinda other areas of interest
include Miriwinni, Josephine Falls, peaceful
Bramston Beach and a birdwatcher’s
paradise, Eubenangee Swamp. Next is
Innisfail, located at the junction point of
the North and South Johnstone Rivers. This
is the business hub of the region with a
population of about 9000.

Paronella Park, south of Cairns, via
Innisfail, was created in the 1930s as a
Spanish-style pleasure garden with castles,
waterfalls, mysterious rainforest pathways
and cafe on the deck. One of the North’s
unique experiences.

Further down the coast is Kurrimine
Beach - an impressive fishing spot. The
white water rafting capital of Australia can
be found further south of Mission Beach at
Tully. Less active visitors can still enjoy
this part of the region for its waterfall and
swimming areas.

The last stop along the Cassowary Coast
is Cardwell, a beachside town which has

many . natural attractions. Offshore from

Cardwell is Hinchinbrook Island, the largest
island national park in Australia.

Tropical perfection... Mission Beach, 14 kilometres of golden sandy beach.

|






Attachment 5

17-07-16

Cassowaries an

Innisfail advocate—

d nature

top Mission drawcards

Elisabeth Champion

CASSOWARIES and the en-
vironment are high priorities

when it comes to Mission,

Beach tourism.

These were among the
ideas to come out of the “What
makes our place special” work-
shop held at Mission Beach,
hosted by Peter Kenyon, on
September 5.

Board member of Tourism
Troniral Narth Oneencland

[61] Everyone wanted
to see Mission Beach

progress on the back

of that natural beauty
and environment.”

“There was a big swing to
ensure that it becomes part of
our appeal.”

“We are one of only two
places in the world to be sur-
rounded by two natural heri-
tage parks, and we are the
world capital for cassowaries,”
he said.

“Everyone agreed we need
to protect what we have, and
make sure the world knows
about it.

“We need to do more to
nromote this and advocate for

facet of the community attend-
ed the workshop.

“Mission Beach is such a di-
verse community, there was an
excellent mix of people,”™ Mr
Breadmore said.

“There was a good cross-
section of the community-
businesses, residential, com-
mercial and tourism operators.

“It was fanatastic to see sev-
eral councillors there as well

“It was better than any of
the other think tanks we've
had here in the nast

SATURDAY NOVEMBER 5 2016 FACEBOOK.COM/INNADVOCATE
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A mission to make the
most of nature tourism





Attachment 6

Rules wa

Elisabeth Champion

CASSOWARY Coast council-
lors waived an infrastructure
charge of more than $16,000
and approved a controversial
rum distillery this week — de-
spite both applications not
meeting council’s own assess-
ment criteria. pe
Councillors Wayne Kim-
berley and Glenn Raleigh were
absent at Thursday’s Planning
Committee meeting at the
Innisfail Shire Hall when five
councillors voted to approve

2.83ha site at Butler Rd, Bingil

y.

Cr Ben Heath, manager of
Innisfail Seafood, declared a
conflict of interest and left the
meeting when councillors
heard an application from SR
Lea, trading as Innisfail Sea-
food, for a 100 per cent re-
duction on a $16,099.75
infrastructure charge relating
to a Material Change of Use
application for a food and
drink outlet and educational
establishment that was ap-
proved in July.

planning criteria but recom-
mended they be approved be-
cause of the significant
economic  benefits  they
brought to the Cassowary
Coast region.

He said Innisfail Seafood’s
proposed outdoor dining area,
museum and education train-
ing room at Fitzgerald Espla-
nade was on land within the
Innisfail recreation precinct
and did not meet the require-
ments of council’s Reduction
in Infrastructure Charges Pol-
icy. However, his report rec-

opment would employ local
residents, contribute to the re-
vitalisation of the riverfront
precinct and showcase Innis-
fail’s rich commercial fishing
and seafood industry history.

Mr Byron's report about the
distillery proposal acknowl-
edged the development is in-
consistent  with certain
provisions of the Cassowary
Coast Regional Council Plan-
ning Scheme 2015 and the Far
North Queensland Regional
Plan 2009-203L.

The development is for an

rural production or other non-
urban values, and protects
these areas from encroach-
ment by inappropriate devel-
opment, particularly urban or
rural residential development”.
Despite the conflicts, the re-
port said the proposed devel-
opment did not raise any
significant issues that could
not be addressed by reasonable
and relevant conditions and
recommended the application
be approved, subject to reason-
able and relevant conditions.
These conditions include a

ived for distillery

and an upgrade to Butler Rd.

The report says the site’s lo-
cation close to the commercial
hub of Bingil Bay and its prox-
imity to the Bingil Bay Cafe
would provide a “greater criti-
cal mass to Bingil Bay’s tourist
offering and was anticipated to
build on the vibrancy of that as
the ‘village hub’. “

The proposed development
will support surrounding agri-
cultural properties through the
production of hand crafted,
high quality spirits using 100
per cent local inputs of sugar,

an application by Paul Willi-

distillery and gallery on a

Senior planner Byron Jones ommended council use its
ams to develop a boutique craft  told the meeting both applica- discretionary  powers and
tions failed to meet council’s waive the charge as the devel-

“urban purpose” while the
FNQRP plan includes “lands
that have regional landscape,

reduction in the building foot-
print from 795 sqm to 537 sqm,

rainwater, rainforest botani-
cals and tropical fruits.”
increased car parking spaces CONTINUED ON PAGE 7

1

Senior planner Byron Jones
told the meeting both applica-
tions failed to meet council’s
planning criteria but recom-
mended they be approved be-
cause of the significant
economic  benefits  they
brought to the Cassowary
Coast region.

Mr Byron’s report about the
distillery proposal acknowl-
edged the development is in-
consistent ~ with  certain
provisions of the Cassowary
Coast Regional Council Plan-
ning Scheme 2015 and the Far
North Queensland Regional
Plan 2009-2031.

A spokesman for the De-
partment of Infrastructure,
Local Government and Plan-
ning said the suitability of the
proposed development at the
site. was a decision for the
council based on the needs and
view of the community.

“The application was pub-
licly advertised and the com-
munity had the opportunity to
make a submission on the pro-
posal,” he said.

“Anyone who made a sub- |

mission has the right to appeal
council’s decision in Planning
and Environment Court.”

))
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Concerns
over site
of new
estate

Elisabeth Champion

MISSION Beach farmers have
slammed a new housing estate
earmarked for prime agricul-
tural land, even though it
hasn't been used for a decade.

The farmers are upset that
land on Mission Beach-El
Arish road looks set to be
turned into the Cassowary
Rise Eco-Residential Estate .

The Cassowary Coast Re-
gional Council last week voted
to allow preliminary approval
for a material change of use of
the land.

The estate would feature 10
houses and a 60-hectare casso-
wary conservation zone.

The council received nine
submissions in response to
public notification of the pro-
posal, seven for and two
against. |

Local farmer Peter Salleras
said the decision was “total
garbage.”

“That there is good, arable
land, I don't agree with the de-
cision,” he said.

“The idea that it's not big
enough to farm is a load of gar-
bage. I grow tropical fruit, and
am going quite well - I employ
10 local people, not back-
packeérs and am only farming
20 acres.

“There is lots of hilly coun-
try, that doesn'’t flood and with
great views they can build on,
why subdivide good, river
flood land for a housing devel-
opment?

“I don't see any reason for it.

“There is no shortage of
housing in Mission Beach, so
why build on good agricultural
land?

Farmer Frank Rick, who
used to own the land, said it

breaking bunch of bananas
grown on the proposed site.

was prime banana country.

He farmed the land for
years, and experienced many
floods.

“We produced record-
breaking bananas there,” he
said.

“What I'm concerned about
is that people won't be aware of
the flood heights.”

But Cr Wayne Kimberley
said there was no reason not to
approve the development and
that council had carefully con-
sidered the application.

“All these issues were taken
into account,” he said.

“Yes, it is good land, but it
hasn’t been a viable farm in 10
years. Flood modelling was
done by professionals and part
of the condjtidns of the appli-
cation are that they are aware
of the risk, it’s buyer beware.

“The whole of Innisfail is in
aflood area and people still de-
velop thete.

“It will' complement the
property around it, there are
already around 25 houses in
that area, and this will be more
compatible to the wildlife.”

WHAT DO YOU THINK? IS THIS A
GOOD DEVELOPMENT

. il dvocate.com.au
i facebook.com/innadvocate

© TXT the editor: 0416 905 536
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Attachment 7

CCIN 12 april 2018

“THE NEW CASTAWAYS”

PROMISES NEW SEASON FOR CASSOWARY COAST

ﬁ’?w o
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“THE NEW CASTAWAYS”

PROMISES NEW SEASON FOR CASSOWARY COAST

from page |

Mission Beach and its beautiful natural assets are pre-
served.

“The past decade has been a struggle for the tour-
ism-reliant businesses of Mission Beach, and surround-
ing areas of Tully, Cardwell and Innisfail. Now is the
time for the next evolution of this iconic tourism asset
that has been the life blood of Mission Beach for the past
40 years.

“The time for our region has arrived and we are proud
to launch the plans for, “The New Castaways”, a world
class resort designed to maintain the ch of Mis-
sion Beach, whilst at the same time delivering the econ-
omies of scale to underpin a sustainable business model
for the resort and support the growth of the tourism based
economy of Mission Beach and the entire Cassowary
Coast region.

“The local economy will benefit significantly from
both the construction stage and ongoing operations
through an increase in direct local employment and the

“It will allow for larger events, conferences, wed-
dings within the region between Cairns and Townsville
where there are currently no suitably scaled facilities,
and it will specifically cater to the leisure tourism mar-
ket which will result in a longer average length of stay,
building a stronger tourism industry for the region.

“This will drive employment in the region like no oth-
er single project has done in over 30 years. It will bring
new families into the region and create a building boom
as well as underpin the growth in existing house prices.

“Mission Beach has a truly unique combination of
untouched tropical rainforest, pristine beach and access
the Great Barrier Reef. Mission Beach is a world class
destination that will benefit greatly with additional re-
sort-based accommodation,” Mr Neville-Smith said.

The highest point of the proposed rebuild will be
3.6m higher than the current building but still remain be-
low tree Ievcl The project will be delivered with close
to ensure all residents are kept

supply of goods and services from local busil " Mr
Neville-Smith said.

abreast of construction activities and their likely impacts.

The town’s tourism, retail and
are also set to reap the benefits of the rebuild with the
construction phase expected to generate almost 400 jobs
and the hotel itself employing 120 fulltime and casual
staff once complete.

C ion will progress in stages to maintain continu-
ity for the region and staff.

Construction could begin as early as mid-2019, after
the Tully World Rafting Champwnshlps event and will
take i ly 2 years to p

CASTAWAYS Resort in Mission Beach is demonstrat-
ing a strong commitment to the region in a proposed $70
million rebuild that will more than quadruple room ca-
pacity and generate hundreds of local jobs in construc-
tion and operations.

“The New Castaways” will include a genuine region-
al conference facility, five pools (two existing and three

dditional), ded multi-level dining and under-
ground pad(mg for 160 cars. The project will generate
significant growth in the region, stimulating a prosper-
ous and sustainable local and regional tourism industry.

The resort has been operating for over 30 years, and
the existing building has undergone many changes.
Under the current owners, the resort was given a soft
refurbishment in 2006, and in 2010 the Neville Smith
Group spent $6M transforming the resort into an award
winning beachfront resort. In 2015, the group purchased
the adjacent property known as Mackays to bolster their
room inventory.

Despite the addition of Mackays to the Castaways
overall inventory, the current resort is still struggling to
cater to the growing demand in peak periods. In addi-
tion, ongoing maintenance costs are becoming prohibi-
tively expensive. After months of analysis, the owners
have determined a “knock-down and rebuild” provides
the best long-term solution to the dedicated beachfront
site.

Resort owner James Neville-Smith said the project
will provide Mission Beach and the Cassowary Coast
region with the economic stimulus that the region has so
long deserved.

“Over the past 12 years we have steadfastly main-
tained our commitment to the Castaways business and
the broader region. We have invested heswly in the ex-
isting asset, maintained a regional mark p
far in excess of the scale of the business and maintained
our long-held vision for the wider Mission Beach region.

“This vision is based on an overarching desire to see
a thriving tourism industry that ensures the character of

continues page 3
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change impacts and very much the result of water quality deterioration. Water quality
deterioration is solely the responsibility of the Queensland Bligh Government when (in 2012) it
amended the Queensland Coastal Act, and abolished the catchment-based Queensland Coastal
Plan (QCP) 1995 and the associated statutory Regional Coastal Management and Protection
Plans (RCMPs).

Our submission is attached, along with some attachments to our submission.

Yours faithfully

Margaret J Moorhouse

Alliance to Save Hinchinbrook Inc
PO Box 2457

Townsville Q 4810
hinchinbrookforever@gmail.com
www.hinchinbrook.com
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5 Alliance to Save Hinchinbrook Inc.
ance to Save PO Box 2457 Townsville Q 4810

‘&Rinchinbrook!

hinchinbrookforever@gmail.com
www.hinchinbrook.com
12 March 2019

A/Committee Secretary

Innovation, Tourism Development and Environment Committee
Parliament House

George Street

Brisbane Qld 4000

By email ony: itdec@parliament.qld.gov.au

Inquiry into: Environmental Protection (Great Barrier Reef Protection Measures) and Other
Legislation Amendment Bill 2019

Please accept this document as Attachment 5 to our submission already made to this inquiry.

As noted in our submission already made, the Alliance to Save Hinchinbrook Inc. (ASH) and its
predecessor Friends of Hinchinbrook Inc (FOH, now wound up) have a long history in the
development of legislation essential to the protection of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage
Area (GBRWHA) and the GBRWHA coast. We were also witness and objector to the abolition of this
highly protective legislation (see below), as carried out by Kate Jones (then Minister for
Environment) and the Bligh government in early 2012.

The present Bill does not address water quality impacts arising from coastal development, which is
now entering a phase of unfettered approvals (see below for Clump Point Mission Beach approval
process) which generate new and ongoing impacts on water quality of the GBRWHA, related to
disturbance of coastal processes and associated operational activities.

In view of the sometimes staggering ignorance about Queensland’s recent legislative history, we
offer the following story of the major legislation relevant to the present Bill, and the effects of
implementation and abolition of successive coastal legislation, which had measures capable of
controlling coastal pollution; as an important — if not essential — background for Queensland
parliamentarians to consider.

In 2003, following Commonwealth direction and seven years of consultation and Interim
Arrangements, Queensland enacted catchment based coastal legislation, the best ever written to
protect the GBRWHA and its water quality. In 2009 the Bligh government abolished it.

Reinstating this abolished legislation (reviewed and updated) would be a far more effective way to
achieve control of water quality along the coast than a mish mash of voluntary ‘standards’.

Yours sincerely

Margaret Moorhouse WM

Secretary/treasurer

Alliance to Save Hinchinbrook Inc.
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Pre-history

In 1993 the Queensland coast was in the grip of the white-shoe brigade, recipients of historical government
largesse in the form of special permissions for coastal and island development, including leases for
‘integrated resorts’. These leases were often traded rather than developed, and (being generally
commercially non-feasible) often abandoned partly developed.

One such lease was on the Hinchinbrook Channel, at Oyster Point (between Stoney Creek and Cardwell) on
coastal land so low-lying that its eastern boundary was (and remains) literally in the sea, a so-called ‘right
line boundary’. It was owned by public company Tekin Australia and the related (same directors) shelf
company Resort Village Cardwell.

The liquidation of Tekin and Resort Village Cardwell in 1990 and 1993 resulted in the loss of some $41m
public investment. The former directors immediately (1993) started a new shelf company, Cardwell
Properties. They were joined by Gold Coast and Hamilton Island developer Keith Williams who, within two
months, became sole director and renamed the so-called ‘integrated resort’ project as ‘Port Hinchinbrook’.

Despite the absence of effective coastal legislation, the government did succeed in limiting the proposal to
the existing (Tekin) approval and site. Although the Queensland Harbours and Marine Department (Boat
Harbour Feasibility Study 1977) had reported that the Oyster Point site was ‘unsuitable’ for marina
development for purely engineering reasons including ‘severe siltation’, the government took refuge in the
view that the risk of the development failing in its own terms was solely the commercial risk of the
developer. The obvious future cost to the natural environment, water quality and the public purse was not
considered.

The Legislation

The current Bill is limited to water quality. Although it addresses some obvious elements related
to water pollution, it fails to address cumulative, combined and possible consequential impacts
(UNESCO GBR Mission Report 2012) on coastal development related water quality in the Great
Barrier Reef World Heritage Area. Retaining this area’s world heritage listing depends on
returning its water quality to the standards of the distant past.

Current Commonwealth legislation has no practical effect on water quality.

EPBC Act. The evidence is that the EPBC Act has proved inadequate to have any effect in protecting the
GBRWHA including water quality. Even major breaches of environmental responsibility have been
overlooked — witness the recent suggestion by the Commonwealth Environment Minister that UNESCO
should change the boundaries of a RAMSAR site to accommodate a giant development (Toondah).

GBRMP Act. The GBRMPA has only the Great Barrier Reef Marine Parks Act (GBRMP Act), which is principally
an activities permitting Act. In 1998 the GBRMPA wrote water quality regulations under clause 66(2)E of the
GBRMP Act, in response to the threat of discharges from an on-shore aquaculture proposal for Armstrong
Beach (Llewellyn Bay) south of Mackay. In recent years the GBRMPA informed me that this clause was on
the list for deletion. As far as we know, this was the only means available to the GBRMPA to control coastal
water quality, and it related only to aquaculture.

Jurisdiction: After some preliminary legal advice in 1993/94 (under Chair Graham Kelleher), the GBRMPA’s
Acting Chair Wendy Craik opted out of jurisdiction over the Hinchinbrook Channel, in 1993 abandoning the
Channel and the Cardwell Properties proposal (now called ‘Port Hinchinbrook’) to Queensland.
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Queensland legislation — brief history

In 1995 the Commonwealth Keating government had acted under the now-abolished World Heritage
Properties and Conservation Act (WHPC Act), so that the Governor General of Australia declared a
Proclamation over a length of the Hinchinbrook Channel adjacent to the mainland project site to enable
Commonwealth control over development impacts in the Hinchinbrook Channel.

About the time of the Queensland approval of ‘Port Hinchinbrook’ (1994), the Howard Commonwealth
government prevailed upon Queensland to write its first Queensland Coastal Act, enacted in 1995.

In 1996 the Commonwealth Howard Government granted a Consent under the WHPC Act, accompanied by
conditions including a legal agreement between the Howard Government and the Queensland Borbidge
Government to write and enact new Queensland Coastal legislation that would prevent damaging impacts
on the GBRWHA, with Interim Arrangements in place until such legislation was enacted.

In 1996 Friends of Hinchinbrook Inc (FOH, now wound up) challenged this Consent in the Federal Courtin
Sydney, under the Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Act (ADJR Act). The Consent was upheld on the
basis of two of the Consent conditions being met — legal agreements to control impacts (1) on the site (the
Deed of Agreement binding the developer and three levels of government); and (2) on the GBRWHA (the
Commonwealth-Queensland legal agreement to enact world heritage protective legislation).

From Senator Robert Hill’s media release September 1996 ‘Decisions under the World Heritage Properties
Conservation Act 1983 - Proposed Port Hinchinbrook Resort Development’ - see Attachment 6):

Importantly, the Commonwealth and Queensland have agreed to develop and implement a regional management plan for
the Hinchinbrook area ...

The agreement on the development of a regional plan for the Hinchinbrook area is a major achievement. Commonwealth
involvement in the regional planning process gives it the capacity to address in an integrated manner the full range of
developments that could impact on world heritage values. The Commonwealth will be in a position to implement a
comprehensive management regime designed to protect world heritage values in the region, and so prevent conflicts over
land use rather then responding in an ad hoc and belated fashion in the way the previous government did.

Both agreements relied on by the court were substantially honoured. The Regional Coastal Management
Plans (RCMP) were enacted in 2003, after substantial and detailed public consultation.

In 2009 a dredging licence was granted to Port Hinchinbrook Services. Under the QCP 2003, seadumping was
refused - spoil had to be stored on land. The licence inappropriately allows release of sulphuric acid (at pH
6.0) into waters closely connected to the GBRWHA.

In late August 2009 the Queensland (Bligh) Government released a new draft Queensland Coastal Act.

ASH holds correspondence (2010-2011) from then Environment Minister Kate Jones assuring ASH, against
the evidence within the draft and obfuscation about the continuation of the RCMPs, that there would be no
lowering of protection standards for the GBRWHA. Water quality was not considered.

Late in the consultation process for the new draft QCP, conservationists discovered that another plan had
been completed secretly, that is without the public being informed. This was the Tourism Opportunities Plan
2010-2020 (TOP) developed by then Minister Kate Jones, her department, and the Tourism Industry. In frank
contradiction of the Far North Queensland Regional Plan 2009-2031 (FNQ 2031 Plan) and local planning,
which specifically excluded Mission Beach as a growth node and specified it as a village based on natural and
cultural values, the TOP prioritized a “safe boat mooring haven at Mission Beach in order to encourage
growth”.
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The TOP is now part of present Tourism Minister Kate Jones’ portfolio. The port/marina at Mission Beach has
been approved, to expose the living coral reefs of Clump Point to future ongoing deteriorated water quality.

In early 2012 the Queensland government reneged on the 1996 Howard-Borbidge legal agreement and
abolished the entire QCP 2003 and its important world-heritage-protective RCMPs.

The loss of the QCP 2003 meant the loss of concurrence agency status for the Department of Environment,
which had enabled the department to in effect veto inappropriate development at the time of its application
to Council, thus saving Councils and developers time and money in fruitless application processing; as well as
protecting the natural coastal environment, including water quality.

During 2012-2014 the Labor Party made an election commitment to reinstate the RCMPs, strangely worded
as ‘world class coastal legislation’. No attempt was ever made to honour this promise, the Newman
government being untruthfully blamed for the loss of the QCP 2003.

In early 2012 | met with the UNESCO GBR Mission Team, Dr Fanny Douvere and World Heritage Committee
President Tim Badman (Cairns). The Team had already met many politicians and bureaucrats between
Brisbane and Cairns but had not been informed (until | informed them) of the abolition of the QCP 2003 and
its RCMPs, nor of the loss of World Heritage protection inherent in the QCP 2012. In their subsequent
MISSION REPORT Reactive Monitoring Mission to Great Barrier Reef (Australia) (2012) (the Report) they said:

‘Considering the rapid increase of coastal developments, including ports infrastructure, and the fact
that circa 35 new development proposals are awaiting determination by 2013, including in highly
sensitive or already pressured areas, the mission concludes that this is of high concern to the
conservation of the OUV for which the property is inscribed on the World Heritage List.

Recommendation 2 (part) of the Report:
R2: Not permit any new port development or associated infrastructure outside of the existing and
long-established major port areas within and adjoining the property. It is essential that development
is not permitted if it would impact individually or cumulatively on OUV, including the integrity of the
property. This measure should apply both within and in the adjacent areas to the property. This
measure should take immediate effect and requires full application until the Strategic Assessment
and the resulting long-term plan for the sustainable development of the property has been
completed, and has been considered by the World Heritage Committee at its 39th session in 2015.

Recommendation 7 (part) of the Report:
R7: Ensure that any determination made for applications under the EPBC Act, considering this is the
principal legislation to ensure development does not negatively impact the values and integrity of the
property, includes for each application:

b) A thorough consideration of the combined, cumulative and possible consequential impacts of
development, infrastructure and associated activities on the OUV as material considerations in
determining all applications, benchmarked on the date of inscription of the property in 1981;

The mission considers that the following recommendations to further improve the conservation of the
property and strengthen its management should also be implemented as soon as possible, and before
the 39th Session of the World Heritage Committee:

To date, these remarks and recommendation have not been addressed. Not one realistic step has
been taken by Commonwealth or State government towards honouring the obligations inherent
in obtaining and keeping this area’s world heritage listing — which depends on returning its water
quality to the standards of the distant past.
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AS AGREED WITH QUEENSLAND JULY 1996

Regional Plan for the Protection of the World Heritage Values of
Hinchinbrook Channel and its World Heritage Environment (3 pp)
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Media Release Senator the Hon Robert Hill
Leader of the Government in the Senate
Minister for the Environment

Hill Delivers on Hinchinbrook Commitment

11 September 1996 (110/96)

Federal Environment Minister Robert Hill has delivered on his commitment to a transparent
and open process for assessing the application for further works at the Port Hinchinbrook
development.

Senator Hill has tabled key documents relating to the assessment process followed prior to
the decision to approve certain works on the Port Hinchinbrook development.

The documents cover scientific advice given to the Minister, advice from his Department and
portfolio agencies, and the application and supporting documents from the developer.

Senator Hill has emphasised that his decision was based on the best available scientific
evidence.

The Commonwealth has ensured that world heritage values will be protected by securing a
legally enforceable deed of agreement involving the developer, the Queensland Government
and the local shire to ensure that any work undertaken meets best practice engineering
standards.

World heritage values will also be protected by the development of a regional plan for the
Hinchinbrook area. The plan will provide for the protection of dugong, regulation of boat
traffic, and the preservation of wilderness qualities of the Hinchinbrook area.

The agreement on the development of a regional plan is a major achievement. The
Commonwealth will be in a position to implement a comprehensive management regime
designed to protect world heritage values in the region, and so prevent conflicts over land use
rather than responding in an ad hoc and belated fashion in the way the previous government
did.

| wish to emphasise the Commonwealth's commitment to the regional planning process. We
understand the Queensland government shares our commitment to this process. The
Commonwealth, however, has particular responsibility for protection of world heritage
values. Accordingly, if for any reason the regional planning process does not deliver the
required protection for world heritage values, then | will use all powers available to me to
protect world heritage values in the Hinchinbrook area, including those values in the
Hinchinbrook Channel and on Hinchinbrook Island.
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Decisions under the World Heritage Properties Conservation Act
1983 - Proposed Port Hinchinbrook Resort Development

| am pleased to release the key documents relating to the assessment process | followed
before making my decisions in relation to the proposed development adjacent to
Hinchinbrook Channel.

I have made my decisions on the basis of the best scientific advice available. In accordance
with this advice, | have taken all necessary steps to ensure the protection of world heritage
values.

| have secured a legally binding commitment from the developer to use best practice
engineering approaches when undertaking relevant activities associated with the resort
development.

Importantly, the Commonwealth and Queensland have agreed to develop and implement a
regional management plan for the Hinchinbrook area. The plan with address broader issues
associated with management of the region - I expect it will regulate boat traffic, implement
protective measures for dugong and other endangered species and will ensure visitor numbers
to Hinchinbrook Island are restricted.

The agreement on the development of a regional plan for the Hinchinbrook area is a major
achievement. Commonwealth involvement in the regional planning process gives it the
capacity to address in an integrated manner the full range of developments that could impact
on world heritage values. The Commonwealth will be in a position to implement a
comprehensive management regime designed to protect world heritage values in the region,
and so prevent conflicts over land use rather then responding in an ad hoc and belated fashion
in the way the previous government did.

| wish to emphasise the Commonwealth's commitment to the regional planning process. We
understand Queensland share our commitment to this process. The Commonwealth, however,
has particular responsibility for protection of world heritage values. Accordingly, if for any
reason the regional planning process does not deliver the required protection for world
heritage values then | will use all powers available to me to protect world heritage values in
the Hinchinbrook area, including those values in the Hinchinbrook Channel and on
Hinchinbrook Island.

In general terms, | adopted the following process in making my derision:

e Cardwell submitted its application, including a report by Sinclair Knight Mertz, seeking
consent to implement a beach and foreshore management plan and to dredge a marina
access channel at Oyster Point.

e The application and supporting documentation were distributed by the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park Authority ('GBRMPA') to key stakeholders, relevant Commonwealth agencies
and to a panel of six independent scientists.

e Thessix independent scientists prepared their reports. These reports were summarised and
synthesised by another expert - Dr Russell Reichelt from the Australian Institute of Marine
Science.
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e GBRMPA reviewed the reports of the scientists - including the Reichelt report - and the
stakeholder comments. GBRMPA also considered representations made by the applicant,
who was given an opportunity to comment on the scientist's reports. GBRMPA provided a
brief to my Department.

e My Department provided advice to me suggesting that | seek legally enforceable
undertakings from the developer to ensure best engineering approaches are used and that |
seek an agreement from Queensland on the development of a management plan for the
Hinchinbrook region.

e | deferred making a decision while a deed of agreement was negotiated with the applicant,
Queensland and Cardwell Shire Council. This deed ensures best engineering practice will be
used by the developer. In addition a memorandum of understanding (MOU) was negotiated
and signed with Queensland providing for a regional management plan to be prepared. As
discussed above, this plan addresses the potential regional impacts associated with
development in the Hinchinbrook area (including the proposed development at Oyster
Point).

e lalso observed the requirements of the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975 and, in
relation to the Commonwealth entering into the Deed, the Environment Protection (Impact

of Proposals) Act 1974.

e | observed my statutory obligation to consult the Queensland Minister for the Environment
before making my decision.

e Further advice was received from GBRMPA.

e Inlight of the best available scientific evidence, the advice from my portfolio agencies and
the protective mechanisms that were put in place, | was advised by my Department that
giving approval to dredging a marina access channel and implementing a beach and
foreshore management plan would be consistent with the protection, conservation and

presentation of the world heritage values.

| note that the parts of the attached documents which might disclose the legal advice provided
to me in relation to my decisions have been deleted.

Robert Hill
Minister for the Environment

A copy of Senator Hill's statement to the Senate is attached.

Media Release August 22, 1996

STRICT CONDITIONS SET FOR HINCHINBROOK

The Federal Government has laid down strict environmental

conditions for further work to be done on the proposed Port
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Hinchinbrook development at Oyster Point.

Federal Environment Minister Robert Hill has insisted that the
Port Hinchinbrook developer enter into a deed of agreement to
ensure best practice engineering methods are employed in further

work on the site.

The deed of agreement has been signed by the Commonwealth, the
Queensland Government, the Cardwell Shire Council, and the
developer, Mr Keith Williams. The approvals granted by Senator
Hill relate to dredging a marina access channel and implementing

a beach and foreshore management plan.

The deed of agreement ensures:

- silt curtains and other techniques will be used to ensure no
increased turbidity in the Hinchinbrook Channel during dredging

of the access channel;

- implementation of foreshore stabilisation which will include
a large number of mangrove plantings, the use of regrowth to stop
erosion on the beach front, and refusal to remove any additional

mangroves,;

- the setting of strict water quality standards to deal with

turbidity and pH levels; and

- astringent monitoring program to ensure all conditions are

met.

Senator Hill, who has released a key scientific report on the
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project, says the decision to allow the work is based on the best

scientific advice available.

"The scientific advice | have before me indicates that the world
heritage values of the region will not be threatened provided the

best practice engineering methods are employed.

"Having given approval for these specified activities to proceed,
the Government has moved to ensure that the developer is legally
obliged to deliver environmentally responsible construction

processes.

"The deed of agreement means that we now have in place all the
necessary conditions to ensure the protection of the world

heritage values in the immediate vicinity of the site."

Senator Hill has also acknowledged the concerns expressed in
relation to broader regional impacts associated with developments

in the Hinchinbrook region.

Senator Hill has moved to address these concerns by reaching

agreement with the Queensland Government on a Hinchinbrook

regionial plan.

A comprehensive regional plan will be developed which will

provide for:

- the protection of world heritage and national estate values

in the Hinchinbrook area;

- the conduct of Dugong monitoring studies and the



Environmental Protection (Great Barrier Reef Protection Measures) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2019 Submission No 073

implementation of appropriate protection measures for Dugong and

other endangered species;

- the regulation of boating activity, including speed limits

where appropriate to protect marine animals;

- the identification and protection of Aboriginal cultural

values; and

- the protection of seagrass.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) and the
Australian Heritage Commission will be full participants in the

development of the Hinchinbrook regional plan.

GBRMPA will also move to immediately develop Dugong management
plans for areas of the Marine Park immediately adjacent to the

Hinchinbrook Channel.

In addition, a recently released draft Plan of Management for
Hinchinbrook Island National Park aims to provide for the orderly
control of visitors to Hinchinbrook Island, emphasising a

commitment to preserve the island's wilderness characteristics.

For further comment contact Matt Brown on 06 277 7640.

Copies of a summary of protection arrangements for Hinchinbrook Channel, the Reichelt Report, and
the Memorandum of Understanding between the Commonwealth and Queensland Governments on
the development of a regional plan are available from Senator Hill's office.
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