




 

 
 
Our Reference:   2271 
SEWPaC Reference:2012/6610 

 
 
13 December 2012 
 
 
South Australia and Permits Section  
Queensland and South Australia Assessment Branch  
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
GPO Box 787  
CANBERRA   ACT   2601 
 
 
Attention: Justin Keast (Email: justin.keast@environment.gov.au)  
 
 
Dear Justin,  
 
 

Proponent’s Response to Request for Further Information  
Gold Coast Ocean Terminal, Bilinga, QLD 

EPBC Reference 2012/6610 
 
 
Reference is made to the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and 
Communities request for additional information dated 22 November 2012 in relation to the 
aforementioned EPBC referral.  
 
With regard to the matters raised, the following comments are provided and addressed sequentially 
to correspond with the items listed within SEWPaC request for additional information. 
 
 

Matters of National Environmental Significance 
 
Requested Information 
 

 How will listed threatened and/or migratory species be impacted by the proposed, including, but 
not limited to: 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
It is noted though the request for further information, SEWPaC officers have requested additional 
information regarding possible impacts in relation to a number of identified threatened and 
migratory species. Additional information is presented below in relation to the specific species 
raised.  
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Requested Information 
 

 Migratory birds, such as the Wedge-tailed shearwaters (Ardenna pacifica)  

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
As discussed within the original referral documentation, rapid population growth on the Gold Coast 
has been accompanied by extensive urban development along the coastal spine. This urban 
development has ultimately resulted in an extensive loss of shorebird habitat, especially in areas 
such as sand dunes, estuaries and mud flats (Noriega, 2008).  
 
Furthermore, it is noted that the GCOT Project is to be located on a beach which has been subject to 
a lengthy beach nourished project over the last ten years. As previously discussed this has resulted in 
an unusually wide beach (at times up to 400m). The Coolangatta Creek outfalls at the proposed 
development site and opens into the Ocean. Coolangatta Creek has been significantly modified, with 
the outfall/mouth and lower section of the creek contained within an engineered structure. 
 
Previous studies have identified that the Coolangatta Creek outfall can at times provide a roosting 
site for Crested Terns. However, it should be noted that the subject beach environment is heavily 
disturbed as a result of human activities and occupation. Disturbance of shorebirds at the project site 
areas is noted to occur as a result of people and animals using the beach for recreational purposes 
such as walking and running. Surf life saving activities involving the use of motorised equipment and 
buggies is also likely to cause a relative level of disturbance in this location. It would be expected that 
this disturbance would increase on weekends due to higher activity rates and increased visitors.  
 
The disturbance at a number of Gold Coast Beach locations has previously been investigated by 
Noriega (2008) which found an approximate amount of disturbance ranging from 3 to 10 disturbance 
events per hour, which has the potential to increase to 8 to 17 disturbance events per hour of high 
disturbance periods (i.e. weekends).  
 
Previous studies (Gills et al 2001) have identified that some shorebird species may better cope with 
disturbances, as discussed above. Ultimately, the project site area is a relatively small proportion of 
an overall beach network which is used can be used by shorebirds. With the exception of seagulls, 
the Gold Coast open sore beaches are generally devoid of bird life (with the exception of South 
Stradbroke Island and the Broadwater). In this regard, it is highlighted that disturbance is likely to be 
having a detrimental effect on the availability of roosting sites on Gold Coast beaches, however other 
factors such as availability of food are also likely to be relevant.  
 
It is also important that there is a relatively high level of lighting disturbance in this location. At 
present, existing lighting in the vicinity of the project site area provides a relatively high level of light 
spill and as such would be expected to cause a relative level of disturbance to migratory species. 
Generally, light spill along the coast line is evidenced as a result of the intensive urban development 
which has occurred including but not limited to high rise residential development which illuminates 
the entire coastal spine. Light spill at the project site area is further exacerbated as a result of key 
infrastructure located within the vicinity, including but not limited to the Gold Coast Highway and the 
Gold Coast Airport. Given the above, it is noted that disturbance to migratory species as a result of 
lighting is an existing factor at the project site area. This is considered to be another factor attributing 
to the relatively limited species that would be expected to utilise the project site area.  
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Given the additional discussion provided above regarding the project site area in relation to 
migratory species, the proponent maintains that the GCOT development is unlikely to result in any 
significant impact on the identified species.  
 
The project site area forms part of a larger beach system which stretches along the coastline, 
however urban development along the Gold Coast has resulted in high levels of disturbance. 
Therefore, it is not considered the project site area represents an importat habitat for the identified 
migratory species, when considering the criteria outlined within the EPBC Significant Impact 
Guidelines 1.1. Furthermore, given the limited number of shorebirds and migratory species likely to 
be recorded at the project site area, it is considered unlikely the project will seriously disrupt the 
lifecycle of an ecologically significant proportion of the identified migratory species.  
 
In addition to the information presented above, it is noted that SEWPaC officers have specifically 
raised the Wedge-tailed shearwaters (Ardenna pacifica) species. 
 
In this regard, it is noted that the Wedge-tailed Shearwater is a pelagic, marine bird known from 
tropical and subtropical waters. The species tolerates a range of surface-temperatures and salinities, 
but is most abundant where temperatures are greater than 21 °C and salinity is greater than 34.6 %. 
In tropical zones the species may feed over cool nutrient-rich waters (Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities, 2012). It is considered that the general discussion 
provided above regarding migratory species is considered to be relevant and applicable to this 
species. 
 
The project site area may be used by the species along with a number of other pelagic marine birds. 
However, as discussed above the project site area is heavily disturbed by urban development and 
human activities. As such, the project site area is unlikely to represent preferred or important habitat 
for this species. The project is unlikely to result in any significant impacts to the Wedge-tailed 
Shearwater.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 Wallum Sedge Frog (Litoria olongburensis) 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
The Wallum Sedge Frog (Litoria olongburensis) is a Commonwealth listed threatened species that is 
included in the vulnerable category.  
 
This species is known from a variety of coastal sandy vegetation communities associated with wallam 
(banksia) including heathland, sedgeland, melaleuca forest/woodland and ephemeral wetlands with 
a preference for acidic (low pH) seasonally inundated sedge swamps for breeding.  The known 
distribution includes such lowland coastal zones from Fraser Island (southeast QLD) to Yuraygir 
National Park (north-east NSW) including several offshore islands such as Fraser Island, Bribie Island, 
Moreton Island and North Stradbroke Island (DSEWPC, 2011; Meyer et al, 2006; BSC, 2010).  A review 
of the modeled distribution of Litoria olongburensis (DSEWPC, 2011) notes that the species is neither 
mapped as ‘known/likely to occur’ nor ‘may occur’ on the mainland between approximately Tugun 
and Beerwah. 
 
At swamp sites, the Wallum Sedge Frog can be found sheltering amongst sedges, reeds and ferns all 
year round (Anstis 2002; Ehmann 1997; Ingram & Corben, 1975; James, 1996; Lewis & Goldingay, 
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2005; Liem & Ingram, 1977; Neilson, 2000 in DSEWPC, 2012).  During wet periods the frog can be 
found on emergent vegetation (rushes, sedges, ferns) whilst during drier periods it may be found at 
the base of such vegetation (BSC, 2010). 
 
Breeding occurs after rain in spring, summer and autumn within acidic, permanent to ephemeral 
freshwater wetlands with emergent vegetation, most notably sedges, reeds or ferns in still water 0.5-
1.5m deep (Hines et al, 2004). These wetlands (wallum swamps, bogs, lakes or creeks), which are 
considered habitats critical to the survival of the species, typically overlie deep, low-nutrient, sandy 
soils where groundwater levels are characteristically high (Wallum Sedge Frog Workshop 2010 in 
DSEWPC, 2012; Meyer et al, 2006).   
 
Consequently, numerous survey guidelines indicate that searches for the species are best undertaken 
during the warmer months as activity may be increased.  It is noted, however, that studies 
undertaken over a four year period in northeastern NSW (Lewis and Goldingay, 2005) resulted in 
counts of individuals of Litoria olongburensis being higher in winter than in summer.  Additional 
activity information obtained noted that counts of adults were negatively influenced by rain during 
the previous day, but positively influenced by rain the previous week. Counts of juveniles were 
influenced by rain during the previous three months (Lewis and Goldingay, 2005). 
 
A significant population of the species is noted to occur within restricted wallum habitats on Gold 
Coast airport lands investigated in association with the Tugun Bypass SIS (PB, 2004; Hero et al, 2001; 
BAAM, 2005).  Breeding habitat is characterised by low pH and relatively deep pools with some 
capacity to retain water for longer periods with six ponds of breeding importance located proximate 
to the Gold Coast Airport (Hero et al, 2001).  It is noted that purpose built frog ponds established 
adjacent the airport site have been re-colinised by the wallum sedgefrog post construction of the 
Tugun Bypass (QDTMR, 2007).  “The context of the Tugun population with respect to other 
populations of the frog is as follows: 
 

 It is an isolated population that is 30-40km to the north of the nearest known population in the 
Pottsville Area, New South Wales and 45 km to the nearest known population in the north, North 
Stradbroke Island, Queensland. 

 It also most likely occurs on South Stradbroke Island, which is about 16km north of Tugun. 

 The nearest known mainland population in Queensland is at Beerwah about 100km to the north. 
However, it is known from in between on the major Moreton Bay Islands of Bribie, Moreton and 
North Stradbroke. The Stradbroke Islands were apparently connected to each other and the 
mainland at Southport during European memory. 

 
The context of the Tugun population with respect to the whole Australian distribution of the frog is 
as follows: 
 

 The species occurs from Fraser Island, Queensland, in the north to near Coffs Harbour, News 
South Wales, in the south. The area of occupancy of the species is approximately 9000km². 

 The size of the Australian population of the species is unknown. 

 The Tugun population is situated about halfway in between the north-south extremes of the 
frog’s distribution.” (BAAM, 2005: 2-3) 

 
Figure 1 below, provides details of known and potential habitat which was identified as part of 
technical investigations undertaken for the Tugun Bypass project.  
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Figure 1 – Extract from report Proposed Tugun Bypass: Review of Wallum Sedgefrog and Green-Thighed Frog 
(Biodiversity Assessment and Management Pty Ltd, 2005) 

 
 
The GCOT project is located on Bilinga Beach, east of the Gold Coast Airport land. As discussed 
earlier, the Coolangatta Creek outfalls into the Ocean at the project site area.  
 
Coolangatta Creek catchment is the southern-most catchment wholly contained within the boundary 
of the city of the Gold Coast, bordering Currumbin Creek catchment to the north and Cobaki 
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Broadwater/Tweed River Estuary catchment to the south in New South Wales. The creek is 
approximately 8km in length flowing from its headwaters at Tugun Hill and Hidden Valley, along the 
floodplain, and discharging at Kirra Beach. The catchment is relatively small (approximately 400 
hectares in size) but encompasses interstate areas including Federal airport land and receiving 
waters within the Cobaki Broadwater, New South Wales (Gold Coast City Council, 2012). 
 
The Coolangatta Creek enters the Gold Coast Airport land at the northern boundary and flows in a 
southerly direction through the airport lands. Downstream of the airport lands the creek flows under 
the Tweed Heads bypass and then through a 400m long concrete culvert to an outfall on the Beach 
generally in the location of the project site area. 
 
There have been extensive studies undertaken regarding the species in this locality. In this regard, it 
is noted that none of the previous studies have identified any recordings of the species east of the 
Airport lands. This is likely to be attributed to the large engineered channel/culvert which joins the 
airport lands to the ocean outfall.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the project site area is located within a sandy beach environment 
dominated by saline conditions which does not represent suitable habitat for this species. . Given the 
discussion provided above, it is concluded that the species is restricted to the Gold Coast Airport 
lands and the proposed GCOT development is unlikely to result in any significant impacts to the 
species.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 Turtle Species 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
Of the world's seven species of marine turtles, six are found in the waters of the Queensland and 
potentially in the ocean waters along the Gold Coast. These species include green, flatback, 
hawksbill, olive ridley, loggerhead and leatherback turtles. Marine turtles undertake extensive 
migrations up to 2600 km between nesting beaches and feeding areas, but repeatedly return to the 
same feeding and nesting areas throughout their lives (Limpus and Chatto, 2004). Such migrations 
and behaviours pose a complex arrangement for managers as various jurisdictional boundaries are 
crossed. 
 
Marine turtles share the same general life cycle in that they are all slow growing, taking decades to 
reach sexual maturity: 20-25 years for flatback and loggerhead turtles, 30-50 years for green turtles 
(Limpus and Chaloupka, 1997). Females do not breed every year and have non-breeding periods of 
between 5-8 years for green turtles and 2-3 years for flatback turtles (Parmenter and Limpus, 1995). 
These characteristics have implications where a high annual survivorship of adults and sub-adults is 
required for populations to remain viable. The long lifespan of marine turtles means that it is difficult 
to detect impacts over a few years given that most studies do not cover a single generation with 
impacts more likely to become evident over a period of decades (Limpus and Chatto, 2004). 
 
The Department of the Environment and Water Resources has developed a “Recovery Plan for 
Marine Turtles in Australia” (DEWR, 2007) which outlines the major impacts associated with each 
turtle species in Australia. The report identifies coastal development, habitat loss, marine debris and 
deteriorating water quality as some of the main threats to these species. Other causes of population 
decline are incidental mortality from commercial fisheries, incidental mortality from recreational 
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activities (e.g. vehicle traffic on beaches), boat strike, entanglement in nets and disease (e.g. Green 
Turtle Fibropapiloma) (EPA, 2006). 
 
In 2005-2006, a marine turtle monitoring program was undertaken by GCCC on South Stradbroke 
Island (SSI), in an effort to monitor and record marine turtle nesting activity and to identify threats to 
these turtles (GCCC, 2007b). The study was carried out on the eastern beach of SSI, Gold Coast. 
Beach surveys involved driving the entire length of the beach looking for turtle tracks. When 
encountered, the turtle track characteristics were used to identify the species and indicate whether a 
successful nesting event had occurred (Van De Merwe and Cuttriss, 2006). GPS readings of each nest 
location were recorded and data loggers were placed in the sand at a depth of 60cm adjacent to the 
nests (Van De Merwe and Cuttriss, 2006). During the surveys five nests were identified. Three of the 
nests corresponded to loggerhead turtles and two were green turtle nests (GCCC, 2007b). South 
Stradbroke Island is potentially the most southern-breeding location for these species of marine 
turtles in Australia (GCCC, 2007b). 
 
Another component of this project was to identify threats to marine turtles and their nests. Some of 
the threats identified include native and introduced species that prey on turtles eggs, 4WD vehicles, 
offshore threats such as boat strikes and entanglement in nets and fishing lines and the consumption 
of plastic when mistaken for squid or jelly fish. The disturbance caused by pedestrians and 4WD 
vehicles (Hosier et al., 1981), the impacts of marine debris ingestion (Tomas et al., 2002; 
Mascarenhas et al., 2004; Bjorndal et al., 1994; and Carr, 1987) and the impacts caused by 
introduced and native fauna who are known to prey upon marine turtle eggs and hatchlings (Morris, 
1997; Lutz and Muscick, 1997) are all disturbances that have been well documented and are common 
to marine turtles in various locations around the world. 
 
In 2007, GCCC released a report on its 2006/2007 Marine turtle nesting densities and trends, post 
nesting movements and marine turtle threats. The report provides a review of marine turtle 
monitoring and research activities undertaken on SSI between December 2006 and March 2007 
(Cuttriss, 2007). During this time one Loggerhead turtle nest and three sets of Loggerhead turtle 
tracks were observed in SSI. Also, the number of nests on previous marine turtle seasons suggested 
that tagging of turtles on SSI could be possible however, researchers were unsuccessful in attaching a 
satellite transmitter or tagging a marine turtle due to the low numbers of turtles emerging during 
this period (Cuttriss, 2007). It was concluded that the research conducted during this time resulted in 
a comprehensive community-based marine turtle monitoring program on SSI (Cuttriss, 2007).  
 
Also during the 2006/2007 season an unknown species of marine turtle was observed laying a nest 
near Northcliffe Surf Club at Broadbeach and a total of 11 dead marine turtles were also recorded 
within the Gold Coast city boundary (Cuttriss, 2007). 
 
As outlined in the referral documentation, marine turtles as pelagic species are likely to be found in 
the ocean waters adjoining the project site area. Based on a review of previous studies, it is noted 
that the project site area is not utilised as a nesting site for this species. It is likely that nesting areas 
for this species is limited to South Stradbroke Island as suggested by Council’s previous studies 
referenced above. 
 
Given the above, it is noted that the GCOT development and its anticipated shipping movements may 
result in vessel strikes to marine turtles. Animals may be struck when they fail to detect an oncoming 
vessel, or they may perceive a vessel’s approach but be unable to avoid being struck. 
 
Not all vessel strikes to marine turtles result in fatalities. In a study of the marine turtles of Moreton 
Bay, 5.3% of loggerhead and 1.1% of the green turtles inhabiting that bay showed evidence of 
propeller cuts, more than any other visible sign of anthropogenic impact (Limpus et al. 1994a,b). On 
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average, 14% of the marine turtles that strand or wash ashore along the Queensland coast show 
evidence of being struck by boats and/or propellers (QPWS Marine Wildlife Stranding and Mortality 
Database). 
 
However in relation to the above comments the proponent notes that the proposed GCOT 
development seeks to provide an additional port along the East Coast. The project is intending to 
provide an additional destination for those cruise ships which may already visit Australian Waters. As 
such, the proponent considers the risks of increased boat strikes as a result of the project should be 
limited.  
 
Notwithstanding the information outlined above, it is expected that the following management 
measures will be incorporated into a future Environmental Management Plan and Operational Plans 
associated with the proposed development: 
 
General Management Measures 

 Prior to commencement of construction, designated crew (one per vessel) will be trained as 
Marine Fauna Observers, and trained to observe for marine turtles and marine mammals, record 
sightings and the actions to be taken in event of sightings, injury or mortality. 

 Site inductions for all vessel crew and awareness programmes covering procedures to be 
undertaken to minimise disturbance to marine fauna. 

 If marine turtles are sighted in the area, relevant project vessels operating in the area will be 
notified. 

 Operators of specified vessels will be required to maintain a watch for marine turtles and if they 
are spotted, vessels will avoid impacting the fauna (within safe operational constraints of the 
vessel). 

 Any injuries or mortalities of marine turtles will be documented and reported to 
DEHP/DSEWPaC. 

 
Noise Management Measures 
 
Marine noise and vibrations during construction and operations will be managed by the following 
measures: 
 

 All equipment and vessels should be operated and be maintained in accordance with appropriate 
industry and equipment standards including specifications for noise levels and manufacturer’s 
specifications. 

 Avoid, where possible, leaving engines and thrusters in standby or running mode unnecessarily. 

 A trained MFO will be responsible for observing marine turtles during active piling at the piling 
site (e.g. on a jack up barge or adjacent support vessel). 

 Vessel crew will undergo site inductions and clear briefings covering procedures to be 
undertaken to minimise disturbance to marine fauna provided by appropriately qualified 
personnel 

 Existing acoustic controls on noise-generating equipment (including vessel engines, drill and 
piling equipment) will be implemented to reduce noise at source. 

 
Boat Strikes Management Measures 
 
Management measures for minimising the interaction of marine turtles with vessels during 
construction and operations include: 
 

 Vessel crew will undertake site induction by appropriately trained project personnel. 
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 Vessel speeds will be under the control of the Vessel Master who will ensure that all vessels 
operate in a safe manner with due respect to ongoing operations, navigational constraints and 
environmental considerations. 

 The Vessel Master will be advised of environmental matters from on-site environmental staff, 
including trained vessel crew, as applicable. 

 Trained vessel crew will monitor and report turtle sightings from project vessels during daylight 
hours during the construction phase. 

 Any incidents or injuries to turtles will be documented and reported. 
 
Given the management measures presented above and the additional discussion provided by the 
project proponent, it is summarised that the potential impacts to marine turtles as a result of the 
GCOT development can be appropriately managed. Detailed management plans, based on the 
preliminary controls discussed above, will be prepared as part of the intended State EIS assessment 
process.  
 
As discussed within the original referral documentation, the proponent identified that the proposed 
project location had been based on a number of criteria, one of which was to ensure the project has 
a minimal impact on the natural environment. In this regard, it is considered critical to note that the 
coastal environmental and marine habitat within this locality has been heavily modified and 
continues to be modified as a result of beach nourishment undertaken as part of the Tweed River 
Entrance Sand Bypassing Project (TRESBP). The Tweed River Entrance Sand Bypassing Project is a 
sand transport system that collects sand from the southern side of the Tweed River entrance and 
pumps it under the river to outlets on the northern side. From there the sand is transported by wave 
currents to nourish southern Gold Coast beaches. Initial dredging and nourishments works began in 
1995 and continues to be undertaken. As such, it must be taken into account that the coastal 
processes and marine habitat in this location have been significantly altered and disturbed as a result 
of this engineering process which continues to be implemented. Ultimately, as a result of this 
engineering process the proponent considered suitable habitat for marine mammals such as turtles 
to be relatively sparse in the locality given the previous levels of disturbance. It is acknowledged that 
marine mammals such as turtles may travel through or utilise the project site area as part of a 
natural movement pattern, however it is maintained that the project site area has limited value in 
terms of habitat for these species given the engineering process and disturbance which continues to 
occur.  
 
As such, the proponent considers it unlikely that the proposed development will result in any 
significant impacts to marine turtles.  
 
Requested Information 
 

 Cetaceans such as, the Indo-pacific Humpback dolphin (Sousa chinensis) and the Humpback 
Whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
Humpback Whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) 
 
Humpback whales use habitat seasonally and can typically be found along various parts of the 
Australian coastline for up to nine months of the year (April to December). The population of 
Australia's east coast humpback whales migrate from summer cold-water feeding grounds in 
Subantarctic waters to warm-water winter breeding grounds in the central Great Barrier Reef. They 
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are regularly observed in Queensland waters in June and July, on northward migration and October 
and November, on southward migration. 
 
Habitat considered important (or critical) for supporting Humpback Whale populations are those 
areas utilised for feeding, resting and migratory routes (DEH, 2005). According to the Humpback 
Whale Recovery Plan 2005-2010 (DEH, 2005), the Gold Coast area is not known for feeding or major 
calving area. However, Humpback Whales migrate past the Gold Coast on their way up and down the 
East Coast of Australia.  
 
Given the above, the Study Area (i.e. the broader Coral Sea) has been recorded to support transient 
migrating populations of the east Australian humpback whale group whilst undertaking breeding 
migrations to and from north eastern Australia. As per the above discussion the study area is not 
identified as being a known calving area for humpback whales on the east coast of Australia (based 
on known observations of mothers with very young calves) for Australian humpback whales. 
 
Humpback dolphin (Sousa chinensis) 
 
Indo-Pacific Humpback Dolphins are characterised by a robust and medium sized body with a short, 
slightly recurved and triangular-shaped dorsal fin. Individuals from the western part of the species' 
range have a prominent dorsal ridge forming part the base of the dorsal fin. However, this ridge is 
not present in Australian animals. 
 
Known localities in Queensland include the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park; Moreton Bay; the lower 
reaches of the Brisbane River, and adjacent offshore waters. In these areas, resident populations 
generally occur in water less than 10 m deep, and offshore to 6 km. 
 
Indo-Pacific Humpback Dolphins inhabit shallow coastal, estuarine, and occasionally riverine habitats, 
in tropical and subtropical regions. The species usually occurs close to the coast, generally in depths 
of less than 20 m, but they have been seen 55 km offshore in shallow water. 
 
Previous studies of the abundance and habitat preferences of coastal dolphins in the Gold Coast 
region, based on an analysis of social structure, found a fragmented population with specific 
individuals using estuarine areas and others remaining off the coast (Brooks, 2012).  
 
Management Measures 
 
The following management measures will be applied to minimise the potential impacts to the 
Humpback dolphin (Sousa chinensis) and the Humpback Whale (Megaptera novaeangliae). 
 
General Management Measures 

 Prior to commencement of construction, designated crew (one per vessel) will be trained as 
Marine Fauna Observers, and trained to observe for marine fauna (including dolphins recorded 
to species level), record sightings and the actions to be taken in event of sightings, injury or 
mortality. 

 Vessel crew will undertake site inductions and awareness programs covering procedures to be 
undertaken to minimise disturbance to marine fauna. 

 If marine fauna are sighted in the area, relevant project vessels operating in the area will be 
notified. 

 A log detailing marine fauna (including dolphins recorded to species level where practicable) 
sightings will be maintained on all vessels. 
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 Operators of specified vessels will be required to maintain a watch for marine fauna and if they 
are spotted, vessels will avoid impacting the fauna (within safe operational constraints of the 
vessel). 

 During transit, if a marine fauna is sighted within 300 m, a maximum vessel speed of 6 knots will 
be applied. 

 Any incidents that relate to marine fauna injury/mortality will be documented and reported. 
 
Noise Management Measures 
 
The principal source of noise considered to pose the most risk to marine fauna is that produced 
during pile driving. Marine noise and vibrations during construction and operations will be managed 
by the following measures: 
 

 Soft start for piling will be undertaken to allow marine fauna close to the source to move away. 

 A marine fauna watch system will be established with a direct line of communication between 
the fauna observer and the pile drive supervisor. 

 Vessel crew will undertake site inductions and awareness programs covering procedures to be 
undertaken to minimise disturbance to marine fauna. 

 Existing acoustic controls on noise-generating equipment (including vessel engines, drill and 
piling equipment) will be implemented to reduce noise at source. 

 Noise-generating equipment (including vessel engines, drill and piling equipment) will be 
routinely maintained and inspected to reduce unnecessary increases in noise levels from the 
equipment. All vessels shall operate in accordance with appropriate industry equipment noise 
standards. 

 Where practical the practice of leaving engines, thrusters and auxiliary plant on standby or 
running mode will be avoided. 

 If marine fauna are sighted in the monitoring area, project vessels operating in the area will be 
notified. 

 Prior to the commencement of piling operations trained fauna observers will monitor and report 
observations of marine fauna within a designated monitoring zone (1500m radius of piling barge) 
around the pile driving operations for 15 minutes. In the event that marine fauna is sighted 
within a designated exclusion zone (1250m radius for marine mammals, 300m radius for marine 
turtles), piling activities will not commence until the individual marine fauna moves outside of 
the exclusion zone or is not sighted for 30 minutes. 

 During piling operations trained fauna observers will continue to monitor and report 
observations of marine fauna within a designated monitoring zone (1500m radius of piling barge) 
around the pile driving operations. In the event that marine fauna is sighted within a designated 
exclusion zone (1250m radius for marine mammals, 300m radius for marine turtles), piling 
activities will cease until the individual marine fauna moves outside of the exclusion zone or is 
not sighted for 30 minutes. 

 
Light Spill Management Measures 
 
Key management measures and guidelines specific to managing light spill and potential impacts to 
fauna that will be implemented where practicable include: 
 

 Minimise light intensity to as low as reasonably practicable. 

 Reduce light spill by shielding lights, pointing lights directly at the work area (directional 
alignment), reducing the amount of lights shining directly onto water, covering windows and 
other techniques. 
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 Reduce horizon glow through the use of downward facing luminaries, attention to reflecting 
surfaces (adjusting lights so they don’t shine onto reflective surfaces) and reducing the amount 
of indoor lighting that is visible outdoors. 

 Lighting on moored vessels at night will be kept to a minimum for safe operations. 
 
Summary 
 
Again, it is noted that the coastal environmental and marine habitat within this locality has been 
heavily modified and continues to be modified as a result of beach nourishment undertaken as part 
of the TRESBP. As such, it must be taken into account that the coastal processes and marine habitat 
in this location have been significantly altered and disturbed as a result of this engineering process 
which continues to be implemented. Ultimately, as a result of this engineering process the 
proponent considers suitable habitat for marine mammals to be relatively sparse in the locality given 
the previous levels of disturbance. It is acknowledged that marine mammals may travel through or 
utilise the project site area as part of a natural movement pattern, however it is maintained that the 
project site area has limited value in terms of habitat for these species given the engineering process 
and disturbance which continues to occur.  
 
Given the management measures presented above and the additional discussion provided by the 
project proponent, it is summarised that the potential impacts to the Humpback dolphin (Sousa 
chinensis) and the Humpback Whale (Megaptera novaeangliae) as a result of the GCOT development 
can be appropriately managed. Detailed management plans, based on the preliminary controls 
discussed above, will be prepared as part of the intended State EIS assessment process. As such, the 
proponent considers it unlikely that the proposed development will result in any significant impacts 
to the identified species.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 Grey nurse shark (Carcharias taurus)  

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
Grey Nurse Sharks are often observed hovering motionless just above the seabed, in or near deep 
sandy-bottomed gutters or rocky caves, and in the vicinity of inshore rocky reefs and islands. The 
species has been recorded at varying depths, but is generally found between 15–40 m. Grey Nurse 
Sharks have also been recorded in the surf zone, around coral reefs, and to depths of around 200 m 
on the continental shelf. (Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and 
Communities, 2012) 
 
The Grey Nurse Shark is a migratory species and is known to migrate north and south along the east 
coast of Australia. The Grey Nurse Shark is known to be found at 14 sites in NSW where aggregations 
of 5 or more individuals occur. It can also be found at several sites in southern Queensland during the 
winter months, however it is less common in Queensland waters. (Threatened Species Scientific 
Committee, 2011) 
 
This species is likely to be found in the ocean waters adjoining the project site area. However, the 
project area is not identified as a known aggregation areas. As noted above, this species is less 
common in Queensland Waters. It is also important to note that the project site area does not 
contain rocky reefs or caves which is noted a being key habitat for this species. 
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The Marine Bioregional plan for the Temperate East Marine Region identifies biologically important 
areas have been identified for the grey nurse shark in the Temperate East Marine Region and 
include:  
 

 foraging areas  

 aggregation areas  

 seasonal breeding areas (mating or pupping).  
 
The project site area is not considered to represent or contain any values associated with the 
biologically important areas as discussed above for this species.  
 
Furthermore the Marine Bioregional plan for the Temperate East Marine Region, identifies pressures 
of concern for the grey nurse shark to include bycatch from commercial, recreational and charter 
fishing activities. In addition, pressures of potential concern include human presence at sensitive 
sites and changes in sea temperature and oceanography associated with climate change. The GCOT 
development will not result in any increases to the identified pressures of concern and is unlikely to 
result in the introduction of any new threatening process associated with this species. 
 
Given the above discussion, the proponent maintains that the GCOT development will not result in 
any significant impacts on the Grey Nurse Shark.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 Will benthic habitats that may provide foraging or potential habitat for listed threatened and/or 
migratory species be impacted by the proposal? If so, what is the likely impact? 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
As part of the marine ecology and water quality monitoring program undertaken for the Gold Coast 
desalination project, Natural Solutions consultants undertook sampling of the benthic infauna 
community on February 2006, June 2006 (GCD Alliance, 2006) and February 2007 (Natural Solutions, 
2007). Samples were sieved in the field using a 1.0 mm mesh sieve and preserved in 4% buffered 
formalin for laboratory identification (GCD Alliance, 2006). 
 
Samples were taken from 5 sites during the February 2006 sampling event and from 6 sites during 
the June 2006 sampling event. Three replicates were taken at each sampling site. Results from these 
surveys indicated that the area was numerically dominated by molluscs, crustaceans and annelid 
worms but proportions differed considerably between sampling events (GCD Alliance, 2006). During 
the February 2007 sampling event 12 sites were sampled and five replicates were taken at each 
sampling site (Natural Solutions, 2007). 
 
Again, it is noted that the coastal environmental and marine habitat within this locality has been 
heavily modified and continues to be modified as a result of beach nourishment undertaken as part 
of the TRESBP. As such, it must be taken into account that the coastal processes and marine habitat 
in this location have been significantly altered and disturbed as a result of this engineering process 
which continues to be implemented. 
 
The project site area features a sandy substrate which is continually impacted upon from the TRESBP. 
Given the above, the proponent suggests that the benthic habitats surrounding the project site area 
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do not contain or feature any discernible fvalues which would otherwise distinguish it from the other 
sandy substrate environments located along the Gold Coast urban spine.  
 
The proponent expects that investigations regarding benthic habitats will need to be undertaken as 
part of future detailed environmental assessment and reporting associated with the project. This 
assessment will form part of the intended State EIS assessment process.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the proponent maintains that the project site area has limited values in 
relation to potential foraging and habitat for listed threatened and/or migratory species. As per the 
detailed discussion provided regarding SEWPaC officers request for information regarding migratory 
species, the project site area is heavily disturbed as a result of urban development and human 
activities. Given the above, the GCOT development is unlikely to result in any significant impacts to 
listed threatened and/or migratory species, despite any potential impacts to benthic habitats which 
will be explored as part of the State EIS assessment process.  
 
Requested Information 
 

 How will listed threatened and/or migratory species be impacted by activities such as, but not 
limited to: 

 Dredging operations; 

 Increased lighting; 

 Noise cause by the construction; and 

 Operation of the proposed terminal? 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
The proponent will address each of the four items raised separately below. 
 
Dredging Operations  
 
As discussed earlier, the project is located in a coastal environmental that has been heavily modified 
and continues to be modified as a result of beach nourishment undertaken as part of the TRESBP. 
Detailed hydrological and environmental modelling is undertaken as part of the TRESBP which 
illustrates and identifies the current engineering regimes and general profiles being achieved as part 
of the beach nourishment program.  
 
To this end, the proposed GCOT development has been designed to take into account the engineered 
coastal process of this location. 
 
In relation to dredging associated with the proposed development, the proponent notes that no 
external dredging will be required for a channel to the proposed facility as existing depths provide 
sufficient draft for the contemplated vessels.  
 
Furthermore, it is considered that external dredging activities will be limited to 100m from the edge 
of the project works area.  
 
Given the above, the proponent notes that the design of the proposed development allows for 
dredging activities to be primarily restricted to the project site area and will ensure that external 
impacts are minimised. Detailed management procedures will be formulated as part of the intended 
State EIS assessment process to minimise construction impacts.  
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Increased Lighting 
 
As discussed earlier, it is important to note that the location for the proposed GCOT is already 
impacted upon by a relatively high level of lighting spill and disturbance. At present, existing lighting 
in the vicinity of the project site area provides a relatively high level of light spill and as such would 
be expected to cause a relative level of disturbance to listed threatened and migratory species. 
Generally, light spill along the coast line is evidenced as a result of the intensive urban development 
which has occurred including but not limited to high rise residential development which illuminates 
the entire coastal spine. Light spill at the project site area is further exacerbated as a result of key 
infrastructure located within the vicinity, including but not limited to the Gold Coast Highway and the 
Gold Coast Airport. Given the above, it is noted that disturbance to listed threatened and migratory 
species as a result of lighting is an existing factor at the project site area.  
The detailed design of the proposed GCOT development will seek to ensure that external lighting 
projection is minimised where possible.  
 
Key management measures and guidelines specific to managing light spill and potential impacts to 
fauna that will be implemented where practicable include: 
 

 Minimise light intensity to as low as reasonably practicable. 

 Reduce light spill by shielding lights, pointing lights directly at the work area (directional 
alignment), reducing the amount of lights shining directly onto water, covering windows and 
other techniques. 

 Reduce horizon glow through the use of downward facing luminaries, attention to reflecting 
surfaces (adjusting lights so they don’t shine onto reflective surfaces) and reducing the amount 
of indoor lighting that is visible outdoors. 

 Lighting on moored vessels at night will be kept to a minimum for safe operations. 
 
Noise caused by the construction 
 
As outlined in the referral documentation, a site-specific Construction EMP will be required for the 
project and this will aim to provide: 
 

 Commitments to practical and achievable strategies for the management of the project to 
ensure that environmental requirements are specified and complied with; 

 Local, state and federal government authorities, stakeholders and the proponent with a 
common focus for approval and compliance conditions; and 

 The community with evidence that the environmental management of the project is 
acceptable. 

 
The proponent considers that the future Construction EMP will provide sufficient control measures 
to ensure that noise impacts during construction are minimised. 
 
Operation of the proposed terminal 
 
As noted within the original referral documentation, management of operational impacts associated 
with the project which become the responsibility of the proponent and will be integrated into a 
comprehensive Environmental Management System. Port users and operators that utilise the final 
project deliverables will be required to develop and implement applicable environmental 
management for their operations to meet regulatory approval conditions from regulatory agencies, 
and lease conditions applied by the proponent, applicable to the scale of their operations at the 
completed project site. 
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The proponent expects that detailed environmental management frameworks and operational 
procedures will be formulated as part of the State EIS assessment process.  
 
 

Development  
 
Requested Information 
 

 What are the likely hydrodynamic impacts of construction and operation of the proposed 
terminal? In particular, what are the likely sand movements at various stages during construction 
and post construction and their impacts on listed threatended and/or migratory species? For 
example – sand movements could remove of create habitat (even if temporary) for listed 
threatened and/or migratory species such as migratory birds, the Indo-pacific humpback dolphin 
(Sousa chinensis) and the Grey nurse shark (Carcharias taurus).  

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
As discussed earlier, the project is located in a coastal environmental that has been heavily modified 
and continues to be modified as a result of beach nourishment undertaken as part of the TRESBP. 
Detailed hydrological and environmental modelling is undertaken as part of the TRESBP which 
illustrates and identifies the current engineering regimes and general profiles being achieved as part 
of the beach nourishment program.  
 
To this end, the proposed GCOT development has been designed to take into account the engineered 
coastal processes in this location. It is expected that the detailed design of the project will support 
the existing engineering regimes and profiles being achieved as part of the TRESBP beach 
nourishment program.  
 
Based on the above, the proponent considers the GCOT development will have limited impacts on 
existing hydrodynamic and coastal conditions in the surrounding locality, especially given such 
conditions are already heavily regulated and controlled as a result of current engineering practices.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 What is the likely dredge footprint (location and size) including the port itself and any swing 
basins or approach channels?  

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
As noted earlier, the expected dredge footprint is anticipated to be the footprint of the project plus a 
one hundred (100) metre external disturbance zone. 
 
As discussed earlier, preliminary investigations regarding current depths in this locality have revealed 
that the dredging of an approach channel for access to the proposed port is not required. 
Furthermore, swing basins are not proposed as part of the GCOT development or port facilities.  
 
The proponent expects that stevedoring facilities would be provided as part of future port operation 
associated with the development and that cruise liners would be guided into and out of the proposed 
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port facilities by trained pilots and tug boats etc. This will remove the need for swing basins to be 
provided as part of the proposed development.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 What is the proposed location for dumping of dredge spoil, what are the characteristics of the 
spoil and what is the likely dredge volume? 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
It is the proponent’s intention that any dredged materials will be used as fill to create the required 
development footprint. It is expected that the dredge material will primarily reflect the sandy 
substrate found within the location of the project footprint. At this point in time, exact dredge 
volumes have not been determined and such information will be provided as part of the intended 
State EIS assessment process.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 If see dumping is proposed, what studies have been done to confirm that the dumping will not 
impact upon listed threatened and/or migratory species, the Moreton Bay Ramsar Wetlands or 
on the Commonwealth marine environment?  

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
At this point in time, no sea dumping is proposed as part of the GCOT development. It is expected 
that all dredged materials will be used as fill to create the land based development footprint for the 
development.  
 
 
Requested Information 
 

 What mitigation measures are proposed to avoid or reduce impacts on listed threatened and/or 
migratory species from activities such as construction of the wharf, pile driving, blasting, 
reclamation, dredging etc? 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
The proponent has identified preliminary mitigation measures in the earlier section of this response 
for SEWPaC officers consideration. It is expected that more detailed mitigation measures will be 
prepared as part of the detailed design process being undertaken for the project and it is intended 
that such mitigation measures will be reviewed and approved as part of the State EIS assessment 
process.  
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Requested Information 
 

 What ballast water and hull cleaning management procedures will be implemented during 
construction and operation of the proposed terminal to prevent the introduction of invasive 
marine species? 

 
Proponent’s Response 
 
There is a range of international legislation, conventions and guidelines relevant to Introduced 
Marine Species (IMS) management either through general environmental or biodiversity protection 
requirements, or through more specific IMS management requirements. These include: 
 

 International Maritime Organisations (IMO) –‘International Convention for the Control and 
Management of Ships’ Ballast Water and Sediments’; 

 Convention on Biological Diversity - specifically identifies the need to “control or eradicate those 
alien species which threaten ecosystems, habitats or species”; 

 United Nations Convention of the ‘Law of the Sea’ -specifically “protection and preservation of 
the marine environment”; and 

 ANZECC Code of Practice for Antifouling and In-water Cleaning and Maintenance. 
 
Management of IMS will be in accordance with the aforementioned legislation, conventions and 
guidelines. The future operators of the proposed GCOT development will liaise with relevant 
government department’s to ensure that operational procedures are developed and maintained to 
ensure impacts associated with IMS are appropriately managed.  
 
 

Summary  
 
Reference is made to the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and 
Communities request for additional information dated 22 November 2012 in relation to the 
aforementioned EPBC referral.  
 
The proponent considers the information provided within this correspondence sufficiently addresses 
the items raised with the Department’s request for additional information and provides the 
department with all relevant information to enable a decision to be made in relation to the 
submitted referral. As such, the proponent requests that the referral process and decision making 
timeframes under section 76 and 89 of the EPBC Act restart upon receipt of this additional 
information. 
 
Should you have any queries concerning the above matter, please contact Mr. Boyd Sargeant of this 
office on (07) 5526 1500 or via email at boyd@planitconsulting.com.au. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Boyd Sargeant 
Director 
Planit Consulting Pty Ltd  
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