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Minister for Energy and Water Utilities 
Non-Government Questions on Notice 



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE - 27 June 2011 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE - Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy 

To the Minister for Energy and Water Utilities 

I. With reference to Budget Paper No.3 (page 70) -
Will the Minister please advise what maintenance works are planned and at what cost 
for Somerset Dam? 

2. With reference to SDS 3-133 -
Will the Minister please advise what the estimated cost to Councils is to withdraw 
from the current Distributor retailer structure? 

3. With reference to SDS 3-134-

4. 

5. 

Will the Minister please advise how many staff (reported by classification) are 
employed by bulk water entities? 

With reference to SDS 3-113 -
Will the Minister please advise the price of SEQ Water Grid recycled water for 
industrial users? 

With reference to SDS 2-26-
Will the Minister please provide a breakdown of the extra costs to winding down 
ZeroGen Ply Lld? 

6. With reference to SDS 3-110-
Will the Minister please advise when Queensland homes need to be fitted with a smart 
meter? 

7. With reference to SDS 3-109-
Will the Minister please advise if the Government has done any modelling on the 
impact of a carbon tax on Queensland electricity prices? 

8. With reference to SDS 2-26 -
Will the Minister please advise how many staff are still employed by ZeroGen Ply 
Lld? 

9. With reference to SDS 2-63-
Will the Minister please provide a breakdown of the number of complaints the 

Energy and Water Ombudsman Queensland received in 2010-1 1 (reported 
separately by category of complaint)? 

10. With reference to Budget Paper No. 3 (Page 56)-
Will the Minister please advise what Queensland's regulated electricity asset base per 
connection is? 

MR STEVE DICKSON MP 
Member for Buderim 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 1 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to Budget Paper No.3 (Page 70) -

Will the Minister please advise what maintenance works are planned and at what 
cost for Somerset Dam? 

ANSWER: 

The management and maintenance of Somerset Dam follows the program in place 
for all Seqwater dams, which includes daily inspections and routine maintenance. 
The costs of routine maintenance are included in the broader routine asset 
maintenance program. In addition, there are annual detailed inspections of the dams 
and five-yearly comprehensive inspections, which identify the larger maintenance 
items. 

In addition to routine maintenance costs, major planned maintenance works at 
Somerset Dam, totalling $225,000, are planned for lower gallery ladders, lower 
gallery walkway and sluice tunnel. 

Seqwater is also continuing the process of assessing flood damages and defining 
remediation works. Once the assessment is completed, Seqwater will then be in a 
position to advise on costs for repairs. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.2 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 3-133-

Will the Minister please advise what the estimated cost to Councils is to withdraw 
from the current Distributor retailer structure? 

ANSWER: 

This question is best asked of the councils themselves. I am sure the Member is 
aware of public statements made by various Councils on this issue. The State cannot 
speculate or estimate on behalf of councils. 

Councils asked for the current structure of three integrated distribution and retail 
businesses in May 2009. Then some councils were crying out to have the water 
entities back under the council banner, because they claimed they could provide 
water cheaper to ratepayers than the reformed structure. 

The Bligh Government responded by offering a once-only opportunity for councils to 
remain with, or withdraw from, their Distributor-retailer. 

The State Government did not force councils to make a decision either way. The 
choice was theirs to make. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.3 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 3-134-

Will the Minister please advise how many staff (reported by classification) are 
employed by bulk water entities? 

ANSWER: 

The SEQ Water Grid is delivering unprecedented water supply security and water 
quality for south east Queensland. 

The significant water industry reform undertaken by this Government, in response to 
the devastating millennium drought, saw 22 separate entities in 2008 reduced to six 
water authorities, including three specialist State-owned bulk water entities in 2011. 

The number of staff employed by these bulk entities is 619 Full-time Equivalents 
(FTEs). This is equivalent to only 0.26 per cent of the total FTEs in the Queensland 
Public Service. 

Operating the SEQ Water Grid requires people with highly qualified and specialised 
skills sets. 

The vast majority of these positions are operational in nature, including water 
treatment plant operators, trades and maintenance staff, construction managers, 
draftsman, engineers, rangers, catchment officers and water quality professionals. 
It also includes general administrative support staff, such as workplace health officers 
and customer service officers. 

Table 1 reports the classifications and numbers of FTEs employed by each of the 
bulk water entities. The classifications are the Major Groups as defined in the 
Australian and New Zealand Standard Classification of Occupations (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics cat. no. 1220.0) 
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Table 1: Number and classification of Full-time Equivalent staff 

~FL(1i~.'.a.·.j. o.· .• ·.··.··.F.· •. ·dr. 0. up .•. c.·.·.r~.s.'.'.;s.j.lfica.· •. tio ..•. '.'.·.~.·.··..:· "'... .s~w~. te .. 'r .... ·.· . .tlnkWater. I";; ..,.' .' .... '.'. .,," < ........ " " ..• ' . .... .'........ . .' '.. . . ..' •. 

Manaqers 28 6 
Professionals 198 55 
Technicians and Trades Workers 151 23 
Community and Personal Service Workers o o 
Clerical and Administrative Workers 78 17 

Sales Workers o o 
Machinery Operators and Drivers o o 

Water Grid 
Mallaget .' 

5 
19 

o 
o 
5 

o 
o 

Labourers 34 o 0 
101 '···.i "29 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 4 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 3-113 -

Will the Minister please advise the price of SEQ Water Grid recycled water for 
industrial users? 

ANSWER: 

The SEQ Water Grid Contracts are regulated by the Market Rules and contain 
confidential information. It would not be in the commercial interest to publicly disclose 
information in relation to the pricing of recycled water. Any preparation or 
consideration of prices contained in the contracts also remains commercial-in
confidence. 

For example, the SEQ Water Grid Manager sells to industrial customers such as 
power stations, which trade on a highly competitive market and reserve the right to 
maintain their input costs as commercial-in-confidence. 

The internationally recognised, award winning, Western Corridor Recycled Water 
Scheme is a strategic investment to provide a climate resilient water source. 
The scheme helps to ensure water security for south east Queensland. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.5 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-26 -

Will the Minister please provide a breakdown of the extra costs to winding down 
ZeroGen pty Ltd? 

ANSWER: 

This matter falls under the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Employment, 
Skills and Mining; however I can advise that, as the sole shareholder in ZeroGen, the 
Queensland Government approved that a financial assurance to a maximum of 
$14 million be provided to the independent Board of Directors of ZeroGen to allow an 
orderly windup of the company and to ensure that all of the company's legislative and 
financial liabilities were met. 

Board approved budgeted shutdown costs include allowances for the following, but 
expenditure requires ZeroGen Board approvals: 
• salaries, wages and redundancy payments for employees and contractors 

$3,758,984; 
• external service contracts $1,205,583; 
• rent and site expenses $571,275; 
• audit and accounting fees $100,000; 
• legal expenses $115,372; 
• payroll tax $38,199; 
• insurance $84,000; 
• travel $23,058; 
• administration $4,309; 
• IT costs $142,282; 
• well plug & abandon $872,752. 

I refer the member to the relevant Minister for any further assistance relating to 
ZeroGen pty Ltd. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 6 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 3-110-

Will the Minister please advise when Queensland homes need to be fitted with a 
smart meter? 

ANSWER: 

Based on current data and the experiences of other jurisdictions, the Queensland 
Government has decided not to commit to deploy smart meters until there is concrete 
evidence to show that these meters are beneficial and can save money for average 
Queenslanders. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 7 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 3-109-

Will the Minister please advise if the government has done any modelling on the 
impact of a carbon tax on Queensland electricity prices? 

ANSWER: 

The government is acutely aware of the pressures already being placed on 
consumers from increasing electricity bills. Putting a price on carbon emissions will 
add to this. 

Until the carbon price was announced by the Commonwealth, accurate modelling 
was not able to be undertaken. The latest modelling released by the Commonwealth 
Treasury estimates that a price rise of $3.30 per week is broadly in line with the 
impact of a $23 carbon price. 

The vast majority of households will be compensated for rising prices through income 
tax cuts and family payment increases, as well as increases in pensions. I am 
pleased to see the Prime Minister's confirmation of a substantial compensation 
package worth over $15 billion, particularly ensuring support for disadvantaged and 
low income households that have a limited ability to adapt to any increase in 
consumer prices. 

Such support for households was one of the key requirements identified by the 
Queensland Government in its submission to the Multi-Party Climate Change 
Committee. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 8 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-26 -

Will the Minister please advise how many staff are still employed by ZeroGen pty 
Ltd? 

ANSWER: 

This matter falls under the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Employment, 
Skills and Mining; however, I c.an advise that, by the end of July, ZeroGen will have 
two full-time and five part-time personnel. 

The two full-time personnel are the current CEO/Project Director and the Company 
Accountant. All other staff, including the Company Secretary and the Health Safety 
and Environment Manager, will be employed on a part-time basis. 

I refer the member to the relevant Minister for any further assistance relating to 
ZeroGen pty Ltd. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.9 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-63-

Will the Minister please provide a breakdown of the number of complaints the Energy 
and Water Ombudsman Queensland received in 2010-11 (reported separately by 
category of complaint)? 

ANSWER: 

The Energy and Water Ombudsman Queensland received a total of 12,674 cases 
during 2010-11. During this same period, a total of 12,702 cases were closed, some 
of which had been carried over from previous years. 

Energy and Water Ombudsman Queensland records the product type, electricity, 
water or gas, against a case at the point the case is closed. 

In relation to the cases closed in 2010-11, I can advise that 11,016 related to 
electricity, 973 related to gas, and 607 related to water. 

The balance of 106 cases were general enquiries or referrals that were not related to 
any of these three product responsibilities of the Energy and Water Ombudsman 
Queensland. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 10 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
(MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to Budget Paper No. 3 (Page 56)-

Will the Minister please advise what Queensland's regulated electricity asset base 
per connection is? 

ANSWER: 

The determination of regulated asset base investment is the responsibility of the 
Australian Energy Regulator (AER). The information the member is seeking is 
available via the AER's annual energy market reports which are posted on the AER 
website. 

Electricity is an essential service which is why any responsible government would 
ensure reliable supply to as much of its population as possible and is why the 
government subsidises electricity supply through a Community Service Obligation 
(CSO) payment to Ergon Energy. In 2010-11, the CSO was approximately 
$415 million and it is forecast at $411 million for 2011-12. 

Solely focussing on a simplistic measure such as regulated asset base (RAB) per 
customer shows a lack of understanding of electricity supply and, in particular, why it 
varies from state to state. There are a number of factors that influence the cost of 
electricity distribution in Queensland. 

One factor is the area to be covered. Queensland is sparsely populated and the 
distances between towns and communities and their size differ from other states. 
For example, Ergon Energy's regulated asset base includes the Mount Isa
Cloncurry network which is isolated from the main grid, but large enough to be 
regulated by the Australian Energy Regulator (AER). No other distribution network 
has such a situation. 

Another factor is the growth in demand, due in part to economic growth over a long 
period of time, and impact of air-conditioners and other energy hungry appliances 
putting a strain on the existing network, some of which has reached the end of its 
normal life (typically 40 to 50 years) and needs replacement. By comparison, in the [ 
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last 5 years, the economy of Victoria has been relatively sluggish in terms of its 
growth in energy requirement. 

The shift in the ratio of new to old assets for the two networks means that any 
comparison of the average value of the networks is meaningless, as the Victorian 
systems contain a greater proportion of older, depreciated assets. Furthermore, this 
network investment is not "gold plating"-it is simply to meet demand growth and is a 
price to be paid for having one of the strongest economies in the country over an 
extended period oftime. 

A third factor is reliability of supply. Queenslanders with any kind of memory know 
too well the devastating impact underinvestment in the electricity network can have 
on the community. The government made a commitment in 2005 to ensure that 
investment is adequate to provide a reliable supply of electricity and that the network 
is robust enough to deal with the severity of storms experienced in this state, 
particularly with the typically longer lengths of network required to supply our more 
sparsely distributed population. 

A simplistic measure like regulated asset base per customer does not provide the full 
picture. There are a large number of factors which would need to be considered if 
this "bench marking" approach were to be used to evaluate the performance of the 
network. Such factors include the basis of network valuation, new network 
investment, the age of the network, geographic scale, the distances required to 
transport electricity, population dispersion, health and safety requirements, and 
forecast demand profiles. 

The government has made a responsible decision to invest in electricity networks to 
provide reliable electricity supply to Queensland with its unique geographic, 
demographic and meteorological factors. The government has confidence that the 
AER is doing its job as economic regulator of our network businesses. The 
government has also taken the decision to support our regional and rural electricity 
consumers with a community service payment to ensure everyone pays a fair price 
for electricity. 



Minister for Energy and Water Utilities 
Government Questions on Notice 
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Estimates Hearing - Wednesday 20 July 2011 
Minister for Energy and Water Utilities 
Pre-Hearing Government Questions on Notice 

Question 1 

Minister, I refer to page 19 of Capital Statement and the Shareholder review of Government Owned 
Generators and I ask, will the Minister please provide the committee with as update on this review and 
outline the benefits to Queensland? 

Question 2 

Minister, I refer to page 52 of the Capital Statement and the expenditure of $41.7 million this financial 
year for the Ubi net project. Will you please outline this project to the committee? 

Question 3 

I refer to page 58 of the Budget Strategy and Outlook paper and the impacts of flooding and Cyclone 
Yasi, and I ask - will the Minister please provide the committee with information on how ENERGEX 
and Ergon met the challenges posed by Queensland's 'summer of heartbreak' 

Question 4 

Minister, I refer to page 2-12 of Service Delivery Statement 2 and the reference to reducing peak 
demand on Queensland's electricity network, and I ask - what new initiatives is the government 
undertaking in the regard? 

Question 5 

I refer to page 2-63 of Service Delivery Statement 2 with reference to the Energy and Water 
Ombudsman Queensland (EWOQ) and I ask, how has the recent changes to the body improved 
accountability within the industries and how many cases has the EWOQ resolved in the last financial 
year? 

Question 6 

I refer to page 3-133 of Service Delivery Statement 3 with reference to the Queensland Water 
Commission and I ask, what was the outcome of the South East Queensland Water Strategy? 

Question 7 

In relation to the reference on page 3-115 of Service Delivery Statement 3 regarding initiatives to 
secure water for Queensland's future, can the Minister please update the House on the benefits of the 
South East Queensland Water Grid? 

Question 8 

Minister, I refer to page 2-24 of Service Delivery Statement 2 in relation to the amount of new energy 
that will be generated from renewable sources, and I ask what is the current breakdown of renewable 
energy generation in Queensland? 

I 
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Question 9 

Minister I refer to page 53 of Capital Statement - the Birdsville Geothermal plant replacement has a 
total project cost of $13 million. What will this replacement mean in terms of meeting Birdsville's power 
demand? 

Question 10 

I refer to page 2-12 of Service Delivery Statement 2 outlining increasing investment in large solar 
deployments and I ask, can the Minister advise the committee how the Government is delivering major 
solar energy infrastructure in the Brisbane area? 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 1 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

Minister, I refer to page 19 of the Capital Statement and the Shareholder review of 
Government Owned Generators and I ask, will the Minister please provide the 
committee with an update on this review and outline the benefits to Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

The recommendations of the Shareholder Review of Queensland Government 
Owned Corporation Generators, known as the Genco Review, were announced in 
Parliament in November 2010. The recommendations of the Genco Review included 
a restructure of the Gencos from three to two from 1 July 2011, as well as a 
refocusing of generators' corporate strategies away from growth and business 
development toward cost and performance efficiency for the existing asset base. 

After extensive consultation with employees and unions, the final portfolio allocation 
under a two Genco structure was announced on 10 March 2011, and operation under 
a two Genco structure commenced on 1 July 2011 as planned. 

The two Genco structure is comprised of CS Energy Limited and Stanwell 
Corporation Limited. Tarong Energy Limited is now a wholly owned subsidiary of 
Stanwe11. 

As a result of the restructure, the Gencos are better positioned to respond to market 
pressures, like vertically integrated retailers, and future market changes. 

This restructure will not affect energy prices for consumers. 

By restructuring from three Gencos down to two, the State Government will save up 
to $60 million over the next four years. Streamlining the government owned 
generator sector will deliver these savings through reduced corporate overheads, 
more efficient plant utilisation, maintenance synergies and improved asset 
management. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.2 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

Minister, I refer to page 52 of the Capital Statement and the expenditure of 
$41.7 million this financial year for the UbiNet project. Will you please outline this 
project to the committee? 

ANSWER: 

Ergon Energy's $134.6 million Ubi Net project will significantly reduce Ergon Energy's 
reliance on external telecommunications providers, through the construction of an 
information superhighway linking its substations, depots, offices and customer 
premises. 

This modern telecommunications network will underpin the future information and 
data traffic that will be transported accurately and rapidly to and from electricity 
assets across Ergon Energy's network. 

The Ubinet telecommunication network will help Ergon Energy more easily identify 
power network faults, resulting in faster restoration times when faults occur, and will 
enable Ergon Energy to meet customers' growing expectations around reliability of 
supply. 

The UbiNet project will make Ergon Energy's network faster, more secure, and will 
allow Ergon Energy to better monitor and control its distribution network. This 
greater network control is vital for Ergon Energy to more efficiently manage its 
network. 

The UbiNet project will also provide an independent communication network that 
Ergon Energy can use in disaster response situations when other networks may be 
congested or damaged, providing a vital communication link during emergency 
situations which will enhance community safety. 

The UbiNet project is currently divided into Phase One and Phase Two. Phase One 
of the project is expected to be completed in 2012, and involves the construction of a 
core telecommunications backbone network across regional Queensland. A total of 
$41.7 million has been allocated in 2011-12 for Phase One of the UbiNet project. 



The telecommunication backbone will link approximately 40 depots and 90 
substations across Ergon Energy's network. This will require the construction and 
installation of more than 45 telecommunication shelters, 69 communication poles and 
29 telecommunication towers. 

The first telecommunication shelter and radio tower were successfully installed on 
Mount Kent near Toowoomba, becoming the first link in the UbiNet program. 

The Mount Kent telecommunication shelter and radio tower form part of a wider 
network of telecommunication shelters and towers which span across the Southern 
Downs region. 

A second network of radio and optic fibre communications will wind its way through 
central Queensland linking Roma, Emerald, Longreach, Marathon, Mount Isa and 
Townsville. 

A coastal route incorporating radio and optic fibre will link Brisbane, Maryborough, 
Bundaberg, Rockhampton, Mackay, Townsville and Cairns. 

Ergon Energy currently relies on an aged analogue mobile radio system to support 
voice communications to staff involved in the maintenance and repair of the network. 

Phase Two of the UbiNet project, costing a total of $17.9 million, will include the 
replacement of aged analogue radio technology and the construction of a multipoint 
cellular network with planned coverage of over 80 per cent of Ergon Energy's 
network assets. 

An amount of $8.6 million has been allocated in 2011-12 for Phase Two, for the 
replacement of the Analogue Mobile Radio network in Toowoomba and surrounding 
areas. 

Additional benefits of Phase Two include: 
• asset tracking of vehicles which will improve safety, as well as assisting efficient 

works planning; 
• increased safety, with the provision of a distress button alert that will supply 

location information at the operations console in Rockhampton and at the local 
operational depot; 

• flexible configuration of radios, enabling an unlimited number of work groups to be 
matched to business needs reducing the reliance on public carriers; 

• reliable low speed data capability which will support network switching and control 
communications in areas not covered by higher density and higher speed 
services such as cellular data; and 

• potential synergies, including cross communications and infrastructure sharing 
with other first responder organisations in emergencies, such as police and 
emergency services. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.3 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to page 58 of the Budget Strategy and Outlook paper and the impacts of 
flooding and Cyclone Yasi, and I ask - will the Minister please provide the 
committee with information on how ENERGEX and Ergon met the challenges posed 
by Queensland's 'summer of heartbreak'? 

ANSWER: 

ENERGEX and Ergon Energy were significantly impacted during the summer of 
2010-11 with major flooding occurring in South East Queensland, and Tropical 
Cyclone Yasi impacting Far North Queensland. 

The major flooding event in January 2011 resulted in the interruption of electricity 
supply to over 300,000 ENERGEX customers. ENERGEX's assets were impacted 
by flash flooding in the Lockyer and Brisbane Valley areas and the inundation of 
suburbs in Ipswich and along the Brisbane River. 

Some of the major ENERGEX assets impacted include the inundation of the 
substations at Archerfield, Jindalee, Oxley and Milton; and damage to more than 
400 transformers, 90 power poles and nearly 100 kilometres of electricity cable. 

Despite these major impacts, ENERGEX restored nearly 90 per cent of its high 
voltage feeders within two days, and supply to the vast majority of customers was 
restored within one week of the flood peak. 

The main priority for ENERGEX during the floods was to ensure the safety of staff 
and members of the public, while restoring supply to customers as efficiently as 
possible. 

ENERGEX utilised approximately 400 crews, including employees from Ergon 
Energy and interstate electricity distributors, in response to the significant flood 
event. 

ENERGEX performed exceedingly well during the flood crisis due to its 
comprehensive planning and emergency management procedures. This resulted in 
no significant injuries to staff or members of the public. 
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On 2 February 2011, Category 5 Tropical Cyclone Yasi crossed Mission Beach near 
Cardwell in Far North Queensland. At over 600 kilometres wide and generating 
winds exceeding 295 kilometres per hour, Cyclone Yasi was the largest storm 
system in living memory. The cyclonic winds, flying debris and vegetation, tidal 
surge and subsequent flooding led to widespread destruction across Ergon Energy's 
electricity distribution network. 

Cyclone Yasi caused approximately one third of Ergon Energy's customer base to 
lose electricity supply, with over 220,000 homes and businesses affected and at least 
50 major substations without supply. 

Powerlink Queensland's 132 kilovolt transmission network was also damaged 
between Innisfail and Ingham, resulting in a loss of high voltage supply to the 
communities of Tully, El Arish, Cardwell and Ingham. 

The first priority of the response operation was the restoration of Powerlink 
Queensland's transmission network, the high voltage backbone to Ergon Energy's 
distribution network. 

There were also immediate efforts to restore supply to critical infrastructure, including 
hospitals, medical centres, schools, water treatment facilities, sewerage pumping 
stations, evacuation centres, key telecommunication sites and shopping centres. 

The response to Cyclone Yasi is believed to be the largest ever deployment of 
electrical field staff in Australia's history. The enormous response effort included 
approximately 550 Ergon Energy employees, 265 Ergon Energy contractor 
employees, and 560 employees from other utilities and contracting organisations, 
including ENERGEX, Powerlink Queensland, Country Energy, Powercor, Energy 
Australia and Integral. 

This combined response resulted in supply being restored to 20,000 affected homes 
and businesses within the first week, with the other 200,000 plus customers 
reconnected after three weeks. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 4 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

Minister, I refer to page 2-12 of Service Delivery Statement 2 and the reference to 
reducing peak demand on Queensland's electricity network, and I ask - what new 
initiatives is the government undertaking in this regard? 

ANSWER: 

In collaboration with Ergon Energy and ENERGEX, the Queensland Government 
funded the $44.7 million Energy Conservation and Demand Management Initiatives 
Package to work with customers to reduce overall energy consumption, reduce the 
rate of peak demand growth and improve the capacity of the state's electricity 
infrastructure. 

The package comprises four initiatives, namely: 
• Demand Management for Commercial and Industrial Customers Initiative; 
• Residential Targeted Initiative; 
• Energy Conservation Communities Initiative; and 
• Reward Based Tariff Trials and Policy Development Initiative. 

The short-term benefit from this funding was initially expected to be a reduction in 
peak demand of 40 megawatts (MW) which equates to an estimated $140 million in 
generation, transmission and distribution infrastructure savings. 

I am pleased to advise that this package is progressing better than expected, with 
demand reductions of over 45 megawatts now anticipated. As an example, Ergon 
Energy's work with commercial and industrial customers in its Townsville pilot project 
is tracking to deliver 20 per cent more demand reduction than originally targeted. 

In addition the Government has also developed the Queensland Energy 
Management Plan which consists of 28 new initiatives that aim to help avoid the 
equivalent of 1,000 MW of necessary electricity generation and network 
infrastructure, saving the state more than $3.5 billion. 



A key focus of the plan is to ease upward pressure on electricity prices by slowing 
the current trend of rapid growth in electricity use and peak demand. It will also assist 
Queensland households, businesses and industry respond to the energy challenges 
of the future through energy efficiency, energy conservation and peak demand 
management. 

Key initiatives include: 
• making it easier for pool owners to connect pool pumps to off-peak Tariff 33 

electricity via a standard power point; 
• options to promote direct load control for all new domestic hot water systems, air

conditioners and pool pumps; 
• targeted demand reduction for commercial and industrial users; 
• building on current skills initiatives by including targeted electrician training in 

demand management; 
• providing for disadvantaged Queenslanders through a whole-of-government 

Energy Social Policy Taskforce; 
• rewarding innovation in clean energy and energy efficiency technologies through 

a new Energy Innovation category in the Premiers ClimateSmart Sustainability 
Awards; 

• demand management options for domestic air conditioning; and 
• energy management for isolated communities 

Ultimately, the Queensland Energy Management Plan aims to transform 
Queensland's electricity network into an integrated, dynamic and responsive network. 
This will enable proactive management of electricity demand and consumption that 
will help bend the electricity demand curve, delivering substantial economic, social 
and environmental benefits to all Queenslanders 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 5 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to page 2-63 of Service Delivery Statement 2 with reference to the Energy and 
Water Ombudsman Queensland (EWOQ) and I ask, how has the recent changes to 
the body improved accountability within the industries and how many cases has the 
EWOQ resolved in the last financial year? 

ANSWER: 

On 1 January 2011, the Energy Ombudsman expanded to included a dispute 
resolution service for complaints about water bills, and became the Energy and 
Water Ombudsman Queensland (EWOQ). 

The EWOQ provides a fair and independent dispute resolution service for domestic 
and small energy customers in Queensland and all residential customers and non
residential customers in South East Queensland, using up to 100 kilolitres of drinking 
water and/or reticulated recycled water per annum. 

The EWOQ ensures distributors and retailers continue to be transparent with their 
service to customers. 

The EWOQ has statutory powers to make, or refuse to make, an order in favour of a 
consumer, or a binding decision against an energy or water provider. These binding 
decisions ensure the EWOQ can resolve disputes by making final orders that may 
include-
• the directing of the energy or water provider to pay compensation to the 

customer of an amount up to $20,000 or, if the parties agree, an amount up to 
$50,000; performing corrective action or work; 

• amending or not imposing a stated charge for services under the relevant 
energy or water Act; or 

• to do, or not to do, or stop doing, a stated act. 

The EWOQ finalised 12,702 energy and water cases in 2010-11, including but not 
limited to billing, credit, compensation, customer service and reliability of supply 
issues. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 6 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to page 3-133 of Service Delivery Statement 3 with reference to the 
Queensland Water Commission and I ask, what was the outcome of the South East 
Queensland Water Strategy? 

ANSWER: 

The South East Queensland Water Strategy (the Strategy) was released in July 2010 
by the Queensland Government. The Strategy is the 50 year blueprint to ensure a 
sustainable, efficient and secure water supply for south east Queensland's future. 

The Strategy is based on the three key principles of conserving water, being 
prepared and supply ready, and managing water efficiently. With the release of the 
Strategy, the Queensland Water Commission (QWC) has achieved the following: 

• Managing Water Efficiently: 
- The QWC has worked with stakeholders to develop operating strategies that 

reduce capital and operating expenditure while managing security, technical, 
workforce and community risks. 

- On 2 March 2011, QWC released a revised System Operating Plan. The 
System Operating Plan outlines the rules for operating the SEQ Water Grid, 
including the desired levels of service objectives for the region. The Operating 
Strategy, approved by QWC, demonstrates how the SEQ Water Grid Manager 
will operate the SEQ Water Grid in accordance with the System Operating 
Plan. Guided by this short-term Operating Strategy, and together with monthly 
instructions, the SEQ Water Grid is operated to ensure water security is 
achieved through efficient and cost-effective management. 

• Being Prepared and Supply Ready: 
- The QWC has significantly progressed investigations into water security for 

stand-alone communities such as Beaudesert and Canungra. 
- Progressed work on potential future supply options such as the Desalination 

Phase 3 planning, including Corridor Route investigations, priority sites and 
impact of brine dispersion on benthic habitats. 

- Conducted feasibility studies on the use of recycled water for future rural 
production in areas such as Logan and Redland. 
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- Engaged with stakeholders to support the preservation of future supply 
options. 

- Given the current operating environment of improved water security, 
considered timing and approach for investigation works into potential supply 
options, such as the Upper Mary River system water supply and optimising the 
yield of the Brisbane River system, while maintaining focus on the 
preservation of options for long-term water security. 

• Conserving Water: 
- Commenced a review of the suite of water use efficiency measures to move 

from a restriction based focus to a balanced mix of measures more 
appropriate to the current situation of supply. 
South east Queensland residents have more than met the residential 
consumption target set at 200 litres per person per day, with residents 
averaging around 157 litres per person per day since December 2009. If 
present average consumption levels continue, then a new water source may 
not be required until around 2027. 

In general, it is expected that the Strategy will be reviewed on a five-year cycle, 
aligned with the review of the SEQ Regional Plan. Implementation and monitoring of 
the Strategy is to be reported and published annually, with the first report planned for 
completion by September 2011. 

The Strategy forms the basis of QWC's advice to the Government on water supply 
and demand management options for south east Queensland. 

The Govemment has acted to ensure the principles of the Strategy are embedded in 
forward planning and the day-to-day management of water in south east 
Queensland. There have been some major changes to water security in south east 
Queensland in recent years and change is continuing, but now there is a blueprint to 
guide the ongoing water planning process for this region. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.7 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

In relation to the reference on page 3-115 of Service Delivery Statement 3 regarding 
initiatives to secure water for Queensland's future, can the Minister please update the 
House on the benefits of the South East Queensland Water Grid? 

ANSWER: 

Since July 2008, the SEQ Water Grid has been providing unprecedented water 
supply security and water quality for south east Queensland. The $7 billion SEQ 
Water Grid integrates our existing water sources with new climate resilient water 
supplies, such as desalination and purified recycled water. 

Desalination and purified recycled water now supply up to 25 per cent of the system 
yield for south east Queensland, meaning that there is continued water supply no 
matter how severe the drought. 

The award-winning Western Corridor Recycled Water Scheme and the Gold Coast 
desalination facility are at the heart of the Water Grid, providing climate resilient 
sources of water and ensuring that we never again need to fully rely on rainfall as a 
total source of water supply. 

Thanks to the Western Corridor project, approximately 41 billion litres of purified 
recycled water is being used by three south east Queensland power stations. This is 
a direct saving of drinking water that would have previously been used by the power 
stations. 

The Gold Coast desalination facility has supplied more than 38 billion litres of 
drinking water to the SEQ Water Grid, which equates to around 180,000 homes 
using the south east Queensland average of 200 kilolitres per annum. 

The recent floods highlighted just how important the desalination plant is for providing 
secure, clean drinking water for the region. The facility supported Brisbane when 
treatment plants were damaged by flood waters. 



By being able to move water to where it is needed most, and by having the capability 
to use a combination of water sources, the SEQ Water Grid enables the whole of 
south east Queensland to share the same level of water security and the benefits 
that flow on from guaranteed access to top quality water. 

As an integrated treated water supply network, the SEQ Water Grid connects our 
water supplies, storages and treatment plants across south east Queensland, from 
Noosa to Coolangatta and out to the Lockyer Valley. 

This means that, regardless of weather patterns, south east Queenslanders can be 
guaranteed water supply, agreed quality of water supply, less severe water 
restrictions, and restrictions less often. 

Thanks to the establishment of the SEQ Water Grid, the south east Queensland 
region's supply capacity will increase from 350,000 megalitres of water per year to 
545,000 megalitres, with the completion of Hinze Dam Stage 3 and Wyaralong Dam. 
This means that south east Queensland's water supply can handle 20 years of future 
growth. 

The SEQ Water Grid also represents an efficient and effective answer to water 
quality for south east Queensland. For example, the Gold Coast Desalination Plantis 
currently supplementing the region's drinking water supply to ensure that water 
quality remains high. 

The SEQ Water Grid provides the ability to support water demands, water quality, 
economic prosperity and lifestyle for the region, regardless of climate change and 
population growth. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 8 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

Minister, I refer to page 2-24 of Service Delivery Statement 2 in relation to the 
amount of new energy that will be generated from renewable sources, and I ask what 
is the current breakdown of renewable energy generation in Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

At the end of June 2011, Queensland had 1,080 megawatts (MW) of renewable 
energy installed capacity. This is more than seven per cent of the state's total energy 
production capacity of 14,652 MW and an increase of 335 MW since 2008-well on 
track to hit a renewable energy target of 20 per cent of our energy mix by 2020. 

Nearly all of this capacity increase can be attributed to solar photovoltaic (PV) 
systems, solar hot water and biomass. There are now over 100,000 small solar 
rooftop PV systems in our state - we are truly harnessing our abundant solar 
resources. 

The breakdown of renewable energy generated in Queensland as of June 2011 is: 
• Solar PV: 218 MW. This is comprised of mostly small rooftop systems that have 

been incentivised by the Commonwealth Solar Credits Scheme and 
Queensland's Solar Bonus Scheme. 

• Solar Hot Water: 277 MW. Uptake has been driven by Commonwealth subsidies 
and Queensland's Solar Hot Water Rebate. 

• Geothermal: 0.08 MW. Birdsville has the single operating geothermal plant in 
Queensland which is currently subject to a $13 million upgrade that will increase 
its capacity to 400 kilowatts-enough to meet most of Birdsville's needs. 

• Hydro: 166 MW. This is comprised of 12 hydro projects across Queensland, 
mostly linked with dams. 

• Wind: 12 MW. There are seven wind projects of various sizes across 
Queensland. . 

• Biomass: 407 MW. There are approximately 40 individual biomass projects in 
Queensland, with the dominant source fuel being bagasse, or sugar cane waste. 
In addition, the Queensland Government has committed $9 million for a new 36 
MW cogeneration plant at the Racecourse Mill in Mackay scheduled for 
commissioning in March 2013. I 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARlNG 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.9 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)---

QUESTION: 

Minister, I refer to page 53 of Capital Statement - the Birdsville Geothermal plant 
replacement has a total project cost of $13 million. What will this replacement mean in terms 
of meeting Birdsville's power demand? 

ANSWER: 

The Birdsville geothermal power station was first commissioned in 1992 and remains 
Australia's only operational geothermal power station capable of generating electricity 24 
hours a day. 

This landmark geothermal power station will undergo a $13 million upgrade to produce more 
clean energy for the remote south-western Queensland community of Birdsville. 

Ergon Energy is investigating options for this power station to eventually supply all of 
Birdsville's electricity from geothermal energy. Birdsville's current maximum electricity 
demand is approximately 390 kilowatts. 

The current Birdsville geothermal power station produces 80 kilowatts of geothermal power. 
Depending on what geothermal technology is selected, the upgrade could increase the output 
of the power station to a minimum of90 kilowatts and a maximum of340 kilowatts. 

As a result of the upgrade, Birdsville's geothermal power station is expected to provide at 
least 724,000 kilowatt hours of clean renewable energy a year, compared with 522,600 
kilowatt hours which were produced in 2007. 

The upgraded power station could also save up to 1,575 tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions 
per year and reduce fuel consumption by at least 181,000 litres per year. 
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"ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 10 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER 
UTILITIES (MR ROBERTSON)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to page 2-12 of Service Delivery Statement 2 outlining increasing investment 
in large solar deployments and I ask, can the Minister advise the committee how the 
Government is delivering major solar energy infrastructure in the Brisbane area? 

ANSWER: 

Last week, I officially opened Australia's largest-ever flat panel photovoltaic (PV) 
solar installation at the University of Queensland's SI. Lucia campus. 

The Bligh Government invested $1.5 million in this innovative $7.75 million project in 
2010, which will save the university approximately 1,750 tonnes in greenhouse gas 
emissions annually and produce approximately 1,750 MW hours of electricity each 
year. 

The 1.22 MW solar PV system will consist of an array of panels on four buildings, 
coating the rooftops with 5,000 polycrystalline silicon solar panels. 

The new power system is part of a larger strategy by the University of Queensland to 
enhance its solar research capabilities, building a system of international 
significance, and to install major renewable energy systems across all of its 
campuses over the next decade. The university aims to build a virtual solar power 
station for Queensland and wants to double its overall use of solar energy within the 
next five years. 

This project is leading the way demonstrating the potential for solar in urban areas. 
The contract for the installation of the solar panel system was awarded to Ingenero 
pty Ltd, partnering with Trina Solar which supplied the panels, and ENERGEX which 
provided metering and monitoring equipment to measure the quality of electricity 
supply from the solar array. 

The University of Queensland Solar Array was opened last Friday, 15 July 2011, 
despite the delays caused by January's floods in Brisbane. l 



The project will position the University of Queensland as a major provider of solar 
research expertise and infrastructure to compete in initiatives such as the Australian 
Government's Solar Flagships Program. 

This initiative will also result in a close collaboration with a range of stakeholders, 
such as established energy providers and the solar industry, in encouraging the 
integration of commercial and industrial scale solar infrastructure in Queensland's 
electricity grid, and will lay the groundwork for numerous other types of renewable 
energy sources to input power to the grid. 



Minister for Energy and Water Utilities 
Answers to Questions taken On Notice at the Hearing 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING - MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No. 1 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED

QUESTION: 

In relation to the SEQ Water Grid Manager-

What has been allocated in the budget for expenditure on conSUltants and 
contractors for 2011-127 

ANSWER: 

The SEQ Water Grid Manager's 2011-12 financial year budget for conSUltants and 
contractors is $2.7 million. 

t 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING - MINISTER FOR ENERGY AND WATER UTILITIES 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No.2 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DICKSON ASKED-

QUESTION: 

In relation to the SEQ Water Grid Manager-

What were the cash holdings at the end of the 2010-11 financial year? 

ANSWER: 

The SEQ Water Grid Manager's cash holdings as at 30 June 2011 were $1,085,000. 
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Minister for Energy and Water Utilities 
Documentation tabled at the Hearing 
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Costello rules out coal tax - PM, it's your turn 
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Ministerial Media Statements 

Prime Minister John Howard needs to categorically rule out any consideration 
by the Federal Government of a carbon tax as part of its review of nuclear 
energy, Queensland Mines Minister Henry Palaszczuk said today. 

Mr Palaszczuk said he was very concerned that some members of the nuclear 
energy taskforce appointed by the Federal Government have advocated a 
carbon tax. 

"A carbon tax is a tax on coal," Mr Palaszczuk said. 

When Prime Minister John Howard announced a debate on nuclear energy 
during his visit to Canada last month, he said he wanted "all options are on 
the table". 

http://statements.cabinet.qld.gov.auIMMS/StatementDisplaySingle.aspx?id=46605 19107/2011 
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"Therefore, a carbon tax is on the table. I know Federal Treasurer Peter 
Costello has tried to rule it out, but we have no such reassurance from the 
Prime Minister," Mr Palaszczuk said. 

"To even contemplate a coal tax when the means to reduce pollution is being 
developed and industry is willing to invest in abatement technology is wrong." 

"John Howard must take carbon tax off the table." 

"The Australian coal industry has shown its bona fides in investing in clean 
coal technology by levying coal companies to create Coal21 which will provide 
$300 million over five years to work with electricity generators to develop 
clean coal technology." 

"Any move to introduce a coal tax will not only threaten jobs in the coal 
industry, but it will make Australian manufacturers less competitive and mean 
more job losses." 

"A carbon tax could cost Queensland billions of dollars." 

Mr Palaszczuk said the Queensland Government has committed $300 million 
for developing clean coal technology through its Queensland Future Growth 
Fund. 

Media contact: Kirby Anderson 3896 3689 or 
kirby.anderson@ministerial.qld.gov.au 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE - 27 June 2011 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE - ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY 

To the Minister for Agriculture, Food and Regional Economies 

I. I refer to page 2-18 of the 2011-12 Service Delivery Statement in relation to Science, 
Agriculture, Food and Regional Services staffing. Ofthe 867 staff members 
estimated for 2011-12, will the Minister please advise how many staff are employed 
in the primary industries agency including how many staff are employed for a) front 
line service delivery including those engaged in the trade area to promote Queensland 
agribusiness products overseas, (reported separately) b) field extension officers and c) 
research and development activities? 

2 I refer to page 53 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement funding for the Tropical 
Biosecurity Laboratory (James Cook University, Douglas Campus). Will the 
Minister advise what amount of research and development funding will be used to 
assist; 

a) cattle producers address problems associated with ticks? 

b) cattle producers prepare for an outbreak offoot and mouth disease? 

3. I refer to page 2-27 of the 2011-12 Service Delivery Statement relating to biosecurity 
incidents. Will the Minister provide a breakdown of responses undertaken to 
biosecurity incidents reported over the last financial year? 

4. I refer to p 26 of the 2011 - 2012 Budget Measures stating an additional $18 million 
has been allocated to the National Red Fire Ants Eradication Program. Will the 
Minister advise: 

a) How this additional funding will be spent? 

b) Why funding has not been allocated for future eradication efforts? 

c) How many additional staff will be employed to undertake the containment 
program? 

5. I refer to p 26 of the 2011-12 Budget-Measures regarding funding for the National 
Red Fire Ants Eradication Program. Of the $18 million of state funding allocated, 
will the Minister advise; 

a) What funding is allocated to inform residents moving into a Red Fire Ant area of 
biosecurity measures? 

b) The process of informing these residents? 

I 



6. I refer to page 2-28 ofthe 2011-12 Service Delivery Statement regarding promotional 
activities profiling Queensland agriculture, food and tourism businesses. Will the 
Minister advise the specific advertising and promotional campaigns for Agriculture, 
Food and Regional Economies (reported separately), including details regarding the: 

a) name ofthe campaign? 
b) date and media publication it appears in? 
c) total cost of campaign (separated into placement and production costs)? 

7. I refer to page 47 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement relating to the Ecosciences 
Precinct at Boggo Road and the Health and Food Sciences Precinct at Coopers Plains. 
Will the Minister provide a full breakdown of the research and development 
expenditure and projects for agriculture and food? 

8. I refer to page 53 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement and funding for research and 
development facilities. Will the Minister advise: 

a) the amount of funding for promoting R & D services at research facilities to 
primary producers? 

b) funding and educational program available to help primary producers with ways of 
communication such as electronic service delivery? 

9. I refer to page 48 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement relating to the announcement of 
$38.7 million in capital grants under the Racing Industry Capital Development 
Scheme for the 2011-12 financial year. Will the Minister advise: 

a) How the $38.7 million funding allocation is being distributed across the three 
codes (greyhound racing, harness racing and thoroughbred racing)? 

b) How the Minister will ensure funding is distributed equitably to the racing clubs 
that need it most? 

c) Which 'priority capital works' have been indentified under the total spend of up 
to $85 million over the forward estimates? 

10. I refer to page 2-27 of the 2011 - 12 Service Delivery Statement in relation to risk 
management strategies. Will the Minister detail costs associated with; 

a) adaptation programs for drought resistant crops? 
b) promotion of drought tolerant crops? 
b) climate and drought service programs for producers? 

MR ANDREW CRIPPS MP 
Member for Hinchinbrook 



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 1 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN}--

I refer to page 2-18 of the 2011-12 Service Delivery Statement in relation to Science, 
Agriculture, Food and Regional Services staffing. Of the 867 staff members estimated 
for 2011-12, will the Minister please advise how many staff are employed in the 
primary industries agency including how many staff are employed for a) front line 
service delivery including those engaged in the trade area to promote Queensland 
agribusiness products overseas, (reported separately) b) field extension officers and c) 
research and development activities? 

ANSWER: 

Firstly let me correct an error in the question. The 867 staff members referred to on 
page 2-18 of the Service Delivery Statement are for the Mines and Energy service 
area within the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation 
(DEED!). 

For 2011-12, the estimate of staff members for the Science, Agriculture, Food and 
Regional Services area is 2977. Of these, approximately 81% are involved in 
frontline services, totalling more than 2400 staff. This includes 878 research, 
development and extension officers delivering practical results and outcomes for 
industry. 

a) The Food and Agribusiness branch in Trade and Investment Queensland is a team 
of 25 trade and investment officers located in Brisbane, Gatton, Toowoomba, 
Bundaberg, Rockhampton, Barcaldine, Townsville and Cairns. 

These officers provide a suite of front line services to food and agribusiness firms 
and industry to increase their economic returns by improving their 
competitiveness and maximising their trade and investment opportunities. These 
services include: 

• Assisting clients to identify and develop trade and export opportunities 
through the provision of market intelligence and business matching. 

• Providing advice and assistance to clients to tailor market entry strategies. 
• Facilitating investment readiness training for Queensland firms looking to 

attract investment. 
• Undertaking market and consumer research to enable clients to understand 

market and consumer requirements. 
• Liaising with federal and international authorities to address and resolve 

quarantine and tariff impediments and to develop new market access protocols. 
• Leveraging scientific and technical services from DEED! agriscience and 

innovation and universities, to assist clients develop effective supply chains. 



b&c) There are a total of 878 Research, Development and Extension Officers 
working in the Science, Agriculture, Food and Regional Services area of 
DEED!. This figure includes 272 officers allocated specifically to extension 
services. These officers provide a suite of extension services to agri
businesses, delivering practical results and outcomes for industry. These 
services include: 

• Developing and extending management systems and guidelines which 
maximise profitability while maintaining sustainability. 

• Developing and distributing information products, front counter, web and call 
centre services that assist industry participants to improve their understanding 
of the marketplace, trade and export opportunities and current recommended 
business management and production practices. 

• Building the knowledge and skills of industry participants in the technical 
aspects of primary industries production, handling, processing and 
distribution. 

• Development of new technologies and integrated supply chain systems. 
• Developing food products with extended health benefits for consumers. 
• Developing effective pest and disease management strategies to improve 

competitiveness of businesses and meet consumer and community 
expectations. 

• Developing monitoring tools and systems to maintain or improve soil health. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 2 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

I refer to page 53 of the 20 I I - I 2 Capital Statement funding for the Tropical Biosecurity 
Laboratory (James Cook University, Douglas Campus). Will the Minister advise what 
amount of research and development funding will be used to assist; 

a) cattle producers address problems associated with ticks? 

b) cattle producers prepare for an outbreak of foot and mouth disease? 

ANSWER: 

a) The Tropical Biosecurity Laboratory has a primary focus on tropical and aquatic 
animal health. This includes research and development into livestock diseases such 
as arboviruses (viruses transmitted by insects) and diseases of aquatic animals. This 
research and development activity is in addition to the veterinary diagnostic service 
provided by the Laboratory. 

The Biosecurity Queensland Tick Fever Centre located at Wacol, Brisbane has an 
MLA funded project to conduct research and development for an improved tick 
fever vaccine. The Tick Fever Centre will continue to provide ready access to tick 
fever vaccine for Queensland producers. The budget to ensure this vaccine supply is 
$3.12 million for 201 1-12. 

Cattle ticks are one of the major constraints on the productivity of the beef industry 
in northern Australia. The industry has identified a vaccine to protect animals from 
the ticks themselves rather than just treating tick fever as a top priority. 

Over the past five years the Department of Employment, Economic Development 
and Innovation (DEEDI) has been working closely with the Beef Cooperative 
Research Centre (Beef CRC) on the development of such a vaccine. Over this period 
the Queensland Government has contributed $ 1.4 million and the Beef CRC has 
contributed $1.6 million to the project. 

The project is now at a stage where DEEDI and the Beef CRC are progressing to 
commercialisation of the vaccine. This involves taking a patent on the research and 
collaborating with commercial vaccine companies to undertake further development 
and ultimately production of the vaccine. This is another example of how the 
Government is using research and development to drive economic growth in 
primary industries. 

b) Foot and mouth disease is an exotic disease to Australia that requires the highest 
level of biosecurity to conduct research and development. If foot and mouth disease 
research and development were to be done in Australia it could only be done at the 
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Australian Animal Health Laboratory (AAHL) in Geelong. AAHL is the only 
laboratory in Australia that has this level of biosecurity for such animal disease 
research. Biosecurity Queensland maintains strong collaborative links with AAHL 
and continues to invest in preparedness and response capacity, for foot and mouth 
disease, at all its veterinary laboratories including the Tropical Biosecurity 
Laboratory as documented in the Aus Vet Plan for this disease. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 3 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRlPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

I refer to page 2-27 of the 2011-12 Service Delivery Statement relating to biosecurity 
incidents. Will the Minister provide a breakdown of responses undertaken to 
biosecurity incidents reported over the last financial year? 

ANSWER: 

Queensland is at the frontline of managing significant biosecurity incidents and 
manages more major responses each year than any other State. As such, the capacity 
to respond to biosecurity risks effectively remains a critical component of Biosecurity 
Queensland's business as the Government's lead biosecurity response agency. 

Queensland's reputation and ongoing market access is dependent on Biosecurity 
Queensland's ability to respond quickly and effectively to manage or control those 
risks as they emerge. 

During 2010-11, Biosecurity Queensland responded to 21 new significant biosecurity 
incidents in Queensland. The total cost of responding to these new biosecurity 
incidences was over $1,000,000 in 2010-11, and a number of these detections will 
require ongoing surveillance activity in 2011-12 to ensure these pests and diseases 
have been either contained and/or eradicated in Queensland. 

This work is in addition to Biosecurity Queensland's other continuing long-term 
eradication programs, prevention programs and investigations. 

Biosecurity Queensland's ongoing nationally cost-shared eradication programs relate 
to issues such as Asian Honey Bee incursions, Red Imported Fire Ants, Electric Ants, 
Four Tropical Weeds and Siam Weed. 

Biosecurity Queensland has also devoted considerable resources to Queensland's 
cattle tick program and product integrity related matters, such as investigating 
chemical spray drift complaints, live stock and/or livestock feed contaminants, 
ongoing support of the Noosa fish investigation and other ongoing disease and pest 
surveillance efforts. 

In addition to biosecurity responses, officers also supported communities affected by 
the Queensland floods and Cyclone Yasi by providing advice on disease and invasive 
pest control, stock movement and animal welfare, taking actions such as assisting in 
returning lost animals, ensuring stranded animals were looked after, ensuring stray 
animals were appropriately confined and providing support to the RSPCA. 



Biosecurity Queensland has also put in place a number of measures to reduce the risk 
of increased impacts from pests and diseases, contaminants, weeds and pest animals 
following January's severe weather events through a series of targeted extension, 
surveillance, research and strategic control initiatives at an estimated cost of 
$518,000. 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Nou Government Questiou on Notice 

No. 4 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRlCULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERlN)-

I refer to p 26 of the 2011 - 2012 Budget Measures stating an additional $18 million 
has been allocated to the National Red Fire Ants Eradication Program. Will the 
Minister advise: 

a) How this additional funding will be spent? 

b) Why funding has not been allocated for future eradication efforts? 

c) How many additional staff will be employed to undertake the containment 
program? 

ANSWER: 

a) The National Red Imported Fire Ant Eradication Program has $21 million 
funding in 2011-12. The $18 million referred to in the Budget Measures refers to: 

• $15 million national cost shared funding approved by the Australian 
Government and each of the States and Territories for 2011-12; and 

• an additional $3 million that is committed by the Queensland Government 
for 2011-12; 

This adds to the $3 million previously committed by the Queensland 
Government, bringing the Queensland Government contribution for 2011-12 to 
$7.41 million ($1.41 million national cost shared component and $6 million 
additional). 

With this funding, the program will deliver a range of operational activities 
including surveillance and treatment to find and kill the fire ants, risk 
management and compliance to prevent human assisted spread, community 
engagement to encourage participation of the public, industry and government, 
and science which underpins the eradication program. The program completed 
around 83 000 hectares of treatment and 16 500 hectares of surveillance in 
2010-11 with a $21 million budget. In 2011-12 the implementation of remote 
sensing surveillance will result in a much larger area being surveyed. 

b) Funding for the program is negotiated through the national cost shared 
framework and Queensland is continuing to work with its national partners to 
secure ongoing funding for the eradication program. The national partners will be 
meeting during 2011 to determine the funding for future eradication efforts. 

c) The $21 million is the same budget that was available in 2010-11. Existing staff 
levels will be maintained by the program to undertake the required treatment, 
surveillance, risk management and compliance, community engagement and 
science activities for the 2011-12 financial year. 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 5 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

I refer to p 26 of the 2011-12 Budget-Measures regarding funding for the National 
Red Fire Ants Eradication Program, Of the $18 million of state funding allocated, will 
the Minister advise: 

a) What funding is allocated to inform residents moving into a Red Fire Ant area of 
biosecurity measures? 

b) The process of informing these residents? 

ANSWER: 

a) The National Red Imported Fire Ant Eradication Program has $2 I million 
funding for 201 1-12 and a key strategy for the program is to proactively manage 
the risk of fire ant spread through extensive community engagement activities, 

Residents within the fire ant Restricted Area are informed of fire ants and their 
biosecurity obligations through mail outs of information on identification and 
movement controls, postcards prompting residents to look for and report fire 
ants, newspaper advertising and attending community events, Residents in 
operational treatment and surveillance areas are also contacted or visited by 
program staff throughout the year to arrange treatment or surveillance of their 
property. 

b) The eradication program has several strategies to inform residents moving into a 
fire ant Restricted Area of their obligations. The main strategy to inform new 
residents is the program's work with real estate agents to provide new buyers and 
tenants with information about the fire ant eradication program. 

The program communicates regularly with the residents of south east Queensland 
on the progress of the National Red Imported Fire Ant Eradication Program. 
Upon declaration of a new fire ant Restricted Area, additional information is 
provided by the program to ensure residents are aware of the changes and their 
obligations; this includes advertisements in relevant newspapers. 

The community engagement component ofthe program is extensive and ongoing 
throughout the year with regular updates provided to industry stakeholders; local, 
state and federal government representatives; key contacts in councils; and the 
broader community. These activities are designed to encourage participation in 
the program through vigilance and reporting and compliance with fire ant 
movement controls. 



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Non Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. 6 

Asked on 28 Jnne 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

I refer to page 2-28 of the 2011-12 Service Delivery Statement regarding promotional 
activities profiling Queensland agriculture, food and tourism businesses. Will the 
Minister advise the specific advertising and promotional campaigns for Agriculture, 
Food and Regional Economies (reported separately), including details regarding the: 

a) name of the campaign? 

b) date and media publication it appears in? 

c) total cost of campaign (separated into placement and production costs)? 

ANSWER: 

a), b) and c) 

The Queensland Government, through the Department of Employment, Economic 
Development and Innovation, has been working to raise the profile of Queensland's 
agriculture, food and wine industries through participation in targeted promotional 
activities and events. 

During 2010-11, a total of $265,965 (GST inclusive) was provided to support the 
following promotional activities and events for agriculture, food and regional 
economies: 

Regional Flavours at Southbank July 2010 $5,900 

Brisbane Hilton Masterciass July 2010 $22,000 

The Taste of Queensland Stage (Brisbane Ekka) August 2010 $7,500 

Northern Australia Beef Research Council Awards August 2010 $2,000 

Queensland Wine Awards September 2010 $11,000 

Australian Small Winemakers Show at Stanthorpe October 2010 $6,600 

Fraser Coast South Burnett Tourism Excellence Awards October 2010 $2,475 

Food and Wine Touring Atlas October 2010 $13,740 
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(Note: total cost is $43,190 - $13,740 incurred during 2010-11) 

2010 Good Food and Wine Show (Queensland stand) November 2010 $33,000 

Off the Eaten Track (Channel 7 series) December 2010 $130,000 

- profiling Queensland food and wine (four episodes) 

Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation March 2011 $13,000 
- 2011 Rural Women's Award 

2011 Noosa Food and Wine Festival May 2011 $11,000 

2011 Cairns Wine Show June 2011 $1,650 

2011 RASQ Toowoomba Wine Show June 2011 $1,100 

Meat for Profit Day (Meat & Livestock Australia) June 2011 $5,000 

The Queensland Chef Blog and facebookltwitter (13 July 2010 - June Nil 
stories on Queensland producers and 10 free editorials in 2011 
food pages of the Brisbane News and the Courier Mail) 

Queensland Grown e-newsletters profiling Queensland July 201O-June Nil 
producers and agricultural science (four e-publications) 2010 



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Non Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. 7 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)---

I refer to page 47 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement relating to the Ecosciences 
Precinct at Boggo Road and the Health and Food Sciences Precinct at Coopers Plains. 
Will the Minister provide a full breakdown of the research and development 
expenditure and projects for agriculture and food? 

ANSWER: 

The establishment of the Ecoscience Precinct and the Health and Food Science 
Precinct demonstrates the commitment of the Government to supporting world class 
research and development for the agriculture and food sectors in Queensland. 

Overall funding for RD&E for agriculture and food was budgeted at approximately 
$110 million for 2010-11. Funding for RD&E at the Ecoscience Precinct was $19.49 
million and funding for RD&E at the Health and Food Science Precinct was $5.54 
million. The programs supported through this funding have included: 

Ecosciences Precinct 

Horticulture: Tropical fruit and value chains - $2.46 million 
Lifestyle and Biosciences - $1.20 million 
Vegetables and deciduous fruit - $0.37 million 

Forestry: Forest technology - $1.07 million 
Innovative forest products - $2.35 million 

Livestock: Beef and sheep - $4.55 million 
Intensive Livestock - $1.59 million 
Fisheries - $2.42 million 

Crops: Grain storage - $1.17 million 
Plant pathology - $0.54 million 

Biosecurity Queensland: Invasive Plants and Animals - $1.77 million. 

Health and Food Sciences Precinct 

Value added Food - $4.83 million 
Biosecurity Queensland: Queensland Centre for Emerging Infectious Diseases - $0.55 
million 
Biosecurity Queensland: Red Imported Fire Ants and Pest Genetics - $0.16 million 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No.S 

Asked on 2S June 2011 

MR CRlPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)--

I refer to page 53 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement and funding for research and 
development facilities. Will the Minister advise: 

a) the amount of funding for promoting R & D services at research facilities to 
primary producers? 

b) funding and educational program available to help primary producers with ways 
of communication such as electronic service delivery? 

ANSWER: 

a) R & D services at research facilities are promoted through the Department of 
Employment, Economic Development and Innovation's (DEEDI's) website 
which provides details of specific research facilities including activities, services 
available and achievements. In addition, field days are conducted at various 
facilities to promote the results of specific projects. 

The outputs of R&D undertaken at research facilities are also integrated into 
DEEDI's extension program to ensure that there is rapid uptake of innovation to 
increase productivity in Queensland's rural sector. 

There are a total of 878 Research, Development and Extension Officers working 
in the Science, Agriculture, Food and Regional Services area of DEED!. This 
figure includes 272 officers allocated specifically to extension services. Over 
$9.3 million in funding is committed from both Government and from external 
agencies through Agri-Science Queensland, who provide a suite of extension 
services to agri-businesses to ensure that primary producers are able to benefit 
from the R&D activities on research stations. 

b) DEEDI has responded very effectively to rapid changes in information delivery 
and the development of web-based applications is expanding the range of 
services delivered to primary producers. 

Last year DEEDI led a national audit of on-line services hosted on primary 
industries agencies websites which identified 254 products that leveraged the 
power of the internet to delivery services to the primary industries sector. DEEDI 
is a lead player in online service delivery - 79 of the 254 online products were 
produced by DEEDI, including top 10 inclusions CropWaterUse and iBrands. 



DEED! is working closely with producers to assist them in understanding and 
accessing the vast array of information that is now available by electronic 
communication and to link them into the rapidly emerging social media network. 

For example, the Future Beef and the Leading Sheep programs have been 
working with beef and sheep producers to deliver information through on-line 
technologies such as webinars (on-line seminars) as well as using e-bulletins and 
techfiIes to deliver information, and tools such as e-surveys to evaluate 
effectiveness. 

DEED! is also exploring emerging social media channels to ensure information is 
available via these growing online communities. Through the use of services 
such as YouTube, Facebook and Twitter DEED! has been able to provide 
information to primary producers including flood recovery information and 
machinery inspection video guides online. 

I 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 9 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRlPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

I refer to page 48 of the 2011-12 Capital Statement relating to the announcement of 
$38.7 million in capital grants under the Racing Industry Capital Development 
Scheme for the 2011-12 financial year. Will the Minister advise: 

a) How the $38.7 million funding allocation is being distributed across the three 
codes (greyhound racing, harness racing and thoroughbred racing)? 

b) How the Minister will ensure funding is distributed equitably to the racing clubs 
that need it most? 

c) Which 'priority capital works' have been indentified under the total spend of up 
to $85 million over the forward estimates? 

ANSWER: 

Funding allocations will be based on identified priorities for capital development as 
raised by Racing Queensland Limited. Racing Queensland Limited, as the control 
body under the Racing Act 2002, is responsible for driving industry growth across all 
codes. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 10 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRlPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)---

I refer to page 2-27 of the 2011 - 12 Service Delivery Statement in relation to risk 
management strategies. Will the Minister detail costs associated with; 

a) adaptation programs for drought resistant crops? 

b) promotion of drought tolerant crops? 

c) climate and drought service programs for producers? 

ANSWER: 

It should be noted that the item 'risk management strategies' mentioned on page 2-27 
is a non-financial matter and is measuring a performance standard related to 
biosecurity. It notes the number of biosecurity risk management programs to be run 
in 2011-12, and does not relate to climate and drought risk management. 

a) and b) drought resistant crops and drought tolerant crops 

• $1. 7 million investment in genetic improvement programs for wheat, sorghum, 
barley, chickpea, maize, mungbeans and peanuts. 

• $194,000 investment to identify the natural-occurring 'stay-green' trait in 
sorghum which allows sorghum to stay alive during drought. 

• $2.5 million federally-funded project to develop resilient cropping and mixed
farming businesses in Australia. 

• Approximately $210,000 investment in tools such as 'Crop WaterUse' to assist 
farmers and industry make more resilient and more profitable choices about what 
they grow. 

c) climate and drought service programs 

• Approximately $800,000 in freight subsidies are likely to be spent on the 
Drought Relief Assistance Scheme (DRAS) in 2011-12. 

• No expenditure is budgeted for the Exceptional Circumstances (EC) Interest Rate 
Subsidy (ECIRS) in 2011-12. The Queensland Government contributes 10 per 
cent to the ECIRS. Late claims from areas eligible in 2010-11 could result in 
some Queensland expenditure being approximately 10 per cent of the total. 

• Drought Recovery Loans are available in 2011-12 in Barcoo, Boulia, Mt Isa, 
Burke, Cloncurry, Diamantina and Winton Local Government Areas on a 
demand basis. It is not possible to forecast demand for these loans. 

• Queensland Climate Variability and Adaptation workshops at industry and 
regional level to develop customised regional climate change projections and 
climate risk matrix as part of the four year $3.5 million Q2 Coasts and Country 
program. 



Minister for Agriculture, Food 
and Regional Economies 

Government Questions on Notice 
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.... 

1 , Given the growing skills shortage issues across many Industries, what 
has the Queensland government done to improve the attraction of 
young people into agriculture sector? 

2 How is the QLD government supporting Industry in adding value to our 
agricultUral products and increasing return to producers, as well as' 
our state economy? ' ' 

3 How has the 2020 Beef strategyassisted industry in managing recent 
issues affecting their market chain? 

4 How does the Queensland government's Strategic Cropping Land' 
policy provide security to agriculturallandholders? 

5 How does the Queensland government's recently released Food for El 

growing 'eoonomy policy document assist primary producers and 
other members of our food supp,ly chain? 

6 Please provide details 'on the support and assistance the Queensland 
Government provides to the state's 12 Regional Development 
Australia Committees? . 

, 7 Can the Minister please provide details of the activities of the Far 
North Queensland Recovery Centres following Cyclone Yasi? 

8 How has the mobile office initiative assisted flood and cyclone 
affected communities to recover? 

9 Can the Minister please provide an update on the aohievements of his 
, Reconnecting Agricultural Education Plan for.the AACC? 

10 Can you provide details on the progress of Operation Clean Up in, 
North Queensland in the Wake of Cyclone Yasi including details of: 
'a) the number of properties seeking aSSistance, 
b) number ofjobs completed, and 
c) the number of jobs In progress 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources aud Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 1 

Asked ou 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

Given the growing skills shortage issues across many industries, what has the 
Queensland government done to improve the attraction of young people into 
agriculture sector? 

ANSWER: 

Skills Formation and Workforce Strategies: 

The Queensland government has invested in the development of Skills Formation 
Strategies in the Bundaberg, Inland Burnett, Atherton Tablelands and Mackay, as well 
within the Aquaculture and Seafood industries. These strategies, which are long term 
by nature, are designed to develop capacity within the region and within the 
agricultural sector to understand the issues around skills and workforce development 
and develop local solutions to issues such as attraction and retention. Outcomes from 
these strategies include industry workforce plans such as in Bundaberg, engagement 
strategies with local schools as well as development of initiatives with Registered 
Training Organisations to develop customised training solutions. 

The government through the Beef 2020 and Horticulture 2020 initiatives has 
established working groups from industry that are focussed on skills and workforce 
development. These working groups will be supported to develop solutions to attract 
and retain young people into their industry sectors. 

Agribusiness Gateway Schools and AgForce School to Industry project: 

In support of the Skills Formation Strategies, the government with the support of 
Agrifood Skills Australia has also developed the Agribusiness Gateway Schools 
project. This project now has 16 schools established under the project. It is designed 
to engage school communities, industry and government in providing relevant and 
innovative learning experiences that enables students to access relevant career 
pathways in Agribusiness. 

Students across the 16 schools have been exposed to a range of awareness activities 
and utilising guest speakers from industry, conduct site visits and hear from those 
within the industry so as to understand the diversity and range of career options. The 
project has also engaged with the teachers through professional development days. 
The project has also addressed training pathways for students whilst still at school and 
has started to develop contextualised learning across the school curriculum. 
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In support ofthis initiative the government continues to support and fund the AgForce 
School to Industry project that is working to complement the Gateway Schools 
project. This initiative has focused upon career expos, industry tours, teacher PO and 
School visits. It has also developed capacity with its own members to act as School 
Champions and is currently finalising a OVO and supporting brochures that will 
highlight agribusiness careers. 

Australian Agricultural College Corporation: 

In April 2010 the government announced reforms to the Australian Agricultural 
College Corporation (AACC) "Reconnecting Agricultural Education 2012". These 
reforms are designed to revitalise course offerings and to make the Corporation 
attractive to young people seeking a career in agriculture. The Corporation is 
currently implementing the reforms and established delivery sites in Mackay, 
Cunnamulla, Gatton and Bundaberg. This has allowed the AACC to increase its 
offerings to young people across Queensland. 

Through the AACC, Year 11 students at Oalby State High School have the 
opportunity to study Certificate III in Agriculture and Horticulture over 2 years 
exiting at the end of Year 12 with this qualification and a Queensland Certificate of 
Education (QCE). 2011 has been the first year of offer and this program in Oalby is 
anticipated to grow. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 2 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

How is the QLD government supporting industry in adding value to our agricultural 
products and increasing return to producers, as well as our state economy? 

ANSWER: 

As the Queensland Government's lead economic development agency, the 
Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (DEEDI) is 
driving integrated, whole-of-economy strategies to deliver on the Government's 
growth agenda. 

DEEDI's current investment in growing Queensland's agriculture and food sectors is 
significant, with the department's Science, Agriculture, Food and Regional Services 
area providing an extensive range of agricultural and food value-adding expertise, 
facilities and support services across the State. 

In particular, DEEDI's investment in food industry value chain Research and 
Development (R&D) is driving increased returns by improving the innovation 
capacity for value addition by Queensland agri-food businesses. 

The establishment of the Health and Food Sciences Precinct at Coopers Plains and 
the Ecosciences Precinct at Boggo Road represents an investment of more than $290 
million by the Queensland Government to facilitate the development of technologies 
and practices to support food industry growth, sustainability and competitiveness. 

This research is helping primary producers, food processers and marketers to develop 
new products that better meet consumer needs and thus command more value. This is 
being achieved by education, assisting industries with facilities and expertise and 
catalysing new innovations in the areas of food safety, quality, health and 
convemence. 

Such research provides a foundation to maximise the economic return of the State's 
primary production sector, particularly given Queensland's strengths in beef, sugar, 
grains, horticulture and seafood. 

Building on the Fresh Approach initiative which was launched in 2008, DEEDI is also 
actively pursuing a range of value-adding initiatives for the agriculture and food 
sectors during 20 I I -I 2 and beyond: 

• Development of the State's first Food Policy - Food for a Growing Economy is 
first and foremost about maximising economic growth of businesses across 
Queensland's food value chain. This framework is built around seven inter-
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related themes to support profitability and growth of Queensland's food value 
chain, including primary production, The draft policy was released on 15 June 
with consultation open until 15 August 2011. Queensland's first-ever food policy 
will then be finalised and launched before the end of 20 Il. 

Implementation of the policy will be supported by a $2 million pilot grant 
program to link existing food businesses with food technology, supply chain 
management and business development skills. This program will help drive 
increases in productivity and innovation across the food supply chain, including 
primary producers. 

• 2020 Beef - The aim of2020 Beef is to grow the beef industry value to $10 billion 
by the year 2020 through development of research infrastructure and leadership; 
and supporting a whole-of-supply chain perspective that focuses on driving 
efficiency and investment in the beef supply chain. 

• Horticulture 2020 - is a cross-industry alliance to investigate and collectively 
address challenges currently limiting industry growth. The initiative's aims are to 
grow the $4.4 billion industry to a value in excess of$IO billion by 2020; increase 
the workforce from 48 000 Queenslanders to more than 60 000 over the next 10 
years; and to generate additional revenue to be distributed across all sectors of 
Queensland's horticulture industry. 

• Queensland Alliance for Agriculture and Food Innovation (QAAFI) -
QAAFI's establishment with the University of Queensland is designed to 
significantly improve the productivity, competitiveness and sustainability of 
Queensland's tropical and subtropical food, fibre and agri-business industries. 

• Centre for Advanced Animal Science, Gatton - offers world-class research 
facilities in the areas of animal growth, adaptation, welfare, health and vaccines -
key areas of strategic investment to ensure continued growth, diversification and 
protection of Queensland's animal industries. 

• Agri-Science Queensland - invests in and conducts world-class science and 
assists with the application of science outcomes and innovations by agri
businesses. The aim is to provide lower cost, higher-quality food to consumers 
and to boost the economic performance and environmental sustainability of the 
Queensland food and agri-business sector. 

• Extension Refresh - is an initiative strengthening Queensland's agribusiness 
innovation through a strategy to enhance skills and services to achieve measured 
impact on productivity, profitability and sustainability of Queensland's agriculture 
business value-chains and regions. 

The broad range of food industry development activities being led by DEEDI is 
intended to boost Queensland's food value chain from $18.7 billion at present to 
$40 billion by 2020. 



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. 3 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

How has the 2020 Beef strategy assisted industry in managing recent issues affecting 
their market chain? 

ANSWER: 

The 2020 Beef initiative is the Queensland Government's plan to double the value of 
the beef industry in Queensland by 2020 and is driven by the Department of 
Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (DEED!) in partnership with 
industry. 

More than fifteen major beef companies across the entire supply chain have 
committed to join the 2020 Beef initiative. 

The 2020 Beef initiative provides an industry focus and utilises individual working 
groups, as well as ministerial forums that include all major industry players. I have 
conducted two of these forums with members ofthe beef industry in the last year. 

The 2020 Beef initiative has seven key priorities: market access; transport and 
infrastructure; regulatory reform; policy and legislation; skills and retention; 
biosecurity; and productivity and environment. Each issue is addressed by a working 
group. 

Significantly a number of issues have dominated the Queensland beef sector in 2011, 
especially natural disasters causing damage to infrastructure and natural resources, 
suspension of the live export cattle trade to Indonesia and the high Australian dollar. 

The impact of the State wide floods and cyclone Yasi will be felt for quite some time 
and will influence State finances. 

During the floods the 2020 Beef network was used to open up critical lines of supply 
across the road network, giving pathways for cattle to markets and keeping the impact 
to meat processors at a minimum. Importantly, the Department of Transport and 
Main Roads worked closely with DEED! 2020 Beef personnel to co-ordinate the 
emergency response. 

In terms of the suspension of live cattle exports to Indonesia, the State government 
agreed with the initial suspension of trade as the images of animal cruelty reported by 
the ABC Four Corners program were unacceptable and graphically demonstrated that 
more work needs to be done in the Indonesian market to assure acceptable levels of 
animal welfare. 



The announcement of the Commonwealth $30 million dollar package to assist 
individual producers and related businesses is most welcome. When the suspension 
occurred, the Honourable Premier urged the Federal government to provide such 
short-term assistance to allow the industry to deal with the adverse impacts of the 
temporary suspension. 

An Industry-Government Working Group on Live Animal Exports has been 
established at the request of Federal Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 
Senator Joe Ludwig. The Queensland Government is represented on this group. 

Also, the Queensland Government has established the Queensland Live Export 
Taskforce which supplements this working group and works with the Queensland 
industry. 

I welcome Federal Agriculture Minister Joe Ludwig's recent announcement to issue 
revised export control orders that open the way for trade in live feeder cattle with 
Indonesia to recommence. I also welcome the announcement that strict new animal 
welfare conditions will be written into export permits. 

Market access is a key 2020 Beef priority and the recent situation with Indonesia has 
demonstrated the risk of dependence on essentially one market for most cattle coming 
from far north and north-west Queensland. 

To address this issue, at a recent meeting conducted in Mt Isa by AgForce, I 
announced that an investigation would be undertaken into the options for the 
development of meat processing in North Queensland. This picks up on 2020 Beef 
work that has been announced as part of the development of the Northern Australian 
Beef Strategy. This strategy includes analysis for the development of meat processing 
and possibilities for mosaic irrigation in the north to help finish cattle for alternative 
markets. 

The 2020 Beef initiative had been actively working with the Department of Transport 
and Main Roads prior to the flood and cyclone damage to identify transport and 
infrastructure issues specifically for the beef industry. The State invested in a 
consultancy to identify areas of transport efficiency and impediment. The 
investigation will actively help in outlining multi-modal transport options or the 'hub 
and spoke' concept for cattle transport. 

When I announced the 2020 Beef initiative the State was suffering severe drought 
conditions, but overall demand for meat was good. Unfortunately international 
demand has now decreased. The impact ofthe high Australian dollar and subsequent 
loss of competitiveness in overseas markets is being felt. The tsunami in Japan, while 
not impacting immediately on meat imports, and the large stockpiles of beef and 
strong competition from US grain fed beef are impacting on Queensland's beef 
exports. 

The 2020 Beef initiative is where issues are brought to government and impediments 
addressed. 2020 Beef works with national organisations such as Meat and Livestock 
Australia to develop the most appropriate measures to assist industry. 



The 2020 Beef initiative is the leading vehicle for the Queensland government to 
assist the beef industry to achieve even greater productivity and investment. 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 4 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

How does the Queensland government's Strategic Cropping Land policy provide 
security to agriculturallandholders? 

ANSWER: 

The Bligh Government's strategic cropping land policy is a significant milestone 
towards addressing competing land use between food production, mining and other 
land uses. 

No other Government in Australia has such a policy. We are leading the nation in 
safeguarding our best cropping land - other States are now following suit. 

The Strategic Cropping Land policy focuses on protecting the best cropping land to 
support a robust agricultural sector into the future. 

Queensland has only a very small area of the best quality agricultural soil resources. 
This quality agricultural land is critical to Queensland's food value chain which is 
worth $18.7 billion and employs around 267000 Queenslanders. 1 in 8 jobs in 
Queensland is also supported by the agricultural supply chain. 

As such, new mining projects that will permanently render strategic cropping land 
unusable in the Protection Areas will not be able to go ahead. 

This policy provides more certainty for rural communities, for landholders and the 
resource industry. The government will conserve and manage our best cropping land 
for the longer term. 

This does not mean all farming land will be locked up and not available for other use. 
We want to ensure that land use competition is managed in a way that enables 
agriculture, mining and urban development to co-exist for the long term. Where land 
use competition exists we want to ensure the best possible outcomes for producers in 
dealing with mining or urban development. 

Much of southern Queensland, as well as the Emerald and Springsure region, will be 
granted the highest level of protection as Strategic Cropping Land Protection Areas. 

Resource development projects, such as mining, that are not well advanced in the 
approvals process will be subject to the full effect of the legislation to be introduced 
later this year. 
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The Protection Areas in Southern Queensland and the Emerald-Springsure region 
have been defined as they are under intense and imminent development pressure. 

The Southern Queensland Protection Area will give soils in the Darling Downs, the 
Granite Belt, the Lockyer and Fassifern Valleys and the South Burnett Region the 
highest level of protection from mining, urban development and other permanent, 
high impact projects. 

Outside these Protection Areas, defined as the Strategic Cropping Land Management 
Area, projects will need to avoid permanently rendering cropping land unusable and 
mitigate any unavoidable impacts. 

The Queensland Government is committed to ensuring that the State's best soil is 
protected from development that will cause permanent damage, for example open cut 
mmmg. 

The strategic cropping land criteria have been developed by independent soil 
scientists with our experts in the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management and the Department of Employment, Economic Development and 
Innovation - combined they have more than 100 years experience. 

We wanted to make sure the science stacks up so we can provide confidence in the 
integrity of the criteria. Independent scientific peer review and endorsement has been 
provided by Or Roger Shaw, a soil science expert. The criteria have also been tested 
against 128 field samples and have proven reliable and consistent across the range. 

This is about ensuring we have a clear definition for Strategic Cropping Land which 
will protect our best patches of soil for the future. 

Protecting the best cropping land is vital for food security, future economic prosperity 
and the environment. It is a non-renewable resource that is under pressure from 
competing land uses like mining and urban development. 

Our government has a plan to protect it and provide certainty for industry and farmers. 

A draft State Planning Policy on Strategic Cropping Land will be released in the near 
future for consultation. The State Planning Policy will become a new planning 
instrument under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009. 

Further opportunity for public and stakeholder input will occur during the latter half 
of 20 11. The Government is committed to having the Policy and Planning Framework 
in place by the end of2011. 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 5 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN}-

How does the Queensland government's recently released Food for a growing 
economy policy document assist primary producers and other members of our food 
supply chain? 

ANSWER: 

With Queensland's food value chain worth $18.7 billion to the State economy and a 
workforce of around 267 000, it is critical that we plan for future growth in the 
industry. It is particularly vital to the economy of rural and regional Queensland. 

An increasing demand for food stemming from population growth and rising 
affluence in developing countries presents significant opportunities for Queensland as 
a food producer and exporter. 

The Foodfor a Growing Economy policy framework puts the Government's plan to 
grow Queensland's food industry on record. The policy formally positions food and 
food production as an important consideration in government decision making. 

The draft policy, which I released for public comment on 15 June and is open for 
consultation until 15 August 2011, is first and foremost an economic development 
framework to support the economic growth of food supply chain businesses across 
Queensland. It is proposed that the policy will be finalised later this year. 

The policy is intended to guide public and private investment to encourage growth of 
the State's food value chain from $18.7 billion today to $40 billion in 2020. 

The policy is built around seven themes that recognise the links between food and 
areas such as environmental protection, health, and land use planning. Industry has 
been broadly supportive of this approach and has welcomed the decision by 
Government to develop a State food policy. 

It sets out strategies to create job opportunities and wealth for Queenslanders, as well 
as outlining initiatives under each of the themes for working with key stakeholders to 
maximise industry growth. 

In releasing this draft policy, I recognise that it encompasses economic, health, 
environmental, social and national security agendas. 

The department will be working with other government agencies that have a role in 
the State's food sector to ensure a co-ordinated approach is being taken. 



Implementation of the final policy will be supported by a new $2 million pilot 
Productivity and Innovation Grant Program to link food supply chain businesses with 
food technology, supply chain management and business development skills. 

The Australian Government has also committed to delivering a National Food Plan 
and released an Issues Paper in late June to seek feedback from the public and 
industry stakeholders. The overarching focus of the national plan is to examine how 
the Australian food industry can adapt to economic, environmental and consumer
driven pressures. Like the proposed Queensland policy, the plan takes a whole-of
supply chain view towards a sustainable, globally competitive and resilient food 
system. 

The proposed Queensland food policy will provide a key platform in framing 
Queensland's response to the national plan. 
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Environment, AgricnItnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. 6 

Asked on 28 Jnne 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN)-

Please provide details on the support and assistance the Queensland Government 
provides to the state's 12 Regional Development Australia Committees? 

ANSWER: 

Regional Development Australia (RDA) is an important Commonwealth and State 
Government joint initiative. 

Under the Funding Agreement with the Commonwealth, the Queensland Government, 
through the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation 
(DEEDI), provides a range of high level support services to Queensland's 12 RDA 
Committees. 

Over the three year period of the agreement, $4.7 million worth of in kind support will 
be provided to RDA Committees. This commitment includes the costs of collocated 
accommodation and shared facilities as well as the direct costs associated with the 
Queensland Government's commitment to host two focused Ministerial Roundtables 
and two state-wide meetings with RDA Chairs each year. 

In addition, DEEDI will conduct quarterly teleconferences for RDA Executive 
Officers. DEEDI staff also work closely with RDA Committees to develop their 
capacity, facilitate access to Queensland Government agencies and progress RDA 
regional priorities. 

In April 2011, the Federal Minister for Regional Australia, Simon Crean, and I jointly 
launched a new reinvigorated approach to RDA in Queensland and made available an 
extra $480,000 to the 12 RDA Committees that cover Queensland. 

As part of this new approach, Queensland RDA Committees have been asked to focus 
on four priority areas: 

• involvement in Queensland's economic recovery; 
• progressing the regionalisation agenda; 
• capitalising on the National Broadband Network; and, 
• developing regional workforces. 

Last May in Mackay, the Minister for Employment, Skills and Mining, the 
Honourable Stirling Hinchliffe, and I met with the Chairs and Executive Officers of 
the three central and northern RDA regions impacted by the current mining boom to 



identify shared opportumtles to address skills shortages and develop regional 
workforces in these regions. 

The Queensland Government fully supports the work of RDA Committees in 
identifying and providing advice to Government on the needs of regional Queensland 
and in developing practical and locally relevant solutions to these issues. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 7 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN}-

Can the Minister please provide details of the activities of the Far North Queensland 
Recovery Centres following Cyclone Yasi? 

ANSWER: 

Commuuity Recovery 

Immediately post Cyclone Yasi, a call centre was set up out of Brisbane to respond to 
individuals seeking assistance. A total of 1169 persons contacted the call centre, 1320 
requested a call back. A total of 2489 calls were made at a total cost of $5486 
(including salaries, phone calls and hire equipment). 

Mobile Offices 
Two (2) Mobile Offices visited 12 rural centres in North Queensland extending the 
reach of Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation 
(DEED!) support services to people in smaller townships that were removed from 
Recovery Centre locations. In all, the Mobile Offices provided support to 239 
impacted or affected people. 

At those locations, officers distributed cyclone assistance information sheets and 
application forms and took the details of individuals seeking additional assistance. 
Cyclone assistance included DEED! information sheets for small businesses and 
primary producers, QRAA assistance and Operation Clean-Up information. 

Recovery Centres 
Four (4) Recovery Centres (Ingham, Tully, Cardwell and Mission Beach) were 
established. 

The initial Recovery Centre at Ingham assisted 248 people immediately after Cyclone 
Yasi. The Community Recovery and Information Referral Centre at Ingham assisted 
120 people and offered information on assistance available, including Operation 
Clean-Up and assisted with applications for QRAA assistance. 

A total number of 1192 consultations have been achieved to date at the Tully, 
Cardwell and Mission Beach Cyclone Recovery Centres and Information Hubs. 

DEED! contracted motivational speaker, Tom O'Toole, the 'Beechworth Baker' to 
speak in Ingham on 23 June. He attracted a record crowd of 105 people. The CEO of 
Hinchinbrook Shire Council was delighted at the positive public response and will use 



this to invigorate the Hinchinbrook business community. Tom O'Toole also delivered 
a motivational presentation to business operators at Mission Beach Resort on 24 June. 
There were 31 attendees from Mission Beach, Tully, Innisfail, Babinda and Balgal 
Beach. 

Total number of Jobs and Skills Package (JSP) funded projects to date: 
• FNQ NRM (Terrain) Cassowary Coast - 20 
• Choice Australia Management Limited (Cairns) - 10 
• Break Thru People Solutions (Townsville) - 30 
• Employment Service Limited (Townsville) - 11. 

Total number of JSP projects is four with a total participant number of 71. 

Total number of customers assisted to date - 3175. 

Business Recovery 

From 21 - 23 February, 252 business shopfronts were door knocked in the Tully, 
Cardwell and Mission Beach areas. Four presentations on Cyclone Yasi assistance 
and DEEDI business services occurred at the Cassowary Coast Business Women's 
Network, Cardwell Chamber of Commerce, Tully Chamber of Commerce and the 
Cairns Regional Council. 

Business recovery and business development workshops were promoted in Mission 
Beach, Cardwell and Tully Chambers in June. A mail out of information regarding the 
DEEDI Flood Recovery program has occurred and 177 Cassowary coast businesses 
that suffered major impact received the pamphlet. 

Four applications have been approved under the Flood and Cyclone Recovery 
Business Program in Townsville, with a further eight applications expected to be 
received. 31 applications have been approved in Cairns assisting 329 FTEs. 

A Back to Business workshop was delivered by Michael Lawrence from Inspire 
Business Consulting in Tully, Mission Beach and Cardwell on 14, 16 and 20 June 
respectively to a total of 14 attendees. 

Total number of businesses assisted to date (including contributions to the 
Cassowary Coast and Hinchinbrook Council's recovery planning) - 482. 

Property Recovery (Operation Clean-Up) 
As at 15 July, 843 properties have requested assistance under the program. 289 jobs 
have been completed and 162 jobs are in progress (451 in total). There have been 865 
requests for employment to date. 

Total number of properties completed, in progress or assessed under Operation 
Clean Up to date - 451. 

Total number of DEEDI North Region engagements (with customers, businesses 
and properties) to date - 4108. 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 8 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN}--

How has the mobile office initiative assisted flood and cyclone affected communities 
to recover? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (DEED!) 
has three (3) mobile offices which have been deployed to disaster affected areas 
throughout the State to provide support and assistance required in cyclone and flood 
affected areas. A range of services and information are available through the mobile 
offices including: 

• emergency response and cyclone and flood recovery information and help; 

• QRAA cyclone and flood grant information for primary producers and small 
businesses; 

• information about Centre link payments including the Australian Government 
Disaster Recovery Payment; 

• information about Department of Communities grants including personal hardship 
assistance, an essential household contents grant, structural assistance grant and 
other financial assistance; 

• information about the support offered by agencies such as Lifeline; and 

• easy access to a range of government services. 

Mobile offices are fully operational working environments, utilising the latest 
technologies to allow DEEDI staff and customers to access a wide range of 
information to support the community in recovery activities. 

DEED! Mobile Offices have visited over 120 locations to assist Queensland 
communities affected by disasters. Two mobile offices have been deployed to assist 
with the recent Hendra virus outbreak in Beaudesert. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 9 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN}-

Can the Minister please provide an update on the achievements of his Reconnecting 
Agricultural Education Plan for the AACC? 

ANSWER: 

Notable achievements have been made in the reform of the Australian Agricultural 
College Corporation (AACC) as detailed in the Implementation Plan 'Reconnecting 
Agricultural Education'. These achievements include: 

• In August 2010 the AACC Advisory Board was appointed. Chaired by 
Mr Graham Hart OAM this Board boasts members who are highly skilled in 
agricultural industry, business and financial acumen. They meet bi-monthly and 
have conducted two site visits and meetings in Longreach and Emerald with visits 
planned to Burdekin and Mareeba before the end of 2011. It is planned that the 
Board will visit all AACC sites to engage with regional industry and community 
over the upcoming year. 

• AACC has developed and is in the process of implementing its new organisational 
structure. This structure has seen the development of new position descriptions 
that reflect the realignment of instructional capabilities to meet industry demand 
for more flexibility in course delivery. Recruitrnents to these new positions have 
been targeted and completed in close consultation with corporation staff and union 
delegates. 

• AACC has been working to develop and implement a corporation wide culture to 
work and live by. This process has proved a positive influence on addressing 
concerns and issues and empowering staff to respond to the realignment process. 

• The link between AACC and Department of Employment, Economic 
Development and Innovation extension training has been strengthened with this 
training now mapped to AACC course competencies and accredited to an 
approved qualification. 

• AACC is currently negotiating the hosting of its on line training delivery platform 
which will enhance its flexibility and capability in modes of training delivery. 

• AACC continues to improve industry consultation in order to improve both the 
residential and industry training products offered. The commencement of the 
Longreach Pastoral Campus Industry Advisory Committee is providing input into 
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curriculum upgrades and production best practice. Additional advisory committees 
aligned to industries and regions are planned for introduction this year. 

• Planned infrastructure upgrades at the Emerald and Longreach campuses will 
ensure the implementation of contemporary training delivery solutions. 

• The establishment of the new centres in Ayr and Mareeba and sites at Gatton, 
Mackay, Bundaberg and Cunnamulla are well underway. Other planned sites 
across the state at Charters Towers, Ingham, Bowen and Innisfail as well as the 
upgrades to campuses will be funded from the sale of production land parcels 
formerly attached to the Dalby and Burdekin campuses. 

• The first land parcels have been auctioned at Dalby with all available lots sold and 
under contract. Interest has also been shown towards the cane and grazing 
properties attached to the Burdekin campus. It is hoped these properties will go to 
auction before the end of 20 11 calendar year. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 10 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND REGIONAL 
ECONOMIES (MR MULHERIN}---

Can you provide details on the progress of Operation Clean Up in North Queensland 
in the wake of Cyclone Yasi including details of: 

a) the number of properties seeking assistance, 

b) number of jobs completed, and 

c) the number of jobs in progress. 

ANSWER: 

a) As at 15 July 2011, a total of 843 properties have contacted the Department of 
Employment, Economic Development and Innovation to register for assistance. 
eighty five (85) ofthese requests have been withdrawn and 88 were (at that date) 
considered ineligible for assistance. Therefore 670 properties were listed as 
eligible under Operation Clean Up guidelines. 

b) and c) 

As at 15 July 2011, a total of 289 jobs have been completed as part of Operation 
Clean Up and 162 jobs were in progress. 

It should be noted that because of the extensive and intense nature of this year's 
wet season the Department has not been able to complete as many jobs as 
thought possible by this time. With North Queensland now experiencing its dry 
season completion rates have increased and providing we don't have an early wet 
season it is possible Operation Clean Up will be completed prior to the end of the 
calendar year. For example in the last week alone we have completed 33 jobs. 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 

Question Taken on Notice 

Asked on 20 July 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE, FOOD AND 
REGIONAL ECONOMIES-

In regard to the Australian Agricultural College Corporation: 

I. What is the value of the administration and residential area of the Burdekin 
Campus of the Australian Agricultural College campus at Clare that will be gifted 
to the Shalom Christian College group? (Hansard, page 35) 

2. Did student enrolments increase or decrease for the 20 I 0-11 year in comparison to 
the previous year and what are the comparative student-to-instructor ratios for the 
four existing AACC campuses? (Dalby, Longreach, Emerald and Mareeba) Are 
the student-to-instructor ratios increasing or decreasing? (Hansard, pages 35-36) 

3. In relation to the production land growing sugar cane at the Burdekin campus of 
the AACC at Clare, what are the historical values of the sugar cane produced (for 
the last five years), what are the tonnes, dollar values, and what is the size of the 
sugar cane production area (in hectares)? (Hansard, page 36) 

ANSWER: 

1. Negotiations and subdivisions are not yet complete. An area of land of 
approximately 2,663 hectares west of Barratta Road, comprising teaching facilities 
intended for divestiture has been valued at $3,730,000. Current valuations and 
aggregation of associated buildings, structures and infrastructure are not yet 
finalised. 

2. Campus FTE Staff and Location 

Based on nominal hours of delivery (AHC), enrolments increased in 20 I 0-11 from 
a total delivery of 621 ,267 AHC in 2009-10 to 722,368 AHC in 2010-11. 

Comparative Student to Instructor Ratios* 

Student to Staff 
Campus Deliver Hours FTE Students*** Ratios 

2009- 2010- 2009- 2010-
10* 11* 10** 11** 2009-10 2010-11 Change 

Burdekin 111,352 182,361 206 338 29: I 42: I Increase 
Dalby 223,515 205,714 414 381 30: 1 33 : I Increase 
Emerald 123,268 129,131 228 239 19 : I 17: I Decrease 
Longreach 93,123 89,653 172 166 24: I 18 : I Decrease 
Mareeba 70,009 115,509 130 214 21 : I 39: I Increase 

* Dehvery values are expressed In nommal hours, are from all fundmg sources and represent only 
completed delivery (excludes delivery in progress) 
** Commonwealth definition of FTE student is one undertaking 540 or more nominal hours of 
study per year 
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3. History of the production value of sugar cane from the Burdekin Campus Sugar 
Cane Farm: 

Harvest Tonnes Relative 
Fin Yr Season Yield Price CCS% $ Value 

2007 2006 40,266 36.00 15.4 $1,511,489 
2008 2007 43,389 27.36 15.1 $1,187,254 
2009 2008 46,057 35.08 15.4 $1,615,683 
2010 2009 35,760 53.27 15.7 $1,904,921 
2011 2010 22,254 * 46.13 14.0 $930,660 ** 

* Excludes estimated 10,955 tonnes unharvested 

** Includes $92,650 outstanding from Sucrogen subject to dispute resolution 

Planting, harvest, sugar content and price have been impacted in 2010111 due to 
the extended wet season. 

Total Area of the Burdekin Campus sugar cane farm is 412.98ha of which 88.2% 
is under cultivation. 
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Foreword
The Surat Basin is a vibrant and productive region renowned for its strong and resilient communities spanning the 
Toowoomba, Western Downs and Maranoa districts. The region is currently experiencing growth unlike any other region in 
Queensland as a result of the expansion of the energy and resources sector. State, local and federal government agencies are 
working together with community and industry members to capitalise on the opportunities this growth presents and manage 
the impacts for the region as a whole. 

Our primary goal is to build a sustainable future for all Queenslanders. We need to strike the right balance in responding to 
environmental, social and economic considerations of emerging industries with the established agricultural sector in  
the region.

The Surat Basin Future Directions Statement (the Statement), released on 4 March 2010, committed the state government to 
working with industry and the community to build a 21st century future for the region characterised by well planned growth 
with sustainable jobs in secure and liveable communities. The Statement’s collaborative and cooperative approach to 
identifying and responding to opportunities and challenges in the Surat Basin has been very successful. 

This success is in large part due to the early and continued input from the mayors of the Toowoomba, Maranoa, Goondiwindi 
and Western Downs Regional Councils and Banana Shire Council working closely with the state government, industry, 
community leaders and local residents to foresee issues, challenges and opportunities. 

Based on the principles of partnership, integration, comprehensiveness, building regional community resilience, adaptability 
and responsiveness, the Statement has delivered 11 headline initiatives encompassing the policies that will sustain growth in 
the Surat Basin for the next 30 years. 

Through the headline initiatives we have addressed a variety of critical issues such as planning and settlement patterns, 
economic development, skilled labour and workforce development, housing availability, transport, strategic cropping land, 
land access and CSG water management. This work has delivered a practical set of priorities to inform regional planning and 
service delivery at the government, industry and community level.

The Surat Basin Future Directions Statement Steering Committee has guided delivery of the Statement by the Queensland 
Government, in consultation with regional community and industry stakeholders. We wish to acknowledge the collaboration 
and support of the Surat Basin community, local councils, industry, state government and union representatives who have 
been an integral part of implementing the Statement. 

We look forward to the continuation of this collaborative relationship into the future.

The Honourable Anna Bligh, MP, The Honourable Tim Mulherin, MP,  
Premier and Minister for Reconstruction Minister for Agriculture, Food and Regional Economies
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Chair’s message 
I have been pleased to be the chair of the Surat Basin Future Directions Statement Steering Committee.  

This has provided me with a unique opportunity to work closely with others who have a keen interest in building a sustainable 
and prosperous Surat Basin.  

Industry bodies, community representatives, peak bodies and the three levels of government have cooperated and 
collaborated to actively address challenges and maximise the opportunities arising from the growth in this region.

It has been an effective guiding force in a process that has created a genuine consultative approach in the delivery of the  
Surat Basin Future Directions Statement.

Together we have worked to progress the headline initiatives in the Statement. These projects are the nuts and bolts which 
build the foundation for the future of the region.  

The Steering Committee has closely monitored the progress of these initiatives and provided input throughout the 
implementation period. I’d like to thank all the members of the committee, particularly my fellow mayors from Maranoa, 
Toowoomba, Banana and Goondiwindi Councils, for their expertise and commitment to this journey.

The delivery of this final report marks the beginning of a new and exciting era for the Surat Basin. Our communities are 
stronger for the partnerships developed through the Statement and I look forward to continuing these partnerships well into 
the future.

Ray Brown 
Chair 
Surat Basin Future Directions Statement Steering Committee
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Executive summary
Introduction

The Surat Basin is a region comprising established and strong communities supported by a robust and productive agricultural 
economy. Significant growth is being experienced in the region due to mining and extraction of extensive deposits of thermal 
coal and coal seam gas (CSG). The Queensland Government has had a unique opportunity to anticipate and prepare for this 
growth and the Surat Basin Future Directions Statement (the Statement) is the foundation of this preparation.

This final report on the Statement is an opportunity to detail the work accomplished through a partnership of the Queensland, 
federal and local governments, regional industry participants and members of the local community.

Growth: challenges and opportunities

Unprecedented resource sector growth is increasing the demands placed on the region’s infrastructure and services. It is 
changing the face of local communities and presents challenges for the environment and the local economy.

Growth prospects create both opportunities and challenges, for example:

•	 How	will	the	communities	in	the	Surat	Basin	plan	for	the	anticipated	population	growth?	

•	 What	additional	infrastructure	and	services	will	be	required?		

•	 	What	will	the	local	economy	need	to	capitalise	on	the	opportunities	arising	from	new	industries	but	continue	to	meet	local	
needs	and	stay	strong	and	diverse?		

•	 How	will	locals	be	skilled-up	to	take	up	new	opportunities	and	how	will	businesses	maintain	their	workforces?		

•	 How	will	the	biodiversity	and	environment	of	the	region	be	sustainably	managed?

The Statement

It	was	clear	that	the	opportunities	and	challenges	arising	from	this	rapid	economic	growth	were	complex	and	region-wide	and	
would require working in partnership with local mayors, community members and industry representatives to undertake a 
coordinated strategy and planning exercise.  

The Statement was developed to provide a model of how government can coordinate and deliver regional development 
outcomes which support and manage growth. It was launched by the Honourable Tim Mulherin MP, Minister for Agriculture, 
Food and Regional Economies, in March 2010.

The Statement aimed to achieve the following: 

1. Provide the frameworks and policies to sustain and manage growth in the Surat Basin for the next 30 years.

2. 	Apply	a	holistic,	long-term	approach	for	the	region,	considering	economic,	social	and	environmental	elements.

3.  Set up a framework so government, industry and community representatives can respond to regional needs in a 
coordinated and collaborative way.

4.  Identify major regional issues and deliver 11 ‘headline initiatives’ which directly address key challenges and growth 
opportunities.

5. Establish an ongoing mechanism by which issues are raised and addressed.

Since its launch, the major aims of the Statement have been achieved. 

The Statement was structured around six themes connected by a commitment to improved coordination and collaboration 
across government and regional partners. 

The themes are: 

•	 planning	for	growth

•	 planning	and	developing	infrastructure

•	 building	and	maintaining	liveable	communities

•	 building	economic	resilience	and	capturing	opportunities

•	 developing	a	skilled	workforce

•	 sustaining	regional	environments.

Highlights of the Statement are 11 headline initiatives relating to these themes. 
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Achievements

It was the partnerships between governments, industry and community and led by the regional mayors, which drove delivery 
of the Statement and demonstrated a unique and very successful collaboration and coordination between relevant parties.

Detailed overviews of each headline initiative are included in this report and contact information is also provided for those 
seeking further information.

In addition to delivering the headline initiatives and other activities identified in the Statement, the Queensland Government 
continues to explore and fund initiatives which are responsive to change, so future challenges can be met and associated 
benefits maximised. 

Regional participation and governance

The Surat Basin Regional Development Forum held in Roma in March 2010 marked the first formal engagement with people 
from the region on the implementation of the Statement. The forum gave interested parties an opportunity to be involved in 
the ongoing development of the projects or ‘headline initiatives’ of the Statement.  

A Steering Committee was created to oversee delivery of the Statement. The Steering Committee is chaired by 
Councillor Ray Brown, Mayor of the Western Downs Regional Council. Membership comprised representatives from the 
Australian, state and local governments, the community, unions and industry. It was based on the Local Leadership Group 
set up under the Sustainable Resource Communities Policy with the addition of new members to expand the representation of 
regional interests.

The Steering Committee met four times during 2010 with the first meeting held on 13 April. It met in Dalby on  
3 March 2011 and will meet once more in late 2011. 

An important contributor to regional development is the Regional Development Australia (RDA) network. The RDAs engage 
with	other	regional	organisations	to	identify	regional	and	cross-regional	priorities,	inform	regional	planning,	provide	
independent advice to governments about regional development priorities, and contribute to community and economic 
development within a region. A member of the Darling Downs and South West RDA Committee also sat on the Steering 
Committee creating an important link between these two initiatives.

The future in the Surat Basin

One of the government’s highest priorities, following the unprecedented series of natural disasters in 2010–11, is rebuilding 
Queensland. Two major plans will help to achieve this.  

•	 	Operation	QUEENSLANDER	–	the	State	Plan	(www.qldreconstruction.org.au)	will	guide	recovery	and	reconstruction	
activities and investments to not only repair devastated regions but make them more resilient and liveable places.

•	 	The	Queensland	Regionalisation	Strategy	(www.dlgp.qld.gov.au/growth)	aims	to	direct	growth	in	regional	Queensland	
by identifying and unlocking regions’ economic potential.  Its focus is to encourage workers and their families to move to 
regional Queensland for a job but stay for the lifestyle.  

For the Surat Basin, these plans mean meeting existing and new challenges and opportunities in the Surat Basin long term.  
It means ongoing partnerships between all levels of government with industry, business and communities, to respond to 
change and maintain the quality of life in the region.

These plans will complement the framework established under the Statement which has proved to be an effective model of 
enabling governments, industry and communities, to respond collaboratively to major regional issues. 

The Queensland Government is committed to the collaborative and inclusive approach which has defined the delivery of 
the Statement. Following the next scheduled meeting of the Steering Committee, responsibility for monitoring the ongoing 
implementation of the headline initiatives and other activities identified in the Statement will be transferred to an expanded 
Surat Basin Local Leadership Group. This will strengthen the link between the outcomes of the Statement and the  
Sustainable Resource Communities Policy, and provide a clear mechanism for issues arising in the Surat Basin to be raised  
with government.
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Overview of the Surat Basin region
Region overview
The Surat Basin region is a diverse and geographically large region covering approximately 110 000 km2 within the 
Toowoomba, Maranoa and Western Downs Regional Council areas. It contains some of Queensland’s most valuable agriculture 
assets as well as an abundance of coal, gas and other resource deposits.  

Source: Compiled by the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation 2009 

Demography
The estimated residential population of Surat Basin region for 2011 is 209 961, or 4.6 per cent of the state’s population.  
Surat Basin region’s population in 2031 is projected to be 301 909 persons1.

Growth prospects in the region
The two major industries in the region are agriculture and resource extraction. The total value of agricultural production in the 
Surat Basin for 2009–2010 was $1.860 billion2 (for Toowoomba, Western Downs and Maranoa Regional Council areas). Energy 
resource deposits in the region have been estimated at over 6 billion tonnes of thermal coal resources3 and 21 488 petajoules 
of CSG reserves as at 30 June 20104.

1  Queensland Government Population Projections 2011 –(Medium Series), OESR, Queensland Government
2	 Agricultural	commodities;	Small	area	data,	Australia,	2005-06	(Reissue),	ABS
3  Queensland Coals: physical and chemical properties, colliery and company information, 14th Edition, 2003, Queensland Government
4	 Fiscal	2009-10	petroleum	production	and	reserves	tables,	accessed	01/04/2011	www.dme.qld.gov.au
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Future directions
Governance
The Statement has fulfilled its aim in setting out a framework for government, community and industry to work together to 
manage the opportunities and impacts of growth from resource development. This framework will sustain growth in the region 
for the next 30 years.  

A large part of the success of the Statement can be attributed to the strong engagement between local stakeholders and 
government which informed the development and delivery of the headline initiatives, a commitment to accountability and 
regular reporting, and the leadership of the Steering Committee.

The Surat Basin Future Directions Statement Steering Committee, chaired by Cr Ray Brown, has been responsible for 
overseeing the Statement's implementation and the development and progress of the headline initiatives. The committee  
first met following the Regional Development Forum in March 2010. Since then it has met regularly —during 2010 and on 
3 March 2011 in Dalby. The Surat Basin Future Directions Statement Steering Committee will meet for the last time in late  
2011 to table this final report. 

The mayors of the Maranoa, Toowoomba and Western Downs Regional Councils have been involved in the development and 
delivery of the Statement and integral to its success.  All members of the committee believe it has been very effective in 
overseeing the implementation of the Statement and successfully acted as a conduit to government to identify and prioritise 
the needs of the region.

Membership of the Surat Basin Future Directions Statement Steering Committee was based on the membership of the Surat 
Basin Local Leadership Group, established under the Sustainable Resource Communities Policy. The policy aimed to foster 
government’s partnerships with local government, industry and community by establishing local leadership groups (in the 
Bowen	and	Surat	Basins	and	the	North	West	Minerals	Province)	to	focus	on	regional	planning	issues	and	key	projects	which	
would address cumulative or regional issues arising from resource development. The aims and outcomes of the Statement are 
broadly consistent with those of the policy.

The Queensland Government is committed to the collaborative and inclusive approach which has defined delivery of the 
Statement. Following the next scheduled meeting of the Steering Committee, responsibility for monitoring the ongoing 
implementation of the headline initiatives and other activities identified in the Statement will be transferred to an expanded 
Surat Basin Local Leadership Group. This will strengthen the link between the outcomes of the Statement and the Sustainable 
Resource Communities Policy and provide a clear mechanism for issues arising in the Surat Basin to be raised with government. 

The focus on addressing issues of concern and maximising opportunities will continue under the Surat Basin Local Leadership 
Group. It will also connect with other committees in the Surat Basin which deal with reconstruction and flood recovery efforts 
as well as specific issues relating to the CSG industry.

The Queensland Government will continue to provide secretariat support to the Local Leadership Group and will coordinate the 
involvement of other agencies as necessary.

The Queensland Government continues its commitment to shaping a prosperous and sustainable Surat Basin region, and 
acknowledges and appreciates the time, effort and expertise its regional partners contribute to achieving this vision.  



Final Report July 20115

Achievements 
Coordination and collaboration

Surat Basin Regional Development Forum

The first headline initiative to be delivered under the Statement was the Regional Development Forum, held in Roma on 
Thursday 18 March 2010. This forum was hosted by the Premier, the Honourable Anna Bligh MP, and was an opportunity for 
the	government	to	engage	with	regional	representatives	to	outline	how	it	intended	to	deliver	a	planned,	community-inclusive	
approach to managing growth in the region. 

The Statement was presented, noting the headline initiatives, and outlining how it was to be delivered and how regional 
representatives were to be involved. Presentations by senior departmental officers were made on each of the headline 
initiatives and the intended outcomes. Attendees were invited to nominate to be on headline initiative working groups.  

The forum attracted 71 attendees including members of the Surat Basin Local Leadership Group. Mayors of Western Downs, 
Maranoa and Toowoomba Regional Councils and Banana and Paroo Shire Councils, and representatives of industry groups, 
unions and businesses operating in the region all attended.

At the forum’s plenary session, participants were invited to discuss how to preserve and enhance the liveability of their 
communities in light of the expected growth in the region.  

The	session	provided	an	opportunity	for	those	who	live	and	work	in	the	Surat	Basin	to	contribute	to	Queensland-wide	
discussions being held by the Premier at the Queensland Growth Management Summit on 31 March 2010. This summit aimed to 
respond	to	the	community’s	concerns	about	population	growth	and	to	identify	new	strategies	to	ensure	long-term	sustainable	
solutions for all Queenslanders. Outcomes from the summit have informed the Queensland Regionalisation Strategy. 

Following the forum, the Surat Basin Future Directions Steering Committee was formed as the Statement’s governance 
mechanism and first met on 13 April 2010. The committee was chaired by Cr Ray Brown, Mayor of the Western Downs Regional 
Council and comprised representatives from the Australian, Queensland and local governments, the local community, unions 
and industry.

The Steering Committee was tasked with monitoring progress of the development and implementation of the headline 
initiatives. It met five times during implementation of the Statement. Members of the committee believe it has been very 
effective in overseeing the implementation of the Statement and as a conduit to government. The Steering Committee’s last 
scheduled meeting will be in late 2011.
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Planning for growth

Regional Planning Framework and Settlement Pattern

The impacts of growth in the mining, gas and power generation industries will be felt across the whole of the Surat Basin 
with substantial pressure being placed on the existing network of towns and infrastructure. The Queensland and local 
governments are working collaboratively with regional stakeholders in planning to ensure the environmental, economic, social 
and cultural values of the Surat Basin are preserved and enhanced given the pressure of strong resource sector growth.  

In order to identify the implications of this growth on existing and future settlement in the Surat Basin, the Surat Basin 
Regional Planning Framework (SBRPF) provides key planning principles and strategic direction to inform future planning 
decisions within the Surat Basin. The SBRPF also provides a preferred settlement pattern which includes detail for each local 
government area on the proposed location of future residential, service and industrial growth. It also summarises key issues 
relevant to particular locations and identifies where further monitoring and investigations may be required.

The SBRPF will be used to inform the review and preparation of existing and future planning documents affecting growth in the 
Surat Basin. This includes statutory regional plans and local planning schemes, as well as the assessment of Environmental 
Impact Statements (EIS) for major projects. It will also be used to inform the development of the final Queensland 
Infrastructure Plan and associated projects in the Surat Basin.

The SBRPF establishes a regional vision outlining the desired future for the Surat Basin.  The vision is derived from the 
strengths, values and challenges as perceived by the community, industry, regional stakeholders and local and state 
governments. The SBRPF explores these values, strengths and challenges and identifies the strategies required for 
sustainable future growth.

While the Toowoomba, Western Downs and Maranoa Regional Councils have individual and diverse challenges to overcome in 
planning for future generations, it is important that regional direction is integrated into local planning to ensure the response 
to accelerated growth in the Surat Basin is consistent and adaptive to emerging regional challenges.  

The SBRPF has been developed to provide this regional direction and will be used as the framework to inform an integrated 
federal, state and local government agenda for the Surat Basin, linking infrastructure and service provision to manage future 
population change and economic growth in the resource sector.

Snapshot of the Settlement Pattern
The existing settlement pattern of the Surat Basin is heavily influenced by the location of well established regional transport 
networks,	access	to	water	and	proximity	to	high-quality	agricultural	land.	The	original	settlements	established	along	the	
Warrego Highway have become the major towns servicing the Surat Basin.

The proposed settlement pattern of the Surat Basin supports and enhances the existing network of communities and major 
towns by highlighting them as the primary locations for future urban growth and service delivery.

The role of the Surat Basin’s towns as regional and district centres for rural services will be secured and enhanced. Depending 
on their proximity to resource sector activities, they will be required to respond to additional demands on community and 
social services and industrial land supply to support nexus activities and supply chain opportunities.

Next	steps:

•	 working	with	local	governments	in	the	region	on	developing	their	community	plans	and	planning	schemes

•	 working	with	state	agencies	to	provide	advice	on	the	assessment	of	EIS

•	 	engaging	local	governments	and	state	agencies	on	regional	planning	issues	through	the	Maranoa–Balonne	Regional	
Planning Committee.

Further information is available from the Department of Local Government and Planning by telephoning 07 3227 8548 or 
visiting www.dlgp.qld.gov.au   



Final Report July 20117

Planning and developing infrastructure 

Regional Transport Investigation and Strategy

The	Regional	Transport	Investigation	and	Strategy	is	a	long-term	multimodal	transport	plan	for	the	Surat	Basin	region.	The	
transport system is an important component of the sustainable development of the region as it provides industries and 
communities with efficient, equitable and safe connections within and outside the region. 

The	Surat	Basin	region	has	a	comprehensive	and	well-connected	transport	network	comprising	state-controlled	and	
local roads, railways, aviation facilities, public transport services and some active transport facilities. To facilitate future 
development of the region while maintaining liveability, the study has identified these major transport issues which will need 
to be addressed:

 •	 	Road	and	rail	networks	are	predominately	focused	towards	south-east	Queensland,	whereas	the	energy	sector	requires	
strong road and rail links to Gladstone and potentially Bundaberg and Mackay.  

•	 	Multiple	major	private	industry	developments	will	have	cumulative	impacts,	particularly	on	the	road	network,	due	to	
additional	traffic	and	over-mass	and	over-dimensional	loads.	The	greatest	impacts	will	occur	during	the	construction	
phase. These need to be carefully managed through the state significant project assessment process.

•	 	Rail	and	road	capacity	to	the	east	is	very	constrained	due	to	the	range	crossing	and	conflicts	with	increasing	passenger	
traffic between Ipswich and Brisbane.

•	 	Toowoomba	Airport	has	limited	options	for	expansion	due	to	urban	encroachment.

•	 	Relatively	few	trips	are	made	by	public	transport,	walking	and	cycling.	Over	time,	increasing	use	of	these	modes	could	
assist in traffic management and improving liveability in the region’s cities and towns.

•	 	The	recent	trend	for	freight	to	shift	from	rail	to	road	could	place	more	pressure	on	the	region’s	road	network.

•	 	Collaborative,	system-wide	planning	and	investment	decisions	across	all	levels	of	government	will	be	needed	to	overcome	
funding constraints.  

The Regional Transport Investigation and Strategy proposes these broad strategic directions: 

•	 	A	balanced	approach	that	addresses	all	industry	sectors	and	the	community,	subregions	and	modes.	The	strategy	
recognises the needs of different industries (not just mining) and the population (the workforce and residents).  
It provides strategies to improve both freight and passenger movements.

•	 	A	multimodal	approach	that	recognises	the	roles	of	road,	rail,	air,	ports,	public	transport	and	active	transport.	 
Some modes are more suited to some purposes than others.

•	 	A	holistic	approach	that	balances	infrastructure	investment	with	funding	for	planning,	operational	and	management	
measures and transport services. 

•	 	A	targeted	approach	that	recognises	differing	needs	for	regional	imports	and	exports.	Exports	of	coal	will	predominately	
move to the north, while exports of grain will predominately move to the east. Industry inputs will continue to be sourced 
mostly from Brisbane, but imports could increase significantly from northern ports at Bundaberg, Gladstone and Mackay. 

•	 	A	focused	approach	that	highlights	some	investments	as	‘enabling’	and	therefore	essential	to	open	up	the	region	for	
development,	while	others	are	recognised	as	‘supporting’	and	required	to	protect	the	long-term	liveability	of	the	region.		
Enabling	investments	(such	as	Surat	Basin	Rail)	require	significant	one-off	investment,	while	supporting	investments	
(such as more bus services) can be delivered as incremental improvements over time.
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Photo: Mathew Gane

Key strategies by transport mode

Road 
•	 	Complete	the	business	case	and	seek	federal	funding	for	a	new	Toowoomba	Range	crossing	and	general	widening	and	

strengthening of the Warrego Highway.

•	 Analyse	flood	and	heavy	vehicle	impacts	on	key	freight	routes.

•	 	Incrementally	upgrade	other	important	routes	including	the	Gore,	Leichhardt,	Carnarvon,	Dawson,	New	England,	Bunya	
and Burnett Highways.

•	 Support	further	planning	for	improvements	to	Local	Roads	of	Regional	Significance.

Rail and port

•	 Support	appropriate	private	construction	of	the	Surat	Basin	Rail	link	to	the	Port	of	Gladstone.

•	 Facilitate	upgrades	where	required	to	the	Moura	Rail	system,	the	Miles–Wandoan	Branch	and	the	Western	Rail	Line.

•	 Incrementally	upgrade	rail	level	crossings	to	improve	safety	and	efficiency.

•	 Review	rail/road	intermodal	facilities.

•	 Work	with	the	federal	government	with	planning	for	the	Melbourne–Brisbane	Inland	Rail	line.

Air

•	 	Support	appropriate	private	industry	upgrades	to	key	aerodromes,	consistent	with	the	outcomes	of	the	state	significant	
project assessment process.

•	 Develop	a	regional	aviation	strategy,	including	consideration	of	a	larger	regional	airport.

Public transport

•	 Investigate	improvements	to	bus	services	across	the	region.

•	 Review	long-distance	coach,	rail	and	air	links	between	towns.	

Active transport

•	 Identify	a	Principal	Cycle	Network	for	the	region	to	guide	investment	in	the	most	important	cycle	routes.

•	 Ensure	planning	schemes	prioritise	walking	and	cycling	facilities	within	towns.

Next	steps:

•	 public	release	of	a	draft	strategy	for	consultation	

•	 	working	with	all	levels	of	government	and	private	industry	to	progress	strategies,	including:

○ reconstruct transport links damaged during floods

○ develop Integrated Regional Transport Plans for the South West, Maranoa–Balonne and Darling Downs regions

○ finalise	the	Toowoomba	Sub-Regional	Transport	Study	
○ develop a robust regional transport model

○ advocate for, and facilitate investment in, major enabling infrastructure 

○ develop a program for the incremental planning and upgrading of key links

•	 setting	up	an	implementation	group	to	monitor	progress	and	report.

Further information is available from the Department of Transport and Main Roads by telephoning 07 3146 1785 or visiting 
www.tmr.qld.gov.au
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Building and maintaining liveable communities

Resource Town Housing Affordability Strategy

Housing affordability is being placed under increasing pressure in the Surat Basin as demand for housing rises in response 
to resource sector activity. At the same time, maintaining housing affordability is integral to attracting and retaining skilled 
workers as well as retaining established residents and service industry employees. The availability and affordability of a 
suitable range of dwelling types and tenures contribute to the community’s ability to function in an efficient, equitable and 
sustainable manner.

The Resource Town Housing Affordability Strategy (the Strategy) aims to improve the availability of quality affordable land and 
housing supply outcomes through the use of a range of planning frameworks and instruments. While the Strategy focuses on 
housing supply outcomes, additional measures targeting housing demand factors are included to provide a comprehensive 
response to optimising housing affordability.

Stakeholder roles and responsibilities in relation to housing affordability are outlined in the Strategy. The adoption by all 
levels of government of an integrated and coordinated approach to implementation of the Strategy’s components is required 
for a successful outcome.  

Four broad goals underpin the specific actions contained in the Strategy. They are: 

•	 housing	diversity	in	type	and	tenure	to	meet	the	needs	of	different	household	compositions	and	life	cycle	changes	

•	 well	designed	and	located	housing	to	facilitate	long-term	living	affordability	

•	 optimised	conditions	for		housing	affordability

•	 responding	to	changing	housing	needs	associated	with	demographic	changes	and	resource	sector	development.

The Queensland Government sets the regulatory framework for planning, development assessment, infrastructure charging, 
building standards and the land tenure system, all of which can contribute to housing affordability. While the planning system 
can facilitate the foundations for housing supply, the private housing market needs to respond efficiently to housing demand 
in the region.

In	addition,	through	the	environmental	and	social	impact	assessment	process,	the	Coordinator-General	may	place	conditions	
on project proponents when approving resource project proposals to minimise any adverse impacts on the local housing 
market. The introduction of Social Impact Management Plans for the life of an approved project provides the means for 
ensuring housing impacts are continually monitored and responses adjusted to mitigate adverse impacts over the longer term.

Current initiatives contributing to housing affordability in the Surat Basin:

•	 	The	Urban	Land	Development	Authority’s	(ULDA)	resource	community	program	complements	the	existing	property	market	
by ensuring property within declared Urban Development Areas (UDA) is released to the market in a timely fashion at a 
range of price points. 

•	 	The	government	declared	a	20	hectare	site	in	Roma	as	a	UDA	on	30	July	2010.	The	ULDA	has	prepared	a	development	
scheme that incorporates a land use plan, a land use strategy and an implementation plan for the site. While the majority 
of the site is proposed to be developed into residential lots which provide a range of dwelling choices, new open spaces 
will also be made available. The ULDA is committed to ensuring a portion of the development will be made available for 
rent or purchase at affordable levels for low to moderate income households.

•	 	The	Australian	Government,	in	conjunction	with	the	Queensland	Government,	is	facilitating	the	delivery	of	affordable	
rental	accommodation	through	the	National	Rental	Affordability	Scheme.	The	scheme	provides	incentives	via	subsidies,	
or through the taxation system, to investors and developers to construct new dwellings which are then offered to eligible 
persons at a reduced rental price. Under this scheme, approval has been given for 42 dwellings in the Surat Basin, 
including houses, townhouses and units. 

	•	 	The	state	government,	through	the	Department	of	Communities,	provides	a	range	of	programs	that	assist	individuals	with	
home	ownership	and	social	housing	services.	Action	is	also	being	taken	to	build	the	capacity	of	the	not-for-profit	housing	
sector, which plays a critical role in the direct provision and management of affordable housing, social and crisis housing 
and housing support services. For example, the Rural Housing Service Centre, involving a partnership between the 
Maranoa Regional Council and the state government, has received approval to provide a single coordinated social housing 
service in Roma. Over the longer term, it is expected that this service will grow the stock of affordable rental housing in 
the Maranoa area for use by lower income workers and existing residents who are experiencing housing stress as a result 
of sharp rises in rents in the private rental market.

•	 	Local	governments	are	currently	preparing	new	planning	schemes	which	ensure	an	adequate	supply	of	appropriately	
zoned land for residential development and remove barriers that may limit housing options required to meet future 
housing needs.

A key factor for the housing market going forward will be the proportion of operational workforces that seek either 
permanent	or	temporary	accommodation	in	townships	rather	than	on-site	or	company-provided	temporary	dwellings.	 
The timeliness of such decisions is likely to impact significantly on the capacity of the housing development industry and 
local governments to respond effectively to housing demand. 
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To date, a number of resource sector project proponents have indicated in their EISs that a high proportion of their 
construction	workforces	and	a	considerable	proportion	of	their	operational	workforces	are	planned	to	work	on	a	fly-in	fly-out	 
and	drive-in	drive-out	basis	with	many	housed	in	temporary	accommodation	away	from	existing	townships.	In	the	main,	
community stakeholders in the region (local governments, business and community organisations) have expressed concerns 
about the proportion of workers on these projects that will not be permanent residents of their communities, with many 
supporting the integration of the operational workforce into the community through permanent residency via either home 
purchase	or	long-term	rental.

The Strategy will ensure monitoring of workforce, demographic and housing demand, and supply trends and projections.  
This information will be passed on to stakeholders.  

Next	steps:

•	 	establishing	a	stakeholder	coordinating	body	to	facilitate	ongoing	dialogue	so	that	targeted	responses	can	be	developed	
to mitigate adverse impacts on future housing affordability as circumstances change

•	 finalising	arrangements	for	the	transfer	of	public	housing	stock	to	the	Maranoa	Rural	Housing	Service

•	 developing	a	variety	of	affordable	housing	on	the	UDA	in	Roma.	

Further information is available from the Department of Local Government and Planning by telephoning 07 3227 8548 or 
visiting www.dlgp.qld.gov.au  

Guideline for Social Impact Management Plans 

In the past 10 years, the assessment and management of community health, safety, housing and accommodation, and social 
wellbeing impacts have been increasingly considered as opportunities for local communities to benefit from economic 
development, and as part of the risk management and social responsibility of resource development proponents. Multiple 
concurrent and overlapping proposals for new and expanded mining development can result in significant cumulative and 
regional impacts in resource communities. These impacts must be considered by all stakeholders in decision making and 
planning for resource communities to ensure that benefits are maximised and negative impacts are avoided or minimised.

Under the Sustainable Resource Communities Policy and the Statement, proponents of new or expanded major resource 
development projects are required to develop a Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) in consultation with key stakeholders 
including councils, community and government.

A SIMP is part of the social impact assessment process. It requires proponents to forecast positive and negative changes 
to communities, both in a local and cumulative sense, detail the agreed strategies for managing and mitigating these 
effects, determine the responsibility of various parties in relation to the strategies, and develop an effective community 
engagement strategy. The community engagement requirement ensures that the community is actively involved in developing, 
implementing, monitoring, and reviewing social impact management strategies over the life of a project.

Baseline data, workforce profiles and the research conducted by resource companies as part of a social impact assessment 
provides government with a range of information about the cumulative social impacts on communities. This information is 
vital in guiding future development decisions and strategic planning for resource communities in terms of land use, service 
delivery and infrastructure requirements. Ultimately SIMPs will progressively reflect best practice in managing cumulative 
impacts as greater understanding is gained by government, industry and communities.

The Guideline to preparing a social impact management plan, released in September 2010, helps proponents to develop a 
SIMP in collaboration with stakeholders after having conducted a social impact assessment. The plan must be prepared 
in accordance with the guideline, the Queensland Government’s Sustainable Resource Communities Policy, and current 
environmental impact assessment and resource development legislation. 

A SIMP should include:

•	 an	overall	summary

•	 identified	impacts

•	 an	impact	analysis,	including	mitigation	and	management	strategies

•	 monitoring,	reporting	and	reviewing	mechanisms

•	 engagement	strategies

•	 dispute	resolution	mechanisms.

In	2010,	four	resource	development	proponents	(three	liquefied	natural	gas	(LNG)	and	one	coal	project)	were	required	by	the	
Coordinator-General	to	develop	a	SIMP	as	a	condition	of	the	approval	of	their	projects.	A	SIMP	can	be	changed	to	reflect	the	
outcomes of monitoring and review processes and is therefore responsive to local and regional issues as they arise. The SIMP 
is required to be in place for the life of a project.

Next	steps:

•	 	The	Queensland	Government	is	currently	investigating	the	option	of	legislative	amendments	to	support	the	preparation	 
of SIMPs.

Further information is available from the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation by visiting  
www.deedi.qld.gov.au
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Building economic resilience and capturing opportunities

Economic Development Strategy 

The vision of the Surat Basin Economic Development Strategy (the Strategy) is that ‘the Surat Basin is a balanced and 
sustainable region that is proactive and responsive to changing economic, community and environmental needs. The vibrant 
and	knowledge-driven	economy	is	globally	competitive,	yet	supports	the	local	social	structure,	allowing	regional	wealth	to	be	
shared by all residents across the numerous settlements and landscapes of the regional setting’.

The	Strategy	aims	to	inform	and	guide	the	future	economic	development	of	the	region.	It	provides	long-term	direction	for	
the Surat Basin through a framework which supports and complements new and existing strategies while also assisting in 
managing and planning for regional growth.  

The Strategy also drives growth by strengthening the region’s priority sectors of coal and services, agriculture, education 
and training, metal product manufacturing, food processing, CSG and services, emerging industries and tourism. It captures 
economic opportunities to build a resilient, diverse and strong economy that meets local needs as well as attracting 
investment, and creates employment that contributes to regional prosperity and sustainable communities.

The Economic Development Strategy will be implemented through an overarching Regional Action Plan and eight specific 
Industry	Action	Plans.	The	Regional	Action	Plan	will	have	a	medium	to	long-term	focus	(5+	year	horizon),	with	strategies	
grouped under five key themes.

Key Theme Strategies

1. Advocacy and leadership •	 Promote need for infrastructure and other transport solutions
•	 Collation and communication of information and data
•	 Provide support for regional planning

2.  Assisting and supporting local 
business

•	 Engage with local business and industry
•	 Build local business efficiencies and skills
•	 Expand local industry capacity

3.  Innovation, technology and  
value-adding

•	 Encourage the use and adoption of new technology
•	 Encourage innovation and entrepreneurship
•	 Promote	opportunities	for	value-adding

4. Attracting investment •	 Research opportunities for investment
•	 Develop a strategic approach
•	 Develop and maintain marketing material
•	 Facilitate business investment

5. Workforce development •	 Implement the Surat Basin Workforce Development Plan
•	 Attract and integrate new workers
•	 Understand evolving regional skills requirements
•	 Build the capacity of the education and training sector
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The eight Industry Action Plans will be implemented in the short term (18–24 months) with specific actions for the priority 
industry sectors.  

Industry sector Strategies

1. Agriculture •	 Support business and supply chain development
•	 Encourage research, innovation and technology adoption
•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention

2. Food processing •	  Build industry capacity through supply chain development and  
investment attraction

•	  Improve industry competitiveness through innovation, technology adoption 
and improved efficiency

•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention

3. Coal seam gas and services •	  Build industry capacity through supply chain development and  
investment attraction

•	  Improve industry competitiveness through innovation, technology adoption 
and improved efficiency

•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention

4. Coal and services •	  Build industry capacity through supply chain development and  
investment attraction

•	  Improve industry competitiveness through innovation, technology adoption 
and improved efficiency

•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention

5. Education and training •	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention
•	  Improve industry competitiveness through innovation, technology adoption 

and improved efficiency

6. Emerging industries •	  Build industry capacity through supply chain development and  
investment attraction

•	  Improve industry competitiveness through innovation, technology adoption 
and improved efficiency

•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention

7. Metal product manufacturing •	  Build industry capacity through supply chain development and  
investment attraction

•	  Improve industry competitiveness through innovation, technology adoption 
and improved efficiency

•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention

8. Tourism •	  Build industry capacity and competitiveness through business improvement, 
supply chain development and investment attraction

•	 Foster skills development, labour attraction and retention
•	 Strengthen the region’s tourism brands, experiences and attractions

Each action within the Economic Development Strategy identifies the key stakeholders who will be involved in the implementation.

Next	steps:

•	 each	lead	organisation	to	progress	actions	with	appropriate	consultation	mechanisms

•	 	providing	updates	to	the	Surat	Basin	Local	Leadership	Group	to	review	progress	and	ensure	actions	are	implemented	and	
strategies remain focused and relevant.

Further information is available from the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation by visiting  
www.deedi.qld.gov.au
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Land Access Policy Framework 

The significant growth in CSG exploration and development has resulted in considerable concerns being expressed in the 
rural communities of the Surat Basin and across the state about the potential for these activities to impact on agricultural 
businesses and landholders.  

The Land Access Policy Framework (the Framework) has been developed in response to these concerns and through detailed 
consultation with key stakeholders. The Framework aims to provide an appropriate balance between the rights and needs of 
both sectors.

New	land	access	laws	have	been	enacted	to	give	force	to	the	Framework	and	ensure	landholders	have	clear	rights	when	dealing	
with resource companies about private land access and compensation. These reforms amend legislation and apply to respective 
tenures or authorities under the Mineral Resources Act 1989 (exploration permits and mineral development licenses), the 
Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) Act 2004, the Petroleum Act 1923, the Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2009 and the 
Geothermal Energy Act 2010.

Under the new land access laws, companies are required to comply with a single Land Access Code. The Land Access Code 
clearly sets out government’s expectations of resource companies in relation to communication, consultation and behaviour 
when operating on private land, and imposes mandatory conditions on the way in which activities are undertaken to ensure 
impacts on landholders, businesses and land use are minimised.

The new laws feature the following key elements:

•	 	Companies	are	required	to	notify	landholders	before	entering	land	to	conduct	activities	that	will	have	little	or	no	impact	on	
landholders (known as preliminary activities).

•	 	Companies	and	landholders	are	required	to	negotiate	an	agreement	about	conduct	and	compensation	before	commencing	
larger scale activities that will have a more significant impact (known as advanced activities).

•	 	A	graduated	negotiation	and	dispute	resolution	process	has	been	introduced	that	allows	the	parties	to	access	
independent assistance to resolve disputes.

•	 	Compliance	and	enforcement	powers	and	process	for	the	government	relating	to	land	access	breach	have	been	improved.

The new land access laws also clarify compensation arrangements associated with the impact of resource exploration and 
development activities on landholders, business and land use. The new laws define when compensation may be available 
and require that compensation is agreed between the parties as part of a Conduct and Compensation Agreement prior 
to commencement of activities that will have significant impact. The new laws provide for a more equitable approach to 
negotiations by allowing reasonable accounting, valuation and legal costs associated with the negotiation process to be claimed 
as compensation.

Legislative reform is supported by an information package to assist landholders in negotiations with companies about land 
access and compensation. A fact sheet explaining the new land access laws has been released as well as tools to assist 
landholders	and	companies	in	the	negotiations,	and	help	simplify	the	process.	These	tools	include	the	Negotiation	Tip	Sheet,	
the Standard Conduct and Compensation Agreement and the Standard Deferral Agreement.

To assist the implementation process, the government conducted a comprehensive series of information sessions across the 
Surat Basin and the rest of the state in 2010.

With the new land access laws in place, government, industry and the community are now turning towards implementation 
of the new laws and ensuring effective relationships between the two key sectors. Government will continue to monitor 
implementation of the new land access laws to ensure they are functioning appropriately.

As part of the ongoing implementation of the new land access framework, government is funding an important program that 
will provide additional assistance to landholders who are negotiating with CSG companies about access and compensation. 
This will be delivered in partnership with AgForce Queensland through its AgForward program and will focus around ‘farm 
shed’ meetings that provide training for landholders who are, or will be, negotiating with resource companies over access  
and compensation.

The training will provide landholders with the knowledge they need to successfully negotiate conduct and compensation 
agreements with CSG companies and help them gain a greater understanding of potential impacts and how these can be 
managed or minimised.

As	part	of	the	government’s	LNG	Enforcement	Unit,	dedicated	Department	of	Employment,	Economic	Development	and	Innovation	
(DEEDI) officers with land access expertise will be available to landholders and companies to provide assistance in rolling out the 
new laws.  Six dedicated DEEDI officers will offer services to landholders and resource companies in relation to land access issues 
including information provision, compliance and enforcement, and dispute resolution.

Next	steps:

•	 	Undertake	a	review	to	ensure	that	outcomes	have	been	achieved	and	areas	for	further	improvement	are	identified.

Further information is available from the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation by visiting  
www.deedi.qld.gov.au
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Developing a skilled workforce

Workforce Development Plan

The burgeoning energy sector in the Surat Basin has led to a tight labour market, with the region’s unemployment rate of less 
than four per cent creating strong competition for labour and skills.

The Surat Basin Workforce Development Plan (WDP) presents coordinated workforce development strategies focused on four 
key objectives: 

•	 Attract	people	to	the	Surat	Basin.

•	 Retain	people	in	the	Surat	Basin.

•	 	Develop	the	workforce	to	help	the	region’s	businesses	to	participate	in	supply	chain	opportunities	from	the	energy	and	
resources sector and service the local community.

•	 Improve	the	skills	base	of	people	in	the	Surat	Basin	through	education	and	training	strategies.

The	WDP	was	developed	in	partnership	with	regional	stakeholders	and	takes	a	long-term	focus	at	the	key	industries	in	the	region.	

The	WDP	highlights	that	industry	(including	the	CSG/LNG	industry)	will	see	significant	growth	in	workforce	demand	from	 
major projects between 2011 and 2031. Overall demand will increase considerably over the next five years as industries in the 
Surat Basin expand. Using the 2006 Census as a base, Surat Basin employment will grow from around 85 800 in 2009 to  
158 000 in 2031. 

The WDP identifies a number of challenges in the ability of the local labour market to respond to projected growth, including:

•	 	an	ageing	workforce	and	population,	with	a	higher	proportion	of	residents	65	years	or	older	in	the	Surat	Basin

•	 a	tendency	for	school	leavers	to	leave	the	region	seeking	work	or	study	opportunities

•	 a	tendency	for	newly	unemployed	people	to	leave	the	region

•	 relatively	low	unemployment	in	the	region	

•	 	a	slightly	lower	proportion	of	residents	with	post-school	qualifications	compared	to	Queensland	as	a	whole	

•	 	a	skills	mismatch	between	the	incumbent	workforce,	given	the	predominantly	agricultural	industry	base,	and	the	
specialised	skills	required	by	the	emerging	CSG/LNG	sector.

Accordingly, not all of the anticipated employment growth will be met locally, and will not result in commensurate population 
growth within the Surat Basin itself. The Queensland Government’s 2011 population projections5 indicate that the region’s 
resident population will grow from 209 961 in 2011 to 301 909 in 2031, an increase of 91 9486. It is likely that a significant 
proportion of new construction and resource sector jobs created in the Surat Basin will be taken up by workers who reside 
outside	of	the	region	and	fly-in	fly-out	or	drive-in	drive-out	between	work	shifts.	

The traditionally strong agriculture sector is the second largest employer in the region, accounting for 11.3 per cent of jobs. 
This sector will remain a high priority and the government will continue to work with stakeholders to ensure that the workforce 
development needs of the industry are met. Supporting initiatives include establishing an educational precinct incorporating 
Dalby State High School and the local Australian Agricultural College Corporation campus, and further development of 
Agribusiness Gateway Schools.

5  Queensland Government Population Projections, 2011 (medium series).
6  This represents an average annual growth rate of 1.83% for the Surat Basin, slightly higher than that for Queensland overall (1.8%).
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Next	steps:

•	 	Key	actions	identified	in	the	WDP	will	be	implemented	in	collaboration	with	industry	and	community	stakeholders.	 
They include:

○	  establishing a Surat Basin Skills Investment Program, which will be targeted to high priority workforce skilling needs

○	  appointing a Skills and Workforce Development Officer to coordinate the implementation of the WDP

○	  expanding the Skilling Solutions Queensland service in the region to provide formal recognition of the skills of the  
local workforce

○	  establishing the Health and Community Services Workforce Development Program to implement workforce strategies 
and support the region’s liveability

○	 	continuing	to	deliver	the	$10	million	CSG/LNG	Industry	Training	Fund
○	 	partnering with Construction Skills Queensland to implement the workforce plan for the construction phase of the  

CSG/LNG	industry,	which	includes	a	Construction	Skills	Queensland	contribution	of	$5	million	for	training

○	 	providing additional services focused on existing businesses through the Southern Queensland Institute of TAFE in 
partnership with Skilling Solutions Queensland 

○	  increasing delivery of tertiary training at TAFE campuses through the University of Southern Queensland in communities 
throughout the Surat Basin, and providing additional support to students with VET qualifications to assist their 
acceleration through tertiary studies

○	  building on the current development of the Local Government Workforce Retention Initiative across the Gladstone and 
Maranoa Regional Council areas to encourage the retention and attraction of skilled workers for all regional councils in 
the Surat Basin, through the provision of contract civil works for major projects.

•	 	Implementation	of	workforce	development	strategies	will	be	overseen	by	a	reference	group	comprising	key	stakeholders	
from the Surat Basin and surrounding regions. 

Further information is available from Skills Queensland by visiting www.skills.qld.gov.au
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Sustaining regional environments

Strategic Cropping Land Framework

Queensland’s best cropping land is a finite resource that must be conserved and managed for the long term. 

The state’s strategic cropping land (SCL) is subject to a range of competing land use activities, including agriculture and 
mining. This competition is particularly prominent in key parts of the Surat Basin. This initiative aims to strike a balance 
between these competing interests.

In August 2010, the state government released Protecting Queensland’s strategic cropping land: A policy framework. 

The SCL policy will be implemented through: 

1. a new Act specifically for SCL resources

2. a new State Planning Policy under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009

3. amendments to existing resources legislation. 

Under transitional arrangements, from 31 May 2011, resource development projects that have not met certain milestones in 
the assessment process will be subject to the full extent of the new SCL legislation. 

The Queensland Government has released the proposed criteria for identifying SCL in Queensland. They are slope, rockiness, 
gilgai microrelief (a natural feature of some clay soils that shrink and swell with changing soil water content), soil depth, 
drainage, soil pH, salinity and soil water storage.

SCL will either fall within a Strategic Cropping Protection Area or a Strategic Cropping Management Area. SCL in Strategic 
Cropping Protection Areas will not be able to be permanently alienated by mining and other development, except in limited 
exceptional circumstances.

Proposed development in the Strategic Cropping Management Areas will need to avoid and minimise any impacts on SCL, and 
where this is not possible, the development proponent will be required to mitigate their impacts.

The government has released a Regulatory Assessment Statement seeking public feedback specifically on the economic 
impacts of the cost recovery options and costs to businesses and landholders associated with implementing the SCL policy.

In addition to the SCL Policy, State Planning Policy 1/92: Development and the Conservation of Agricultural Land will remain in 
force to ensure no reduction in the current protection of good quality agricultural land.

The SCL policy has the potential to ensure that the Surat Basin benefits from both agricultural and resource development by 
balancing the economic needs of the state with the need for future food and fibre security. 

The Queensland Government is currently working on the implementation arrangements for the SCL policy.

Next	steps:

•	 finalising	guidelines	for	applying	the	proposed	criteria	at	a	property	level

•	 undertaking	public	consultation	on	a	draft	State	Planning	Policy

•	 introducing	legislation

•	 continuing	to	work	with	key	stakeholders.

Further information is available from the Department of Environment and Resource Management by visiting  
www.derm.qld.gov.au 
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Coal Seam Gas Water and Water Management Issues

CSG water requires careful management to avoid soil degradation and impacts on aquifers and groundwater. However, the 
quantity of CSG water that will become available also offers the potential for deriving an economic benefit through beneficial 
use of the water. 

The government is conscious of the need to manage these challenges and opportunities in an environmentally acceptable 
manner that maintains the right economic, environmental and social balance.

The CSG Water Management Policy aims to prevent salt produced through CSG activities from contaminating the environment 
and encourages the beneficial use of treated CSG water. The CSG Water Management Policy relates to amendments to the 
Environmental Protection Act 1994 and includes:

•	 guidelines	for	performance	standards,	produced	in	March	2010

•	 	an	adaptive	approvals	regime,	adopted	in	July	2010.	This	is	a	system	to	monitor	and	instigate	change	where	required	
which also allows for best practice environmental management to be implemented as technologies develop over time, and 
ensure that environmental values are adequately protected into the future.

The CSG Water Management Policy currently deals with:

•	 use	of	CSG	water

•	 evaporation	dams

•	 design	standards	for	CSG	water	aggregation	and	brine	dams

•	 transitional	arrangements	for	existing	dams

•	 management	of	saline	effluent	and	solid	salt	wastes	from	water	treatment	and	evaporation	processes.

Other recent initiatives relating to the management of CSG water include:

•	 	developing	a	code	of	practice	(expected	to	be	in	place	in	late-2011),	in	conjunction	with	industry,	for	construction	of	 
CSG wells. The code will be mandatory under the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) Act 2004

•	 	implementing	legislative	amendments	relating	to	groundwater	bores	and	springs	(to	monitor	and	mitigate	any	impacts)	
and drinking water supplies (regulating the impact of CSG water disposal)

•	 	established	the	independent	Queensland	Water	Commission	(QWC)	to	manage	the	cumulative	impacts	of	the	CSG	industry

•	 	declared	Queensland’s	first	Cumulative	Management	Area	in	the	Surat	and	southern	Bowen	Basins

•	 	requiring	CSG	companies	to	undertake	baseline	bore	assessments	before	production	or	testing

•	 	requiring	CSG	companies	to	make	good	any	impacts	on	groundwater	supplies

•	 	ensuring	that	companies	are	not	allowed	to	actively	use	BTEX	chemicals	as	a	deliberate	component	of	fraccing	fluids

•	 	banned	evaporation	dams,	except	in	exceptional	circumstances

•	 established	a	CSG/LNG	Hotline	13	25	23,	to	address	specific	community	concerns.

The	QWC	is	preparing	a	region-wide	groundwater	model	that	will	identify,	in	advance,	any	impacts	on	aquifers.	This	model	
will cover all projects and protect the environment from the risk of cumulative impacts—groundwater is being managed on a 
regional scale and the interactions of all projects will be considered at the same time.

A number of scientific studies are being conducted about the potential impacts of the CSG industry, including studies on 
groundwater impacts of CSG water extraction. A $5 million CSG Water Feasibility Study is being undertaken to investigate 
the potential impacts of CSG extraction on groundwater resources, including the Great Artesian Basin. It will also analyse 
the	opportunities	for,	and	the	practicability	of,	using	CSG	water	to	assist	in	achieving	the	long-term	goals	of	transitioning	
irrigation communities to lower water use and securing viability of ecological assets. CSG water could play an important 
role in repairing stressed irrigation aquifers, such as the Condamine Alluvium. Ongoing studies are part of the government’s 
commitment to make decisions based on the best information available.

The use of CSG water is tightly regulated. Reinjection to the coal seam, or treatment and injection to a stressed aquifer, is 
the first priority management option of this water where feasible. This involves the reinjection of CSG water to coal seams 
or other formations with appropriate characteristics to receive the water. Where CSG water can be used for virtual recharge 
by substituting existing groundwater take, it will be deemed to be equivalent to injection and therefore be classed as a first 
priority management option.

After reinjection beneficial use is a preferred management option where injection may not be feasible for all of the  
CSG water. Beneficial reuse includes growing crops, forestry, supplementing town water supply and industrial use  
(e.g. power stations). 

New	legislation	has	been	introduced	to	ensure	drinking	water	supplies	are	protected	where	CSG	water	is	discharged	into	the	
environment, including surface water discharge, aquifer injection and direct augmentation of drinking water. Stringent water quality 
standards	have	been	set	by	Queensland	Health	in	accordance	with	the	National	Water	Quality	Management	Strategy.	The	protection	
of public and environmental health is paramount and these standards ensure that drinking water supplies are protected.
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To	ensure	that	the	CSG	industry	complies	with	the	strict	new	regulatory	regime,	the	government	has	established	an	LNG	
Enforcement Unit in the Surat Basin. Fifty new specialist groundwater, environmental and safety staff have been employed. 
The new officers have been placed in Dalby, Roma, Toowoomba, Gladstone, Rockhampton, Emerald and Brisbane. 

Since	November	2010,	the	LNG	Enforcement	Unit	has	received	218	enquiries	about	the	CSG	industry.	To	date,	157	of	these	
enquiries have been resolved and 61 are currently being investigated. 

The	LNG	Enforcement	Unit	has	also	undertaken	a	range	of	compliance	activities	in	relation	to	CSG	matters.	A	proactive	
compliance plan is in place to closely monitor company actions. 300 water bores will be inspected for quality and level in 2011. 
A further 300 will be inspected in 2012. So far, more than 150 bores have been inspected and this early warning system has not 
detected anything of concern to date. Random audits and inspections of all CSG activities are carried out regularly. 

Next	steps:

In Queensland’s LNG Industry – A once in a generation opportunity for a generation of employment Report (released	November	
2010), the Queensland Government committed to assessing aquifer injection to determine whether it should be the preferred 
approach to dealing with CSG water. 

In accordance with this commitment, the government has recently adopted aquifer injection as its first priority CSG water 
management option whenever feasible. After undertaking injection trials, CSG companies will report the results to the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management (DERM) and a decision will be made in relation to operational scale 
injection. Any pilot injection trial and full scale injection operations would require approval prior to commencement. 

The QWC is also developing an Underground Water Impact Report to assess groundwater impacts of all CSG companies in the 
Surat Cumulative Management Area. This will be used to assess the overall impacts of the CSG industry and to protect ground 
water resources.

Further information is available from the Department of Environment and Resource Management by visiting  
www.derm.qld.gov.au
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Government’s continuing commitment 
In addition to delivering the headline initiatives under each of the Statement's themes, a number of other activities were 
identified.

This section of the final report highlights the progress against these activities listed in the Statement. This list of highlights is 
not intended to provide a comprehensive list of all initiatives and programs being undertaken by government in the Surat Basin.

Planning for growth
The region will meet the challenges of growth through effective regional and local planning that directs the scale, type, 
location and connectivity of development. The table below outlines progress against activities listed in the Statement for the 
Planning for Growth theme. 
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Data and information
Preparation of updated resident population projections for Queensland Statistical Divisions and 
Local Government Areas in 2010



Continued refinement of OESR’s projection model for assessing cumulative growth in the  
non-resident	worker	populations



Monitoring	of	non-resident	workforces	in	the	Surat	Basin,	including	the	Surat	Basin	population	
report baseline study in 2008



Development and release of demographic and workforce studies for the Surat Basin in early 2010 

Development of household projections, population and housing fact sheets, land use monitoring, 
regional profiles and other targeted research 



Preparation of regional employment projections and detailed industry tables consistent with ABS 
Input-Output	tables



Monitoring	the	number	of	non-resident	resource	industry	workers	in	the	region,	and	estimates	of	
the	full-time	equivalent	population	of	the	Surat	Basin



Health Service Plan for the South West Health Services District 

Local disaster management planning 

Research	into	the	numbers	of	temporary	residents	in	the	region,	and	estimates	of	the	full-time	
equivalent population



Implementation	of	the	Maranoa-Balonne	Regional	Plan	which	covers	the	Maranoa	Regional	
Council and the Balonne Shire Council



Coordination of different planning mechanisms (regional planning, town planning, natural 
resource planning)



Investigating declaration of Urban Development Area within the region 

New	Local	Government	Planning	Schemes	in	the	next	two	to	five	years 

Improving knowledge of proposed projects and changes in population 

Improving communication flows and consultation with local government as part of resource 
development	decision-making	processes



Developing the Cumulative Growth Management Framework for resource communities across 
Queensland
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Planning and developing infrastructure
The needs of communities and industry will be serviced by appropriately located infrastructure. The table below outlines 
progress against activities listed in the Statement for the Planning and Developing Infrastructure theme. 
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Roads
Brisbane – Darwin Corridor Strategy (includes Warrego Highway)



Melbourne – Brisbane Corridor Strategy (includes Gore Highway) 

Mungindi – St George – Roma – Emerald Route Strategy 

Goondiwindi – Miles – Rockhampton Route Strategy 

Gladstone – Rolleston Route Strategy 

Warwick	–	Toowoomba	–	Kingaroy	–	Rockhampton	Route	Strategy 

Toowoomba PT and Freight Study (including Charlton integrated transfer facility) –  
now	called	Toowoomba	Sub-Regional	Transport	Study



Toowoomba	Strategy	Road	Network	plan	(This	is	now	combined	with	the	Toowoomba	Sub-Regional	
Transport Study above)



Replacing the bridge and approaches at Wilkie Creek and Oakey Creek, replacing bridges at 
Wieambilla	Creek,	Kogan	Creek	and	Ashall	Creek,	constructing	a	bridge	and	approaches	over	the	
Barwon River



Widening	and	overlaying	sections	of	the	Oakey-Cooyar	Road 

Repairing and strengthening sections of the Moonie Highway near Dalby 

Widening, repairing and strengthening sections of the Leichhardt Highway 

Upgrading the Warrego Highway from Mitchell towards Roma to allow Type 2 Road Train access 

Paving	and	sealing	sections	on	the	Roma-Taroom	Road 

Widening and sealing sections, constructing a bridge and approaches, and reconstructing a section 
of the Carnarvon Highway



Completing widening of a bridge at Angellala Creek, widening and sealing sections of the Warrego 
Highway



Widening and sealing a section of Wallumbilla South Road 

Pilot tunnel for second Toowoomba range crossing 

Safety	improvements	on	Chinchilla-Tara	Road	and	Warra-Kogan	Road	under	the	Safer	Roads	Sooner	
Program



Develop	a	strategic	road	network	plan	for	Toowoomba	including	road	studies	for	New	England	
Highway	near	Toowoomba,	the	Oakey-Cooyar	Road	and	links	to	the	Toowoomba	Bypass	(This	will	be	
undertaken	as	part	of	the	Toowoomba	Sub-Regional	Transport	Study	and	future	IRTPs)



Various	detailed	road	link	planning	including	Warrego	Highway	(Toowoomba-Oakey) 

Implement major road infrastructure projects already programmed over the next five years in the 
Queensland Transport and Roads Investment Program
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Improve road infrastructure and other transport facilities through projects funded via the SRC 
initiative and other funding sources



Advocate	to	the	federal	government		to	build	and	upgrade	major	federally-funded	infrastructure	e.g.	
Warrego Highway and the Toowoomba Bypass



Ensure recognition of cumulative road system impacts of many major development projects in the EIS 
process, not just localised project impacts



Rail
Facilitate and assess other major transport projects such as the Surat Basin Rail project and 
investigation of other potential upgrades where required to the Moura system and the Western line 
south and east of Wandoan



Energy
Upgrades	to	the	high-voltage	electricity	transmission	network,	including	new	substations,	station	
connections, and measures to address thermal and voltage stability limitations (Powerlink)



Upgrade of electricity distribution network, including reinforcement of supply to regional towns, 
replacement of aged infrastructure, and augmentation of network (Ergon)



Stanwell Gas Development Alliance Agreement with Blue Energy relating to the development and 
production of CSG from either of two tenements located near Spring Gully



Investigations into the potential for an Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle power plant with the 
potential for carbon capture and storage based in Wandoan



Implementing government policy on gas availability for domestic market 

Investigating	electricity	transmission	infrastructure	needs	for	new	generation,	LNG	compression	 
and mines



 Implementing the Queensland Energy Management Plan 

Renewable energy
Renewable energy resource mapping, including assessment of sources of geothermal energy (to be 
delivered	as	part	of	the	broader	state-wide	energy	resource	mapping	projects	including	wind	mapping	
and solar atlas under the Renewable Energy Industry Development Program of Work)



Identification	of	Renewable	Energy	Zones	(to	be	delivered	as	part	of	the	broader	state-wide	identification	
of renewable energy zones under the Renewable Energy Industry Development Program of Work)



Investigation	of	multiple	small-scale	solar	thermal	plants	(to	be	delivered	as	part	of	the	broader	state-
wide development of renewable energy opportunities including solar, wind and bioenergy under the 
Renewable Energy Industry Development Program of Work)



Extractive resources
Investigation of the availability of regional extractive resources 



Identifying and protecting significant extractive resources 

Telecommunications
Work	with	the	National	Broadband	Network	Company	to	address	effective	and	early	delivery	of	
broadband in Queensland



Identifying opportunities to expand radio network for Queensland Ambulance Service South Western 
region, through use of common facilities with government and industry



Identifying communications blackspots 
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Ensuring government infrastructure has allowance for broadband infrastructure 

Coordination
The	Coordinator-General’s	role	is	coordination	and	decision	making	regarding	approval	and	
conditioning for declared significant projects



Coal Infrastructure Taskforce set up to ensure adequate infrastructure for coal industry development 

Coal industry development guided by the Coal Infrastructure Program of Actions 2008 and the 
government’s	medium	to	long-term	coal	infrastructure	strategic	planning



Implementing governance arrangements for infrastructure planning and monitoring 

Water
Investigation	of	proposed	Nathan	Dam,	including	scoping	of	a	potential	Nathan	Dam	agricultural	
precinct



Water demand study 

Implementation of water resource plans 

Development of State Water Grid Concept Plan 

Facilitating	development	of	proposed	Nathan	Dam,	subject	to	obtaining	necessary	regulatory	
approvals



Undertaking water resource planning 

Developing regional water supply strategy to address water needs over the next 50 years, including 
managing the impact of climate change on supply and demand



Land
Planning for sufficient and suitable industrial land—CSG Industrial Supply Chain Survey  (This 
program will be ongoing through other mechanisms)



Industrial Land Demand Study 

Industrial Land Suitability Study 

Identification	of	a	multi-user	infrastructure	corridor	between	the	Callide	and	Gladstone	State	
Development Area



Securing	multi-user	infrastructure	corridor	for	underground	gas	pipelines 

Investigate the opportunities and constraints for state land to contribute to the preferred settlement 
pattern



Early stage investigation of requirements for appropriately sized and located industrial land 
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Building and maintaining liveable communities
The region will have a range of liveable communities, with adequate community infrastructure and services to meet the needs 
of residents and visitors. The table below outlines progress against activities listed in the Statement for the Building and 
Maintaining Liveable Communities theme. 
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Social Impact Assessment
Major project proponents need to include Social Impact Assessments in their EIS 



Development of legislative amendments to require the development and implementation of Social 
Impact Management Plans as part of project approval processes



Housing
Government employee housing developments are underway in Roma, Mitchell and Injune



An ‘in principle offer’ for unallocated state land in Wandoan is under investigation 

Development of Major Projects Housing Policy 

Development of guidelines for the type, quality and location of temporary accommodation 

Further development of the affordable housing models for local governments through the SRC 
Housing Group (This group now part of the Major Projects Housing Group)



Expansion of government employee housing in region 

Health
Roma	Hospital	-	largest	acute	facility	in	the	South	West	Health	Service	District	(SWHSD).		Services	
include maternity, pharmacy, radiography, pathology, physiotherapy, occupational therapy, social 
work, podiatry, speech therapy, counselling and oral health. A Flying Specialist Service (surgeon, 
obstetrician/gynaecologist and anaesthetist) is based at Roma and provides services to rural and 
remote locations



Hospitals at Injune, Surat and Mitchell, and an outpatients Clinic at Wallumbilla 

Primary Health Care Unit located at Roma provides child and family health, young people’s support 
program, Aboriginal health, sexual health, mobile women’s service, community aged care, chronic 
disease management, mental health and allied health 



The SWHSD provides outreach services to the smaller centres on a regular basis through visiting 
clinics to communities of the Surat Basin



Queensland Health to enhance the mix of services to meet local community needs at Mitchell 
through the Multipurpose Health Service Model



Xstrata	Coal	and	Queensland	Health	Partnership	in	Wandoan,	with	a	$750	000	investment	by	Xstrata	
into improving health infrastructure in Wandoan over 3 years



$11 million emergency department and maternity unit were opened in Dalby in late 2008 

Development of doctors surgeries at Injune and Mungindi Hospitals 

A health working group has been established by the SRC Partnership Group 

Deliver	health	service	initiatives	in	collaboration	with	other	stakeholders	(e.g.	Xstrata	Coal	refer	above) 

Identification of health service priorities, needs and demands in the SWHSD of the Surat Basin 

 Education and training – Child care and kindergartens
Creation of six new services providing 270 kindergarten places in Roma and Darling Downs Education 
District (One service opened in January 2011, two further services scheduled to open in 2012)



Trialling a mobile kindergarten in Surat and Injune 

Planning locations for extra kindergarten services (to open in 2013 and 2014) 
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Schools
Educational services provided by state primary and secondary schools in the Surat Basin, with 
additional schools available in Toowoomba



Vocational training and tertiary education
The Southern Queensland Institute of TAFE (SQIT) offers a broad range of programs covering wider 
business and industry skill needs from Toowoomba, Chinchilla, Dalby and Roma



A new facility is being developed at Roma that will focus on serving the energy and resources sectors 

Secondary schools, TAFE and the Australian Agricultural College Corporation work collaboratively to 
facilitate youth training



The University of Southern Queensland provides technical and professional education and 
opportunity for research and innovation



Access to government services
Nine	Queensland	Government	Agent	Program	(QGAP)	government	services	counters	operate	within	
the Surat Basin Region



An expansion of QGAP service counters within the region with two further counters to open in the 
Surat Basin region by May 2010



Community wellbeing and quality of life 
Community safety
Close	liaison	between	Queensland	Ambulance	and	SANTOS	Ltd	regarding	activities	on	well	sites	and	
the pipeline locations



Petroleum and gas inspectorate to ensure mining safety 

Approval of an additional Queensland Fire and Rescue officer for Roma 

Allocation of an additional Police Officer position to Chinchilla 

Allocation of an Indigenous Police Liaison Officer position to the Dalby District 

Provision of Domestic and Family Violence Service in Roma and Toowoomba 

Ensure sufficient training, equipment and other facilities are provided for regional fire and 
ambulance services



Liaise with gas companies to provide information to all emergency services on the location of 
workforces



Social and cultural wellbeing
Improved identification, assessment, mitigation and ongoing monitoring and management of social 
impacts in EIS process



Funding of research investigations e.g. the CSIRO social impact study and the best practice 
sustainable mitigation strategies



Funding	of	non-government	organisations	to	provide	community	services 

Social cohesion through programs for new residents, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders, social 
inclusion and multicultural needs



Coordination of human services – Research paper on Coordinated Humans Services Investment in 
Greenfield Sites that will include a draft technical framework



Coordination and engagement
Establishing a local leadership group (under the SRC policy) in the Surat Basin
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Building economic resilience and capturing opportunities
The regional economy will be strong and diverse, able to meet local needs, attract investment and respond to significant 
opportunities. The table below outlines progress against activities listed in the Statement for the Building Economic Resilience 
and Capturing Opportunities theme.
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Energy and Energy Supply Chain Industry Development
Centres of Enterprise Surat Energy Resources Province action plan



Agriculture, Food and Associated Industry Development
Centres of Enterprise Food Processing Plan



Expanding the region’s food processing industry action plan to incorporate agriculture 

Investigation	of	opportunities	from	the	proposed	Nathan	Dam 

Development	of	an	‘investor-ready’	agribusiness	information	package 

Research Development and Extension for improved profitability and sustainability of the Surat 
Basin’s leading agricultural industries, including beef, grains, pulses and cotton



Implementation of the 2020 Beef Plan 

Exploration of opportunities for agricultural use of CSG water 

Ensuring robust biosecurity systems through Local Government Area Pest Management Plans and 
other biosecurity planning



Research and policy to optimise water allocation between alternative enterprises and improve the 
profitability risk profile of the farm business



Assist further forestry development and investment in the region through the release of 
Queensland’s Timber Plantation Strategy



Resource industry development
Releasing land for petroleum and geothermal exploration in the Surat Basin



Implementation	of	the	LNG	Blueprint 

Other economic development
Maximising business opportunities and jobs for regional manufacturing supply chains from 
agriculture,	mining,	LNG	and	associated	major	projects	by	expanding	the	role	of	Industry	Capability	
Network	(ICN)	in	the	region



Extending coverage of the Queensland Regional Development Initiative to include the region 

Increasing preparedness of business to cope with impacts of climate change through the 
ClimateSmart Business Service and the Sustainable Manufacturing web service



Provide specialist support services though economic development activities, export support 
services,	and	specialist	services	for	supply	chain	development	through	ICN



Form a CSG Water Initiative working committee to include key stakeholders from research, industry 
and economic development agencies



Conducting	investigations	into	long-term,	‘post-boom’	economic	challenges	and	needs	of	the	region 

Investigate medium and longer term use of coal for a wide range of energy and other products 

Land access
Improving relationships between explorers, rural landholders and the Queensland Government 
through the Land Access Working Group



Climate change
Nomination	of	the	Wandoan	Integrated	Gasification	Combined	Cycle	(IGCC)	demonstration	project	for	
consideration under the Commonwealth’s Carbon Capture and Storage Flagships Program
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The Carbon Geostorage Initiative, with release of the Queensland Carbon Dioxide Geological Storage 
Atlas and GIS



Renewable energy
Mapping of areas of strategic importance to the state, including solar and wind, data placed in an 
online	mapping	tool	(to	be	delivered	as	part	of	the	broader	state-wide	energy	resource	mapping	
projects including wind mapping and solar atlas under the Renewable Energy Industry Development 
Program of Work)



Developing a Solar Atlas of Queensland (to be delivered under the Renewable Energy Industry 
Development Program of Work)



Investigating the creation of a pilot Renewable Energy Zone in the Surat Basin region (to be delivered 
as	part	of	the	broader	state-wide	identification	of	renewable	energy	zones	under	the	Renewable	
Energy Industry Development Program of Work)



Encouraging	the	creation	of	multiple	small-scale	solar	thermal	plants	(	to	be	delivered	as	part	of	
the	broader	state-wide	development	of	renewable	energy	opportunities	including	solar,	wind	and	
bioenergy under the Renewable Energy Industry Development Program of Work)



Innovation
Offering	businesses	access	to	the	Queensland-wide	Innovation	Network	(Q-WIN)	program,	Innovation	
Coaching, Innovation Toolbox, Research and Development Forums and Technology Clinics



The Capital Raising Pipeline programs assist researchers and innovative businesses to bring their 
products to market



Research Development and Extension for improved profitability and sustainability of the region’s 
leading agricultural industries, including beef, sheep and goats, feed grains and fodder, grain, 
pulses and cotton, and intensive animal industries



Implementing	a	cross-regional	industry	development	action	plan	for	energy	developments	and	their	
supply chain, from exploration to export



Expanding support for the development of an internationally competitive manufacturing  and related 
services sector in the region, through Jobs First, Queensland Made Means Queensland Jobs initiative



Supporting the development of manufacturing and related services sector precincts or hubs 

Provide	support	to	local	business	and	industry	through	delivery	of	whole-of-government	programs 

Investment attraction
Attracting investment to address gaps in the local supply chain and take advantage of the region’s 
growth potential



Engagement with potential investors for new projects in the energy supply chain and related 
industries



Engagement with potential investors for new projects in the use of coal for a wide range of energy 
and other products
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Developing a skilled workforce
The region will provide diverse employment opportunities and meet the need for skilled labour through training local 
residents and attracting and retaining new workers to the region. The table below outlines progress against activities listed in 
the Statement for the Developing a Skilled Workforce theme. 
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Training
Roma and Chinchilla SQIT focusing on training for gas and oil industries



School-based	traineeships	in	the	energy	sector 

Support for the Mining Industry Skills Centre 

Exploring Indigenous training strategies together with industry 

Extensive training to address broader range of skill needs in the community 

Incorporating equitable skills development programs and employment opportunities for vulnerable 
groups as part of social impact assessment



An	existing	Targeting	Skills	Needs	in	Regions	strategy	funded	by	the	Commonwealth	that	incorporates	
the Western Downs and Roma Regional Councils



Implementing the Queensland Government Minerals and Energy High School program in a number of 
secondary schools – a partnership amongst TAFE, four energy companies, the Queensland Resources 
Council and schools



Employment
Working with regional stakeholders to assess skills and labour needs, plan for the development 
of targeted employment and skilling programs to meet skills and labour needs, and increase 
employment opportunities for unemployed and disadvantaged jobseekers



Scoping opportunities for Indigenous employment and business development, in line with the 
Indigenous Employment Policy



Participation	in	the	National	Resource	Sector	Employment	Taskforce 

Quantify labour and skill demands, identify gaps  and develop intervention strategies in partnership 
with key stakeholders



Request	support	from	federal	government	for	LNG	industry	in	Queensland,	including	appointment	of	a	
Major Project Employment Coordinator



Establish	Working	Group	for	Workforce	Development	for	the	CSG/LNG	industry	incorporating	broader	
regional concerns



Implement	a	Skills	Formation	Strategy	for	the	statewide	CSG/LNG	sector,	in	partnership	with	
Energy Skills Queensland, supported by Manufacturing Skills Queensland and Construction Skills 
Queensland



Provide relevant training to businesses and individuals
Establish a working group with coal, oil and gas companies, peak regional bodies and government to 
train small and medium sized enterprises in the region in skills needed to enter the supply chain



 Implement training activities as recommended by the Skills Formation Strategies 

Increase workforce participation
Develop coordinated and targeted employment and training programs through Skilling Queenslanders 
for Work locally and in surrounding areas



Work	with	CSG/LNG	proponents	to	develop	Indigenous	Workforce	Strategies 

Deliver industry training to prospective employees from the local Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
communities



Develop ways to help employees to work across industries in the Surat Basin 
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Pilot the Workplace Partnership and Productivity Project with a regional firm 

Expanding training facilities in the region
New	training	centre	at	Roma	focused	on	oil	and	gas	sector	



Expand Queensland Minerals and Energy Academy to possibly ten schools in the region, with 
potential for partnerships with the existing five Agribusiness Gateway schools in the region



Review the strategic direction of the Australian Agricultural College Corporation – Dalby campus, 
including expansion to offer a broader range of services



Attract and retain workers to the region
Build upon existing strategies to attract and retain workers



Promote the work opportunities and lifestyle of the region to intending international and interstate 
migrants via the Work Live Play website and a DVD
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Sustaining regional environments
The biodiversity, ecosystem processes and production values of the region’s environments will be sustainably managed.  
The table below outlines progress against activities listed in the Statement for the Sustaining Regional Environments theme. 
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Regulation and compliance
A joint Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation and Department of 
Environment and Resource Management office in Roma set up in May 2009



Through the EIS process, the government has systems to consider and place conditions on mining, 
petroleum and gas, and other major projects 



Environmental protection legislation to protect landholdings from environmental harm 

Water
Great Artesian Basin Sustainability Initiative



Implementing water resource plans and resource operations plans in the catchments of the 
Condamine and Balonne Rivers



Initiated an amendment to the Water Resource (Condamine and Balonne) Plan 2004 to include 
groundwater in the Central Condamine Alluvium area



Commonwealth Environmental Water Holder is purchasing and managing environmental water 

Implementing water use efficiency initiative as part of the Queensland Murray Darling Basin (QMDB) 
Healthy Headwaters Program



Study of the irrigation industry and its current uptake of water use efficiency technologies across  
the QMDB



Environment Flows Assessment Program and the identification of flow dependent ecological assets 

CSG Water
Determine impacts of CSG water extraction and disposal on surface and groundwater systems



Recover water for ecosystems
Investigate and implement water use efficiency technologies for irrigators



Identify links between flow management and environmental assets 

Water management and conservation
Studies	over	the	next	two	years	followed	by	a	co-investment	program	between	government	and	
irrigators on water use efficiency technologies



The Murray Darling Basin Authority and Department of Environment and Resource Management 
developing a Basin Plan including Sustainable Diversion Limits for taking requirements for the next 
generation of water resource planning in the QMDB



Great Artesian Basin Sustainability Initiative – Stage 3 

Land
Investigating land management issues, including advanced techniques for managing subsoil 
constraints and Acid Sulphate Soils Risk Assessment



Biosecurity activities targeting management of pests and weeds 

Fostering best management practice—sustainable farm practices through research, development  
and extension



Actively enforce land management, rehabilitation and other environmental management requirements 
for mining and exploration activity



Climate change
Implementing ClimateSmart initiatives
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Investing in research to inform improved response to managing impacts of climate change on the 
natural environment



Further investigate carbon offset and green investment options 

Natural Resource Management
In	2008-09,	the	Queensland	Government	invested	in	Condamine	Alliance	and	the	Queensland	 
Murray	Darling	Committee	to	deliver	agreed	and	prioritised	NRM	outcomes.	These	two	regions	cover	
the Surat Basin



Develop regional environmental priorities framework, in collaboration with natural resource management 
organisations, to direct investment from industry, government and community organisations



Changes to Land Access policy framework to include the mitigation of the risk and impact associated 
with pests and diseases
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About this strategy

This strategy is the result of an extensive review of the Queensland Wild Dog Management 
Strategy 2002 by the Queensland Dog Offensive Group (QDOG) and incorporates the results 
of public consultation on the draft strategy. Over 60 submissions were received and the 
comments have been used to finalise the strategy. 

In 2008, the Queensland Government commissioned an independent review into wild dog 
management in Queensland. Undertaken by Mr Peter Kenny, past president of Agforce, the 
review focused on the content and implementation of the 2002 strategy. The review found that 
the strategy was fundamentally sound, but would benefit from updating with more recent data 
and research findings. 

The Queensland Government has taken action to address key recommendations of the review.

The review made a particular recommendation to improve the leadership of wild dog 
management in Queensland to oversee the ongoing implementation of the strategy. Long-term 
success will depend on a ‘culture change’ among landowners so that collective action to control 
wild dog populations on an ‘area basis’ becomes part of normal business.

The formation of QDOG provides vital leadership for wild dog management across Queensland. 
QDOG is a subcommittee of the Biosecurity Queensland Ministerial Advisory Council (BQMAC) and 
is comprised of representatives from AgForce, local government, the Queensland Conservation 
Council, the Department of Environment and Resource Management and the community. 
Biosecurity Queensland has an ex officio member on QDOG and provides the secretariat.

This strategy, while similar in approach to the 2002 strategy, incorporates improvements in 
knowledge and techniques and aims to address the social issues that can hinder effective wild 
dog management.

Since 2002, the Queensland Government has provided leadership in wild dog research. Some 
of the practical results of this research are:

•	 more	effective	baiting	regimes	based	on	a	better	understanding	of	wild	dog	behaviour

•	 better	knowledge	of	wild	dog	movements,	which	enables	predictive	control	practices

•	 development	of	improved	control	methods

•	 an	increased	understanding	of	how	environmental	factors	influence	wild	dog	behaviour,	
which allows more effective control

•	 evaluation	of	more	humane	and	effective	traps.

One of the issues highlighted in the 2002 strategy was the need to provide information about 
wild dogs to people moving into rural residential areas. The Being Dog Aware compilation of 
extension material has helped address this issue. 

Biosecurity Queensland has worked with the Paroo community to demonstrate the importance 
of community involvement and the formation of local wild dog advisory committees.

The Wild Dog Barrier Fence (WDBF) has been improved significantly in the last decade, with 
over one thousand kilometres of fence upgraded or replaced. The fence is now an effective 
barrier and its economic effectiveness has been proven by a recent review (Goswami 2009).

This strategy provides an effective pathway for all stakeholders to implement these 
improvements and achieve long-term, effective wild dog management.

Wild Dog Management Strategy 2011–16 ii
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Acronyms

AAWS  Australian Animal Welfare Strategy

AVAQ  Australian Veterinary Association Queensland Branch

BQMAC Biosecurity Queensland Ministerial Advisory Committee

CBA  cost–benefit analysis

DEEDI  Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation

DERM  Department of Environment and Resource Management

ESD  ecological sustainable development

GIS  geographical information system

ICM  integrated catchment management

LG  local government

NRM  Natural Resource Management groups

QDOG   Queensland Dog Offensive Group (a subcommittee of the Biosecurity 
Queensland Ministerial Advisory Council)

QPWS  Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service

RSPCA  Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 

VPC  Vertebrate Pests Committee

WDBF  Wild Dog Barrier Fence

WDMAC Wild Dog Management Advisory Committee

1080	 	 sodium	fluroacetate
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Summary

Wild dogs in Queensland have a number of adverse impacts. They attack livestock, prey on 
native species, spread disease, dilute ‘dingo’ genetics and threaten human safety and the 
general enjoyment of rural residential properties. The diverse nature of these impacts means 
that an integration of planning and control practices across local, regional, state and national 
levels is required. A blanket approach to wild dog management is not effective.

Wild dogs are present in all areas of Queensland. In the remote and far western areas, the 
percentage of dingoes is higher, whereas in closely settled areas there is a higher percentage 
of hybrid animals. 

The challenges to the effective management of wild dog impacts in Queensland are significant.

Changing land use, juxtaposition of different land uses, environmental factors, the increasing 
proportion of hybrid animals and varying community attitudes are some of these challenges.

As wild dogs are declared Class 2 pest animals, land managers in Queensland—private 
individuals, companies, local and state government agencies—have a legal responsibility 
under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 to control wild dogs on 
their land.

This strategy sets a framework for coordinating the actions of all stakeholders, which will 
maximise the effective use of physical and economic resources used for wild dog management 
in Queensland.

Vision
The impact of wild dogs on Queensland’s biodiversity, agricultural assets and social values  
is minimised. 

Desired outcomes
The strategic actions for wild dog management in Queensland will be delivered, based on five 
desired outcomes. The first three of these desired outcomes are based on management zones, 
the other two are common to all zones. 

Desired outcomes based on management zones

1. Zero tolerance of wild dogs inside the WDBF

•	 Reduce	wild	dog	numbers	and	impacts	to	as	close	to	zero	as	is	practicable.	

2. Control wild dogs elsewhere in the state

•	 Achieve	effective	control	of	wild	dogs	across	all	tenures.

3.  Reduce wild dog impacts in the coastal, peri-urban and rural residential  
management zones

•	 Wild	dog	impacts	in	the	coastal,	peri-urban	and	rural	residential	management	zones	
are reduced through community action. 



Wild Dog Management Strategy 2011–16 v

Desired outcomes common to all zones (statewide)

4. The community is informed and committed to wild dog management and has the most 
current control methods and management techniques available

•	 Develop	and	implement	a	communication	and	extension	program	to	ensure	
landholders are aware of their responsibility in rural areas

•	 Develop	and	implement	a	communication	and	extension	program	to	ensure	that	all	
stakeholders are aware of their responsibility and the need to control wild dogs in peri-
urban areas

•	 Develop	improved	control	practices.

5. Conservation of dingo populations in Queensland

•	 Maintain	an	understanding	of	currently	available	science	on	dingo	genetic	
identification techniques and population ecology

•	 Manage	populations	of	dingoes	of	conservation	significance

•	 Balance	the	conservation	of	the	dingo	with	other	management	objectives,	including	
the protection of rural enterprises and public safety. 
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background
1.1.1 Definitions

The terms ‘wild dog’, ‘feral dog’, ‘dingo’ and ‘dingo hybrid’ mean different things to different 
people. To avoid confusion, the following definitions are used in this strategy:

•	 wild dogs—all wild-living dogs (including dingoes, feral dogs and hybrids)

•	 dingoes—native dogs of Asia, selectively bred by human beings from wolves. Present in 
Australia before domestic dogs. Pure dingoes are populations or individuals that have not 
hybridised with domestic dogs or hybrids

•	 domestic dogs—a dog, other than a dingo or dingo hybrid, that is fed and kept by someone

•	 hybrids—dogs resulting from crossbreeding of a dingo and a domestic dog, and the 
descendants of crossbred progeny

•	 feral dogs—wild-living domestic dogs

•	 free-roaming dogs—dogs that are owned by humans but not under an owner’s direct 
supervision and management

•	 commensal dogs—wild dogs (including dingoes and free-roaming domestic dogs) living in 
close association with, but independently of, human beings

•	 nil tenure planning process—an approach where a range of control methods are applied 
across all tenures by all stakeholders at a ‘landscape’ (rather than ‘property’) level in a 
cooperative and coordinated manner. This approach focuses on mapping and information 
gathered from landholders to identify areas of wild dog habitat, movement corridors, 
historical and recent stock loss and current control. Replacing the boundaries on the map 
following the information collection process clearly identifies the responsibilities of each 
stakeholder with regard to wild dog management in the area

•	 peri-urban—landscape that combines urban and rural activities. These areas commonly 
contain a mixture of land usages including suburban pockets, rural residential lots and 
small-to-medium agricultural holdings.

Adopting the nationally agreed nil tenure planning process for wild dog control provides a 
tool to help land managers collectively identify wild dog breeding and movement corridors 
at the ‘landscape’ (rather than ‘property’) level. At the landscape level, it also helps land 
managers to implement appropriate control measures and join adjacent control programs. 

1.1.2 Legislation

All wild dogs are declared Class 2 pest animals under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock 
Route Management) Act. Landholders, including government agencies responsible for state 
lands, are obliged to take reasonable steps to control declared pest animals on their land.

Under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act, local governments must 
have pest management plans to manage pest animal impacts in their local government area.

The dingo is defined as both ‘wildlife’ and ‘native wildlife’ under the Nature Conservation 
Act 1992, and is a natural resource within protected areas such as national parks. Under the 
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Act, protected areas have prescribed management principles, which refer to protecting and 
conserving the natural resource and the natural condition. 

Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS), part of the Department of Environment and 
Resource Management (DERM) is responsible for administering the Nature Conservation Act 
and is obliged to manage dingoes within protected areas according to this rationale. Outside 
protected areas, a dingo is not protected wildlife. The Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulation 
1994 (Schedule 5) specifically excludes dingoes from the common mammal (indigenous to 
Australia) category; therefore, dingoes are only protected inside protected areas. The keeping 
of dingoes as pets is not permitted in Queensland.

With respect to other state lands that are managed by QPWS, dingoes (being indigenous animal 
life) are protected on state forest land under the Forestry Act 1959. Wild dogs and dingoes are 
defined as ‘animals’ under the Animal Care and Protection Act 2001. This legislation allows 
for the control of feral animals as long as the control is done in a way that does not cause the 
animal unnecessary pain and suffering.

Under the Health (Drugs and Poisons) Regulation 1996, the toxins 1080 and strychnine are 
classified as S7 poisons. 1080 cannot be sold directly to the public; therefore, the provision 
of 1080 in Queensland is the responsibility of Biosecurity Queensland, in association with 
Queensland Health. Queensland Health can issue landholders with a permit for strychnine for 
their own land only. In order to become an authorised 1080 or strychnine operator, an applicant 
(either a Biosecurity Queensland employee or an employee of another state government 
department or local government) must undergo a Biosecurity Queensland training course and 
pass a Queensland Health examination.

Biosecurity Queensland has developed written guidelines for the safe and responsible use of 
1080.	A	guide	to	safe	and	responsible	use	of	sodium	fluoroacetate	in	Queensland	(the	1080	
guide) is available free of charge from DEEDI. Landholders must adhere to these guidelines.

1.1.3 Distribution

Wild dogs are present in all areas of the state (Biosecurity Queensland 2009). The distribution 
of dingoes is more difficult to determine. In a 2001 survey of dingo skulls from seven major 
regions across Australia, only 74% of dogs were classified as ‘dingo’ and no population 
surveyed contained 100% of dingoes (Corbett, 2001). In the remote and far western areas there 
is a higher percentage of dingoes, whereas there is a higher percentage of hybrids in closely 
settled areas. A 2008 study of wild dogs in South East Queensland showed at least 85% were 
hybrids (Elledge et al. 2008). Ongoing DNA analysis of wild dog populations will continue to 
provide more information about the geographic location of dingo populations (West Australian 
Wild Dog DNA project).
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1.1.4 Impacts

It is difficult to accurately determine the full economic impacts of wild dogs as different 
estimation methods cover a variety of impacts. 

The production impacts, and some social impacts, of wild dogs on rural industries in 
Queensland have been estimated at $33 million annually (Rural Management Partners Report 
2004). Gong et al. (2009) have estimated the annual economic surplus losses in Queensland on 
the beef, lamb and wool industries due to wild dogs at $22.28 million. 

AgForce (2009) has estimated that costs attributed to wild dogs in Queensland may be as 
high as $67 million (based on producer estimates of production loss and processor figures of 
discounted dog-bitten animals).

There has been no cost–benefit analysis (CBA) of environmental impacts. The ecological role  
of wild dogs and dingoes is not fully understood, but observational and modelling studies  
(e.g. Johnson et al. 2007) indicate that dingoes may protect some smaller native species by 
reducing the density or changing the behaviour of smaller predators such as foxes and cats 
(trophic regulation). 

However, there is debate over the interrelationship between these predators (Fleming et al. 
2001), particularly due to the lack of experimental evidence, and further assessment of the 
ecological role of the wild dogs in a range of environments is needed.

Some of the environmental, production and social impacts of wild dogs are outlined in Table 1 
on page 6. 

Social impacts include the loss of companion animals, costs associated with exclusion fencing 
and risks to human health and safety. Wild dog attacks on stock and companion animals also 
cause significant psychological stress on livestock owners and the public, who may fear wild 
dog attacks.
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Table 1: Environmental, production and social impacts of wild dogs and dingoes

Environmental impacts
Negative:
•	 Feral	dogs	and	hybrids	compete	directly	with	dingoes	for	food	and	living	spaces,	

particularly in refuge areas.
•	 Hybridisation	between	dingoes	and	other	wild	dogs	is	weakening	the	dingo	gene	pool.
•	 Predation	on	small	remnant	populations	of	native	species	such	as	bridled	nailtail	

wallabies (Corbett 1995, Fisher 2000) and tree kangaroos (Tree Kangaroo and Mammal 
Group 2000) threatens their viability.

Positive:
•	 The	dingo	is	the	largest	native	mammalian	carnivore	in	Australia.	In	addition	to	

moderating the population growth of native species, dingoes are thought to be an 
important limiting factor on feral animal populations (e.g. rabbits, goats, pigs, cats and 
foxes), which in turn may aid the survival of native species.

Production impacts
Negative:
•	 Producers	incur	direct	control	costs,	including	the	cost	of	baits,	fencing	and	the	time	

required to carry out control procedures.
•	 Wild	dogs	cause	stock	losses	and	lower	production	from	bitten	stock.
•	 Bitten	stock	return	lower	prices	than	normal	stock.
•	 There	is	a	risk	of	disease	spread	to	domestic	animals	(e.g.	hydatidosis,	neospora).
•	 There	is	a	risk	of	exotic	disease	spread	(e.g.	if	rabies	was	introduced).

Positive:
•	 Wild	dog	predation	may	contribute	to	reduce	kangaroo,	feral	goat	and	pig	populations.	

(Newsome 1994, Pople et al. 2000).

Social impacts
Negative:
•	 Wild	dog	impacts	can	result	in	reduced	incomes	to	rural	households	and	communities	

from stock losses and costs of control. There are also indirect control costs associated 
with mitigating wild dog impacts (maintenance of WDBF, rates, taxes).

•	 Reduced	agricultural	production	from	wild	dog	impacts	can	lead	to	a	decline	in	
employment and services in rural towns. 

•	 Wild	dogs	can	spread	hydatids	(a	parasitic	disease	that	can	result	in	human	health	impacts)	
and have the potential to spread exotic diseases that affect human beings (e.g. rabies).

•	 There	is	a	risk	of	wild	dogs	attacking	children	in	urban	areas	particularly	if	the	public	
contribute to habituation and socialisation of wild dogs.

•	 Wild	dogs	can	be	a	nuisance	to	householders	and	tourists.
•	 Predation	upon	pets	by	wild	dogs	occurs	in	peri-urban	areas.

Positive:
•	 Dingoes	have	a	role	in	tourism.
•	 WDBF	provides	employment	opportunities.
•	 Dingoes	have	a	significant	role	in	the	spiritual	and	cultural	practices	of	some	Australians.	
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1.1.5 Responsibilities for control

As wild dogs are declared Class 2 pest 
animals, all Queensland land managers—
private individuals, companies, local and 
state government agencies—have a legal 
responsibility under the Land Protection  
(Pest and Stock Route Management) Act to 
control wild dogs on their land.

Stakeholder responsibilities are defined fully 
in Section 5.

1.1.6 Control operations

The aim of control is to minimise the impacts 
of wild dogs across the state. Because 
eradication is not considered feasible for 
land within the WDBF, this strategy sets an 
objective of ‘zero tolerance’ of wild dogs. 
Zero tolerance provides for engagement of 
all parties involved to focus on preventative 
action and be well positioned to deal with 
impacts as they arise. 

Ultimately, it is the responsibility of each landholder to determine and implement control 
practices for their individual land holding, in accordance with the provisions of the Land 
Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act which requires all landholders to control 
declared pest animals. This strategy aims to provide overall guidance on how the management 
efforts of many can be combined in order to achieve agreed outcomes.

Effective control requires an integrated, collaborative approach. This can be achieved using 
a nationally agreed and adopted nil tenure approach, where a range of control methods are 
applied across all tenures by all stakeholders at a ‘landscape’ (rather than ‘property’) level in a 
cooperative and coordinated manner. The nil tenure planning process is described in Appendix 4. 

Coordination of wild dog control is achieved through effective, active, inclusive landholder 
involvement, which is supported by local government in delivering local wild dog committee 
outcomes. 

The nil tenure planning process has been successfully used in Queensland and interstate. The 
inclusion of all land managers—including local government and state government agencies 
such as DERM—in the early planning process is vital to the success of the nil tenure approach. 
Participation by government agencies in the early stages of a nil tenure approach allows them 
to budget and allocate appropriate funding to control programs and include wild dog control as 
part of their overall pest management programs. 

Landscape and, ultimately, statewide control will only be achieved by linking the actions of 
local wild dog committees. Continuity of effort is required and local wild dog committees 
should establish succession planning to ensure continuation of success.

continued on page 7
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Ownership

The success of the nil tenure model depends on it being landholder driven. A successful Wild 
Dog Management Advisory Committee (WDMAC) must find within its community individuals 
who have the necessary skills (given that a community is made up of individuals who will bring 
their own abilities, beliefs and aspirations).

Acceptance and ownership of the problem is the first step in formulating a strategic pest 
control plan.

Leadership 

Successful wild dog committees need enthusiastic and motivated leaders— to map the way 
forward, to crystallise a long term ‘vision’ for the landscape, and to bring a strong focus on 
practical action to achieve the vision. They need to be persistent in encouraging participation 
with all landholders. 

They must have the skills to build the relationship with the local government, with aerial bait 
contractors and doggers, and other stakeholders. 

Communication

This is a critical component in achieving favourable outcomes with a WDMAC. 

Wild dog control encompasses many negative emotions (blame, fear, helplessness) and 
misinformation (common wild dog myths—relocation of Fraser Island dogs, 1080 inefficacy, all dogs 
come from public lands etc.). The way to overcome these myths is through communicating the facts. 

Another important communication aspect is sharing information—especially as it is common for 
landholders to feel that they are doing it alone, that there is not a way forward. The experiences 
of other landholders should not be underestimated.

This mentoring can be achieved through email and now webinars, to share the successes and 
failures as part of an action learning cycle, and to reinforce that they are not alone. There is 
greater credence in the message coming directly from successful landholder groups rather than 
a wild dog coordinator.

Cultural change

The long-term future of wild dog management is through the evolution of cultural change, 
particularly in terms of accepting and implementing holistic, cooperative, landscape-scale 
control strategies. It should encompass an acceptance that the successful models of control 
are based on a project driven by landholders supported by local and state government. 

It also includes the acceptance that participation in pest control is the norm for community 
values, and that uncontrolled pests impinge upon the whole community in a variety of ways. 

Successful use of  
the nil tenure model
(Taken from Cuskelly 2010)
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The integration of wild dog control with other pest animal control ensures adequate use of 
resources, maximisation of return for effort and may have environmental gains in areas where 
wild dogs act as trophic regulators (e.g. by lessening fox impacts). Feral pig, feral deer and 
fox control is more effective when undertaken on a nil tenure basis. Fox control prior to wild 
dog control is particularly effective, as foxes are thought to consume and cache baits thus 
lessening bait numbers available to wild dogs. 

The choice of control methods is based on an understanding of wild dog behaviour, social 
structure, habitats and food preferences, with effective control involving a combination of 
techniques.	The	choice	is	also	influenced	by	concerns	for	animal	welfare	and	non-target	
impacts, public safety, occupational health and safety issues, and by the restrictions 
(legislative and practical) on applying some techniques (e.g. use of 1080). Effective control 
requires an assessment of each individual situation and the circumstances surrounding 
each problem. As with most pest problems, no single ‘quick and easy’ method will solve 
all problems. Best results are achieved through a suite of complementary control methods. 
Consequently the retention and maintenance of existing rural exclusion fencing should be 
encouraged. 

The main control techniques (and their advantages and disadvantages) are described in Table 2. 

Table 2: Techniques for controlling wild dogs in Queensland

Control option Features

Trapping

Only padded or offset 
laminated jawed traps are 
acceptable.

May be used in conjunction 
with strychnine to ensure  
a quick death in remote 
areas only.

Advantages:

•	 Effective	when	used	as	part	of	an	integrated	approach.
•	 Especially	suited	to	the	control	of	small	populations	or	

problem individuals.
•	 Can	be	used	in	peri-urban	areas.
•	 Can	be	used	successfully	following	baiting	programs	to	

catch shy dogs missed during baiting.
•	 Minimal	impact	on	non-target	species	if	used	correctly.

Disadvantages:

•	 Time-consuming	and	labour-intensive.
•	 Requires	a	certain	level	of	expertise	for	success.

Shooting

Must be in accordance with 
the Weapons Act 1990.

Advantages:

•	 Suited	to	control	of	small	populations	or	problem	
individuals.

•	 Effective	when	used	as	part	of	an	integrated	approach.
•	 Has	no	effect	on	non-target	species.

Disadvantages:

•	 Time-consuming	and	labour-	intensive.
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Control option Features

Baiting – 1080 Advantages:

•	 1080	has	a	low	cost.
•	 1080	is	efficient.
•	 1080	is	more	humane	than	strychnine.
•	 Allows	a	flexible	approach	depending	on	the	location.		

Baits can be distributed by land/air or buried/tied to 
reduce non-target impacts.

Disadvantages:

•	 Baiting	with	1080	in	or	near	rural	subdivisions	is	difficult,	
and sometimes not permitted when the requirements 
of the 1080 guide cannot be fulfilled due to population 
density. Baits should not be laid within 2 km of a dwelling 
without either the permission of the owner or approval of 
the Biosecurity Officer. In some areas, this means that a 
landholder must obtain hundreds of written permissions 
in order to bait.

•	 Non-target	animals	can	be	affected.

Baiting – strychnine

Currently, strychnine 
permits are available from 
Queensland Health, subject 
to conditions.

Advantages:

•	 Currently	fewer	restrictions	than	with	1080.
•	 May	be	used	in	conjunction	with	traps	to	ensure	a	quick	

death for captured wild dogs. 

Disadvantages:

•	 Less	humane	than	1080.
•	 Non-target	animals	can	be	affected.

Fencing Advantages:

•	 Can	effectively	prevent	wild	dog	movement	back	into	areas	
where they have been controlled.

•	 Exclusion	fencing	can	be	an	appropriate	control	measure	
in peri-urban areas.

Disadvantages:

•	 Expensive	to	build;	constant	maintenance	required.
•	 Can	have	negative	impacts	on	non-target	species	by	

reducing access to water and food.

Table 2: Techniques for controlling wild dogs in Queensland (continued)
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Control option Features

Guardian Animals

Use of guard dogs, llamas 
and donkeys.

Best Practice Manual for 
the use of Guardian Dogs 
provides information on 
effective use, van Bommel 
(2010) 

http://www.feral.org.au/
guardian-dogs

Advantages:

•	 Provides	an	appropriate	control	measure.
•	 Provides	continuous	protection	to	livestock.
•	 Guardian	dogs	can	provide	an	effective	barrier	to	wild	dog	

movement.
•	 Can	be	cost-effective	when	used	to	protect	commercial	

flocks	of	sheep.
•	 Guardian	dogs	may	also	repel	macropods	from	sheep	

areas resulting in less grazing competition.

Disadvantages:

•	 Initially	expensive	to	purchase	and	train	guardian	dogs.
•	 Limitations	in	closely	settled	areas	due	to	noise	

restrictions (barking).
•	 Guardian	dogs	must	be	appropriately	selected	and	trained.	

If used inappropriately, guardian dogs can perpetuate wild 
dog problems (i.e. by mating with wild dogs). Unsuitable 
dogs may eat sheep. 

•	 Even	well-trained	dogs	may	impact	on	native	wildlife.

Aversion techniques  
such as strobe lights.

Advantages:

•	 Effective	in	some	areas	and	situations	such	as	gates	or	
grids in dog fences.

Disadvantages:

•	 Wild	dogs	can	become	habituated	to	the	aversion	technique.

Table 2: Techniques for controlling wild dogs in Queensland (continued)

Best practice trapping demonstration
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The Animal Care and Protection Act provides for the control of pest animals only when the 
control is undertaken in a way that causes the animal as little pain as is reasonable.

The Model Code of Practice for the Humane Control of Wild Dogs  
(http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/invasive/publications/humane-control.html ) 
provides guidance on humane control and promotes the importance of ensuring control efforts 
are effective and targeted. 

The model code evaluates the humaneness of different control methods. 

Exclusion fencing is generally regarded as a humane, non-lethal alternative to lethal control 
methods. Although exclusion fencing acts as a barrier to wild dogs, it can have negative effects 
on non-target species by altering dispersion and foraging patterns, and can also be a hazard to 
wildlife during bushfire.

Guardian animals are also seen as a humane alternative or adjunct to conventional lethal wild 
dog control. Owners must ensure guardian animals are well cared for.

Poisoning from 1080 is typified by severe central nervous system dysfunction, convulsions, 
hyperexcitability, vocalising and ultimately respiratory failure. Although the humaneness of 
1080 is not yet fully understood, it is thought that during the initial onset of signs (e.g. manic 
running, vocalising, retching), the animal is likely to be conscious and capable of suffering 
distress and possibly pain. However, during the latter stages, when the animal shows signs 
of central nervous system dysfunction including collapse, convulsions and tetanic spasms, 
suffering may not occur. 

Strychnine is considered inhumane because the affected animals remain conscious and appear 
to suffer pain and anxiety from the onset of clinical signs which include violent muscle spasms 
through to death from asphyxia and exhaustion. Human beings who have been poisoned with 
strychnine report intense pain (O’Callaghan et al. 1982). Although it is relatively quick-acting 
(death usually occurs around 1–2 hours after ingestion), strychnine is considered less humane 
in its action than 1080. Until a more humane alternative becomes available, strychnine can be 
used on the jaws of leg-hold traps to expedite the death of trapped dogs in remote areas where 
it is impossible to check traps daily. These traps should be checked as regularly as possible.

Shooting can be a humane method of destroying wild dogs when it is carried out by 
experienced, skilled and responsible shooters. Wounded dogs must be located and dispatched 
as quickly and humanely as possible. If lactating females are shot, efforts should be made to 
find dependent pups and kill them quickly and humanely.

Humaneness of  
control techniques
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Trapping causes pain and distress. Methods to increase animal welfare outcomes during 
trapping include:

1. Trap choice

Foot (foothold rather than leghold) and reducing the overall weight provides for a more 
comfortable captivity for the animal, while greatly reducing possible injuries.

2. Trap configuration

Most new foothold traps come from the manufacturer either already having some 
modification or requiring some form of modification by the purchaser. Examples of 
modification include: 

•	 padded	or	rubber	jaw	inserts	

•	 offset	jaws	

•	 lamination	(expanding	the	thickness	of	the	trap	jaw	by	6	to	10	mm)	

•	 addition	of	two	extra	springs	(four-coiling)	

•	 reinforcement	of	the	base	plate	

•	 addition	of	swivels,	shock	springs,	double-staking	devices	and	trigger	systems.	

These modifications have been developed to increase effectiveness, efficiency and species 
specificity and to reduce stress and injury to the target species.

3. Trap setting

Traps should be set in areas that are protected from environmental extremes and checked 
regularly. Traps set in the evening should be checked the next morning or monitoring 
systems should be used. Lethal traps using strychnine should only be used in remote areas 
where it is impossible to check the traps daily.

Control methods in development. Cyanide ejectors (undergoing registration) are considered 
humane as they provide rapid loss of consciousness and death with minimal suffering. Para-
aminopropiophenone (PAPP), an experimental toxin, is considered more humane than 1080 and 
is also undergoing registration for use. 
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1.1.7 Preventive measures

Some domestic dogs do wander, harass, maim and prey on stock. Inadequate management 
of domestic dogs both past and current is increasingly seen as the source of some wild dog 
problems in urban, peri-urban and rural areas. In addition, these domestic dogs may increase 
the likelihood of hybridisation with dingoes. Hybrid animals may be larger and more aggressive 
than dingoes. 

It is therefore important to manage domestic dogs through registration, desexing, responsible 
ownership and animal identification (e.g. microchipping, tattooing, collars). There is a need to 
have strong education programs promote the need for responsible dog ownership.

The responsible management of hunting and working dogs is also important. Hunting dogs 
should wear VHS trackers and lost dogs should be promptly reported and efforts made to 
locate them. Working dogs should be desexed and contained. 

Reduction of wild dog habitat due to development can reduce living space and prey animals 
available and force wild dogs into increased contact with humans. Pre-emptive control of wild 
dogs should be an integral part of development.

1.2 Purpose of the strategy
This strategy sets a framework for coordinating the actions of all stakeholders, which will 
maximise the effective use of physical and economic resources used for wild dog management 
in Queensland.

Effective and efficient wild dog control requires a comprehensive strategy that identifies the 
resources required to address the problem, and facilitates accurate communication of these 
requirements.

1.3 Scope
This strategy has been established to address all wild dog impacts within Queensland. It is 
consistent with the Queensland Pest Animal Strategy and linked to other plans as shown in 
Table 3 on page 13.
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Table 3: Context and relationship of the Queensland Wild Dog Management Strategy to other 
planning initiatives 

Scale
Natural resource 
management 
(NRM)

Biosecurity 
management

Pest 
management Species

National National Strategy 
for Ecologically 
Sustainable 
Development 
(ESD)

National 
Strategy for the 
Conservation 
of Australia’s 
Biological 
Diversity

National 
Principles and 
Guidelines 
for Rangeland 
Management

National 
Agreement on 
Biosecurity 
(draft)

Australian Animal 
Welfare Strategy 
(AAWS)

Australian Pest 
Animal Strategy

State Queensland 
Biodiversity 
Policy Framework

Queensland 
Biosecurity 
Strategy

Queensland Pest 
Animal Strategy

Queensland Wild 
Dog Strategy

Regional/ 
catchment

Regional NRM 
plans

Catchment 
management 
plans

Regional 
biosecurity plans

Regional/ 
catchment pest 
management 
plans

Regional/ 
catchment 
pest species 
management 
plan

Local wild dog 
committee plans

Local 
government

Local government 
area pest 
management 
plans

Local government 
wild dog 
management 
plans

Property Property 
management 
plans

National Park 
Management 
Plans

Property 
biosecurity plans

Property pest 
management 
plans

Property wild 
dog management 
plans
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1.4 Challenges for managing wild dogs
The significant challenges for managing wild dogs include:

•	 availability	of	funding	and	resources

•	 rural	downturns,	particularly	in	the	sheep	and	wool	industry

•	 changing	rural	enterprises	(i.e.	changes	from	industries	that	are	heavily	affected	by	wild	
dogs to those that are less affected)

•	 changing	land	use	and	social	demographics,	particularly	in	coastal	areas	

•	 difficulties	of	control	in	peri-urban	environments

•	 variation	in	landholder	understanding	of	wild	dogs

•	 difficulty	distinguishing	between	dingoes	and	hybrids

•	 defining	a	‘pure’	dingo

•	 information	gaps	concerning	the	role	of	dingoes	as	a	‘top	predator’

•	 competing	stakeholder	priorities	and	resources

•	 lack	of	commitment	or	cooperation	for	coordinated	baiting	programs

•	 management	conflicts	between	the	positive	and	negative	impacts	(e.g.	dingoes	can	be	
pests, but also fill an important niche in the ecosystem)

•	 opposition	to	the	use	of	1080	and	pesticides	in	general

•	 the	availability	of	cost-effective	and	efficient	alternatives	to	the	use	of	1080	for	those	who	
choose not to use 1080

•	 perceived	reluctance	of/impracticality	for	local	governments	to	enforce	wild	dog	control	
and feasibility of enforcement

•	 lack	of	trained	operators	and	resource	implications	of	providing	training

•	 concerns	over	non-target	impacts	of	baiting,	particularly	aerial	baiting

•	 animal	welfare	obligations	are	acknowledged	and	accepted,	but	may	sometimes	limit	the	
use of some control methods

•	 absentee	landholders

•	 mobility	of	wild	dogs	(requiring	coordinated	action	and	management).

These challenges have been considered in developing the strategy and are addressed either 
directly or indirectly.
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1.5 Principles of pest management
Development and implementation of this strategy is based on the pest management principles 
below. These principles are consistent with the principles of the Land Protection (Pest and 
Stock Route Management) Act and the Australian Pest Animal Strategy.

The management principle for dingoes on protected areas requires a balance between 
conservation priorities and impact management. This requires effective education, planning 
and research, to ensure conservation of the species while implementing strategies to minimise 
localised impacts.

Table 4: Pest management principles—wild dogs 

Pest management 
principle

Comments

Consultation and 
partnership

Consultation and partnership arrangements between landholders, 
local communities, industry groups, state government agencies and 
local governments must be established using a nil tenure approach 
and driven by local wild dog committees.

Commitment Effective pest management requires a long-term commitment by the 
community, industry and government. 

Public awareness Public awareness and knowledge of wild dog management must 
be raised to increase the capacity and willingness of individuals to 
humanely control pests. 

Prevention Effective pest control is achieved by: 

•	 preventing	the	spread	of	pests
•	 early	detection	of	pests,	and	early	intervention	to	control	their	

spread and adverse impacts.

Ecological processes Pest control techniques that have the least impact on, and reinforce 
the resilience of, ecological processes must be used when practical. 

Integration Pest management must be an integral part of managing natural 
resources and productive systems.

Planning Pest management planning must be consistent at local, regional, 
state and national levels to ensure resources target priorities for pest 
management identified at each level.

Research Research is necessary to improve pest management practices and 
methods. 

Monitoring and 
evaluation

Regular monitoring and evaluation of pest control activities by 
stakeholders is necessary to improve pest management practices. 
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2. Strategic plan

Vision
The impact of wild dogs on Queensland’s biodiversity, 
agricultural assets and social values is minimised. 

Desired outcomes
The strategic actions for wild dog management in Queensland will be delivered based on 
five desired outcomes. The first three of these are based on management zones (Figure 1); 
the other two are common to all zones. 

Desired outcomes based on 
management zones

1. Zero tolerance of wild dogs inside 
the WDBF.

2. Control of wild dogs elsewhere in  
the state.

3. Reduce wild dog impacts in the 
coastal, peri-urban and rural 
residential management zones.

Statewide desired outcomes

4. The community is informed and 
committed to wild dog management 
and has the most current control 
methods and management 
techniques available.

5. Conservation of dingo populations  
in Queensland.

 

Figure 1: Wild dog management zones in Queensland
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2.1 Inside the Wild Dog Barrier Fence 
Desired outcome

Zero tolerance of wild dogs inside the WDBF.

Figure 2: Wild Dog Barrier Fence 

Background

The WDBF extends 2500 km from near Jandowae to Thargomindah and links to the New South 
Wales and South Australian fences (see Figure 2). The WDBF is also complemented by the 
rabbit and wild dog check fences, which connect to the eastern end of the WDBF. Changes in 
land use and the deterioration of the original WDBF resulted in a plan in 1981 to shorten and 
repair the fence. At a cost of $2.8 million, this work was completed in 1984. In 2009 the WDBF 
had an asset value of around $13.112 million.

The 2009–10 operational budget for the WDBF was $1.9 million, shared equally between state 
and local governments.

Two CBAs have been completed on the barrier fences. EconSearch completed the first CBA in 
2000, and DEEDI completed the most recent CBA in 2009. Both CBAs show the fences have a 
net benefit to society. 

A full economic assessment of the WDBF (EconSearch 2000) estimated that, at the time, 
benefits derived from the fence were in the order of three times its cost. The estimated net 
benefit over a 20-year period was $39.721 million (1997/98 value).
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The 2009 analysis of the WDBF and wild dog check fences also showed a positive benefit–cost 
ratio of 1.84:1, with $1.84 in benefit generated for each dollar outlaid in fence administration 
and maintenance. With $1.9 million invested in the WDBF in 2009–10, this equates to an 
approximate net benefit of $3.5 million for this period alone. The WDBF also provides significant 
flow-on	contributions	to	the	regional	economy	through	employment,	household	income	and	
regional output.

The effects of wild dogs within the area the WDBF protects are thought to be increasing. The 
wild dog population has expanded due to the reluctance of some land managers to control wild 
dogs inside the fence. To a certain extent, this reluctance is understandable. As wild dogs do 
not adversely affect some land uses, some land managers regard it as economically sensible 
not to control wild dogs. Others are concerned about accidentally poisoning working dogs, the 
value of which has been increased by labour costs and decreasing returns from some pastoral 
enterprises. These factors have, in turn, reduced the net benefits of wild dog control for some 
land managers.

The benefits of the significant investment in the WDBF are maximised only when there is 
effective and coordinated control within the fence area. EconSearch (2000) found that, as 
the economic benefits of the WDBF were relatively sensitive to changes in the predation rate, 
significant economic benefits could be gained from reducing the predation rate inside the fence.

For local groups to take control of wild dog management, Biosecurity Queensland and industry 
encourage and support the nil tenure approach.

Wild dog barrier fence
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Objective 2.1.1 – To reduce wild dog numbers and impacts to as close to zero as practicable

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.1.1.1
Establish local wild dog committees in line 
with published nil tenure best practice

Land managers, 
local government 
(LG)

Ongoing

2.1.1.2
Facilitate the establishment and 
continuation of local wild dog committees

Linking of committees

Biosecurity 
Queensland, LG, 
QDOG, NRM

Ongoing

2.1.1.3 Participate in coordinated nil tenure 
planning process

All land managers Ongoing

2.1.1.4

Implement agreed control methods on all 
lands as part of a nil tenure coordinated and 
integrated program 

Land managers, 
state land 
managers, LG, 
Biosecurity 
Queensland 

As per local 
government 
Pest 
Management 
Plan

2.1.15
Develop local government pest 
management plans that are consistent with 
this strategy and its actions

LG As plans are 
revised

2.1.1.6
Coordinate adjacent control programs Biosecurity 

Queensland, LG, 
QDOG, NRM

Ongoing

2.1.1.7 Champion the implementation of nil tenure 
coordinated approach to wild dog control 

QDOG Ongoing

2.1.1.8 Champion the integrity and good 
governance of the WDBF 

QDOG Ongoing

2.1.1.9 Engage absentee landholders and non-
participating landholders

Wild dog 
committees

Ongoing

2.1.1.10
Promote the eradication or removal of 
free-living domestic dogs to prevent the 
formation of new wild dog populations

LG, Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.1.1.11 Develop policy and procedures to support 
the enforcement of wild dog control 

Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.1.1.12
Enforce wild dog control in cases where 
landholders refuse to participate in any 
control activities

LG Ongoing

2.1.1.13 Monitor progress and report outcomes QDOG Annual
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2.2 Outside the Wild Dog Barrier Fence
Desired outcome

Control wild dogs elsewhere in the state.

Background

Approximately half of Queensland’s sheep and wool enterprises are located outside the 
area protected by the WDBF. These enterprises are affected by wild dog predation to varying 
degrees, depending on what control is conducted on and around them. There are also serious 
wild dog impacts upon other grazing enterprises, such as calf producers.

Lack of commitment to wild dog control in the area outside the WDBF mainly arises from:

•	 concern	over	the	loss	of	working	dogs	from	1080	poisoning

•	 perception	and	fact	that	certain	enterprises	are	not	being	significantly	impacted	by	wild	
dogs (e.g. cattle, cropping)

•	 land	managers	being	unaware	of	the	true	impact	of	wild	dogs	on	their	enterprises.

The level of coordinated control necessary in rural areas outside the WDBF varies, depending 
on local conditions. In predominately sheep-raising areas, a local zero tolerance approach is 
required. However, in areas with minimal wild dog impacts, this approach may not be required. 
This strategy allows for varying responses for varying conditions but control must still be 
carried out on a ‘landscape’ (rather than ‘property’) level. 
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Objective 2.2.1 – To achieve effective control of wild dogs across all tenures 

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.2.1.1 Establish local wild dog committees in line 
with published nil tenure best practice

Land managers, LG Ongoing

2.2.1.2
Facilitate the establishment and 
continuation of local wild dog committees 
Linking of adjacent committees 

Biosecurity 
Queensland, LG, 
QDOG, NRM

Ongoing

2.2.1.3
Participate in coordinated nil tenure 
planning process

Land managers in 
areas that have wild 
dog impacts

Ongoing

2.2.1.4

Implement agreed control methods as part 
of a nil tenure and integrated coordinated 
program 

Land managers, 
state land 
managers, LG, 
Biosecurity 
Queensland

As per local 
government 
Pest 
Management 
Plan

2.2.1.5
Develop local government pest management 
plans that are consistent with this strategy 
and its actions

LG As plans are 
revised

2.2.1.6 Coordinate adjacent control programs Biosecurity 
Queensland 

Ongoing

2.2.1.7

Champion the implementation of nil tenure 
coordinated approach to wild dog control 
(as per terms of reference summarised in 
‘Stakeholder responsibilities’)

QDOG Ongoing

2.2.1.8 Engage absentee landholders and non-
participating landholders

Wild dog 
committees

Ongoing

2.2.1.9
Promote the eradication or removal of 
free living domestic dogs to prevent the 
formation of new wild dog populations

LG, Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.2.1.10 Develop policy and procedures to support 
the enforcement of wild dog control 

Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.2.1.11
Enforce wild dog control in cases where 
landholders refuse to participate in any 
control activities

LG Ongoing
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2.3 Peri-urban zone
Desired outcome

Reduce wild dog impacts in the coastal, peri-urban and rural residential management zones.

Background

Increasing human population and levels of rural subdivision in some coastal and sub-
coastal areas are leading to major wild dog management problems. People moving into 
subdivisions are often from a non-rural background and have a poor understanding of wild 
dog management. Increasing numbers of large, free-roaming dogs are affecting livestock 
production	and	dingo	purity.	Conflicts—including	potential	attacks	on	humans—arise	when	
both the human and wild dog populations increase and expand. Social factors are therefore a 
vital part of addressing wild dog management problems.

Baiting with 1080 in or near rural subdivisions is difficult, resource-intensive and sometimes 
not permitted when the requirements of the ‘1080 guide’ cannot be fulfilled due to population 
density. Baits should not be laid within 2 km of a dwelling without either the permission of the 
owner or approval of a Biosecurity Officer. In some areas, this means that a landholder must 
obtain hundreds of written permissions in order to bait. The current alternatives to 1080 baiting 
(such as intensive trapping and employment of trappers by local government) may be more 
expensive and labour-intensive, but wild dog control is essential to minimise impacts. 
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Objective 2.3.1 – Wild dog impacts in the coastal, peri-urban and rural residential 
management zones are reduced through community action

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.3.1.1

Implement local community-based 
programs for managing wild dog impacts 
and reducing wild dog numbers in areas 
where human and wild dog populations 
interface using nil tenure best practice

Land managers, 
LG, Biosecurity 
Queensland

2012

2.3.1.2
Facilitate the establishment and 
continuation of local wild dog committees

Linking of committees

Biosecurity 
Queensland LG, 
QDOG, NRM

2012

2.3.1.3 Participate in coordinated nil tenure 
planning process

All land managers Ongoing

2.3.1.4

Implement agreed control methods on all 
lands as part of a nil tenure coordinated and 
integrated program 

Land managers, 
Biosecurity 
Queensland, state 
land managers, LG

As per  
local plan

2.3.1.5
Develop local government pest management 
plans that are consistent with this strategy 
and its actions

LG As plans  
are revised

2.3.1.6
Facilitate networking between all 
stakeholders to implement the community-
based programs 

LG pest 
management 
officers

Ongoing

2.3.1.7

Champion the implementation of nil tenure 
coordinated approach to wild dog control 
(as per terms of reference summarised in 
‘Stakeholder responsibilities’)

QDOG members Ongoing

2.3.1.8
Engage absentee landholders and non-
participating landholders

Wild dog 
committees, 
LG

Ongoing

2.3.1.9
Promote the eradication or removal of 
free living domestic dogs to prevent the 
formation of new wild dog populations

LG, Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.3.1.10 Develop policy and procedures to support 
the enforcement of wild dog control 

Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.3.1.11
Enforce wild dog control in cases where 
landholders refuse to participate in any 
control activities

LG Ongoing

2.3.1.12
Develop and implement targeted education 
tools for peri-urban landholders 

QDOG, Biosecurity 
Queensland, LG, 
NRM

Ongoing
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2.4 Community engagement and improvement
Desired outcome

The community is informed and committed to wild dog management and has the most current 
control methods and management techniques available.

Background

Fostering community awareness and commitment is important for managing and controlling 
wild dogs. Regardless of the management zone, targeted practical and current extension 
material and methods are an essential part of wild dog control.

Further research is needed to further understand the biology and ecology of wild dogs, the 
effective use of control methods, the attitudes of landholders to wild dog control and to 
develop new control methods and techniques. In order to direct wild dog management and 
foster stakeholder engagement, we require a clear understanding of the interactions between 
wild dogs, the environment, community and industry. Research should focus on providing 
management outcomes and recommendations.

Wild dog field day
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Objective 2.4.1—To develop and implement a communication and extension program to ensure 
landholders are aware of their responsibility in rural areas

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.4.1.1 Promote the nil tenure model—guide for 
wild dog committees

QDOG, Biosecurity 
Queensland

2011

2.4.1.2
Promote a nil tenure planning process QDOG, Biosecurity 

Queensland, 
Agforce, NRM

Ongoing

2.4.1.3

Develop new and promote existing 
information kits, TV and radio ads, fact 
sheets and brochures on: 

• the need for wild dog management
• control options/techniques
• best practice for 1080 use, including 

working dog safety

QDOG, Biosecurity 
Queensland, 
AgForce

Ongoing

2.4.1.4 Liaise between parties to provide adequate 
promotion

Biosecurity 
Queensland, LG

Ongoing

2.4.1.5

Prepare media releases or conduct field 
days and other extension activities

Local wild dog 
committees, 
Biosecurity 
Queensland, 
AgForce, QDOG, LG

Ongoing

2.4.1.6

Respond to media enquiries Local wild dog 
committees, 
Biosecurity 
Queensland, 
AgForce, QDOG, LG

Ongoing

2.4.1.7 Promote best practice for local wild dog 
committees

QDOG 2012
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Objective 2.4.2—To develop and implement a communication and extension program to 
ensure that all stakeholders are aware of their responsibility and the need to control wild dogs 
in peri-urban areas

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.4.2.1
Promote control of domestic dogs, including 
identification of all domestic dogs—in peri-
urban and rural areas specifically

LG, Agforce, 
RSPCA, AVAQ

Ongoing

2.4.2.2
Identify all groups that may have input to 
or an effect on wild dog and domestic dog 
management

LG, Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.4.2.3

Promote extension programs aimed at 
these groups to increase the awareness of 
domestic and wild dog concerns and the 
need for wild dog management—including 
adopting a community problem-solving 
approach

Biosecurity 
Queensland, DERM, 
LG, conservation 
groups, Agforce, 
NRM

Ongoing

2.4.2.4

Promote extension programs to discourage 
feeding and habituating of wild dogs by 
raising community awareness of the legal 
status and dangers to human beings

Biosecurity 
Queensland, DERM, 
LG, conservation 
groups, Agforce, 
NRM

Ongoing

2.4.2.5

Explore pathways to include wild dog 
awareness and responsible domestic 
dog management into initiatives such as 
landholder induction booklets

QDOG, Agforce, 
LGAQ

2012

Objective 2.4.3—To develop improved control practices

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.4.3.1
Liaise and/or collaborate with scientists 
carrying out relevant research interstate and 
overseas

Biosecurity 
Queensland 

Current and 
ongoing

2.4.3.2

Develop additional controls to baiting, 
trapping, shooting and fencing appropriate 
to rural environments and peri-urban 
environments

Biosecurity 
Queensland

Current and 
ongoing

2.4.3.3 Investigate improvements to baiting 
strategies

Biosecurity 
Queensland

2013

2.4.3.4 Support field evaluation of new control 
practices

DERM, LG, NRM, 
AVAQ

When 
available
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No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.4.3.5 Improve understanding of the biology and 
ecology of wild dogs 

Biosecurity 
Queensland

2013

2.4.3.6
Improve understanding of the social 
factors	influencing	landholder	wild	dog	
management decisions

Biosecurity 
Queensland

2013

2.4.3.7
Investigate wild dog and dingo ecology in 
peri-urban environments to better target 
prevention and control methods 

Biosecurity 
Queensland

2014

2.5 Conservation of dingoes
Desired outcome

Conservation of dingo populations in Queensland. 

Background

To protect the biodiversity of Queensland’s natural ecosystems, dingo populations need to be 
maintained—assuming that dingoes are considered part of these systems. The biggest threat to 
dingo conservation is hybridisation with domestic dogs and hybrids. 

DERM takes a leadership role in maintaining Queensland’s biodiversity. Other stakeholders 
have a strategic responsibility for participating in wild dog control so that dingo populations in 
protected areas are protected from hybridisation.

Throughout Queensland, dingo populations vary markedly according to their level of 
hybridisation, but the natural variations in the dingo’s appearance makes visual identification 
of a hybrid impossible. A technique for detecting hybridisation through DNA fingerprinting has 
been developed and can provide a tool for managing dingoes based on sampling from wild 
populations. 

Objective 2.5.1—To maintain an understanding of currently available science on dingo genetic 
identification techniques and population ecology

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.5.1.1
Liaise with research organisations 
investigating the identification of ‘pure’ 
dingoes and their ecology

DERM, Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

2.5.1.2
Apply any new knowledge on hybridisation 
to on-ground management of ‘pure’ dingoes 
in Queensland protected areas 

DERM Ongoing

Objective 2.4.3 – To develop improved control practices (continued)
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Objective 2.5.2—To manage populations of dingoes of conservation significance 

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.5.2.1
Incorporate dingo conservation programs in 
management plans for national parks and 
other lands managed by DERM 

DERM Ongoing

2.5.2.2
Identify and control other wild dogs 
to prevent hybridisation of pure dingo 
populations

DERM, Biosecurity 
Queensland

Ongoing

Objective 2.5.3—To balance the conservation of the dingo with other management objectives, 
including the protection of rural enterprises and public safety

No. Strategic action By whom? By when?

2.5.3.1
Support local government initiatives 
to control domestic dogs beyond town 
boundaries

All stakeholders Ongoing

2.5.3.2

Implement statewide control of wild dogs in 
protected areas and other lands managed 
by QPWS in conjunction with neighbouring 
landholders and in accordance with QPWS 
operational policies and procedures 

DERM Ongoing

2.5.3.3

In consultation with the community, develop 
site-specific management programs for 
areas	where	dingo	conservation	conflicts	
with agricultural production and human 
health and safety

DERM Ongoing
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Evaluation of the strategy will be achieved by:

•	 QDOG—annually

•	 local	government	(pest	management	plans)—every	four	years.

Key performance indicators to be reviewed include:

•	 general	

– effective network of wild dog committees cover the state

•	 individual	rural	enterprises

– reduced level of livestock losses, damage and encroachment by wild dogs

– more effective, targeted baiting using nil tenure approach

– increased number of landholders participating in coordinated control programs

– increased enterprise selection for landholders

•	 	rural	industry	organisations

– reduced number of reports of wild dog impacts from graziers

– reduced economic impact on livestock industries

•	 	conservationists

– reduced negative media interest

– increased acceptance of the management of dingoes in protected areas

– increased acceptance of the management of dingoes elsewhere

– size, number and purity of dingo populations identified and maintained sustainably

– public acceptance of wild dog control programs

•	 	community/interest	groups

– reduced number of pets and domestic animals lost to wild dog attacks

– safety—reduced number of attacks on humans

– increased awareness of livestock industry viability

– increased acceptance of control techniques and commensurate welfare issues

– increased awareness of the properties and use of 1080

– increased number of groups actively involved in local wild dog issues. 

3. Evaluation
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4. Opportunities and constraints 

4.1 Implementation of the strategy
This will provide a basis for: 

•	 improved	communication	mechanisms

•	 improved	general	awareness

•	 wider	community	support	for	wild	dog	control

•	 coordination	of	management	efforts

•	 efficient	use	of	resources

•	 improved	participation	in	and	acceptance	of	control

•	 improved	data	collection	and	research.

4.2 Possible constraints 
The following may limit the successful implementation of the strategy:

•	 rural	downturn—particularly	in	the	sheep	and	wool	industry

•	 competing	stakeholder	priorities	and	varying	levels	of	commitment—particularly	to	baiting	
inside the WDBF, on cattle properties and in peri-urban areas

•	 difficulty	enforcing	wild	dog	control

•	 poorly	functioning	wild	dog	committees

•	 expecting	the	state	government	to	increase	its	role	as	‘partner’	in	wild	dog	control

•	 resource	limitations	at	all	government	levels

•	 potential	conflict	regarding	the	conservation	status	of	dingoes	(i.e.	‘pest’	versus	‘native’)

•	 concerns	over	non-target	impacts	of	baiting—particularly	aerial	baiting

•	 animal	welfare	and	rights	issues

•	 inability	to	establish	project	coordinator	positions

•	 increasing	density	of	small	blocks	in	peri-urban	areas	limit	control	options.	New	control	
options are needed for these areas.
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5. Stakeholder responsibilities 

All stakeholders will need to help implement the strategy and develop site-specific 
management plans. The general responsibilities of each of the major stakeholders in wild dog 
management are listed below. The communication pathways between stakeholders are shown 
in Appendix 3.

Queensland Dog Offensive Group
•	 Provide	leadership	and	advocacy	for	the	effective	management	of	wild	dogs	in	Queensland

•	 Oversee	and	monitor	the	implementation	of	the	strategy

•	 Review	the	key	performance	indicators	annually	and	report	progress	to	the	BQMAC

•	 Provide	advice	to	the	minister	through	BQMAC on policy and strategic issues associated 
with wild dog management

•	 Provide	advice	to	Biosecurity	Queensland	and	other	stakeholders	on	priorities	for	science,	
education, planning, risk assessment, operations and compliance

•	 Build	and	maintain	relationships	between	state	government,	industry	and	local	
governments to support a collaborative approach to wild dog management

•	 Foster	stakeholder	commitment	to	wild	dog	management	and	the	implementation	of	the	
strategy

•	 Identify	and	promote	opportunities	for	improved	investment	in	wild	dog	management	and	
cooperation between key stakeholders

•	 Promote	the	development	of	communication	networks	between	wild	dog	management	
groups, managers and researchers across Queensland

Local wild dog committees
•	 Develop	wild	dog	control	plans	on	a	‘landscape’	(rather	than	‘property’)	basis

•	 Coordinate	control	activities	within	their	committee	area

•	 Coordinate	control	activities	with	adjacent	committee	areas

•	 Foster	landholder	awareness	and	commitment	to	wild	dog	control

•	 Engage	non-participating	and	absentee	landholders

•	 Monitor	effectiveness	of	control	programs

All land managers (private and public, including 
australian and state government lands)
•	 Participate	in	organised	groups	for	coordinated	control

•	 Conduct	population	and	damage	assessments	for	their	lands

•	 Conduct	control	programs	using	the	most	appropriate	and	effective	methods	available	for	
the particular situation

•	 Notify	neighbours	and	erect	warning	signs	around	bait	areas

•	 Monitor	effectiveness	of	control	programs	and	report	to	local	wild	dog	committees
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Industry groups
•	 Promote	the	need	for,	and	help	form	or	operate	landholder	groups	for	coordinated	control

•	 Promote	availability,	and	conditions	of	use,	of	control	agents

•	 Raise	awareness	of	control	issues	with	the	media	and	general	public

Local government
•	 Incorporate	nil	tenure	wild	dog	planning	in	local	government	area	pest	management	plans.

•	 Encourage	land	managers	to	control	wild	dogs	and	encourage	the	formation	of	local	wild	
dog management committees

•	 Investigate	the	enforcement	of	wild	dog	control	in	cases	where	landholders	refuse	to	
participate in any control activities 

•	 Regulate	the	control	of	domestic	dogs	

•	 Review	the	key	performance	indicators	annually

Authorised officers (local government)
•	 Ensure	wild	dog	control	is	undertaken

•	 Help	form	landholder	groups,	organise	coordinated	baiting	campaigns	and	provide	1080	
impregnation of baits in association with Biosecurity Queensland officers

•	 Provide	advice	to	landowners	on	various	wild	dog	control	techniques

Australian Veterinary Association (Queensland Branch)
•	 Promote	responsible	management	of	domestic	dogs

RSPCA
•	 Promote	responsible	management	of	domestic	dogs

Community and conservation groups
•	 Review	and	participate	in	education,	information,	conservation	and	planning	processes

Biosecurity Queensland
•	 Plan	and	develop	policies

•	 Provide	regulation,	training	and	quality	control	for	1080	use	in	Queensland

•	 Ensure	appropriate	links	and	communication	between	internal	and	external	stakeholders	
within their area of responsibility

•	 Undertake	wild	dog	extension	activities,	including	providing	advice	on	control	techniques

•	 Encourage	land	managers	to	control	wild	dogs,	and	encourage	the	formation	of	local	wild	
dog management committees
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•	 Coordinate	and	monitor	baiting	campaigns

•	 Undertake	population	and	damage	assessments	and	collect	impact	data

•	 Investigate	complaints

•	 Liaise	with	departments	managing	Australian	and	state	government	lands	

•	 Develop	and	implement	wild	dog	extension	activities,	including	media	and	internet	liaison	

•	 Prepare	advisory	publications	on	wild	dog	management	for	grazing	enterprises	and	the	
general community

•	 Monitor	effectiveness	of	control	agent(s)

•	 Investigate	additional	control	techniques	

•	 Assess	wild	dog	impacts	

•	 Perform	quality	control	of	1080	solutions

•	 Investigate	complaints	about	1080	quality	

•	 Analyse	stomach	samples	and/or	baits	for	1080	and	other	toxins

Wild dog offensive
Project coordinator 

•	 Investigate	resourcing	and	collaboration	opportunities,	both	operational	and	 
science based 

•	 Identify	opportunities	and	threats	to	the	implementation	of	the	wild	dog	offensive

•	 Link	Biosecurity	Queensland’s	policy,	science	and	operational	wild	dog	outcomes	

•	 Liaise	with	the	national	wild	dog	coordinator	to	make	sure	Queensland’s	decisions	reflect	
national agendas, including delivery of the nil tenure planning and a national perspective 
to the state offensive (i.e. state boundary issues)

•	 Develop	community	engagement	plans	for	continued	wild	dog	control

•	 Prepare	milestone	based	reporting

•	 Investigate	benchmarks	for	measuring	the	wild	dog	offensive

•	 Provide	support	to	QDOG

Wild dog coordinator (inside the WDBF)

•	 Work	with	groups	and	landholders	to	reduce	the	impact	of	wild	dogs	on	primary	industries	
and the community

•	 Lead	community	engagement	practices	that	raise	awareness	of	the	impact	of	wild	dogs	and	
the need for wild dog control

•	 Lead	community	engagement	practices	that	increase	primary	producers’,	landholders’	and	
the community’s participation in wild dog control
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Department of Environment and Resource Management
•	 Conduct	control	programs	for	wild	dogs	other	than	‘pure’	dingoes	on	protected	areas	and	

other lands managed by DERM if impacting local communities

•	 In	collaboration	with	neighbouring	landholders,	participate	in	coordinated	planning	and	
control programs for wild dogs at the ‘landscape’ (rather than ‘property’) level 

•	 Cooperate	with	local	governments,	community	groups	and	landholders	to	manage	the	
positive and negative impacts of wild dogs

Queensland Health
•	 Issue	approvals	to	Biosecurity	Queensland-trained	state	and	local	government	operators	

for use of 1080 and strychnine

Zoos and wildlife parks
•	 Inform	the	public	of	the	status	of	the	dingo	and	its	role	in	ecological	processes	as	well	as	

its pest status

•	 Keep	only	purebred	dingoes	for	breeding

•	 Maintain	records	on	genetic	purity	of	animals	held	

•	 Comply	with	permit	conditions	(animal	welfare	and	security)



Wild Dog Management Strategy 2011–16 35

AgForce 2009, Major economic costs associated with wild dogs in the Queensland grazing 
industry, AgForce, Queensland. 

Allen, L 1999, ‘Dingo predation and impacts on beef cattle production’, in Proceedings of the 
wild dog management workshop, L Hardwick (ed.), Blackall, 14–15 September 1999.

Angel, ED 2006, ‘Dingo diet and prey availability on Fraser Island’, USC Coast Research 
Database citation.

Biosecurity Queensland 1998, Dingoes in Queensland: distribution and ecology, Department of 
Employment, Economic Development and Innovation, Queensland. 

Biosecurity Queensland 2009, A guide to safe and responsible use of sodium fluoroacetate in 
Queensland, Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation, Queensland. 

Biosecurity Queensland 2009, Annual pest distribution map [wild dog].  
<http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/4790_9824.htm>, viewed 4 August 2010.

Chippendale, JF 1991, ‘The Queensland dingo barrier fence: a preliminary economic analysis’,  
in Proceedings of the 9th vertebrate pest conference, Adelaide, South Australia pp. 143–7.

Corbett, L 1995, ‘The Dingo in Australia and Asia’, University of New South Wales Press: Sydney.

Corbett, L 2001, ‘The conservation status of the dingo Canis lupus dingo in Australia, with 
particular reference to New South Wales: threats to pure dingoes and potential solutions’,  
in A symposium on the Dingo, CR Dickman and LD Lunney, Royal Zoological Society of  
New South Wales, Mosman, pp. 10–19.

EconSearch Pty Ltd 2000, Economic assessment of the wild dog barrier fence, Report for 
Department of Natural Resources, Queensland.

Elledge, AE, Allen, LR, Carlsson, B, Wilton, AN and Leung, LK 2008, ‘An evaluation of genetic 
analyses, skull morphology and visual appearance for assessing dingo purity: implications for 
dingo conservation’, Wildlife Research, no. 35, pp. 812–820.

Fisher, DO, Hoyle, SD, Blomberg, SP 2000, Population dynamics and survival of an endangered 
wallaby: a comparison of four methods. Ecological Applications 10, 901-910. 

Fleming, P, Corbett, L, Harden, B and Thomson, P 2001, Managing the impacts of dingoes and 
other wild dogs, Bureau of Rural Sciences, Canberra.

Goswami, S 2009, ‘Review of Queensland’s pest animal barrier fences: economic cost–benefit 
analysis’, unpublished paper commissioned by Biosecurity Queensland.

Gong, W, Sinden, J, Braysher, M and Jones, R 2009, ‘The economic impacts of vertebrate pests 
in Australia’, Invasive Animals CRC. <http://www.invasiveanimals.com/>, viewed 4 August 2010.

Hardwick, L 1999, Proceedings of the wild dog management workshop, Blackall,  
14–15 September 1999.

Hyder Consulting 2009, Review of the management of the pest animal barrier fences in 
Queensland, Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation, Queensland.

Johnson, CN, Isaac, JL, Fisher, DO 2007, Rarity of a top predator triggers continent-wide collapse 
of mammal prey: dingoes and marsupials in Australia. Proc. R. Soc. B 274, 341–346. 

6. Bibliography



Wild Dog Management Strategy 2011–16 36

Kenny, P 2008, Wild dog management in Queensland: a review of the Queensland wild dog 
strategy and the memorandum of understanding for the management of wild dogs inside the 
wild dog barrier and check fences. <http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/4790_8290.htm>, viewed  
9 August 2010.

Merrell, PW, ‘The impact of predation on livestock production’, unpublished paper, Department 
of Lands, Brisbane.

Newsome, AE 1994 Wildlife conservation and feral animals: the Procrustes Factor. In 
‘Conservation Biology in Australia and Oceania.’ (Eds C Moritz and J Kikkawa) pp. 141-148. 
(Surrey Beatty and Sons: Sydney). 

O’Callaghan, WG, Joyce, N, Counihan, HE, Ward, M, Lavelle, P, and O’Brien, E 1982, Unusual 
strychnine poisoning and its treatment: report of eight cases Br Med J (Clin Res Ed). August 14; 
285(6340): 478.

Pople, AR, Grigg, GC, Cairns, SC, Beard, LA, Alexander P 2000 Trends in the numbers of red 
kangaroos and emus on either side of the South Australian dingo fence: evidence for predator 
regulation? Wildlife Research 27, 269-276. 

Rural Management Partners 2004, Economic assessment of the impact of dingoes/wild dogs 
in Queensland, Department of Natural Resources and Mines.  
<http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/cps/rde/dpi/hs.xsl/4790_9481_ENA_HTML.htm>,  
viewed 17 December 2010.

The Tree Kangaroo and Mammal Group 2000, Tree-kangaroos on the Atherton Tablelands: 
Rainforest Fragments as Wildlife Habitat. Information for Shire Councils, land managers and the 
local community. Natural Heritage Trust.

van Bommel, L 2010, Guardian Dogs: Best Practice Manual for the use of Guardian Dogs. 
Invasive Animals CRC, Canberra. <http://www.invasiveanimals.com/publications/research/>, 
viewed 17 December 2010.

Wild Dog DNA Project - a partnership between the University of Western Australia, the 
Department of Agriculture and Food, the Rangelands NRM Coordinating Group, The Department 
of Environment and Conservation, BHP Billiton and the Invasive Animals Cooperative Research 
Centre. <http://www.wilddogdna.animals.uwa.edu.au/about_the_project/western_australian_
wild_dog_dna_project>, viewed 20 December 2010.

 



Wild Dog Management Strategy 2011–16 37

Appendix 1

Summary of the biology and ecology of the dingo  
(Fleming et al. 2001)
Scientific name: Canis familiaris dingo
Common name: Dingo

Size:

•	 Length – average 123 cm (males longer than females)

•	 Weight – female approximately 12 kg; males approximately 15 kg

Description:

•	 Coat colour is predominantly ginger (red to sandy) or black and tan, but can vary from pure 
white to black. Most dingoes have pure white feet, chest patch and tail tip. Broken colours 
(e.g. brindling and patchiness), suggest the presence of domestic genes (hybrids and 
domestic dogs).

•	 Dingoes have a more heavily boned skull and larger teeth (especially the canine) than 
domestic dogs of similar size.

•	 It is very difficult to distinguish some hybrids from pure dingoes using external features. 
Advances in DNA technology are being made (e.g. identification of DNA ‘connectors’ in faeces).

Reproductive characteristics:

Breeding season – April to June
Oestrus cycle – one per year
Mean litter size – four to six
Gestation – nine weeks
Weaned at – four months
Age at first breeding – two years (particularly in drier areas)
Other wild dogs have two oestrus cycles per year, but it is unlikely that they are able to 
successfully breed twice in the one year.

Diet:

•	 Dingoes are mostly opportunistic predators. Medium-sized animals—kangaroos, wallabies, 
rabbits and possums—form the major part of their diet, but they also consume a variety of 
other available prey.

•	 Dietary studies have indicated that dingo predation and consumption of domestic stock 
is low; however, in some areas dingoes kill stock (particularly sheep) surplus to their 
requirements. 

Behaviour:

•	 Social, living in a small group (3–12 members) of related individuals, usually within a home 
range that is strongly defended. Most young disperse on reaching adulthood.

•	 Groups rarely move as a pack unless hunting larger animals. Members maintain (patrol and 
mark) their own home range, but may meet and separate during the day. They are more 
gregarious during the breeding season.
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Appendix 2 

Statutory framework for wild dog control at time of 
publication
1. State legislation
Animals Care and Protection Act 2001

42 Feral or pest animals

(1) This section applies for an offence if the act that constitutes the offence is—

(a) an act done by a person to control a feral animal or pest animal, including, for example, 
by killing it; and

(b) the act does not involve the use of a prohibited trap or spur.

(2) It is an offence exemption for the offence—

(a) if the act is done in a way that causes the animal as little pain as is reasonable; and

(b) the control complies with any conditions prescribed under a regulation.

(3) In this section—feral animal means an animal living in a wild state that is a member of a 
class of animals that usually live in a domestic state.

Examples of classes of animals that usually live in a domestic state—buffalo, cats, dogs, 
donkeys, goats, horses and pigs pest animal means any of the following—

(a) a non-indigenous animal generally regarded as being a pest; Examples—black rats, 
brown rats and cane toads

(b) noxious fisheries resources under the Fisheries Act 1994;

(c) an animal declared under a regulation made under this or another Act to be a pest;

(d) an animal required to be controlled under an Act;

(e) an animal the subject of a measure or program to control disease under the Fisheries Act 
1994, Stock Act 1915, Exotic Diseases in Animals Act 1981 or another Act.

Forestry Act 1959

Definition

s. 5 —‘Forest product’: …(b) all forms of indigenous animal life…

s. 33—Cardinal principle of management of State forests

s. 39—A person shall not interfere with any forest products on State forest, timber reserve or 
forest entitlement area except under the authority of a lease or permit. 

Health (Drugs and Poisons) Regulation 1996

s. 272—Fluoroacetic acid in baits

272 Fluoroacetic acid in baits

(1) An authorised person under the Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 
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2002	may	give	prepared	baits	containing	not	more	than	0.03%	fluoroacetic	acid	to	another	
person (the user) to control declared pests under that Act.

(2) The user may possess and use the baits only under the written conditions given to the user 
by the authorised person.

(3) An adult employee of the user, or other adult authorised by the user as agent of the user, 
may also possess and use the baits under the written conditions.

(4) The user must—

(a) comply with the written conditions; and

(b) ensure the user’s employees or authorised agents comply with the written conditions.

Maximum penalty for subsection (4)—80 penalty units.

Nature Conservation Act 1992

Definitions

s. 7—‘Indigenous to Australia’: … wildlife that was not originally introduced to Australia by 
human intervention (other than wildlife introduced before the year 1600…

s. 7—‘Natural resources’: in relation to a protected area, or an area identified under a 
conservation plan as, or including, a critical habitat or an area of major interest—means the 
natural and physical features of the area, including wildlife, soil, water, minerals and air.

s. 7—‘Protected wildlife’: native wildlife that is prescribed under this Act as: presumed extinct 
wildlife; endangered wildlife; vulnerable wildlife; rare wildlife; or common wildlife.

s. 7 —‘Take’: means to hunt, shoot, wound, kill, poison, snare, harm, etc. or to attempt to do so.

s. 7—‘Wildlife’: means any taxon or species of an animal, plant, protista, procaryote or virus.

s. 14—‘Protected area’: National Parks (Scientific); National Parks; National Parks (Aboriginal 
land); National Parks (Torres Strait Islander land); Conservation Parks; Resources Reserves; 
Nature Refuges; Coordinated Conservation Areas; Wilderness Areas; World Heritage 
Management Areas; and International Agreement Areas.

ss. 16–26—Management principles of protected areas.

ss. 22(c) and 23(c)—Interests of landholders (Refuge areas and Coordinated Conservation 
areas) to be taken into account.

s. 62—A person can not take use or keep or interfere with a natural resource of a protected area 
other than under a licence, permit, etc.

s. 137—Licences, etc. to be consistent with management principles, and management intent or 
plan.

Nature Conservation Regulation 1994

s. 81—A person must not bury or leave a noxious, etc., substance or use a pesticide (without 
the chief executive’s written approval) in a protected area. 

s. 235—Schedule 7 Poisons (e.g. 1080) are not to be used to take protected wildlife.
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Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulation 1994

Schedule 5 

s. 4(1)—‘Common mammal’: A common mammal is a mammal indigenous to Australia other 
than—a presumed extinct, endangered, vulnerable or rare mammal, or a dingo (i.e. dingoes are 
not protected under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 unless they are in a protected area, e.g. 
in refuge areas).

Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002

s. 6(2)— Where a person does something that is required or permitted under this Act, but would 
have committed an offence under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 and the Forestry Act 1959, 
then they have not committed that offence.

s. 9—Outlines the principles of pest management.

ss. 10–16—Provides a legislative head of power for the development of strategies and 
guidelines for the management of pests in Queensland.

ss. 17–24—Pest management on state lands.

ss. 25–35—Local government area pest management planning. 

ss. 77–82—Private landholders to control pests on their lands. Penalties for non-compliance, 
notices may be issued, costs recovered.

s. 183—Local governments are to ensure declared pests are managed within their areas in 
accordance with the Act and the principles of pest management.

ss. 39–42, 44—Offences for the introduction, feeding, keeping, release and supply (sale) of 
declared pests without permit.

s. 95—Destruction of particular dogs—allows an authorised person or the owner of non urban 
land to destroy a dog that is not under control or attacking stock on the land.

2. Federal legislation
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)

This Act applies when the activity is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. It aims to promote the conservation of biodiversity and it includes 
provisions to deal with invasive species.

Land listed on the Commonwealth Register of the National Estate is managed under provisions 
in the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975 (AHC Act). Listing under Criteria A and B of the 
AHC Act requires that any activities that may impact on the biodiversity of the area have to be 
formally considered under section 30 of the Act; however, baiting of nuisance and feral animals 
is not precluded. Baiting can be viewed as a routine maintenance operation aimed at enhancing 
biodiversity by reducing non-native predator pressure on indigenous wildlife populations.

Civil Aviation Regulations 1988

Govern the aerial application of 1080 baits.
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Appendix 3

Communication pathways
Figure A3: Communication protocol for project coordinating officers
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Appendix 4

The nil tenure planning process to wild dog management
This advice is supported and promoted by the Invasive Animal Cooperative Research Centre 
and the National Wild Dog Management Group.

The national approach to wild dog management utilises the nil tenure planning process to 
develop	management	plans	that	reflect	adaptive	management	principles	and	apply	a	various	
range of control methodologies applicable to the representative area. The nil tenure process 
was developed in New South Wales to avoid the ‘ownership issue’ surrounding wild dogs. In 
areas where private landholders border crown or state land, discussion at wild dog management 
meetings rarely got past the issues of who owned the dogs and where they came from. 

This process uses GIS mapping to remove the property boundaries and looks at the issue from 
a ‘landscape’ perspective—therefore avoiding the issue of who owns the land and the dogs 
causing the problem. For more information on the nil tenure planning process, the following link 
will take you to the Brindabella-Wee Jasper Cooperative Wild Dog/Fox Management Plan, on 
which the nil tenure process was modelled: http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/pestsweeds/
WildDogAndFoxControlProgram20022005.htm. 

Being the first plan of its kind in New South Wales, the Brindabella plan is extremely 
comprehensive and contains far more detail than will be required by most of the plans being 
developed in Queensland, where tenure issues are less problematic. In the south-east, however, 
the nil tenure approach is much better suited as a greater array of land owners, both state and 
private, occurs throughout the landscape and this process will help avoid the issues of who 
owns the problematic dogs. It will also identify where control is required and who is responsible.

The following are key components of the nil tenure planning approach:

•	 Requirement	to	remove	all	boundaries	during	the	information	gathering	process,	therefore	
avoiding any bias against individual stakeholders and fostering more accurate information 
gathering.

•	 Use	of	GIS	mapping	to	identify	areas	of	wild	dog	habitat	and	movement	corridors,	historical	
and recent stock loss and current control. 

•	 Collection	of	information	from	stakeholders	in	the	local	area	and	provision	to	stakeholders	
of a sense of ownership of the plans. This has more relevance to on-ground control 
operations for the particular area. 

•	 Replacement	of	boundaries	on	the	map	following	the	information	collection	process,	clearly	
identifying the responsibilities of each stakeholder with regard to wild dog management in 
the area. 

Development of local area management plans
•	 In	Queensland,	these	plans	are	developed	at	the	local	government	level,	which	has	primary	

responsibility for wild dog management under state legislation. 

•	 	The	local	government	area	is	divided	into	smaller	local	area	planning	groups	in	order	to	
develop plans with a key stakeholder in each area. The way in which these local planning 
groups are developed can vary. Plans can either be based on the landscape within the area 
(such as catchments or ecosystem types) or some other form of administrative boundary 
(such as community groups, parish boundaries or wild dog control syndicates). 
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•	 The	strength	and	drive	for	these	plans	comes	from	the	community	groups,	and	to	some	
extent relies on peer group pressure to generate cooperation and participation in wild dog 
management programs. This peer group pressure is then fostered by agency and industry 
representatives.

•	 Using	satellite	maps	for	each	of	the	areas,	information	is	collected	on	wild	dogs	for	
that group. Landholders from each of these areas or groups are then asked to provide 
information on wild dog activity in their area. The type of information collected from 
landholders regarding wild dogs includes information on wild dog activity (such as their 
movements, breeding sites and areas of stock loss—both current and historic). 

•	 In	addition	to	information	on	wild	dog	activity,	landholders	are	also	asked	to	provide	
information on the type and distribution of control undertaken on their own properties. 
This may include dog-proof fencing, trapping, baiting (both ground and aerial) or the use of 
guard animals.

•	 Once	this	information	is	collated	and	mapped,	the	group	then	begins	looking	at	avenues	for	
management—including different types of control and how to foster greater participation 
from the rest of the community.

•	 Developing	these	maps	is	integral	to	the	planning	process.	It	is	also	a	vital	tool	that	the	
community can use to demonstrate each landholder’s role in wild dog management and 
how their inaction can be impacting on neighbours and other producers in their region. 

•	 A	local	area	management	plan	is	then	developed	through	consultation	with	landholders.	
This results in an annual operational plan that outlines how and when wild dog control 
programs will be implemented in the local government area. 

Benefits of the planning process
•	 Landholders	feel	empowered	by	this	process	and	have	ownership,	which	fosters	greater	

participation and confidence in the local government control programs. 

•	 Increased	communication	between	stakeholders,	agency	staff	and	industry	through	
these planning meetings provides a platform for cooperation and better participation by 
landholders in control programs. 

•	 The	establishment	of	community	groups	and	local	government	wild	dog	management	
committees (as a result of the local area planning process) has generated better 
communication between council staff and landholders. This results in better coordination 
and preparation for wild dog control programs within the local government area.

•	 Where	1080	is	used,	baiting	campaigns	are	generally	more	successful	as	a	result	of	better	
placement of baits following the planning process. Additional refinement of the baiting 
process (i.e. seasonal timing, bait type or the time of bait application) also increases the 
chance of reducing dog numbers.

•	 The	planning	process	may	identify	key	movement	corridors.	Dogs	that	have	wide-reaching	
impact can be controlled before they cause any damage further afield.

•	 Each	local	area	plan	is	developed	in	recognition	of	adjoining	plans	in	order	to	shut	down	
movement corridors and breeding sites.

•	 Monitoring	programs	put	in	place	to	measure	wild	dog	activity	allow	for	proactive	control	
and provide feedback on the effectiveness of control, while providing information on 
biodiversity.
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•	 Non-target	bait	uptake	by	foxes	has	great	benefits	to	biodiversity	as	well	as	making	wild	
dog traps more effective for targeting problem dogs.

Further reading
http://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/agriculture/pests-weeds 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE - 27 June 2011 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE - ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES AND 
ENERGY COMMITTEE 

To the Minister for Employment, Skills and Mining 

I. Reference: SOS 2-18 
Will the Minister please indicated the number of staff employed by the Mines and 
Petroleum and Gas Inspectorate, reported separately in table form by a) region of 
employment, b) operational role and c) financial year 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12? 

2. Reference: SOS 2-18 

Will the Minister please indicate for staff involved in the mining service area how many of 
these staff are compliance officers, field staff or inspectors with the power to issue 
compliance notices or rectification orders or on the spot fines to holders of mining licences 
or exploration permits or contractors working on behalf of the holders of such mining 
titles? 

3. Reference: SOS 2-20 & 2-21 

Will the Minister please detail the amount collected by the levy and fee for Safety and 
Health Services, listed separately in table form by resource type and financial years 2009-
10,2010-11 and projected 2011-12 and in addition fully list all services provided by region 
and resource type for the above financial years. 

4. Reference: SOS 2-20 

Will the Minister please provide a full breakdown of the fees collected from mining and 
resource interests, with the totals reported separately in table form by type and resource 
type for the financial years 2009-10, 20 I 0-11 and projected 2011-12 with the small mine 
licence fees reported separately. 

5. Reference: SOS 2-26 

With regard to exploration permits and tenure applications will the Minister please advise 
for the financial years 2009-10, 20 I 0-11 and 2011-12 reported separately by type and year 
in table form a) how many applications or permits were grated or declined (separately), b) 
how long each of those took to be processed from their lodgement day and c) for those 
applications or permits yet to be finalised, how long has it been since they were lodged? 

6. Reference: SOS 2-17 

With regard to the Mines and Energy Service Area to the extent the Minister is responsible 
will the Minister please advise how many compliance notices, rectification orders or on the 
spot fmes have been issued to property owners in the 20 I 0-11 financial year and how 
many court cases have been instigated by the Department in each service area and under 
which Acts have they been issued or instigated? 



7. Reference: Budget Paper 3 page 54 

With reference to the Streamlining Mining Tenure Approval Process will the Minister 
please advise a) what milestones have been achieved in 2010-11 and are projected to by 
met in 2011-12 (reported separately), b) what was the original completion date and what is 
the currently anticipated completion or delivery date, and c) why was this project 
underspent by $4.857 million last financial year? 

8. Reference: Budget Paper 3 page 53 

With regard to the Abandoned Mines capital item, please detail what actions were 
undertaken or completed in the financial years 2009-10 and 20 I 0-11 and what is projected 
to be done in 2011-12? 

9. Reference: SOS 2-17 

As a result of the recent flooding experienced in Queensland can the Minister please advise 
a) what percentage of mines and production is still impacted by flood water, b) what 
actions did the Minister's department take to assist mines in addressing the issue of water 
in pits and c) what steps is the mines department taking in conjunction with other 
departments to address this issue and prepare for future events? 

10. Reference: SOS 2-5 

With reference to Geothennal Tenures, can the Minister please advise how many tenures 
have been granted and what is the status of each of these? 

MR JACK DEMPSEY MP 
Member for Bundaberg 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Nou Government Question on Notice 

No. 1 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-18-

Will the Minister please indicate the number of staff employed by the Mines and 
Petroleum and Gas Inspectorate, reported separately in table form by (1) region of 
employment; (b) operation role; and (c) financial years 2009-2010, 2010--11 and 
2011-12? 

ANSWER: 

The attached table indicates the number of staff employed by the Mines and 
Petroleum and Gas inspectorates as requested. 

l 
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Financial Year Region of Employment 
Mines and Petroleum and Gas 
inspectorates Operation Role 

2009-10 North 15 Inspectors 
1 Principal Investigator 
1 Occupational Hygienist 
1 Ergonomist 
2 District Workers Reps 
2 Admin Officers 
I Licensing Officer 

Central 23 Inspectors 
2 Principal Investigator 
1 Occupational Hygienist 
6 Admin Officers 
1 Licensing Officer 

South 21 Inspectors 
1 Principal Investigator 
2 District Workers Reps 
4 Admin Officers 
2 Licensing Officers 

2010-11 North 14 Inspectors 
1 Principal Investigator 
1 Occupational Hygienist 
1 Ergonomist 
2 District Workers Reps 
3 Admin Officers 
I Licensin,g Officer 

Central 20 Inspectors 
2 Principal Investigator 
1 Occupational Hygienist 
6 Admin Officers 
I Licensing Officer 

South 28 Inspectors 
1 Principal Investigator 
2 District Workers Reps 
2 Admin Officers 
2 Licensing Officers 
5 Administrativel Policy Officers 

2011-12 (projection) North 16 Inspectors 
1 Principal Investigator 
1 Occupational Hygienist 
2 District Workers Reps 
3 Admin Officers 
1 Licensing Officer 

Central 24 Inspectors 
2 Principal Investigator 
1 Ergonomist 
1 Occupational Hygienist 
6 Admin Officers 
I Licensing Officer 

South 29 Inspectors 
1 Principal Investigator 
1 Investigator 
2 District Workers Reps 
2 Admin Officers 
2 Licensing Officers 
5 Administrative/ Policy Officers 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 2 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-18-

Will the Minister please indicate for staff involved in the mining service area how 
many of these staff are compliance officers, field staff or inspectors with the power to 
issue compliance notices or rectification orders or on-the-spot fines to holders of 
mining licences or exploration pennits or contractors working on behalf of the holders 
of such mining titles? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation undertakes 
a comprehensive range of regulatory activities, across a spectrum from education of 
enforcement directed to maximising compliance with the legislation it administers. 

The most effective and efficient way to implement this comprehensive approach is to 
ensure that the various activities are carried out by appropriately skilled staff. 

Many officers have a strong role in ensuring compliance. 

There are a large number of regional officers and specialists that undertake 
monitoring, investigation and enforcement activities. To facilitate that work, 
appropriate officers of the department are authorised by legislation to exercise 
statutory powers and issue penalty infringement notices. 

In support of compliance activities, formal investigations and/or compliance actions 
are undertaken by a group of 122 officers. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 3 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-20 and 2-21-

Will the Minister please detail the amount collected by the levy and fee for Safety and 
Health Services, listed separately in table form by resource type and financial years 
2009-2010, 2010-11 and projected 2011-12 and, in addition, fully list all services 
provided by region and resource type for the above financial years? 

ANSWER: 

Information on levies and fees is not collated by resource type; however, I am able to 
provide below levy and fee revenue for the financial years indicated-

IFir,an,cial Year 

The safety and health of all mining, quarrying, and petroleum and gas workers in 
Queensland is one of the major focuses of this government as nothing is more 
important than every worker returning home safe and healthy every day. 

There is a strong community expectation that the mining industry meets safety and 
health compliance standards and an expectation that companies should contribute to 
the safety and health of their workers. 

The Safety and Health Levy and Fee funds existing safety and health services to the 
mines, quarries, and petroleum and gas industries. These services are provided across 
the whole of Queensland and are not region specific. These services include: 

• administration of the legislation and associated safety regulations 
• safety and health inspections and audits; 
• investigation of accidents; 
• collection and reporting of safety and health statistics; 
• provision of safety and health advice; 
• collection and maintenance of mine employee health records; 
• development and dissemination of safety and health standards; 
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• research, development, and training in safety and health; 
• scientific services in mine safety 
• national reform facilitation; 
• licencing and accrediting persons, activities and works under legislation 
• provision of emergency response services. 

It is also worthy to note that mine safety standards in Queensland are recognised as 
world class thanks to the work of DEED! safety officers, mine management, workers 
and unions. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 4 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-20-

Will the Minister please provide a full breakdown of the fees collected from mining and resource interests, with the totals reported in table form by 
type and resource type for the financial years 2009-2010, 2010-11 and projected 201 1-12 with the small mine licence fees reported separately? 

ANSWER: 

While SDS 2-20 also makes reference to mineral and petroleum royalties and rentals, the context of this question appears to relate to the paragraph 
concerning Resource Tenure Application processing fees, and it is on this basis that the answer is provided. 

The attached table details the various fees collected as extracted from the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation's 
accounting system. For 2010-11, the figures are based on data contained in the accounts as at 30 June 2011, but it should be noted that such figures 
are still subject to audit. The detail provided is the extent provided for in the accounting system. In respect of 2011-12, a detailed breakdown by fee 
type is not available. 

There are no fees prescribed that relate exclusively to small-scale mining. 



ANALYSIS OF MINING & PETROLEUM FEES 

Actual Provisldnal 
~~dQ~{o 

Provisional 

By TenuriHype & 'Fee:{::;Itegory 2009-10 2010-11 By Fee Type 2010-11 

Construction & Operation of Oil Refinery Tenure Related Fees 
Application Fees 39,258 16,300 Application Fees 473,827 1,455,928 
Sub Total 39,258 16,300 Assignment Fees 11,473 40,863 

Caveat Fees 4,845 12,580 
Exploration Permits - Coal Mortgage Fees 424 5,735 
Application Fees 25,049 400,859 Renewal Fees 71,673 630,159 
Renewal Fees 2,335 55,260 Search Fees 165,542 103,145 
Sub Total 27,384 456,118 Surrender Fees 1,942 12,503 

Survey Fees -1,833 -132 

Exploration Permits - Minerals Sub Total 727,892 2,260,781 
Application Fees 42,792 274,178 
Renewal Fees 9,931 114,119 Other Fees 
Sub Total 52,723 388,297 Environmental Protection Application 541,933 571,964 

Environmental Protection Licence 786,253 814,792 
Exploration Permits - Petroleum Fees & Charges Geothermal 518 
Application Fees 334,354 561,550 Fossicking Licences 107,482 98,510 
Renewal Fees 22,328 64,885 Gas Licences & Application Fees 218,628 297,146 
Sub Total 356,682 626,436 Interest Other -1,148 1,682 

Other Revenue 9,931 24,869 
Mineral Development Licences Regulatory Fees- Other 90,321 266,581 
Application Fees 3,142 14,561 Sub Total 1,753,401 2,076,062 
Renewal Fees 987 29,868 
Surrender Fees 45 3,000 Royalty Fees & Interest 
Sub Total 4,174 47,429 Royalty Interest Received 258,264 76,216 

Royalty Penalty/Late Lodgement Fees 15,542 10,927 
Mining Claims Sub Total 273,806 87,143 
Application Fees 4,221 12,567 

Renewal Fees 8,445 51,022 Total 2,755,099 4,423,986 
Surrender Fees 534 1,700 
Sub Total 13,200 65,289 

Mining Leases 
Application Fees 13,082 149,360 



Renewal Fees 19,038 258,431 
Search Fees 120,123 70,482 
Surrender Fees 1,363 7,803 
Sub Total 153,605 486,077 

Miscellaneous Tenures 
Application Fees 1,955 5,321 
Renewal Fees 8,610 56,574 
Search Fees 45,419 32,663 
Sub Total 55,984 94,558 

Prospecting Permits 
Application Fees 9,974 21,232 
5ub Total 9,974 21,232 

Other Fees 
Assignment Fees 11,473 40,863 
Caveat Fees 4,845 12,580 
Environmental Protection Application 541,933 571,964 
Environmental Protection Licence 786,253 814,792 
Fees & Charges Geothermal 518 
Fossicking Licences 107,482 98,510 
Gas Licences & Application Fees 218,628 297,146 
I nterest Other -1,148 1,682 
Mortgage Fees 424 5,735 
Other Revenue 9,931 24,869 
Regulatory Fees - Other 90,321 266,581 
Survey Fees -1,833 -132 
Sub Total 1,768,310 2,135,108 

Royalty Fees & Interest 
Royalty Interest Received 258,264 76,216 
Royalty Penalty/Late Lodgement Fees 15,542 10,927 
Sub Total 273,806 87,143 

Total 2,755,099 4,423,986 

'-'~-



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Non Government Qnestion on Notice 

No.S 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-26-

With regard to exploration pennits and tenure applications, will the Minister please 
advise for the financial years 2009-2010, 2010-11 and 2011-12 reported separately 
by type and year in table fonn (a) how many applications or pennits were granted or 
declined (separately); (b) how long each of those took to be processed from their 
lodgement day; and (c) for those applications or pennits yet to be finalised, how long 
has it been since they were lodged? 

ANSWER: 

(a) and (b) 

Table I below provides infonnation on the number of applications or pennits 
granted or declined and how long each of those applications took to be 
processed from their lodgement day for the financial years 2009-2010 and 
2010-11 

Infonnation for the 2011-12 financial year will not be available until after 
30 June 2012. 



(c) As at 30 June 2011, 1237 applications remain on foot of which 241 have been 
"under assessment" for longer than two years as at 30 June 2011 (refer to 
Table 2 below). 

Of these 241 applications, 144 were under a competitive assessment process 
and are pending the decision on the "preferred" application before either 
proceeding or rejecting. The balance (97 applications) is pending resolution of 
other matters that are prohibiting the finalisation of their assessment. I 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 6 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS 2-17-

With regard to the Mines and Energy Service Area to the extent the Minister is 
responsible, will the Minister please advise how many compliance notices, 
rectification orders or on-the-spot fines have been issued to property owners in the 
201 0-11 financial year, and how many court cases have been instigated by the 
department in each service area and under which Acts have they been issued or 
instigated? 

ANSWER: 

There has been no compliance action taken against property owners by the Mines and 
Energy Service Area. 

The Department takes safety and compliance very seriously and when companies are 
failing to meet their legislative requirements the department does not hesitate to act. 

In 2010-11, 2670 compliance and rectification orders were issued; five complaints 
were laid pursuant to the Coal Mining Safety and Health Act 1999; eight complaints 
were laid pursuant to the Mining and Quarrying Safety and Health Act 1999; and 
thirteen complaints were laid pursuant to the Petroleum and Gas (Production and 
Safety) Act 2004. 

No on-the-spot fines were issued. 

The Department also takes a proactive approach to education and training, to ensure 
industry is aware of existing regulations so incidents can be prevented from occurring 
in the first place. 

I 



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 7 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to Budget Paper 3, page 54-

With reference to the Streamlining Mining Tenure Approval Process, will the 
Minister please advise (a) what milestones have been achieved in 2010--11 and are 
projected to be met in 2011-12 (reported separately); (b) what was the original 
completion date and what is the currently anticipated completion or delivery date; and 
(c) why was this project underspent by $4.857 million last financial year? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government's Streamlining Mining and Petroleum Tenure 
Approvals Project was launched in 2009. Through the project, government and 
industry have come together to work towards creating a world-class tenure approvals 
process for Queensland. Industry response has been positive. 

Through the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation's 
innovative Mines Online, Queensland will have a world-class assessment process 
underpinned by state-of-the-art business systems. The ultimate goal of this initiative is 
system-to-system integration, partiCUlarly for regulatory reporting and performance 
management. 

Since June 2009, almost 2000 unique users have made more than 37,000 transactions 
online. 

(a) Key milestones for 2010--11 are: 
• July 2010 - Launch of online notice lodgement functionality via Mines 

Online for drilling notices under the Petroleum and Gas (Production and 
Safety) Regulation 2004 

• September 2010 - Release of online access to tenure public enquiry 
report 

• October 2010 - Release of functionality to lodge notice of entry online 
• April 2011 - Release of functionality to lodge Hydraulic Fracturing 

Activity Notifications 
• May 2011 - Government and Industry Implementation Groups (GIIG) 

finalised review of the industry Supporting Resource Sector Growth report 
• June 2011 - Obligation to pay rent and lodge royalty returns under the 

threshold were removed on mining claims 



• June 2011 - Discussion papers released to industry on proposed 
legislation and policy changes to provide for a streamlined online service 
delivery model 

Key milestones for 2011-12 are to be finalised. 

(b) The government is committed to a continuous improvement platform to 
service the resource sector. Therefore, while the majority of the transition to 
electronic lodgement and integrated online service delivery is expected to 
conclude by fiscal year end 2013 on schedule, improvements to online 
services will continue in future years. 

(c) Rather than building a customised information technology solution for tenure 
resource management, the government has invested significant time in the 
2010--11 financial year researching configurable off-the-shelf solutions. This 
has resulted in the capital expenditure for 2010--11 year being deferred into 
later years to ensure the highest value is achieved. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources aud Euergy Committee 
Nou Government Question on Notice 

No.S 

Asked on 2S June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to Budget Paper 3, page 53-

With regard to the Abandoned Mines capital item, please detail what actions were 
undertaken or completed in the financial years 2009-10 and 2010-11, and what is 
projected to be done in 2011-12? 

ANSWER: 

Legacy issues caused by old and unregulated mining practices were created over 
many years and will take many years to address. 

There is no short term fix but this government is committed to addressing the matter. 
It is legislation introduced by a Queensland Labor Government that now places strict 
environmental conditions on mining leases and requires that bonds be paid to DERM 
as assurance for rehabilitation. 

Legislation also requires mining companies to rehabilitate mine sites once mining 
activities have been completed. 

In the 2009-10 financial year, $1.2 million of capital funding was allocated to Mount 
Oxide for environmental control works to help address legacy issues. 

These initial works included the segregation of historic mineralised stockpiles from 
streams, stockpile recontouring, stormwater diversion works and some stream cleanup 
at a cost of $1.006 million. 

The remaining $194,000 of funding was deferred to the 2010-11 financial year and 
this funding was used in 2010 to install plastic covers over the most mineralised 
stockpiles at the site to minimise infiltration by rainfall of stockpiles in the short term. 

The Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation (DEEDI) is 
working closely with the Department of Environment and Resource Management, as 
well as Perilya Limited who hold exploration tenure over the site, to determine the 
best options for ongoing site management. 
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This process is also infonned by recommendations from a scientific expert panel 
which was convened by DEEDI in 2010 to review the complex site issues in the 
context of site monitoring. The panel will review site management recommendations 
again in early August 2011. 

In addition, ongoing meetings are being held with the landholder and other 
stakeholders to keep them infonned of site management plans and activities. 

Expenditure at Mount Oxide in 2011-12 will focus on segregation earthworks, 
monitoring and site maintenance. These works will be funded from operating 
allocations to the Abandoned Mine Lands program. 

In 2009-10, $169,000 was used to commence works on an upgrade to the existing 
water treatment plant at Mount Morgan to increase the plant's treatment capacity by 
50 per cent. 

The majority of the treatment plant site construction occurred at Mount Morgan in 
2010-11 at a cost of $1.788 million. 

Capital upgrades at Mount Morgan in 2011-12 will focus on improvements to the 
mine site infrastructure, including electrical and water management system upgrades. 

These upgrades will address issues arising following the very heavy recent wet 
season, and will support the continued operation of the water treatment plant under 
most weather conditions. 

General monitOring, maintenance and progression of remediation works scoping at 
Horn Island will also be funded under the Abandoned Mines Lands Program with 
$166,000 currently allocated to construction of a return seepage pumping system. 



Environment, Agricultnre, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 9 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS2-17-

As a result of the recent flooding experienced in Queensland, can the Minister please 
advise (a) what percentage of mines and production is still impacted by flood water; 
(b) what actions did the Minister's department take to assist mines in addressing the 
issue of water in pits; and (c) what steps is the mines department taking in conjunction 
with other departments to address this issue and prepare for future events? 

ANSWER: 

I am pleased to report that all 54 coal mines affected by water as a result of natural 
disasters in December and January were producing coal by the end of June. 

The majority had recovered to 80% production and the rest were producing at about 
40% production. 

As a consequence of these extreme weather events, a Flood Recovery Task Force, 
with oversight of a number of recovery groups focussed on key community and 
business sectors, was established. The Resources and Energy Recovery Control 
Group was established as one of the sub-committees. 

DEEDI mines group was in constant contact with affected mines and worked with the 
Queensland Resources Council (QRC) and other agencies and port authorities to assist 
wherever possible in the recovery. 

There is evidence mines that heeded early advice to dewater in the lead up to last 
summer were better placed to recover. 

In conjunction with the QRC, a workshop is planned for August as a means of 
collating and discussing the key "Iearnings" of the past 12 months and developing an 
action agenda for implementing agreed initiatives prior to the next wet season. 
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Environment, Agricnltnre, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. to 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to SDS2-5-

With reference to geotherrnal tenures, can the Minister please advise how many 
tenures have been granted and what is the status of each of these? 

ANSWER: 

A total of 47 geotherrnal exploration tenures have been granted, as well as one 
geotherrnal production tenure. 

Of the 47 granted geotherrnal exploration tenures, one was granted in 2008, three 
were granted in 2009 and 43 were granted in 2010. Consequently, granted geotherrnal 
exploration permits are therefore in the first to third year of their approved work 
program activity. Each tenure holder's compliance with required work program 
activities will be assessed at the end of the work program period for each tenure. 



Minister for Employment, Skills and Mining 
Government Questions on Notice 
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Minister for Employment Skills and Mining - Questions on notice from Government 
Members 2011 

1. SOS 2-3 refers to the Liquefied Natural Gas industry (LNG) and protecting Queensland 
natural resources by implementing a strong regulatory system. Will the Minister outline 
this regulatory system? 

2. SOS 2-13 explains the Government is protecting the economy now and into the future 
through protecting the health and safety of workers in the resources industry. Minister 
please explain how new draft blasting guidelines for mines will assist in achieving this 
aim? 

3. SOS2-12 points out the appointment of nine new petroleum and gas inspectors. Will the 
Minister provide an update on the important work performed by these inspectors and the 
role they play in keeping our resources sector safe? 

4. SOS 2-10 refers to grants awarded under the Collaborative Drilling Initiative. Please 
explain the Initiative and the outcomes it delivers for Queensland? 

5. Most Queenslanders are aware that the North West is an important economic driver for 
the State. Page 2-4 of the Service Delivery Statement mentions the North West Minerals 
Province please outline how the Government is supporting development of this Province 
so it can continue to play its important role to our State's economy. 

6. Page 2-13 of the SOS points out the importance of the health and safety of workers in the 
Quarrying industry. Can the Minister please provide an update on advancements in this 
area? 

7. Queensland has the best mine safety regulatory framework in the world. 
2-17 of the SOS mentions the Governments role in this area. Wihat advancements have 
been made in mine safety, particularly in light of proposed national consistency reforms in 
this area? 

8. SOS 2- 6 refers to work being done to reducing the regulatory impost on small scale 
mining activities. Can information please be provided on this important work? 

9. SOS 2 -17 references the work being done to protect the health and safety of workers in 
the resources industry. Can the minister please explain how the actions of Simtars are 
benefitting the mining industry and Queensland? 

10. Page 2-7 of the SOS explains the importance of sustainable growth within the Coal Seam 
Gas industry (CSG). Can the minister please explain the benefits of the CSG industry to 
regional qld? 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 1 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

SDS 2-3 refers to the liquefied natural gas industry (LNG) and protecting Queensland 
natural resources by implementing a strong regulatory system. Will the Minister 
outline this regulatory system? 

ANSWER: 

The operation of coal seam gas exploration, production, and related pipeline activities 
is regulated under the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) Act 2004 which 
requires operators of operating plant to make and implement safety management plans 
in relation to their activities. The plans are based on the assessment and management 
of risks with specific obligations for various statutory positions to ensure compliance. 

All coal seam gas wells must be designed and constructed in accordance with 
international standards called up in regulation. New Codes of Practice have been 
finalised in regard to well-head emission and reporting, and polyethylene gathering 
pipelines. 

The Code of Practice for coal seam gas well-head emissions detection and reporting 
provides a best practice consistent approach to the reporting and remediation of leaks 
on well heads. Well-head reportable leaks identified under the Code of Practice must 
be actioned and reported in accordance with code's requirements, with code called up 
as a safety requirement under the Petroleum and Gas (Production and Safety) 
Regulation 2004. 

Queensland legislation requires that pipelines are built to stringent, mandatory best 
practice Australian Standard AS2885. This ensures that design, maintenance and 
operation of the pipeline meet high safety standards. 

To ensure compliance with this robust framework, the Petroleum and Gas 
Inspectorate undertakes inspections of gas infrastructure and audits of companies' 
safety management plans. All serious incidents are also investigated to identify the 
causes of the incident to ensure actions, including dissemination of learnings 
throughout the wider industry, are taken so the incidents are not repeated. 



Nine new petroleum and gas inspectors and one investigator have been appointed to 
monitor compliance in Queensland's growing CSG-LNG industry resulting in 
improved regional coverage, with a focus on compliance through advice, inspection, 
audits and investigation. These recent recruitments have increased the number of 
government Petroleum and Gas Inspectors to 23. 

The safe construction of gas-related infrastructure will be regulated from I January 
2012 under proposed new state-based workplace health and safety legislation 
modelled on the national model legislation. Queensland's major LNG plants will also 
be regulated under specific major hazard facility regulation from the national model 
legislation. The safety approval and review of the LNG plants are undertaken by the 
government's Hazardous Industries Chemicals Branch of Workplace Health and 
Safety. 

Other regulations of the CSG industry introduced by the Bligh Government include: 

• Banning the deliberate use of BTEX chemicals in the fraccing process 
• New land access laws that ensure the rights of landowners in their dealings 

with resource companies 
• Template contracts that set out guidelines for compensation for landowners 
• Making it compulsory for CSG companies to give ten days written notice 

before they carry out activities like fraccing 
• Creating a one-stop CSG-LNG Enforcement Unit 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Governmeut Question on Notice 

No. 2 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

SDS 2-13 explains the government is protecting the economy now and into the future 
through protecting the health and safety of workers in the resources industry. 
Minister, please explain how new draft blasting guidelines for mines will assist in 
achieving this aim? 

ANSWER: 

The safe operation of mines and the safety of mine workers is a key priority for the 
Queensland Government. 

As part of its ongoing monitoring of mine safety on 18 March 2011, I requested that 
the department form a group to address the issues of fumes from blasting. 

The Chief Inspector of Coal Mines called an explosive fume meeting on 18 March 
2011 to address the issue of fume generation with explosives suppliers, mining 
companies, and the mines and explosives inspectorates. 

A Fume Steering Group was formed to determine the causes of fume generation and 
to provide guidance to the industry. The steering group reported back to the Chief 
Inspector of Coal Mines and the Chief inspector of Explosives on 17 May 2011. 

The draft guidance note, requiring further technical input and refinement, was 
reviewed by the steering group. It was agreed that some additional technical 
information would be added and it would be issued for wider industry review on 
31 May 2011. The guidance note will be reviewed and endorsed by both chief 
inspectors and presented to the Coal Mining Safety and Health Advisory Committee 
when all comments have been received. 

The Fume Steering Group also recommended the following actions which were 
accepted: 

• The investigations protocol in the guidance note to be refined and implemented 
by the group. 

• Nationally approved blasting management competencies to be improved and 
used by blasting operators. 

• The group to continue to monitor and analyse fume data, and investigate and 
address issues through until March 2012. 



• Awareness seminars to be conducted with industry in Central Region over the 
next three months. 

• The review with explosives manufacturers to continue to improve explosives 
product robustness for mining conditions. Industry is keen to obtain a positive 
outcome in this area. 

SIMT ARS is seeking a grant under the Australian Coal Association Research Project 
to study the use of differential optical absorption spectroscopy for the remote analysis 
of blast plumes. This will lead to improvements in the technical understanding of 
fume type and behaviour. 

The fume data collection program indicates that from the March meeting to the May 
meeting of the steering group, there were 162 blasts; however, only nine of those 
blasts had fume extend beyond the immediate exclusion area and there were no 
exposures. 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 3 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKllLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

SDS 2-12 points out the appointment of nine new petroleum and gas inspectors. Will 
the Minister provide an update on the important work performed by these inspectors 
and the role they play in keeping our resources sector safe? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government is committed to maintrunmg a high standard of 
petroleum and gas safety and health for all workers in the range of complex and 
vibrant industries that are regulated. The Petroleum and Gas Inspectorate regulates 
safety and health of upstream exploration and production, oil and gas transmission, 
storage, gas reticulation, gas use from industrial commercial, domestic and 
automotive, and the general use of gas in the community. 

The appointment of nine new inspectors in 2010-11 has allowed the frequency of 
industry monitoring and coverage of inspections and audits to increase and continue 
to be effective as existing industries. and new and emerging industries, such as 
underground coal gasification, geothermal exploration and production to evolve. 

Specifically the appointment of these nine new inspectors has significantly increased 
the number of inspections undertaken from 2747 in 2009-10 to 3570 in 2010-11. 
Inspections range across all the gas-related industries and include automotive 
workshop inspections, inspections of commercial and industrial gas installations, 
inspections of pipelines, processing plants and coal seam gas drilling, and exploration 
and production facilities. 

A total of 33 audits were also undertaken in 2010-11. Audits were undertaken on a 
number of gas operators, including liquefied petroleum gas delivery networks, drilling 
companies, pipeline operations and major hazards facilities. 



Inspectors were heavily involved in the coal seam gas well-head safety program 
which was a major review of the integrity of coal seam gas wells and related well
head equipment. Work by the inspectorate included analysing the detailed company 
submissions, issuing directions, initiating gas sampling and testing programs, and 
undertaking well inspections to verify leak results. 

The new inspectors have allowed the inspectorate to increase its presence in areas 
where inspectors have not previously been based. Importantly, inspectors are now 
located in five new regional Queensland locations at Toowoomba, Dalby, Roma, 
Sunshine Coast and Bundaberg. This has, in particular, provided a more effective and 
responsive approach to regulation of the coal seam gas industry in the Surat Basin. 

A specialist petroleum and gas investigator has also been appointed to undertake 
compliance investigations where significant non-compliance has been identified. 

The government will continue to recruit specialist safety and health staff and 
inspectors as the coal seam gas industry expands. This will be critical to maintaining 
an adequate enforcement regime to ensure Queensland's reputation for safety remains 
the world's best. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 4 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

SDS 2-10 refers to grants awarded under the Collaborative Drilling Initiative. Please 
explain the initiative and the outcomes it delivers for Queensland. 

ANSWER: 

Since 2006, the Queensland Government has committed over $9 million to directly 
support exploration through the Collaborative Grant Initiative under the Smart Mining 
- Future Prosperity program and now the Greenfields 2020 program. 

Under the first four rounds of this initiative, nearly $3.5 million has been paid to 
33 companies. Forty-five drilling projects have been completed. 

There are two types of technical success defined, either the discovery of new 
mineralisation or a newly acquired understanding of the geological causes of 
geophysical anomalies and targets. 

In July 2010, $3 million was assigned to continue the Collaborative Drilling Initiative 
under the Greenfields 2020 program. Of the three rounds planned, two are currently 
underway. 

Round 5, which closed on 19 November 201 0, attracted 56 applications and resulted 
in 21 projects from 17 companies being allocated $2.35 million in grants. This round 
is expected to finish in late October 2012. Round 6 closed on I April 2011, and 23 
applications were received with nine projects from eight companies being allocated 
over $1.17 million. This round is anticipated to finish in early 2013. The recently 
promoted $1 million Round 7 is advertised to close on 18 November 2011. 

Currently, $3.52 million is committed to be paid to projects planned for completion up 
to 2013. 

Beyond the actively explored areas, the grant initiatives have kick started exploration 
in remote areas across the state. In western Queensland around Bedourie; in the north 
between Cloncurry, Burketown and Croydon; and south around Cunnamulla, areas 
that are either unexplored or under-explored, with the aim of discovering new mineral 
and energy resources. I 



Also, the successful proposals were those that presented a high element of risk 
especially in remote areas with deep targets to drill, or best demonstrated the testing 
of innovative exploration ideas and models irrespective of an area's exploration 
history. 

The government has also received a significant return on its investment under the 
initiative, with $9.75 million of direct drilling expenditure by industry supported by 
grant funding of $3.49 million. 

The government-industry collaborative drilling projects are tangible examples of how 
the Queensland Government is supporting exploration in the state's frontier areas. 

The government is encouraging new exploration in Queensland and the discovery of 
new mineral and energy resources to help ensure continued investment in the 
booming mining sector. Potential new mining and energy projects will mean more 
jobs and more flow-on economic benefits for our local and regional communities. 

Since 2006, annual exploration expenditure in Queensland has increased from $270.4 
million in 2004-05 to a record $1.008 billion as at 31 March 2011. 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 5 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

Most Queenslanders are aware that the North West is an important economic driver 
for the state. Page 2-4 of the Service Delivery Statement mentions the North West 
Minerals Province. Please outline how the government is supporting development of 
this Province so it can continue to play its important role in our state's economy? 

ANSWER: 

The North West Queensland Mineral Province is a world class mineral resource area 
containing an estimated 75 per cent of Queensland's total metalliferous resources. 

It is the richest zinc-lead province in the world. Century is the second largest zinc 
mine in the world and Cannington is the world's largest silver and lead mine. Other 
globally recognised operations include the Mount Isa and George Fisher base metal 
mines, and the Ernest Henry copper-gold-magnetite mine. 

However, these are mainly mature mines. The Queensland Government recognises 
that continued exploration is needed to discover the new mineral and energy resources 
that will lead to future mines and jobs. 

The government has a strong track record of working with the mining industry to 
encourage exploration, attract skills, improve safety and build infrastructure. 

From 2006 to 2010, $49 million was spent on the Smart Exploration and Smart 
Mining - Future Prosperity programs. Some $39 million of the total funding was 
directed towards the acquisition of a diverse range of pre-competitive, strategic, 
regional geoscientific data and information, mostly in the North West Queensland 
Mineral Province. 

The results from this work were encapsulated in the North West Queensland Mineral 
and Energy Province geological report and data package that was released in March 
this year. The data package includes, for the first time, a seamless geological coverage 
of the entire province based on the recent mapping, including an interpretation of the 
unexposed parts under younger cover rocks based on the new geophysical data. A 3D 
model of the region and mineral deposit models were also produced. These have 
provided fresh insights into the geological evolution of the region and the processes 
that controlled the distribution of mineral resources. 



Following on from the Smart Exploration and Smart Mining - Future Prosperity 
programs, the government is continuing to support the resource sector, Between 2011 
and 2014, we have committed to investing in a $55,8 rrrillion resource industry 
package designed to stimulate growth in exploration and rrrining. The government 
aims to make Queensland a preferred destination for exploration and investment in the 
rrrineral, coal and petroleum industries, and the greenfields exploration capital of 
Australia by 2020. 

Under the $18 rrrillion Greenfields 2020 Initiative, some of the funds will be spent on 
further, more detailed work in north-west Queensland, particularly in areas where 
younger cover rocks conceal the rocks that are prospective for rrrinerals. These studies 
will use advances in technology and work processes that have helped improve the 
processing, integration, visualisation and analysis of geoscientific data. The aim of 
these studies is to identify areas that are more likely to contain economic rrrineral 
deposits. Work has started for the area north of the Ernest Henry rrrine and also east of 
the Century mine. 

Furthermore, to cope with an increase in exploration and mmmg aCI1V1ty, the 
Department of Employment, Econorrric Development and Innovation is streamlining 
and case-managing regulatory and approval processes in relation to mining and 
petroleum projects. Although a state-wide initiative, it will certainly benefit the north
west. 

In late 2010, the Queensland Government opened a $4.8 million drill core facility in 
Mount Isa to store and manage representative drill core from exploration projects in 
the region. This core will be used as a research and teaching collection for explorers, 
academics and researchers. Drill core from the Collaborative Drilling Initiative will 
also be available for study at this facility. 

The Geological Survey of Queensland is drilling two test holes into the Millungera 
Basin as part of the Coastal Geothermal Energy Initiative. The Millungera Basin is a 
new basin discovered by the deep crustal seismic reflection done under the Smart 
Mining Future Prosperity program. The data from the holes will help assess the 
basin's potential as a source of geothermal energy for North West Queensland. 
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Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 6 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

Page 2-13 of the Service Delivery Statement points out the importance of the health 
and safety of workers in the quarrying industry, Can the Minister please provide an 
update on advancements in this area? 

ANSWER: 

The Mining and Quarrying Safety and Health Act 1999 was amended in September 
2010 to require quarries and small mines with less than II persons (excluding opal 
and gemstone mines) to develop and implement a health and safety management 
system (HSMS). 

The cornerstone of Queensland's safety and health legislation is implementation of 
risk management strategies and utilising a HSMS to effectively manage safety and 
health at mines. 

Prior to the legislation change, the Mines Inspectorate initiated the Small Mines 
Campaign. In conjunction with industry, a program of one day workshops and 
site-based mentoring on risk management and HSMS was conducted, including the 
development of training material. A total of 24 workshops were held throughout the 
state which were attended by representatives of 199 operations. 

The vast majority of small mines and quarries have now implemented a HSMS which 
will assist in the continuous improvement of safety and health outcomes at small 
mines and quarries over the coming years. Ongoing inspections, audits and mentoring 
undertaken by the mines inspectorate will assist with compliance. 

The inspectorate has recently been involved in assisting the Institute of Quarrying 
Australia (IQA) by delivering ground control workshops in Queensland and New 
South Wales. As a result of this initiative, a pocket size booklet titled 'Working near 
Slopes and Crests' has been produced by the Mines Inspectorate and published by 
IQA to complement the workshops. 

Since the first booklet was so well received, a second booklet titled 'Electrical 
Handbook for Supervisors' is being developed and will be published by the end of the 
year, while it is planned to produce similar booklets with suggested topics including: 
Traffic Management; Planning; Hygiene (dust, noise and vibration); and Isolation and 
Lockout. 
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A similar program to the Small Mines Campaign is now underway for the opal and 
gemstone mines. This initiative includes the Mines Inspectorate facilitating 20 
one-day workshops in remote locations to cater for an estimated 800 participants. The 
Mines Inspectorate is scheduled to complete this program in the first quarter of 2012. 

A number of other legislation amendments to strengthen safety and health measures in 
Queensland's quarrying industry through the Mining and Quarrying Safety and 
Health Act 1999 were enacted in March 2011 in the Mines and Energy Legislation 
Amendment Act (No.2) 2011. 

Amendments related to strengthening regulatory power to improve safety outcomes, 
clarifying ambiguities, including making it clear that only one safety and health 
management system is to be developed for a mine, clarifying the definition of a 
quarry, and making it an offence to allow children under the age of 16 years to operate 
or maintain plant and machinery or use equipment at mines and operating plants. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 7 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

Queensland has the best mine safety regulatory framework in the world. SDS 2-17 
mentions the government's role in this area. What advancements have been made in 
mine safety, particularly in light of proposed national consistency reforms in this 
area? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government will not support watering down any of our mining 
safety laws for the sake of national consistency. We continue to work with the federal 
government in this context. The National Mine Safety Framework (NMSF) is an 
initiative of the Ministerial Council on Mineral and Petroleum Resources that aims to 
achieve a nationally consistency occupational health and safety regime for the 
Australian mining industry. 

Two of the strategies of the NMSF are: 
• consistent and reliable data collection and analysis; and 
• a nationally consistent legislative framework. 

The Commonwealth Government has committed $3.3 million over four years 
commencing 2009-10, for the implementation of the NMSF. 

Queensland will contribute an estimated $383,000 over three years towards the cost of 
establishing a database for the NMSF strategy for "consistent and reliable data 
collection and analysis". This contribution is approximately 11 % of the total cost of 
the database which is being funded by contributions from all states, tertitories and the 
Commonwealth. 

The strategy consists of two elements, the establishment of a national ntine safety 
dataset, which is comprised of a simple, manageable set of incident data that most 
jurisdictions already collect, though not in a consistent manner, and the development 
of a national database to facilitate the consistent collection and analysis of the national 
dataset. Queensland has an established regime for the collection of mine safety 
performance data; however, the development of a national database will ensure an 
effective system of data collection and analysis, and an efficient information sharing 
mechanism. 



The Ministerial Council on Mineral and Petroleum Resources has approved the 
development of 'core' mine safety regulations that are consistent with the national 
model work health and safety legislation. The matters included in these 'core' 
regulations as part of the model work health and safety legislation are inadequate for 
the regulation of mine safety in the major mining states of Queensland, New South 
Wales and Western Australia. These states are responsible for 95 per cent of mining 
activity in Australia. The Ministerial Council has approved the development of more 
extensive 'non-core' regulations for the major mining states. 

The 'core' mine safety regulations are being drafted under instruction of Safework 
Australia and to date have not been released for public comment. 

Queensland has entered into an inter-governmental agreement with New South Wales 
and Western Australia to develop consistent mine safety legislation, harmonised, 
where possible, with the national Model Work Health and Safety Bill. 
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Environment, Agricultnre, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 8 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

SDS 2-6 refers to work being done to reduce the regulatory impost on small-scale 
mining activities. Can information please be provided on this important work? 

ANSWER: 

The government continues to examine ways in which the regulatory and 
administrative burden on industry can be minimised, and has implemented three 
initiatives specifically targeted at small-scale mining activities. 

Firstly, where there are no objections made against mining lease applications the 
mandatory requirement for referral of the application to the Land Court for 
consideration and recommendation as to grant or otherwise has been removed saving 
an average five weeks of processing time. 

Secondly, from 1 September 2011, rent will no longer be payable on small-scale 
mining claims. This change can lead to a potential saving of over $59,000 per annum 
to the small-scale mining sector. Removing rent on mining claims also reduces the 
burden of accounting and compliance for both industry and government where the 
cost of rent collection exceeds the revenue return to the state. 

Thirdly, the obligation for holders of mining claims to lodge an annual royalty return 
for the 2011-12 financial year and onwards has been removed. This generally applies 
to all mining claims where sales revenue derived therefrom is less than the royalty 
free threshold, presently $100,000 per year. This further reduces red tape for this 
sector. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 9 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

SDS 2-17 references the work being done to protect the health and safety of workers 
in the resources industry. Can the Minister please explain how the actions of Simtars 
are benefiting the mining industry and Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

The Safety in Mines Testing and Research Station, commonly referred to as Simtars, 
was established in the late 1980s as a result of recommendations made by the Mining 
Warden's Inquiries into the Box Flat disaster of 1972 and the Kianga disaster of 1975. 

Simtars provides a range of scientific, engineering, training and equipment 
certification services, and undertakes mine safety and health research aimed at 
preventing accidents, fatalities, disasters and occupational illness. 

The delivery of services on a commercial basis has underwritten the development of 
Simtars from its inception 24 years ago to the internationally acclaimed mine safety 
resource it is today. 

Today, Simtars enjoys an international reputation as a provider of high quality safety 
and health technology and expertise. A growing proportion of its commercial revenue 
comes from international clients. 

Simtars has designed a range of mine gas monitoring systems used to prevent mine 
fires and explosions. These systems are essential to ensure the safety of underground 
coal mine workers. They are used extensively throughout Australia, and in recognition 
of their best of breed status, have been exported to the United States, China, India and 
New Zealand. Mines with these systems can access expert support provided by 
Simtars around the clock. 

In addition, Simtars has an emergency response team and a mobile mine gas analysis 
system on call 2417 to rapidly respond to a mine fire or explosion. 

Simtars also conducted the initial research in Australia on the GAG jet inertisation 
equipment which is now the main tool used by the Queensland Mines Rescue Service 
to control underground coal mine fires. 

In recognition of its mine safety management expertise, the Commonwealth 
Government has engaged Simtars to project manage the $5 million Australia-China 
Coal Mine Safety Demonstration Project at the Xuandong Coal Mine in China. The 
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project has proven so successful, funding from both the Australian and Chinese 
governments has been increased to $12 million. 

Similarly, following the explosion at the Pike River Mine in New Zealand and the 
29 miners unaccounted for, Simtars immediately offered assistance in the form of gas 
monitoring instrumentation and personnel. 

Sirntars provided round the clock monitoring teams, generating results to determine 
the status of the underground environment. 

Simtars assisted in developing gas monitoring plans that included procedures, 
sampling frequency, locations for drilling boreholes and setting alarm thresholds. 

Simtars on site presence concluded on 10 March 2011. Simtars trained Pike River and 
other agency personnel in the operation of gas monitoring equipment. These trained 
personnel have continued monitoring the gas levels. 

Simtars has continued providing assistance from Australia to the Pike River operation 
under a commercial agreement providing advice and reviewing gas data on a daily 
basis. 

Simtars is also an accredited certification body under national and international 
certification schemes implemented to ensure equipment used in underground mines is 
safe. 

Research projects conducted by Simtars provide practical solutions to mining safety 
issues. 

The flow-on benefits from Simtars international and domestic activities, commercial 
and otherwise, are invested in safety and health technology and expertise which is 
available to the Queensland mining industry. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. to 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLIFFE)-

QUESTION: 

Page 2-7 of the Service Delivery Statement explains the importance of sustainable 
growth within the coal seam gas (CSG) industry. Can the Minister please explain the 
benefits of the CSG industry to regional Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

Economic studies indicate a mid-range 28 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa) liquefied 
natural gas (LNG) industry is expected to generate over 18,000 direct and indirect 
jobs in Queensland, increase the Gross State Product by $3 billion, and provide 
$850 million in royalty revenue annually. 

Conservatively, there will be private sector investment of over $40 billion for the 
LNG industry in the State. 

Regional economies are already benefiting directly from the CSG. Chinchilla is 
enjoying a boom through CSG and the recently announced Solar Dawn Solar/Gas 
Power Station. A number of regional companies that have won contracts include: 
• Dalby-based national civil construction company Ostwald Bros has won a 

$60 million contract to construct environmental ponds at the gas-fired plant west 
of Dalby, delivering more jobs and apprenticeship opportunities in the region. 

• Toowoomba company FK Gardner and Sons has secured several major contracts 
with companies at the forefront of the Surat Basin's CSG industry and has 130 job 
vacancies to fill. 

• Easternwell, a mining services company, has the majority of its employees based 
in Toowoomba and company documents indicate that they contributed $53 million 
to the Toowoomba and Darling Downs economies last financial year. 

• Mike Jones Earthmoving from Wandoan and Maguire Coaches and Travel from 
Chinchilla are also benefitting. 

This is off the back of heavy investment in the local resources and mining industry, 
and has direct flow-on effects to people in local communities like plumbers, 
mechanics, butchers, plant operators and other key workers. 

Community development projects and social infrastructure investment are mandated 
as part of approval conditions for all gas projects. 



We are committed to helping Queenslanders participate in this new industry and 
create a generation of career opportunities. We are doing this by supporting skills and 
training for future employment opportunities in the industry including: 
• $10 million CSGILNG Industry Training Program, funded 50/50 by the 

government and industry, to specifically support training for jobs in the industry. 
• Queensland Minerals and Energy Academy Gateway Schools Program delivering 

school-to-work transitions for 28 schools around Queensland leading to careers in 
the resources sector. 

• Leadership on workforce development strategies to ensure potential workers have 
access to relevant training so they can take up employment opportunities created 
in the production and construction phase. 

Under the Sustainable Resources Communities Fund, $100 million has been allocated 
to support community projects in key areas ranging from new emergency services 
housing and trade training hubs to new sporting facilities, such as the Dalby Aquatic 
Centre. 

I am also pleased to witness social benefits arising from CSG industry involvement in 
local communities. Gladstone Hospital has announced that QGC Ply Lld will donate 
$2 million for the establishment of a renal dialysis centre, which will alleviate the 
need for local renal patients to travel to Rockhampton. 

QGC Ply Lld will donate a further $1.5 million for the refurbishment of the hospital's 
operating theatre. This complements the planned upgrade of the hospital's high 
dependency unit by allowing more patients to have operations at the hospital and then 
be cared for in the unit. 

It is estimated that the Queensland Curtis LNG Project will generate $32 billion in 
value-added activity for Queensland in the first decade alone. The project is expected 
to generate more than 5000 direct jobs during construction and more than 700 during 
operation. 
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Minister for Employment, Skills and Mining 
Answers to Questions taken On Notice at the Hearing 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

Asked on 20 July 2011 

MR HOBBS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND 
MINING (MR HINCHLlFFE}-

QUESTION: 
In relation to my letter sent on 7 April 2011, will the Minister advise when this will be 
investigated and when I am likely to receive a response? 

ANSWER: 
With reference to your letter to an officer in the Department of Environment and 
Resource Management, a formal response will be provided to you as soon as possible. 



Minister for Employment, Skills and Mining 
Documentation tabled at the Hearing 
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Minister for Mines and Energy 
The Honourable Tom Gilmore 

Monday, December 15, 1997 

FINAL POSITION PAPER ON COAL SEAM GAS REGIME RELEASED 

3 01 ;9>V' Jm ( 

The Department of Mines and Energy has released a final position paper on a proposed new 
administrative and legislative regime for the exploration and development of coal seam gas. 

The paper, which has been approved by State Cabinet, represents the Government's position 
on resolving coal seam gas rights and tenure access issues. 

It will be used as the basis for developing legislative amendments to the Mineral Resources 
Act and the Petroleum Act, necessary to effect the new regime. 

"It is planned to develop these amendments in consultation with key stakeholders," said 
Minister for Mines and Energy, Tom Gilmore. 

At present coal seam gas is being produced from two operations in Queensland. One of these 
is covered by a petroleum lease, the other a coal mining lease. 

Mr Gilmore said the development of a coal seam gas industry in Queensland had not been 
assisted by a situation in which rights to explore and produce coal seam gas had potentially 
been available to title holders over the same ground under both the Mineral Resources Act 
and the Petroleum Act. 

"While there is currently little direct conflict between the coal and petroleum industries 
because coal mining has largely been open cut, the potential problem is a significant one 
because there are overlapping coal and petroleum tenures covering most of the coal 
measures throughout Queensland." 

Mr Gilmore said the proposed new regime would strike a balance between ensuring that 
resources would not be sterilised and providing certainty to explorers and developers. 

Under the new regime rights to coal seam gas would be provided under both the Mineral 
Resources Act and the Petroleum Act and would be secured by application for production title, 
subject to certain conditions. 

For future lease applications, primary areas of interest for the coal seam gas producer and 
the coal developer will be identified and rules of priority and access will apply in each of these 
areas. 

All existing petroleum and coal mining leases and lease applications (as of October 28, 1996) 
will be given coal seam gas rights to the centre of the earth'. 

To avoid surface access conflict problems, the following restrictions on the grant of 
production titles will apply: 

where there are any conflicting titles (coal and petroleum) an application for a production title 
will be strata titled (ie the depth limits of the coal CSG areas' apply) and 

where there is no other tenure present an application for a production title will go to the 
centre of the earth'. 

Coal CSG areas' will be considered priority areas for coal miners. Coal CSG areas' will be 
areas of identified, measured and indicated coal resources to specified depth limits in 
accordance with the mineability of the coal. 

l 



HOSSS. Howard William Thomas (Warregol 

1. Shareholdings or controlling interest in Nontrom Pty Lld; Ekalar Ply Lld; Tarrina Ply Lld; ABB ABB 
companies [7(2)(a)(i)] GRAIN; ABC ADEL BRTN; AMP AMP; ANZ ANZ BANK; APA 

APA GROUP STAPLED; BBG BILLABONG; BHP BHP BLT; BSL 
BLUESCOPE; CAB CABCHARGE; CBA CWL TH BANK; CPA 
COMMOFFICE ORD UNIT; CTX CALTEX; ESG ESTNSTAR; 
HVN HARVEY; IPL INCITEC PV; MST METALSTORM; MTS 
METCASHLTD; NAB NAT BANK; ORI ORICA; SEV SEVEN NET; 
SIP SIGMAPHARM; SUN SUN MET; TLS TELSTRA; TOL 
TOLLHOLDGS; UGL UNITED GRP; WAN WA NEWS; WBC 
WESTPAC; WEC WHITE EN ER; WPL WOODSIDE; WOW 
WOOLWORTHS; BPT BEACH PETROLEUM; BWP 

5. Positions held as officer of company, 
including any subsidiary company 
[7(2)(b)] 

6. Beneficial interests in family or business 
trusts, or nominee companies [7(2)(c)(i) 
to (iii)] 

Nontrom Pty Lld, company director, grazing/trustee company; 
Ekalar Pty Ltd, company director, grazing/trustee company; 
Tarrina Pty Lld, director, corporate trustee 

Hobbs Investment Trust, investment/pastoral, discretionary; 
Tarrina Pastoral Trust, investment/pastoral, discretionary; Tarrina 
Trust, primary production, discretionary 

11. Interests in real estate [7(2)(g)] Salisbury, 405m2
, house, full ownership; Roma, 828m2

, house, full 
ownership; Tambo, 9022ha, pastoral, joint tenants; Tambo, 
4726ha, pastoral, joint tenants; Roma 825m2

, industrial, full 
ownership 

12. Liabilities over $10,000 [7(2)(h)] Home loan - National Australia Bank; fixed term loans - National 
Australia Bank; fixed term loan - QRAA; station working account
National Australia Bank 

14. Savings and investment accounts Investment accounts - National Australia Bank 
[7(2)Ul] 

17. The source of any other income over Property rental; dividends 
$500 per annum [7(2)(m)] 

18. Other assets over $5,000 [7(2)(n)] Various station plant and equipment; Mooney 201 aircraft; 
livestock; life insurance; XM Falcon Coupe 

19. Membership of any political party, trade LNP; Agforce; Property Rights Australia; Australian Mooney Pilots 
or professional organisation; or office Association 
holder; or financial contributor over 
$500 per annum [7(2)(0)] 
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Warrego Electorate Office 
PO Box 945 
ROMA QLD 4455 
Telephone (07) 4622 8888 
Within Electorate 1800814 479 
Facsimile (07) 4622 8777 

Mr Andrew Brier 
Manager 
LNG Enforcement Unit 
PO Box 318 
TOOWOOMBA QLD 4350 

7 April 2011 

Dear Mr Brier 

Howard Hobbs MP 
Member for Warrego 
Shadow Minister for 

Local Government, 
Rural and Regional Queensland 

I would appreciate your investigation of a matter which has been raised with me by 
landholders in relation to the operations of QGc. 

Enclosed is a copy of the QGC Draft Code of Conduct dated November 2010 which 
contains information which would appear to be contrary to the Legislation in the 
Geothermal Energy Act 2010 No 31 enacted in September 2010. 

This Draft Code of Conduct has not been reviewed and is still the only one available on 
the QGC web site. In July last year Minister Robertson wrote to landholders explaining 
that under the new land access provisions "all activities within 600 metres of a 
residential dwellingwill req,uire a conduct and compensation agreement to be negotiated 
before any activities can take place." 

The QGC Draft Code of Conduct states in item 3.7 that "QGC consults with occupiers 
of dwelliugs within 400 metres" of proposed infrastructure, and again at item 4.1 "QGC 
does not drill ... within 200 metres of occupied dwellings ... unless it has consent ... " 

Section 465 ofthe Act 'Part 1 Preliminary 'Divisiou 1 Key definitions for schedule 1 and 
then Subdivision 2 (2)(b) talks about authorized activities within 600 m of a school or 
occupied residence. 

As you can appreciate there is come inconsistency here and it is confusing to say the 
least. I would appreciate your investigation of this matter and action to ensure that 
correct information is circulated at all times by all resource companies. I look forward 
to your response. 

Yours faithfully 

Howard Hobbs MP 
Member for Warrego 
Shadow Minister for Local Government, Rural and Regional Oueensland 
ENC 

Howard Hobbs MP Email address-warrego@parliamenLqld.gov.au 



QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 822 

asked on Wednesday, 25 May 2011 

MR HOBBS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR EMPLOYMENT, SKILLS AND MINING 
(MR HINCHLlFFE)-

QUESTION: 

With reference to the Minister's correspondence regarding the siting of CSG wells 
and other infrastructure, which stated 'all activities within 600 metres of a residential 
dwelling will require a conduct and compensation agreement to be negotiated before 
any activities can take place'-

What action is the department taking against those companies who distribute 
information to landholders that clearly states shorter distances than what is stated in 
government correspondence and prescribed by legislation? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government is committed to balancing the interests of the 
agricultural and resource sectors to address issues related to land access for 
resource exploration and development. 

The legislation is clear. If industry wishes to build wells or infrastructure within 600 
metres of a residential dwelling the company must have a conduct and 
compensation agreement in place with the land holder. 

The placement of wells or infrastructure, or the proposal to place wells or 
infrastructure, within 600 metres of a residential dwelling, is not in itself an offence or 
breach of the new legislation. I am aware that some companies have self imposed 
conditions that are not in conflict with this and would be overridden by the legislation 
in any case. 

r 
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QGC CODE OF CONDUCT FOR RURAL RESIDENTIAL LAND 

DRAFT for CO NSUL TA TlON 

November 2010 

1. Introduction 

QGC's Code of Conduct for Rural Residential Land applies to areas designated as 
Rural Residential under the Western Downs Planning Scheme (or sub-plans), where 
allotments are less than 15 hectares. 

This Code's requirements are supplementary to the requirements of the Queensland 
Land Access Code (November 2010). 

This code does not over-ride individual agreements with land holders. 

2. Principles 

1. QGC liaises and negotiates access and compensation with all owners and 
occupiers of land on which QGC activities are proposed. 

c 

2. QGC does not locate wells on properties of less than 15 hectares that have an 
occupied dwelling, without the agreement of the landholder. 

3. QGC planning, construction and operation of field infrastructure in rural 
residential areas includes: 

D Close liaison with landholders, including neighbours to affected properties 

D Minimising disturbance to land holders and neighbours 

D Minimising damage to property, vegetation and land 

D Minimising vehicle movements in wet conditions to minimise road damage 

D Repairing and rehabilitating damage with minimum delay. 

r 

r 



c 
3. Consultation with Land holders and Neighbours 

1. QGC and its contractors consult and negotiate with landholders in good faith, 
following the principles of good relations in the Queens/and Govemment Land 
Access Code. 

2. QGC respects the rights, privacy, property and activities of land holders and holds 
information obtained from landholders as confidential. 

3. QGC negotiates access rules with land holders. Property plans showing locations 
and timing for activities are developed with landholders. Final maps showing the 
location of infrastructure are signed off by landholders. 

4. QGC ensures infrastructure is placed as agreed with landholders, and 
communicates significant changes to work programs before implementation. 

5. QGC liaises with land holders at least three weeks before new construction or 
exploration activities on their land, and notifies landholders one week before the 
recommencement of an activity (after more than four weeks of inactivity). This is 
to discuss concerns and agree actions to address new issues if they arise. 

6. QGC consults with land holders to identify actions to avoid stress to stock as a 
result of QGC drilling activities. 

7. QGC's consultation courtesies and obligations under this code are extended to 
neighbouring residents. QGC consults with occupiers of dwellings within 400 
metres of proposed wells, access roads and other infrastructure to inform them of 
works, identify noise or dust impacts which need to be mitigated, and provide 
them with an opportunity for feedback. Neighbours are also advised before new 
construction on adjacent properties. 

8. QGC provides ongoing information and engagement with stakeholders to 
address any queries that arise during its activities. 

9. Stakeholders can provide or request feedback via a 24-hour, toll-free service 
(1800030443) or email (community@qgc.com.au). 

10. Queries are acknowledged within 24 hours, with updates provided regularly. 



c 
4. Avoiding impacts 

1. QGC does not drill wells, or install above-ground infrastructure or access tracks 
within 200 metres of occupied dwellings, buildings, dams or other earthworks, unless 
it has the consent of the land holder, including neighbouring land holders. 

2. Ground disturbance activities are undertaken at sufficient distances from structures 
to minimise the risk of soil movement around building foundations, walls, dams or 
other earthworks. 

3. QGC operates within prescribed noise standards and, where necessary, mitigates 
impacts on potentially affected landholders by, for example, relocating machinery or 
negotiating alternative arrangements with land holders. 

4. QGC takes responsibility for its employees and contractors' activities, and provides 
information to support their compliance with QGC and Queensland Government 
requirements. 

5. QGC conducts regular inspections of gas wells and infrastructure to ensure safe 
operations, including identifying and sealing any gas leaks without delay; 

6. QGC implements dust mitigation measures during construction. Water used for dust 
suppression complies with environmental or certified organic farming standards or 
both. QGC does not use CSG production water for dust suppression. 

7. QGC implements mitigation measures, such as lining water storage ponds, to 
prevent salination of soils. 

8. QGC implements water disposal plans to ensure farming land and certified organic 
farming practices are not impacted by runoff from QGC activities. 

9. QGC does not use associated water for irrigation purposes, except in accordance 
with appropriate authorities under the Environmental Protection Act and upon 
request of the relevant landowner. 

10. QGC implements pest mitigation measures to avoid the spread of noxious weeds, in 
accordance with the Queensland Land Access Code. 

11. QGC ensures workers avoid littering and remove rubbish related to project 
construction. 



c 
5. Health and safety 

1. QGC is committed to the safe operation of its facilities, and provides health and 
safety induction training for landholders on whose land QGC infrastructure exists. 

2. QGC installs security fencing around its construction activities and wells, to ensure 
the safety of residents and animals. QGC installs locks on gas infrastructure where 
possible. 

3. Construction is not undertaken between 6pm and 6am within 200 metres of 
occupied dwellings unless agreed by landholders. 

4. QGC vehicle speeds on rural residential properties do not exceed 40km!hr, and are 
limited to 20 km! hr within 200 metres of dwellings. QGC avoids vehicle movements 
where possible between 6pm and 6am. 

5. QGC staff and contractors do not bring any firearms (except with express consent 
from the landholder), domestic animals, illegal drugs or alcohol on to landholders' 
properties. 

6. QGC returns gates to their original position, unless advised otherwise by 
landholders. 

7. QGC complies with all statutory provisions for fire prevention and management. 

8. QGC reviews this code every 12 months to take account of community feedback. 

Signed 

Date 

I 



Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries 
and Marine Infrastructure 

Non-Government Questions on Notice 

l 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE - 27 June 2011 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE - ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES AND 
ENERGY COMMITTEE 

To the Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries and Marine Infrastructure 

I. Reference is made to BP 5 2-18; and the FTE numbers comprised within the Science, 
Agriculture, Food and Regional Economies Service Area. Would the Minister provide the 
(a) 201 1112 Estimate and (b) 2010/11 Estimated Actual for Fisheries Queensland; broken 
down by work unit/group and by base location (each reported separately)? 

2. BP 5 2-19 states that $37,991,000 ($38m) was derived as revenue through 'User Charges' 
by DEEDI's Science, Agriculture, Food and Regional Economies. Would the Minister 
provide the Fisheries Queensland component of that figure for (a) 201 1/12 and (b) 2010111 
(as an Estimated Actual); broken down by revenue stream for each year? 

3. BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 20 I 1112. Could the Minister detail how much is set for acquittal on 
the following: (i) Queensland Boating and Fishing Patrol, (ii) Vessel Monitoring System, 
(iii) Fishcare Volunteer Program, and (iv) Shark Control Program? 

4. BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. The Queensland Boating and Fishing Patrol, as contained 
within that expenditure, are responsible for enforcing "fisheries and boating safety laws 
through surveillance and inspection." 

Would the Minister report the following (for 201011 1)-

(a) How many infringement notices (or other compliance notices) were issued by QPFP 
personnel for offences relating to those laws (broken down by region and type of 
offence); and 

(b) How many of those recorded in (a) resulted in prosecutions (broken down by offence 
and imposed penalty range)? 

5. BP 5 2-26 states that the service standard related to the number of fish species "assessed as 
being sustainably fished" was attained in 2010/11 with a total of21 species. Would the 
Minister (a) list the species cited by the SDS for 20 I 0111 , (b) list the 21 species comprised 
as part of the 2011112 Target, (c) provide the methodology by which sustainable fishing 
levels were determined (pertaining to particular species, where possible)? 

I 



6. BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. The Coastal Habitat Resources Infonnation System 
(CHRlS) will be managed under the auspices of the Department of Primary Industries and 
Fisheries (DPI&F) as part of this acquittal. Would the Minister report the following-

7. 

(a) How much is allocated to CHRlS for 2011112 and how much was spent in 2010111 
(reported separately); 

(b) What islwas the extent of the Commonwealth contribution (via the Fisheries 
Research and Development Corporation and any other means) in 2011112 and 
2010111; and 

(c) What costs have accrued in the development of the new CHRIS website (i) pre-
2011112 and (H) how much is available in this Budget? 

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Would the Minister outline (a) how much is set to be 
acquitted on Fisheries research (by project and region) in 11112, and (b) how much has been 
expended (by project and region) in 2007/08,2008109,2009110, and 2010111 (each reported 
separately)? 

8. BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Would the Minister state (a) what amount is budgeted for 
seafood labelling in 11112, and (b) how much was spent in 2007/08, 2008/09, 2009110, and 
2010111 (listed separately)? 

9. BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. In relation to aquaculture development in Queensland, 
would the Minister (a) state how much has been allocated in 2011112 (by purpose of 
expenditure) and (b) itemise the government spend for 2007/08, 2008/09, 2009110 and 
2010111 (listed separately)? 

10. BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Would the Minister-

(a) detail the 2011112 allocation for each of the following Queensland Fisheries 
undertakings: (i) the Reef Line Fisheries Review, (H) the East Coast Otter Trawl 
Fishery Review, (Hi) the Mud Crab and Blue Swimmer Crab Review, and (iv) the 
GulfInshore Fin Fishery Review; 

(b) list how much was spent on (i), (H), (Hi), and (iv) in 2010111 (each reported 
separately); and 

(c) provide a completion date for (i), (H), (Hi), and (iv)as is currently anticipated by 
Fisheries Queensland? 

MR ANDREW CRIPPS MP 
Member for Hincbinbrook 

L 



Hon Craig Wallate MP 
Member for Thuringowa 

20 July 2011 

Mrs Carryn Sullivan 

e· .......... QueenSland. 
... .' Government 

-,' .-

Minister for Main Roads, fISheries 
and Marine Infrastructure 

Chair - Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 

Parliament House 

/?-v?£--
D~Mrs Sullivsm' 

My Department has informed me of an administrative error in non~Government QON 
No. 1 for the Fisheries Portfolio. 

Accordingly I seek to correct the record by tabling a revised Non-Government QON -
No. 1. 

Please find the revised QON attached. 

CRAIG WALLACE MP 

MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE 

level13 Mineral House 
41 George Street Brisbane 4000 

PO Box 15456 aty East 
Queensland 4002 Australia 

Telephone +61 7 3896 369:1 
Facsimile T61 7 3210 6214 

Eman mainroads@ministerial.qld.gov.au 

ABN 65 959 415 158 

I 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Goverm:iJent QUestion on Notice 

No. 1 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINIS1ER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASlRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

Reference is made to BP 5 2-18; and the FfE numbers comprised within the Science, 
Agriculture, Food and Regional Economies Service Area. Would the Minister provide 
the (a) 2011112 Estimate and (b) 2010/11 Estimated Actual for Fisheries Queensland; 
broken down by work unit/group and by base location (each reported separately)? 

ANSWER: 

(a) 'The 2011/12 FfE estimate for Fisheries Queensland is 303. Estimated staff numbers 
by work unit for 2011112 are as follows: 
• Harvest Management - 25 
• Industry Development - 20 
• Habitat and Assessment - 124 
• Policy and Planning - 16 
• Queensland Boating and Fisheries Patrol - 118. 

FfE estimate for Fisheries Queensland by base location for 2011112 are as follows -
Brisbane 111, Airlie Beach 4, Gladstone 6, Mackay 8, Yeppoon 5,Bowen 3, Cairns 
50, lngham 3, Kafumba 2, Townsville 14, Port Douglas 3, Thursday Island 3, Weipa 
2, Roma 2, Bribie Island 2, Bundaberg 8, Deception Bay 27, Eagle Farm 4, Gold 
Coast 11, Kingaroy 5, Mooloolaba 7, Noosa 4, Pinkenba 10, Redlands Research 
Station 4 and Urangan Point 5. 

(b) The 201011 I Estimated Actual was 306. The estimated actual of staff numbers by 
work unit for 201 0/11 was: 
• Harvest Management - 26 
• ludustry Development - 19 
• Habitat and Assessment - 126 
• Policy and Planning - 16 
• Queensland Boating and Fisheries Patrol - 119. 

FfE Estimated Actual for Fisheries Queensland by base location for 2010/11 are as 
follows - Brisbane Ill, Airlie Beach 3, Gladstone 5, Mackay 9, Yeppoon 4, 
Rockhampton 1, Bowen 3, Cairns 52, lngharn 3, Karumba 2, TownsviIle IS, Port 
Douglas 3, Thursday Island 3, Weipa 2, Roma 2, Bribie Island 3, Bundaberg 8, 
Deception Bay 27, Eagle Farm 4, Gold Coast. 11, Kingaroy I, Mooloolaba 7, Noosa 
4, Pinkenba 10, Redlands Research Station 4, Urangan Point 5, Hervey Bay 1, 
Longreach 1 and Wondai 2. ~ 

: 
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Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 2 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 52-19 states that $37,991,000 ($38m) was derived as revenue through 'User Charges' 
by DEED!'s Science, Agriculture, Food and Regional Economies. Would the Minister 
provide the Fisheries Queensland component of that figure for (a) 2011/12 and (b) 
2010/11 (as an Estimated Actual); broken down by revenue stream for each year? 

ANSWER: 

(a) The Estimated Actual contribution of 'User Charges' to the 2011/12 Fisheries 
Queensland budget is $4,306,000. Of this: 
• $3,099,234 is expected to be sourced from Research and Development Contracts 
• $1,127,782 is expected to be sourced from Fee for Service activities (for 

example, funds received from Australian Fisheries Management Authority, Great 
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority or Murray Darling Basin Commission to 
undertake work on those agencies' behalf) 

• $78,997 is expected to be sourced from the Fisheries Research Fund. 

(b) The 2010111 budget showed 'User Charges' being responsible for $3,608,000 of the 
Fisheries Qneensland budget. Of this: 
• $2,990,057 was sourced from Research and Development Contracts 
• $513,782 was sourced from Fee for Service activities (for example, funds 

received from Australian Fisheries Management Authority, Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park Authority or Murray Darling Basin Commission to undertake work 
on those agencies' behalf) 

• $103,671 was sourced from the Fisheries Research Fund. 

I 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 3 

Asked on 28 Jnne 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Could the Minister detail how much is set for acquittal 
on the following: (i) Queensland Boating and Fishing Patrol, (ii) Vessel Monitoring 
System, (iii) Fishcare Volunteer Program, and (iv) Shark Control Program? 

ANSWER: 

Program budgets for operating activities for 2011112 have not been finalised, however it 
is anticipated that the budgets will be similar to 201 0111 allocations as provided below: 

(i) $4.3 million for Queensland Boating and Fishing Patrol 
(ii) $0.3 million for the Vessel Monitoring System 
(iii) $0.033 million for the Queensland Fishcare Volunteers Program 
(iv) $1.9 million for the Shark Control Program. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 4 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. The Queensland Boating and Fishing Patrol, as 
contained within that expenditure, are responsible for enforcing "fisheries and boating 
safety laws through surveillance and inspection." 

Would the Minister report the following (for 2010111)-

(a) How many infringement notices (or other compliance notices) were issued by QPFP 
personnel for offences relating to those laws (hroken down by region and type of 
offence); and 

(b) How many of those recorded in (a) resulted in prosecutions (broken dowo by offence 
and imposed penalty range)? 

ANSWER: 

(a) In 2010/11 QBFP officers issued a total of 1396 fisheries compliance notices 
(comprised of738 Fisheries Infringement Notices and 658 official cautions). 

The table below provides a breakdown of offences by region: 

Rel60n Number of Offences 2010/11 
Gold Coast 165 

Brisbane 240 
Sunshine Coast 320 

Wide Bay 154 
Capricorn 53 

Whitsunday 80 
Magnetic 181 
Far North 114 

Freshwater 89 

The table below provides a breakdowo by type of offence: 

Type of Offence Number of Offences 2010/11 
Contravening a condition of an authority 81 
Contravention of particular fisheries 

299 
declarations (fishingin closed waters) 
False, misleading or incomplete 

50 
document/information requirements 
Interference etc. with aquaculture activity 

13 
or fishing apparatus 
NonindigenouslNoxious fisheries resource 

2 
not to be released, possessed, etc. 
Offence to do prescribed act (SIP 79 



Type of Offence Nnmber of Offences 2010/11 
infringement, fishing without a pennit) 
Failing to comply with an inspector's 

36 direction. 
Prohibited acts about regulated fish (taking 

826 
undersized, excess bag limit) 
Protection of marine plants/declared fish 

6 
habitat areas 
Other offence against the Planning 

4 
ActlFisheries Act 

(b) Of the 42 prosecutions to commence in 2010/11, 15 have been finalised resulting in 
total fines of $25,400. 

Penalties for offences successfully prosecuted vary and are detennined by the Court. 
Maximum penalties ranging from $8,000 to $300,000 are prescribed in fisheries 
legislation and act as a guide for the Court when considering a penalty. 

The table below provides a breakdown of prosecutions by offence: 

Type of Offence Number of Prosecutions 2010/11 
Contravening a condition of an authority 3 
Contravention of particular fisheries 

2 
declarations (fishing in closed waters) 
False, misleading or incomplete 

5 
document/information requirements 
Interference etc. with aquaculture activity 

0 
or fishing apparatus 
NonindigenouslNoxious fisheries resource 

0 not to be released, possessed, etc. 
Offence to do prescribed act (SIP 

3 infringement, fishing without a pennit) 
Failing to comply with an inspector's 

8 direction. 
Prohibited acts about regulated fish (taking 

15 
undersized, excess bag limit) 
Protection of marine plants/declared fish 

4 
habitat areas 
Other offence against the Planning 

2 
ActlFisheries Act 

r 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Nou Governmeut Questiou ou Notice 

No.S 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED TIlE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 5 2-26 states that the service standard related to the number of fish species "assessed 
as being sustainably fished" was attained in 2010111 with a total of 21 species. Would the 
Minister (a) list the species cited by the SOS for 2010111, (b) list the 21 species 
comprised as part of the 2011112 Target, (c) provide the methodology by which 
sustainable fishing levels were determined (pertaining to particular species, where 
possible)? 

ANSWER: 

(a) The 21 species cited by the SOS for 2010111 are: 

I. Coral trout (East Coast) 
2. Dusky flathead (East Coast) 
3. Sand whiting (East Coast) 
4. Spotted mackerel (East Coast) 
5. Spanish mackerel (East Coast) 
6. Barramundi (East Coast) 
7. Tailor (East Coast) 
8. Blue swimmer crab (East Coast) 
9. Banana prawn (East Coast) 
10. Stout whiting (East Coast) 
11. Sea mullet (East Coast) 
12. Yellowfin bream (East Coast) 
13. Eel (East Coast) 
14. Blue threadfin (East Coast) 
15. Stripey snapper (East Coast) 
16. Mudcrab (Gulf of Carpentaria) 
17. Barramundi (Gulf of Carpentaria) 
18. Blue threadfin (Gulf of Carpentaria) 
19. Red throat emperor (East Coast) - Not fully utilised 
20. Spanner Crab (East Coast) - Not fully utilised 
21. Endeavour prawn (East Coast) - Not fully utilised 

(b) The 2011112 target for species assessed as fished sustainably is the same as those 
listed above for 2010111. 

(c) The methodology used to define stock status is taken from the Fisheries Queensland 
publication Frameworkfor Defining Stock Status. 



Environment, Agricultore, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 6 

Asked on 28 J one 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED TIIE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. The Coastal Habitat Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) will be managed under the auspices of the Department of Primary Industries 
and Fisheries (DPI&F) as part of this acquittal. Would the Minister report the following-

(a) How much is allocated to CHRIS for 2011112 and how much was spent in 2010111 
(reported separately); 

(b) What is/was the extent of the Commonwealth contribution (via the Fisheries 
Research and Development Corporation and any other means) in 2011112 and 
2010111; and 

(c) What costs have accrued in the development of the new CHRIS website (i) pre-
2011112 and (ii) how much is available in this Budget? 

ANSWER: 

(a) The following expenditure has been allocated/spent on CHRIS by Fisheries 
Queensland, a service of the Department of Employment, Economic Development 
and Innovation: 

(i) for 2010111 - $799 has been spent 
(ii) for 2011112 - $799 has been allocated. 

(b) There have been no Commonwealth funds to maintain CHRIS in 2010111 or 
2011/12. 

(c) A new application called DataOcean is under construction to replace CHRIS. 

(i) pre-2011112 - $11,000 has been spent 
(ii) for 2011/12 -$71,000 has been allocated. 

l 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No. 7 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Would the Minister outline (a) how much is set to be 
acquitted on Fisheries research (by project and region) in 11112, and (b) how much 
has been expended (by project and region) in 2007/08, 2008/09, 2009110, and 2010111 
(each reported separately)? 

ANSWER: 

(a) The operational research budget for 2011112 for DEED! fisheries and aquaculture 
research is approximately $1.75 million. Approximately $1.1 million will be 
allocated for aquaculture research and $0.65 million for fisheries research. 

There are more than 20 fisheries research and assessment projects being carried 
out in 2011112. Projects are funded from either from base state government funds 
or a combination of base funds and external grants such as from the Fisheries 
Research and Development Corporation. 

The broad thematic areas of fisheries research vary little from year to year, 
although individual research projects, which address particular problems or 
species, change over time. Broad thematic research areas include fishery resource 
assessments, fishery biological studies (which provide infomaation that feeds into 
the stock assessments), fish genetics (results feed into fishery management 
decisions), pest fish eradication and protection/rehabilitation of native freshwater 
species and their habitats. 

Fishery sectors that are assessed by the DEED! fishery research group include the 
rocky reef fisheries, the east coast trawl fishery, Gulf line fisheries, crab fisheries 
and pelagic fisheries. 

A broad breakdown of projects and allocated budgets 2011112 is provided in the 
table below. Note that the 2011112 figures are provisional and are less than the 
final values quoted above because projects are generally won and commenced 
during the financial year. 

Research area 2011/12 budget 
Fishery resource assessments $4,456 
Fish biology (marine and estuarine) $312,759 
Fish genetics $21,146 
Freshwater fisheries (incl. pest fish control) $169,860 
Aquaculture of tropical rock lobster $170,465 



Research area 2011112 budget 
Aquacu1ture of tropical marine finfish $75,364 
Prawn production $45,794 
Aquaculture bioremediationlcarbon footprint $38,068 

The majority of research projects cannot be described by region as the research is 
meant to apply state-wide. 

(b) The operational research expenditure for the last four years is provided in the table 
below: 

Year Aquaculture Fisheries Total 
2007/08 $1,286,727 $668,975 $1,955,702 
2008/09 $1,202,202 $681,223 $1,883,425 
2009/10 $1,109,153 $687,020 $1,796,173 
2010/11 $1,142,641 $672,054 $1,814,695 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Government Question on Notice 

No.S 

Asked on 2S June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Would the Minister state (a) what amount is budgeted 
for seafood labelling in 11112, and Cb) how much was spent in 2007/08, 2008/09, 
2009110, and 2010111 (listed separately)? 

ANSWER: 

The Member should direct his question to the responsible Minister. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Nou Government Question on Notice 

No. 9 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. In relation to aquaculture development in Queensland, 
would the Minister (a) state how much has been allocated in 2011112 (by purpose of 
expenditure) and (b) itemise the government spend for 2007/08, 2008/09, 2009110 and 
2010111 (listed separately)? 

ANSWER: 

(a) $160,000 has been allocated for aquaculture development in 2011112. This money 
will be divided amongst the regions in Queensland to undertake various aquaculture 
development activities. 

(b) The government spend for each financial year since 2007/08 is as follows: 

• 2007/08 - $257,000 
• 2008/09 - $226,000 
• 2009110 - $166,000 
• 2010111 - $160,000 (estimated actual). 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Non Govermnent Question on Notice 

No. to 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

BP 5 2-33 cites a figure ($295,820,000 - $295.8m) that includes cash outflows from 
operating activities for 2011112. Would the Minister-

(a) detail the 2011112 allocation for each of the following Queensland Fisheries 
undertakings: (i) the Reef Line Fisheries Review, (ii) the East Coast Otter Trawl 
Fishery Review. (iii) the Mud Crab and Blue Swimmer Crab Review, and (iv) the 
Gulf Inshore Fin Fishery Review; 

(b) list how much was spent on (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) in 2010111 (each reported 
separately); and 

(c) provide a completion date for (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv)as is currently anticipated by 
Fisheries Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

(a) The operational allocations for 2011112 for each of the reviews are as follows: 

(i) Reef Line Fishery Review (Rocky Reef) - Nil 
(ii) East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery Review - $30,500 
(iii) Mud Crab and Blue Swimmer Crab Review - $52,000 
(iv) Gulf Inshore Fin Fishery Review - $3,500. 

(b) In 2010111, the following operational amounts were spent: 

(i) Reef Line Fishery Review (Rocky Reef) - $34,500 
(ii) East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery Review - $72,000 
(iii) Mud Crab and Blue Swimmer Crab Review - $9,000 
(iv) Gulf Inshore Fin Fishery Review - $18,000. 

(c) Completion dates for the reviews are as follows: 

(i) Reef Line Fishery Review (Rocky Reef) - completed 
(ii) East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery Review - 2012113 
(iii) Mud Crab and Blue Swimmer Crab Review - 2012113 
(iv) Gulf Inshore Fin Fishery Review - 2011112. 
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Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries 
and Marine Infrastructure 

Government Questions on Notice 
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Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries and Maine Infrastructure -Questions on notice Government 
Members 2011 

1. Minister, following our worst summer of natural disasters in living memory, can the Minister 

explain how he intends to assist commercial fisherman in the Bowen region who have 

suffered financial hardship as a result of Cyclone Vasi? 

2. I refer to Queensland Fisheries Shark Control Program and ask what measures are in place to 

prevent entanglement of species of conservation interest in the nets used to prevent sharks 

approaching Queensland shores? 

3. I refer to the Queensland Fisheries Strategy 2009-14 and ask the Minister to provide an 

update on the development of the Recreational Fishing Industry in Queensland? 

4. Can the Minister provide an update on the Snapper review? 

5. Minister, can you please outline how the income collected from the Stocked Impoundment 

Permit Scheme is allocated for the benefit of recreational fishers. 

6. Minister can you please outline the measures used to assist the commercial fishing industry 

reduce by catch and its consequent impact on the marine environment? 

7. Minister I understand how popular the Kid's Fishing Clinics are and ask for a progress report 

on this commitment. 

8. Can the Minister provide an update on the Crab Fisheries Review and the consultation 

process? 

9. Minister can you please outline the importance of protecting marine habitat and how 

Fisheries Queensland protects this important resource. 

10. Minister can you please outline the industry support provided to the important marine 

charter sector? 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 1 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

Minister, following our worst summer of natural disasters in living memory, can the 
Minister explain how he intends to assist commercial fisherman in the Bowen region 
who have suffered financial hardship as a result of Cyclone Yasi? 

ANSWER: 

Tropical Cyclones Hamish (2009), Ului (2010), Anthony (2011) and Yasi (2011) 
impacted significantly on the reef line fishery. Reefs and coastal infrastructure were 
damaged, catch rates of the main species coral trout slumped in some areas and 
businesses have needed to relocate boats to unaffected fishing grounds where possible. 
The impacts of these recent cyclones were particularly felt in the fishing community of 
Bowen. 

The Natural Disaster Relief and Recovery Assistance (NDRRA) packages that were 
offered in the impacted areas provided some very important assistance for the operators. 
In particular, grants and low interest loans were accessed by fishers who sustained 
physical damage. The industry also accessed wage subsidies through Centrelink to keep 
crew employed while boats were tied up and unable to fish. 

The recent season of natural disasters has highlighted the vulnerability of the reef line 
fishery to climatic events and the need to financially strengthen the industry so that the 
fishery can cope with any future events. 

In response, the Department of Employment, Economic Development and Innovation 
(DEEDI) in partnership with the fishing industry, is developing a Reefline Disaster 
Response Strategy to identify and progress actions that build resilience to economic, 
social and ecological impacts. Building resilience and preparing for future impacts are 
critical elements of reconstruction identified in the Operation Queenslander State 
Community, Economic and Environmental Recovery and Reconstruction Plan 2011-
2013. 

The Strategy is being formed with significant input from fishery stakeholders through the 
Reefline Disaster Response Committee and its technical subgroup. The Committee was 
established following Cyclone Yasi and is represented by Government agencies, 
researchers, fishers, marketers and processors. Its technical subgroup comprises five 
commercial fishers from various regions including Bowen, a fisheries researcher and 
staff from the management, development and assessment areas of DEEDI and the Great 
Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. 



The Strategy is being drafted to include disaster response options, implementation 
method, timeframes and information requirements. The options cover areas such as: 

• controlling effort transfer between regions 
• diversifying into alternative markets 
• access to financial and business planning advice and tools. and 
• improving operational and legislative efficiencies. 

Some options are triggered by disaster events whereas others are for ongoing industry 
development or adjustment. 

Although the focus of the Strategy is on tropical cyclone impacts, it is intended to apply 
to all forms of natural disasters that may impact on the fishery. A draft of the Strategy is 
intended for completion by late July 2011. Consultation and release will be a joint 
government and industry initiative. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Questiou on Notice 

No. 2 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

I refer to Queensland Fisheries Shark Control Program and ask what measures are in 
place to prevent entanglement of species of conservation interest in the nets used to 
prevent sharks approaching Queensland shores? 

ANSWER: 

Queensland's Shark Control Program was introduced in 1962 and has been highly 
effective. The Program protects 85 beaches at 10 centres along Queensland's east coast 
from the Gold Coast to Cairns. 

The Program uses a mix of nets and drumlines as some species - for example tiger sharks 
and large great white sharks - are more effectively targeted by drumlines while, species 
such as bull sharks and smaller great white sharks are more effectively taken in nets. 

The Program continues research into minimising the capture of non-target species. 
Current research includes the trialling of new generation whale pingers to assist in 
reducing the non-target capture. 

Surveillance cameras mounted on Gold Coast high rises allow the monitoring of Shark 
Control Program apparatus for entangled marine animals. These cameras, currently 
utilised by Surf Lifesaving Queensland, can be remotely operated to focus on nets on the 
Gold Coast, enabling faster Marine Animal Release Team responses. Volunteer whale 
observers residing in selected high rise residential buildings along Gold Coast beaches 
also report the entanglement of whales in Shark Control Program apparatus. 

There is also a free call number 1800 806 891 in place for reporting sightings of trapped 
marine animals and this system has worked efficiently since 1994. 

The Program has strong support from local governments, the Queensland Surf Lifesaving 
Association, business and tourist agencies as it continues to provide a safer swimming 
and surfing environment at popular beaches in Queensland. 

l 
I 



Environment, Agriculture, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 3 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

I refer to the Queensland Fisheries Strategy 2009-14 and ask the Minister to provide 
an update on the development of the Recreational Fishing Industry in Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government recognises that recreational fishing makes an important 
social and economic contribution to Queensland. 

Recreational fishing is an important lifestyle activity for many Queensland residents. 
Approximately 700,000 anglers fish each year in Queensland waters, enjoying a range 
of social and physical benefits derived from participating in this healthy outdoor 
activity. Recreational fishing enjoys close links with a number of outdoor leisure 
activities including camping, bush walking and water sports. 

In 201O/11, Fisheries Queensland delivered a range of specific recreational fishing 
initiatives including: 
- $125,000 direct funding to Sunfish Queensland for the representation of 

recreational fishing interests; 
$58,500 per annum over three years for the delivery of 100 'Take a Kid Fishing' 
clinics (as part of the Living the Queensland Lifestyle program) in partnership 
with Sunfish Queensland; 
$53,000 for Suntag, the recreational fishing tagging program; 
$121,000 for the delivery of the Queensland Fishcare Volunteers Program, with 
145 volunteers donating 820 hours and contacting 6350 recreational anglers in the 
past 12 months; 
$630,000 for the management of the Stocked Impoundment Permit Scheme; and 
providing 33 impoundments with funding to improve recreational fishing 
opportunities in freshwater impoundments throughout Queensland. 

In addition, the Queensland Government invests $16.2 million for education, 
enforcement and compliance activities delivered by the Queensland Boating and 
Fisheries Patrol. 

Recreational fishing faces a number of challenges, including population growth and 
climate change that will shape the way recreational fishing is managed. Fisheries 
Queensland, in partnership with a range of stake holders including recreational fishing 
interest groups, charter fishing representatives, conservation groups, tackle industry 
representatives and local and state government agencies, has drafted a Recreational 

I 
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Fisheries Development Plan which is currently undergoing further consultation with 
stakeholders prior to release for public comment. 

The Plan provides a vision for the future of recreational fishing and recognises the 
importance this activity plays in many Queenslanders lives. The Plan will guide the 
development of recreational fishing, providing recreational anglers and government a 
pathway for the future. It will focus on three key elements: 
- managing fisheries resources and fish habitats; 
- promoting the health and well being values of recreational fishing; and 
- maintaining and developing the recreational fishing sector's contribution to the 

state's economy. 

The Queensland Government is committed to continued consultation to achieve good 
outcomes for all stakeholders. 

r 
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Environment, Agricultnre, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 4 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

Can the Minister provide an update on the Snapper review? 

ANSWER: 

As Fisheries Minister, I am committed to ensuring Queensland's valuable fish stocks are 
used sustainably but balanced against social and economic objectives. Healthy fisheries 
provide for high quality recreational fishing experiences and support economically strong 
fishing businesses and supply industries such as bait and tackle stores. 

As a result of extensive personal consultation with stakeholders and detailed review of 
formal submissions, new management arrangements for the Rocky Reef Fin Fish Fishery 
will come into effect I September 2011. 

Those arrangements are: 
- a reduction in the bag limit of snapper from five to four, with a limit of one snapper 

over 70cm; 
- an education program aimed directly at reducing occurrences of snapper dying as a 

result of being caught and released; 
- an online catch log system for recreational fishers to log catch data; and 
- a further stock assessment and review of management arrangements to be undertaken 

in 2014. 

With these new management arrangements in place, the interim six-week closure to the 
take of snapper, pearl perch and teraglin has been removed. 

The reforms represent a balanced outcome between sustainability, social and economic 
objectives. They allow for continued access to snapper by the community while building 
the data needed to achieve consensus about assessments and management arrangements. 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No.S 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

Minister, can you please outline how the income collected from the Stocked 
Impoundment Permit Scheme is allocated for the benefit of recreational fishers. 

ANSWER: 

The Stocked Impoundment Permit (SIP) Scheme is delivered in partnership between the 
Queensland Government and community based fish stocking groups. Fisheries 
Queensland administers the Scheme at 33 Queensland impoundments including 
Somerset, Leslie, Tinaroo, Borumba and Wivenhoe Dams. 

Anglers wishing to fish at an impoundment on the Scheme must purchase a permit either 
from a dedicated small business outlet, online or by calling the Department of 
Employment, Economic Development and Innovation Customer Service Centre. Permits 
cost $7.20 a week, $36.05 a year or $32.40 for a yearly concession. 

Of the revenue raised, a minimum of 75% is allocated to fish stocking groups to purchase 
fingerlings for stocking. This year the total revenue raised was $836,000 with $630,000 
allocated for the purchase of fingerlings. 

The Scheme helps to sustain native fish populations by taking the pressure of fisheries 
resources in other areas. Species stocked in the impoundments include barramundi, 
golden perch, silver perch, Australian bass, Mary River cod, Murray River cod and 
saratoga. 

Since its inception in 2000 the Scheme has created a range of new business and tourism 
opportunities in regional Queensland and allows local and visiting anglers to access 
quality fisheries resources year round. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 6 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR W ALLACE)-

Minister can you please outline the measures used to assist the commercial fishing 
industry reduce by-catch and its consequent impact on the marine environment? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government is committed to 'Taking bycatch off our beaches' by 
providing funding to assist the commercial fishing industry to reduce its bycatch and the 
impact of fishing operations on the marine environment 

As part of this commitment, Fisheries Queensland was provided with $1.75 million to 
implement alternative bycatch reduction strategies in the Queensland East Coast Trawl 
Fishery. Fisheries Queensland utilised these funds to introduce the Trawl Bycatch 
Reduction Project to assist fishers in reducing their bycatch rates through the use of more 
effective turtle excluder devices (TEDs) and bycatch reduction devices (BRDs). 

$1.25 million of the $1.75 million was used in a rebate scheme to provide rebates for 
highly effective square mesh codends in the scallop fishery and fisheye BRDs and TEDs 
for the entire trawl fishery. 

73% of licence holders lodged a rebate claim. Rebates were paid on I 068 new compliant 
TEDs and 395 scallop square mesh codends. In addition to this, 6 232 fisheye BRDs 
were supplied free of charge directly to fishers across the entire trawl fleet for use in their 
nets. 

$200,000 was spent on scientific and industry-based gear trials to test improved BRD 
designs that were suggested by commercial fishers. To encourage the uptake of these 
improved designs and in addition to the rebate scheme, Fisheries Queensland supplied 
250 shallow water prawn square mesh codends to 60 east coast trawl vessels for trial. 

$300,000 was spent on an extension and education program undertaken to improve the 
uptake and adoption of improved TED and BRD designs throughout the fishery. 
Queensland Boating and Fisheries Patrol compliance reports show a TED compliance 
rate of 98.5%, indicating a willingness by fishers to support the initiatives implemented 
by Fisheries Queensland. 

Through the use of underwater cameras, Fisheries Queensland staff worked directly with 
trawl fishers in the development and refinement of their TEDs and BRDs. This initiative 
has represented an exciting extension opportunity for Fisheries Queensland. This project 



has given trawl operators access to bycatch reduction technologies that comply with 
international standards and world's best practice. 

The United States has recognised Queensland's East Coast Trawl Fishery as meeting 
international TED standards and has accredited the fishery to export prawns into the US. 
This is a major achievement. 



Environment, Agricnltnre, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. 7 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

Minister I understand how popular the Kid's Fishing Clinics are and ask for a progress 
report on this commitment. 

ANSWER: 

Through the 'Living the Queensland Lifestyle' Policy, the government has provided 
$175,000 to conduct lOO free fishing clinics for children across the State from I July 
2010 to 30 June 2013. 

The clinics are conducted by volunteers from Sunfish Queensland and its affiliated 
bodies, with the support of the Queensland Fishcare Volunteers. 

In spite of the difficulties experienced throughout Queensland from our recent natural 
disasters, I am pleased to say that of the 34 clinics scheduled this year, some 32 were 
held across the State with 890 children and 722 adults taking part in this very popular 
activity. 

These clinics are designed to provide a memorable experience for children and to educate 
them about the importance of protecting and conserving our fisheries resources and 
aquatic habitat. 

Participants are provided with rods and reels or other fishing equipment free of charge 
and receive basic tuition including setting up the rod and reel, an understanding of the 
major elements of the fisheries regulations (particularly bag and size limits), 
identification of commonly caught local species and appropriate methods of handling 
and releasing fish. 

These clinics help to reinforce that fishing can be an enjoyable outdoor recreational 
activity as well as creating responsible attitudes to fishing and fisheries resources. 

Clinics have been conducted at a large number of inland and coastal centres across the 
State including south-east Queensland, the Wide Bay lBumett region, Central and north
west Queensland. 

Planning has begun for the delivery of the next round of clinics and will continue to 
focus on providing a positive, memorable experience for many young Queensland 
anglers. 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resources and Energy Committee 
Government Qnestion on Notice 

No. 8 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

Can the Minister provide an update on the Crab Fisheries Review and the consultation 
process? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Mud and Blue Swimmer Crab fisheries are important both commercially 
and recreationally. 

A Gross Value of Production of approximately $22 million annually is generated from 
the commercial fishery. From a recreational perspective, thousands of people enjoy 
catching blue swimmer crabs in the southern and mid-coast waters of Queensland and 
mud crabs throughout the whole State including the Gulf of Carpentaria. 

In 2010, Fisheries Queensland commenced a review of these fisheries to look at 
management options to improve operating and financial efficiency and also to deal with 
problems associated with pot over-utilisation and the theft of pots and product. 

Fisheries Queensland has formed a working group of major fishery stakeholder groups 
including representatives from industry, research, compliance, marketing and recreational 
sectors to provide expert advice on how these fisheries should be managed into the 
future. 

To enable all crab fishers to be involved in the consultation process and to ensure that all 
issues in the fishery were identified, Fisheries Queensland recently held six meetings: 
- Townsville - 6 April 2011 
- Cairns - 7 April 2011 
- Hervey Bay - 13 April 2011 
- Rockhampton - 14 April 2011 
- Brisbane - 18 April and 9 May 20 I!. 

Fisheries Queensland is now working with stakeholders to identify potential solutions to 
all issues that have been raised by the working group. Issues that were identified 
included excess fishing capacity, excess use of crab pots, compliance, illegal sales of 
crabs and product quality. Sub groups have been formed to develop potential solutions 
to all issues and consider a costlbenefit analysis of these solutions. 

The process has been well supported by all major fishery stakeholders who are seeking to 
ensure a sustainable and profitable fishery exists into the future. 



Environment, Agricnlture, Resonrces and Energy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 9 

Asked on 28 Jnne 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

Minister can you please outline the importance of protecting marine habitat and how 
Fisheries Queensland protects this important resource. 

ANSWER: 

Fishing is integral to Queensland's lifestyle and economy and is part of what makes us a 
strong and green State. As part of its Q2 vision, the Queensland Government is 
committed to sustainable fisheries that support strong commercial and recreational 
fishing sectors. 

This commitment is documented in the Queensland Fisheries Strategy 2009-14 which 
sets new directions for the management and conservation of our fish habitats. Marine 
plants are vital natural resources that provide shelter, food and nursery areas to about 
75% of fish species caught in Queensland. 

All marine plants are protected under Queensland law through provisions of the Fisheries 
Act 1994. Their destruction, damage or disturbance without prior approval from 
Fisheries Queensland is prohibited. Marine plant protection applies to private, leasehold 
or public lands. 

Fisheries Queensland's Fish Habitat Area Network is a key component of the strategy for 
sustainable fisheries in Queensland. It ensures that important areas of high quality 
coastal and estuarine fish habitats are retained in their natural and productive condition 
while allowing for continued use and enjoyment of the areas for purposes such as 
commercial, recreational and indigenous fishing and boating. 

Details of Fisheries Queensland's declared Fish Habitat Area Network, its management 
and plans are accessible on the Department of Employment, Economic Development and 
Innovation's webpage. Local government planning schemes incorporate Fish Habitat 
Area plans to ensure potential land developers and the community itself are aware of 
their existence. Awareness of these declared Areas is also promoted through specific 
signage. 

Under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009, a proposed development adjoining a declared 
Fish Habitat Area triggers participation by Fisheries Queensland to assess the nature and 
impact of the development. 

There are now over 70 declared Fish Habitat Areas throughout Queensland, providing 
protection for more than I million hectares of coastal fish habitats. 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Euergy Committee 
Government Question on Notice 

No. 10 

Asked on 28 June 2011 

ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND MARINE 
INFRASTRUCTURE (MR WALLACE)-

Minister can you please outline the industry support provided to the important marine 
charter sector? 

ANSWER: 

The marine charter sector has over 400 licensed vessels. The Queensland Government 
recognises the important role it has to play in providing services for recreational fishers, 
tourism and the community and is supported by a range of activities across government 
departments. 

Maritime Safety Queensland is responsible for the licensing of operators and survey 
requirements of charter vessels whilst Fisheries Queensland provides the licensing and 
reporting arrangements for fishing operations conducted by this sector. Recreational 
fishers are one of the most significant user groups of the marine charter sector and rely 
on a sustainable fishery. 

Sustainable fisheries for charter operators are managed through the regulation of 
recreational bag and size limits under the provisions of the Fisheries Act 1994 and 
associated subordinate legislation which also provides allowances for increased catch 
limits for charters at sea for more than three days. 

The Queensland Government is committed to an ongoing dialogue with charter operators 
to create stable and equitable management arrangements that can give these operators 
confidence in investing in the future. 



Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries 
and Marine Infrastructure 

Answers to Questions taken On Notice at the Hearing 



Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy Committee 

Question Taken on Notice 

Asked on 20 Jnly 2011 

DR ROBINS ON ASKED THE MINISTER FOR MAIN ROADS, FISHERIES AND 
MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE-

Can the Director-General confirm whether there has been any new scientific study 
undertaken since March 2011 on the status of the snapper stock and provide any 
scientific reports or studies that have been conducted? 

ANSWER: 

I am advised that there have been no new Australian scientific reports published on 
the status of Queensland snapper stocks since March 2011. 
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Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries 
and Marine Infrastructure 

Documentation tabled at the Hearing 
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Or Mark Robinson MP 

Shadow Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries and Marine Infrastructure 

LNP Member for Cleveland 

15 April 2011 

Labor admits more Snapper Bans 'likely' 

Boaties and fishers wait nervously for the govemment's next move now that the 6 
week trial snapper ban and RIS Consultation period have both ended, the LNP 
said today. 

New Shadow Minister for Fisheries and Marine Infrastructure, and Member for 
Cleveland, Mark Robinson, said it was very likely that Minister Wallace had 
already received the instructions from his far left Green masters to impose yet 
another round of snapper closures on the state's recreational fishers. 

"Anti-fishing minister Wallace all but admitted in a recent media statement that 
annual fishing bans on snapper for up to four months each and every year were 
likely," Dr Robinson said. 

"Four month snapper closures every year would have a very big impact on rec 
fishing tourism and all marine industries across Queensland, and almost certainly 
hamper the post-disaster recovery in coastal Queensland communities. 

"Introducing snapper closures of up to four months, and every year for who 
knows how long, is more about securing Green preferences to hold on to power, 
than it is protecting Queensland's snapper stock. 

"The Can Do LNP team will join with Queensland's 750,000 rec fishers to fight 
Labor-Greens politically-driven and unscientific four month snapper bans. 

"Only the refreshed and energetic Can Do LNP team will plan for a sustainable 
fishing future, do the proper science, protect our marine life, support our marine 
industries and secure the right to fish responsibly. \ 



Or Mark Robinson MP 
Shadow Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries & 
Marine Infrastructure 
LNP Member for Cleveland 

26 May 2011 

Wallace won't rule out long 
snapper bans 
LABOR today refused to rule out longer bans on snapper fishing. 

-7~ 
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LNP Shadow Fisheries Minister Mark Robinson challenged Labor Fisheries Minister 
Craig Wallace to rule out more snapper bans in state parliament this week.' 

Or Robinson said instead of coming clean with Queenslanders, Mr Wallace deliberately 
avoided the question. 

"What Mr Wallace has effectively done today is confirm that behind closed doors again 
he's doing secret deals with the 'dangerous Greens' to sell out recreational fishing rights 
in Queensland," Or Robinson said. 

"This long-term Labor government is seriously considering snapper mega-bans of up to 
four months per year, every year, now that the snapper RIS consultation period is over. 

"The science on the snapper fishery is far from being settled. 

"In fact, Or Barry Pollock, President of Queensland's peak recreational fishing 
association, Sunfish, disputes the claims of the Bligh government and dangerous 
Greens that snapper are overfished and that harsh bans are the only option. 

"A CanOo LNP government will do the science and protect our snapper stocks, while 
protecting the rights of rec fishers to fish sustainably." 

'Question without Notice to Minister Craig Wallace - 2615 

"Now that the snapper RIS consultation period is over, will the Minister rule out introducing 
snapper bans in 2011 and 2012, or is a preference deal with 'dangerous Greens' more important 
than the job losses and economic pain such bans will cause to marine industries in Queensland?" 



Or Mark Robinson MP 
Shadow Minister for Main Roads, Fisheries & 
Marine Infrastructure 
LNP Member for Cleveland 

17 June 2011 

Snapper bans - Wallace won't 
ru le more out 
LABOR's Fisheries Minister Craig Wallace has refused to rule out more bans on snapper 
fishing. 

LNP Shadow Fisheries Minister Mark Robinson said Mr Wallace's answer to a Question 
on Notice (attached) would bring little joy to Queensland recreational fishers, tourism 
and charter operators and bait and tackle shops. 

"Minister Wallace has refused to rule out more snapper bans - effectively saying watch 
this space," Or Robinson said. 

"By refusing to rule out more bans Mr Wallace has effectively confirmed that behind 
closed doors he's again doing secret deals with the 'dangerous Greens' to sell out 
recreational fishing rights in Queensland. 

"Mr Wallace and his long-term Labor government are seriously considering snapper 
mega-bans of up to four months per year, every year," Or Robinson warned. 

Or Robinson said the science on the snapper fishery was far from settled. 

"President of Queensland's peak recreational fishing association, Sunfish, Or Barry 
Pollock, disputes the claims of the Bligh government and dangerous Greens that 
snapper are overfished and that harsh bans are the only option. 

"A CanOo LNP government will do the science and protect our snapper stocks, while 
protecting the rights of rec fishers to fish sustainably." 
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Non-technical summary

Snapper, Pagrus auratus, live for up to 30 years, can grow in excess of 10 kg and are highly prized for their
angling, eating and marketing qualities. In Queensland waters, snapper have a long history of exploitation
with annual harvests taken by commercial and recreational sectors expanding from 100-200 t in the early
20th century to 400-700 t in recent years. Concerns that snapper are being overfished have been expressed
strongly by stakeholders, researchers and managers in recent years. This had led Queensland Primary
Industries and Fisheries (QPIF) and stakeholders to propose improved management arrangements. This
publication was commissioned by government and stakeholders to support the management review process.

This stock assessment used a series of statistical analyses (generalised linear modelling, SALSA and SSRA
population models) to investigate to what extent, if any, the stock is overfished. Catch rates from the com-
mercial sector were stable over time, appearing to indicate a low impact of fishing. However, there are
concerns that the commercial data were hyperstable (catch rates can remain stable while abundance is de-
clining), and this concern is supported by charter data and two recreational data sources, which all showed
consistent significant declines. Commercial catch-at-length-and-age frequencies changed from mostly small
and young fish in the mid-1990s (suggesting high fishing pressure) to higher frequency of larger and older
fish in 2006/07 (suggesting lower fishing pressure). Recreational catch-at-length-and-age frequencies all
suggested high fishing pressure. Population modelling on the data quantified snapper exploitable biomass
levels of between 15-50% of unfished or virgin biomass levels, with the majority of analyses putting biomass
below 35%, the approximate level that achieves maximum yield (Figure i).

Simulations were conducted to test the effectiveness and risk associated with various management strate-
gies, including changes in minimum legal size and the introduction of quotas. While it was found that an
increased minimum size would better protect the stock against high levels of effort, size changes alone
would be unlikely to promote stock rebuilding. Simulations that investigated what level of future harvest
would allow stock rebuilding were sensitive to the model inputs. Two model input scenarios that had the
most consensus in terms of plausibility indicated that average harvests over the next 10 years should be
kept to 285 t and 380 t respectively.

The level of uncertainty associated with data and model assumptions is non-trivial and every effort should
be made to ensure the next assessment has the data and resources to reduce this uncertainty. A number of
recommendations are made to support this process, including:

• the continuation of fishery-dependent monitoring of size and age frequencies

• the improvement of recreational harvest estimates

• the continuation and refinement of recruitment surveys to provide an independent index of abundance

• further research into the impact of discard mortality, and monitoring to support that research

• the improvement of vulnerability at age/length estimates, possibly through the use of tag-recapture
data.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1 Introduction

Snapper, Pagrus auratus, is the icon demersal fish species caught commercially and recreationally in south-
east Queensland. These fish, with their shimmering pink colouring and opalescent blue spots, are highly
prized for their angling, eating and marketing qualities. In Queensland waters they can live up to 30 years
and weigh in excess of 10 kg. Snapper have a long history of exploitation with commercial and recreational
annual harvests in the order of 100-200 t being taken in the mid-1950s and increasing to 400-700 t in recent
years. For a detailed description of the fishery and historical management arrangements see Allen, Sumpton,
O’Neill, Courtney & Pine (2006). Concerns that snapper are being overfished have been expressed by
stakeholders, managers and scientists over the last 30 years (Allen et al. 2006). In this time, fishing effort
has increased substantially with advances in fishing power through enhanced vessel design, engine power,
echo sounding, global positioning systems and fishing tackle technologies. Fishing power is magnified
further by fishers’ increasing knowledge of fishing areas, times and methods.

Anecdotal information has indicated overfishing is greater in the southern part of the fishery, particularly in
the Gold Coast area where severe declines in charter catches have been evident since the mid 1990s. The
level of commercial effort has declined in the southern part of the state as commercial fishers have moved
further north and into deeper water in order to maintain profitable catches. The last few decades have also
seen a greater level of recreational catch as fishers have moved offshore in increasing numbers.

In 2006, the first quantitative assessment of snapper in Queensland waters was published (Allen et al.
2006). The data and analyses identified two alternate hypotheses on stock status: 1) underfished based on
stable (but likely hyperstable) commercial snapper catches and 2) overfished based on declining snapper
catches taken by Gold Coast charter vessels. Additionally, the assessment used snapper catch-at-age
frequencies from the mid-1990s that consisted mostly of fish harvested between two and four years of age,
with very few exceeding 10 years; this corroborates the declining trend in the charter catches. One of the
recommendations of the 2006 assessment was the collection of up-to-date data on catch size and age
structures to assist in future stock assessments and to provide a more accurate indication of stock status.

In Australia and New Zealand, snapper are managed by both input and output controls and there is con-
siderable variation in the management regimes imposed across jurisdictions (for details see Appendix G).
Minimum legal size (MLS) limits range from 28 cm in Victoria to 50 cm in parts of Western Australia, while bag
limits range from one to 15. There are also seasonal closures operating in both Western Australia and South
Australia and some marine protected area (MPA) protection in virtually all states. Most relevant to snapper
management on the east coast of Australia is that Queensland and New South Wales share a common stock
but management differs significantly between the two states. The current MLS of 35 cm in Queensland is 5
cm greater than in New South Wales, while the New South Wales recreational bag limit of 10 per person is
double that existing in Queensland. In Queensland, the vast majority of the catch is line-caught while there
is a significant commercial trap fishery in New South Wales (see Scandol, Rowling & Graham (2008) for the

Figure 1.1: Snapper, Pagrus auratus, are recognised as a premier target fish caught from offshore reefs in
southern Queensland. Most snapper are line-caught using a variety of baited and soft plastic rigs
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2 METHODS

New South Wales 2006/07 status report).

There is a strong commitment by Queensland Primary Industries and Fisheries (QPIF) to develop improved
management arrangements for the Queensland Rocky Reef Fin Fish Fishery in partnership with stakeholders
and the community. To facilitate this, the QPIF commenced a review of this fishery in 2008. As part of this
review an update of the snapper stock assessment using recently sampled snapper catch-at-age frequencies
was commissioned. This review will support the stakeholder working group, and scientific advisory and
management advisory committees to develop new management arrangements for the snapper fishery.

The objectives of this assessment were to:

• Optimise the use of all available data and update the assessment of Allen et al. (2006) by incorporating
more recent catch data and current size and age structures.

• Evaluate the effectiveness of a range of alternate management strategies.

• Advise on monitoring, reporting and/or further research required to improve future assessments of the
snapper fishery in Queensland.

This assessment used a sex, age and length stock analysis (SALSA) model that we have recently developed.
The model represents population structure explicitly in terms of numbers of individuals in a given sex, age
and length class, and can be fitted against multiple information sources, including catch rate, length and age
composition information. The SALSA model was used in a recent assessment of the Queensland Spanish
mackerel fishery. In addition, the model (and software implementation) used in the previous assessment,
stochastic stock reduction analysis (SSRA), was re-run with the updated data to provide a semi-independent
cross-check. The models together confirmed that the stock in 2007 was fished down to BMSY or below, and
that effort needs to decline from existing levels to allow stock rebuilding.

2 Methods

2.1 Model inputs

2.1.1 Annual snapper landings

Queensland’s total snapper landings between 1946 and 2007 were calculated from commercial, charter and
recreational fishing landings (as in Allen et al. (2006)). Records of total annual landings were not available for
many of the years and the following describes the calculations applied to construct a complete annual time
series of snapper harvested. There was substantial uncertainty in the landings estimated for years with no
records, and there was no way to validate the assumptions made (Allen et al. 2006). This stock assessment
considered uncertainties in the landings time series with sensitivities of±20% on all years, and +100% (with
20% standard deviation) on relevant pre-1989 fishing years and sectors with a constant average fish weight
of 0.9 kg assumed for recreationally caught fish.

Queensland commercial snapper landings (kilograms) were reported through fish board records for the
years 1946 to 1981 and compulsory logbooks between 1989 and 2007. Commercial landings (Cy) were
not recorded for the years (y) 1982 to 1988, so catches for these years were estimated by extrapolation
using a linear equation from the recorded harvest in 1981 to 1989 (Allen et al. 2006). Comparing landings
five years prior to 1982 and post-1988 indicated no reason to suspect marked changes from the average
pattern, with this decreasing catch equation applied:

Cy = C1981 −
C1981 − C1989

(1989− 1981)(y − 1981)
(1)

Snapper total landings taken by charter sector clients were recorded through compulsory logbooks between
1993 and 2007. Total landings by charter clients were assumed to decline from 1993 back to 1946 by

2



2 METHODS 2.1 Model inputs

6% pa (Allen et al. 2006). Overall landings taken by this sector were minor compared to recreational and
commercial sectors.

Estimates of total annual harvest (number of snapper) by recreational fishers were taken from surveys con-
ducted in 1994/95, 1997, 1999, 2000, 2002 and 2005. The 1994/95 snapper estimate was derived from
on-site boat ramp, access point and aerial survey techniques covering Gold Coast and Moreton Bay waters
(Ferrell & Sumpton 1997). The 1994/95 estimate was expanded statewide by dividing by the average propor-
tion of catch taken from these two regions (53%; Figure D.2 generated from RFISH statistical diary weight-
ings). The remaining harvest estimates were derived from angler diary programs and random telephone sur-
veys to expand diary snapper catches to total numbers of snapper caught (Higgs 1998, Higgs 2001, Henry
& Lyle 2003, Higgs, Olyott & McInnes 2002, DPI&F In pressb). Annual recreational snapper catches for
missing survey years (y: 2006-07, 2003-04, 2001, 1998, 1996, 1993 and prior to 1946) were estimated
using:

1. total recreational snapper catches from 1997, 1999, 2000, 2002 and 2005 (Table 3.2). The 1994/95
estimate was not used because a different survey technique was used

2. standardised recreational snapper catch rates (cy) between 1993 and 2007 (Figure 3.3)

3. the number of recreational vessels (vesy) registered in Queensland waters between 1988 and 2008
(Figure 2.1).

The estimates of missing catches (Ĉy) followed a simple modified catch (effort multiplied by catch rate)
formula:

Ĉy =

{(
ˆvesy

¯ves Ē
)
c̄ for y < 1993( vesy

¯ves Ē
)
cy for y ≥ 1993

(2)

where Ē was the average effort level associated with total recreational snapper catches (Table 3.2), c̄ was
the average of the standardised catch rates (cy) for the years with 30 cm minimum size limit, ˆvesy were the
vessel registrations predicted by a generalised linear model (gamma distribution with logarithm link function
(McCullagh & Nelder 1989) for the years prior to 1988, and ¯ves was the average number of vessels regis-
tered over the years 1994, 1995, 1997, 1999, 2000, 2002, 2005. The ratios of vesy/ ¯ves represented the
change in recreational fishing effort through time. The final estimated numbers of snapper harvested were
multiplied by average snapper weights (caught by recreational anglers) to calculate tonnages. The average
fish weight in 1994/95 was 0.9 kg and this was assumed to apply across the years 1946 to 2002 because
of equivalent minimum size limits and fishing selectivity (Allen et al. 2006). The average snapper weight
increased dramatically (↑ 88%) to 1.685 kg in 2006 and 2007 (DPI&F Long Term Monitoring Program), and
this was assumed to apply over the years 2003 to 2007 due to the higher size limit (35 cm), five snapper bag
limit and increased selectivity.

2.1.2 Standardised catch rates

Snapper catches recorded by five different collection programs were analysed to compile a time series of
standardised catch rates (Table 2.1). The statistical analyses used three procedures:

1. linear mixed model using the method of residual maximum likelihood (REML) assuming normally dis-
tributed error on the log scale (GenStat 2007, Montgomery 1997, O’Neill & Leigh 2006)

2. two-component approach combining binomial regression of zero/non-zero catch and general linear
regression (GLM) on the conditionally distributed logarithm transformed non-zero catches (McCullagh
& Nelder 1989, Myers & Pepin 1990, Mayer, Roy, Robins, Halliday & Sellin 2005)

3. a single GLM assuming normally distributed errors on the log scale (McCullagh & Nelder 1989).
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2 METHODS 2.1 Model inputs

The statistical software package GenStat 9 (GenStat 2007) was used to carry out the analyses and provide
asymptotic standard errors for all estimates. Stepwise regression was used to select optimal model param-
eters comparing deviance and adjusted R-squared statistics. The analysis of residuals from each model
supported their form and distributions.

2.1.3 Length and age structures

Snapper age and length data were collected by two separate sampling programs: one in the mid-1990s that
provided data for 1994 and 1995, and more recent sampling program that provided partial coverage for 2006
and a full year of data for 2007. See Appendix A for details of these programs.

In both programs the data were collected at a large number of locations, ultimately providing statistically
meaningful coverage for most of the fishery strata in Figure B.1 (Appendix B). For the 2006–07 program the
number of snapper aged and sized by region are given in Tables A.1 and A.2 respectively (Appendix A).

In order to boost the sample size for the age structures, an age–length key was constructed. By using fish
with both length and age information, we estimated the probability that a fish of a given 2 cm length class
would fall into a given age class. This provided a probabilistic mapping from lengths to ages that was used
to calculate age structures from the much larger samples of fish lengths.

The models run for this assessment were not spatially explicit, so it was necessary to combine regions and
sectors in some fashion to provide a single length and age structure for each year of data. This was achieved
using a re-sampling approach, where the number of fish in any given length or size class were sampled ran-
domly with replacement (bootstrapping) from the regional and sectoral age and length structures, weighted
by the total harvest from that region/sector. Different age–length keys were used for each region and sector.

2.1.4 Vulnerability schedules

Snapper vulnerabilities (selectivity for harvested fish) at age were calculated based on historical changes in
MLS allowing for declined vulnerability of older (larger) fish. The resulting vulnerabilities followed the methods
of Allen et al. (2006), but were modified to better portray changes in MLS. The vulnerabilities were calculated
from 1994, 1995 and 2007 re-sampled catch-at-age frequencies using the following procedure. First, the
frequencies were converted to proportions (Pa) and a simple age-based model was used to estimate the
relative exploitation of each age class:

Na =
Na+1

e−M
+ Pa and Ua =

Pa
Na

(3)

The calculations commenced at the maximum age group of 23 years, with N24 = 0. The calculations then
continued sequentially back to age group 0. Relative vulnerability (va) for each age group (a) 0 to 9 years
was then calculated by dividing Ua by the maximum Ua=0..9 for each year. Relative vulnerability for ages 10
to 23 were fixed at the age 9 level.

The final vulnerabilities for the period 1993 to 2002, when the MLS was 30 cm, were calculated by averaging
the vulnerabilities from 1994 and 1995, and then re-normalizing (dividing by the maximum of this averaged
schedule). As the 2007 vulnerability schedule was somewhat irregular, but provided the only usable data for
the 2003 to 2007 period (when the MLS was 35 cm), the final schedule for this period was modelled by a
dome-shaped selectivity function (Catalano, Dotson, Brabandere, Allen & Frazer 2007, p. 20):

va =
(

1
1− γ

)(
1− γ
γ

)γ(
eδγ(l50−la)

1 + eδ(l50−la)

)
(4)

where γ (strength of the dome shape), δ (steepness parameter) and l50 (length at 50% selectivity) were
estimated parameters and la was the mean length-at-age as calculated from the growth curve. Predictions
from this model were used to set vulnerabilities on early age classes between 2003 and 2007, and for
subsequent years. Table 2.2 details the vulnerabilities applied to different years of the stock assessment and
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Table 2.1: Data analysed to generate standardised catch rates

1. REML analysis on commercial logbook snapper catches (>0) 1988 to 2007 for selected vessels.

• model response = log(kilograms of snapper per boat day)

• fixed model terms = year * region * month + lunar + lunar advanced

• random model terms = vessel boat mark

• distribution = normal

• factorial expansion = 2.

2. REML analysis on charter logbook snapper catches (>0) 1996 to 2007.

• model response = log(number of snapper per boat day)

• fixed model terms = year * region * month + lunar + lunar advanced + log(number of anglers) +
log(number of other fish)

• random model terms = vessel boat mark

• distribution = normal

• factorial expansion = 2.

3. Two-stage analysis on Gold Coast charter snapper catches (≥0) 1993 to 2007. Industry independent
data including all rocky reef catches.

• binomial model response = zero or nonzero snapper catch (0,1)

• GLM model response = log(number of snapper per boat trip; zero catches excluded)

• model terms = year + location + month + lunar + lunar advanced + log(angler hours) + log(number
of other fish) + log(depth) + day or night + full day or not

• binomial link function = logistic

• GLM model distribution = normal.

4. Two-stage analysis on recreational diary snapper catches (≥0) 1997, 1999, 2002, 2005; including all
rocky reef catches.

• binomial model response = zero or non-zero snapper catch (0,1)

• GLM model response = log(number of snapper per angler day; zero catches excluded)

• model terms = year * month + year * offshore + log(hours) + boat + offshore * lure + offshore *
log(number of other fish)

• binomial link function = logistic

• GLM model distribution = normal

• factor levels: boat = boat fishing or not; offshore = offshore, inshore or estuary; lure = soft plastic
or bait.

5. GLM analysis on boat ramp snapper catches (≥0) 1994, 1995, 2007; including all rocky reef catches.

• model response = log(number of snapper per boat)

• fixed model terms = year * region + month + log(hours) + log(number of other fish)

• distribution = normal.
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management forward projections (FPs). The schedules for the 40 cm and 45 cm minimum legal size were
a product of systematically advancing the 2003–07 vulnerabilities by one and two age groups respectively.
This was in line with the convenient growth curve predictions of 5 cm increase in average length per year for
fish aged less than 6 years.

Table 2.2: Vulnerability schedules applied for harvested snapper in the stock assessment and forward pro-
jection (presented graphically in Figure 3.9)

Years MLS Fully vulnerable Age data Vulnerability schedule

1946 to 1992 25 cm Age 3 and 4 1994,1995

va =


vav,a for a = 0..2, 5..9
1 for a = 3, 4
vav,9 for a = 10..23

1993 to 2002 30 cm Age 4 1994,1995

va =


vav,a for a = 0..3, 5..9
1 for a = 4
vav,9 for a = 10..23

2003 to 2007, FP 35 cm Age 4 1994,1995, 2007

va =


v2007,a for a = 0..3
1 for a = 4
vav,a for a = 5..9
vav,9 for a = 10..23

FP 40 cm Age 5 1994,1995, 2007

va =


0 for a = 0
v2007,a−1 for a = 1..4
vav,a for a = 5..9
vav,9 for a = 10..23

FP 45 cm Age 5 1994,1995, 2007

va =


0 for a = 0..1
v2007,a−2 for a = 2..5
vav,a for a = 6..9
vav,9 for a = 10..23

One consequence of managing snapper by MLS is that there will be an unknown impact of discard mortality
on undersized fish. Discard mortality could potentially negate two of the assumed benefits of MLS: to protect
undersized fish and sustain recruitment to fishery. Vulnerability at age schedules for undersized (released)
snapper were quantified for fish greater than or equal to 25 cm and less than MLS. Line discard mortality
was considered negligible for snapper under 25 cm due to vulnerability declining considerably with size
(Allen et al. 2006) and the fact that barotrauma injuries are typically related to capture depths greater than
30m where snapper less than 25 cm are not frequent (Stewart 2008). Age-specific discard vulnerability
(v′a) was dependent on the multiplicative probabilities of catching a snapper (Prc) and the snapper being
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undersized and released (Pru):

v′a(discard; l̄a) = Pru(undersize; l̄a)× Prc(caught; va) (5)

Pru(undersize; l̄a) =

{
Pr25(l̄a > 25;µ, σ)× Prmls(l̄a < MLS;µ, σ) for Pru ≥ 0.05
0 for Pru < 0.05

(6)

where cumulative normal distributions were used to calculate the probabilities Pr25 and Prmls with µ = 25
and MLS respectively and σ = 5cm approximated from growth curve standard deviation and l̄a was the
growth curve predicted TL at age a. Prc was equal to the harvested (kept) fish vulnerabilities va. The kept
fish vulnerabilities for snapper ages 0 to 2 were considered severe underestimates for applying to released
undersized fish. The v0..2 were inflated four times to construct higher and more realistic probabilities of
capture for released snapper.

2.2 Sex, age and length stock analysis

The SALSA model is a stock model framework which can incorporate age, length and sex specific biological
information. Historical catches are removed from a hypothetical population over time, and key parameters—
such as the initial size of that population and the resilience of the population to fishing—are estimated by
comparing model-predicted catch rates and age/length composition with observed values. A distinguishing
characteristic of this model is that the growth of fish into new length classes over the course of one model
time step (in this case, one year) is governed by a stochastic transition matrix—growth is probabilistic rather
than deterministic.

The basic population dynamics were governed by the equation:

Nl,a,s =

{∑
l′ Ξl,l′,sNl′,a−1,se

−Ms for a = 2..24
Rl,s for a = 1

(7)

where

• Nl,a,s is the number of fish of age a and sex s in size class l

• Ξl,l′,s is the fraction of fish of sex s in size-class l′ that grow into size-class l during the year

• Ms is the instantaneous rate of natural mortality for fish of sex s

• Rl,s is the number of recruits (age 1 fish) of sex s in size class l.

The annual recruitment was calculated as a function of the previous year’s spawning stock size through the
Beverton-Holt stock-recruitment relationship as:

E(y) =
∑
l

∑
a

Nl,a,f (y)flml

Rl,s(y + 1) = 0.5Λl,1
αE(y)

1 + βE(y)

(8)

where

• E(y) is the annual egg production in year y

• Nl,a,f (y) is the number of female fish of age a in size class l in year y

• fl is the fecundity (average number of eggs) of a female in size class l
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• ml is the average proportion of mature females (maturity) in size class l

• Λl,1 is the fraction of fish in length class l for age 1 individuals

• α and β are parameters for the stock-recruitment relationship.

Fishing was incorporated into the model as:

Nl,a,s(y + 1) =
∑
l′

Ξl,l′,sNl′,a−1,s(y)e−Ms(1− vaU(y))(1− v′aU ′(y)) for a = 2..24 (9)

where

• va is the vulnerability to fishing mortality in size class a

• v′a is the vulnerability to discard mortality in size class a

• U(y) is the exploitation rate (i.e. total catch / exploitable biomass) in year y

• U ′(y) is the exploitation rate due to discard mortality, calculated as U ′(y) = U(y) ×DM where DM
is the mortality rate of discards.

The stock recruitment parameters α and β were related to the virgin recruitment, R(0), as:

α =
κR(0)
E(0)

β =
κ− 1
E(0)

(10)

where

• E(0) is the virgin spawning stock index (i.e. in year 0)

• R(0) is the virgin number of recruits (i.e.
∑
l,sRl,s(0))

• κ is the Goodyear recruitment compensation ratio which is defined as the ratio of recruit survival at
very low population sizes (maximum recruit survival) to recruit survival in an unfished state (Goodyear
1993).

Annual harvest rate was calculated as:

U(y) =
C(y)
B(y)

(11)

where the exploitable biomass at the start of each fishing year, B(y), was estimated as:

B(y) =
∑
a,s,l

vaNl,a,s(y)Wl,s (12)

and the mid-year exploitable biomass, Bmid(y) was estimated as:

Bmid(y) =
∑
a,s,l

Nl,a,s(y)e−M/2va(1− U(y)/2)(1− v′aU ′(y)/2)Wl,s (13)

The model calculated catch was given by:

Ĉ(y) =
∑
a,s,l

Nl,a,s(y)vaU(y)Wl,s (14)
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and the model calculated average catch rate was given by:

ĉ(y) = qBmid(y) (15)

where the catchability, q, was calculated by:

q =

(
Y∏
y=1

c(y)
Bmid(y)

)1/Y

(16)

where Y equals number of fishing years and c(y) is the observed catch rate.

Given catch rate, age composition and length composition observations, the above model was fitted to data
using the following likelihood functions:

− log(Lage) =
n

2

[
log(2π) + 2 log

(√∑
t,a(cpa(t)− ĉpa(t))2

n

)
+ 1
]

(17)

where cpa(t) is the observed cumulative proportion of the catch-at-age in fishing year t, and ĉpa(t) is the
predicted cumulative proportion of the catch-at-age;

− log(Llength) =
n

2

[
log(2π) + 2 log

(√∑
t,l(cpl(t)− ĉpl(t))2

n

)
+ 1
]

(18)

where cpl(t) is the observed cumulative proportion of the catch-at-length in fishing year t, and ĉpl(t) is the
predicted cumulative proportion of the catch-at-length; and

− log(Lcpue) =
n

2

[
log(2π) + 2 log

(√∑
t(U(t)− Û(t))2

n

)
+ 1
]
. (19)

Likelihoods corresponding to various data sources can be combined in a straightforward fashion to calcu-
late their combined effect, for example the total (negative log) likelihood of the model was − logLage +
− logLlength +− logLcpue.

Free parameters For the model runs that are reported here only one parameter, R(0), was estimated.

A Bayesian approach to parameter estimation was used (though with minimally informative priors); for details
see Appendix E.

Assumptions The main assumptions of the model were:

• observed (standardised) catch rates were proportional to abundance

• unfished stock was at equilibrium in 1946

• there were no recruitment deviations from the stock-recruitment relationship (no recruitment variation)

• constant natural mortality, average fish growth, weight-at-age, length-at-age, maturity and fecundity
(see Appendix F)

• two age–length keys (one for the 1994/95 data, and one for the 2007 data)

• accurate representation of total catch.
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2.3 Stochastic stock reduction analysis

The SSRA approach and the SALSA model are very similar in approach: they both remove historical catches
from a modelled population and compare model predictions with observational indices to estimate key pa-
rameters. However, there is an important conceptual difference in terms of model inputs: SSRA has an
additional likelihood term, P (N̂(T )|N(T )), representing the likelihood that the model has predicted N̂ num-
bers of fish at the end of the time series, given that we expected N (Walters, Martell & Korman 2006). There
is a similar additional term for comparing model predicted harvest rate (at the end of the series) with expected
harvest rate. The SSRA model thus requires independent estimates of stock status in 2007. For a detailed
description of the model, philosophy and estimation schemes see Walters et al. (2006).

There are also some important implementation differences:

• In the SSRA implementation, fish length is calculated from age using a (deterministic) von Bertalanffy
growth relationship; whereas in the SALSA implementation, all fish have an explicit length, and growth
into the next length class occurs probabilistically.

• The SSRA implementation uses an analytic relationship MSY, UMSY → κ,R(0) to re-parameterise the
model so that MSY and UMSY can be estimated directly (Forrest, Martell, Melnychuk & Walters 2008).

• The SSRA implementation also estimates natural mortality.

• The SSRA implementation includes recruitment variation (the stock-recruitment relationship is stochas-
tic).

• The SSRA implementation does not take discard mortality into account.

These implementation differences are important in three ways. Firstly, using both models means that a
wider range of model features were explored. For example, there was at least one scenario (see Table
3.1) where the effects of recruitment variation, discard mortality and explicit length classes were tested.
Secondly, the different parameterisations allowed multiple independent verification of parameter estimates.
It was possible to estimate MSY and UMSY directly using the SSRA approach, and (through the analytic
relationship) also to obtain R(0) and κ. These could then be compared against fixed κ values used in the
SALSA scenarios and MSY and UMSY values found via optimisation of catch in the SALSA model. Thirdly, a
separate implementation provided some measure of protection against implementation bugs.

2.4 Future projections under various management scenarios

In order to investigate the effect of various management proposals, the model was run past the year 2007 and
into a virtual future that was subject to various minimum legal size and harvest scenarios. This exercise was
not a fully fledged management strategy evaluation (Butterworth & Punt 1999) as there was no attempt to
incorporate implementation error (less than perfect compliance with a given strategy) and harvests were not
assumed to be subject to uncertainty. Rather, the guiding principle was that harvest would be at a level such
that recovery to 1.2BMSY (target biomass reference point as defined by DPI&F (2008)) would be achieved by
the end of a 10 year ‘rebuild period’, and that different minimum legal sizes would require different harvest
levels and subject the fishery to different levels of risk.

For the optimisations, three management strategies were examined:

• MLS remaining unchanged (35 cm)

• MLS increased to 40 cm

• MLS increased to 45 cm.
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and two model input scenarios were considered for each management strategy giving six ‘base case’ rebuild
scenarios. In order to account for delays in the full effect of MLS changes and harvest changes propagating
through the model, the simulation was run for another 25 years after the end of the rebuild period (an optimal
MLS under equilibrium conditions may differ from an optimal MLS for a rebuild; see, for example, Harley,
Millar & McArdle (2000)). The harvest rate for this period was set to 0.75 of the harvest rate that results in
MSY. This allowed the population to stabilise to a new equilibrium above the target reference point (1.2BMSY).

No recruitment variation (or other stochastic component) was incorporated in these optimisation runs. To take
into account uncertainty in the stock-recruitment dynamics, and to perform an elementary risk analysis, the
base case scenarios were run again 1000 times each with recruitment anomalies drawn from a distribution
lognormally distributed with mean 0 and standard deviation of 0.4. The future period (2008–2042) used
the harvest rates found by the above optimisation process. A risk analysis was conducted by counting the
number of trials where various reference points were triggered, both at the end of the rebuild, and the end of
the stabilisation (or ‘maintenance’) period.

In addition to a risk analysis of the base case scenarios, two variations on future harvest were considered:
constant harvest rate of 0.15 for the entire future period, and constant catch of 400 t per year for the entire
future period.
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3 Results

3.1 Model inputs

This publication reports on 15 different stock assessment scenarios (Table 3.1). These scenarios represent
model sensitivity analyses. It is important to understand that uncertainty is inherent in the data and is
addressed on two levels. Fundamentally, the model assumes that the data have been measured with error,
and structural components of the model are designed to capture this. On top of this is an approach called
‘sensitivity analysis’: re-running the model for a range of different values of key inputs and considering how
sensitive the model outputs (e.g. biomass ratios, MSY) are to the different input values. In many cases it will
be seen that certain inputs have relatively little effect on model outputs, and attention can then be focused
on those model inputs to which the outputs are sensitive. Differing values for these sensitive inputs lead to
alternative hypotheses on the status of the snapper stock and are investigated as thoroughly as possible.

The influence of deterministic input parameters (i.e. fixed) and different data on results were assessed by
changing one model input at a time from the base case analysis ‘scenario one’. Scenario one used data
and parameter values that best represent our knowledge of the resource and treated these as the base case
against which any changes are being compared. Altogether the 15 different stock assessment scenarios
compared (Table 3.1):

• two assessment procedures (SALSA and SSRA)

• two values of natural mortality representing maximum longevities of 23 (M=0.19) and 30 (M=0.15)
years

• two values of steepness adjusting the resilience of snapper to fishing

• three discard mortalities representing survival rates of released fish

• three time series of total harvests representing uncertainties in fishing mortality

• two different catch rate trends (recreational and commercial) for tuning model abundance

• three different combinations of age and length frequencies also for tuning the models.

Different vulnerability schedules were also tested on all model runs 1 to 13 and yielded similar model outputs.
The additional 13 results are not reported in this publication due to similar outcomes, but were reported to
the DPI&F Reef Scientific Advisory Group (DPI&F 2008).

The relationship between spawning stock size and recruitment is a critical input (or estimate) for stock as-
sessment. This relationship defines how much the spawning stock can be reduced before recruitment is
not sufficient enough to replace those being caught: a situation known as recruitment overfishing. Annual
recruitment to a fish population is essential for a sustainable fishery, but is naturally highly variable due to
the complex interactions of the spawning stock and the environment, and thus very difficult to quantify.

The ‘recruitment compensation ratio’, denoted κ, is a measure of the compensatory capacity of the stock-
recruitment relationship—to what extent does the stock compensate for reduced abundance by increased
recruitment? Specifically, it represents the maximum possible relative increase in juvenile survival as a stock
is reduced from unfished to near zero (Walters & Martell 2004, p. 57). The compensation ability of a stock is
a measure of how resilient the stock is to low stock levels (expressed relative to its performance at high stock
levels). In this study compensation ratio values of 5 or 25 were used. In other words, the stock was assumed
to exhibit a recruits per spawner ratio when heavily fished that was 5 (or 25) times greater than recruits per
spawner under virgin conditions. The κ values of 5 or 25 were also used in the 2006 assessment.

The following paragraphs briefly describe the data inputs into the stock models. The descriptions are specific
to each input. More detailed regional statistics are presented in appendices. Note the general term catch-
rate is used to describe relative-standardised catch rates. The stock modelling results in the following section
illustrate that 2007 biomass ratios were not sensitive to many of the uncertainties tested and that the tuning
data (catch rates, length and age structures) primarily determined the outcomes.
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Table 3.1: Model input scenarios

Scenario Stock
model

Natural
mortality

Compens.
ratio

Catch rate
data

Age and
length

Discard
mortality

Total catch

1 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational All 0.55 Base

2 SALSA 0.15 5 Recreational All 0.55 Base

3 SALSA 0.19 25 Recreational All 0.55 Base

4 SALSA 0.19 5 Commercial All 0.55 Base

5 SALSA 0.19 5 None All 0.55 Base

6 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational 1994-95 0.55 Base

7 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational 2007 0.55 Base

8 SALSA 0.19 5 Commercial 2007 0.55 Base

9 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational All 0.4 Base

10 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational All 0.7 Base

11 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational All 0.55 ↓ 20%

12 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational All 0.55 ↑ 20%

13 SALSA 0.19 5 Recreational All 0.55 Modified

14 SSRA Estimated Estimated Recreational None 0.55 Base

15 SSRA Estimated Estimated Commercial None 0.55 Base

Table 3.2: Survey estimates of snapper harvested by recreational anglers in Queensland.

Fishing Year Survey Number of fish Tonnes

1994/95 Ferrell & Sumpton 1997 237510 214
1997 RFISH 577000 519
1999 RFISH 527116 474
2000 RFISH 232354 209
2002 RFISH 296440 267
2005 RFISH 327783 552

3.1.1 Harvests

Total snapper landings estimated from Queensland waters ranged between 100 t and 200 t prior to 1975
(Figure 3.1). The annual harvests increased significantly to between 600 t and 850 t post-2002. The in-
crease in harvests post-2002 was a product of increase in average snapper weight from 0.9 kg to 1.69
kg. Based on survey estimates of recreational snapper harvest (Table 3.2), the average proportion of total
landings taken by each fishing sector was 66% recreational, 25% commercial and 9% charter. Major uncer-
tainties in the total landings related to the magnitude of the ‘estimated’ historical catches and the recreational
component (Figure 3.1). Estimates of recreational snapper harvest were infrequent and had methodological
limitations associated with the use of statewide telephone and diary surveys. The stock assessment consid-
ered uncertainties in the harvest time series with sensitivities±20% and modified +100% (with 20% standard
deviation) of relevant pre-1989 fishing years with a constant average snapper weight of 0.9 kg (Figure 3.2).
Commercial, charter and recreational harvests are illustrated regionally in Appendix D.

3.1.2 Catch rates

As advised by the DPI&F Reef Scientific Advisory Group (REEFSAG), two different standardised time series
of catch rates were used in the stock assessment: 1) commercial, and 2) combined index averaged over
recreational and charter catch rates (Figure 3.3). Annual standardised snapper catch rates differed greater
between commercial and recreational/charter sectors.

There was a minor temporal decline in commercial catch rates (1) between 1989 and 2002 (≈ −20%),
but catch rates increased thereafter. Overall commercial catch rates have been reasonably consistent and

14



3 RESULTS 3.1 Model inputs

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

Year

H
ar

ve
st

 (
t)

 

 
Commercial − fishboard
Commercial − estimated
Commercial − logbooks
Charter − estimated
Charter − logbooks
Recreational − estimated
Recreational − survey estimated

Figure 3.1: Reported and estimated snapper harvest landings (tonnes) by year and fishing sector from
Queensland waters
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Figure 3.2: Base case and alternate harvest history scenarios (tested in input scenarios 11, 12 and 13)

15



3.1 Model inputs 3 RESULTS

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
0

0.25

0.5

0.75

1

1.25

1.5

Year

R
el

at
iv

e 
C

P
U

E
 (

pr
op

or
tio

n 
sc

al
ed

 =
 1

 in
 1

99
3)

 

 
Commercial
Recreational combined

Figure 3.3: Two standardised catch rate series of snapper were used in the stock assessment: 1) commer-
cial, and 2) combined recreational and charter

stable. Commercial fishing effort was reported to have expanded eastward and northward during 1988 and
1999 (Sumpton 2002). The shifting spatial distribution of the commercial vessels to lightly fished areas
resulted in catch rates remaining stable. Hyperstablity in commercial catch rates can mask declines in stock
size and must be carefully considered in stock assessment (Hilborn & Walters 1992). Regional commercial
snapper catch rates were stable with declines only evident in Gold Coast waters between 1989 and 2003
and Swains Reefs waters from late 1990s to 2007 (Appendix D). Commercial snapper catch rates increased
in Sunshine Coast, Moreton and Gold Coast offshore waters after 2002 (Appendix D).

The combined recreational snapper index was derived by combining results from all charter and recreational
snapper catch analyses 2 to 5 (Table 2.1). The variance on predicted catch rates was greater than for
commercial catch rates, but showed a strong decline of about 50% between 1993 and 2007. Surprisingly
the trends in catch rates predicted from each of the different analyses 2 to 5 were in strong agreement
(Figure D.4); analysis 3 on independent Gold Coast charter snapper catch rates compared against all charter
snapper catches: R2 = 89%, analysis 3 against recreational diary snapper catches: R2 = 99%, and analysis
3 against boat ramp snapper catches: R2 = 95%). Further detailed investigation of snapper catch rates
showed clear declines in charter boat snapper catch rates from Sunshine Coast and Gold Coast waters
(Figure D.9), recreational snapper surveyed from boat ramps between 1994/95 and 2006/07 (Figure D.6),
and recreational snapper recorded through diary logbooks from inshore and offshore waters (Figure D.8).
The only clear increase in snapper catch rates was from charter vessels, fishing offshore Moreton Island
waters. In spite of the graphical declines observed, visual interpretations should be tempered by recognising
the reduced bag limit of five snapper and increased size limit to 35 cm in 2003. Vulnerability schedules in
the stock assessment adjust for the changed management effects on catch rates.
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Figure 3.4: Final calculated frequency distributions for snapper a) length, and b) age in 1994

3.1.3 Age and length

Age and length frequencies of snapper harvested from Queensland waters in 1994, 1995 and 2007 are
shown in Figures 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6. Note the different sampling procedures between 1994/95 and 2006/07
outlined in methods and appendices. Snapper age and length frequencies in 1994 and 1995 show most fish
were harvested between 30 cm and 45 cm total length (TL) and were less than seven years old. Snapper
age and length frequencies in 2007 were less truncated, showing a spread of fish harvested between 30 cm
and 70 cm fork length (FL)1, with a higher frequency of older fish. Age and size structures by region/sector
are presented in Appendix C.

The significance of age frequency truncation can be gauged simply through catch curve regressions. Catch
curves provide a simplistic measure of the total instantaneous mortality rate (Z), assuming that recruitment
and natural mortality are constant. Total mortality (Z) measures the combined effect of natural (M) and
fishing (F) mortalities on a logarithmic scale (Z=M+F). The application of catch curves involves fitting a
linear regression to the observed natural logarithm of frequency of fish-at-age that are fully recruited to the
fishery (Hilborn & Walters 1992, Haddon 2001, Sparre & Venema 1998). Snapper age at full recruitment was
defined between ages 3 and 11 in 1994/95 and between ages 4 and 12 in 2006/07. The Z threshold of 2×M
was used as a guide to classify overfishing and age truncation. Generally, target fishing mortality should

1FL=0.857×TL-0.222; 30 cm FL ≈ 35 cm FL, 60 cm FL ≈ 70 cm TL.
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Figure 3.5: Final calculated frequency distributions for snapper a) length, and b) age in 1995
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3.1 Model inputs 3 RESULTS

be less than natural mortality for the fish stock (≈ 1/2 to 3/4 of M)(Begg, O’Neill, Cadrin & Bergenius 2005,
O’Neill 2000, O’Neill & McPherson 2000, Patterson 1992, Wise, Marriott, St John, Lenanton, Johnson, Lai,
Baharthah, Williamson, Sumner, Blight, Cliff & Keay 2007). More precise estimates of F and Z were derived
in the stock models.

Catch curve estimates of Z in 1994 and 1995 exceeded 3×M (Figure 3.7). These values indicated severe
age truncation and high fishing mortality as reported by (Ferrell & Sumpton 1997) and (Allen et al. 2006).
Estimates of Z in 2006/07 were less than 2 times M (Figure 3.7). A sensitivity test of removing commercially
caught snapper from the 2006/07 length and age frequencies resulted in Z approximating 2×M (Figure 3.8).
This result illustrates the spatial and targeting differences between commercial and recreational fishing; see
also differences in snapper length frequencies in appendices.

3.1.4 Vulnerability schedules

The simple age-structured (VPA style) modelling on kept snapper catch-at-age frequencies produced rapid
increases in vulnerability (Figure 3.9). First age-group-at-full-recruitment to the fishery was predicted to be
three years pre-1993 (MLS = 25 cm) and four years post 1992 (MLS = 30 cm and 35 cm). Age group three
illustrates the greatest difference between the vulnerability schedules with proportions declining from 1.00
to 0.69 to 0.37 corresponding to increases in MLS (25 cm→30 cm→35 cm). Vulnerabilities were shown to
decline from 1.00 for the age-group-at-full-recruitment to 0.69 for older/larger snapper at age group 9. Due
to the limited numbers of old snapper, we were unable to estimate vulnerabilities for all age groups and so
vulnerability was assumed constant after age group 9 for all stock analyses. This peaked vulnerability curve
is common among reef fish and results from fish movement, selectivity of fishing gears and behavioural
patterns that make older/larger fish less likely to be caught (Allen et al. 2006). For future stock projections
under hypothetical MLS of 40 cm and 45 cm, the expected kept snapper vulnerabilities were defined as
a product of systematically advancing the 2003–2007 schedule. These vulnerabilities were described in
Section 2.1.4.

Figure 3.10 illustrates the calculated vulnerabilities for released undersized snapper. Expected discards are
shown to increase with increased MLS and snapper age. Increased MLS also broadens discarding across
more age groups. Irrespective of increases in discarding with increasing MLS, the effect of changing MLS
needs to be assessed by combining the kept and released fish vulnerabilities. The example in Figure 3.11
illustrates expected snapper survival from combining the vulnerabilities, assuming M = 0.19, discard mortality
= 0.55 and high fishing mortality = 40%. It is clear that with low discard mortality and when fishing pressure
is high, a larger MLS will protect snapper across more age groups.

3.1.5 Additional inputs for SSRA

As mentioned in Section 2.3, the SSRA model requires independent estimates of stock status in 2007.
In order to calculate P (N̂(T )|N(T )), we need to provide a mean and standard deviation for N(T ). The
following information was used:

• µN(2007) was set at 2 700 000; σN(2007) was set at 500 000

• µU(2007) was set at 0.25; σU(2007) was set at 0.15.

These pieces of information define distributions which act like priors—less likelihood is given to trajectories
which end up a long way from this ball park in 2007. As we did not have good ‘independent’ estimates of
stock status in 2007 these distributions were deliberately quite broad.
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Figure 3.7: Catch curve measures of snapper total mortality (Z; with 95% confidence intervals) estimated
from the final age structures in 1994, 1995, 2006 and 2007. Stronger negative values indicate higher fishing
mortality and reference point 2M = −0.38
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Figure 3.8: Catch curve measures of snapper total mortality (Z; with 95% confidence intervals) estimated
from recreationally caught fish in 2006 and 2007

21



3.1 Model inputs 3 RESULTS

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

Age group

R
el

at
iv

e 
vu

ln
er

ab
ili

ty
 (

pr
op

or
tio

n)

Harvested snapper

 

 
Pre1993
1993−2002
2003−2007

Figure 3.9: Vulnerability schedules for harvested snapper in the stock assessment between 1946 and 2007
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Figure 3.10: Vulnerability schedules for released snapper between 1946 and 2007, and for hypothetical 40
cm and 45 cm TL minimum legal sizes
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Figure 3.11: Snapper survival schedules for harvested and released vulnerabilities combined under natural
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3.2 Model outputs

3.2.1 Biomass ratios

The ratio of estimated biomass in any given year to estimated virgin biomass is an important indicator of
stock status. Figure 3.12 gives the biomass ratios over the history of the fishery for each of the 13 SALSA
model scenarios. Apart from scenario 8, all models estimate biomass in 2007 to be between 15% and 35%
of virgin. Given that the biomass which supports maximum sustainable yield is approximately 35% of virgin
for all scenarios (see next section), this is a finding of some concern. The weight of evidence suggests that at
least some rebuilding would be beneficial (from both a yield perspective and a risk-of-collapse perspective).
The more pessimistic scenarios (i.e. 2, 6 and 7) suggest significant rebuilding would be required to return
the stock to a level above BMSY.

Another concerning factor is the accelerating nature of the decline in biomass—the decline over the past five
years is the steepest yet seen (except for scenario 13, more on this below). While this looks like a rather
alarming ‘depensatory’ situation (the ability of the stock to replace itself is actually decreasing as stock size
decreases), it must be remembered that the only parameter being estimated in these scenarios is virgin
number of recruits, R(0). Hence the particular pattern of decline is governed primarily by the particular
pattern of harvest, which has been significantly higher over the last five years than at any point previously
(Figure 3.1). The effect of harvest pattern (as opposed to cumulative total) is brought out by scenario 13,
which uses a dramatically altered catch history, and ends up roughly in the middle of the range of estimates
(about 24%), but does not show this depensatory decline.2 Nevertheless, given the assumptions of scenarios
1 to 12, the reality is that harvest time series is driving the stock lower at an increasing rate. This is a strong
indicator that recent harvest levels have risen above BMSY.

Scenario 14 puts the biomass at close to 33% of virgin in 2007, near the top of the main pack of the SALSA
scenarios. Scenario 15 is even more of an outlier than scenario 8 with the biomass ratio in 2007 being
around 60%. Both scenario 8 and 15 rely on the commercial catch rate data (and scenario 15 relies on
it exclusively) for fitting purposes. Strong concerns regarding the hyperstability of this data set have been
expressed in Allen et al. (2006), and also by stakeholders at a recent Scientific Advisory Group (SAG)
meeting (DPI&F 2008).

3.2.2 Maximum sustainable yield

Figure 3.15 shows the MSY estimates for the thirteen SALSA model scenarios. Apart from scenarios 2
and 8, all other model scenarios result in a MSY of between 300 and 500 t, with the average value (over
the different scenarios) being very close to 400 t. This goes a long way to explaining the rapid decline in
biomass estimated by models in recent years—catch has been consistently above 400 t for the last five
years, and sometimes well above (e.g. the 2007 catch was estimated at 760 t). Figure 3.16 shows the effect
of changing MLS on these estimates. MSY was not affected by an increase to 40 cm MLS, and decreased
around 25–40 t with an increase to 45 cm MLS. A look at the yield-effort curves for scenario 9 (Figure 3.17)
helps to explain this. Under the 45 cm MLS, maximum sustainable yield dropped; however, for levels of
effort above that which relates to MSY, the higher MLS scenarios very quickly allowed greater catches to
be taken. This is because the 45 cm MLS afforded greater protection to the stock. For an equivalent level
of (high) effort, the status quo MLS (35 cm) cannot provide similar yields because the stock is likely being
recruitment overfished. The level of discard mortality is a critical factor in this analysis. With zero discard
mortality, the 45 cm MLS resulted in a higher maximum yield (as well as higher yields with higher levels of
effort). Conversely, much higher levels of discard mortality largely negate the benefits of higher yield with
increased MLS (Allen et al. 2006).

Figure 3.18 shows the posterior MSY and the posterior harvest rate at which MSY occurs for the two SSRA
model scenarios. The highest likelihood values for MSY for scenario 14 are between 350 t and 500 t, well

2In order to be more informed about the true likelihood of a depensatory situation one would want to have some relatively direct,
independent estimate of recruitment strength year to year (for example, a recruitment survey).
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Figure 3.12: The SALSA predicted exploitable biomass ratios for snapper between 1945 and 2007. The
parameters used in the various scenarios are defined in Table 3.1
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Figure 3.13: The SSRA model biomass ratios for snapper as produced from recreational catch rates. The
future projection after 2007 assumed a constant harvest rate (= 20%) equivalent to 2004/05 fishing. The
colour bar indicates biomass likelihood

Figure 3.14: The SSRA model biomass ratios for snapper as produced from commercial catch rates. The
future projection after 2007 assumed a constant harvest rate (= 20%) in excess of MSY. The colour bar
indicates biomass likelihood
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Figure 3.15: MSY, with deterministic confidence intervals, estimated from 13 SALSA model scenarios
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Figure 3.16: Effect of increasing MLS on MSY estimates
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Figure 3.17: Yield-effort curve for scenario 9 under the three MLSs

aligned with the SALSA estimates. Scenario 15 has implausibly high (and very uncertain) estimates of MSY,
which again points to hyperstability issues with the commercial catch rate data.
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Figure 3.18: Posterior probability for maximum sustainable yield and the corresponding harvest rate. Fitting
to (a) recreational catch rate data, and (b) commercial catch rate data

3.2.3 Future projections

Future projections (following the methodology described in Section 2.4) are given in Figure 3.19. Scenario
1 was chosen for the future projections as it was the original ‘base case’—it represented our best evalua-
tion of the most plausible combination of inputs. Two more scenarios were added to provide a contrasting
perspective and indicate to what extent future projections would vary based on a given alternative set of
circumstances. Scenarios 4 and 9 were chosen for this purpose. Scenario 4 was recommended by the
SAG (DPI&F 2008). It is possible that scenario 4 represents a somewhat optimistic perspective as it uses
the hyperstable commercial catch rate data and is at the top (except for scenario 8) of the 2007 biomass
ratios (Figure 3.12). Scenario 9 was included in order to investigate the sensitivity of future MLS strategies
to discard mortality (scenario 9 used a discard mortality of 0.4 as opposed to the base case value of 0.55).

During the rebuild period (mid-2007 to mid-2017) harvest rates were set such that 1.2BMSY would be
achieved in mid 2017. The harvest rates and other statistics for the rebuild are detailed in Table 3.3. The av-
erage harvest during the rebuild period for scenario 4, with the current MLS, was 379 t, whereas for scenario
1 it was 285 t. Under the relatively short period of the rebuild there was little difference between secenarios
1 and 9 in terms of average harvest. Note that, under a 45 cm MLS, the average stabilisation period harvest
is higher for scenario 9 than scenario 1 (337 t vs 329 t) and the biomass ratio in 2042 is also higher (0.51 vs
0.49). This gives a good indication of the influence of discard mortality rate (i.e. noticeable but not huge).
Average catch during rebuild and during stabilisation period was lower for higher MLS; however, note that
the higher the MLS, the higher the harvest rate.

Risk analyses are given Tables 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6. As discussed in Section 2.4, these analyses all use the MLS
strategies and model parameters consistent with rebuild scenarios a) to i), but with recruitment variation (at
σR of 0.4) and, in the cases of 3.5 and 3.6, modified future catch. Future catch/harvest rates for the analyses
of Table 3.4 use the harvest rates estimated by the optimisation procedure; Table 3.5 refers to simulations
with future harvest fixed at 400 t; and Table 3.6 refers to simulations with harvest rates fixed at 0.15.

Results in Table 3.5 assume 400 t is harvested fully under each MLS strategy. The consequence is that
a greater number of larger/spawning-stock fish will be harvested under a higher MLS, resulting in higher
risk of reduced snapper biomass. However, the fishery behaviour (harvest fixed at 400 t) forced in these
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Table 3.3: Rebuild scenarios. See Table 3.1 for details of the input scenarios

Label Input
scenario

MLS Avg.
catch
rebuild

Harvest
rate
rebuild

Biomass
ratio
2017

Avg.
catch
maintain

Harvest
rate
maintain

Biomass
ratio
2042

a) 1 35 cm 285 0.1141 0.4201 378 0.1300 0.4459

b) 1 40 cm 286 0.1396 0.4200 372 0.1500 0.4606

c) 1 45 cm 258 0.1620 0.4200 329 0.1549 0.4924

d) 4 35 cm 379 0.1308 0.4200 411 0.1300 0.4461

e) 4 40 cm 379 0.1595 0.4200 404 0.1500 0.4608

f) 4 45 cm 344 0.1847 0.4200 358 0.1549 0.4926

g) 9 35 cm 288 0.1158 0.4200 376 0.1300 0.4488

h) 9 40 cm 294 0.1447 0.4200 374 0.1500 0.4693

i) 9 45 cm 277 0.1752 0.4200 337 0.1549 0.5111

projections is unlikely; projections based on estimated harvest rates (≈ fishing effort) mimic more realistic
fishing behaviour. Estimates of MSY (Figure 3.15) and projections (Table 3.6) illustrate clearly the rebuilding
potential of harvesting snapper at less than 400 t and under a higher MLS.

The main points to come out of the risk analysis were:

• Harvest must be restricted to between 250–290 t for rebuild in the case of scenario 1.

• Harvest must be restricted to between 340–380 t for rebuild in the case of scenario 4.

• Harvest must be restricted to between 270–300 t for rebuild in the case of scenario 9.

• Higher MLS sustains a higher exploitation rate, but the 45 cm MLS will result in less harvest.

• Higher MLS is safer if future catch is fixed at 15% of exploitable biomass.

Table 3.4: Statistics for future projections of snapper population under rebuild scenarios a) to i) with recruit-
ment variation applied. Table gives the percentage of runs out of 1000 trials that the following reference
point triggers occur: Bstat1 - exploitable biomass in any year drops below 10% of virgin; Bstat2 - exploitable
biomass in 2017 is below 1.2BMSY; Bstat3 - exploitable biomass in 2017 is below BMSY; Bstat4 - exploitable
biomass in 2042 is below 1.2BMSY; Bstat5 - exploitable biomass in 2042 is below BMSY

Label Bstat1 Bstat2 Bstat3 Bstat4 Bstat5

a) 2 22 11 12 6

b) 1 19 9 10 4

c) 2 18 9 8 4

d) 1 22 10 12 5

e) 1 19 9 10 5

f) 2 19 9 9 4

g) 2 24 11 10 5

h) 2 20 9 7 4

i) 2 19 9 5 3
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Table 3.5: Statistics for future projections of snapper population under a variation of rebuild scenarios a) to
i) where future catch is fixed at 400t for the entire future simulation (from 2008 to 2042). For example, the
label a*) refers to a run with all parameters identical to a) in Table 3.4 except that all future harvest rates have
been replaced with a fixed future catch of 400 t

Label Bstat1 Bstat2 Bstat3 Bstat4 Bstat5

a*) 10 47 30 34 24

b*) 12 44 28 33 24

c*) 35 55 40 62 52

d*) 1 25 13 11 5

e*) 2 23 11 10 5

f*) 10 29 18 26 20

g*) 9 50 33 34 22

h*) 8 45 28 28 18

i*) 23 50 34 45 36

Table 3.6: Statistics for future projections of snapper population under a variation of rebuild scenarios a) to
i) where future harvest rate is fixed at 15% of exploitable biomass for the entire future simulation (from 2008
to 2042). For example, the label a†) refers to a run with all parameters identical to a) in Table 3.4 except that
all future harvest rates have been replaced with a fixed future harvest rate of 0.15

Label Avg. catch
rebuild

Avg. catch
maintain

Bstat1 Bstat2 Bstat3 Bstat4 Bstat5

a†) 432 441 1 43 12 37 6

b†) 383 421 0 21 4 8 0

c†) 321 376 0 13 2 2 0

d†) 502 487 0 33 7 37 7

e†) 447 465 0 14 2 10 1

f†) 378 415 0 8 1 3 0

g†) 427 443 1 43 11 35 5

h†) 381 428 1 19 3 7 0

i†) 323 389 1 9 2 1 0
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Figure 3.19: Rebuild scenarios a) through i) are detailed in Table 3.3. Mid-2007 to mid-2017 was a 10 year
rebuild period where the harvest rate was set such that the biomass in mid 2017 = 1.2BMSY. After the
rebuild, harvest rates were set at 0.75FMSY to maintain biomass at or above 1.2BMSY
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4 DISCUSSION

4 Discussion

4.1 Findings

The assessment used all available biological and fisheries data to provide an indication of the current level
of exploitation, and the sustainability, of snapper in Queensland waters. All indicators, apart from the stable
commercial catch rates3 and 2007 commercial catch-at-age data, suggest that snapper are likely being
harvested at or exceeding maximum sustainable levels (Figure 3.12). Model results indicate that exploitable
biomass levels are 15-50% of unfished or virgin biomass levels and that effort needs to decline from current
levels to enable stock rebuilding. These results are similar to those of Allen et al. (2006), though there is now
more evidence that the underfished hypothesis (based on commercial catch rates) is incorrect.

The assessment indicates that snapper will benefit from more restrictive regulation under all but the most
optimistic (lightly fished) hypotheses—the same conclusion reached by Allen et al. (2006). Even model input
scenario 8, which used the commercial catch rate data, put MSY at 530 t—well below estimated harvest
in 2007 (760 t). Furthermore, changes in size and bag limits alone will not promote larger stock sizes at
current levels of fishing (the effect of reducing the bag limit for the recreational sector from five to two was
estimated to lead to, at most, a 9% reduction in harvest). While discard mortality greater than around 20%
negates the maximum yield benefits of a 45 cm size limit, and while discard mortality in reality is likely
much greater than this (Stewart 2008), a higher MLS would provide greater protection for the stock under
most circumstances. As the yield-effort curves indicate, a 45 cm MLS would increase the yield that can
be sustained at higher levels of effort (Figure 3.17). Nevertheless, we do not necessarily recommend yet
another change in size limits as this would compromise the ability of future assessments to obtain a better
understanding of vulnerability (see below).

That leaves direct regulation of harvest or fishing effort as the only viable management option. Model
input scenario 4 (perhaps somewhat optimistic) predicts that rebuilding to safe levels in 10 years should be
possible with a 400 t fishery-wide quota. A risk analysis for this scenario suggests that the probability of
being below the target (1.2BMSY) in 10 years time is around 25%, and the risk of a fishery collapse under this
strategy is very small (≈ 1%). In contrast, if model input scenario 1 (perhaps somewhat pessimistic) tells a
truer story, then the same strategy (400 t quota) would have a 46% risk of not meeting the target and a 10%
risk of collapsing the fishery.

4.2 Model uncertainties

Although the best available data were used to determine the status of the stock, there was an inherent
level of uncertainty associated with the data and model assumptions. Major levels of uncertainty exist in
the key biological parameters of natural mortality and stock-recruitment, as well as in the fisheries data
of the historical and recreational catches; perhaps the greatest uncertainty in the assessment. Sensitivity
analyses identified small influence on biomass ratios for most of these uncertainties. The transparent and
comprehensive nature of the assessment should enable all stakeholders involved in the fishery to make more
informed decisions concerning the management of snapper, with a thorough understanding of the associated
uncertainties and risks. While we believe that we have examined the sensitivity of the model to variations
in most of the key parameters it is important to note the effects of differences in some of these parameters
to model outputs, particularly if they are outside the range of values tested in the sensitivity analysis. The
following paragraphs detail five areas of uncertainty that were not modelled exhaustively in this assessment
and require further investigation.

The first uncertainty of note is the confounding between a variable stock-recruitment relationship and stock
composition. An age (or length) composition that has a high proportion of younger (smaller) individuals, with

3It has previously been noted that hyperstability is most likely an issue in the commercial catch rate data. Three independent
recreational catch indices—Gold Coast charter, boat ramp survey and RFISH diary—all showed declines during the period 1993 to
2007, and were in strong agreement regarding the pattern of decline (Figure D.4). This lends further weight to the claim of hyperstability
beyond arguments already raised in Allen et al. (2006) and by stakeholders during the SAG (DPI&F 2008).
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numbers decreasing sharply as age (length) increases, is typically taken to imply high levels of mortality
(Hilborn & Walters 1992, p. 370).4 The 1994/95 age and length structures are particularly good examples,
with catch curves that indicate total mortality (and hence fishing mortality) was very high. However, if there
is a significant level of stochastic variation on top of a presumed deterministic stock-recruitment relationship
(one level of stock size gives rise to a range of recruitment levels) then this interpretation is not the only one
possible. A high proportion of smaller animals relative to larger ones could also be due to the appearance
of numerous strong recruitment years. This confounding is particularly vexing because the possible inter-
pretations are quite divergent—one of high fishing mortality and the other low fishing mortality and strong
recruitment. In order to remove this confounding it would be necessary to incorporate recruitment variation
into the estimation process for the stock model. One way to do this would be to estimate a recruitment
‘anomaly’ for each year of the fishery (for a concise summary of this topic and other approaches see Walters
& Martell (2004, p. 96)). Preliminary runs of the model using this estimation approach ended up with very
large recruitment anomalies estimated for the years 1993/94. The estimation process clearly preferred the
strong recruitment interpretation to the high fishing mortality interpretation. The problem with this estimation
is that we only had ‘snapshots’ of composition information (one in 1994/95 and one in 2006/07) to inform
the model, not a time series. Time constraints prevented a detailed investigation of this issue; however, the
following points are pertinent:

• While strong recruitment pulses are common in New Zealand snapper and snapper in southern Aus-
tralia, there is little evidence of the same phenomena in the east coast stock. The limited Queensland
data and a much longer time series of data from New South Wales both argue against strongly variable
recruitment (Ferrell & Sumpton 1997). Also, assuming low fishing mortality, strong recruitment over a
number of consecutive years would be needed to produce the 1994/95 composition structures, and
this is unlikely.

• The median biomass ratio in 2007 for the run with estimated recruitment anomalies was still within the
main group of model input scenarios (15% to 35%), so even if strong recruitment years are a major
factor the overall conclusions of the assessment are not likely to differ dramatically.

• While time constraints were a factor for this report, another issue was simply paucity of data: hav-
ing only ‘snapshots’ of composition information rather than a full time series. Our recommendations
are that a comprehensive age and length sampling program continue, and that some direct, fishery
independent index of recruitment strength be measured (recruitment survey). For more on recommen-
dations see Section 4.4. While we can never fill in the missing years, if these sampling and recruitment
monitoring regimes are maintained in future years the next assessment will have the data needed to
address this issue more thoroughly.

Another closely related complication that should be examined thoroughly once further age and length com-
position information become available is selectivity/vulnerability. As noted by Dr Walters in his review of the
Allen et al. (2006) assessment, obtaining a good understanding of how selectivity changes with age/size is
both important and difficult. Vulnerabilty schedules are difficult to estimate as they require information about
the catchability of various year classes, and it is well known that representative sampling of population age
composition is a virtually impossible task. Three minimum legal sizes that have existed during the recent his-
tory of this fishery, in addition to significant changes in commercial targeting (see below), have compounded
this difficulty. Accurate vulnerability schedules are important because the extent to which vulnerability de-
creases with increasing age or size is critical in deciding whether a lack of abundance of older/larger fish
is attributed to fishing mortality or simply to those older/larger fish not being caught. In this assessment we
used a combination of equilibrium virtual population analysis (VPA) modelling and ad hoc domain knowledge
(with significant contributions from the SAG (DPI&F 2008)) to arrive at selectivity schedules for the histor-
ical 25 cm, 30 cm and 35 cm minimum legal size periods, and for the proposed future 40 cm and 45 cm
strategies. However, with more data available, a future assessment should be able to approach this more
rigorously. It will never be possible to reconstruct historical vulnerability schedules for the vast majority of
years where no age–length data were available; however, by gaining more knowledge about current selectiv-
ities, the plausibility of various historical hypotheses may be assessed. Some of the information provided by

4A catch curve analysis is a pretty literal application of this observation.
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this additional data would be ‘used up’ on modelling the extra complexity of another change in MLS, and this
is a reason we caution against this strategy. Another related reason is that there is a strong desire amongst
stakeholders and managers for the impact of any management change to be measurable, and there are
difficulties with detecting impacts of MLS changes (Allen & Pine III 2000).

In discussing both of the above issues (stock recruitment-composition confounding and vulnerability sched-
ules), and in the population model itself, we have assumed a constant age–length relationship through time.
This is not necessarily true. In fact, one indication of heavy fishing is a change in the mean and variance of
size at age with mortality rate. If larger individuals are subject to higher mortality rates, the mean length at
age of surviving fish will shift downward as the fishing mortality rate increases, and the distribution of lengths
at age may not remain normal (Walters & Martell 2004, p. 120). Although the SALSA model represents
individuals’ size and age explicitly, and so is capable of capturing the effects of size- or age-selective fishing
on the population structure, what is required is for individuals to have persistent growth rates throughout their
lives within the model. In other words, we need to model a number of growth-type groups of individuals, each
with differing growth rates, and track these individuals and their growth rates through the model. Again, this
is something that needs to be looked at in a future assessment, and the extent to which this is possible will
be increased once more age and length data become available.

Fourthly, the east coast snapper stock is shared with New South Wales and yet this assessment treats
the Queensland snapper fishery as one stock in isolation to the New South Wales fishery. Tagging studies
(Sanders 1973, Sumpton, Sawynok & Castens 2003) have shown that while there are some extensive move-
ments of snapper, the majority of the stock is relatively localised and undergoes movements on the scale of
tens, rather than hundreds or thousands of kilometres. We thus contend that the degree of movement is rel-
atively minor and is unlikely to affect this assessment. In any case catch and effort trends, as well as length
composition information, tell a similar story in New South Wales (if any distinction is to be drawn one might
say that the situation in New South Wales is more pessimistic). The snapper status report from New South
Wales is available for download (Scandol et al. 2008). Little is known about the snapper larval distribution
and the contribution that snapper spawning in one region has on other areas. The east Australian current
(EAC) is believed largely responsible for maintaining the unit stock structure on the east coast snapper pop-
ulation (Sumpton, Ovenden, Keenan & Street 2008), largely due to the southerly transportation of eggs and
larvae. To what extent there is ‘leakage’ of recruits to New South Wales is undetermined and this is one
possible sources of uncertainty in our modelling of recruitment. A future assessment should incorporate all
available information on the east coast snapper stock, not just Queensland data.

Fifthly, discard mortality is largely unknown. The discard mortality range we used was based primarily on a
recent New South Wales DPI study of the New South Wales snapper trap fishery, focusing on how mortality
varies with capture depth (Stewart 2008). This study reported mortality of 55% for snapper caught at depths
between 45 m and 59 m, 39% for depths 30–44 m and about 2% for depths less than 30 m. The decision to
go with 55% as the base case in our assessment was discussed extensively during the SAG (DPI&F 2008).
It was based on the fact that the bulk of the Queensland catch comes from fish caught in depths of 30 m to
150 m. Clearly there are difficulties in translating the findings of this trap fishery study to the Queensland
line fishery (to start with water depth gives only an upper bound on capture depth, and line fishing has its
own particular mortality issues such as deep-hooking). Sensitivity analyses (scenarios 9 and 10 tested a
40% and 70% discard mortality rate) found very little effect in terms of the stock status (Figures 3.12 and
3.15). However, discard mortality is a critical input into the appropriateness of MLS strategies. The future
projections showed that if discard mortality is 40% rather than 55%, a 45 cm MLS would both allow higher
levels of harvest and lead to a higher biomass (Table 3.3). This is an issue requiring further attention;
however, beyond further sensitivity analysis there is little that can be done from a modelling perspective.
Information from shallow water studies in Victoria (Conron, Gritxi & Morison 2004) and deep water studies
in Western Australia (Jill St John, pers. comm.) gave snapper discard mortality rates of 5% and 70%
respectively.

In summary, there are a number of modelling issues that should be examined and/or incorporated in a future
assessment:

• estimation of individual yearly recruitment anomalies, carried out with an awareness of the stock
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recruitment-composition confounding issue

• better estimation and more thorough sensitivity analysis of vulnerability schedules

• model a number of distinct growth-type groups in the model, such that age–length is meaningfully
dependent on fishing mortality rates

• use the Forrest et al. (2008) leading management reparameterisation to get uncertainty directly in MSY
and UMSY

• incorporation of New South Wales data.

The spatial dynamics of the fishery are also relevant in tackling these uncertainties. The significant differ-
ences in estimated catch rates from the Gold Coast region compared to the Sunshine Coast and Fraser re-
gions are largely due to the predominance of different sectors in those regions—commercial in the north and
recreational in the south. However, there may in fact be actual differences in terms of the population structure
of the fishery. If that is the case a spatial modelling approach may be advantageous as it will benefit from the
existence of this spatial contrast. Equivalently, if there are only sectoral differences then a sectoral modelling
approach would still be useful. Furthermore, a spatially-disaggregated (or sectorally-disaggregated) man-
agement approach might be a very useful way of elucidating key parameters. For example, one might put a
regionally higher size limit on snapper in the south, and monitor what happens. If the size/age composition
changes in the south after the size limit it would be informative, and any response or lack of a response in
the northern regions could serve as a ‘control’ (Mike Allen, pers. comm.).

4.3 Various other issues

The following sub-sections detail issues that have come up in discussion with stakeholders and provide
additional information on various relevant topics.

Sensitivity to uncertain catch history

The use of boat registration information and Fish Board records to construct historic changes in harvest has
been criticised as a source of model bias. Likewise, there is uncertainty about the accuracy of recreational
harvest estimates. There is also some concern about the correctness of some commercial catches since
the 2003 investment warning. Despite this, we note that biomass ratios in 2007 were relatively robust to
the variations in catch (±20%), a result similar to that obtained in the Allen et al. (2006) assessment which
modelled a 50% variation in catch and likewise noted the relative insensitivity of the model to this variation.
Even when pre-1988 catches were modelled to vary by 100%, biomass ratios were relatively consistent with
the trends exemplified by the base case.

Feeder sub-stock near the Swains Reefs

In the past there has been a widespread belief that there is an unfished/lightly fished snapper stock (near
the Swains Reefs) that contributes the bulk of recruits to the fishery. We are aware of no evidence to support
this idea of a snapper stock in deeper water somewhere off southern Queensland. Information from the
Coral Sea fishery and deepwater (>200 m) line fishery logbooks confirm that snapper are not a significant
component of those fisheries. Commercial fishers who fish the Coral Sea and deeper areas off the Swains
also do not support this hypothesis.

Natural and discard mortality

Natural mortality has been modelled as either 0.15 (assuming relatively large maximum age of 30 years) or
0.19 (assuming short longevity of 23 years). Stock assessments of similar sparid fisheries in South Africa
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routinely use a natural mortality figure of 0.15, while in New Zealand the slower growth rate and longevity
of most snapper stocks result in estimated levels of natural mortality being half those used in the present
Queensland assessment. If natural mortality is lower than levels used in this assessment it would provide
for an even more pessimistic view of the stock status. We consider it highly unlikely that natural mortality is
greater than our base case estimate of 0.19.

Discard mortality is a key parameter and we have chosen to model a range based on snapper research from
Victoria, New South Wales (Stewart 2008) and Western Australia (Jill St John, pers. comm.). We believe,
however, that these estimates may not provide sound absolute estimates of line-caught discard mortality
and more likely highlight the relative effects of depth of capture on mortality. This is because the estimates
in New South Wales are based on trap caught and held fish while the Victorian studies were restricted to
relatively shallow water and there is some uncertainty around the high estimates (70%) derived from studies
in Western Australia. Certainly, lower levels of discard mortality than those used here would lead to more
optimistic assessment outcomes. A better understanding of size specific discard mortality is highlighted later
as a key area for further investigation.

Sumpton & Jackson (2005) have described the possible impacts of inadvertent trawl discard mortality on
subsequent snapper fishery yields. Based on levels of trawl effort during the mid 1990s they estimated that
on average 30 t of snapper were lost to the fishery due to trawl discards. Recent management changes have
seen a considerable reduction (50%) in trawl effort in Moreton Bay and elsewhere so it is unlikely that the
impact of trawl discard mortality continues to have this level of impact.

Differences between 1990s and 2006/2007 size and age structures

Marked differences exist between the Queensland snapper catch size and age structures of the mid-1990s
and those of 2006/2007. The data suggest an increase in the proportion of older age classes in recent years.
This is particularly the case for the commercial fishery, which nowadays clearly has a higher proportion of
larger/older fish than during the latter part of last century. At the same time, the age structures of snapper
from the commercial fishery in New South Wales have continued to reflect those of the 1994/95 data from
Queensland (i.e. suggesting high levels of total mortality). The commercial fishery in New South Wales
is predominantly a trap fishery and traditionally features a high proportion of smaller size classes, possibly
suggesting selectivity against larger fish.

Recent total mortality (Z) estimates for the Queensland stock were almost half those calculated during the
mid 1990s. There are several possible reasons for this, two of which—changes in vulnerability, and con-
founding with recruitment pulses—have already been mentioned. Vulnerability may have changed over time
for a number of reasons including the targeting of certain sized fish due to market price differentials based
on size, as well as different fishing techniques increasing the selectivity on larger size classes. Different fish-
ing techniques can greatly influence the size of fish landed. For example ‘patanosta’ rigs (relatively heavy
bottom sinkers with hooks placed above) select against the larger and older fish in a school when compared
with ‘floating rigs’ (usually a lighter running ball sinker). The relatively recent introduction of soft plastic lures
is also believed to be responsible for the increased catch of larger snapper, in the recreational sector in
particular.

There was a premium paid for smaller snapper during the 1990s and prior to that time, which may have
resulted in the selective targeting of small fish by the commercial sector (Ferrell & Sumpton 1997). In an
earlier yield-per-recruit assessment (Ferrell & Sumpton 1997), the price quoted for different sized snapper in
the Sydney fish markets during 1995 was:

• 24–32 cm FL $10.54/kg

• 33–40 cm FL $9.23/kg

• > 41 cm FL $8.64/kg.

No such price differential exists in the fishery in 2008, which suggests that incentives for targeting smaller
snapper no longer exist.
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Effect of recent and proposed spatial closures

There are a number of recent and proposed spatial closures that may have (or will in future) impact on the
Queensland snapper fishery, but the effect of these has not been incorporated into the current assessment.
Approximately 16% of Moreton Bay will be protected by no-take marine reserves from March 2009. Likewise,
there are parts of the Great Sandy Marine Park and the Capricornia Section of the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park (GBRMP) that offer limited protection to both adult and juvenile snapper. When the extent of snapper
habitat in Queensland is considered these areas protect less than a couple of percent of the snapper habitat
and would not contribute significantly to reductions in fishing mortality necessary to enable rebuilding of
snapper stocks. This is particularly the case given that the individual protected zones (particularly outside
the GBRMP) are relatively small in area and therefore offer even less protection to relatively mobile species
such as snapper.

Management in other jurisdictions

There is a wide range of management measures used to manage snapper fisheries in other Australian states,
with most relying on input controls such as size limits. There is also considerable variation in the reported
status of snapper stocks in those states.

Similar fisheries in the Gulf of Mexico (United States) have traditionally relied on input management controls
to rebuild depleted stocks of fish with similar life histories to snapper. In his review of the Allen et al. (2006)
stock assessment, Dr Carl Walters observed that increasing recruitment rates as Gulf of Mexico fish stocks
rebuild have led to very high discard rates, and consequent consideration of alternative management controls
(such as effort limits). Output controls (such as total allocated catch (TAC)) are relatively simple to implement
in large scale commercial fisheries but are much less effective in recreational fisheries where there are
difficulties in determining the precise catch, let alone providing a mechanism for reducing the catch should
the TAC be approached (or reached).

In New Zealand, output controls have been used to rebuild some overexploited snapper stocks. However,
the snapper fishery in New Zealand is dominated by the commercial sector, in which it is much easier to limit
catch due to reporting requirements and the relatively limited number of participants compared to recreational
fisheries.

Management to ensure MSY may in part also be compromised in this fishery by the possible desire to more
equitably share the resource amongst an ever-increasing number of recreational anglers. Increasing MLS
may have the effect of increasing the yield in terms of weight but it will also possibly cause a reduction in the
number of fish that can be sustainably harvested, and therefore reduce each angler’s numerical share of the
available stock. Model outputs were also particularly sensitive to the level of discard mortality, with predicted
gains in yield caused by increasing the MLS being reduced with increasing discard mortality.

4.4 Future research and monitoring requirements

One of the key requirements for future stock assessments is the accurate and precise estimation of total
recreational catch. This is particularly the case in the snapper fishery since over 60% of the catch is believed
to be taken by recreational fishers and yet there is considerable uncertainty in the catch and effort estimates
obtained for this sector (RFISH diary and phone surveys). Model outputs were relatively insensitive to the
level of recreational catch, yet any bias in estimates either way will influence the modelled stock status. If
output controls are contemplated in this fishery, then timely, accurate and precise estimates of recreational
catch and effort are even more important.

We believe that the impact of discard mortality, both in terms of incidental trawl catch as well as release of
line-caught fish, is a key area for further research and one which would greatly aid future assessments. Line
discard mortality is a parameter that is poorly known but which is critically important in determining model
outputs. The status of the fishery would be assessed to be in a more favourable position if discard mortality
was lower than the range tested in the models. Low levels of discard mortality would also increase the
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confidence in using MLS as management controls. This is because released fish would survive to contribute
to future catches and contribute to spawning and further recruitment. Barotrauma is clearly an important
issue in this fishery since the bulk of the catch comes from fish caught in depths of 30 m to 150 m. At these
depths barotrauma is likely to cause mortality of released fish. This indicates a need for better assessment
of mortalities associated with the capture and release of snapper in deeper offshore waters.5 Any steps to
ameliorate the effects of barotrauma through better fish handling/treatment would also benefit the snapper
fishery and fishers should be encouraged to appropriately treat fish suspected of suffering from barotrauma.

Likewise, we believe that every effort should be taken to minimise the mortality of juvenile snapper inci-
dentally taken in prawn otter trawls. This may involve the use of bycatch reduction devices to minimise the
incidental catch, as well as hoppers to improve the survival of those juveniles that are retained by the nets
and sorted with the target catch. While it has been argued that recent management changes have reduced
trawl effort, and bycatch reduction devices (BRDs) have reduced the level of incidental mortality we believe
that there is scope for even more improvement in bycatch reduction and hopper technology to the benefit of
this fishery.

The complexity and temporal variability of vulnerability schedules used in models has been highlighted as
a reason for increased uncertainty in model outputs. These schedules have a marked influence on model
outputs and increasing complexity of these schedules over time only serves to reduce model accuracy and
precision.

While we acknowledge that the independent assessment of population age structures is a worthwhile area
to consider, given the sensitivity of the model to the size and age structures of the catch, we note that this
is not an easy task. We believe that the current fishery-dependent monitoring should be maintained as the
information collected becomes more valuable the longer the monitoring continues. Although the vulnerability
of fish may change over time (due to market forces and technology), a properly designed sampling program
that representatively samples both the recreational and commercial catch will be vital to improving future
assessments.

We have already noted that independent assessment of the adult population is a difficult task, but we recom-
mend that the fishery-independent sampling of juvenile snapper may provide an index of relative abundance
that will aid future assessments. The fishery-independent monitoring should continue to collect data de-
signed to assess snapper recruitment using beam trawl sampling. The data will provide an index of juvenile
snapper abundance that can be used in future stock assessments. The benefits of these surveys are clearly
seen in other Australian jurisdictions, (i.e. South Australia and Western Australia) where beam trawl surveys
of pre-recruits are part of their snapper monitoring and assessment programs.

Regardless of what management changes are contemplated or introduced in the near future, it is imperative
that monitoring and future research provide timely information that will increase the accuracy and precision of
the next assessment. Given some of the difficulties highlighted in this assessment, we believe this can best
be achieved through a workshop that brings together the expertise of scientists and modellers from around
Australia and New Zealand to design a program that will assist researchers and stock assessment scientists
by providing the types of accurate and precise information needed to aid management of the snapper fishery.

5Barotrauma may cause greater mortality at shallower depths because fish brought up from very great depths often have ruptured
swim bladders and so are ‘deflated’ and can swim normally. It is often the fish brought up from intermediate depths that show the
greatest effects of barotrauma.
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A DESCRIPTION OF LENGTH AND AGE SAMPLING PROGRAMS

Appendices

A Description of length and age sampling programs

Size and age structure data 1994–95 Commercial catches of snapper (Pagrus auratus) from five regions
(Gold Coast to Swains) along the coast of Queensland were sampled between January 1994 and December
1995. Sampling took place throughout the year in some regions but sampling was most intense during the
months of July to October (the main spawning season). On days when sampling took place, fork lengths
(±1 cm) of snapper from complete catches were measured either on board commercial vessels or at market-
ing/processing plants. Sampling effort was allocated proportionally among regions based on the commercial
catch in each region. The initial aim was to measure at least 5% of the commercial landings from each region
over the sampling period. Recreational catches were sampled by interviewing angles when they returned to
boat ramps from Mooloolaba to Tweed Heads. Fish from most regions were exclusively line-caught, but a
proportion of those from the Gold Coast were taken in baited commercial fish traps. In each sample region,
sagittal otoliths were randomly taken from a sub-sample of the catch. Otolith sections were prepared as per
standard ageing protocols used by the DPI&F. Data were pooled across sexes, since previous studies in
New Zealand and elsewhere have failed to find any significant sexual difference in growth rate.

Size and age structure data 2006–07 There had been no size or age structured snapper sampling since
the mid-1990s but in response to recommendations from the Allen et al. (2006) stock assessment DPI&F
started routinely collecting biological data on snapper in southern Queensland in May 2006. Snapper were
recorded as part of an overall project to collect data that enable the length and age structure of the recre-
ational, charter and commercial retained harvest of a number of rocky reef finfish and other species to be
estimated each year.

The main guiding principle followed during planning of the collection of data was that most sampling should
occur at the times and in the places where most fish were being caught. Planning generally consisted of using
historical data to set target numbers of catches to sample, or sampling events to carry out. However, these
target numbers were used as guides and actual sample numbers varied according to logistic considerations,
as well as annual variability in the fisheries (i.e. departure from historical temporal and spatial patterns).
Note: post-survey sectoral, spatial and possibly temporal stratification of data is recommended to ensure
appropriate weighting of data prior to pooling.

Collection of biological data for snapper in 2006–07 relied totally on the voluntary participation of people
involved in the recreational, charter and commercial fishing industries, especially recreational fishers, charter
boat operators, commercial fishers and staff at seafood wholesale and retail outlets. Sampling events to
collect length data and samples of snapper included the following.

Recreational sector:

• Surveys were carried out at popular boat ramps between Bundaberg (north) and Currumbin Creek
(south).

• Surveys were carried out at Fraser Island during the 2006 and 2007 Toyota Fishing Expo and during
the tailor season (August–October).

• Recreational fishers who were keen to help monitor fish stocks, donated fish frames under the banner
of the ‘Keen Angler Program’.

Charter sector:

• A number of charter boat operators measured fish caught by customers.

• DPI&F-employed staff measured fish caught by charter boat fishers, especially on boats operating
from the Gold Coast.
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A DESCRIPTION OF LENGTH AND AGE SAMPLING PROGRAMS

Table A.1: Number of snapper aged by long term monitoring program.

Year Fraser
inshore

Fraser
offshore

Sunshine
coast

Brisbane
offshore

Moreton bay Gold coast

2006 6 147 90 14 8 3
2007 49 46 280 59 53 0
Total 55 193 370 73 61 3

Commercial sector:

• Surveys were carried out at seafood wholesalers, and at commercial fishers’ houses or at their fishing
vessels.

• Seafood wholesalers and retailers donated fish frames.

Fish frames collected during sampling events provided a source of sex data and otoliths, the latter of which
were removed and used later to estimate age of fish. Sampling of otoliths was stratified by length, as the
number of otoliths in each length class was capped at 10 each year.

Age of snapper was estimated according to documented protocols (DPI&F 2007, DPI&F In pressa). In short,
an experienced reader first demonstrated competency in reading snapper otoliths by being tested using a
reference collection of historical otoliths. Next, the qualified reader examined sectioned otoliths under the
microscope and recorded the number of annual increments and a classification of the marginal increment.
These data (i.e. increment count and edge classification) were combined with knowledge of each individual
fish (i.e. their date of capture) and of the species in general (i.e. nominal birth date and period of opaque
zone formation) to estimate the age class, age group and biological age. A proportion of the otoliths were
re-read to ensure the initial readings met or exceeded minimum standards of repeatability.
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A DESCRIPTION OF LENGTH AND AGE SAMPLING PROGRAMS

Table A.2: Number of snapper lengths measured by long term monitoring program.

Year Strategy Fraser
inshore

Fraser
offshore

Sunshine
coast

Brisbane
offshore

Moreton
bay

Gold coast

2006 Boat ramp
survey

9 0 311 104 11 49

2006 Charter
catch
sampling

0 44 57 131 0 115

2006 Commercial
catch
sampling

0 0 263 93 0 0

2006 Fraser
island
comp.

0 90 0 0 0 0

2006 Keen
angler

0 15 11 7 7 2

2007 Boat ramp
survey

154 57 319 227 394 138

2007 Charter
catch
sampling

2 299 173 366 0 824

2007 Commercial
catch
sampling

38 171 1709 170 95 0

2007 Fraser
island
comp.

0 62 0 0 0 0

2007 Fraser
island
survey

0 15 0 0 0 0

Total 254 757 2902 1155 0 1128
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B Spatial stratification
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Figure B.1: Spatial stratification of the Queensland snapper fishery. Colour indicates depth to 200m.
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C REGIONAL/SECTORAL AGE AND LENGTH STRUCTURES

C Regional/sectoral age and length structures
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D Regional/sectoral catches and catch rates
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Figure D.1: Regional snapper harvest (tonnes) taken annually by commercial vessels
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Figure D.2: Regional proportion of total snapper harvested by recreational anglers surveyed through RFISH
diary logbooks in 1997, 1999, 2002 and 2005
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Figure D.3: Regional snapper harvest (tonnes) taken annually by charter vessels
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Figure D.4: Comparison of annual standardised snapper catch rates (CPUE; catch per effort) predicted from
different fishing sectors’ data
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Figure D.5: Regional standardised snapper catch rates (CPUE; catch per effort) taken annually by commer-
cial vessels
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Figure D.6: Regional average standardised snapper catch rates (CPUE; kept plus released snapper catch
per boat day; with 95% confidence intervals) taken by recreational anglers surveyed at boat ramps in 1994,
1995, 2006 and 2007
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Figure D.7: Regional average standardised snapper catch rates (CPUE; kept snapper catch per boat day;
with 95% confidence intervals) taken by recreational anglers surveyed at boat ramps in 1994, 1995, 2006
and 2007
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Figure D.8: Average standardised snapper catch rates (CPUE; snapper catch per angler day) taken by
recreational anglers surveyed through RFISH diary logbooks in 1997, 1999, 2002 and 2005. Subplot 1)
are catch rates for kept plus released snapper and subplot 2) for only kept snapper taken from inshore and
offshore waters
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Figure D.9: Regional standardised snapper catch rates (CPUE; catch per effort) taken annually by charter
vessels
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E Bayesian analysis

Bayesian analysis is useful for handling uncertainty and bringing together multiple sources of information.
The posterior distribution in Bayesian statistics usually cannot be found analytically, and requires numerical
approaches in order to approximate it. Using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods one achieves this
by constructing a Markov chain (a probabilistic sequence of states where each successive state is dependent
only on the current state) of parameter vectors that has the posterior as its equilibrium distribution (the
distribution in which it will end up regardless of the initial value of the sequence). Once equilibrium has been
reached one can then treat successive values of this sequence as bona fide samples from the posterior.
The key insight of this technique is that such a Markov chain is easy to construct because we can find the
posterior probability of any particular parameter vector (from the likelihood function and the prior), and we
simply need to make the next parameter vector in the chain dependent on the current one in some (loosely
constrained) fashion.

Although the Markov chain is relatively easy to set up, the problem of assessing when it has reached equi-
librium is more challenging. One measure of convergence is the ‘Gelman statistic’ (Gelman, Carlin, Stern
& Rubin 2004), which is estimated as the ratio of the within-sequence variance to the between-sequence
variance—the idea being that convergence is attained when this ratio is very close to one.

Suppose we have simulated m parallel sequences, each of length n (after discarding the first half of the
simulations). For each scalar estimand ψ, we label the simulation draws as ψij(i = 1, ..., n; j = 1, ...,m),
and we compute B and W , the between- and within-sequence variances:

B =
n

m− 1

m∑
j=1

(ψ.j − ψ..)2, where ψ.j =
1
n

n∑
i=1

ψij , ψ.. =
1
m

m∑
j=1

ψ.j

W =
1
m

m∑
j=1

s2
j , where s2

j =
1

n− 1

n∑
i=1

(ψij − ψ.j)2

(20)

The Gelman statistic was used as a measure of convergence for all MCMC runs, and all reported results
(i.e. scenarios 1 to 15) were achieved with a Gelman statistic of 1.01 or less (1.05 is a conventional ‘trigger
level’). In general, one should not rely on a single statistic alone to assess convergence; however, in the
SALSA analyses we were estimating only one parameter, so convergence was not problematic and the
Gelman statistic dropped below 1.01 within 6000 iterations. SSRA scenarios were run for much longer—1
000 000 iterations—to attain similar levels of convergence. For future studies that incorporate recruitment
variation, and hence attempt to estimate a very large number of parameters, the assessment of convergence
becomes critical. We recommend the CODA R package is used for this purpose (Plummer, Best, Cowles &
Vines 2006).

Uniform priors were used for all SALSA runs, and the existence of multiple maxima (multiple peaks in
the likelihood function) were ruled out. Uniform priors were also used for the SSRA analyses: MSY ∼
Uniform(1, 1000), UMSY ∼ Uniform(0.05, 0.5) and S ∼ Uniform(0.75, 0.9). S = e−M , so S ∼ Uniform(0.75, 0.9)
corresponds to instantaneous natural mortality between 0.1054 and 0.2877. For scenario 15 the MSY upper
bound was increased to 1500: MSY ∼ Uniform(1, 1500).
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F Biological input parameters

Table F.1: Biological input parameters

Parameter Symbol Value(s)

Fecundity fl fl = 0.0005l2.9777/
∑
l 0.0005l2.9777

Maturity ml See Figure F.1
Growth transition Ξl,l′ See Figure F.2 (a)
Growth Λl,1 See Figure F.2 (b)
Weight Wl Wl = 0.0447095l2.79

Length l la = 83.1209(1− e−0.1015(a+1.6669))
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Figure F.1: Maturity
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Figure F.2: Growth relationships; see Sadovy et al. (2007, p. 18) for a full description of the growth model.
The standard deviation of the growth increment is an important parameter for this model; we used a value of
5.5008 which was found by gradient descent optimisation using the base case SALSA model (scenario 1)
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G Management measures in other Australian jurisdictions

Western Australia

Recreational sector

Separate management for different bioregions. Statewide:

• three hooks/line

• MLS 45 cm (prev 41) then in 2010 to 50 cm from Metro and SW zones only (i.e. Lancelin south)

• individual bag limit ranging from two to four for different regions. Boat limit of eight

• seasonal restrictions (proposed but not implemented):

– 15 Oct to 25 Dec in 2008/09

– 15 Oct to 31 Jan in 2009/10

– 1 Oct to 31 Jan from 2010/11 onwards.

• Tag system: 1400 tags to anglers in 2008.

Shark Bay:

• severely depleted stock in Shark Bay needs to be rebuilt by limiting total catch

• MLS Slot 50–70 cm

• spawning closures 15 Aug to 30 Sep.

Commercial sector–Westcoast Demersal Scalefish Fishery

Management plan introduced 2008: 2005 panel recommendations, 2006 consultation, 2007/08 implemen-
tation.

• MLS and gear limits

• mainly handline and dropline used

• individual transferable effort units (ITEUs) allocated

• monitored by vessel monitoring system (VMS).

Issues

Target to reduce fishing mortality by 50%.
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South Australia

Recreational sector

• MLS 38 cm

• seasonal closures 1 Nov to 30 Nov.

Separate management for different bioregions. Gulf of St Vincent, Investigator Strait and Backstairs pas-
sage:

• small snapper (38–60 cm) daily bag limit five, Daily Boat limit 15

• large snapper (>60 cm) daily bag limit two, daily boat limit six.

All other South Australian waters:

• small snapper (38–60 cm) daily bag limit 10, Daily Boat limit 30

• large snapper (>60 cm) daily bag limit two, daily boat limit six

Commercial sector–Marine Scalefish Fishery

• 538 t (2005/06), Spencer Gulf (80%), Gulf of St Vincent (8.3%) West Coast (8.2%)

• use of all nets prohibited in 1993

• commercial longline restricted to 400 hooks/day

• seasonal closures 1 Nov to 30 Nov.

Issues

Biomass driven by variations in recruitment strength.

Victoria

Recreational sector

Recreational fishing licence:

• $5.50 (two days)

• $11.00 (28 days)

• $22.00 (one year)

• $60.00 (three years).

Management arrangements:

• MLS 28 cm

• bag limit 10 (of which no more than three can be equal to or greater than 40 cm)

• some general area closures in place

• gear restrictions (four lines/two hooks per person).
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Commercial sector

• 76 t to 115 t live weight (2001–06)

• status assessed as fully exploited

• area and seasonal closures—restricted to specific bays/inlets

• gear restrictions.

Issues

Recent commercial restructure:

• 2000—voluntary buyback to reduce effort (108 of 208 licences removed), commercial fishing ceased
in Shallow, Tamboon and Anderson Inlets

• 2003—commercial fishing closed in Mallacoota In let and Lake Tyers

• 2005—voluntary buyback removed a further 14 licences (<80 licences remaining)

• 2006—removal of netting from Western Port Bay, further buybacks.

New South Wales

Recreational sector

Recreational fishing licence:

• $6.00 (three days)

• $12.00 (one month)

• $30.00 (one year)

• $75.00 (three years).

Management arrangements:

• MLS 30 cm

• bag limit 10

• some general area closures in place

• gear restrictions (four lines/three hooks per person).

Commercial sector

Ocean trap and line fishery:

• status assessed as growth overfished

• gear restrictions—30 traps maximum, restrictions on numbers and hooks used in set (60 hooks) and
drift lines (30 hooks).
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Issues

• recent commercial restructure

• shared stock with Queensland

• recovery program required due to growth overfishing.

Tasmania

Recreational sector

• no size limit but 30 cm MLS proposed

• general possession limit of 15 (proposed bag limit of two per person).

Commercial sector

Commercial scalefish fishery:

• low catches

• multiple gears used.

Issues

• little known of stock structure

• relatively rare in southern Tasmania but common in north.
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H Symbols

Symbol Meaning

Nl,a,s(y) Numbers of fish of age a and sex s in length class l at the beginning of year y
κ Goodyear’s ‘compensation ratio’; Myers’ α̂
c(y) Catch rate (catch per unit effort)
C(y) Catch (total harvest)
B(y) Exploitable biomass
va(y) Vulnerability to fishing of a fish of age a
v′a(y) Vulnerability to discarding of a fish of age a
U(y) Exploitation rate (i.e. total catch / exploitable biomass) in year y
U ′(y) Exploitation rate due to discard mortality, calculated as U ′(y) = U(y)×DM
q Catchability
Y Number of fishing years
Wl,s Weight of fish of length l and sex s
E(y) Annual egg production in year y
Nl,a,s(y) Number of fish of age a and sex s in size class l in year y
fl Fecundity (average number of eggs) of a female in size class l
ml Average proportion of mature females (maturity) in size class l
Λl,1 Fraction of fish in length class l for age 1 individuals
Ξl,l′,s Fraction of fish of sex s in size-class l′ that grow into size-class l during the year
Ms Instantaneous rate of natural mortality for fish of sex s
DM Discard mortality rate
Rl,s Number of recruits (age 1 fish) of sex s in size class l
MSY Maximum sustainable yield
UMSY Exploitation rate at maximum sustainable yield
S Survivability = e−M
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Executive Summary 

 

This report reviews the 2008 assessment of the Queensland snapper fishery at the request of the 

Queensland Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries.   

The main conclusions of the assessment are justified: that the Queensland snapper stock is either fully 

fished or over fished, and that a reduction in harvest levels will be needed to promote stock rebuilding.   

The fundamental issue in assessing this stock is the decision as to which, if either, of the two catch rate 

time series (commercial and recreational) is more likely to be proportional to snapper abundance.   A 

second important issue is the reconstruction of the catch history, which is highly uncertain. 

Two important areas of future research are the continued collection of catch at age data and the 

reconstruction of the catch history of the recreational fishery. 

Recommendations concerning ways to improve the stock assessment focus on the modelling of 

vulnerability; the modelling of growth variability using multiple growth types; some ways to explore 

model results; adding uncertainty to stochastic projections; and the possible use of other assessment 

tools. 
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1. Review of the assessment report 

This report reviews the 2008 assessment of the Queensland snapper fishery (Campbell 

et al. 2008) at the request of the Queensland Department of Primary Industries and 

Fisheries (DPI&F).  Terms of reference for the review are given in Appendix 1. 

I agree with the authors’ general conclusions that the Queensland snapper stock is 

either fully fished or over fished, and that a reduction in harvest levels will be needed 

to promote stock rebuilding.  I also agree that the level of uncertainty associated with 

both the data and model assumptions is substantial.  However, there are some parts of 

the report that I disagree with, and I found other parts not well described.  This is 

perhaps understandable as the authors had to deal with some difficult issues, including 

an uncertain catch history and conflicting data, and this assessment, like most, seemed 

to be subject to tight time constraints.   

1.1 Key issues 

To provide a setting for the comments that follow I first describe what I believe to be 

the two key issues in this assessment and then discuss some other matters that are of 

less importance. 

The fundamental issue in assessing this stock is the decision as to which, if either, of 

the two catch rate time series (commercial and recreational) is more likely to be 

proportional to snapper abundance.  This is primarily a question of plausibility, which 

requires an in-depth knowledge of the two fisheries (including any historical changes 

in fishing practice or management that might affect catch rates), rather than a scientific 

decision.  However, I note that there is a strong desire amongst both commercial and 

recreational fishers to maintain and improve catch rates.  Thus it seems more likely 

that catch rates should remain stable while abundance declines than vice versa.  For 

that reason I support the authors’ decision to use the recreational catch rates in their 

base case assessment (Scenario 1).   

The second key issue is the reconstructed catch history.  The most important thing 

here is the total historic catch (summed over all years).  As is shown by the results for 

Scenarios 11 and 12 in Figure 3.12, this has no effect on the current status of the 

population (i.e., the current biomass as a proportion of the virgin biomass).  However, 

it has a directly proportional effect on the estimated maximum sustainable yield 

(Figure 3.15) and I would expect it to have a similar effect on rebuild catches.  That is, 
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an increase (or decrease) of 20% in all historic catches would cause a similar increase 

(or decrease) in the future catch levels needed to meet stock rebuilding targets.   

The age and length frequency data are not key issues in this assessment.  It appears 

that the authors chose, for their base case assessment, to switch from the previous 

assessment model (SSRA) to a more complex model (SALSA) in order to be able to 

use these data, and thus “optimise the use of all available data” (p. 2).  This is a good 

idea in principle.  However, from what has been presented in this assessment I am not 

convinced that these data contain any useful information about the current status of the 

stock or future management actions.  There are two main problems with these data.  

First, in the way that have been used they appear to be inconsistent with the 

assessment (in that they show an unexplained increase in the proportion of larger/older 

fish).  I think the appropriate way to deal with such an inconsistency is either to 

change the model assumptions (specifically those relating to vulnerability) to remove 

it, or to include the data only as a sensitivity analysis.  Second, these data can be used 

in the assessment only in conjunction with some rather strong, and somewhat 

arbitrary, vulnerability assumptions (see Section 1.4 below).  I am also concerned, but 

to a lesser extent, about the growth assumptions in the SALSA model (see Section 1.5 

below). 

Discard mortality is not a key issue either.  That is not to say that it is unimportant in 

the management of the fishery.  Clearly, if there is substantial discard mortality then 

reducing that mortality would increase the sustainable catch.  However, I note that 

there appear to be no data on discard mortality in this fishery (the rate assumed in the 

assessment was based on a study of a trap fishery in NSW) and the assessment model 

is insensitive to changes in the assumed rate of discard mortality (see results for 

Scenarios 9 & 10 in Figure 3.12).  Further, the effect on projections of changes in 

discard mortality is relatively small (see Tables 3.3–3.6).   

1.2 Catch rate standardisation 

The standardisation of catch rates in this assessment seems to have been done well.  

The methods used, as described in Section 2.1.2, are standard, though I can’t judge 

how appropriately they were applied without seeing any model-fitting diagnostics.  

My experience with such methods is that they are quite forgiving (i.e., changes in 

model assumptions often have little effect on the trend in the standardised catch rates).  

I think that the decision on whether to use the commercial or recreational catch rates 

in the assessment (see above) is probably much more important than details of the 

standardisation procedure.   
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Nonetheless I think more information should have been provided about the results of 

the standardisations.  For example, we should see which of the potential explanatory 

variables that were offered in each standardisation (as shown in Table 2.1) were 

selected in the stepwise procedure.  It is also a useful diagnostic to see the effects of 

each predictor.  For example, I assume the variable ‘lunar’ refers to the phase of the 

moon.  If this predictor was selected we should be shown what it predicts (i.e., which 

phases of the moon produce, on average, the highest and lowest catch rates, and how 

big is the difference between these).  Showing these results helps readers to judge the 

plausibility of the standardisation. 

1.3 Reconstruction of the catch data  

As noted above, this is a key issue for the snapper assessment.  There is great 

uncertainty about the recreational catch, which is a major component of the total 

catch.  Though this uncertainty has relatively little effect on estimates of current status 

it does directly affect sustainable yields and recommended future catches.   

I see two problems with the approach used to reconstruct the recreational catches 

using equation (2).  One assumption is that in each year the recreational fishing effort 

is proportional to the number of registered fishing vessels: y

y

ves
E E

ves



.   That seems 

reasonable.  The catch in each year (as a number of fish) was calculated by 

multiplying this estimated effort by a standardised catch rate from Figure 3.3 – either 

the mean, c , for years before 1993, or the estimated value for the year, cy, otherwise.   

The first problem is that for the pre-1993 catches this is inconsistent with the model 

assumptions for most scenarios (i.e., those in which the recreational catch rates are 

assumed to be proportional to abundance).  In these scenarios, the pre-1993 catches 

will be under-estimated because the true pre-1993 catch rates should be higher than c  

(because the pre-1993 abundances are higher than those for the 1993–2002 period 

over which c  is defined, as shown in Figure 3.12).  The only alternative I can suggest 

is to consult people with a knowledge of the history of this fishery and use this 

knowledge to construct one or more plausible catch histories.  This is rather crude, but 

is often the best that can be done.  For example, a simple catch history can be 

constructed by (a) deciding whether the catch history was more likely to have 

followed a linear or exponential growth, and (b) asking knowledgeable people to 

estimate of the catch in some earlier year as a fraction of the current catch.  (My 

experience is that if you ask people how big the recreational catch used to be in, 1970 

(say), they will say they have no idea.  However, you are more likely to get a useful 

answer if you ask them questions like “could it have been as much as 50% (or 25%, or 

10%) of the current catch?”.)        
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The second problem is that the estimated recreational catches were converted from 

numbers to biomass by multiplying by a mean fish weight that was assumed equal to 

0.9 kg for all years up to and including 2002, and 1.7 kg thereafter.  This abrupt 

change in mean fish weight in the recreational catch seems quite implausible to me.   

It implies that the huge difference between the length- and age-frequencies in 1994–95 

and 2006–07 was caused solely by the increase in MLS (minimum legal size) in 2003, 

which doesn’t make sense.  Such an increase removes smaller fish from the catch, but 

it doesn’t add bigger fish.  I note also that the assumed fish weights ignore the effect 

of the change in MLS in 1993.  I think it is possible to avoid any assumption about 

mean fish weights by entering the recreational catches into the model as numbers, but 

retaining the charter and commercial catches as weights (the model would then 

convert the recreational numbers to weights using its predicted mean weights). 

1.4 Vulnerability schedules  

I disagree with many of the assumptions underlying the vulnerability schedules used 

in the assessment.  There are three problem areas.  First, I think it was a mistake to 

estimate vulnerability outside the stock-assessment model using equation (3), which is 

simplistic because it assumes equilibrium age structure.  There is no need to make 

such an assumption if the vulnerability parameters are estimated inside the model, as 

is usually done.  Second, a series of questionable assumptions was made in generating 

the five vulnerability schedules shown in Table 2.2 from the two schedules, vav and 

v2007, that were calculated using equation (3).  One assumption was that all five 

schedules were identical on the right-hand side.  Why should this be true?  It seems 

inconsistent with the huge increase in older/larger fish between 1994–95 and 2006–07.  

The other assumptions, which concern how a change in MLS will affect the left-hand 

side of vulnerability schedule, seem rather ad hoc to me (notwithstanding the 

justification given in the sentence preceding Table 2.2).  The third problem is that it is 

not possible to estimate the discard vulnerability from the other vulnerability, as is 

done at the top of p. 8.  The authors effectively acknowledge this problem in their 

reference to ‘severe underestimates’, but their solution – multiplication by four (last 

sentence of Section 2.1.4) – is completely arbitrary.  I describe below (see Section 3.2) 

how I think most, but not all, of the above problems might be avoided. 

1.5 Model assumptions  

I was pleased to see the dynamics of the SALSA model comprehensively described in 

the equations of Section 2.2.  However, there were three aspects of the way this model 

was used in the assessment that were not well described.  The first was, which model 
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parameters were fixed, and which were estimated.  It wasn’t until Section 3.2.1, that I 

discovered that only one parameter, R(0), was estimated (although this statement 

seemed to be contradicted by the caption to Figure F.2).    

The second lack was a rationale for the choice of base-case values for the key fixed 

parameters, M & κ.  For the former, the choice seemed to be based on a belief about 

longevity (p. 12), but I was unclear about the basis for that belief.  For the latter, the 

only justification seemed to be that the values of 5 and 25 were used in the 2006 

assessment (Allen et al 2006).  Actually, three values were used in that assessment (5, 

25, and 66), and most of the analyses used 5 or 66.  It should also be explained why, 

for both these parameters, the base-case value seemed to be chosen to lie at the 

extreme of the range of plausible values, rather than in the middle, as is usual (note 

that there was no sensitivity analysis for a higher M or a lower κ, and see the statement 

on p. 37, “We consider it highly unlikely that natural mortality is greater than our base 

case estimate of 0.19”).  I don’t mean to imply that I think the base-case values for 

these parameters were necessarily wrong.  I’m simply saying that their choice needs to 

be better justified. 

The third lack was information about the weight given to each type of observation 

(catch rates, length frequencies, and age frequencies).  This weight is expressed in the 

associated likelihood functions, usually as one or more standard deviations (s.d.s) or 

coefficients of variation (c.v.s).  The smaller the s.d.s (or c.v.s) are, the more weight is 

given to that observation (more weight means the model tries harder to fit the 

observation).  The importance of these weights is discussed in the next section. 

I think the growth sub-model is a great weakness of the SALSA model, and this 

substantially limits the inferences that can be made about the snapper fishery using 

age and length observations.  As far as I can tell, from the very limited information 

provided, the growth sub-model has just three parameters: ℓ∞, k, and σ (using the 

notation of Sadovy et al. (2007); their parameters were sex-specific, but I infer from 

Figure F.2 that this was not the case in the snapper assessment).  I assume that the first 

two of these were fixed, and came from some unspecified age-length data set; the third 

was said to have been estimated from the model observations (see caption to Figure 

F.2).  The question that is not addressed in the assessment is how do we know that this 

model adequately describes growth in this stock?  For example, the model assumes 

that the annual growth of a fish of a given length is independent of its age, and also 

that variability in this growth is independent of both age and size.  Such assumptions 

are often made purely for convenience (i.e., to limit the number of parameters needed). 

What evidence do we have that they are true for this stock?  If they are not, SALSA 

will misinterpret the age and length frequencies.  Even if they were true, how do we 
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know that the assumed parameter values are correct?  If I’m correct about the source 

of values for ℓ∞ and k, then information about age-based growth has been used to infer 

length-based growth, which I think is a mistake (Francis 1988). 

1.6 Sensitivity analyses   

The 15 scenarios of Table 3.1 provide a good range of sensitivity analyses for this 

assessment.  However, I felt there was insufficient interpretation of the results in the 

report.  This interpretation serves two purposes: it helps to confirm that our model is 

adequate and performing correctly; and it ensures that we fully understand the 

implications of the results. 

An obvious aid for this interpretation is a set of plots showing how well the model 

fitted the observations (catch rates and age- and length-frequencies) in each scenario.  

If the fit is poor enough (as I suspect it would be for the frequency observations) this 

tells us we must either modify our assumptions or reject some observations.  It appears 

to me (from a comparison of Figures 3.3 and 3.12) that the catch rate data were 

reasonably well fitted in Scenario 1 but not in Scenario 8.  We need to understand the 

lack of fit in Scenario 8.  I’m guessing that this arises from some conflict between the 

two types of observation (catch rates and frequencies).  By this I mean that it is 

impossible, given the model assumptions, to fit both types of observations well.  If 

there is such conflict, the results from the modelling will depend strongly on how 

much weight has been given to each type of observation (see Section 1.5), so we 

should look at this weighting and be sure we are happy with it. 

There are several other results I didn’t understand.  Why did removing the catch rate 

data in Scenario 5 have little effect? (I found that very surprising).  Why is the 

assessment using the recreational catch rates more optimistic when the age and length 

observations from both years are used (Scenario 1) and more pessimistic when only 

one year’s observations are used (Scenarios 6 & 7)?  Why does dropping the earlier 

year’s age and length observations make the assessment more pessimistic with the 

recreational catch rates (cf Scenarios 1 and 7) and more optimistic with the 

commercial catch rates (cf Scenarios 4 and 8)?   

Here are some other model results that I expected to see but didn’t.  Each could, 

potentially, tell us something about the appropriateness of the model assumptions. 

 A comparison of the mortality estimates from the age data (Figures 3.7 & 3.8) 

with those estimated by the model (are they consistent?) 
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 A comparison between the assumed values of M and κ in the SALSA model 

and  the estimated values from the SSRA model 

 A comparison between the assumed mean weight of fish in the recreational 

catch (0.9 kg for all years up to and including 2002, and 1.7 kg thereafter) and 

that estimated by the SALSA model 

I think it was a pity that the deterministic projections (Table 3.3) were restricted to just 

3 of the 15 scenarios.  Two important result from these projections are contained in the 

“Avge. Catch Rebuild” column of this table.  The first is how much catch can be taken 

from the stock in the next 10 years if it is to rebuild at an acceptable rate with no 

change in MLS.  Readers of this report may not realise how sensitive this result is to 

some model assumptions (e.g., I would expect to get quite different rebuild catches 

from Scenarios 2, 11, and 12).  The second important result is how much the rebuild 

catch changes if the MLS is increased.  I don’t think this needs to be evaluated for all 

scenarios.  In fact, because of my concerns about the robustness of assumptions 

underlying the relationship between MLS and vulnerability schedules (see Section 1.4 

above) I think that all results concerning the effect of increasing MLS (including 

Figure 3.16 and rebuild scenarios b, c, e, f, h, and i) should be treated as illustrative, 

rather than definitive.  For example, Figure 3.16 is very useful in showing that the 

relationship between MLS and MSY (maximum sustainable yield) may be highly non-

linear, but I don’t think we can be confident that, for snapper, an increase in MLS 

from 35 cm to 40 cm will have a much smaller effect on MSY than one from 40 cm to 

45 cm, as this figure suggests.   

I found it difficult to draw clear conclusions from the results of the stochastic 

projections of Tables 3.4–3.6, most of which are presented in terms of the risk 

statistics Bstat1 – Bstat5.  All these statistics were formulated so that the bigger the 

statistic, the greater the risk.  That’s a common and useful way to present such results. 

However, to draw clear conclusions from them we would need to know how big each 

statistic needs to be before the associated risk would be deemed unacceptable.  I will 

say more about this at the end of Section 2. 

2. Management recommendations 

I identified the following four management recommendations in Findings (Section 

4.1) and/or Non-technical summary parts of the assessment report.  They are based, in 

part, on the finding that the snapper stock is either fully fished or overfished. 

MR1:  More restrictive regulation is needed to promote stock rebuilding 
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MR2: Changes in size and bag limits alone will not be enough 

MR3: A change in size limit (i.e., an increase in MLS) is not recommended 

MR4: Harvest levels less than 400 t should allow stock increases within 

acceptable levels of risk 

The presentation and discussion of these recommendations (and other findings) was 

somewhat confused by an unhelpful lack of clarity about the relative status of the 15 

scenarios of Table 3.1.  In some places, clear priority was given to Scenario 1 (e.g., 

“Scenario one used data and parameter values that best represent our knowledge of the 

resource” p. 12; “Scenario1 ... represented our best evaluation of the most plausible 

combination of inputs”, p. 29).  Elsewhere it seemed to be presented as just one 

amongst a group of scenarios (e.g., see Figure i; also the statement (p. 33) that current 

biomass is 15%–50% of virgin levels, with no mention of a best estimate; also the 

discussion in paragraph 3 on p. 33 seems to give Scenarios 1 and 4 equal weight when 

one is characterised as “perhaps somewhat optimistic” and the other as “perhaps 

somewhat pessimistic”).  I think there are good grounds to treat Scenario 1 as a base 

case from which best estimates are derived.  The role of the other scenarios is to 

indicate the range of uncertainty about the best estimates.  It is not helpful to treat all 

scenarios as having equal validity. 

Since Scenario 1 (and most other scenarios) estimates the current biomass to be well 

below BMSY (Figure 3.12), which I take (from Figure i) to be the level below which a 

stock is deemed by DPI&F to be overfished, the authors’ “focus on management 

strategies to provide for stock rebuilding” (see TOR 3, Appendix 1) seems very 

appropriate, as does MR1. 

Before commenting on the other management recommendations I would like to 

discuss a salient difference between this stock assessment and what I am more used to 

seeing.  In New Zealand assessments, reference points such as Bcurrent, B0, and BMSY 

(and various ratios of these) are usually presented in terms of spawning (or mature) 

biomass, rather than vulnerable (or recruited) biomass, as was done for snapper.  The 

logic behind this is that the primary task of fishery management is to ensure 

sustainability of the stock, and that this is best achieved by keeping the spawning 

biomass from falling so low that future recruitment might be jeopardised.  Thus we 

use spawning biomass indicators to determine whether the sustainability of the stock 

might be compromised.  Indicators based on vulnerable biomass tell us about the 

(short-term) health of the fishery (as opposed to the fish stock).  For example, a low 

vulnerable biomass (relative to its virgin level) is usually bad news for the fishery 
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because it means that fish are harder to catch, but this may not be bad news for the fish 

stock if the spawning biomass is still relatively high.  I should say that the comments 

in this paragraph are aimed at DPI&F, rather than the authors of the present 

assessment, since I presume that the focus on vulnerable biomass in the snapper 

assessment is not the choice of the authors. 

Returning to the management recommendations, MR2 is less clear cut than MR1.  

Some of the authors’ reasons for this recommendation (expressed in paragraph 2 on p. 

33) seem to relate to analyses not presented in the current report (e.g., references to 

reducing the bag limit and to discard mortality greater than 20%).  Also, I don’t think 

results on the effect of increased MLS should be treated as definitive (see Section 1.6 

above).  Nonetheless, I am inclined to agree with MR2 on the grounds that a 

substantial reduction in catch is needed to promote rebuilding (cf recent catches in 

Figure 3.1 and the rebuild catches in Tables 3.3, 3.5, and 3.6) and size and bag limits 

are notoriously blunt instruments for fisheries management. 

I agree that increasing the MLS would complicate future assessments by making the 

task of estimating vulnerabilities more difficult.  However, I’m not sure that this 

provides sufficient grounds for MR3.  I think the primary signal in future assessments 

will continue to be the recreational catch rates, and the stock will be judged to be 

rebuilding if and only these start to increase, regardless of what assumptions are made 

about vulnerability.  However, a reason to support MR3 is that the assessment is 

unable to provide definitive information on the effect of an increase in MLS.  In New 

Zealand assessments we would be interested in how a change in MLS would be likely 

to affect spawning biomass. 

Recommendations like MR4, which provide managers with clear-cut advice, seem 

very desirable.  However, such recommendations are undermined unless they are 

supported by definitions of what constitute “acceptable levels of risk”.  I don’t know 

what is expected in Queensland, but in many jurisdictions it is the responsibility of 

fishery managers or politicians, rather than assessment scientists, to define acceptable 

risk.  When they don’t do this (as is common) scientists have two choices.  First, they 

can simply present risk tables (like Tables 3.4–3.6), which show the risks associated 

with each of a range of potential management actions, and leave the managers to 

choose amongst these actions according to their own perception of acceptable risk.  In 

this case scientists must refrain from recommending any particular action and avoid 

reference to acceptable levels of risk.  The second choice, which I think may be more 

helpful to managers, is to provide explicit definitions of acceptable risk (as well as risk 

tables) and frame recommendations like MR4.  This gives managers the opportunity to 

decide whether they accept the scientists’ risk definitions.  If they don’t, they can 
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modify them and use the modified definitions, together with the risk tables, to pick an 

appropriate management action.  I think it was a mistake on the part of the snapper 

assessment scientists to chose a path that was a mixture of the above two choices. 

3. Recommendations for future assessments 

Following the assessment report, I will discuss two sets of recommendations for future 

assessments: those concerning research and data collection, and those to do with the 

assessment itself. 

3.1 Future research and data collection 

The assessment report makes five recommendations in bullet points at the end of the 

Non-technical summary.  I will discuss these in turn.   

The continuation of fishery dependent monitoring of size and age frequencies:  This 

seems important to me as a way of trying to make sense of the existing data, which are 

in conflict with the current model (see Section 1.1 above).  An important and very 

useful characteristic of age frequency data covering several consecutive years is that 

they allow an evaluation of their usefulness to be made outside the stock assessment 

model.  These data are useful only to the extent to which it is possible to see consistent 

patterns of strong and weak year classes in data from adjacent years.  There are three 

factors which can hide these patterns: a lack of year-to-year variation in year-class 

strength; strong year-to-year variation in vulnerability schedules; and inadequate 

sampling of the catch.    

The improvement of recreational harvest estimates:  It is clearly useful to have good 

estimates of future catches, but more important is to improve estimates of past catches 

(see Section 1.3 above).   

The continuation and refinement of recruitment surveys to provide an independent 

index of abundance:  There was insufficient information in the report about these 

surveys for me to evaluate this recommendation (the only reference to them appeared 

to be in the penultimate paragraph on p. 39).  I strongly support the idea of an 

independent index of abundance (if this is cost effective for the snapper fishery) but 

suggest that it would be much more valuable if it covered the whole adult population, 

rather than just recruiting fish.  
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Further research into the impact of discard mortality, and monitoring to support that 

research:  I don’t see this as a high priority unless there is evidence that the level of 

discard mortality is changing.  Uncertainty about the extent of discard mortality does 

not seem to me to have had much effect on the assessment (see Section 1.1 above).  

The improvement of vulnerability at age/length estimates, possibly through the use of 

tag-recapture data:  I think vulnerability is best estimated within the assessment 

model (see below).   

3.2 The assessment  

The assessment report makes six recommendations at the end of Section 4.2.  I will 

discuss these in turn and then add some of my own. 

Estimation of individual yearly recruitment anomalies:  I don’t think the current data 

are sufficient to do this.  However, this should be possible in the future for recent year 

classes if a continuous sequence of useful catch-at-age data are available, as 

recommended above. 

Better estimation and more thorough sensitivity analysis of vulnerability schedules:  

Definitely.  As I’ve said above, I think this estimation needs to be done within the 

assessment model (and simultaneously with the estimation of other parameters).  My 

suggestion to is to use a catch equation something like the following. 

  1agy agy lag l ly ly ll
N N P v r r DM        

where Nagy and agyN   are the numbers of fish of age a and growth type g in year y 

immediately before and after the fishing mortality for that year; Plag is the proportion 
of fish of growth type g and age a that are in length class l; is the vulnerability of 

fish in length class l to capture; r

lv

ly is the probability of retention (= 0 if l is less than 

the MLS in year y, and 1 otherwise); and DMl is the discard mortality for fish in 

length class l.  Note that the two terms in the square brackets deal with fishing and 

discard mortality, respectively.  An advantage of this approach is that the vulnerability 
that is estim ted, lv , is not affected by the MLS, because it is the vulnerability to 

capture, and not (like v
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a) to capture and retention.   The latter vulnerability can be
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Model a number of distinct growth-type groups in the model, such that length-age is 

meaningfully dependent on fishing mortality rates:  I think this is definitely worth 

exploring as an approach that is intermediate between the complexity (and problems) 

of SALSA and a simple age-structured model (i.e., one with only one growth type).  

However, it should not be taken as given that this approach is better, for Queensland 

snapper, than a model with a single growth type.  Additional complexity in a model is 

justifiable only if it provides a clearly better fit to the available data.  This should be 

tested for. 

Use the Forrest et al. (2008) leading management reparameterisation to get 

uncertainty directly in MSY and UMSY:  I don’t see any great advantage in this, but I’m 

not against it as long as it doesn’t constrain model structure in any way. 

Incorporation of NSW data:  I was unclear about exactly what was intended by this 

recommendation.  However, I would urge caution if this involved spatial modelling. 

A spatial modelling approach may be advantageous:  I doubt this, given the 

information presented in the assessment report.  Spatial modelling is highly desirable 

in principle because both fish stocks and fishery activity are often spatially 

heterogeneous.  However, in practice there’s no point in spatial models unless there 

are good data to estimate spatially-specific parameters.  

Apart from suggestions made in earlier sections I have three further recommendations. 

More exploration of model results:  I’m referring here to the sorts of analyses I 

describe in the first four paragraphs of Section 1.6, including an attention to data 

weighting.  On this last topic, I think it would be worth considering omitting the 

length frequency observations from the assessment on the grounds that the 

information in them is also included in the age frequencies (which were constructed  

from the length frequencies via age-length keys).  Including both types of frequency is 

a sort of double dipping which risks swamping the catch rate observations.  Another 

point to consider is some way of presenting the uncertainty that is captured in the 

Bayesian posterior but which is not shown in important plots like Figure 3.12 

(incidentally, it should be made clear what this plot represents: is it the mean of the 

posterior, or the median, or the mode... ?).  Perhaps another plot could be added 

showing the posterior distributions of Bcurrent as a fraction of B0. 

More uncertainty in stochastic projections:  The only uncertainty currently included in 

these projections is that associated with future recruitment.  It is easy (and desirable) 

to add to this the uncertainty associated with the assessment, which is captured in the 
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MCMC sample.  The risks in Tables 3.4–3.6 were calculated over 1000 biomass 

trajectories which, if I understand correctly, were identical up to the present and 

differed in future years because of different sequences of random recruitment (it was 

unclear from the text whether random recruitment was applied in the pre-2008 years, 

but I don’t think it should have been).  My suggestion is that each trajectory should 

come from a different point in the MCMC sample. This is the standard way of doing 

projections from Bayesian assessments.   

Consider other assessment tools:  I don’t know what programming environment was 

used in the development of SALSA but I would urge the authors to consider using AD 

Model Builder (or ADMB), if they are not already doing so.  This is a very powerful 

tool for fish stock assessment which gives users complete flexibility in designing their 

model but frees them from having to deal with the technicalities of parameter 

estimation (including MCMCs).  ADMB has recently been made freely available from 

http://www.admb-project.org/ and there is a large international community with 

experience and expertise in its use.  Another possibility to consider is general stock 

assessment programs such as Stock Synthesis and CASAL.  These programs don’t 

allow as much flexibility as ADMB but they do allow quite a wide range of model 

structures and assumptions (e.g., both allow multiple growth types) and require no 

programming at all (and thus greater security against programming errors).  Users 

design their models simply by writing input files, rather than computer code.  This 

allows easy evaluation of alternative model assumptions without having to modify 

program code.  Both programs are freely available, the former from 

http://nft.nefsc.noaa.gov/ and the latter on request from CASAL@niwa.co.nz. 

4. Postscript 

Just before this report was due to be submitted to DPI&F I received, from the lead 

assessment author, answers to some questions of clarification that I had asked.  I have 

chosen not to make any changes to my report (apart from adding this postscript) 

because none of the answers change any of my main conclusions.  Also, by leaving 

my report as it stands it represents a review of the assessment report as it was sent to 

me. 
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Appendix 1: Terms of reference for the review 
 
Background  

There were two main drivers for the 2008 snapper stock assessment: the outcomes of the 2006 
snapper stock assessment and the timing of the review of management arrangements for the 
fishery following concerns from stakeholders regarding the sustainability of snapper.  The review of 
the 2006 inaugural stock assessment1 by Dr Carl Walters of the University of British Columbia, 
recommended a further stock assessment following the collection of additional age structure data 
from the recreational and commercial sectors.  The Reef Fisheries Scientific Advisory Group 
(ReefSAG) in August 2008 reviewed input data and advised on data decision rules/management 
scenarios. The processing and aging of samples from the recreational, charter and commercial 
catches was completed in August 2008. 

Following concerns from stakeholders over the status of the snapper stock, the Department made 
a commitment to review the management arrangements for the fishery by the end of 2008.  The 
review process was conducted by a Stakeholder Network Working Group (SNWG), which was 
established in June 2008 and required to make its final report to the Department by December 
2008.  To inform and guide this review, the 2008 snapper stock assessment was conducted as a 
priority and results input into the review.  The interaction between the stock assessment and 
review has been a two way process with issues identified by the SAG and SNWG driving the 
management scenarios modelled and results of the assessment guiding management outcomes. 
Terms of reference: 
 
1.  Conduct a general review of the report.  Specific items to address include: 

a)  Appropriateness of the method and treatment effects used in the catch rate 
standardisations;  

b)  Appropriateness of the treatment of the time series of catch data, in particular the 
reconstruction of total catch.  

c)  Appropriateness of the Vulnerability Schedule used; 

d)   Appropriateness and adequacy of the Sensitivity Analyses conducted. 

2. Recommend improvements to future assessments, in particular data requirements/collection 
and monitoring required for stock assessment and model development (such as developing a 
spatial component to the model).  

3. Comment on the management recommendations made in the report (such as the focus on 
management strategies to provide for stock rebuilding and its detection – including 
appropriateness of the risk analysis outcomes and the advice against using minimum legal 
size based strategies)  

4. Provide a formal written report of the review. 

                                                      
1 Allen, M., Sumpton, W., O’Neill, M., Courtney, T., and Pine, B. (2006) Stochastic stock reduction analysis for 

assessment of the pink snapper (Pagrus auratus) fishery in Queensland.  The State of Queensland, Department of 
Primary Industries and Fisheries, Brisbane, Australia. (Available at  
http://www.dpi.qld.gov.au/cps/rde/dpi/hs.xsl/28_11076_ENA_HTML.htm) 
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Executive Summary

This document is a response to the review of Campbell, O’Neill, Sumpton, Kirkwood & Wesche (2009)
by Dr Chris Francis (Francis 2009).

Focusing firstly on those issues raised by Dr Francis which potentially have a non-trivial impact on the
outcomes of the assessment, we would place only the reconstruction of the catch history into this category.
Furthermore, this impact is largely limited to estimates of maximum sustainable yield and permissible
rebuild harvests; it has minimal effect on relative stock status (current biomass as a proportion of virgin)
and hence our conclusion that the snapper stock is either fully fished or over fished remains unaltered.
We have run two new scenarios implementing modifications to the catch history in accordance with
suggestions made by Dr Francis. These new analyses do not lead to a plausible alternative outcome,
however they do serve to highlight the uncertainty in estimates of maximum sustainable yield and rebuild
targets.

In general we are in agreement with Dr Francis’ comments, the main exception being the vulnerability
schedules which we argue are more informative when generated outside the model. We have run further
analyses to investigate two comments of Dr Francis in relation to vulnerability schedules; both lead us
to leave our original conclusions (and approach) unaltered. These new analyses notwithstanding, we
are ultimately in agreement with Dr Francis that, given the uncertainty in the vulnerability schedules,
model results that relate to changes in minimum legal size should be considered illustrative rather than
definitive.

In addition to queries over the catch history reconstruction and vulnerability schedules Dr Francis
helpfully points out a number of ways in which the communication of the assessment can be improved.
This document contains a large amount of explanatory material that, together with the draft report,
provides a more detailed picture of the assessment. Apart from some minor and/or obvious improve-
ments, the original report as submitted to Dr Francis has been unaltered, and hence the review and this
response are important components of the overall stock assessment reporting.

The document is structured as follows: the section titles and numbering has been retained from
Dr Francis’ review Francis (2009), our responses to individual issues have been numbered consecutively
throughout with the sections interleaving accordingly.

1 Review of the assessment report

1.1 Key issues

1. Two key issues are deciding which catch rate time series is more likely to be propor-
tional to snapper abundance, and the reconstructed catch history: Agree.

2. Age-length data not a key issue: We are somewhat surprised by Dr Francis’ comment that
age-length is not a key issue in this assessment. The main justification for this statement appears
to be that the age-length data are inconsistent with the rest of the assessment. In our view,
such inconsistencies do not a-priori demote the importance of a data set, and it is our belief that
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they should never be removed by changing model assumptions (unless there are other independent
reasons to prefer the changed assumptions) or by removing the data set from the analysis. It is
regrettable that there is not a more complete history of length-age data, yet even with the data
as it stands it is clear from the sensitivity analyses that the length-age data plays a significant
role. One of the key issues in this stock assessment has been the question of whether the increase
in older/larger fish in the 2007 frequency data is to be attributed to a change in targeting or an
actual increase in abundance. While it is true that in this assessment it has not been possible to
determine this with any confidence, we feel that the next best option is to display the full range of
uncertainty as it arises from the multiple sensitivity analyses (as we have done). This provides a
much more detailed picture of the assessment uncertainty, and of the most probable stock status
as some combination of these analyses. Given the uncertainty in recreational total catch, the
age-length data provide an important alternative viewpoint.

3. Discard mortality not a key issue: while discard mortality has played a relatively minor role
in this assessment, we believe future management strategies may benefit from having this quantity
better estimated by weighting estimated DM at depth by the amount of catch taken or fishing
effort applied at depth.

1.2 Catch rate standardisation

No issues.

1.3 Reconstruction of the catch data

Queensland’s annual total snapper landings were calculated from commercial, charter and recreational
fishing sectors. As raised in the assessment report and by the scientific reviewer, there was great
uncertainty about the total snapper tonnages taken by recreational anglers. This issue was discussed
in detail with scientists, managers, members of the REEFSAG and the stakeholder’s working group
(SWG). As a result, a number of scenarios were developed covering a range of uncertainty for predicting
the current status of snapper (2007 biomass ratios).

Dr Francis raised five considerations relating to the uncertainty about total annual recreational
harvest:

4. The effects of harvest uncertainties on stock status in 2007: through comparison of model
scenarios, these effects were small; noted in review.

5. Assumption that recreational fishing effort is proportional to the number of registered
fishing vessels: This was stated in Dr Francis’s review as a reasonable assumption. Regressions of
observed vessel registrations against estimated relative recreational fishing effort (for years: 1994,
1995, 1999, 2000, 2002 and 2005) indicate that this assumption was fair (Regression 1: intercept
= 0, estimated slope = 1.827, slope CI [1.35:2.3], R2 = 0.62; Regression 2: estimated intercept
= -232550.47, estimated slope = 3.309, slope CI [0.877:5.74], R2 = 0.78, F statistic = 14.27, p
= 0.0195). Including the year 1997, which was a large outlier, reduced the significance of the
regression statistics (regression 1: estimated slope = 2.085; regression 2: estimated slope = 1.96;
p > 0.05; Figure 1).

6. Pre 1993 catches will be under estimated because the true pre 1993 catch rates should
be higher: In the assessment we assumed catch rates equivalent to the average between the years
1993 to 2002 (years with 30cm MLS). This was considered reasonable given that catch rates
pre 1993 would result from using lower fishing power technologies (such as fishing without GPS
plotters, colour sounders, vessels with greater fuel capacity, economy and travel range, and modern
fishing techniques/gear). Irrespective of this, we examined a further scenario (no. 14) assuming
pre 1993 catch rates were equivalent to 1994 (≈ 44% higher than the 1993-2002 average); producing
similar results (Figures 4, 5 and 6). The estimated biomass ratio in 2007 was lower compared to
scenario 1, indicating slightly stronger overfishing. The scenario 14 estimate of MSY increased
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Figure 1: Vessel registration regressions.

only 40t above scenario 1. The question of how best to approximate pre 1993 catch rates should
be discussed further in the SAG and business rules created for future assessments.

7. Estimated recreational catches were converted from numbers of snapper to tonnages:
Estimated recreational catches were converted from numbers of snapper to tonnages by multiplying
by a mean snapper weight (calculated from data). An alternate approach was suggested by Dr
Francis to enter recreational catches into the model as numbers and then use model predicted
mean weights to derive tonnages. We have performed a new run that implements this suggestion
(scenario 15). The model predicted mean weight of exploitable snapper over the history of the
fishery is significantly greater than the 0.9 kg inferred from the 1994/95 length-age data (Figure
2), and this results in a historical catch scenario that is significantly greater than the reconstructed
catch history used as the base case (Figure 5). This run puts B2007/B1946 at 23% (Figure 4) and
MSY at 781 t (Figure 6). These results are markedly different from the other scenarios (which
put MSY at around 400 t, with all but two being between 300 t and 500 t). What are we to make
of this dramatic discrepancy? A number of points need to be made:

(a) The new run results in tonnages for the recreational harvest which are significantly larger
than the RFISH estimates (Figure 3), and we would argue they are implausibly large. This
implausibility is based on a) a scientist with a long experience in the fishery (ie the third
author) having faith in most of the RFISH estimates, and if anything feeling they are an
upper bound, b) fishers belief that they are over-estimates, c) confidence in the average fish
weights calculated from recreational data, which are well below the model predicted values, d)
fishers, scientists, managers and stakeholders agreeing with the relative catch shares between
the commercial sector and the recreational sector (which would be seriously distorted by the
model predicted mean weights), and e) a new RFISH survey for 2008 producing an estimate
of recreational catch in the ball park of 150 to 200 t (Stephen Taylor, pers comm.)

(b) The new run puts stock status dangerously low: 23% of virgin. As a proportion of current
levels, reduction in harvest would have to be greater than for the other scenarios in order to
rebuild. (It must be remembered that, along with the higher MSY predicted by this scenario,
historical catches are also revised upwards substantially - for example 990 t over the last four
years, and a value of 1460 t in 1997).

(c) The implausibility of the new scenario does not remove a basic incompatibility highlighted by
Dr Francis’ suggestion, namely that, for all other scenarios, there is a discrepancy between

3



the mean weight of model-predicted exploitable biomass (Figure 2) and the mean weights
calculated from age-length data used to reconstruct the historical catch. One way to explain
this discrepancy is for total mortality (fishing and/or natural mortality) to have historically
been very high, thus driving mean weights down to levels in line with the RFISH values.
This would place stock status even lower than the consensus from the other runs. Another
possibility, which may be in addition to the first, is for vulnerability to be more domed (falls
away quicker for older/larger fish) than the current schedules imply. This is a different kind
of explanation in that it leaves the fishery in a healthier state - the smaller average weight
is not due to a reduction in the mean weight of fish from heavy fishing, but rather due to a
difference in targeting.

(d) Regardless of the correct resolution of this discrepancy, the two stock-status hypotheses still
hold true: fully fished or over fished.

(e) The uncertainty in the estimates of MSY and allowable rebuild should be re-emphasised.

This new analysis mainly serves to highlight issues that have already been raised in the assess-
ment: that 1990s total mortality rates (M+F) were possibly unsustainably very high, that
pre-2000 vulnerabilities were strongly domed, that sampling was biased in either 1994/95
or 2006/07 age-length data and/or that recreational catch was over estimated by the tele-
phone/diary survey technique. Only more representative monitoring data and modelling time
will eliminate these issues in the future.

8. Assumed fish weight ignores the effect of change in MLS from 25cm to 30cm in 1993:
The effect of this change in MLS on mean fish weight was assumed to be minor, given the strong
truncation already present in the 1994/95 length data. This was inline with the previous stock
assessment and no change was made after review of data (pers. comm. Wayne Sumpton; Ferrell
and Sumpton 1997)

It needs to be emphasised that there was no primary objective to quantify sustainable yields or
to recommend future catches in this work (the statistics raised as concern by Dr Francis, given the
management approaches being considered). The results on future catch were requested by management
and the SWG to support the development of their harvest policies. This is a common occurrence where
stock assessment is required to produce additional information, e.g. estimates of sustainable harvests,
to support management processes. We note from the assessment that the effects of harvest uncertainties
on stock status in 2007 were small. This was re-emphasised by the scientific reviewer, with further
comment that the harvest uncertainties do directly affect future recommended catches. This is in line
with the assessment conclusions, and the uncertainties about future catches were communicated clearly
to all management groups. We further add that managing recreational snapper via monitoring/limiting
total harvests will be a difficult task and may not be as effective (in terms of sustainability and costs)
as effort controls.

1.4 Vulnerability schedules

There were a number of issues raised by Dr Francis in relation to the vulnerability schedules:

9. Schedules should be estimated from the data within the model: For this assessment it
is our opinion that it is not a good idea to estimate vulnerability schedules from the data within
the model for two reasons. The first, quite simple reason, is data paucity. We felt it would not
be possible to obtain robust parameter estimates for vulnerability schedules from the existing
data, especially given the changes in MLS and the gap between the 1994/95 and 2007 length-age
frequency data. To verify that this is the case, we have attempted this estimation using a simplified
variant of the model suggested by Dr Francis in his review. The results, contained in Appendix
A, show that the data is uninformative for the three parameters allocated to post-2002 selectivity
schedules. The three parameters allocated to the period prior to 2002 showed no sign of converging
despite 500,000 MCMC iterations being performed. Furthermore, the parameter governing initial
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Figure 2: Model predicted (scenario 15) mean weight of exploitable biomass.
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numbers of recruits (the main fishery parameter) dropped to a level that is incorrect (ie would
have led to a fishery collapse quite early in the fisheries history), despite penalty functions in the
likelihood designed to avoid the model converging to such a state.

The second, more important reason, is parameter confounding. As already mentioned, a key issue
in this assessment has been the question of whether the increase of older/larger fish in the 2006/07
length-age frequency data is the result of a real increase in abundance (possibly due to prior MLS
changes kicking in) or merely a change in targeting. This is not a question that can be resolved
by estimating the vulnerability schedules from the data that we have at our disposal - the model
will quite happily find parameters for the vulnerability schedule that maximise the likelihood
in accordance with one of these hypotheses, regardless of which one is true in reality. What is
required is some independent measure of vulnerability (for example from tag-recapture data) or,
failing that, expert opinion. In this assessment we opted for the latter (though using length-age
data as a base from which to modify). The vulnerability schedules have been discussed and debated
at some length during two REEFSAG meetings, with significant input from commercial, charter
and recreational sectors, and from other scientists.

As it turns out, the impact on stock status of varying the vulnerability for age groups 5 and above
is relatively minor (as the next issue discusses); the main sensitivity occurs at ages below this,
which is why the right hand side of the vulnerability schedules were left alone.

10. Inappropriateness of the assumption that vulnerability of older fish remains the same
regardless of MLS changes: Higher vulnerability for the period 2003-07 for older/larger fish
was considered, but left out of the final report as a) after extensive consultation with fishers we
could reach consensus that vulnerability had in fact increased for these years, and b) the run
showed minimal sensitivity. This scenario has been put back in (Figure 7); Figure 8 shows the
minimal impact this has on stock status.

1.5 Model Assumptions

11. Free parameters: That there is only one free parameter estimated from the data has been made
clear in the section describing the SALSA model (2.2). We should reiterate that the purpose of
the SSRA software was to conduct runs using parameters assuming full recruitment variability
and parameters for M , MSY and FMSY (the latter two of which imply R(0) and κ).

12. Rationale for κ values:

Myers, Bowen & Barrowman (1999) conducted a meta analysis of stock recruitment and reported
lifetime maximum reproductive rate (rmax, equivalent to our κ), which averaged 10 across species;
with the general conclusion of less than or equal to 7. Model runs using κ 5 ( steepness 0.556)
and 25 ( steepness 0.862) covered moderate to high steepness’s. There was little value in assuming
higher steepness (results from 25 and 66 would not be that different). If steepness was truly very
high we doubt we would be seeing consistent declines in catch rates and truncated age frequencies.
The stock assessment results of (Allen, Sumpton, O’Neill, Courtney & Pine 2006) still hold, and
they have more than adequately covered this scenario. Running this scenario again would produce
biomass ratio in the upper ball park as the other runs. In addition the purpose of the SRA
(Walters’ software) was to conduct runs without assuming fixed κ values.

13. Rationale for natural mortality values:

Where natural mortality cannot be directly assessed from observations on the population being
studied the usual approach has been to use a range of natural mortality estimates or use estimates
derived from empirical formulae such as those of Pauly (1980) and Hoenig (1983). Using these
formulae snapper natural mortalities ranging from 0.12 to 0.19 were derived depending on growth
parameters, water temperature and maximum age.

Natural mortality has also been estimated for an unexploited (or at least lightly exploited) stock
of snapper on the west coast of New Zealand using trawl catch curves The estimated natural
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mortality generated from that study was 0.06 yr-1 although current New Zealand stock assessments
use estimates ranging from 0.051 to 0.075. Many stock assessments of similar sparid fisheries in
South Africa routinely use a value of M of 0.15 yr -1 (A. Punt pers comm.). An earlier yield per
recruit analysis for Queensland snapper used estimates of natural mortality based on historical
data prior to the development of an extensive fishery. These data suggested that the average size of
the snapper taken at that time (early 1900s) was between 1.7 and 2.7 kg. Using this information
and simulating the age structure of a population assuming negligible fishing mortality, similar
vulnerability schedules to the present time and Von Bertalanfy growth parameters of L∞ = 67,
k = 0.16, t0 = −0.11, estimates of natural mortality ranged from 0.08 to 0.15 depending on how
vulnerability was modelled.

We chose 0.15 for our base case simulations as it was more in line with previous studies and at
the upper end or above estimates used in assessments by other jurisdictions. Sensitivity analysis
also showed little variation in model outputs when M was increased to 0.19.

14. Data weighting: The issue of data weighting is not straightforward. Dr Francis is correct to
point out that the relative contribution to the overall likelihood from the length-age data will be
greater than that from the catch rate data. With the total likelihood calculated as presented in
the report, the relative (potential) contribution will be proportional to the number of data points
involved in the individual (eg age-length) likelihood functions, which in the case of age-length data
is greater than for catch rate data. It is our experience that altering the ‘natural’ weighting scheme
rarely has an impact on the most likely fit, and that is also true for this assessment. Likelihood
profiles for six analyses are given in Figure 9: the first four correspond to estimating the model
parameters when using only one of the four data sets (recreational catch rate, commercial catch
rate, 1994/95 length-age data, and 2007 length-age data). This confirms that the overall magnitude
of the likelihood is much smaller for the catch rate-only analyses. A data weighting was placed on
the recreational catch rate in the form of a multiplier that caused its maximum likelihood to be
equal to the maximum likelihood of the 2007 length-age data, and the base case was re-run with
this new weighting. The likelihood profiles for the original base case and the weighted base case
are also given in Figure 9. Biomass ratio trajectories for the two analyses are given in Figure 10;
the sensitivity is very small.

Subsequent to our receiving Dr Francis’ review, the first author has discussed this issue with Dr
Carl Walters who suggested that, while there are situations where it is best to retain the variance
(in the likelihood function) as an explicit parameter for ‘weighting’ the data, these are mainly cases
where the appropriate variance is highly uncertain due to possible contamination of the data. In
other words, one needs to treat variance as large in cases where there is a possible big structural
problem in predicting the data. Dr Walters suggests that unless one suspects such contamination
and wants to deliberately down-weight some observation(s), this form of data weighting is not a
good idea. In any case, we suggest that in this assessment the best way to interpret the weighting
issue is to simply consider the goodness-of-fit to the respective data sets. Goodness-of-fit plots for
selected scenarios are included in Appendix B.

15. Growth sub-model: The growth sub-model we used in this assessment was devised by Andre
Punt, and has been used in many assessments, including (Sadovy, Punt, Cheung, Vasconcellos,
Suharti & Mapstone 2007). We consider it to be an improvement over a purely age-based model, or
size-based model, and to require fewer assumptions than both (particularly when it comes to issues
such minimum legal size changes). The key complaint that the scientific reviewer appears to have
with this model is that it assumes the annual growth of a fish of a given length is independent of
its age. In other words, all the dependence on growth is through length alone. In Francis (1988),
the scientific reviewer points out that length-based (ie tag-recapture) and age-based (ie typical
length-age) data are not equivalent in terms of growth parameters, and that typical length-age
data are not sufficient to enable one to devise a length-based growth model (such as the one we
have used), because they do not contain data points corresponding to a single fish with more than
one size measurement at different times. In fact, in order to test the assumption that a length
based growth model is independent of age one would need a special kind of tag-recapture data set
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where the fish are measured at tag and recapture, and also aged at recapture. We are not aware of
any such data sets used in any assessments. We acknowledge the scientific reviewers point, that we
are making the assumption that growth at length is independent of age, but we are not concerned
that this assumption jeopardises any of the conclusions in the assessment (we note that one of the
main goals of (Francis 1988) appears to be to detect how different the growth can be when one
uses length-based vs age-based data, and it is stated in the discussion on p. 941 that both direct
estimation and modelling attempts to answer this question were inconclusive).

1.6 Sensitivity Analyses

16. Goodness-of-fit plots: See Appendix B.

17. Further interpretation:

(a) Why removing the catch rate data in Scenario 5 had little effect: because, as discussed above,
the likelihood ‘listens’ more closely to the age-length data, so removing the catch rate data
has less effect. We can understand the direction of the change as follows: the pessimism
inherent in the recreational catch rate data is less severe than that of the 1994/95 length-age
data, so when the catch rate data is removed, the model fits the 1994/95 length-age data
more closely (though still, we should add, poorly).

(b) Why are scenarios 6 and 7 both more pessimistic? It makes sense the scenario 6 is more
pessimistic - it relies only on the more pessimistic 1994/95 length-age data. Scenario 7 is a
conundrum until one looks at the likelihood profiles in Figures 9 and 11: the 2007 length-
age data actually implies a bi-modal distribution, with a significant second mode at a far
more optimistic parameter estimate. The more pessimistic mode is still higher in probability
however.

(c) Why does using 2007 frequency data alone make things more pessimistic with recreational
catch rate (scenarios 1 vs 7) and more optimistic with the commercial catch rates (scenarios
4 vs 8)? Again, this comes down to the bi-modality of scenarios 7 and 8. We understand why
7 becomes more pessimistic; scenario 8 becomes more optimistic because dropping 1994/95
age-length produces a bi-modal situation, with the more optimistic mode the more likely.

18. Other plots: We have presented a plot of the model predicted mean weight in Figure 2; this was
highly instructive. Results from the SSRA run with recreational catch rate (the original scenario
14, which we will now call scenario 17) are as follows: κ median ≈ 14.5, mode ≈ 2.5; surv = e−M

median ≈ 0.799, mode ≈ 0.765 where (e−0.19 ≈ 0.827 and e−0.15 ≈ 0.861). Posterior distributions
are shown in Figure 12.

19. Forward projections (number and sensitivity to model assumptions): Forward projec-
tions for the full 13 original scenarios are presented in Figure 13. Yes, the rebuild levels are
sensitive to the model assumptions, and the forward projections and risk analyses for scenarios
one and four must be considered in that context.

20. Results concerning change in MLS should be considered as illustrative: Agree.

21. Presentation of risk: Risk will be presented as raw numbers considered in the context of the
analysis being performed. The qualifier ‘within acceptable levels’ of risk will be dropped.

2 Management recommendations

22. Priority or not for Scenario 1: The modellers felt that scenario 1 was a best estimate. The
SAG felt that scenario 4 should be given equal weight - this has led to the confusion. However,
given the level of uncertainty, it is sensible to consider a range of most plausible runs.
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Figure 12: Posterior distributions from SSRA run with recreational catch rate data. Top: κ, bottom:
surv = e−M
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23. Vulnerable vs spawning biomass: Changing outputs from exploitable biomass to spawning
biomass will be considered in future assessments. Generally, both are highly correlated and infer-
ences from both are similar. In the past fishers and QPIF have been more focused on exploitable
components of stocks.

24. Justification for size and bag limits alone being insufficient: As stated in the review and as
shown in previous stock assessment (Allen et al. 2006) and other publications (e.g. (Walters & Cox
2007), size and bag limits are notoriously blunt instruments for fisheries management. Historically,
the usual methods of catch and size limit regulation have not been effective at achieving even the
simplest management goals (e.g., Maximum Sustainable Yield - MSY). Policies based on regulation
of individual angler harvests are typically doomed from the start for two reasons. First, bag and
size limits tend to be unrealistically high and low respectively and most anglers seldom catch a
full bag. The actual limits on both catch and size needed to protect fish populations, because
commercial and recreational effort is so high, are usually so drastic that their implementation
is discouraged due to fear of public outcry or perceived losses in total catch. A second cause
of regulation failure is an angler effort response to fish abundance. When anglers increase the
amount of effort exerted in response to the abundance of fish present, a generally pathology occurs
in which “success breeds failure” (Walters & Cox 2007): short-term increases in fish abundance
result in higher effort and potentially higher exploitation until catch rate and angling quality (per
angler) declines to the point where no further effort is attracted. Management strategies that do
not address the open-access nature of recreational fisheries (plus commercial effort) directly may
ultimately fail, at least in terms of angling quality.
The statement about bag limit reduction comes directly from empirical data on numbers of fish
caught by individual fishers. The 9% was the average effect of a 2 bag limit, over boat ramp
(13%)and RJ charter data (6%) in 2007/08. The numbers were calculated on GLM data. A
footnote has been added to add this information. A potential 9% effect is small. Anglers and for
reasons in stock assessment report limit the potential to dramatically increase size limits.

25. The best reason for MR3 is the assessment cannot measure effect: Agree.

26. ‘Acceptable levels of risk’ issue - should just present risk tables or should define
acceptable levels explicitly: Agree.

3 Recommendations for future assessments

3.1 Future research and data collection

27. More important to improve past catch estimates than new ones: Agree.

28. Recruitment survey should be extended to whole adult population: Agree (budgets
notwithstanding of course!).

29. Discard mortality research not high priority: See 3 above.

30. Vulnerability best estimated in-model, not with tag-recapture data: See 9 above.

3.2 The assessment

31. Don’t bother with spatial modelling: Dr Francis is perhaps unaware of the background
here: different behaviour in the north and south of the fishery (certainly fishing-wise, potentially
biologically) means there may be some merit in this suggestion. Doesn’t need to be fine-scale;
may be room for spatial MSE.

32. More estimation of model results: Agree.

33. More uncertainty: Agree.

34. Other assessment tools: Agree.
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A Estimating vulnerability in-model

Vulnerability was estimated in-model using a simplified version of the catch equation given in section
3.2 of the review (Francis 2009). The simplifications were a) only one growth type, and b) the actual
vulnerability parameters, v′′l , were replaced by the three-parameter dome shaped model (Catalano,
Dotson, Brabandere, Allen & Frazer 2007, p. 20):

Sl =
(

1
1− γ

)(
1− γ

γ

)γ(
eδγ(l50−l)

1 + eδ(l50−l)

)
(1)

where γ determines the strength of the dome shape, δ is the steepness parameter, and l50 is the length
at 50% selectivity. These simplifications reduce the number of parameters significantly, and should have
made the estimation more robust. A different parameter set was assigned to pre 2003 vulnerabilities
than that for 2003-07 vulnerabilities, giving six parameters in all for vulnerability, plus the original one
for R(0). MCMC trace of 500 000 iterations is given in Figure 14.
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Figure 14: MCMC traces for the seven parameters in the new model.
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B Goodness-of-fit
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Figure 15: Catch rate
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Figure 16: Age frequency

20 40 60 80 100
0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

1994

20 40 60 80 100
0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

1995

20 40 60 80 100
0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1
2006

20 40 60 80 100
0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1
2007

 

 
obs
fitted

Figure 17: Length frequency
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B.2 Scenario 4
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Figure 18: Catch rate
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Figure 19: Age frequency
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Figure 20: Length frequency
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B.3 Scenario 5
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Figure 21: Age frequency
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Figure 22: Length frequency

25



B.4 Scenario 6
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Figure 23: Catch rate
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Figure 24: Age frequency
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Figure 25: Length frequency
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B.5 Scenario 7
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Figure 26: Catch rate
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Figure 27: Age and length frequency
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B.6 Scenario 8

30



1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2
Fitted CPUE, Observed vs Predicted

Figure 28: Catch rate
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Figure 29: Age and length frequency
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B.7 Scenario 15
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Figure 30: Catch rate
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Figure 31: Age frequency
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Figure 32: Length frequency
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Minister for Finance, 
Natural Resources and The Arts 

Non-Government Questions on Notice 



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE - 27 June 2011 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE - ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES AND 
ENERGY COMMITTEE 

To the Minister for Finance, Natural Resources and the Arts 

I. Reference: SOS 3-116 

Will the Minister please indicated the number of staff employed by areas, agencies or 
entities for which she is responsible, reported separately in table form by a) region of 
employment, b) agency and c) financial year 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12? 

2. Reference: SOS 3-116 

For each of the services listed Climate Change, Environment, Land and Water, to the 
extent the Minister is responsible, will she advise how many of these staff are compliance 
officers, field staff or inspectors with the power to issue compliance notices, rectification 
orders or on the spot fines to property owners reported separately by agency or entity? 

3. Reference: SOS 3-109 

With regard to the objectives of the Department how many compliance notices, 
rectification orders or on the spot fines have been issued to property owners in the 2010-11 
financial year and how many court cases have been instigated by the Department in each 
service area and under which Acts have they been issued or instigated? 

4. Reference: SOS 5-36 

With regard to the discontinued measure relating to valuation objections, please detail how 
many objections have been received reported separately by council area and a) how long 
they took to be completed, b) if the objection resulted in a variation by how much and c) if 
not completed how many objections are still outstanding and how long since they were 
lodged? 

5. Reference: SOS 3-120 

With reference to the 0.2% oftitIe dealings that were not accurate, will the Minister please 
advise, how many title dealings this error rate encompassed and what were the nature of 
these errors? 

6. Reference: SOS 3-119 

With reference to the Forest product sales can the Minister please list reported separately 
in table form by state forest area a) type of timber or quarry material, b) income and c) 
volume? 

I 



7. Reference: SDS 3-119 
With reference to outstanding native title claims, can the Minister please list each 
outstanding claim, by location and status? 

8. Reference: SDS 3-119 

Will the Minister please list how many parcels of un allocated state land were allocated to 
their most appropriate use and tenure in 2009-10 and 20 I 0-11, reported separately by 
region including the value and whether they were allocated to; Government (specifying 
federal or state and which department), local council, private sector or other (please 
specify)? 

9. Reference: SDS 3-121 

Will the Minister please advise in relation to note 21, what was the cost of the Ecotrack 
system, the cost of the enhancements due to come into effect in June 20 II and the cost of 
any future enhancements including when they are to be delivered, reported separately? 

10. Reference: SDS 3-111 

Will the Minister please advise (by financial year 2009-10,2010-11 and 2011-12 reported 
separately) a) what is the cost to government of the valuation reforms in each year, b) how 
many valuers are employed and c) what is the length of service for each of these valuers? 

MR JACK DEMPSEY MP 
Member for Bundaberg 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 1 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SOS 3-116 

Will the Minister please indicated the number of staff employed by areas, agencies or 
entities for which she is responsible, reported separately in table form by a) region of 
employment, b) agency and c) financial year 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-127 

ANSWER: 

As a result of the Machinery of Government activity combining the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Department of Natural Resources and Water, and the 
ensuing restructuring of the department, it is not feasible to contrast discrete entities 
within the Department of Environment and Resource Management across a number 
of years. 

With the new department formed in March 2009, the department then had two 
Human Resource information systems operating. The transition from the Aurion 
system to the SAP system occurred in May 2011. The available comparative data for 
the whole of the department is shown in the table below: 

..... ,31/1)3/21)10 ..•••..•....•• [3.1103/20'11 .... ·.·Variance i'" ""'" . 

5,331 5,525 194 

Permanent· ...•.. ..... . 4,888 4,798 -90 

368 650 282 

33 32 -1 

S~nlorManagemel'l( .... .•... 42 45 3 

3,681 3,691 10 

1,178 1,362 184 

472 472 0 

3,644 3,703 59 

1,687 1,822 135 
* Senior Management Includes Chief Executive, Senior Executives and Senior Executive Service sectIon 122 
(Public Service Act 2008) contracts. 

Please Note, SOS Data is gathered at a different time which accordingly means it 
does not compare with the data shown above. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 2 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-116 

For each of the services listed Climate Change, Environment, Land and Water, to the 
extent the Minister is responsible, will she advise how many of these staff are 
compliance officers, field staff or inspectors with the power to issue compliance 
notices, rectification orders or on the spot fines to property owners reported 
separately by agency or entity? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management undertakes a 
comprehensive range of regulatory activities, across a spectrum from education to 
enforcement, that are directed to maximising compliance with the legislation it 
administers. 

The most effective and efficient way to implement this comprehensive approach is to 
ensure that the various activities are carried out by appropriately skilled staff. 
Many officers have a strong role in ensuring compliance through education and 
licensing activities. 

There are a large number of regional officers, specialist investigators and lawyers 
that undertake monitoring, investigation and enforcement activities. To facilitate that 
work, appropriate officers of the department are authorised, by legislation, to exercise 
statutory powers and issue penalty infringement notices. 

The Water portfolio within the department includes officers responsible for the 
administration of the Water Act 2000 and the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) 
Act 2008. There are a total of 76 officers authorised under these Acts. 

One example of a successful prosecution was the action against Australian 
Hardboards Lld to prevent the discharge of effluent which had not been properly 
treated. This wastewater had the potential to contaminate the Bremer River and 
eventually flow into Moreton Bay. The then-EPA took action against the company 
and its directors and I understand the fine handed down to the company in this case 
was one of the highest ever secured by the department. 



The Land portfolio includes officers responsible for the administration of the 
Vegetation Management Act 1999, the Land Act 1994 and other legislation 
associated with the management of State-controlled land and Indigenous cultural 
heritage. 131 officers are authorised under that legislation to carry out monitoring and 
enforcement work. 

The Government's strong action on vegetation management, including actions of our 
monitoring and enforcement officers, greatly assisted Australia to meet its Kyoto 
Protocol target for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. 

As another example of the good work that the department's compliance officers do, 
they recently worked to ensure the rehabilitation of seven hectares endangered 
vegetation cleared near Ipswich for the purpose of building a greyhound track. In 
addition to the offender being prosecuted for the offence, departmental compliance 
staff issued a 'property map of assessable vegetation' over the affected area to 
ensure that it will remain protected while it regenerates. 

The Land portfolio also includes officers who are responsible for the management of 
commercial forestry operations in State forests. There are 66 officers who are 
authorised under the Forestry Act 1959 for this purpose. 

Formal investigations are undertaken by a group of 24 specialist investigators across 
all of the department's functions; however this also covers the environment portfolio. 
Most of these investigators are appointed as authorised persons under the major 
Acts administered by the department. This is in addition to the regional staff referred 
to above. 

The Office of Climate Change does not have a specific enforcement function, as their 
role is predominantly policy and climate change related science. No officers working 
within that area of the department are authorised persons. However, the monitoring, 
investigation and enforcement work undertaken across the other functions contribute 
to the climate change agenda. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.3 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-109 

With regard to the objectives of the Department how many compliance notices, 
rectification orders or on the spot fines have been issued to property owners in the 
2010-11 financial year and how many court cases have been instigated by the 
Department in each service area and under which Acts have they been issued or 
instigated? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management administers a range of 
legislation to protect the environment and manage our natural resources for the 
benefit of all Queenslanders. 

This response provides advice in relation to legislation that falls under my portfolio 
responsibilities, as detailed in Administrative Arrangement Order (No. 2) 2011. 
Additional legislation administered by the department falls under the responsibilities 
of either the Minister for Environment or the Minister for Energy and Water Utilities. 

The Land portfolio includes the administration of the Vegetation Management Act 
1999, the Land Act 1994 and other legislation associated with the management of 
State-controlled land and indigenous cultural heritage. The Land portfolio also 
includes the management of commercial forestry operations in State forests. 

In 2010-2011, eight prosecutions commenced involving the Vegetation Management 
Act 1999 and one prosecution commenced under the Land Act 1994. 

In 2010-11, Penalty Infringement Notices were issued as follows in the Land portfolio: 

In 2010-11, formal warnings and statutory compliance notices were issued as follows 
in the Land portfolio: 



Legislation No. of Formal No. of Statutory 
Warnings Compliance Notices 

Forestry Act 1959 1 0 
Land Act 1994 1 1 
Vegetation Management Act 1999 14 0 

The Water portfolio within the department includes administration of the Water Act 
2000 and the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008. 

In 2010-11, eight prosecutions commenced under the Water Act 2000. 

In 2010-11, 36 formal warnings and 12 statutory compliance notices were issued 
under the Water Act 2000. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 4 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 5-36 

With regard to the discontinued measure relating to valuation objections, please 
detail how many objections have been received reported separately by council area 
and a) how long they took to be completed, b) if the objection resulted in a variation 
by how much and c) if not completed how many objections are still outstanding and 
how long since they were lodged? 

ANSWER: 

In September 2010, the Land Valuation Act 2010 replaced the Valuation of Land 
Act 1944 and introduced changes to the statutory land valuation process in 
Queensland, including amendments to the valuation objection process. The new 
process includes an extension to the timeframes for the lodgement of objections from 
45 to 60 days, from the issue date of the valuation. 

If an objection is not 'properly made', landowners will be issued with a correction 
notice and will have 28 days to correct their objection and return it to the Valuer
General. 

The new amendments to the objection process extend considerably, the possible 
period required to complete an objection. The new amendments include: the 
extension to timeframes for the properly made correction notice process; mandatory 
conferences for valuations over $5 million; landowner rights to internal reviews of 
certain administrative decisions relating to their objection; and the landowner rights to 
appeal these internal review decisions to the Queensland Civil Administrative 
Tribunal. 

As a result, the former objection service standard has been published as a 
discontinued measure in the Service Delivery Statement. 

In considering all objections lodged following the 2011 annual revaluation, State 
Valuation Service Valuers are currently working on a priority basis towards 
completing as many objections as possible within the next eight week period. 

I 



Progress towards completing objection decisions is being monitored and reported 
internally, on a weekly basis. 

The service standard is being reviewed to consider all changes to the objection 
process. The new valuation objection service standard measures will be reported on 
the Department of Environment and Resource Management website annually. 

As the objection period for the 2011 valuation closed on 4 July 2011, the majority of 
data relating to the 2011 valuation is being processed and is not yet available. There 
has been a reduction in the percentage of objections, when compared with the total 
valuations issued. When data is available, I will provide the requested information to 
the Member by early October 2011. 

Attachment 1 provides a comparison of objections lodged, following the 2010 and 
2011 revaluations. Figures for the 2011 revaluation are current, as at 14 July 2011, 
with objection statistics still being finalised. 



ATIACHMENT1 

TABLE 1: Numbers of objections lodged against Annual Valuations which took effect: 

• 30 June 2011; and 
• 30 June 2010. 

NOTE: Figures for the 2011 revaluation are not finalised. Figures published below are current as at 
14 July 2011. 

Local Government Area 
Objections lodged Objections lodged 
2011 Revaluation 2010 Revaluation 

Balonne Shire Council '" 13 44 
Banana Shire Council 29 71 
Barcaldine Regional Council 12 • 
Barcoo Shire Council 0 • 
Blackall-Tambo' Regional' Council 8 

, • 
Boulia Shire Council 0 • 
Brisbane City Council 2243 

, 

1285 
Bulloo Shire Council 0 • 
Bundaberg Regional Council 115 126 
Burdekin Shire Council 245 • 
Burke Shire Council 0 • 
Cairns Regional Council 167 • 
Carpentaria Shire Council 10 • 
Cassowary Coast Regional Council 73 688 
cerifrarHfghlaodsHegional C()uncil 79 • 
Charters Towers Regional Council 11 205 
Cloncurry Shire Council 7 • 

, 

Cook Shire Council 8 72 
Croydon Shire Council 0 8 
Diamantina Shire Council 0 • 
Etheridge Shire Council 1 27 
Flinders Shire Council 11 • 
Fraser Coast Regional Council 43 64 
Gladstone Regional Council 138 • 
Gold Coast City Council 391 156 
Goondiwindi Regional Council 19 • 
Gympie Regional Council 262 • 

" 

Hinchinbrook Shire Council 307 • 
Ipswich CitY Council :121 • 
Isaac Regional Council, 11 • 
LaGkyer Valley Rf3giQllalCouncil >, 41 82 
Logan City Council 443 • 
LongreaC:h Regi()nal, Council 18 • 
Mackay Rf3gional Council 120 • 
McKinlay Shirf3Council 0 • 
Maranoa Regional Council 71 • 
Moreton Bay Regional Cou ncil 616 692 
Mount Isa City Council 12 • 
Murwf3h Shirf3 Council 28 • 
North Burnett Rf3gional Council 36 • 
Paroo Shirf3 Council 8 • 
Quilpif3 Shire Council 3 • 
Rf3dJalidCity Council , 172 275 
Richmond Shirf3 Council 5 • 
ROCkhampton'RegionalCouncil 125 198 
Scenic Rim Regional Council 141 • 
_Somf3rsf3t'RegionaICot.lncil ,.' 40 183 

, 



South Burnetl Regional Council 43 208 
Southern Downs Regional Council 81 272 
Sunshine Coast Regional Council 452 * 
Tablelands Regional Council 157 * 
Toowoomba Regional Council 255 * 
Torres Shire Council 3 4 
Townsville City Council 277 467 
Weipa Town Authority 1 10 
Western Downs Regional Council 39 111 
Whitsunday Regional Council 102 130 
Winton Shire Council 11 * 

TotarObjections lodged . . ' . 7724 5378 

* denotes Local Government Area not revalued in 2010. 

2011 2010 

Total number of valuations issued 
1,599,428 947,935 

r 
Objections lodged as a percentage of valuations 

0.48% 0.57% 
issued 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 5 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-120 

With reference to the 0.2% of title dealings that were not accurate, will the Minister 
please advise, how many title dealings this error rate encompassed and what were 
the nature of these errors? 

ANSWER: 

Members of the Department of Environment and Resource Management's Titles 
Registry staff undertake a high standard of competency based technical training and 
require formal accreditation before processing titling documents lodged for 
registration. 

Title transactions are processed in the department's Automated Titles System which 
incorporates functionality including electronic imaging, optical character recognition 
and automated verification of data. While the system provides customers and the 
department with a range of efficiencies and related savings, there is still a substantial 
element of human involvement in processing title transactions. While internal controls 
serve to minimise the incidence of mistakes by staff, the potential for human error is 
difficult to eliminate. 

On average, more than 52,000 title transactions were processed in the registry each 
month during 2010-11. During this period, on average, approximately 100 processing 
mistakes occurred per month. The consequences of these processing errors were 
generally very minor. The vast majority were of a minor typographical nature with no 
real effect on the legal rights and entitlements of individuals - for example, incorrect 
spelling of names, inconsistency in the wording of dealing endorsements recorded, 
incorrect internal dealing code numbers applied to documents, and failure to remove 
historical dealing references from the current title record when a new dealing was 
registered. 

Importantly, the interests of proprietors are protected under the Land Title Act 1994, 
which provides an entitlement to State compensation for loss in a range of 
circumstances including certain errors in the freehold land register. The Act 
authorises the department's Registrar of Titles to correct a range of administrative 
errors in the register. Compensation claims are rare and none were received during 
2010-11. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 6 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-119 

With reference to the Forest product sales can the Minister please list reported 
separately in table form by state forest area a) type of timber or quarry material, b) 
income and c) volume? 

ANSWER: 

A summary of forest products sales statistics for State forests for the period from 
1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 are shown in Table 1. Further detail by individual State 
Forest is provided in Attachment 1. 

Table 1: Forest Product Sales by Tenure Class and Type of Timber or Quarry 
Material from 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 

r 



A summary of forest products sales statistics for other tenure categories where the 
forest products and/or quarry material are reserved to the State is provided in 
Table 2. 

Table 2: Forest Products Sales from other tenure categories by Type of Timber 
or Quarry Material from 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 

Notes: 
1 - Miscellaneous Forest Products covers a wide spectrum of products. A quantity has not been 
provided given the small quantity of products sold and the difference in units of sale for the various 
products. I 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Forest Product Sales by State Forest and Type of Timber or Quarry Material from 
1 July 2010 to 30 June 2011 

,:... .... .... Pd· .... ...•...... : ....... . . Quantity· (Cubic 
State FOI~!/. :. . .. . . ro uct ...... . Value ($) metres} 
AberQowrie State Forest Quarry material 7,059 2,725 
Allies Creek State Forest Quarry material 1,268 829 

Amamoor State Forest Hardwood log timber 1,745 62 -
Miscellaneous forest products 57 N/A 

Barabanbel State Forest 1 Cypress loa timber 17,566 437 
Barabanbel State Forest 3 Cypress loa timber 157,395 4,467 

Barakula State Forest .9'yp..r:~§.~lQ9.ji.I!1.Q~._ ..... ____________ _______ Z72,043 15,485_ 
r~---------------··-------------

Miscellaneous forest products 933 N/A 
Beerburrum East State Forest Quarry material 1,024,553 388,088 
Beerburrum West State Forest Hardwood loa timber 185,521 2,417 

Benarkin State Forest Hardwood loa timber 347,825 3,192 
Miscellaneous forest products 10 N/A 

Bilwon State Forest Hardwood log timber 248 4 

Boondandilla State Forest Cypress loa timber 44,302 1,546 

Braemar State Forest Hardwood loa timber 236,058 5,399 
Brinaalily State Forest Cypress loa timber 414,659 7,539 
Brucedale State Forest Cypress log timber 90,726 2,774 
Byfield State Forest Quarry material 42,960 20,814 

Camboon State Forest Hardwood log timber 75,929 1,892 
Clemant State Forest Quarry material 31,837 18,892 

Combabula State Forest Quarry material 13,119 9,680 

Cordalba State Forest Hardwood loa timber 313,767 3,181 

Curra State Forest _HardwQo_dJQ9J.i!)lber ............... __________ 353,168 4,328 
. --"-,-.--,-----~--------------------- f-_._-.--.--.. -...... -.... 

Miscellaneous forest products 128 N/A 

Dan Dan State Forest Hardwood loa timber 187,675 3,290 

Dawson RanQe State Forest Hardwood loa timber 1,849 94 

Deer Reserve State Forest Hardwood loa timber 76,302 1,033 
Delembra State Forest Quarry material 44 77 
Duaringa State Forest Hardwood log timber 41,611 1,407 
Dunmore State Forest --"-",---_._-------------- Cypress 10gJimber _._._. 52,~Q..._. 1,1)71 

Miscell,meous forest P..r:Q~ucl§.. ___ 25 N/A ------,---------------- ---------_. 
Quarry material 940 1,751 

Elgin Vale State Forest Hardwood log timber 67,877 1,122 
Ferguson State Forest Hardwood log timber 86,049 882 
Forfar State Forest Cypress loa timber 68,776 2,525 
Forrest State Forest Cypress loa timber 107,476 2,793 
Gallangowan State Forest Hardwood log timber 20,554 340 
Glastonbury State Forest Miscellaneous forest products 80 N/A 
Gooaa State Forest Miscellaneous forest products 82 N/A 
Gubberamunda State Forest Cypress loa timber 83,261 2,010 
Herberlon Range State Forest Hardwood loa timber 15,746 567 
Imbil State Forest Hardwood log timber 4,055 58 
Jimna State Forest Hardwood log timber 102,620 1,560 





ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 7 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-119 

With reference to outstanding native title claims, can the Minister please list each 
outstanding claim, by location and status? 

ANSWER: 

At present, there are 106 active Native Title claims across Queensland, covering 
50 per cent of the land area of the State. A list of all active claims, their status in the 
Federal Court and their location by Native Title Representative Body is provided in 
Attachment 1. 

In the 2010-2011 financial year: four claimant applications were determined by 
consent; one non-claimant application was determined by the court; seven claimant 
applications were finalised, either by being combined, dismissed or discontinued; and 
one non-claimant application was discontinued. In total, 13 claims were finalised. 
During 2010-2011, a further four claimant and one non-claimant applications were 
lodged with the court. 



Native Title Claims in Queensland 

Conditional Consent Determination 
(Subject to the registration of the ILUA 
with the 

ATTACHMENT 1 

--------.-~-----------------------



23/08/2001 I Gunggari #2 

25/07/2001 I Port Curtis Coral Coast 

Awaits full court decision on Torres Sea 
Claim 

24/05/2002 Managed Case List 



22/03/2005 I Gugu Badhun People #2 

5/09/2006 

-------------



28/08/2008 

28/08/2008 

Awaits full court decision on Torres Sea 
Claim 
Awaits full court decision on Torres Sea 
Claim 

Awaits full court decision on Torres Sea 
Claim 

List 
towards a 

Torres Strait Regional Authority 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.8 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-119 

Will the Minister please list how many parcels of unallocated state land were 
allocated to their most appropriate use and tenure in 2009-10 and 2010-11, reported 
separately by region including the value and whether they were allocated to; 
Government (specifying federal or state and which department), local council, private 
sector or other (please specify)? 

ANSWER: 

Under the Land Act 1994, the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management (DERM) has allocated 3,931 parcels of unallocated State land tenure, 
valued at over $436 million, since 1 July 2009. 

The following information is provided -

.•...... 
North 

Central SouthEast SouthWest 
Tenure Type Region West Region Region 

Region 
2009 - 2010 
Conservation Tenures and 

23 20 49 2 State Forest 
Reserve 91 325 396 20 
Transport Infrastructure 29 168 147 11 
Leasehold 79 251 103 33 
FreeholdinQ Leases 12 2 4 2 
Freehold 134 119 94 38 
Total number of tenures 368 885 793 106 
Total value - $227,036,275.00 

l 



c. _ ,.. ',.'......... .' • •...•...•• ' ...•...•..• .. Central SouthWest Tenure Type North West South East 
..... Region Region Region Region 

2010 -2011 
Conservation Tenures and 79 20 64 2 State Forest 
Reserve 90 48 262 9 
Transport Infrastructure 3 26 13 0 
Leasehold 78 192 172 42 
Freeholdinq Leases 8 14 2 4 
Freehold 385 106 97 63 
Total number of tenures 643 406 610 120 
Total value - $209,302,795.00 

Conservation tenures and State Forest are dedicated in accordance with the Forestry 
Act 1959 and Nature ConseNation Act 1992, and are managed by the department. 

Reserves are dedicated for public or community purposes under the Land Act 1994, 
including parks and gardens, showgrounds, cemeteries, and sport and recreation. 
The day-to-day management of trust land is generally by trustees. These are often 
local government but can also be groups such as a showground trust or an 
incorporated sporting association. 

The dedication of unallocated State land to conservation tenures and reserves for 
recreation purposes forms part of the Government's commitment to achieving the 
Q2 target of protecting 50 per cent more land for nature conservation and public 
recreation by 2020. 

Transport land is held under the Transport Infrastructure Act 1994 as a perpetual 
lease. The State of Queensland, represented by the Department of Transport and 
Main Roads, is the lessee. 

Leasehold tenures include leases, licences and permits to occupy, and are granted 
over State land for specific purposes, including grazing, agriculture, industry and 
tourism. They are granted to a person or an organisation and are subject to a range 
of conditions to ensure that they are managed appropriately. 

Freeholding leases are granted to a person or an organisation that holds a grazing 
homestead perpetual lease, special lease or a non competitive lease, and elects to 
pay the purchase price for their lease to be converted to freehold over a number of 
years. 

Freehold title to land is obtained by the issuing of a deed of grant by the Governor in 
Council, following a decision to sell unallocated State land. The 651 parcels of 
unallocated State land converted to freehold tenure in 2010/11 were for private 
purposes, including residential land, infrastructure and livestock grazing. 

r 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 9 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SDS 3-119 

Will the Minister please advise, in relation to the standard regarding Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Land Trusts compliant and effectively managing their land, with 
a target of 50 per cent next financial year, how many of these trusts are currently 
compliant, listed separately by region and if this information is not currently available 
why not? 

ANSWER: 

Of the 71 existing land trusts, 39 are currently compliant. That is, they are compliant 
for the 2009/2010 financial year. Of those 39 land trusts, 32 are in north Queensland, 
3 are in central west Queensland, 2 are in south west Queensland, and 2 were in 
south east Queensland. Land trusts earning over $10,000 in the 2010/2011 financial 
year have until late December 2011 to lodge their compliance related information. 
Compliance figures for the 2010/2011 financial year will not be available until that 
time. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.10 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

Reference: SOS 3-111. Will the Minister please advise (by financial year 2009-10, 
2010-11 and 2011-12 reported separately) a) what is the cost to government of the 
valuation reforms in each year, b) how many valuers are employed and c) what is the 
length of service for each of these valuers? 

ANSWER: 

a) On 9 March 2010, the Premier announced a range of reforms to the Queensland 
valuation framework and the State Valuation Service (SVS). The reforms 
included: the Introduction of "site value" methodology from the 2011 valuations 
for non-rural land; introduction of legislative amendments to the removal of the 
"shopping centre formula" and intangible elements; and the introduction of a clear 
definition of rural land. Amendments to the objections and appeal process were 
also introduced, to simplify the valuation approach. Associated business reforms 
included re-establishing the independent statutory position of the Valuer-General, 
and associated staff; and establishing an audit team to implement new 
performance standards and bench marking against national best valuation 
practice. 

The following table outlines the special funding for valuation reform and 
expenditure from that funding by the SVS. 

Year Fundiml ($,000) Expenditure ($,000) 
2009-10 3,420 932 
2010-11 7,682 7,347 
2011-12 6,209 

Expenditure includes extensive systems changes to the Queensland Valuation 
and Sales database, the employment of 25 new valuers, the establishment and 
maintenance of the Office of the Valuer-General, and the establishment and 
maintenance of legislative and business reform processes including a peer 
review panel and an audit team. 

b) As at 1 July 2011, based on registered and unregistered valuers employed by the 
SVS, there were: 

Year Headcount Full time equivalents 
(FTEs) 

2009 150 145.98 
2010 165 162.42 
2011 175 172.41 

I 



c) The current length of service for departmental valuers ranges from less than one 
year to over 44 years. This has changed little over the last three years. 
The current average length of service of valuers within the SVS is 16 years. 

I 



Minister for Finance, 
Natural Resources and The Arts 

Government Questions on Notice 



Minister for Finance, Natural Resources and The Arts - Questions on notice 
Government Members 2011 

1. I refer to SOS 3-113, can the Minister outline the benefits of having a Valuer General 
in Queensland? 

2. I refer to SOS 3-1 13 in relation to valuation refonn. Can the Minister advise what 
measures have been put in place to ensure the continuous improvement of the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management's State Valuation Service? 

3. I refer to SOS 3-111 in relation to the implementation of the valuation refonns. Can 
the Minister advise the details of the new quality assurance procedures, peer review 
and objection processes and how this will benefit landowners in Queensland? 

4. I refer to SOS 3-119, which shows that the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management met its target for increase the number of mapped hectares of vegetation 
communities and ecosystems, in 2010-11 of6,000,000. Can the Minister advise key 
policy programs and outcomes that this mapping supports? 

5. I refer to SOS 3-120 which shows that the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management has surpassed its targets in terms of accuracy of registration of title 
dealings and percentage of records processed within customer service standards for 
the Titles Registry and the Digital Cadastral Database. Can the Minister advise the 
services the Titles Office provides to Queensland and advise how many dealings and 
records it processed last year? 

6. I refer to SOS 3-115 regarding the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management's role in improving indigenous land ownership. Can the Minister advise 
how the state meets its obligations under the Commonwealth Native Title Act 1993 
and provide examples of progress the government made in this regard in 20 I 0111 ? 

7. I refer to page 3-113 of the SOS and to the finalisation of the Baffle Creek Water 
resource Plan. Can the Minister please provide a Statewide update on the progress of 
water resource planning? 

8. I refer to SOS 3-111 regarding strategic the cropping land policy. Can the Minister 
advise on progress of the strategic cropping policy and how this will provide certainty 
for Queensland's best cropping land? 

9. I refer to SOS 3-112 regarding the Healthy HeadWaters Water Use Efficiency project. 
Can the Minister provide an update on the status of the program and how it is 
protecting the viability of the Queensland Murray Darling Basin? 

10. I refer to page 3-115 of the SOS and the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management's initiatives to help Queenslanders conserve water. Could the Minister 
please provide an update on how the department is working with primary producers to 
increase rural water use efficiency? 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 1 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SOS 3-113, can the Minister outline the benefits of having a Valuer-General 
in Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

In March 2010, the Queensland Government gave a commitment to reform the 
statutory valuation system. As part of the reform process, a decision was made to 
appoint a Valuer-General as the independent head of the State Valuation Service. 
The Valuer-General will implement the reform process to ensure that the 
Government's commitments and client expectations are delivered. 

In August 2010, Mr Neil Bray was announced as the incoming Valuer-General, 
commencing duties in October 2010. Mr Bray was formerly the Valuer-General in 
South Australia for over 10 years and brings a wealth of experience to the position. 

The appointment of a Valuer-General brings Queensland back into line with all other 
Australian States, which have a Valuer-General responsible for statutory valuations. 
The appointment of the Valuer-General provides independence and a point of 
accountability for statutory land valuations in Queensland. The position is responsible 
for managing the operations of the State Valuation Service and maintaining the 
valuation roll. It is also responsible for issuing annual and interim valuations, 
considering and administering objections and defending appeals against valuations in 
the Land Court. 

The Valuer-General is an authorative spokesperson on statutory valuations and 
property market movement in Queensland. He is responsible for setting standards, 
implementing quality assurance and benchmarking, and auditing and peer review 
processes within the State Valuation Service. 

For some time, industry has been pushing for the reintroduction of the Valuer
General position in Queensland and the Government has delivered on this. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 2 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SDS 3-113 in relation to valuation reform. Can the Minister advise what 
measures have been put in place to ensure the continuous improvement of the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management's State Valuation Service? 

ANSWER: 

In March 2010, the Queensland Government announced major reforms to the State 
Valuation Service (SVS) and the way in which statutory land valuations are carried 
out. One of the reforms was a commitment to continuously improve the SVS by 
creating explicit performance standards and bench marking the performance against 
national valuation best practice and client service standards. Benchmarking will 
establish targets for performance, measure performance against those targets, and 
compare it against industry best practice. 

The Valuer-General has recruited a team of three staff, responsible for monitoring 
quality assurance in the SVS. Every member of the SVS will be covered by the 
Quality Assurance Framework. Under this framework, continual improvement and 
best practice work processes will be established within the SVS, ensuring that 
valuations and other services are provided to a high standard. The Quality Assurance 
system will create and set standards for valuations and then assess the quality or 
delivery of valuations against those standards. 

Valuation best practice requires that, in large statutory valuation programs, an 
independent peer review process is essential. In Queensland, a peer review panel 
has been established to formalise an independent process, to ensure that any 
systemic problems are identified and addressed in the early stages of the statutory 
valuation process. Membership of the independent review panel includes a private 
valuer from Queensland, an independent valuation auditor from another state, a 
representative from the Australian Property Institute (Queensland Branch), an 
academic (Chair) from the valuation field, and a departmental observer. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 3 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SDS 3-111 in relation to the implementation of the valuation reforms. Can 
the Minister advise the details of the new quality assurance procedures, peer review 
and objection processes and how this will benefit landowners in Queensland? 

ANSWER: 

The State Valuation Service Quality Assurance (QA) Framework was approved by 
both Government and Industry stake holders and has now been published on the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management's website. 

The QA Framework lays the foundation for the implementation of a best practice, 
quality assurance system within the State Valuation Service. The framework captures 
the whole of the State Valuation Service business including, all valuations issued by 
the State Valuation Service, the Queensland Valuation and Sales (QVAS) system, 
response times to telephone and written enquiries, timeliness in the provision of 
information and data products, and timelines for finalising objection processes. 

The QA System will implement statistical tests and benchmark standards for 
measuring the quality, uniformity and accuracy of the State Valuation Service's mass 
appraisal system. The statistical tests are in-line with national and international mass 
appraisal standards, including those defined by the Australian Property Institute and 
the International Valuation Standards Board. 

An Independent Peer Review Panel is being formed with instructions to examine the 
veracity of State Valuation Service policy, procedures and work processes as well as 
the accuracy and uniformity of statutory valuations across Queensland. The panel will 
be independent from the State Valuation Service and will report directly to the Valuer
General on an annual basis, with interim reporting at pre-determined intervals. 
Membership of the panel includes a departmental observer, an Australian Property 
Institute representative, an academic from the valuation field, a private valuer and an 
inter-state valuation auditor. The panel will identify areas of concern and make 
recommendations to the Valuer-General on proposed changes to policy and process. 

The Land Valuation Act 2010 has simplified the valuations objection process for 
landowners by encouraging a greater exchange of information between the 



landowner and the Valuer-General, along with an extension to the timeframes for the 
objection process from 45 to 60 days for landowners dissatisfied with their valuation. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.4 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SDS 3-119, which shows that the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management met its target for increase the number of mapped hectares of 
vegetation communities and ecosystems, in 2010-11 of 6,000,000. Can the Minister 
advise key policy programs and outcomes that this mapping supports? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management's best practice survey, 
mapping and monitoring of regional ecosystems in the State is the leading program 
of its kind in Australia. 

Regional Ecosystems are vegetation communities in a bioregion that are consistently 
associated with a particular combination of geology, landform and soil. The 
Queensland Herbarium in the department has developed a program for mapping 
regional ecosystems across Queensland. 

The information from the regional ecosystem program is fundamental for the 
implementation of the State's vegetation and environmental legislation (Vegetation 
Management Act 1999 and Environmental Protection Act 1994), for biodiversity 
planning and conservation by the State, local governments and the Commonwealth. 

The program provides the science to determine the conservation status of regional 
ecosystems, the class for regional ecosystems for the Vegetation Management Act 
and audits the change in extent of regional ecosystems. 

The regional ecosystem mapping is also used: 

• as one of the primary inputs into the identification of high priority strategic 
properties considered suitable for addition to the national park estate; 

• to assist in the identification of networks of conservation corridors, the condition 
of ecosystems and other areas of high conservation value for the maintenance of 
biodiversity, which is recognised as a priority action in Queensland's draft 
Biodiversity Strategy - Building Nature's Resilience; 



• for the state-wide wetland mapping, which is used in the Temporary State 
Planning Policy 1/10: Protecting Wellands of High Ecological Significance in 
Great Barrier Catchments; and 

• to address biodiversity for property planning, such as under the Delbessie 
Agreement. 

Landholders and the community can use the maps to find the extent of regional 
ecosystems (remnant vegetation), their conservation status, and areas of essential 
habitat for threatened species. 

Maps and information on regional ecosystems are freely available from the 
department's website. In excess of 1,000 Queenslanders use this service every week 
to get free regional ecosystem maps for their property or area of interest. 

I 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 5 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SDS 3-120 which shows that the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management has surpassed its targets in terms of accuracy of registration of title 
dealings and percentage of records processed within customer service standards for 
the Titles Registry and the Digital Cadastral Database. Can the Minister advise the 
services the Titles Office provides to Queensland and advise how many dealings and 
records it processed last year? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management's Titles Registry 
provides an effective and efficient land titling system that ensures registered interests 
in freehold land, such as ownership and mortgages, are secured and protected. 

Like all Australian states and territories, Queensland adopts the principles of Torrens 
titling. These principles are enshrined in the Land Title Act 1994. Under the Act, the 
State underwrites a title guarantee for registered freehold interests, which protects 
innocent proprietors from loss that may arise through a range of adverse 
circumstances such as, for example, fraud by a third party. 

The titling system helps to underpin Queensland's economic framework, prosperity 
and social fabric. It provides certainty and security for property owners and investors 
and supports community confidence that helps drive the property sector, which is 
traditionally a substantial contributor to overall economic activity. For example, 
financial institutions that outlay large sums of money - through registered mortgage 
security - can be confident that their interests are promptly recorded, secured and 
protected through the titling system. 

Timely and accurate registration of interests is important. It reduces uncertainty and 
associated costs for stakeholders. During 2010-11 over 600,000 dealings were 
lodged in the registry. The majority were finalised within just one or two days. 
Over 94 per cent of dealings, including many of a complex legal nature, were 
registered within five days. More than 99.8 per cent of registrations were completed 
without the need for any corrective or remedial action. 

l 



The department's Titles Registry provides stakeholders with a range of online 
information and assistance services including title searches, dealing status searches, 
prescribed forms and guides to their completion, and the authoritative land title 
practice manual. In addition, authorised customers have access to electronic 
lodgement of title dealings. Some 45 per cent of dealings are now lodged 
electronically, delivering savings and processing efficiencies to customers and the 
department. 

The department is also committed to meeting emerging needs for improved spatial 
data accuracy through the Digital Cadastral Database, which provides a graphical 
representation of land parcel boundaries in Queensland. Ninety per cent of new 
survey plans are entered into the database within seven working days of the plan 
being registered in the Titles Registry. Data accuracy and currency within the Digital 
Cadastral Database is vital to Governrnent and industry, with benefits including 
enhanced land planning and better emergency response management. 
Significant advances in spatial accuracy levels have been achieved, including 
through the use of satellite imagery and rectified aerial imagery, with some 1.7 million 
(approximately 58 per cent) land parcels having been upgraded in spatial accuracy. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 6 
asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SOS 3-115 regarding the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management's role in improving indigenous land ownership. Can the Minister advise 
how the state meets its obligations under the Commonwealth Native Title Act 1993 
and provide examples of progress the government made in this regard in 2010/11? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management meets its 
responsibilities under the Commonwealth Native Title Act 1993 and the Queensland 
Native Title (Queensland) Act 1993 by representing, through Crown Law, the State's 
interests in the resolution of Native Title claims before the Federal Court and 
ensuring that State departments and agencies afford the Native Title parties the 
required Native Title procedural rights. There are currently 106 active Queensland 
Native Title claims. There were 4 consent determinations of Native Title settled in the 
period 2010-11. Another 9 were either discontinued or dismissed. 

Of the 496 registered Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs) in Australia, 263 - or 
53 per cent - are in Queensland. Since July 2010, there have been 36 ILUAs 
registered in Queensland. Some recently registered Indigenous Land Use 
Agreements, where the State was a party, include: the Wulgurukaba People's ILUA, 
Magnetic Island, on 22 December 2010; the Marpa National Park (Cape York 
Peninsula Aboriginal Land) ILUA, Cook Shire Council region, on 29 April 2011; and 
the Darumbal Marmor ILUA, Rockhampton, on 16 May 2011. 

Also, following extensive negotiations throughout 2010-11, Native Title consent 
determinations were settled on 4 July 2011, recognising the Quandamooka people's 
Native Title rights and interests over lands and waters on and surrounding 
North Stradbroke Island, and some islands in Moreton Bay. The successful outcome 
of these negotiations recognised the right to live and be present on the determination 
area, conduct ceremonies, to maintain places of importance and areas of 
significance to the Quandamooka People. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 7 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to page 3-113 of the SOS and to achievements relating to the finalisation of a 
number of water planning activities over the past 12 months. Can the Minister please 
provide a Statewide update on the progress of water resource planning? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government is committed to protecting and managing 
Queensland's water resources through the implementation of high quality water 
resource plans and resource operations plans that are compliant with the 
requirements of both the National Water Initiative and the Queensland Water 
Act 2000. A water resource plan provides the high level policy objectives for 
allocating and managing available water resources within a river catchment area. The 
resource operations plan provides the detail of the day-to-day operating rules and 
arrangements, by which the water resource plan's objectives will be achieved. 

Together, these complementary phases of the water planning process establish 
secure and, where appropriate, tradable entitlements for the water that is available to 
be taken for existing and future consumptive uses. Importantly, the plans also specify 
the water required to be left to maintain the health of our river systems. 

Of the 23 identified plan areas across the state, 22 have a finalised Water Resource 
Plan, covering over 91 per cent of Queensland's land area. Of the 22 completed 
Water Resource Plans, 18 now have an accompanying Resource Operations Plans 
in place. The water resource planning process for the final plan area, the 
Wet Tropics, formally commenced in early 2010. 

Key achievements in water planning over the past twelve months include: 

• the finalisation of the Baffle Creek Basin Water Resource Plan and the 
subsequent release of a draft Baffle Creek Resource Operations Plan for public 
submissions. The final Baffle Creek Resource Operations Plan is expected to be 
released later this year; 

• new draft water resource plans for Cooper Creek and the Fitzroy Basin were 
released for public comment. These two new draft water resource plans are to 



replace the existing plans for the Cooper Creek and Fitzroy Basins which are due 
to expire after 10 years, in 2011; 

• a draft amendment to the Burnett Resource Operations Plan to include 
groundwater was released for public submissions; 

• a draft amendment to the Condamine and Balonne Resource Operations Plan 
was released for submissions. The draft amendrnent contains proposed 
provisions allowing treated coal seam gas water to be used for irrigation purposes 
through the existing Chinchilla Weir water supply scheme; 

• a final Border Rivers Resource Operations Plan amendment was released in 
May 2011. The Plan amendment includes a number of operational changes that 
had been sought by water users; 

• an amendment to the Gold Coast Resource Operations Plan was finalised to 
introduce new water entitlement and infrastructure operating arrangements 
associated with the recently-completed raising of the Hinze Dam; and 

• the reviews of submissions made by stakeholders on the Mary and Whitsunday 
draft Resource Operations Plans and draft Barron Resource Operations Plan 
amendment are in the process of being finalised, with final plans to be released in 
the next two to three months. 

Although the achievements noted for water planning are significant, the impacts of 
flooding and Cyclone Yasi have necessitated the temporary deferment or extension 
of the time allocated for a number of planned public consultation processes. 

The Queensland Government has also undertaken the rnost significant review of the 
State's water planning laws since the Water Act 2000 was introduced 11 years ago. 
This review resulted in the new 'single water planning process' amendments to the 
Water Act, which were introduced to State Parliament in June this year. The single 
water planning process will improve the efficiency of water resource planning, with 
the implementation of this framework allowing the water resource plans and resource 
operations plans to be combined into one planning process. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.8 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SOS 3-111 regarding strategic the cropping land policy. Can the Minister 
advise on progress of the strategic cropping policy and how this will provide certainty 
for Queensland's best cropping land? 

ANSWER: 

On 31 May 2011, the Queensland Governrnent announced that it will implement its 
strategic cropping land policy through Strategic Cropping Protection Areas and a 
Strategic Cropping Management Area. 

Strategic Cropping Protection Areas are areas under intense and imminent 
development pressure. Strategic cropping land in these areas will not be able to be 
permanently alienated by mining and other development, except in limited, 
exceptional circumstances. 

Strategic cropping land in the Strategic Cropping Land Management Area is also 
important to Queensland's cropping and horticultural industries. 
Proposed development in the management area will need to avoid any impacts on 
strategic cropping land. Where strategic cropping land will be permanently alienated, 
the development proponents will be required to mitigate their impacts. 

To provide certainty to developers, land holders and the broader community, the 
Government has announced, that as of 31 May 2011, resource development 
projects, such as mining, that have not met certain milestones in the approvals 
process will be subject to the full effect of the strategic cropping legislation to be 
introduced later this year. 

The Government has also released a Regulatory Assessment Statement seeking 
public feedback on the cost recovery options and costs to businesses and 
landholders associated with implementing the policy. A draft State Planning Policy 
will be released soon, also for public feedback. 

Guidelines for applying the proposed criteria for identifying strategic cropping land 
on-ground, are currently being finalised and will be released shortly. The Government 
is aiming to introduce the Sustainable Cropping Land Bill into Parliament later this 
year. 

I 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 9 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to SOS 3-112 regarding the Healthy HeadWaters Water Use Efficiency project. 
Can the Minister provide an update on the status of the program and how it is 
protecting the viability of the Queensland Murray Darling Basin? 

ANSWER: 

The Healthy HeadWaters program is a successful partnership between the 
Commonwealth Govemment and Queensland. The program continues to be 
successfully delivered and is helping Queensland Murray-Darling Basin communities 
deal with climate change and reduced consumptive water use, while maintaining their 
economic vibrancy. 

This Water Use Efficiency Project, funded by the Commonwealth under the Water for 
the Future initiative and delivered by the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management, is providing up to $56 million of investment (in two funding rounds) for 
irrigation infrastructure projects to improve on-farm water efficiency and to undertake 
complementary activities. This is the first phase of a potential investment pool of 
$115 million over eight years. 

Through the Water Use Efficiency Project, irrigators can apply for funding to support 
their investments in more efficient irrigation systems and technologies to reduce 
water losses while maintaining, and even improving, their productive agricultural 
capacity. This strengthens the economic viability of the irrigation business which, in 
tum, benefits the economies of regional communities in the Queensland Murray
Darling Basin. 

In addition, the project is also returning some of the water savings made to the 
Murray-Darling Basin's rivers, wetlands and flood plains - helping to improve the 
environmental wellbeing of this iconic waterway. 

As at 30 June 2011, the project has been greeted enthusiastically by Queensland 
irrigators with $27.9 million in funding for infrastructure projects already having been 
approved by the Commonwealth Government. Successful applicants have 
demonstrated their commitment to improving irrigation practices on their land by 
investing a further $7.8 million in the projects. 

I 



As at 30 June 2011, projects approved range in value from $533,000 to $5.9 million 
and these are predicted to deliver total water savings of 15,500 megalitres. Half of 
this water saving will be retained by irrigators and half will help protect environmental 
flows in the rivers and streams of the Murray-Darling Basin. 

Seven successful applications were received from land holders in the Border Rivers 
catchments and three were received from the Condamine-Balonne catchments. 
The applications cover a range of on-ground works, such as on-farm storage works, 
including: works to reduce evaporation losses by developing cells and raising 
embankment heights of existing storages; optimising surface irrigation; and 
converting from furrow irrigation to lateral move and centre pivot irrigation systems. 

One project, for example, involves the conversion of 717 hectares of surface 
irrigation to lateral move irrigation, as well as new measuring and monitoring 
instrumentation and technical training. The land holder is confident that this major 
investment will provide increased flexibility and long-term sustainability, as well as 
helping to reduce labour costs. The project is predicted to save 2,151 megalitres of 
water - 1,100 megalitres of which will be returned to the Murray-Darling river system. 

Building on the success of the first round, a second call for infrastructure applications 
from irrigators opened on 3 May 2011, with a budget of up to $20 million. This round 
will close on 29 July 2011. 

The Healthy HeadWaters Water Use Efficiency project will start to deliver improved 
water efficiency objectives once those projects approved under the first round of 
funding have been constructed. Construction has already commenced in many 
instances. 

The joint Queensland, Commonwealth Government Water Use Efficiency initiative is 
clearly a win-win project. The irrigators receive financial help to upgrade their 
infrastructure, regional communities get the benefit of the joint investment by the 
Commonwealth, and the environment benefits from the return of water savings to the 
river system. 

The Queensland Government is committed to the successful delivery of this exciting 
project for the landholders involved, their communities and the environment. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 10 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR FINANCE, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS (MS NOLAN)-

QUESTION: 

I refer to page 3-115 of the SDS and the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management's initiatives to help Queenslanders conserve water. Could the Minister 
please provide an update on how the department is working with primary producers 
to increase rural water use efficiency? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government funds the Rural Water Use Efficiency Initiative which 
supports Queensland's primary producers in addressing water and energy efficiency. 
It has two programs, namely, Rural Water Use Efficiency 4 and South East 
Queensland Irrigation Futures. 

In the 2009-10 budget, the Government announced funding of $4.5 million, over 4 
years (2009-2013), from the Queensland Climate Change Fund for phase 4 of the 
Rural Water Use Efficiency program under its climate change strategy, ClimateQ: 
toward a greener Queens/and. 

The Rural Water Use Efficiency Initiative aims to help farmers prepare for the 
impacts of climate variability and rising energy costs and is a partnership between the 
Queensland Government and the State's peak industry groups involved in irrigation. 

One key aspect of the Initiative is the provision of irrigation system assessments, 
including pump evaluations, which help identify and achieve water and energy 
savings on the farm. 

The Rural Water Use Efficiency Initiative complements the South East Queensland 
Irrigation Futures program which has been in place since 2005-2006. South East 
Queensland Irrigation Futures aims to assist irrigators in the region to improve on
farm irrigation water management, and achieve water and energy efficiencies. The 
irrigators are also supported by research and development projects which seek to 
improve the uptake of precision irrigation. 

Both programs aim to achieve water efficiency targets of up to 10 per cent and 
energy efficiency gains of up to 20 per cent. 

The Queensland Government is also working with the Australian Government, 
through the Healthy HeadWaters Program, to secure a sustainable future for the 
Murray-Darling Basin. A major element of this program is a water use efficiency 
project for irrigators in the region. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS 

NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No.1 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED-

QUESTION: 

Can the minister confirm that the Titles Office registration fee on a transfer for the 
amount of $180,000 will be $132.50 after 1 August 2011, and that there are 
additional fees of $27.90 per $10,000 over that amount so that, for example, a 
$500,000 transaction will cost $1025.30 even though they involve the same amount 
of work? 

ANSWER: 

The figures above are correct for transfers that will be lodged in the Titles Registry 
from 1 August 2011. 

This concept of a sliding scale fee has existed since introduction of the Torrens titling 
system in Queensland in 1861 when an ad-valorem rate, in line with the value of the 
subject land, was applied to fees for bringing such land under the Torrens system. 
The current ad-valorem formula applied to transfer fees is based on a method that 
has existed in Queensland for more than 50 years. 

Fees for land titling services are prescribed by regulation and are indexed annually in 
line with movements in the Consumer Price Index. Fees revenue helps fund 
Government services, including a world-class Automated Titles System which 
delivers efficiencies such as information searches in real-time over the internet, 
seven days a week, and electronic lodgement of title transactions. Similar fee 
structures also exist in several other states. 

It is important to note that under the Torrens system, registration provides property 
owners with substantial benefits including indefeasible title and the State underwrites 
a title guarantee carrying compensation entitlements in a range of circumstances. 

I 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS 

NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No. 2 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED

QUESTION: 

How much of the green-tape reduction project budget has been spent on 
consultants? 

ANSWER: 

This matter falls under the Minister for the Environment's portfolio. 

Notwithstanding this, I am advised that $71,456 has been spent engaging Synergies 
Economic Consulting as part of the Green-Tape Reduction Project. 

I am advised that this project will significantly reduce paper work and save money for 
businesses. 

It will simplify and fast track environmental approvals for hundreds of businesses 
starting up operations in Queensland without compromising on environmental 
protection. 

It will deliver major improvements to the licensing and approval processes under the 
Environmental Protection Act 1994. 

I refer the member to the relevant Minister for further information. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS 

NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No.3 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED-

QUESTION: 

How much has been spent on government advertising supporting Labor's position on 
sand mining on Stradbroke Island? 

ANSWER: 

This matter falls under the Minister for Environment's portfolio. 

Nonetheless, I am advised that in 2010-2011, $57,265 was spent on advertising to 
inform the south east Queensland community of the Government's timeframe for the 
cessation of mining on North Stradbroke Island and the staged establishment of the 
national park. 

This advertising included advertisements in the Courier Mail, Sunday Mail, Redland 
Times, Bayside Bulletin and Stradbroke Island News. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS 

NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No.4 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED-

QUESTION: 

How much money has been set aside for the Quandamooka people on North 
Stradbroke Island and how much is budgeted for the Indigenous rangers? 

ANSWER: 

This matter falls under the Minister for Environment's portfolio. 

However, I am advised that whilst the mining royalty share is confidential information 
that I cannot release without agreement by the Quandamooka People, I am further 
advised that the amount is consistent with the approach to royalty sharing specified 
in the Aboriginal Land Act 1991. 

As part of the first stage of the national park declaration on North Stradbroke Island, 
12 positions will be appointed, 6 of these are Indigenous. Three Quandamooka 
Indigenous rangers have recently been appointed and will have a key role in 
managing the new national park. A further three Indigenous rangers will be appointed 
to the Island over the next couple of months. 

For the 2011-12 financial year, approximately $500,000 has been budgeted for 
Quandamooka Indigenous rangers. This figure includes salary and operating costs. 
Indigenous rangers are not budgeted for separately; rather they are included in the 
overall project budget. 
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Executive Summary 

The Queensland Government has announced a new policy direction for Strategic 

Cropping Land (SCL) and is developing a comprehensive planning framework to 

implement the policy. 

Synergies &onomic Consulting (Synergies) was engaged to provide an economic cost

benefit evaluation of the SCL policy, which is to provide comprehensive analysis, 

preferably quantitatively, of the main impacts of the policy. 

Synergies is of the view that the debate over the SCL policy would not be particularly 
helped by another qualitative assessment of the issues and hence has attempted to 

provide a quantification of the likely range of the direct impacts on the Queensland 

economy. 

The work undertaken in this study should be viewed as a first step in the complex task 

of quantifying the likely impacts of such a long-term policy. By necessity, Synergies 

was required to make a large number of assumptions, sometimes based on limited 

. data, to perform this analysis. In particular, the SCL areas used in the study relate to a 
preliminary assessment which classified around 4% of the State as SCL. A more recent 
review suggests that this area could be as low as 2 %. However, Agencies were not in a 

position to be definitive about which areas would be reclassified under the 2% regime. 
Therefore we were not in a position to alter our. estimates to take account of this 
change. Clearly a reclassification of land to be captured under the SCL policy will have 

an impact on the results reported here. 

The valuation of benefits and costs in this report are based on the change in the total 

productive value of land due to the introduction of the SCL policy. Our measure of the 

productive value of land under a specific use is the economic rent that that land would 

generate in that use. In this analysis, the total rents accruing to the land affected by the 
legislation are estimated under two alternative states: 

• The 'WITHOUT policy state, i.e. the 'do nothing' case 

• The 'WITH' policy state. 

The analysis found that the introduction of the SCL policy will have a negative impact 

on the Queensland economy somewhere in the range of -$43.76billion to -$10.06billion 

expressed in present value terms. The results are sensitive to changes in a number of 

assumptions which highlights the benefit of continuing to refine and clarify the 

impacts of the policy. Nevertheless the analytical framework applied is robust and the 
report provides useful information to policy makers on the impacts of the policy on the 

economy. 
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• Section 3 presents the impacts on stakeholders and describes the alternative states 

used to assess the impacts 

• Section 4 presents the results of the analysis and discusses the sensitivity of those 

results to changes in key parameters. 
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• The 'WITH' policy state, i.e. the rents to those parcels of land that in the absence of 
the legislation would be acquired and used for alternative non-agricultural uses; 

and 

• The 'WITHOUT policy state, i.e. a 'do nothing' state where, over time, land that 
would otherwise be quarantined as SCL will be free to alternative uses. 

The total area of land induded under both states is identical. Under the 'with' state the 

total area is composed of alternate agricultural uses while under the 'without' state that 

same area of land is broken down by alternative mining and urban use. Therefore, the 

total area of Queensland to be classified as SCL is not the key driver in the analysis; 
rather it is those areas of SCL which could ultimately be used for non-agricultural 

purposes in the absence of the SCL policy. 

The two states are described in detail ID Section 3. 

2.2 Calculating land rental values 

A r~ge of approaches were used to value current land rents including: 

• for rents accruing to agricultural larid uses, annual rental values were estimated 
using the perpetuity method, i.e. Annual rental = Capital value * Discount rate. 
Capital values were estimated based on recent farm valuations provided by 

DERM and recent experience with irrigation properties in the Lower Balonne and 
Border Rivers areas; 

• while it has been assumed that no alternative land exists outside the SCL for 
dryland and irrigated cropping and intensive livestock, it is proposed that less 

productive land outside the SCL may be available at a significantly lower rental 
value for extensive grazing activities; 

• residential and commercial and industrial land values were obtained by 
observation and perusal of web based real estate sites. It has been considered that 
alternative, less desirable land outside the SCL will be available to replace 

quarantined residential land but that the value of that land will be lower than the 

preferred land within the SCL area. This lower valuation will certainly be the case 
for the potential buyers of land forced to buy outside the SCL area; 

• rents accruing to mining activities were estimated from data obtained by 
Synergies from Wood Mackenzie and from our knowledge of some coal projects. 

The model used by Synergies involved the following: 

calculation of annual revenue for a 30 year mining operation based on the 

export of either thermal or coking coal; 

Page 9 of 32 
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There is a considerable amount of uncertainty associated with the various factors that 

may determine future returns to land under say cropping or grazing activities. A 
possible list of factors may include the following: 

• productivity growth, i.e. crop yields and yield response 

• world crop and meat demand 

• land availability 

• changes in water and soil quality and quantity 

• insect and disease incidence and tolerance\intolerance 

• frequency and intensity of droughts and other natural disasters 

• market reform in other countries 

• input prices and in particular labour rates 

• World economic growth rates 

• world population growth 

• climate change. 

Simi1arly, a range of parameters will influence future returns to mining. These would 

include: 

• technological change, particularly with respect to energy generation; 

• unilateral or multilateral greenhouse gas abatement policies including a national 
or international Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) for ·carbon; and 

• world economic growth. 

With respect to future urban development and future rental returns, the main 
determinant will be population growth in the urban centres located within the SCL 

areas and more generally across the State. Other factors include: 

• people's attitude towards high density living 

• transport costs 

• value of time. 

Clearly, the level of uncertainty associated with all of these factors, even in the short

term, makes forecasting future economic rents from the alternative uses of land an 

extremely difficult task. For example, the expected resultant change in rainfall 

Page11 of 32 
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3 Stakeholder impact framework and description of 
economic states 

The measure used to assess whether the impact of the SCL policy is the Present Value 
of the difference in the total annual value of land rents generated under the two 

alternative states. This total net impact is then disaggregated by sector, i.e. agriculture, 

mining, and urban development, to identify those sectors most impacted by the policy. 

Movement from the 'without' policy state to the 'with' policy state will result in a 

range of impacts, some of which are merely transfers of income from one impacted 

group to another while others reflect an overall change in social welfare. It is of course 
these welfare changes that are the focus of this analysis. The only income transfer that 

is analysed and reported is the payment of mineral royalties by mine owners to the 

State. 

Attachment A outlines the direct effects of the introduction of the SCL policy in 

Queensland. The table also describes how these effects are manifested in changes in 

. economic states and how they are reflected in costs and benefits to the various 

stakeholder groups in the Queensland economy. 

3.1 The 'Without' policy state 

As mentioned above the cash flows associated with each of the two alternative states is 
based on the rental streams earned by each parcel of land identified as SCL. In the 

'without' policy state it is necessary to forecast the area of land associated with each 

alternative non-agricultural land use and then forecast the future rents to be applied to 

each of those parcels of land. 

3.1.1 Land use alternatives included in the analysis 

Given the range of uses that SCL could be put to in the future it is necessary to confine 

the analysis to reasonably broad categories. These categories include the following: 

• Mineral development 

Thermal coal 

Metallurgical coal 

Non-coal 

• Urban development 

Residential 

Commercial & Industrial (C&I). 
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While estimates are problematic due to uncertainty over the longer term, it is expected 

that coal production and exports will continue to increase over the period to 2030. 

However, in terms of total Australian energy production, coal's share is projected to 

decrease from 74 per cent in 2007-08 to 59 per cent in 2030 (representing average 

annual growth of 1.8 per cent). In terms of exports, annual growth to 2030 is projected 
to be 2.4 per cent, based on strong global demand continuing. In the foreseeable future, 

coal prices are expected to remain well above historical levels of the late 20th century, 

but down from recent peaks. The International Energy Agency projects a steam coal 

price of approximately US$110 per tonne (real) in 2030.2 

Uncertainty in the medium to longer term arises due to, amongst other factors, the 

impact of climate change and greenhouse emission reduction policies and the 

feasibility (both technically and economically) of emerging technologies. 

Given this variability and extreme level of uncertainty, the following scenarios were 

applied to determine future rental values for mining activities: 

• Scenario 1 - business as usual rental change, i.e. annual rental increase of around 

2% per year; 

• Scenario 2 - minimal rental increase due to improvements in alternative energy 
technologies; and 

• Scenario 3 - structural shift in mining rents due to the introduction of carbon 
reduction policies around the world, i.e. reduction of 8 % per year for thermal coal 

mines and a reduction of 3 % per year for other mines. 

Supply responses to historically high or low prices would be expected to constrain the 
extent to which prices and hence rents could change in .the future. This view is 

supported by examining coking coal prices in the last 40 years which saw prices fall 

from around $USl40!tonne in 1970 (2000$s) to $US40!tonne in 2001 (a fall of around 
70% or 2.3% pal before recovering to around $US220!tonne in 2010. Thermal coal 

prices also fell over the period 1981 to 2001 from $US75! tonne to $US35! tonne (a fall 
of around 55% or 2.7% pal before recovering to around $US120 at present. Hence, we 
have decided to constrain future changes in mining rents, as shown in the table below. 

2 This is in real terms, assuming 2.3% inflation per year from 2007 to 2030. The price in nominal terms is $186.07 per 
totme in 2030. The lEA projected these figures by a top-down assessment of prices that would be needed to 
encourage sufficient investinent in supply to meet projected demand over the outlook period. It cautions that these 
estimates should not be interpreted as forecasts. 
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The Housirig Industry Association (HIA) notes that Australia's growing population is 

providing plenty of demand for vacant land, noting that the key issue is the price and 
location of the available land.' In many regional centres, resource developments, 

particularly mining activities, have been the major driver of population growth. In the 

absence of a SCL policy land prices in these centres would be expected to increase at a 

similar if not faster rate in the future. 

Queensland's population has grown significantly over recent decades and generally at 
a faster rate than other Austra1ian states. Since 1982, Queensland has had annual 

population growth rates between 1.5% and 3%, fluctuating around an average of 2.3%. 

This figure is well above the Australian average of 1.4% for the same period.- In 
December 2009, Queensland's population was 4,473,000, after growing by 106,000, or 

2.4% in that year. This was down from 2.8% growth the previous year. Again, this 
remained well in front of the Australian average population growth of 1.8% in 2009.5 

In terms of future growth, projections published in 2010 by Queensland Treasury 

estimated that Queensland's population in 2031 will be approximately 6.3 million. This 
figure reflects the expectation that the trend of population growth established in the 

last quarter of the last century will continue, with Queensland's population growing 

strongly up to 2031. This growth is to be driven by net migration growth from 
interstate and overseas, as well as a natural increase. This implies that new residential 

land and infrastructure will need to be provided for another 1 million homes over the 

next 25 years .. 

Again due to the level of uncertainty around future changes in land prices, three 

scenarios were evaluated: 

• Scenario 1 - business as usual rental change, i.e. annual rental increase of around 

10% pa; 

• Scenario 2 - moderate rental increase due to a change in attitude- towards high 

density living, i.e. increase of 4 % per year; and 

• Scenario 3 - low rental increase due to change in local government regulation 
regarding land use and significantly lower net migration to Queensland, i.e. an 

increase of 1 % per year. 

3 See http://economics.hia.com.auJmediafHIA-RP% 20Land%20Report%20June% 202.008% 2(XJuarter.pdf 

4 Qld Treasury, OFSR, Population Growth highlights and trends Queensland 2010, September 2010, p.2 

5 Qld Treasury, OFSR, Population Growth highlights and trends Queensland 2010, September 2010, p. iv 

Qld Treasury, OFSR, Households and Dwelling Projections, Queensland local government areas 2010, May 2010, p. 
3-6 
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areas affected by SCL classification? This information showed that of a total area under 

potential mining projects of l.2Mha, around 482,000ha will be potentially quarantined 

under the SCL proposal. Of this 482,ooOha around l60,000ha is currently held under 
EPC grants, l50,Oooha under MDL grants, 1l0,000ha under .MDL applications, while 

64,OOOha of mining leases are. still in the application stage. 

We have also been advised that these areas include "significant" buffering and hence 

may overstate the area that would be permanently alienated if mining was undertaken. 
It was also noted by DEED! that "further discoveries could occur and the mining 

impact on (SCLl land could be more extensive than the areas referred to here". 

However, it is very unlikely that all of the 482,000ha will eventually be mined. There is 

a tendency for exploration and mining applications to overstate the actual area that is 

mined or to overrate the commercial viability of a project. Hence the approach 

adopted was to assign a probability (as suggested by DERMl to each of the five 
categories indicating the likelihood that, in the absence of any SCL policy, they could 

ultimately proceed to the mining stage. The probabilities used were: 

• EPC grants - 5% 

• MDL grants - 90% 

• MDL applications - 90% 

• ML grants - excluded as they will be honoured whether the SCL policy is 
implemented or not. 

• ML applications - 100% 

Applying these probabilities to the area identified above for each category results in an 
expected area under mining of 305,Oooha. 

Table 5 provides the breakdown by type of mining development that was used to 
determine the areas used to determine total rents from alternative mining activities in 
the SCL. This breakdown was provided by DERM. 

7 We have been advised by DERM that the area of the mining projects that would be impacted by the SCL policy has 
been based on an SeL trigger map which amounts to about 4% of the state being affected by SCL. It has now been 
suggested that a total of only 2% of the state could be impacted by the SCL policy. However, as it was not possible 
for DEED! to proVide a reassessment of the mining areas impacted under the 2% regime, we have persisted with the 
initial impacted area. 
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governments have already identified areas of land for future growth. These areas will 

not be included in the SCL classification. We have been advised that most local 
governments have quarantined enough land to cater for between 10 and 20 years of 

growth. We have used 15 years in the base case and undertaken sensitivity analysis to 

assess its impact. A total requirement of 16,700ha was estimated using this approach of 

which 95% was allocated to residential developments and 5% to C&I developments. 

The areas applied for each land use under the without legislation state are shown in 

Figure 3. 

Figure 3 Potential mining and urban development 'Without' Sel legislation 

Mining Areas 11 Urban Areas 
1' (ha) 1I (ha) 

250000 I 20000 

200000 

-6-~ 
1 15000 

150000 I -/-, 10000 ~------ ---- - --- -----

100000 
1 

50000 5000 7 o . 
~ 

0 

u " " 26 31 36 41 " 6 U " " 26 31 36 41 " 
-Thermal -Coking -Non-coal -Residential -0&' 

As shown in Figure 3 it has been assumed in all cases that the change in land use in the 

absence of SCL policy will take 30 years. Sensitivity analysis is performed on this 

assumption (see Section 4.2). 

3.2 The 'With' policy state 

Under the 'with' policy state the following assumptions and forecasts will need to be 

made: 

• current and future land rents for each of agricultural land uses being considered; 

• the rents that are expected to accrue to mining and urban development in 

alternative sites not quarantined by the legislation; and 

• the breakdown by area of the total affected area by agricultural land use. 

Page 21 of 32 



Synergies 

• 40 - 60% higher for wheat, maize and skim milk power 

• more than 60% higher for butter and oilseeds 

• over 80% higher for vegetable oils. 

The world market price projections of the International Food Policy Research Institute 

(IFPRI) show that world gram prices will increase by a further 30-50% before 2050, and 

that, in the same period, meat prices will increase an additional 20-30% beyond current 

high levels. 

The values used in the assessment are shown inTable 9. 

Table 9 Current rent estimates for major Agricultural activities in the 'with' policy state 

Agricultural land use Land value ($/ha) Annual Rental ($/ha/yr) 

Dryland cropping 

Irrigated Cropping 

Intensive livestock 

Grazing 

Source: Synergies estimates 

3.2.2 Future land rental values 

Mining and urban deveZapment 

$3.500 

$12.000 

$5,000 

$1,500 

$123.40 

$423.10 

$176.29 

$52.89 

The estimated change in land rents over the study'period 'for mining and urban 

development will track those shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2 with the lower initial 

starting values shown in Table 7 and Table 8. 

Agriculture 

Given the large number of contributing factors and uncertainty about future demand 

and supply projections, there is considerable uncertainty around estimates of food 

prices in the longer term. 

Three scenarios have been assessed with respect to increases in agricultural rents: 

• Scenario 1 ~ business as usual rental change, i.e. annual rental increase of around 

1% per year; 

• Scenario 2 - moderate rental increase due to lower productivity increases and 
moderate price increases in the future, i.e. increase of 2.5% per year; and 

• Scenario 3 - structural shift in agricultural rents due to developing food shortages, 
population growth and declining productivity, i.e. increase of 5 % per year. 
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3.2.3 Potential area of land affected 

Mining and Urban development 

Under the 'with' SCL policy state, the total area of land affected by mining and urban 

development (i.e. in alternate areas outside the designated SCL area) is the same as in 
the 'without' state. 

Agriculture 

The total area of land that will be impacted by the SCL policy is yet to be determined. 

Information provided by DEEDI indicated that an area of around 7.1Mha is likely to be 

classified as SCL. However, the vast majority of this land does no impact in the 
analysis because its use will be identical under the 'with' and 'without' state. Hence, it 

is only those areas where conflicting land uses occur that need to be included in the 

analysis. On this basis, the total area used in the 'with' state for agricultural purposes is 

the sum of the areas that we have estimated would be used for mining and urban 
development under the 'without' policy state, i.e. a total of around 366,700ha by the 

end of the study period. 

It has been assumed that in the 'with' legislation state all land identified as SCL will be 

used in line with the preferred land use as determined by DEED!. Table 11 reports the 

assumed allocation of SCL to alternative agricultural uses. 

Table 11 Breakdown of SCL area by agricultural use 

Land Use 

Conservation and natural environments 

Intensive uses 

Production from dryland agriculture and plantations 

Production from irrigated agriculture and plantations 

Production from relatively natural environments 

Undetenninable 

Total 

Ha 

88,579 

129,509 

2,539,703 

1,048,810 

3.249,856 

38,860 

7,095,316 

% of total area 

1% 

2% 

36% 

15% 

46% 

1% 

100% 

Extensive grazing land was considered to include production from relatively natural 

environments and undeterminable land. The allocation of affected land by agricultural 
land use resulting from this assumption is provided in Table 12. 
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4 Results 

4.1 Overall impact 

The results of the analysis are presented below in Table 14 for each of the three 

scenarios evaluated. The values used in these scenarios are restated in Table 13. These 

scenarios can be generally described as: 

• Scenario 1 - a business as usual case with no material change in the rents accruing 

to each of the alternative land uses. This is an unlikely scenario, however provides 

a reasonable frame of reference for comparison against the other scenarios; 

• Scenario 2 - a moderate change case where non-agricultural rents are forecast to 

decline moderately over the analysis period while agricultural rents are expected 

to increase moderately. This could be defined as a low risk, conservative scenario; 

and 

• Scenario 3 - a case involving a substantial realignment of rents across all land uses 

resulting in agriculture becoming substantially more profitable then it currently is 

but never eclipsing mining as the highest valued use. 

Table 13 Assumptions used in Scenarios (% change in rental values pal 

Scenario Agriculture Mining Urban Development 

Scenario 1 1.0% 2.0% 10.0% 

Scenario 2 2.5% 0% 4.0% 

Scenario 3 5.0% -8.0/-3.0% 1.0% 

Source: Synergies estimates 

The results shown in Table 14 were obtained by calculating the difference in total rents 

accruing to all land uses under the 'with' and 'without' policy states. In the 'with' 

policy state all affected land (Le. land that would be used for mining or urban 

development in the absence of the SCL policy) is used for agricultural purposes. All 

land that will attract the same use under both policy states are ignored in this 

calculation. 

Table 14 shows that the impact of the, policy lessens as the value of land used for 

agriculture increases compared to alternative uses. In all three scenarios, the SCL 

policy has a negative economic impact. It is noted however, that environmental 

impacts and downstream impacts have 'not been assessed. As noted earlier in the 

report we think it unlikely that the inclusion of these impacts would be sufficient to 

result in a positive NPV. However, only. further work in these areas would allow a 

definitive conclusion to be reached. 
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• maximum allowed increase in agricultural land rents (200%) 

• value of thermal coal rents ($14,103/ha) 

• average density of urban areas (15 persons/ha). 

The sensitivity analysis focused on the impact on Scenario 3 because it has the smallest 
negative impact. This by no means suggests that we consider it to be the most likely 
outcome but is done to indicate the potential for the policy to become an economically 
desirable one under different parameter values. The results of the sensitivity analysis 
are presented in Table 16 and Figure 5. Sensitivity of the overall impact was measured 
for changes of ±10% in the base values of the above parameters. 

Table 16 Results of Sensitivity analysis 

. Scenario 3 - Base Case outcome ($8) 

Discount rate (2.5%) 

Years to achieve change in land use (30 years) 

Maximum reduction in thermal coal rents (50%) 

Maximum increase in agricutturalland rents (200%) 

Value of coking coal rents ($31,732/ha/$26,091Iha) 

Value of thermal coal rents ($14, 103/ha/$10,225) 

Average density of urban areas (15 persons/ha) 

Figure 5 Results of Sensitivity Analysis 
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A SCL impacttable 
Change measure 

Total restriction on the 
use of Sel for urban 
development activities 
that will lead to 
permanent alienation or 
diminished productivity of 
the land 

Direct effects of the change 

Reduction in the land available 
for urban development in 
urban centres located within 
Sel areas 

Locks in existing agric!jtural 
land use options: in Sel areas 

Causes a change in locational 
decisions by future buyers and 
renters in the urban centres 
located within Sel areas. 

Synergies 
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Economic Impacts of the change 

Increase in the value of existing urban 
land and land rental values in urban 
centres within Sel areas 

Creation of an option the value of which 
depends on the timing and magnitude of 
any future changes in economic· rents 
associated with the use of SCL for 
agricultural purposes 

Extinguishment of an option the value of 
which depends on the size and timing of 
changes in futUre demand for and 
relative cost of SCL land for urbanisation 

Increased cost of land development in 
urban centres and/or reduced quality, 
e.g. smaller blocks, higher density 

Benefits and costs 

Capital gain for existing land 
holders in the urban areas within 
the SCL areas (8) 

Higher land prices and rents for 
future landholders in the urban 

. areas within the SCL areas (C) 

Increased resource cost of land 
development throughout the 
economy or loss of consumer 
surplus due ·to lower valuation of 
alternative urban locations (C) 

Option value associated with 
change in future rental value of 
agricultural lands within SCL 
areas (1) 

Option value associated with 
change in future rental value of 
land within SCL areas with 
potential for urbanisation 

Loss of consumer surplus 
associated with future land 
buyers being "forced" to look 
outside SCL areas or to 
purchase higher cost properties 
within SCL areas 
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Impacted group 

Current land holders in 
urban areas within SCL 
areas 

Future land owners and 
renters in urban areas 
within SCL areas 

Future land holders that 
would have settled on 
SCL areas in the 
absence of the change 

Current and future 
owners of SCL areas 

Current and future 
owners of SCL areas 

Future land buyers in 
urban centres within 
SCL areas 
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Executive Summary 

The Queensland Government has announced a new policy direction for Strategic 

Cropping Land (SCL) and is developing a comprehensive planning framework to 

implement the policy. 

Synergies Economic Consulting (Synergies) was engaged to provide an economic cost

benefit evaluation of the SCL policy. Our first report had a state-wide geographic 
focus. This report assesses the economic impact in the region known as the Surat Basin. 

The Surat Basin is of particular interest to Government because it has extensive coal 

and gas reserves and a long history of cropping production. It is also a region expected 

to grow rapidly through mining and therefore a good region to analyse the economic 

impact at a more disaggregated geographic level. 

This study should be viewed as complementing our initial state-wide assessment. 

The valuation of benefits and costs in this report are based on the change in the total 

productive value of land in the Surat Basin due to the. introduction of the SCL policy. 

Our measure of the productive value of land under a specific use is the economic rent 
that that land would generate in that use. In this analysis, the total rents accruing to the 

land affected by the policy are estimated under two alternative states: 

• The 'WITHOUT' policy state, i.e. the' do nothing' case 

• The 'WITH' policy state. 

The analysis found that the introduction of the SCL policy in the Surat Basin will have 

a total impact in today's dollars somewhere in the range of -$5.2billion to -$19.7billion. 

The results are particularly sensitive to changes in assumptions regarding the current 
and future level of rents from thermal coal production with an 11.5% change in the 

impact from a.10% change in thermal coal rents. The results were also very sensitive to 

the estimated total area of mining in the without policy state. This sensitivity supports 

the need to refine and clarify the assumptions used in the study. Nevertheless the 
analytical framework applied is robust and the report provides useful information to 

policy makers on the impacts of the policy in the basin. 
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1 Introduction 

Queensland has a small area of land resources that .are suitable for cropping 

production. The discussion paper Protecting Queensland's Strategic Crcrpping Land: A 
Policy Framwork identified that the Queensland Government considers the best 

cropping land, defined as Strategic Cropping Land (SCL), is a finite resource that must 
be conserved and managed for the long term. As a general aim, the exercise of 

planning and approval powers should be used to protect such land from those 

developments that lead to its permanent alienation or dintinished productivity . 

. Therefore, the Queensland Government announced a new policy direction for SCL and 
is developing a comprehensive planning framework to implement policy direction. 

Synergies Economic Consulting (Synergies) was engaged to provide a full economic 

cost-benefit analysis (CBA) of the SCL policy, to demonstrate whether the SCL policy 

has resulted in the most productive allocation of the State's agricultural and mineral 

resources, as well as urban growth, particularly for regional towns. The objective of the 
current study is to narrow the focus of that study down to include only the SCL located 

in the geographic region known as the Surat Basin in Southern Queensland 

This study employed the same methods as those used in the initial state-wide analysis. 

This report will outline the Surat Basin specific assumptions used in the analysis i.e. 

only Surat Basin specific parameters that vary from the original report will be 

provided. In particular, assumptions regarding the following will be discussed: 

• area of land quarantined from mining and urban use as a result of the SCL policy 

• type of mining activities affected 

• type of agricultural activities that are currently undertaken on SCL 

The impacts will be reported for the basin as a whole and by industry segment. 
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and have performed sensitivity analysis on a range of parameters to test the impact of 
these uncertainties on the results. 

Also, based on the mining project information provided, all mining activities in the 

basin are assumed to be devoted to thermal coal production. 

Urban development 

The area of land that could potentially be used for urban development in the absence 
of the SCL proposal was assessed with reference to the main urban areas falling within 

the SCL area within the basin. The centres included are shown in Table 1 

Table 1 Expected population forecasts for major centres in Sel areas in the SUrat Basin 

Urban Centre 

Bendemere 

Chinchilla 

Dalby 

Jondaryan (8) 

Millmerran 

Murilla 

Pittsworth 

Rom. (T) 

Taroom 

Toowoomba (C) - Central 

Toowoomba (C) - North-east 

Toowoomba (C) - North-west 

Toowoomba (C) - South-east 

Toowoomba (C) - West 

Wambo 

Source: http://statistics.oesr.qld.gov.au/qld-regional-profiles 

2009 Estimated Resident Population 

1,039 

6,795 

10,846 

7,511 

3,419 

2,932 

5,268 

7,049 

2,463 

14,439 

11,104 

19,822 

28,941 

24,343 

5,824 

The 2009 population estimates for each centre were obtained from the OESR Regional 
Profiles for Statistical Local Areas. A standard density of 15 persons per ha was used to 

determine the area of land required to support future population growth in each 

location. A standard annual growth rate of 1.5% was used based on information 

supplied by OESR during the state-wide analysis. 

Using the same assumptions regarding the extent to which local governments have 
already identified areas of land for future growth which will not be included in the 

SCL classification, a total requirement of 1,700ha was estimated of which 95% was 

allocated to residential developments and 5 % to C&I developments. 

Page 7 of 13 

r 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
.1 



Synergies 

made. The value of agricultural output in the following LGAs was used in this 

assessment: 

Balonne 

Banana 

Maranoa 

Toowoomba 

Western Downs 

Table 3 Value of agricultural production by local government area, 2005~6 

Local government Crops Livestock Livestock 
area slaughterings products 

$M % $M % $M % 

Balonne (S) 134.13 60.7 77.86 35.2 9.05 4.1 

Banana (S) 48.62 18.1 218.77 81.5 1.07 0.4 

Maranoa (R) 40.15 13.3 257.05 85.1 4.85 1.6 

Toowoomba (R) 233.89 35.3 322.42 48.6 107.00 16.1 

Western Downs (R) 204.47 32.9 410.51 66.0 7.01 1.1 

Total Surat Region 661.27 31.8 1,286.62 61.9 128.98 6.2 

Queensland 4,167.94 47.9 4,125.16 47.4 415.80 4.8 

Total 

$M 

221.04 

268.46 

302.06 

663.31 

621.99 

2,076.87 

8,708.90 

Table 3 suggests that there is considerably more livestock output in the Surat region 

than in Queensland as a whole with around 62% of total output . attributable to 
livestock slaughterings compared with only 47% for Queensland. The final allocation 

used in this analysis is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 Allocation of affected land by agricultural land use 

Agricultural land use 

Dryland cropping 

Irrigated Cropping 

Intensive livestock 

Grazing 

Source: Synergies estimates 

% of affected land 

24% 

10% 

6% 

60"Ao 
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Table 6 Disaggregated results of economic impact assessment ($ billion) 

Scenario and industry sector NPV of net benefit ($b) 

Scenari? 1 - Total impact -19.69 

Agriculture 0.46 

Mining -20.0 

Urban development -0.16 

Scenario 2 - Total impact -11.06 

Agriculture 0.72 

Mining -11.63 

Urban development -0.16 

Scenario 3- Total impact -5.23 

Agriculture 0.89 

Mining -6.04 

Urban development -0.08 

Source: Synergies estimates 

While it is clear that a substantial amount of work needs to be done to firm up many of 

the assumptions used in this study, the above results definitely indicate that the 
introduction of SCL policy will have a material negative impact in the Surat Basin. 

3.2 Sensitivity analysis 

Sensitivity analysis was conducted on the following parameters: 

• discount rate (2.5%) 

• years to achieve change in land use in the 'without' legislation state (30 years) 

• maximum allowed reduction in thermal coal rents (50%) 

• maximum allowed increase in agricultural land rents (200%) 

• value of thermal coal rents ($14,103/ha) 

• average density of urban areas (15 persons/ha). 

The sensitivity analysis focused on the impact on Scenario 3 because it has the smallest 

negative impact. The results of the sensitivity analysis are presented in Table 7 and 

Figure 2. Sensitivity of the overall impact was measured for changes of ±10% in the 

base values of the above parameters. 
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future of the coal industry in Australia of course substantially hinges on the outcomes 

of this debate. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS 

PROVISION OF SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

No. 1 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

SUBJECT: 

Regarding the finalisation of the Terms of Reference for the Environmental Impact 
Statement process for Springsure Creek, Acting Director-General, the Department of 
Environment and Resource Management, advised during the hearing that he would 
provide information in relation to the timing of the process. 

ANSWER: 

On 24 November 2010, Bandanna Energy made an application to undertake a 
Voluntary Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Springsure Creek Coal 
Mine pursuant to section 70 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994. The 
application was accepted by the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management on 17 December 2011. The application included a draft Terms of 
Reference for the Environmental Impact Statement for consideration by the 
Department. 

The draft Terms of Reference were published for public comment from 21 February 
2011 until 1 April 2011. Submissions made to the department during this time were 
forwarded to Bandanna Energy on 15 April 2011 for the company's consideration and 
response, in accordance with section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994. 

On 5 May 2011, the company provided a response to the submissions and a revised 
draft Terms of Reference. The department then had 20 business days, until 2 June 
2011, in which to finalise and publish a Final Terms of Reference. 

On 25 May 2011, the delegate of the Chief Executive reviewed a draft final Terms of 
Reference. 

On 26 May 2011, a revised version of the draft final Terms of Reference was 
provided to the department's publishing area for proof reading and quality control. 

On 2 June 2011, the delegate of the Chief Executive approved the Final Terms of 
Reference to be published and provided to Bandanna Energy in accordance with 
section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE, NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE ARTS 

PROVISION OF SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

No. 2 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR DEMPSEY ASKED-

QUESTION: 

The government's proposed criteria for identifying strategic cropping land has caused 
some dispute over the science between land holders and miners over what 
constitutes strategic cropping land, in particular in the area of soil. When did the chief 
scientist provide advice on this scientific matter? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Chief Scientist was not engaged to review the proposed criteria for 
identifying strategic cropping land. 

As I informed the Committee, the Chief Scientist's background is not in soil science 
but in metallurgy. 

The process for developing and testing the criteria required specialist soil science 
skills, as such the Department of Environment and Resource Management soil 
scientists, who are experts in this area, and Department of Employment, Economic 
Development and Innovation agronomists and independent soil science consultants, 
LRAM pty Lld were engaged to undertake this work. Collectively, this group have 
over 100 years of soil science experience across Queensland's key cropping areas. 

The Strategic Cropping Land Stakeholder Advisory Committee was also consulted on 
the criteria. The committee includes representatives from the rural, resources and 
urban development sectors, as well as local government. 

A technical assessment was undertaken to test the on-ground application of the 
criteria. This involved detained checking of 128 sites across all five strategic cropping 
land zones. 

Further, independent advice was provided to the Department of Environment and 
Resource Management through an expert review undertaken by Or Roger Shaw. Or 
Roger Shaw has extensive soil expertise. His PhD thesis examined nearly 1,000 soil 
profiles across Queensland from which predictive relationships were derived between 
soil properties, rainfall, soil salinity, soil sodicity and salt leaching in soils. He has 
expertise in processes in landscape, soil and water salinity and sodicity for dryland 
and irrigated regions and prediction of salt leaching and deep drainage below the 



root zone. He also has expertise in quantitative assessment of soils and of irrigation 
water quality for decision making, concepts for decision support systems and 
development of multi-stakeholder, multi-objective decision support approaches for 
complex issues, processes in adaptive management of natural resources, and 
science management - participatory research, coordination and strategic challenges. 

The review undertaken by Or Shaw included examining the appropriateness of the 
process used to develop the criteria, the thresholds and their suitability for the 
proposed policy; and an evaluation of the scientific basis for the criteria and 
thresholds. The independent expert review undertaken by Or Roger Shaw provides 
additional transparency about the science underpinning the criteria 

The knowledge base of the soil scientists, agronomists and soil science consultants, 
together with the technical assessment and independent expert review-both are 
available on the Department of Environment and Resource Management website
provides confidence that the proposed criteria identify Queensland's best cropping 
land. 



Minister for Environment 
Non-Government Questions on Notice 



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE - 27 June 2011 

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE - Environment, Agriculture, Resources and Energy 

To the Minister for Environment 

I. With reference to BP 3 (p.8/9), could the Minister provide the 'Environment' component of the 
'Environment and Resource Management' Capital Outlay per Statistical Division for 2011112 
and 2010111 in table format (listing each year and statistical division separately)? 

2. With reference to Environment expenditure itemised in BP 3-66/7-

Would the Minister provide the original estimated times of completion (as stated by the 
Department) for the: 
(a) Cardwell QPWS Administration Office, 
(b) Workshop and Compound at Bunya Mountains NP, and 
(c) Lytton Quarantine Station - Jetty Upgrade? 

3. With reference to BP 53-110, which lists the 'Recent Achievements' of the Department of 
Environment and Resource Management, would the Minister account for capital expenditure 
acquitted in 201 0111 on the following projects: 
(a) Byfield QPWS Office Accommodation, 
(b) Laura QPWS Ranger Base (redevelopment), and 
(c) Mundubbera QPWS Ranger Base? 

4. With reference to BP 53-110, which lists the 'Recent Achievements' of the Department of 
Environment and Resource Management, would the Minister account for capital expenditure 
acquitted in 2010111 on the following projects-
(a) Boodjamulla Management Infrastructure (QPWS), 
(b) Idalia NP Boundary Fencing, and 
(c) the Joseph Banks Conservation Park Car Park? 

5. BP 3 (p. 67) allocates $5.15m to QPWS building and accommodation projects. By project, 
would the Minister detail how much of the $4.085m listed in the 2010111 was actually acquitted 
(listing each project separately)? 

6. BP 3 (p.66) reveals that $2.724m of20101l1's allocation for Rainforest/Green Land Acquisition 
remained unspent. Would the Minister detail each acquisition finalised in 2010111, reporting the 
locality, size, and ecological profile of each tract? 

7. Reference is made to BP 3 (p.67); which states that $10,603,000 ($10.6m) is available for 
'Minor Works - Parks and Forests'. Would the Minister reveal how much of 20 1011 I 's 
$11,002,000 ($11 m) was acquitted; listing each acquittal by protected area and work 
description? 

8. BP 5 3-111 states the department's intention to allocate towards the Healthy Waterways Program 
in 2011112. Would the Minister provide a breakdown of spending intentions; providing for the 
full acquittal by initiative and waterway (listed specifically where possible)? 



9. Reference is made to BP 3-112 and the $3.9m made available to finalise DERM's Biodiversity 
Strategy for Queensland over the next four years. Would the Minister 
(a) provide a projected fund allocation over the cycle (each year reported separately), and 
(b) describe the "community action" initiatives to be sponsored by this expenditure? 

10. BP 5 3-110 stipulates DERM's involvement within the auspices of Operation Queenslander. 
Would the Minister provide 
(a) descriptions of activity, and 
(b) projected expenditure for each of the following categories in 2011112: (i) marine health, (ii) 
riparian and coastal ecosystems, (iii) protected areas, (iv) landscapes, (v) waste and 
contamination management, and (vi) cross-reconstruction activities (each reported separately)? 

MR ANDREW CRIPPS MP 
Member for Hinchinbrook 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.1 

asked on Tuesday, 28 July 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

With reference to BP 3 (p.8/9), could the Minister provide the 'Environment' 
component of the 'Environment and Resource Management' Capital Outlay per 
Statistical Division for 2011112 and 2010/11 in table format (listing each year and 
statistical division separately)? 

ANSWER: 

2010-11 2011-12 
Statistical Division Published Budget Published Budget 

$'000 $'000 
05 Brisbane 6,712 9,576 
07 Gold Coast 5,304 3,485 
09 Sunshine Coast 5,599 1,923 
12 West Moreton 4,754 747 
15 Wide Bay - Burnett 2,581 1,963 
20 Darlinq Downs 1,105 1,211 
25 South West 1,105 624 
30 Fitzroy 1,277 1,551 
35 Central West 1,206 588 
40 Mackay 1,105 1,020 
45 Northern 1,655 1,772 
50 Far North 5,355 5,669 
55 North West 1,654 1,179 

Capital budgets can vary between statistical divisions and years as some projects 
commence and others are completed. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.2 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

With reference to Environment expenditure itemised in BP 3-66/7-

Would the Minister provide the original estimated times of completion (as stated by 
the Department) for the: 

(a) Cardwell QPWS Administration Office, 

(b) Workshop and Compound at Bunya Mountains NP, and 

(c) Lytton Quarantine Station - Jetty Upgrade? 

ANSWER: 

(a) Delays were experienced in order to determine the appropriate tenure 
arrangements. Unfortunately, Cyclone Yasi hit Cardwell just days prior to the 
issue of a construction contract and, in the aftermath of the cyclone, the new 
building's design standards and purpose were reviewed, causing several months 
delay. The contract has now been issued and works have commenced with a 
scheduled completion date of the end of 2011. 

(b) At the time of the initial budget allocation for the workshop and compound at 
Bunya Mountains National Park, this project was scheduled for completion by 30 
June 2009. During the planning phase, a new access road alignment was 
identified that required Shire Council and Main Roads approval. This, combined 
with a reassessment of the size and function of the base, delayed final site 
planning and design. Wet weather further delayed the project but site works are 
currently underway, with power connection and occupancy expected in 
December 2011. 

(c) At the time of the initial budget allocation in 2009/2010 for the jetty upgrade for 
the Lytton Quarantine Station, this project was scheduled for completion by 
30 June 2011. Initial concept planning pursued designs that replicated the 
original jetty but these were found to cost far in excess of the available budget. 
More modest, practical and affordable designs have now been prepared. 
A contractor has been appointed and, subject to planning approvals and permits, 
this project is expected to be completed by 30 June 2012. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 3 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

With reference to BP 5 3-110, which lists the 'Recent Achievements' of the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management, would the Minister account 
for capital expenditure acquitted in 2010/11 on the following projects: 

(a) Byfield QPWS Office Accommodation, 

(b) Laura QPWS Ranger Base (redevelopment), and 

(c) Mundubbera QPWS Ranger Base? 

ANSWER: 

(a) Expenditure on Byfield Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS) Office 
Accommodation in 2010/11 was $5,132, for outstanding payments not settled in 
2009/10. The major part of construction for this project commenced in late 
2008/09 and was completed in 2009/10 on budget, at a total cost of $548,520. 

(b) Expenditure on Laura QPWS Ranger Base (redevelopment) in 2010/11 was 
$204,003, bringing the total expenditure to date to $1,022,266. Planning for this 
project commenced in 2007/08 and construction commenced in 2008/09. 

Works have largely been completed, including new and upgraded staff 
accommodation, upgrades to the airstrip, power and water supply and fuel 
storage facilities. Work schedules were not disrupted by protracted wet weather 
during 2010 and 2011 or building/contractor supply issues. The balance of funds 
($67,455) will be carried over into 2011/12 to enable the upgrade of the radio 
and telephone systems and the construction of a storeroom, at a total estimated 
cost of $1.09 million. 

(c) Expenditure on Mundubbera QPWS Ranger Base in 2010/11 was $466, for 
outstanding payments not settled in 2009/10. The major works were undertaken 
in 2008/09, with practical completion in December 2009. The overall cost of the 
base (including land) was $534,658, compared to the budget allocation of 
$783,000. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 4 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

With reference to BP 5 3-110, which lists the 'Recent Achievements' of the 
Department of Environment and Resource Management, would the Minister account 
for capital expenditure acquitted in 2010/11 on the following projects -

(a) Boodjamulla Management Infrastructure (QPWS), 

(b) Idalia NP Boundary Fencing, and 

(c) the Joseph Banks Conservation Park Car Park? 

ANSWER: 

(a) Expenditure in 2010/11 on Boodjamulla Management Infrastructure was 
$675,348. This expenditure was part of a significant upgrade of management 
infrastructure at the Boodjamulla Ranger Base. The total cost of this major 
redevelopment is $3.19 million and will be completed in the coming year. 

(b) Expenditure on Idalia National Park Boundary Fencing in 2010/11 was $83,718. 
The total project budget is $360,112. This project has been subject to delays as 
a result of unseasonal wet weather in the central west of Queensland throughout 
2009, 2010 and 2011. The revised completion date is June 2012. 

(c) Expenditure in 2010/11 on the Joseph Banks Conservation Park Car Park 
project was $558,978. The major works, including the car park, have been 
completed. Subject to agreement from the Traditional Owners on interpretative 
signage, the full scope of the project, including interpretation and landscaping, is 
scheduled for completion by June 2012 at a total cost of $673,000. 

L 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 5 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

BP 3 (p. 67) allocates $5.15m to QPWS building and accommodation projects. By 
project, would the Minister detail how much of the $4.085m listed in the 2010/11 was 
actually acquitted (listing each project separately)? 

ANSWER: 

This allocation is for the upgrade of Department of Environment and Resource 
Management buildings and accommodation located in various statistical divisions. 
It is not a Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service budget allocation. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 6 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

BP 3 (p.66) reveals that $2.724m of 2010/11 's allocation for RainforesVGreen Land 
Acquisition remained unspent. Would the Minister detail each acquisition finalised in 
2010/11, reporting the locality, size, and ecological profile of each tract? 

ANSWER: 

Whilst no new acquisitions of land were finalised in the 2010/11 financial year, the 
Government has been negotiating the purchase of one final property on Cape York 
which will fully expend the RainforesVGreen Land Acquisition allocation. 

This property has a range of significant natural values including habitat for the 
endangered Golden-shouldered Parrot and excellent examples of what is known as 
"the desert" in the northern part of the Kimba Plateau, which has representation of 
tall mess mate forest. 

As of 30 June 2011, expenditure under the RainforesVGreen Land Acquisition 
program has been divided between Cape York and Springbrook in south east 
Queensland. 

This funding, complemented by other national park acquisition programs, has 
provided over 458,000 hectares of land on Cape York since 2006 and the acquisition 
of 45 lots, covering about 705 hectares, at Spring brook. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.7 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

Reference is made to BP 3 (p.67); which states that $10,603,000 ($10.6m) is 
available for 'Minor Works - Parks and Forests'. Would the Minister reveal how 
much of 2010/11 's $11,002,000 ($11 m) was acquitted; listing each acquittal by 
protected area and work description? 

ANSWER: 

Details of acquittals for 2010/11, listed by protected area and work description, are 
provided in Attachment 1. 

During 2010/11, the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service capital works program 
was severely disrupted by extensive flooding and cyclones. Many parks were 
inaccessible and staff and equipment were diverted to disaster response and 
recovery activities. 



Lawn H ill National Park 

Byfield National Park 

Central Office 

Central Office Parks Division 

QPWS Estate 

Sandy 

Great Sandy National Park 

Housing 
Project planning 
Vessel 

Attachment 1 

odation 

,---------------------_r---------------------------------------



Moreton Island National Park 

Peel Island 

Queensland 
Cardwell 

Fleays Wildlife Park Conservation Park 

Main Range National Park 

Spring brook National Park 

Burnet! 

Extend workshop 

Bush tucker demonstration area 
Construct animal enclosure 

Installation of energy efficiency devices 
Safety fencing replacement 
Walking track bridge replacement 

track 

2,922 



Wet Tropics 

Note: Due to rounding, totals will vary to that shown. 

--------------------~ 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 8 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

BP 5 3-111 states the department's intention to allocate towards the Healthy 
Waterways Program in 2011/12. Would the Minister provide a breakdown of 
spending intentions; providing for the full acquittal by initiative and waterway (listed 
specifically where possible)? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government has provided an additional $2 million to Healthy 
Waterways Ltd., for the 2011-12 financial year - bringing the total State Government 
contribution to over $5 million this financial year. This will enable Healthy Waterways 
to work in conjunction with other groups to assist in flood recovery and rehabilitation. 

Healthy Waterways Ltd is a not-for-profit company, established to undertake region
wide waterway health activities. Membership of the Healthy Waterways network 
includes 11 local governments, four water entities, SEQ Catchments Ltd and the 
department. 

The funds provided by the department consist of: 

• Up to $1 million to enable the ongoing operation of Healthy Waterways Ltd and 
retention of critical staff in 2011-12; and 

• $1 million for priority, on-ground projects to assist the rehabilitation of south east 
Queensland catchments after the January 2011 flood event, including: 
o Wetland and flood plain resilience: a collaborative project between the 

department, SEQ Catchments, the University of Queensland, Griffith 
University and other industry partners to assess the damage caused by 
flooding including locating and assessing erosion and sediment deposition, 
enabling informed decisions about repair and protection works for flood plains 
and watercourses to build resilience against future floods and extreme 
weather events. 

o Flood cleanup program: identification of hotspots and subsequent cleanup of 
flood litter and debris in streams and catchments to reduce the impacts of 
future floods and high rainfall events. 



o Event monitoring: post flood monitoring of the effectiveness of management 
practices in minimising sediment and nutrient loads due to agricultural activity 
and development of new large scale urban development sites. 

The extra $2 million is on top of the existing assistance to Healthy Waterways Ltd. 
from the State Government of more than $3 million. 

In total - including the annual in-kind assistance provided to Healthy Waterways from 
the Department of Environment and Resource Management - our support for 
Healthy Waterways will come to $5 million this financial year. 

In addition, the Queensland Government has been working closely with other 
organisations in South East Queensland including regional councils, Seqwater and 
SEQ Catchments to undertake a range of clean up activities, pest and week 
management, water quality monitoring and improvement and other priority 
environmental activities to help the region get back on its feet. 

Over the last four years, the State Government has provided $20 million for the 
Healthy Waterways initiative. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 9 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRI PPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

Reference is made to BP 3-112 and the $3.9m made available to finalise DERM's 
Biodiversity Strategy for Queensland over the next four years. Would the Minister 

(a) provide a projected fund allocation over the cycle (each year reported 
separately), and 

(b) describe the "community action" initiatives to be sponsored by this expenditure? 

ANSWER: 

The ClimateQ Climate Change Corridors for Biodiversity is a $3.9 million initiative 
that will be delivered from 2011-2014. The community action initiatives will be 
informed by the Biodiversity Strategy which is expected to be finalised in 2011. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 10 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

MR CRIPPS ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT (MS DARLlNG)

QUESTION: 

BP 5 3-110 stipulates DERM's involvement within the auspices of Operation 
Queenslander. Would the Minister provide 

(a) descriptions of activity, and 

(b) projected expenditure for each of the following categories in 2011/12: (i) marine 
health, (ii) riparian and coastal ecosystems, (iii) protected areas, (iv) landscapes, 
(v) waste and contamination management, and (vi) cross-reconstruction activities 
(each reported separately)? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management has been working in 
close consultation with the Queensland Reconstruction Authority, and is leading the 
environment line of reconstruction. 

DERM and the Authority have been working hard for the past six months now to 
recover, conserve and build resilience in Queensland's disaster-affected ecosystems 
and natural resources. Activities are progressing across nine categories, including 
water and sewerage infrastructure, mining and industry, and wildlife. The question 
above refers to six of the nine environmental reconstruction categories. 

(a)(i) Marine health - In 2011-12, DERM will continue to assess water quality, reef 
damage and seagrass health impacts, including monitoring at over 375 sites 
along the coast and satellite tagging of dugongs and turtles. DERM will 
continue to use the results of this monitoring to inform decision-making, for 
example, regarding recreational water use (such as the closure and re-opening 
of beaches) and commercial fishing activities in affected areas (such as 
imposing Interim Conservation Orders if required). DERM will also support 
SEQ Catchments to assess the physical damage to waterways and landscapes 
in the Lockyer, Bremer and mid-Brisbane catchment and carry out medium to 
long-term rehabilitations works. 



(ii) Riparian and coastal ecosystems - In 2011-12, DERM will continue to assess 
flood impacts and post flood recovery of stream and wetlands health, riparian 
and remnant vegetation and mangroves. Results of these assessments will 
inform the development and/or modification of policy decisions and best 
management practices. On-ground actions in riparian and coastal ecosystems 
are linked to rural farm clean ups and are undertaken in the cross
reconstruction category. 

(iii) Protected areas - In 2011-12, DERM will restore or replace damaged national 
park and state forest infrastructure and conduct an escalated fire and pest 
management program to mitigate the risks associated with increased fuel loads 
on the protected area estate. Seventy-five per cent of disaster affected parks 
have been re-opened. The remaining 25 per cent includes the most complex 
and large-scale capital works, and will be significantly progressed this year. 

(iv) Landscapes - In 2011-12, DERM will continue assessing the medium and 
long-term impacts on soil, groundcover and groundwater at key locations 
across the state, and deliver an escalated fire management program on 
Unallocated State Land. DERM Regional Service Delivery officers will continue 
providing advice on rehabilitation and recovery of environmental and natural 
resource assets, and supporting regional Natural Resource Management 
(NRM) bodies where required. DERM will also assist in delivery of the post
disaster weeds management program led by the Department of Employment, 
Economic Development and Innovation. 

(v) Waste and contamination management - The majority of priority state-level 
recovery activities are nearing completion, such as the retrieval of 2,041 
hazardous waste containers from Oxley Creek and tributaries. In 2011-12, 
DERM will wrap up its involvement in the Oxley Creek Clean Up and Trickle 
Tape Clean Up projects, and continue the core departmental business of waste 
management. 

(vi) Cross-reconstruction activities - In 2011-12, DERM will progress a 
partnership with other State Agencies and Green Cross Australia to implement 
a suite of sustainable reconstruction projects. DERM will also progress riparian, 
coastal and farm clean-up work, including streambank repair, debris removal 
and fencing repair. Work will be delivered through contracts with Queensland's 
14 regional NRM bodies and through working with local authorities, industry 
organisations, Landcare groups and other community organisations. 

(b) The total likely expenditure for all nine Categories of the Environment Line of 
Reconstruction is currently estimated at $133 million. This figure includes 
reallocation of Departmental funds, anticipated NDRRA and Caring for Our 
Country funding, and Other funds (including insurance). 

Projected 2011/12 expenditure for each of the six categories requested is: 

(i) 
(ii) 
(iii) 

Marine health 
Riparian and coastal ecosystems 
Protected areas 

$ 436,000 
$ 1.8 million 
$ 14 million 



(iv) 
(v) 

(vi) 

Landscapes 
Waste and contamination management 

Cross-reconstruction activities 

$ 1 million 
Funded as core 
business within 
department 
$ 122,000 



Minister for Environment 
Government Questions on Notice 



Minister for the Environment - Questions on notice from Government Members 2011 

1. Could the Minister please provide detail of the success of the ClimateSmart initiatives for 
business, for example EcoBiz and the ClimateSmart business clusters? 

2. Could the Minister please provide detail of the take up rates for the ClimateSmart Home 
Service initiative since its inception, notable trends across metropolitan areas and explain 
how the program will continue to make real, lasting improvements to household energy 
use and carbon emission reductions? 

3. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-116 under the allocation 
for environment, can the Minister please advise how many extra hectares Queensland's 
national park area has grown in 2010-11 and what her Department is doing to ensure 
appropriate management of this expansion? 

4. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3-116, page 3-116 under the 
allocation for environment, can the Minister please advise what her Department is doing 
to monitor the health of marine and river ecosystems since the summer flooding? 

5. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-109 regarding the Q2 
2020 carbon footprint target, can the Minister please advise how the Queensland 
Government's ClimateQ Strategy is helping to reach this target as well as preparing 
Queensland for a low carbon future? 

6. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-110 regarding natural 
disaster recovery and reconstruction efforts, can the Minister please detail the 
Department's progress in carrying out its lead role in environmental recovery and how the 
2011-12 State Budget will fund these efforts? 

7. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-113 regarding the North 
Stradbroke Island Strategy, can the Minister please explain how the Queensland 
Government is working to ensure a successful economic transition from mining to other 
industries for the island? 

8. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-112 regarding an 
assessment of risk to wetlands in Great Barrier Reef catchment areas, can the Minister 
please explain how this assessment will improve Reef water quality and sustainability 
and how this assessment will complement the Queensland Government's Great Barrier 
Reef legislation and regulations? 

9. In Reference to Budget Paper 3, Capital Statement, can the Minister please outline how 
the Department of Environment and Resource Management's capital budget will improve 
the sustainability and resilience of Queensland's natural environment as well as 
improving the visitor experience in Queensland's protected areas? 

10. In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-114 and the Department 
of Environment and Natural Resource's objective of protecting environmental values, 
what are some of the achievements of Queensland's Wild River rangers during the past 
year? 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.1 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

Could the Minister please provide detail of the success of the ClimateSmart 
initiatives for business, for example EcoBiz and the ClimateSmart business clusters? 

ANSWER: 

These programs are managed by the Department of Environment and Resource 
Management and are designed to provide businesses with the tools, resources and 
information to assist them to improve their competitiveness through eco-efficiency. 

With regard to the ecoBiz program, there are currently over 500 businesses 
participating in the program, with 84 having achieved partner status. To achieve 
ecoBiz Partnership, companies must have achieved at least a 10 per cent reduction 
either in energy or water usage, or waste or greenhouse gas production, while not 
going backwards in any of the others by more than five per cent. 

Altogether, ecoBiz Partners have achieved the following annual savings: 

• energy reductions of 19 per cent, being approximately equal to the annual energy 
consumption of 4,600 Queensland homes; 

• greenhouse gas reductions of 20 per cent, which is about the equivalent of taking 
13,000 cars off the road; 

• waste disposal reductions of 43 per cent, which is approximately 715,000 wheelie 
bins; and 

• potable water reductions of 31 per cent, which is approximately 280 Olympic 
swimming pools. 

These environmental outcomes are providing annual financial savings of over 
$6 million in total, for the 84 partners. 

With regard to the Climate Smart Clusters program, there are approximately 1,490 
Queensland businesses participating in 102 clusters throughout the state. 



Thirty-one of these clusters, involving 462 businesses, have already completed the 
program. These businesses have achieved the following annual savings: 

• energy reductions approximately equivalent to the annual energy consumption of 
290 Queensland homes; 

• greenhouse gas reductions of approximately equal to taking 1,200 cars off the 
road; 

• potable water reductions approximately equal to 240 Olympic swimming pools; 
and 

• waste disposal reductions of approximately 8,100 wheelie bins. 

These environmental outcomes resulted in total annual financial savings of 
approximately $1.4 million, at an average of over $3,000 per business. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.2 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

Could the Minister please provide detail of the take up rates for the ClimateS mart 
Home Service initiative since its inception, notable trends across metropolitan areas 
and explain how the program will continue to make real, lasting improvements to 
household energy use and carbon emission reductions? 

ANSWER: 

The ClimateSmart Home Service is the centrepiece of the Queensland 
Govemment's efforts to reduce Queenslander's carbon footprint by one-third, by 
2020. The two year, $60 million program commenced in January 2009 and was so 
successful it was extended for two more years, for a further $60 million. 

More than 270,000 Queenslanders have taken up the service and enjoyed the 
information, advice and energy savings and a further 8,000 have service requests. 

The trend has been for a consistently high number of service requests, with an 
average of 29 services delivered each operational hour over the two and a half 
year's of the program. There are currently over 1,500 services completed each week, 
however this will increase with the recent launch of the new 'savin bundles' 
campaign. Uptake trends are actively monitored and addressed. For example, a 
reduction in service requests in a particular area will be addressed by active 
recruitment of new customers through activities such as telesales or advertising. 
This ensures consistent uptakes rates, steady employment for electricians, and value 
for money for the program from efficiencies in service delivery. 

The ClimateSmart Home Service is making real and lasting improvements to 
householder's power bills. Households undertaking the service can now expect to 
save up to $480 a year on their power bills, with ongoing savings for 10 years. 
Already, households are estimated to have saved over $100 million on their power 
bills since accessing the Service. 



The ClimateSmart Home Service is also making real improvements to carbon 
emission reductions. Households receiving the service could reduce their carbon 
footprint by up to 2.5 tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions per year, with ongoing 
savings for 10 years. Already, households are estimated to have reduced their 
carbon footprint by over 680,000 tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions. 

The program was designed and tested to maximise its success for customers, with 
realistic expectations of behaviour change. The dollar savings and greenhouse gas 
savings reported under the ClimateSmart Home Service are based on the installed 
products customers receive as part of the service and their anticipated ongoing 
behaviour change, verified by independent experts. 

Over the four year life of the program, approximately 430,000 Queensland 
households are expected to receive a service, saving an estimated combined 
4.7 million tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions over the life of the ClimateSmart 
products - a significant contribution towards Government's Towards Q2 target to cut 
Queensland's carbon footprint by one-third by 2020. 

I commend all members of the house who have actively campaigned for the Climate 
Smart Home Service in their local communities. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 3 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-116 under the 
allocation for environment, can the Minister please advise how many extra hectares 
Queensland's national park area has grown in 2010-11 and what her Department is 
doing to ensure appropriate management of this expansion? 

ANSWER: 

The long-term protection of Queensland's natural assets is high on the agenda of 
priorities for the Queensland Government. The Queensland Parks and Wildlife 
Service (QPWS) has built a reserve base of international importance, both in size 
and representation of the biodiversily of the State. 

Queensland has five of Australia's World Heritage Areas and the state has amongst 
the greatest level of biodiversily within its borders in Australia. 

In March 2008, on the 100th anniversary of national parks in the state, the Premier 
announced a new commitment to increase the level of national park to 7.5 per cent 
of the state by the year 2020. The Queensland Government has also announced a 
target for expanding the protected area estate to 20 million hectares, up from 
8.3 million hectares at the time of the announcement. 

In 2010/11, there was a net growth of estate gazetted as national park of 
2,375 hectares, taking the total land with high ecological and cultural values 
preserved as national park to 4.7 per cent of the state. 

In the 2010/11 financial year, the Queensland Government successfully entered into 
contracts of sale for approximately 184,706 hectares for future addition to the 
national park estate, subject to destocking and mining and other impediments being 
resolved. 

Through the skills and commitment of over 800 ranger staff, QPWS manages 
8,142,932 hectares of land and over 300 national parks. This is the greatest number 
of rangers that QPWS has ever employed. Rangers are supported by approximately 
500 other QPWS staff who provide additional support and technical services to 
further assist in managing the national park estate. 



QPWS staff maintain visitor infrastructure and assets worth approximately 
$1.3 billion, including more than 2,000 kilometres of walking tracks, 447 camping 
areas, 195 parks providing day-use facilities, over 30,000 kilometres of roads and 
fire-lines, around 300 administrative buildings (including houses), and about 
160 workshop areas. 

In addition to permanent rangers, casual and temporary staff are engaged to provide 
flexibility for specific project requirements, such as delivery of the capital works 
program, restoration work undertaken for natural disaster relief, and additional 
communication and maintenance duties required throughout the peak visitor periods. 

The correlation of number of rangers to number of hectares, as an indicator of 
management capacity or effectiveness, is not a good measure. It does not reflect 
complexity or management intent. The number of rangers recruited is dependant on 
a number of factors. For example, the location of the park in relation to existing 
national parks and urban areas, the expected visitor numbers and infrastructure, the 
condition of the park, and the management issues associated with fires and pests. 

The management of our parks system is enhanced by partnerships with both the 
community and Traditional Owners. There are six jointly-managed national parks on 
Aboriginal land in Queensland. As at 6 July 2011, there have been 625,325 hectares 
of new Aboriginal freehold land transferred under the Cape York Peninsula Tenure 
Resolution Program and an additional 573,304 hectares of new national park 
created. 

Further, the Queensland Government has committed to transitioning more than half 
of North Stradbroke Island to national park by the end of 2011. By 2021, this will 
increase to 75 per cent and by 2026, 80 per cent of the Island will be protected for 
the future and will be jointly managed by QPWS and the Quandamooka People. 

QPWS is involved in over 60 volunteer programs, with approximately 900 volunteers 
participating in programs across the state. Examples of these programs include 
counting turtles at Mon Repos and caretaker arrangements at Welford National Park 
in Western Queensland. 

Fire, pest and infrastructure management are critical elements in the QPWS estate 
management program. In 2011/12, QPWS is investing: 

• approximately $7.0 million to enhance fire management in parks and forests; 
• $4.5 million to manage pests on the estate managed by the QPWS, with 

$1.5 million of these funds spent on 80 strategically-targeted projects; and 
• $7.4 million will be spent on new and upgraded visitor facilities such as roads, 

fire trails, walking tracks and campgrounds. 

QPWS has several systems and programs in place to conserve the state's natural 
and cultural heritage including: 

• the development of a process for evaluating management effectiveness; and 
• the alignment of protected area management plans and business planning 

programs with the management effectiveness evaluation process. 



Management plans for protected areas are used to clearly articulate how a protected 
area will be managed by QPWS to protect its natural and cultural values, support 
visitor use and manage other uses that may be occurring on the land. 

Evaluating management effectiveness on protected areas will occur using an 
internationally recognised framework for assessing the resourcing, planning and 
desired management standards for conservation in consideration of community 
values. 

Over the past decade, QPWS has measured its progress in this area through a 
program of rapid assessment, and has also trialled a system for evaluating outcomes 
known as 'Park Folios'. 

These folios establish the baseline condition of parks and guide further targeted 
monitoring programs for flora and fauna species, particularly those under threat. 
The data captured in Park Folios is now informing park management plans, to further 
ensure that future planning directions respond to and protect park values over time. 

As at 6 July 2011, QPWS has: 

• completed management plans for 29 protected areas; 
• developed draft management plans for another 52 protected areas; 
• advertised notices of the intent to prepare management plans for 62 protected 

areas; and 
• produced management statements for an additional 71 protected areas. 

QPWS is not alone in evaluating nature conservation outcomes. It is a challenge 
experienced in all jurisdictions responsible for protected area management. 

QPWS is in advanced discussions with other state government counterparts, key 
academics that specialise in international management effectiveness systems, and 
the International Union for Conservation of Nature World Commission on Protected 
Areas. These discussions aim to ensure that any improvements reflect the most 
contemporary and practical approach possible. 

In many cases, successful conservation outcomes can only be observed over 
several years - and are therefore difficult to meaningfully report quarterly or annually 
- and many external variables, such as climatic variation, fire, flood and drought, 
influence outcomes achieved. 

Initiatives are underway to establish a major partnership, in conjunction with the 
University of Queensland, to monitor and evaluate long term outcomes of 
management on new protected areas in comparison with other management 
regimes. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 4 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3-116, page 3-116 under the 
allocation for environment, can the Minister please advise what her Department is 
doing to monitor the health of marine and river ecosystems since the summer 
flooding? 

ANSWER: 

A monitoring program to improve our understanding of the effects of the floods and 
cyclones on the health and resilience of the state's waterways, including its 416,000 
square kilometres of marine parks, is being managed by the Department of 
Environment and Resource Management through the Environmental Line of 
Reconstruction. 

The department's immediate response included the deployment of scientific staff to 
determine the impact of the flood on water quality in Moreton Bay and in the 
Brisbane River. Monitoring at 205 sites in Moreton Bay, and 375 sites along the 
entire coastline, was already being undertaken as part of an ongoing program on 
water quality and aquatic ecosystem health. Following the floods, sampling was 
extended to monitor a wider range of contaminants at some of the existing sites 
including 43 key locations in Moreton Bay and estuaries near industrial areas in 
south east Queensland. 

This represents the most extensive coordinated marine monitoring program ever 
undertaken following an impact event in Queensland. 

Under this extended program, water samples were taken from waters affected by the 
flood plumes from the Brisbane, BurnettlMary, Fitzroy, Burdekin, Thompson and 
Tully catchments. These river systems brought exceptionally large volumes of fresh 
water, sediments, nutrients and contaminants into important marine environments 
including Moreton Bay, the Great Sandy and Great Barrier Reef marine parks. The 
results of this monitoring were used to inform day-to-day decision making about 
recreational water use, including the closure and re-opening of beaches, as well as 
the control of commercial fishing activities in Moreton Bay. 

I 



In addition, over 1,000 Reef Health and Impact Surveys have been completed for the 
Cairns to Whitsundays, Filzroy, Mary and Brisbane areas, involving both Queensland 
Parks and Wildlife Service and Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority staff. 

The Filzroy River flood plume surveys indicate there is 100 per cent coral mortality at 
depths less than two metres on some inshore Keppel Bay Island reefs, while at 
greater depth, coral mortalities of 10 to 60 per cent are evident. So far, there is no 
obvious impact at offshore, deeper reefs in the Capricorn Group. However, previous 
experience from floods in the Filzroy River in 1991 and 2008 indicate that corals 
around the Keppel Bay Islands are fairly resilient. Given favourable conditions 
following impact events, coral recovery times around these particular islands can be 
just a few years. 

Unfavourable conditions - such as bleaching caused by higher than average 
summer water temperatures and reduced resilience due to sustained high levels of 
nutrients, pesticides and sediments as can be caused by agricultural run-off in some 
catchments - can impact on the recovery times and extent. 

Other than above, as at 7 July 2011, no major impact on coral has been identified by 
QPWS staff using reef health impact methodology in the Moreton Bay Marine Park. 

Marine animal deaths are being monitored and based on observations following 
major flooding events in previous decades, it is expected that there will be longer 
term impacts on the resilience of dugong and turtle populations. 

The monitoring of the flood plumes from Moreton Bay to Cooktown, to assess the 
impact on marine ecosystems, is providing the best possible advice to inform 
management options and is measuring the recovery of water quality and ecosystem 
health. For example, the reduction in water quality in south east Queensland due to 
high levels of sediment and nutrients post-flood were of shorter duration than 
expected. 

The department is also supporting projects by local councils, regional Natural 
Resource Management bodies and local communities. These projects include 
planning and implementing high priority actions in the flood affected catchments, and 
locating and safely disposing of chemical containers that were washed into 
waterways by flood waters. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.5 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-109 regarding the 
Q2 2020 carbon footprint target, can the Minister please advise how the Queensland 
Government's ClimateQ Strategy is helping to reach this target as well as preparing 
Queensland for a low carbon future? 

ANSWER: 

ClimateQ: toward a greener Queens/and is the centrepiece of Queensland's 
response to climate change, representing $196 million investment in new climate 
change policy and programs. 

Queensland also has the only comprehensive statewide household target of its kind 
in Australia, covering electricity, transport and waste. Under the Governments Q2 
Green ambition, the Q2 carbon target seeks to cut by one-third Queenslander's 
carbon footprint with reduced car and electricity use. 

Queensland is on track to achieve the Q2 carbon target, with average household 
emissions in 2008-09 at 13.2 tonnes, meaning that Queenslanders have achieved 
approximately 12 per cent of the total reduction required in the first two years. 

A number of important initiatives under the ClimateQ Strategy are helping to reach 
the Q2 Carbon Target. 

The Queensland Renewable Energy Plan is working to reduce the emission intensity 
of our electricity and expand the renewable energy sector in the state and engage 
with the community on the opportunities and benefits of clean energy. The plan 
includes initiatives targeted at households including the Solar Bonus Scheme. As at 
1 July 2011, more than 87,500 customers have connected their solar panels to the 
electricity network under this scheme, with a total generation capacity of around 188 
mega-watts. 

The Queensland Solar Hot Water Program has provided over 19,500 rebates to 
households to install solar hot water systems to help reduce electricity use. Changing 
to a solar hot water system can reduce each household's carbon footprint by up to 
two tonnes a year for the life of the system. Installations (as at 1 July 2011) will 
potentially result in 585,000 tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions saved over the life 
of the systems. 



Under the TravelSmart program, schools and workplaces are taking an active role in 
reducing their carbon footprint through the development of plans to encourage 
cycling, walking, public transport use and car pooling. Thirty-eight schools are taking 
part in this years TravelSmart program. TravelSmart planning for workplaces has 
now commenced with the Queensland Government workforce in a number of 
agencies prior to its extension into the private sector. 

The Government is also accelerating the planning and development of key walking 
and cycling infrastructure in south east Queensland and the Managed Motorways 
program is investing in new technologies to control the volume and speed of traffic 
along some of our busiest motorways in the south east. Managing traffic flows results 
in less congestion and lower fuel use. In 2011-12, $36 million will be spent on 
delivering the program of the following motorways in south east Queensland: the 
Western Freeway; Pacific Motorway; Ipswich Motorway; and Houghton Highway. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.S 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-110 regarding 
natural disaster recovery and reconstruction efforts, can the Minister please detail 
the Department's progress in carrying out its lead role in environmental recovery and 
how the 2011-12 State Budget will fund these efforts? 

ANSWER: 

With more than 99 per cent of Queensland disaster-declared, the floods and 
Cyclone Yasi have had substantial impacts on our environment. The Department of 
Environment and Resource Management has lead responsibility for the Environment 
Line of Reconstruction, one of six lines of reconstruction under the Queensland 
Reconstruction Authority's Operation Queens/ander, the State-Wide Community, 
Economic and Environmental Recovery and Reconstruction Plan. 

The department has committed $133 million, from 2010-11 to 2012-13, for 
environmental recovery activities focussed on sustainability, long-term resilience and 
building our assets back better. Of this, $23 million is being allocated for the 
restoration of Queensland's protected areas, including repairs to damaged essential 
assets on national parks, state forest and other protected areas. 

Departmental officers, in partnership with local councils, private organisations and 
volunteers, have undertaken many thousands of hours of on-ground projects, such 
as setting up feed stations and distributing fruit for cassowaries in the north, 
reopening damaged national parks, and cleaning up debris from, and monitoring the 
health of, Moreton Bay and our river and creek systems. 

Of Queensland's 279 national parks, 162 were affected by the floods and cyclones 
and were either closed or partially closed. As at 24 June 2011, the Queensland 
Parks and Wildlife Service has successfully reopened 130 and partially reopened 
20 national parks, with only 12 remaining closed. 

Over 50 tonnes of fruit has been delivered to 105 cassowary feed stations and 
volunteers have undertaken in excess of 1 ,770 hours of support work, primarily to cut 
up fruit. Fifty private landholders have agreed to the set up of feeding stations on 
their properties, with permission from the department. 

r 



The department is undertaking a range of other activities to lead and support the 
state's environmental recovery including: monitoring the restoration of drinking water 
supply schemes and sewage treatment schemes in disaster affected areas; 
undertaking repairs to streamflow gauging stations and groundwater bore monitoring 
networks; and working with the mining and coal seam gas industries to ensure 
environmental standards are maintained as the industries restore their production. 

The department is also working with Queensland's community-based regional 
Natural Resource Management groups to deliver a range of on-ground projects, and 
engaging and including the Landcare sector and other community groups to 
undertake a range of activities to: assess damage to waterways; remove new weed 
infestations due to movement from flooding; encourage general community and 
environmental organisations to prioritise the clean up of local creeks and beaches; 
identify priority areas that require urgent revegetation; and revegetate priority areas 
through planting trees, fencing stock and weed control. 

SEQ Catchments has successfully cleared around 26 kilometres of streams and 
removed 180 tonnes of debris from the Lockyer Valley. 

In the Queensland Murray Darling region, the department has funded the 
Queensland Murray Darling Committee to gather and coordinate almost 
700 volunteers to help over 235 landholders re-establish 242 kilometres of fencing, 
and remove a further 24 kilometres of fencing, since mid-January 2011. 
Volunteers have contributed over 18,000 hours to help land holders get back on their 
feet in this region. 

The Queensland Government remains committed to restoring and rehabilitating the 
state's natural environment, and the activities outlined above provide a snapshot of 
the broad range of projects being undertaken state-wide to help build back a stronger 
and more resilient Queensland. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 7 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-113 regarding the 
North Stradbroke Island Strategy, can the Minister please explain how the 
Queensland Govemment is working to ensure a successful economic transition from 
mining to other industries for the island? 

ANSWER: 

To enable a successful economic transition on North Stradbroke Island, the 
Govemment has commissioned a Regional Economic Development Strategy which 
will be supported by a number of Industry Action Plans across key sectors including 
the tourism industry, the education and training sector, and indigenous business. The 
Economic Development Strategy and the Action Plans are investigating the viability 
of different economic opportunities on the Island and will provide insight into what 
initiatives will assist the Island to transition from its current reliance on mining. 

Another key component of the transition towards a more sustainable economic future 
for North Stradbroke Island has been the establishment of an Economic Transition 
Taskforce which plays a pivotal role in providing advice to Government on how the 
Island can move towards a diversified economic base in which nature based tourism 
and other industries can flourish. Local businesses, community, Traditional Owners, 
and local and state government interests are represented on the Taskforce which is 
overseeing and providing advice on the Regional Economic Development Strategy 
and the Industry Action Plans. 

An initial scoping paper is currently being considered by the Economic Transition 
Taskforce. 

The Tourism Industry Action Plan will identify key strategies and actions that can 
grow the Island's tourism market with a particular focus on nature based tourism and 
education tourism opportunities. A scoping paper for this work is also currently being 
considered by the Economic Transition Taskforce. 

The Education and Training Industry Action Plan will identify key strategies and 
actions that can grow the education and training capacity of the community and 
position the Island as a hub for education. The department is currently reviewing the 
scope of the proposed work. 



The Economic Development Strategy, the Tourism Industry Action Plan and the 
Education and Training Action Plan are expected to be completed by December this 
year. 

The appropriate approach to an Indigenous Business Industry Action Plan is under 
consideration. Any actions will be undertaken in close partnership with the 
Quandamooka people who are represented on the Economic Transition Taskforce. 

In addition, a Reference Group has been established to assist with the 
implementation of the North Stradbroke Island Strategy. The Reference Group, 
which I chair, met for the first time on 30 June 2011. It provides an opportunity to 
engage the community in all aspects of the vision for the Island and addresses key 
community issues and priorities surrounding themes such as economic development, 
land use planning and the creation and management of national park. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 8 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-112 regarding an 
assessment of risk to wetlands in Great Barrier Reef catchment areas, can the 
Minister please explain how this assessment will improve Reef water quality and 
sustain ability and how this assessment will complement the Queensland 
Government's Great Barrier Reef legislation and regulations? 

ANSWER: 

Queensland's wetlands are of vital importance to maintaining biodiversity and water 
quality. They have been called the "kidneys of the reef' because of the crucial role 
they play in slowing down and filtering nutrients and sediment run off into creeks and 
waterways in our reef catchments. 

Wetlands in the Great Barrier Reef catchment play a significant role in the health of 
Queensland's coastal zone and reef assets and are the foundation for the 
commercial and recreational fishing industries by providing the nurseries for many 
fish and prawn species. In addition, they provide other biodiversity benefits for fish, 
birds, plants and other species. 

Their condition and their capacity to improve water quality may be under threat in 
many areas of the Great Barrier Reef catchment. A comprehensive understanding of 
risks to the condition of these wetlands is fundamental for prioritising management 
activities. 

Several policy developments have already been implemented by the Queensland 
Government under its Reef Protection Package and as part of our work with the 
Australian Government through the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan 2009. 

These initiatives were based on strong scientific evidence about the high levels of 
nutrients, chemicals and sediment being found in the coastal waters of the Great 
Barrier Reef and impacts on some inshore coral communities. 

Measures taken to date focus primarily on the loss of "extent" of wetlands through 
clearing and related activities such as draining and filling. 



Developmental work established and trialled a 'framework for assessing the health 
of, and risk to, Queensland's lake and swamp wetlands. As a result of these projects, 
Queensland now has the tools to monitor and report on wetland risk and condition 
including: 

• a comprehensive suite of wetland pressure/stressor conceptual models and 
indicators for wetlands in Queensland; 

• a framework that allows for wetland indicators and monitoring effort to be 
integrated into establishing an overall wetland risk and condition assessment; 

• a wetland assessment tool; and 

• trialled and tested monitoring methods. 

This new research project will use these tools to focus on measuring the health of 
our remaining wetlands by monitoring their condition to find out what the main threats 
are to their well-being, as well as investigating how poor condition may be impacting 
on wetland extent. 

Wetland report cards will be compiled from the information collected and the degree 
of risk to wetlands across Great Barrier Reef catchments. These risk assessments 
will help to prioritise wetland management actions and associated monitoring 
activities. 

A community-based wetland condition monitoring manual is also being produced. 
This will improve wetland monitoring capability in the community and encourage 
stakeholder involvement and interest in tracking wetland condition in Queensland. 

The department condition and risk assessment project commenced this month and 
should be completed by August 2012. 

Implementation of the risk assessment for wetlands in the Great Barrier Reef 
catchment and development of a community guideline for assessing wetland 
condition will support the delivery of the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan 2009 
(the Reef Plan), 2013 target that "there will have been no net loss or degradation of 
natural wetlands" and allow for more targeted condition assessment work. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No.9 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In Reference to Budget Paper 3, Capital Statement, can the Minister please outline 
how the Department of Environment and Resource Management's capital budget will 
improve the sustainability and resilience of Queensland's natural environment as well 
as improving the visitor experience in Queensland's protected areas? 

ANSWER: 

The Department of Environment and Resource Management's capital budget will 
improve the sustainability and resilience of Queensland's natural environment and 
improve the visitor experience in Queensland's protected areas. Environmental 
protection will improve through: 

• the progressive introduction of more energy efficient systems with less reliance 
on fossil fuels (examples are remote area solar power supply, solar pumps and 
composting toilets); 

• the careful selection of eco-friendly building designs and materials; hardened 
surfaces at key visitor nodes (examples are boardwalks, walking tracks) to 
reduce the distribution and intensity of high volume visitor impacts such as 
trampling, vegetation loss and erosion; 

• by investing in conservation education and compliance (examples are 
interpretive centres, informative signage and replacement marine park patrol 
vessels); 

• the protection of important cultural sites; and 
• the construction of infrastructure (examples are access roads, fences, visitor and 

management facilities). 

Examples of budgeted capital projects that exemplify sustainability objectives are: 
• Tallebudgera Boardwalk which will be made from a combination of marine grade 

timber and recycled fibre-reinforced plastic mesh. Not only is the mesh made 
from recycled products, it will also reduce maintenance, improve the lifespan of 
the structure and allow light through to the water below, causing minimal 
disruption to marine life; and 

• Charlie Moreland camping area in the Imbil State Forest will be redeveloped to 
provide better management and protection of the values of the site, including the 
upgrading of old septic systems to more sustainable sewage treatment plants 
and the installation of a solar-powered pump. 



Environmentally sensitive design and construction of visitor infrastructure and 
facilities enhances the overall national park or forest visitor experience and helps to 
promote and deliver key conservation messages, while supporting the ongoing, 
sustainable management of Queensland's protected area estate. 

The Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS) capital investment program 
helps achieve best practice management of fragile natural environments as well as 
maintaining the high quality values that attract visitors to these special places. 

Queensland national parks and forests attract more than 16 million visits per year, 
as part of the $4.5 billion tourism industry, which contributes to the state's economy. 
National park visitation and the flow-on economic benefits are dispersed widely 
throughout Queensland providing economic sustenance for many regional 
economies. 

These economic benefits increase through the construction of high quality tourism 
and visitor infrastructure and systems. Examples are the Great Walks of 
Queensland, visitor information centres, roads, scenic lookouts and an on-line 
booking system for camping 

Camping is one of the most popular activities for visitors to Queensland's parks and 
forests. QPWS operates over 440 camping areas and hosts over one million camper 
nights annually. Camping permits are required for safety purposes and to manage 
capacity within ecologically sustainable limits. 



ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES PRE-HEARING 
GOVERNMENT QUESTION ON NOTICE 

No. 10 

asked on Tuesday, 28 June 2011 

A GOVERNMENT MEMBER ASKED THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
(MS DARLlNG)-

QUESTION: 

In reference to the Service Delivery Statements, Book 3, page 3-114 and the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resource's objective of protecting 
environmental values, what are some of the achievements of Queensland's Wild 
River rangers during the past year? 

ANSWER: 

The Queensland Government's Wild River Rangers Program now has 40 rangers 
across northern Queensland, who care for and promote the world-class natural 
values of Queensland's wild rivers. They implement a wide range of activities 
including weed and feral animal control, fire management, fencing of wetlands, 
erosion mitigation, cultural heritage management, transfer of traditional knowledge, 
community education and visitor management. 

Last year, the Normanton Rangers treated approximately 26,000 Weeds of National 
Significance and culled over 20,000 pigs. Mapoon Rangers carried out works to 
protect the Little Tern nest sites and undertook a range of water quality and wetland 
monitoring, while rangers in the Northern Peninsula Area cleared 1,200 ghost nets 
from 150 kilometres of beach. 

Training provided through the program has afforded rangers the skills, resources and 
confidence required to perform emergency rescue operations. In January 2011, 
rangers from Burketown rescued 14 people who had been swept off the Leichardt 
River crossing between Normanton and Burketown, and other rangers assisted with 
clean up work after Severe Tropical Cyclone Yasi. 

As well as addressing issues in the wild river catchments, the program supports the 
generation of sustainable employment through an intensive mentoring model. The 
mentoring aspect of the program is one of the critical success factors, resulting in 
significant improvements in self-esteem and work skills and capabilities. A junior 
ranger program is also being developed, offering opportunities to younger members 
of Indigenous Queensland communities. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING - MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No. 1 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR POWELL ASKED-

QUESTION: 

Does the Minister consider that the $1.6 million used for the facility upgrade at Fraser 
Island's Lake McKenzie well-spent considering the photos tabled show that some of 
the erroneous fencing have been subsequently removed? 

ANSWER: 

I note the Member for Glasshouse chose to criticise this project in the media without 
first waiting for the facts to answer his question. 

The award-winning upgrade of Lake McKenzie is proving to be a major tourism 
drawcard on Fraser Island as well as going a long way to addressing the sediment 
issue that has existed at the lake for decades. 

Only a Labor Government has stepped in to carry out this upgrade - the most 
significant project Lake McKenzie has received in its entire existence. 

It received funding from both the State and Commonwealth Government's after years 
of neglect from the Howard Government. 

In 2010-11, the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service completed a range of 
significant capital projects including the Lake McKenzie redevelopment. 

With improved access and facilities, extensive revegetation and distinct signage, the 
redevelopment enhances the experience of Fraser Island's 400,000 visitors each 
year - many of whom take the opportunity to visit Lake McKenzie either privately or 
through a tour operator. 

Facilities at Lake McKenzie have been designed to maximise the Lake's visitor 
appeal without compromising the area's natural and cultural values. Features include: 

universal access to amenity blocks; 
elevated viewing platforms close to the water's edge; 
recyclable 'Trail Pads' on the beach-access walking tracks, allowing people with 
limited mobility more stable access on the sand trails; 



heavy-duty recyclable TrackPad' roadway system which provides improved 
vehicle access on steep sections of the sand roads and bus parking area while 
minimising sand loss; 
installation of hybrid toilet systems which use biological treatments and green 
drains to provide cleaner, safer and sustainable waste management with no 
footprint to the surrounding environment; 
car parking and walking tracks have been formalised throughout the precinct to 
reduce congestion and disperse the crowds over the area; 
three new picnic areas; 
improved sediment control; and 
new management and interpretive signs have also been installed. 

This year, the Lake Mckenzie redevelopment won an award for landscape 
architecture at the Qld Australian Institute of Landscape Architects Awards. 

In relation to the fencing referred to, this has nothing to do with the permanent 
upgrade infrastructure. 

The fencing is there purely as a temporary measure to protect the new trees that 
have been planted to further improve sediment control as well as the amenity around 
the lake. 

There has been an extraordinary rise in the lake's water level as a result of extreme 
heavy rainfall this year. This has resulted in the disappearance of the beach between 
the new vegetation and the lake itself which has been beyond the department's 
control. Compare the attached photograph taken during reconstruction (April 2010) 
with those tabled at the Estimates hearing this week. 

If the structures were not in place, as the Member is arguing, it is very likely that the 
new trees would have been washed away or trampled by visitors as the beach area 
diminished. The Member would have then criticised the Government for not putting in 
place such measures. 

Once revegetation areas are sufficiently advanced, QPWS will remove the temporary 
protective fencing. 
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ENVIRONMENT, AGRICULTURE, RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY COMMITTEE 

ESTIMATES HEARING - MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
NON-GOVERNMENT QUESTION TAKEN ON NOTICE 

No. 2 

asked on Wednesday, 20 July 2011 

MR POWELL ASKED-

QUESTION: 

Regarding the Stockyard Point Progress Association correspondence (tabled), how 
will the Minister manage the relationships between her department and community
based groups such as the Stockyard Point Progress Association as a consequence 
of prosecuting their management plans in parks? 

ANSWER: 

The Byfield Area Management Plan was released in 2010 and outlines the management 
directions aimed to protect Byfield's special natural and cultural values, while also 
encouraging a wide range of recreation and commercial opportunities. The final 
management plan for the area was developed with full consideration of the public 
submissions made and meetings with the community. These responses from the 
community were valuable in improving and refining the final plan. 

My predecessor Minister Kate Jones attended a meeting in Rockhampton in September 
2009 to hear firsthand the details of issues raised during consultation on the Draft 
Management Plan. The meeting was attended by the representatives of the 
Rockhampton Regional Council, the Member for Keppel Paul Hoolihan and community 
stakeholders, including members of the Stockyard Point Progress Association. 

Since its release last year DERM, through the regional staff of the Queensland Parks 
and Wildlife Service (QPWS), has been working closely with the Stockyard Point 
Progress Association on matters relating to the implementation of the Byfield 
Management Plan. The importance of these negotiations is being further acknowledged 
by QPWS through the development of a Memorandum of Understanding with the 
Association which furthers an already cooperative and collaborative partnership in the 
management of the Byfield National Park and State Forest. 

Minister Jones wrote to the Stockyard Point Progress Association as recently as 6 
June 2011 responding to a range of concerns outlined in their email of 15 April 2011 
and, among other matters, acknowledged the support from the Association in the 
successful closure of the Orange Bowl. 

r 



The QPWS Capricornia Regional Manager has also recently contacted the Stockyard 
Point Progress Association to arrange another meeting to discuss their concerns in 
further detail and to progress the Memorandum of Understanding. 

Community input into park management plans is very important to the running of our 
natural estate and I am looking forward to receiving public input on our draft 
'''Naturally Queensland 2020" Master Plan for protected areas, forests and wildlife. 
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Minister for Environment 
Additional information provided by the Minister after the Hearing 



The Chair 
Environment, Agriculture, 
Resources and Energy Committee - Environment 

22 July 2011 

Dear Chair 

At this week's Estimates hearing of the Environment, Agriculture, Resources 
and Energy Committee, the Member for Glasshouse asked: 

"I refer the director-general to the DERM crocodile stakeholder forum 
held in June this year. Suffice it to say, I was rather shocked to learn 
that the department failed to invite a single representative from 
Australia Zoo to attend the event. Director-General, why has such a 
critical stakeholder so blatantly been left out, and does this suggest a 
significant shift in Queensland's crocodile management paradigm?" 

I initially indicated to the Committee that I needed to seek advice to properly 
answer this question and when I received this advice I later responded: 

"I am advised that Australia Zoo were invited to the crocodile advisory 
committee and they accepted but, unfortunately, the person who was 
to come along had to withdraw at the last moment due to personal 
reasons." 

The person referred to was Or Craig Franklin. The Department of 
Environment and Resource Management (DERM) yesterday advised me that 
they invited Or Franklin to the crocodile management forum believing that he 
represented Australia Zoo. 

DERM advised that this invitation to Or Franklin was based on a number of 
previous meetings Or Franklin has had with the Department as a 
representative of Australia Zoo. 

In addition, OERM advised that Or Franklin has undertaken extensive 
crocodile research for Australia Zoo over the years. 

Upon further consideration of the Member's question and to be absolutely 
certain that the advice given was accurate, I yesterday instructed OERM to 
contact Australia Zoo directly to confirm that Australia Zoo considered Or 
Franklin its representative at such forums. 

Australia Zoo last night advised OERM that Or Franklin should not be 
considered its representative at these forums and that it would prefer an 
employee to be directly invited. 

I have instructed OERM to ensure Australia Zoo has an agreed representative 
invited to all events that OERM hosts of this nature because as I also 
informed the Committee at the hearing on Wednesday (July 20): 



"I acknowledge that Australia Zoo are certainly very well regarded with 
their crocodile management . .. Of course, if any stakeholders are ever 
concemed about not being part of state government consultation, I 
would encourage them to contact me as the minister or the 
department. There are a lot of stakeholder groups in the state 
interested in the conservation of our beautiful animals-reptiles in this 
case. I congratulate Australia Zoo for the work they do. If they want to 
be involved in some further consultation, they can let me know." 

I trust this information is useful and properly clarifies the situation. 

Yours sincerely 

Vicky Darling 

Minister for Environment 
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