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Executive Summary

Introduction

Toondah Harbour is an existing marine facility located in the suburb of Cleveland in the Redland City Local Government
Area (LGA), approximately 30 kilometres (km) south east of Brisbane. Toondah Harbour was constructed on reclaimed
land and has been operational since 1972 when it was used as an industrial barge terminal to support sand mining
operations on Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island). The harbour currently serves as the base for water taxi, passenger
and vehicle ferry services between the mainland and Minjerribah.

In June 2013, at the request of Redland City Council (RCC), the Queensland Government declared Toondah Harbour a
priority development area (PDA) under the Economic Development Act 2012 (ED Act). The intent of the PDA is to revitalise
the harbour, improve the transport function by better integrating ferry and bus services and managing car parking, and
establish Toondah Harbour as a high-quality urban environment that capitalises on the amenity of Moreton Bay.

In September 2014, Walker Group Holdings Pty Ltd (the Proponent) was announced by RCC and the Queensland
Government as the preferred development partner to redevelop the government owned land in the PDA. The Toondah
Harbour Project (the Project) includes the following key components:

= (apital dredging of up to 530,000 m* of marine sediment to expand Fison Channel so that it meets minimum
requirements for safe navigation set out in the Permanent International Association of Navigational Congresses
(PIANC 2014) Harbour Approach Channels Design Guidelines. Currently, the channel is approximately 45 m wide
(excluding batters) with a target depth of -2.5 m below Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT). The Project proposes to
widen the channel to 75 m (excluding batters), with a target depth of -3 m LAT. Dredging will be undertaken in
two separate campaigns with Stage 1 encompassing the turning basin and inner Fison channel and Stage 2 the
outer Fison Channel.

= All dredged and excavated sediments generated by capital dredging will be beneficially reused to reclaim a
portion of the sub-tidal area north of the harbour to create new landforms for proposed public open space,
including community facilities, and urban uses.

= Up to 200 wet berths within a marina basin and internal waterways providing access to Fison Channel.

= The reclamation will be formed in two discrete stages — north and south. For each stage, a perimeter bund will
be established to contain the dredged material, which will limit indirect impacts outside of the project footprint.
The reclamation has been designed to balance dredge material volumes with fill requirements, minimising the
need to import fill or dispose of dredge material offsite.

= New harbour and public transport infrastructure, facilities and amenities for ferry customers and visitors will be
constructed south of the existing vehicle ferry loading area. These works will be undertaken concurrently with
the first reclamation stage.

=  Proposed uses on the reclamation areas and the new harbour include a hotel, residential apartments, retail and
commercial development centred around a new marina plaza. A further residential precinct will be located in
the western part of the PDA.

= A network of open space and recreation areas including a 3.5 ha foreshore park, education centre, boardwalks,
plazas, walking paths, neighbourhood parks and a ramp for non-motorised vessels such as kayaks and dinghies.

= |Installation of civil infrastructure and services — such as electrical, gas, telecommunications, water supply,
sewerage infrastructure and roads will keep pace with development projects.

Project key components are shown on Figure ES-1 with an image of Toondah Harbour provided as Plate ES-1.
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Plate ES-1: Toondah Harbour
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The Project was referred under the EPBC Act to the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the
Environment and Water (DCCEEW) on 5 June 2018 (EPBC Reference number 2018/8225) and was made a controlled
action on 23 July 2018, to be assessed by environmental impact statement (EIS).

The Proponent prepared a Draft EIS in accordance with the final guidelines which was published for a period of 40
business days for public review and comment. The public comment period commenced on 12 October 2022 and
concluded on 6 December 2022.

Following the public comment period, all submissions received were reviewed and collated to summarise issues raised.
In order to finalise the EPBC Act process for the Project the proponent must take all comments received into account and
provide a summary to DCCEEW of the comments received and how they have been addressed.

This Supplementary Report has been prepared to summarise and respond to comments received on the Draft EIS for the
Toondah Harbour Project. In doing so the report addresses section 104(2) of the EPBC Act which states that the finalised
environmental impact statement must:

1) take account of any comments received within the period for comment; and
2) contain a summary of any such comments and how those comments have been addressed.

The purpose of this report is to:

= Document the public consultation process implemented prior to and during the release of the Draft EIS.

= Summarise submissions received from the community and government agencies during the comment period,
noting that a number of discussions have been held with various community groups and agencies prior to,
during and post the comment period.

= Respond to comments raised during public consultation including providing additional technical information
and studies where required.

This Supplementary Report addresses issues raised through the EIS process, and in conjunction with the Draft
EIS, is considered the Finalised Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the Toondah Harbour Project
under the EPBC Act.

Public Consultation

A range of community and stakeholder engagement activities were undertaken prior to and during the public
notification period or the Draft EIS. Engagement activities included:

Prior to Draft EIS Release
= Face-to-face community drop-in sessions in the local area.

= Online community drop-in sessions (promoted as Talk Toondah sessions).

=  Formation of three technical focus groups and facilitation of meetings with each group.
= Key stakeholder meetings.

= A staffed project information centre was established in the Cleveland CBD.

= A Project telephone hotline and email address.
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During Public Notification of the Draft EIS
= Displays of the full Draft EIS document at multiple key locations in the project area.
= Anonline Virtual Information Centre with the full Draft EIS available for viewing.
=  Project website.

= Advertising (print and digital) and press releases.
= Social media and Electronic Direct Mail (EDM).

= Stakeholder meetings.

= Pop up displays.

The steps taken by the proponent exceeded the EPBC Act requirements for public notification and comment. Activities
undertaken in addition to those required under the EPBC Act included:

*  Providing hard copies of the Draft EIS to three local libraries (the EBPC Act only requires one). Over 150 USB sticks
were also provided in the libraries for people to take digital versions of the Draft EIS home.

*  An online Virtual Information Centre (VIC) providing a range of resources including information sheets and
flythroughs and 3D renderings of the Project.

= Hosting 16 pop up information sessions in a range of public places such as shopping centres.

*  Four online information sessions (Toondah Talk) for the community to ask questions directly to the project
scientists and technical experts.

A series of meetings and workshops were also held with relevant Commonwealth and Queensland Government
departments during and post the public notification period. Meetings held post-publication of the Draft EIS covered a
range of technical disciplines.

Invitations were individually emailed to the respective Chief Executive Officers and Presidents of Birdlife Australia, the
Australian Conservation Foundation, the Queensland Wader Study Group, the Koala Action Group and Redlands 20230
for an EIS briefing session. These sessions were offered as an opportunity for each group to gain important technical and
scientific information and to ask questions directly to the project team, ecologists and scientists. None of these groups
responded to the initial invitation and a subsequent follow up invitation.

During the public notification period, Birdlife Australia held multiple community workshops on the Draft EIS, and
promoted these sessions as being run by the ‘Toondah Alliance’, a combination of Australian Conservation Foundation,
Birdlife Australia, and Redlands2030.

During the workshops, the presenters provided an overview of the Project, information on the EIS process and timeline,
as well as guide packs on how to make a submission. A range of the information included in the information pack was
factually incorrect or misrepresented the Draft EIS. Examples of information provided vs facts from the Draft EIS are
included in Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1: Birdlife Australia Guide Pack Inaccuracies

Inaccurate Statement

Factually Correct Statement

Toondah Harbour provides important feeding
and roosting habitat for more than 40,000
EPBC-listed migratory shorebirds over the
Australian summer.

The Draft EIS does not address the life stage of
the birds impacted by the Project. Studies by
QWSG suggest that intertidal areas similar to
and including those found at Toondah
Harbour may contain a sizeable proportion of
juvenile Eastern Curlews.

The Draft EIS claims there are precedents for
developments within Ramsar boundaries
nationally and internationally. This claim and
the precedents presented are misleading.

The Draft EIS.... implies that the Project is
justified in destroying tidal flats at Toondah
Harbour - because the real problem occurs
overseas.

The Draft EIS considers tidal feeding habitat
within the Project footprint as separate to the
Moreton Bay Ramsar Site.

The Draft EIS fails to address the cumulative
impacts resulting if the Project is approved.

Recent surveys conducted by BirdLife
Australia staff counted between 160 and 180
Eastern Curlew at Oyster Point, a key roosting
site within the impact area of the Proposal.
This number far exceeds what was presented
in the draft EIS.

Impacts of activities such as dredging and
sediment, light pollution, sound pollution,
contamination risk, have not been addressed
for their cumulative and multiplier effects.

The Draft EIS (Section 17.3.7) found that the total migratory shorebirds
recorded feeding on the Toondah Harbour tidal flats was an average
of 98 birds in 2014/15 and an average of 29 in 2021/22. In the last 5
years an average of 3 Eastern Curlews have been observed on the
mudflat.

Surveys carried out at the site and surrounding areas included winter
surveys when juvenile migratory shorebirds that had not migrated for
breeding season would still be present. Over 5 years no Eastern
Curlew were observed on the Toondah Harbour mudflat during
winter. They have been observed at the sandbank offshore of
Toondah Harbour and Oyster Point during winter surveys. Those sites
are over 2 km and 450m from the proposed channel extension
respectively. Oyster Point is also more than 550m from the
reclamation area or harbour upgrade works, more than double the
recommended buffer distance.

As identified in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS the Riverwalk development
(EPBC 2006/3176) in Victoria was approved to deliver 2,200 residential
lots and other urban uses over a 197 ha area within the Port Phillip
Bay (Western Shoreline) and Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar Site. Other
examples are also provided in the Supplementary Report.

The Draft EIS does not justify impacts by saying the real problem is
overseas. It references a range of peer reviewed literature that
recognise shorebird species with the greatest reliance on the Yellow
Sea as a stopover site have experienced the greatest population
declines.

Tidal feeding habitat is addressed in the context of the Ramsar site in
Chapter 27 of the Draft EIS. Assessment found that shorebird density
within the Project footprint was generally low compared to other
areas of the Ramsar site.

Cumulative and consequential impacts are addressed in Chapter 26 of
the Draft EIS.

Section 17.3.3.3 of the Draft EIS states maximum Eastern Curlew
counts at Oyster Point as 130. Similar to the Birdlife Australia counts.
Oyster Point is 450m south of proposed channel extension and more
than 550m from the reclamation area or harbour upgrade works,
more than double recommended buffer distances. It is not expected
to be impacted by the Project.

The Draft EIS addresses all impacts over the life of the project
including construction and ongoing use.
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Inaccurate Statement Factually Correct Statement

The project includes a 200-berth marina, not 400. The Project will
The EIS claims the project will result in no result in the removal of an existing recreational boat ramp which is
increase in vessel traffic, despite the planto | expected to result in no net increase in recreational boat traffic. The
construct a 400-berth marina. proponent will fund upgrades to a nearby boat ramp to offset
removal of the ramp.

The Proponent’s advertising has consistentl
P J y Accurate 3D renderings of the Project have been provided in the Draft

EIS. While the number of buildings has not been finalised, it is
expected to be closer to 50 buildings in total. More than half of the

contained appealing artists impressions of the
project, whilst omitting to show the 80 or so

high rise residential towers that will contain o )
buildings will be 4 storeys or less.

3600 units.
The proposal also includes large scale The project only includes a minor commercial component (2,500 m?)
commercial development most of which is required to support the harbour and marina.

A range of measures have been identified for other streets including
prohibiting construction traffic from Shore Street East and

No traffic mitigation measures have been
g designating that road as a 40km/hr road and fitted with electronic

suggested for other streets [aside from Middle

. . signage to indicate vehicle speed and warn of koalas crossing. Walker
Street] in or around the Toondah Precinct.

will also fund a Cleveland Koala Safe Neighbourhood program in
partnership with RCC.

Submissions Summary

A range of submission types were received over the public notification period. Nearly all submissions were lodged
electronically to the email inbox with a small number provided through the PO Box. In addition to being supplied
electronically, most submissions were provided via ‘portal’ websites or online forms that either pre-filled or provided pre-
composed content to be included in the submission. These portal websites lodged a submission on behalf of an
individual or entity after they had entered details such as their name and email address into an online form. It should be
noted that under the EPBC Act there are no rules or minimum requirements to determine what constitutes a ‘properly
made’ submission — any comment received during the public notification period is counted.

A total of 26,225 submissions were received during the public notification period for the Draft EIS. Of these 1,939 were
from people who made multiple submissions, resulting in a total of 24,286 unique submitters. Some individuals made
more than 50 submissions on the Project. Statistics on public sentiment refer only to the number of submitters (i.e. that
person is either for or against the Project no matter the number of individual submission they lodged) while statistics on
issues raised included all submissions, no matter who sent them.

Submitters from the Redland City LGA - a total of 3,211 - show 52% of are in support of the Project. Submitters from the
suburb of Cleveland - a total of 936 — show 58% are supportive (Table ES-2). Overall sentiment showed the majority of
submitters outside of the Redlands oppose the Project. The majority of these submissions were in response to a national
mail out campaign that was linked to a ‘portal’ platform and online forms that either pre-filled or provided pre-composed
content to be included in the submission. The campaign mail outs and portals did not provide important site and
contextual information, project imagery or plans. No links to the EIS documentation were provided. Many of these forms
and other collateral included factually incorrect information about the Project (refer to Table ES-1).
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Table ES-2: Summary of Submitter Sentiment

Submitters Positive Against
Cleveland 943* 545 58% 390 42%
Redland LGA 3,211% 1,680 52% 1,528 48%
All Areas 24,286* 3,372 14% 20,895 86%

* a small number of submissions were neutral

The analysis of submissions showed that issues most commonly raised were around Ramsar and migratory birds, with
approximately 31% of submissions raising each of these topics. The next most frequently raised issues were marine
habitats and masterplan (16%). These issues were followed by coastal processes (9%), social (7%), koala (7%), offsets (5%)
and the EIS process (5%). This analysis considered all submissions received, including those from repeat submitters.

It should be noted that the number of times a matter has been raised does not necessarily reflect the number of
comments requiring response. For example, Ramsar was one of the issues consistently raised by submissions, however
most comments on the Ramsar site related to the Project not meeting the definition of “wise use” or being inconsistent
with Australia’s obligations under the Ramsar site. This meant that several thousand submissions are addressed through
a small number of responses. Alternatively, while koala impacts were raised by relatively fewer submissions some of those
submissions were highly detailed with several comments requiring response.

Issues raised (percentages shown are how many of submissions
raised this issue)
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Project Description Updates

Amendments have been made to the masterplan as a result of the comments received through public submissions and
ongoing consultation with DCCEEW. These changes include incorporating additional open space and providing larger
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buffers to sensitive receptors. A range of additional studies have also been completed providing further justification and
details on the Project design and construction.

Masterplan Optimisation

The Project has responded to site constraints, and ongoing consultation with relevant experts and DCCEEW, to avoid and
minimise impacts to marine habitats and adjacent sensitive receptors such as Cassim Island by reducing the footprint by
over a third from the first version of the master plan released in 2015. Since that time, the project, excluding the turning
basin and entrance channel has been reduced by approximately 20.3 ha (Figure ES-2).

Final EIS Masterplan

The Final EIS masterplan is provided as Figure ES-3. The overall footprint area of the Project has not changed from the
Draft EIS however the internal layout has been modified to ensure of a 250 m buffer between urban uses and the most
westerly mangroves of Cassim Island. Open space, park areas and the education centre facilities have also been increased
from what was shown in the Draft EIS masterplan to provide a more accurate indication of the mix of uses.

Community Infrastructure Provided by the Project

The Project will include significant investment in public infrastructure, most of which will be delivered within the first five
years of works commencing. Approximately $100 million will be invested in infrastructure including major upgrades of
sub-tidal and land-based infrastructure at the boat harbour, new foreshore parks and car parking, promenades, and
community buildings. This calculation doesn’t include smaller publicly accessible parks and open space areas around
buildings, or retail, cafes and other public spaces which will also provide benefits to the community.

Alignment with the Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme

The Project is located within the Toondah Harbour PDA therefore is subject to the Toondah Harbour PDA Development
Scheme. The development scheme is the regulatory document that controls land use, infrastructure planning and
development in the PDA. PDAs are parcels of land within Queensland identified for development to deliver significant
benefits to the community.

An assessment of the Project against the Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme has been completed. The key
outcomes of this assessment are:

=  The Master Plan is consistent with the Structure Plan, as it contains the core elements and land uses
contemplated by the Structure Plan as described in section 3.3.2 of the Development Scheme.

= Notwithstanding some differences from the spatial layout of the Structure plan elements, the Masterplan is
consistent with the PDA vision of the Development Scheme particularly given that the Development Scheme
sets the broad planning principles but does not restrict the Development to any particular form.

= While the Structure Plan identifies “indicative” locations for the key land reclamation and marina opportunities,
the Development Scheme does not preclude other designs and their respective technical, engineering and
environmental inputs from being considered.

= As a result of the detailed planning process, it was determined that the configuration of the reclamation and
marina as depicted in the Structure Plan is not technically or environmentally practicable and would not
necessarily support the PDA Vision or the provisions of the Development Scheme.
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Figure ES-2: Change to Project Footprint Over Time
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Redlands Housing Strategy Assessment

A housing and demand study for the Redland LGA has been completed as part of the Supplementary Report. The study
includes an assessment of how the Project aligns with public policy objectives at a local, state, and federal level, including
Toondah Harbour’s contribution towards strategic economic development and housing targets. The Project will play a
pivotal role in Redland LGA achieving its strategic objectives including delivery of 200 new apartments per year (Redland
Housing Strategy 2011-2041) and providing 12,500 new consolidation dwellings (SEQ Regional Plan 2017). It is noted
that the Draft Redland Housing Strategy 2023-2046 identified the need to deliver 6,000 apartments or ‘smaller dwellings’
by 2046. This would equate to delivering 400 new apartments per year, doubling the goals of the previous strategy. Of
significance to achieve this ambition of delivering 400 new apartments annually, the report found that on average across
the last 3 years there were only 110 apartments approved per year a shortfall of 72.5% of the target based only on
approvals. The ongoing shortfall equation compounds even further when looking at actual delivered supply only as 65%
of approved projects progress to construction.

Cleveland, where the Project is located, is identified as a Principal Activity Centre under the SEQ Regional Plan 2017,
identifying it for primarily multiple dwelling development. Cleveland’s role as a Principal Activity Centre is characterised
by its connection to public transport, retail centres, health and personal services, and social amenity. These factors were
influential in the designation of Toondah Harbour as a PDA in 2013 and highlight the development’s role as a provider
of suitable housing for the region’s population to age within their established community. The Project is positioned
uniquely, in that much of its proposed infrastructure is of regionally significant scale. Opportunities are scarce at other
locations within the Redland LGA to facilitate comparable development. This is particularly true with respect to the port
upgrade, alterations to the channel, and the significant public foreshore parklands.

It should be noted that the recent draft Shaping SEQ 2023 update has revised the dwelling supply targets to
approximately 68% - 70% consolidation dwellings. This will require established areas and Principal Activity Centre such
as Cleveland to deliver a greater amount of consolidation dwellings to meet the current housing crisis and ongoing
housing diversity and supply, over the next two decades.

History of Toondah Harbour

A review of the history of development proposals at Toondah Harbour and, more broadly, options to provide access from
the mainland to Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island) was completed by Redland Investment Corporation (RIC) for the
Supplementary Report.

All plans for development at Toondah Harbour have included dredging and some form of reclamation with one proposal
in 1988 showing a reclamation area stretching east of Cassim Island. The Queensland Government provided a lease for
this work however it did not progress. Further planning studies were completed throughout the 1990s and 2000s leading
to the establishment of the Toondah Harbour Priority Development Area in June 2013.

The long history of proposals at Toondah Harbour and other locations in the Redland LGA show the need to provide
improved boating facilities and access to Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island) has existed for several decades. Many of
these proposals have been supported by local and state government with several going to public tender. The inability to
progress any of the past options were due to the prohibitive costs to the public to upgrade the port, harbour and channel
and the inability to provide buffers and appropriate interfaces to the surrounding environment. The Toondah Harbour
proposal has addressed these issues through best practice design responses, private investment and bi-partisan
government and local support.

9858 E Toondah Harbour Project X 14 KB 0N



B EIS Supplementary Report

Detailed Description of the Site and Action

Two additional studies were completed in response to comments on the marine works. Specifically, additional details are
provided on the design process and parameters for the turning basin and entrance channel as well as early works at the
reclamation site to outline how the initial construction pad and excavation works will be implemented while minimising
environmental impacts.

Dredge and Turning Basin Design

Additional detail and justification on the design process for the extension of Fison Channel and the harbour turning basin
has been provided.

The proposed dredging has been identified as necessary to provide and maintain navigation access and safety for
Toondah Harbour. It is a requirement of the PDA Development Scheme infrastructure plan to ‘undertake dredging to
straighten and widen the existing Fison Channel’. The land use plan for the PDA also outlines dredging and channel
access requirements which include ‘extending the swing basin to meet the needs of the existing and future vehicle ferries
and contributing to the gradual straightening of Fison Channel'.

The channel and turning basin have been designed to provide a two-way channel for the adopted future design vessel
using the Harbour Approach Channels Design Guidelines, PIANC Report No 121 Maritime Navigation Commission (2014).
These guidelines are accepted as best practice throughout the world. The design of navigation channels and turning
basins in PIANC (2014) is based on the largest vessel likely to regularly utilise those areas, which is termed the ‘design
vessel'. The design vessel (80m x 15m) is not significantly larger than the largest existing vessel in use (67.68m x 13m)
and would be appropriate to use at Toondah Harbour. This design basis was supported by the Regional Harbour Master
for Toondah Harbour.

It is noted that, based on the design parameters, the existing Fison Channel does not meet the minimum widths for a
safe two-way channel for the existing largest vessel (the MV Minjerribah). This vessel has a beam of 13m, which would
result in a channel width of 65m. The current channel has a width of approximately 45m. The turning basin is also well
below the recommended widths for safe navigation. The existing turning basin width is approximately 80m. Based on
the existing largest vessel the turning basin diameter should be at least 135m.

Reclamation Early Works

Additional detail on how early works for the reclamation will be implemented has been provided including details on
how construction of the initial bund area and working pad will be completed while minimising environmental impacts.

Additional Assessment Updates

Comments received through the public submissions process have been categorised in accordance with the technical
studies completed for the Draft EIS. Responses have been provided for each issue/comments, many of which required
contributions from subject matter experts in the Project team.

Soils, Sediment and Contaminated Land

Additional studies completed as part of the Supplementary Report for the soil, sediment and contaminated land
assessment include a Draft Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan (ASSMP) for the dredging and reclamation works and a
Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) of potential contamination sources within the terrestrial areas of the Project footprint.
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B EIS Supplementary Report

The Draft ASSMP includes a range of measures for managing ASS through the dredging and reclamation process,
including additional sampling prior to works commencing to better define the extent and concentration of ASS, liming
rates for different management areas and procedures for ongoing testing and management.

The scope of the DSI was to undertake soil and groundwater assessment to address the data gaps identified in the
Preliminary Site Investigation completed for the Draft EIS. The DSl included:

= Soil assessment across the nominated investigation areas at the site.

= |Installation of groundwater monitoring bores at targeted locations near potential sources of contamination.

= Development and sampling of new and existing groundwater monitoring bores

= Laboratory analysis of soil and groundwater samples for contaminants of potential concern

= Preparation of a report detailing the works undertaken and recommendations for further investigation,
management or remediation works (if required).

Field sampling consisted of the advancement of 79 boreholes with a depth between one and four metres below ground
surface (mbgs), or 0.5 m into natural soil. Seven bores were extended up to 5.5 mbgs and converted into groundwater
monitoring bores for future sampling. The groundwater bores were in addition to the nine boreholes installed during
groundwater investigations for the Draft EIS.

The DSl identified a number of areas of soil and/or groundwater contamination associated with existing sources on site.
Based on the nature and extent of contamination identified, it was concluded that on-site remediation can be
incorporated into the site construction works, although some off-site disposal of contaminated soil material may be
required depending on the outcomes of additional sampling to be completed prior to the commencement of specific
site activities.

Coastal Processes and Maritime Engineering

No additional investigations were required to respond to public comments on coastal processes. Comments generally
only required clarifications of existing information provided in the Draft EIS.

Air Quality

While a range of comments were received on the air quality assessment, most were associated with impacts on amenity
and not Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES). Additional modelling was completed to demonstrate
compliance with relevant guidelines.

Noise and Vibration

Additional noise and vibration assessment completed for the Supplementary Report was associated with developing a
simple geometric spreading model for underwater noise and vibration assuming a reflective seabed and accounting for
depth of water.

The additional assessment of underwater noise and vibration completed for the Supplementary Report found
underwater noise levels may be slightly higher than those predicted in the Draft EIS, however the increases are minor
and would not be expected to result in additional or more intense impacts to marine fauna.

Koala and Terrestrial Ecology

No additional investigations were required to respond to public comments on koala and terrestrial ecology. Comments
generally required clarifications and minor additional information to existing information provided in the Draft EIS.
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Migratory Shorebirds

No additional investigations were required to respond to public comments on migratory shorebirds. Comments
generally only required clarifications and minor additional information to existing information in the Draft EIS. While the
comments received did not trigger a need for additional surveys, shorebird surveys were completed at in October 2023
to add to the data collected for the Draft EIS.

Seven high tide surveys were conducted at the Oyster Point and Nandeebie Claypan roost sites over the week of 22 to
28 October 2023 A single low tide survey was conducted on 21 October 2023 on the Toondah Harbour mudflat. Key
outcomes from the additional surveys were:

e Migratory shorebirds were found using the Oyster Point roost on all seven surveys including up to 239 Eastern
Curlew and 411 Bar-tailed Godwit. The observation of 239 Eastern Curlew during a single survey represents the
largest number of Eastern Curlew recorded roosting at Oyster Point over the past 23 years.

e  Migratory shorebirds were found using the Nandeebie Claypan roost on four of the seven surveys, including up
to 133 Eastern Curlew and 35 Bar-tailed Godwit. The observation of 133 Eastern Curlew represents the largest
number of Eastern Curlew recorded roosting at Nandeebie over the past 28 years. On all occasions that
migratory shorebirds were recorded at Nandeebie, the birds were first recorded roosting at Oyster Point and
moved to Nandeebie only after they had been disturbed.

e A total of 35 migratory shorebirds were observed foraging on the mudflats within the Toondah Harbour PDA,
including 8 Bar-tailed Godwits and 7 Eastern Curlews. These numbers are consistent with previous surveys
completed for the Draft EIS.

Despite the long duration and high frequency of past monitoring of shorebirds using Nandeebie Claypan and Oyster
Point, the October 2023 surveys recorded larger numbers of Eastern Curlew roosting at both sites than during any
previous surveys or QWSG counts. The increased use of Oyster Point is also broadly consistent with community reports
over the past year. This increase has coincided with the loss of the offshore sandbank roost site located 2 km east of
Toondah Harbour which has been eroded over the previous 12 months by natural hydrological processes to the point
that it now does not remain exposed during high tides.

The October 2023 survey results to not change the assessment of the impacts of the project on migratory shorebirds
(including threatened species such as Eastern Curlew) in the Draft EIS, since the assessment of impacts was undertaken
under the assumption that Nandeebie Claypan was an important roost site for shorebirds (including threatened species
such as Eastern Curlew) based on historical use. The Draft EIS impact assessment found, amongst other things, that there
is a 50 m buffer between the roost site and the closest project feature, which is the extended car parking for the ferry
terminal. This is similar to the current buffer of 50 m to the existing dredge spoil pond. The buffer is dominated by
mangrove forest which provides a visual and sound barrier from ferry terminal operations. No buildings will be located
within 250 m of the Roost site and the new ferry terminal, which will be near its current location therefore is not expected
to resultin an increase in impacts compared to current operations.

Marine Ecology and Water Quality

Additional studies completed as part of the Supplementary Report for the marine ecology and water quality assessments
include:

= Adraftsilt curtain procedure for dredging operations.
= Additional assessment of the potential for the Project to impact on White's Seahorse.
= Additional assessment on the risk of vessel strike on Threatened and Migratory Marine Species.
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A draft procedure has been developed to outline a process for the deployment of silt curtains during stage 1 and 2 of
capital dredging associated with the Project. This procedure will be included in tender documentation for the dredging
component of the Project to guide implementation. A more detailed procedure will be developed by the dredge
contractor based on the specific dredge plant utilised.

White's seahorse was listed as endangered by the Commonwealth in December 2020. The EPBC Act requires proponents
to address matters listed at the time the decision was made on the approval process. As a result, the EIS is not required
to address significant impacts on White's Seahorse, however an assessment was still completed as part of the Draft EIS
for completeness. Further analysis carried out for the Supplementary Report has determined White's seagrass is unlikely
to occur at the Project site. While the known range is from St Georges Basin in NSW to Hervey Bay in Queensland, the vast
majority of records for this species are from Sydney Harbour and Port Stephens, NSW.

Additional assessment has been carried out on risk of boat strike to marine fauna as a result of construction and ongoing
uses of the Project. The assessment has been completed with reference to publications published after submission of the
Draft EIS, feedback from public submissions, and following contact with organisations using Moreton Bay with respect
to their observations of these fauna in Moreton Bay. The increase in vessel traffic as a result of the Project is likely to be
limited to an increase in ferry traffic of 10%, and an increase in the size of the ferries. This has the potential to impact
individuals of some threatened and migratory species. A range of management measures will be putin place to minimise
this potential impact. With the implementation of these mitigations measures, it is unlikely that the Project will result in
a significant residual impact to these species.

Moreton Bay Ramsar Site

The topic that received the highest number of comments on the Draft EIS were impacts from the Project on the Moreton
Bay Ramsar Site (MBRS). While a range of comments have been received, the bulk of these comments were a variation of
one or multiple of the following:

= The Project would be inconsistent with Australia’s obligations under the Ramsar Convention.
= No Projects have ever been approved in a Ramsar site in Australia or internationally.
=  The Project does not meet the definition of “wise use” of the Ramsar Site.

Australia’s Obligations under the Ramsar Convention

As a Contracting Party to the Ramsar Convention, Australia has made a commitment to:

= designate suitable wetlands for inclusion on the List of Wetlands of International Importance;

= formulate and implement planning to promote conservation of listed wetlands and as far as possible the wise
use of all wetlands;

= arrange to be informed at the earliest possible time if the ecological character of any listed wetland has changed,
is changing or is likely to change as a result of technological developments, pollution or other human
interference, and report any such changes to the Ramsar Convention;

= promote the conservation of wetlands and waterfowl by establishing nature reserves on wetlands;

= encourage research and exchange of data and publications;

= promote the training of personnel in the fields of wetland research and management;

= consult with other contracting parties to the Convention to review and promote the implementation of the
Convention; and

* represent Australia at the triennial Conference of the Contracting Parties, collating the National Report for these
meetings and other reporting to the Convention.

Approval of the Project would not be inconsistent with any of these obligations.
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Projects Located within Ramsar Sites
A range of developments have been approved or are located within Ramsar sites both in Australia and internationally.

For example:

=  The Riverwalk development (EPBC 2006/3176) in Victoria was approved to deliver 2,200 residential lots and
other urban over a 197 ha area within the Port Phillip Bay (Western Shoreline) and Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar
Site.

= Riviera Harbour (EPBC 2002/732) in the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar site in Victoria was also approved to carry out
works within the boundaries of the Ramsar site. The works included dredging, dredge material disposal and a
canal estate with residential lots.

* Vineyards Estate Residential Development, Werribee, Victoria (EPBC 2003/960) - In 2005, the Federal
Government approved a 190 lot residential subdivision within the Port Phillip Bay (Western Shoreline) and
Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar site. It included dredging of a 500 m entrance channel for the estate through The
Coorong, Lake Alexandrina and Albert Ramsar Wetlands Site.

= Sweetwater Canal Housing Development, Meningie, South Australia (EPBC 2004/1422) - The project entailed the
construction of a 300 lot residential canal development adjacent to Lake Albert, South Australia.

= Point Grey Marina Project, Western Australia (2010/5515) - Point Grey Marina Project is a 300 to 400-boat onshore
marina project created through excavation at Point Grey, adjoining the Peel-Yalgorup Ramsar Site. In 2014, the
Federal Government approved the dredging of 2.5 km, 50 m wide (5 ha) navigation channel within the Ramsar
site.

Internationally, Ramsar sites include a range of tourism and urban infrastructure within their boundaries. Examples
include several marinas, apartments and hotels located within the Etang de Salses-Leucates Ramsar site in France, and a
resort and mixed-use residential development within the Sungai Pulai Ramsar site in Malaysia. The capital city of
Thailand’s Krabi Province (population 32,644) is located within a Ramsar site.

Wise Use

The Ramsar convention does not prohibit development in Ramsar wetlands, but they must demonstrate that they
maintain or enhance the ecological character of the site and be in accordance with the principles of wise use. The wise
use of wetlands is ‘the maintenance of their ecological character, achieved through the implementation of ecosystem
approaches, within the context of sustainable development’ (Ramsar Convention 2005). The wise use concept requires
ecological character to be maintained, while at the same time delivering services and benefits now and into the future
for human well-being. The location of the Project, within less than 0.02% of the MBRS, is a reasonable and proportional
means of achieving significant economic, social, cultural, educational and conservation benefits and services.

The Project will contribute significantly to nature-based tourism within the MBRS with over 70% (approximately 25.8 ha
of 36.5 ha) of the reclamation areas within the Ramsar site being taken up with uses that contribute to the ecological
character of the MBRS. These include:

=  Parklands and open space - 12.4 ha

=  Marina and internal channels - 10.4 ha

= Harbour upgrades - 1.3 ha

= Education centre - 0.1 ha

= Dredge material disposal pond and breakwater - 1.6 ha

Marinas and harbours are an existing ecological characteristic and new facilities, sensitively designed, are capable of

being ‘wise use’. By developing infrastructure and marine services for Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island), the Project
will also enable financially sustainable eco-tourism. Open space within the development will contribute significantly to
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wise use by providing foreshore parklands for people to interact with Moreton Bay with features such as the non-
motorised boat ramp providing direct interaction with the Ramsar site using low impact watercraft. The education centre
will also provide a focal point for nature-based learning.

In addition to the ‘wise uses’ the remaining 30% of the reclamation areas (10.8 ha) will be used for infrastructure that will
facilitate wise uses. The includes roads, parking, residential areas, a hotel and retail and commercial space. Without these
uses the significant contribution to community infrastructure that will allow for increased interaction with Moreton Bay
would not be possible.

A breakdown of Project uses within the Ramsar site and how they contribute to wise use is included as Figure ES-4.

Environmental Offsets Strategy

The environmental offsets strategy has been updated to address these comments and reflect Project changes that have
occurred post notification of the Draft EIS.

Based on the outcomes of updated detailed assessments, the Project is considered likely to have a significant residual
impact (SRI) on the following MNES:

= The loss of 28.9 ha of foraging habitat for a range of threatened and migratory shorebird species which will
reduce the potential area of occupancy for these species within Moreton Bay by 0.29%.
=  The area of the MBRS within the Project footprint (reclamation and dredge areas) will be substantially modified
impacting on a range of wetland habitats including seagrass, mangrove, rocky rubble and unvegetated sand
and mud substrate. The Project will result in the permanent modification of 58.7 ha of the over 120,000 ha MBRS
(approximately 0.02%) including:
o 2.5 haof mangroves (approximately 0.03% of all mangroves in the MBRS);
o 35 ha of seagrass (approximately 0.2% of all seagrass in the MBRS);
o 1.1 ha of rocky rubble; and
o 19.4 ha of unvegetated sand and mud substrate (approximately 0.2% of mudflats within the MBRS).

The overall objective of the offsets strategy is to provide a conservation gain for the MNES impacted by the Project, which
will in turn provide a benefit to the ecological character of the MBRS. It is proposed to deliver a suite of direct and indirect
offsets through a fund managed by a third party with the ability to access public land and obtain approvals not available
to a commercial entity such as the Proponent. The fund will be established so that offset projects undertaken meet the
principles outlined in the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy, including the need to provide conservation benefit for
the matters impacted.

There are no tools under the EPBC Act to calculate funds for offsets delivery, therefore the Queensland environmental
offset financial calculator (QEOFC) has been used to identify an appropriate financial contribution to offset impacts from
the Project. Using the QEOFC a total financial payment of $9,041,401 will be provided to offset SRIs on MNES.

The offset will be delivered through an established and experienced third-party not-for-profit organisation (Offset Fund
Manager (OFM)) which will establish an Environmental Trust Fund (ETF) that will utilise grants, donations and regulatory
(offset) contributions to fund essential and highly needed broadscale environmental works programs throughout the
region. To help guide the ETF, an Implementation Advisory Group (IAG) will be established to provide advice and
oversight for selection and implementation of projects. Offset projects will be selected by the OFM based on
recommendations from the IAG.
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Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

The Proponent is currently consulting with the Quandamooka Yoolooburrabee Aboriginal Corporation (QYAC) in regard
to current and future native cultural heritage requirements at the site including the preparation of a Cultural Heritage
Management Plan (CHMP). These discussions are confidential and convened on a ‘without prejudice’ basis. The
Proponent is bound by its obligation to keep these discussions in confidence. The Proponent remains committed to meet
its Duty of Care and will continue to work in consultation with QYAC for the benefit of Quandamooka in the preparation
of a CHMP and other commitments agreed by the parties.

The assessment of Indigenous cultural heritage for the Project has been designed to avoid and/or mitigate any impacts
to Indigenous cultural heritage. A site specific Indigenous cultural heritage assessment was prepared by Everick Heritage
and includes assessment of site data through a range of sources including databases, discussions, public and
unpublished resources, studies and onsite investigation.

Chapter 10 of the Everick Report contains a risk assessment and recommendations for a framework in respect of a
consultation and heritage management strategy for the Project. Four (4) categories are identified and explained as
follows:

Category One: Known Heritage Areas

There are four (4) sites within the Study Area, of which, two (2) include artefact scatters and two (2) containing isolated
artefact scatters. The Everick Report makes recommendations, including that any impacts of the Project must be referred
to QYAC for consideration. The responsibilities of QYAC upon any referral are detailed.

Category Two: High Risk Area

There are two (2) High Risk Areas identified in the Everick Report, located around Known Heritage Areas along the
foreshore. QYAC considers there is a high likelihood that archaeological or other places of Cultural Heritage significance
may occur. Future development of this area should be undertaken in consultation with QYAC and the responsibilities of
QYAC upon any referral are detailed.

Category Three: Moderate Risk Area

There are four (4) Moderate Risk Areas identified in the Everick Report with a possibility that further Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage exists in these locations. QYAC considers there to be a moderate likelihood that archaeological or other places
of Cultural Heritage Significance might occur.

Category Four: Low Risk Area
This area comprises the balance of the Study Area, including most the foreshore area and area of high disturbance (i.e.
the ferry terminal). Any surface monitoring is at the discretion of QYAC.

Mechanisms to deal with any unrecorded findings of Indigenous cultural heritage importance are anticipated to be
incorporated into a CHMP, being negotiated with the Quandamooka People. A process has been identified to stop work
and recover material should it be found. Based on the above, the Project is considered unlikely to cause a significant
impact on known cultural heritage.

A summary of the values, sustainability principles, potential impacts and mitigation measures in relation to Indigenous
cultural heritage is presented in the Everick Report.
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Public submission Comment Response

Detailed responses to comments received from members of the public during notification of the Draft EIS are included
and have been categorised to align with chapters from the Draft EIS with cross references to the Draft EIS provided where
relevant. Categories include:

= Sediment Quality and Acid Sulfate Soils

= Coastal Processes and Maritime Engineering
= Air Quality

=  Noise and Vibration

= Koala and Terrestrial Ecology

= Migratory Shorebirds

= Marine Ecology and Water Quality

= Ramsar Assessment

= Environmental Offsets

= Project Description, Assessment Framework and EIS Document
= Social and Economic Assessment

= Cultural Heritage

Each category has been further divided into themes so that readers can more easily find topics of interest. Comments
include all of those received by various community groups and auto generated forms. Responses have been provided
for 353 comments. Comments have generally been taken directly from the individual submissions, however in some
instances comments addressing the same or similar topics have been combined to avoid repetition.

Outside of the additional assessment carried out, responses to comments generally required referencing back to the
Draft EIS and in some cases providing minor additional information. For example, utilising additional peer reviewed
literature or information sources to provide further clarity on an issue.

State and Federal Agency Response

Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water

Additional information was requested by the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water
(DCCEEW) post release of the Draft EIS. Additional information requests included:

1. Further investigation of potential land contamination issues at the site as identified by the Preliminary Site
Investigation.

2. Additional information on how the Offsets Strategy will address the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy
including demonstrating all impacts to MNES are addressed by the strategy.

3. Evidence that Indigenous cultural heritage has been addressed in accordance with legislative requirements.
Clarification around the implementation of some of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS, in
particular the use of the silt curtain around the dredge and management of early works for the reclamation.

Items 1 and 2 have been addressed in the ‘Additional Assessment Updates’ section of the executive summary, ltem 3

under ‘Aboriginal Cultural Heritage’ while item 4 has been addressed in the ‘Detailed Description of the Site and Action’
section.
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Queensland State Assessment Agencies

A number of Queensland’s State assessment agencies contributed to a submission on the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS is being
assessed under the Commonwealth EPBC Act therefore the State Government has no legislative role in the assessment
process. While no State level applications have been lodged at this point, the release of the Draft EIS presented an
opportunity for relevant State agencies to provide feedback on the assessment process to this point. The submission
included inputs from a range of State Government agencies. Five meetings/workshops were held with the various
agencies to discuss the comments provided and address keys issues raised. These issues were categorised under five
headings:

= Qverall submissions review

*  Project need and alternatives

*  Marine Ecology and Water Quality

= Sediment Quality and Acid Sulfate Soils
=  Moreton Bay Ramsar Site

Many of the issues raised by the State were responded to through public submissions. One of the key items raised by the
Department of Environment and Science (DES) and Department of Agriculture and Fisheries (DAF) was to provide further
details on how impacts to tidal habitats and matters of state environmental significance have been avoided and
minimised in the PDA and Redland coast.

The Project is not just a port upgrade or capital dredging project, it is a partnership between the Proponent and the state
and local government carried out within a PDA declared specifically for that purpose. Both reclamation and urban
development are supported by the Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme and are key components of the PDA
vision.

Alternate options to the Project were addressed in the Draft EIS. This included discussion on how the masterplan was
optimised to minimise impacts while achieving the required outcomes of the Toondah Harbour Development Scheme,
which includes widening and straightening the entrance channel, swing basin extension, marina, harbour upgrade and
mixed-use development. Further detail on how the Project footprint has been progressively reduced through design
optimisation is included in this Supplementary Report. Reclamation areas within the tidal zone have reduced by
approximately 35% (57.72 ha to 37.43 ha) since the initial design in 2015. This has occurred through a reduction in the
size of the marina and optimisation of the dredge channel and basin, minimising the volume of dredge material used to
form the reclamation areas.

The iterative re-design of the Project masterplan and footprint since the initial proposal in 2015 demonstrates how the
Project has responded to site constraints and ongoing consultation with relevant experts and DCCEEW. This has resulted
in a significant reduction of the footprint on tidal lands while still achieving the required outcomes of the Toondah
Harbour PDA Development Scheme. The redesign efforts are consistent with the environmental mitigation hierarchy to
avoid and minimise impacts where possible, as recommended in supporting policies to the EPBC Act and the Ramsar
Convention.

Impacts to marine habitat resulting from the Project were compared to coverage of those marine habitats Moreton Bay,
the Marine Investigation Area (MIA - assessment area for the Project based on a conservative estimate of the potential
impact) and Zone of Influence (Zol - assessment area potentially impacted by cumulative and consequential impacts
from the Project). The MIA covers an area of coast stretching from Cleveland Point to Victoria Point which represents
approximately one third of the Redland coastline. The Zol covers an area of central and southwest Moreton Bay stretching
from the Brisbane River to the Logan River. In most cases marine habitats impacted by the Project are 0.2% or less of their

9858 E Toondah Harbour Project XX R B ONER



B EIS Supplementary Report

representation in Moreton Bay. In the MIA, which only covers an approximately 10 km stretch of coastline including the
PDA, Impacts represent 1.8%, 1.5%, 4.9% and 0.75% of bare mud/sand, mangrove, seagrass and rubble habitats
respectively.

In addition to the reduction in the Project footprint, the Project has been designed to avoid indirect impacts on marine
habitats with coastal modelling showing there will be minimal change to waves and currents outside of the immediate
Project area. Turbidity plumes from dredging have the potential to reduce light penetration. However, dredging events
will be relatively short lived and result in turbidity spikes lower than those already occurring at the site minimising the
effects of the plumes. Management measures such as silt curtains around dredge areas will reduce the extent and severity
of turbidity plumes, further minimising any potential for impact.

Summary of Impacts to MNES

The Toondah Harbour Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has addressed Matters of National Environmental
Significance (MNES). The specific MNES the Project was required to assess were wetlands of international importance;
listed threatened species and communities; and listed migratory species. To complete this assessment a range of detailed
studies have been completed over a period spanning several years. Key studies have included:

= Sampling and analysis of potential contaminants and acid sulfate soils in over 100 locations covering the land
and tidal components of the Project area.

* The installation of 14 groundwater bores to collect water quality samples and other data to carry out modelling
of potential changes to the existing groundwater regime.

= Detailed modelling of coastal processes and dredge plumes including collection of several months of site
specific current data and modelling of a range of potential extreme events and sea level rise.

= Collection of more than three years of background water quality data including the deployment of multiple
turbidity logging instruments to collect reading in real time every 15 minutes.

= Detailed modelling of stormwater treatment and receiving water quality to demonstrate the Project will not
result in adverse water quality impacts.

= Collection of background air quality data and modelling of potential impacts to sensitive receptors.

= Collection of background data and modelling of ambient and underwater noise and vibration to identify risk of
impact to marine and terrestrial fauna.

= Modelling of light sources from the completed Project to identify impacts to adjacent mudflats and other
external receptors.

= Assessment of impacts to terrestrial flora and fauna including GPS plotting of all habitat trees within the Project
area and use of a UAV to monitor koala movement within and adjacent the Project area.

= On ground surveys of all marine habitats within the Project area and surrounding areas where there was
potential for indirect impacts, surveys for marine megafauna and detailed analysis of the potential for impacts
from boat traffic.

= Migratory shorebird surveys spanning a period of more than 7 years from October 2014 to December 2021. This
included 52 surveys of the mudflats within the Project footprint as well as multi year surveys at nearby roost sites
including Cassim Island, Oyster Point and Nandeebie Claypan. Additional surveys were completed at the
mudflats, Oyster Point and Cassim Island in October 2023. Surveys were also completed over a 567 ha area of
mudoflats spanning approximately 34 km of coastline north and south of Toondah Harbour.

»  Development of a method for assessing impacts to the Ecological Character of a Ramsar site and implementing
the method to assess the potential to impact on the Moreton Bay Ramsar Site (MBRS).
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Outcomes of the MNES assessment include:

Threatened Species
Threatened species considered likely to be significantly impacted by the Project are Eastern curlew, Great knot, Lesser
sand plover and Bar-tailed godwit. All four are migratory shorebird species that use the mudflats where reclamation and

dredging will occur as foraging habitat. Two of the species, great knot and lesser sand plover, have only been observed
once on the mudflats across seven years of surveys. Eastern curlew is observed at the site in low numbers (average of 3)
and do not utilise the adjacent roost sites. The Bar-tailed godwit is observed on the mudflat and at Cassim Island in small
numbers. Importantly, significant impacts are considered likely for all four species due to a loss of critical habitat or ‘area
of occupancy’ for that species. Tidal flats in Toondah Harbour are only considered critical habitat for these species as they
are located within the MBRS and not because of the number of individuals using the area.

Five threatened marine species have the potential to utilise habitats within or adjacent to the Project footprint:
loggerhead turtle, green turtle, hawksbill turtle, dugong and Australian humpback dolphin. While dugong and marine
turtles feed on seagrass, the Project footprint does not provide significant habitat for them. Australian humpback
dolphin is found throughout the bay; however, the Project footprint is not part of their core habitat.

The Project is not expected to have a significant impact on any terrestrial fauna species including koala. The proposed
koala underpass beneath Middle Street, habitat tree planting and establishment of a ‘Koala Safe Neighbourhood’ in
Cleveland will ensure the increased traffic at this location is not a barrier to koala movement.

Migratory Species
The dominant migratory species observed at Toondah Harbour were the Grey-tailed Tattler and Whimbrel, both of which
utilise the mudflat and Cassim Island roost site. The Project is expected to result in short-term disruption of roosting

behaviour from construction noise however this will be minimised by avoiding high noise generating activities during
winter months when fewer migratory shorebirds are present.

Moreton Bay Ramsar Site
While the Project will not result in a change to the ecological character of the MBRS a small area of the wetland (less than
0.02%) will be substantially modified. Habitat loss is well under 1% of all comparative habitats in the MBRS.

While direct impacts from the Project are unavoidable, it will also provide a number of benefits to MNES including:

= (Creation of approximately 1.5 km of rockwall that will be designed to provide fish habitat and roosting habitat
for a number of migratory bird species, including grey-tailed tattler, ruddy turnstone and terek sandpiper.

= Marine structures such as dolphins and jetties will provide structure and habitat for fish species.

= Creation of oyster reefs within the Project footprint will provide further habitat for fisheries species.

= Stormwater treatment will reduce nutrient loads released into Moreton Bay during storm events given that the
existing harbour currently has no treatment measures.

*  The upgrade of the ferry terminal, turning basin and Fison Channel, and the provision of an education centre as
well as a visitor information centre, will add significantly to the recreational, tourism and educational values of
Moreton Bay, both of which are considered critical services of the MBRS.

= (Creation of an additional 12.4 ha of open space and parklands along the Cleveland foreshore to allow greater
interaction and public enjoyment of the Ramsar site.

» Theinterpretation and awareness raising of Aboriginal cultural heritage values through signage, public art and
opportunities for land and sea country management and cultural and nature-based tourism activities will
promote the Indigenous cultural heritage of Moreton Bay, which is considered a critical service of the MBRS.
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In addition to the above the Proponent has committed to a comprehensive adaptive management regime including:

= Further sampling prior to the commencement of works.

= Detailed baseline monitoring.

®  Real time construction monitoring.

= Active management techniques such as the use of silt curtains during dredging.

The proponent has also voluntarily committed to establishing a technical advisory panel to regularly review and provide
recommendations to ensure best practice management throughout the life of the Project.

Further the Project will deliver approximately $100 million of infrastructure, providing direct benefits to the public and
environment, most of which will be delivered within the first five years of development. In addition, more than $9 million
will be provided through a trust fund to deliver projects benefiting the matters impacted, including migratory shorebirds
and marine habitats.

As a result, the Project will provide a significant net benefit to the environment and Moreton Bay as well as making a

substantial contribution to the community and facilitating urban development.

Plate ES-2: 3D Concept Model of the Toondah Harbour Project
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background

Toondah Harbour is an existing marine facility located in the suburb of Cleveland in the Redland City Local Government
Area (LGA), approximately 30 kilometres (km) south east of Brisbane. Toondah Harbour was constructed on reclaimed
land and has been operational since 1972 when it was used as an industrial barge terminal to support sand mining
operations on Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island). Vehicle ferry services commenced in 1974. The harbour currently
serves as the base for water taxi, passenger and vehicle ferry services between the mainland and Minjerribah. Land uses
within the harbour area include multiple ferry terminals, a public boat ramp, extensive areas of surface car parking for
ferry customers, an office complex temporarily leased by a trade college, and a disused dredge material disposal pond.
The overwater areas are made up of a mix of tidal and intertidal habitats, and include existing wet berths, the turning
basin and the harbour entrance channel, known as Fison Channel.

In June 2013, at the request of Redland City Council (RCC), the Queensland Government declared Toondah Harbour a
priority development area (PDA) under the Economic Development Act 2012 (Qld) (ED Act). The intent of the PDA is to
revitalise the harbour, improve the transport function by better integrating ferry and bus services and managing car
parking, and establish Toondah Harbour as a high-quality urban environment that capitalises on the high amenity of
Moreton Bay.

The Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme commenced in May 2014 and in June 2014, Economic Development
Queensland (EDQ) and RCC called for expressions of interest from the private sector to redevelop public lands in the
Toondah Harbour PDA in accordance the PDA Development Scheme. In September 2014, Walker Group Holdings Pty Ltd
(the Proponent) was announced as the preferred development partner to redevelop the public landholdings in the PDA.

The Toondah Harbour Project (the Project) includes the following key components:

= (apital dredging of up to 530,000 m?* of marine sediment to expand Fison Channel so that it meets minimum
requirements for safe navigation set out in the PIANC (2014) Harbour Approach Channels Design Guidelines.
Currently, the channel is approximately 45 m wide (excluding batters) with a target depth of -2.5 m below Lowest
Astronomical Tide (LAT). The Project proposes to widen the channel to 75 m (excluding batters), with a target
depth of -3 m LAT. Dredging will be undertaken in two separate campaigns with Stage 1 encompassing the
turning basin and inner Fison channel and Stage 2 the outer Fison Channel.

= All dredged and excavated sediments generated by capital dredging will be beneficially reused to reclaim a
portion of the sub-tidal area north of the harbour to create new landforms for proposed public open space,
including community facilities, and urban uses.

= Up to 200 wet berths will be included within the reclamation area through a marina basin and internal
waterways providing access to Fison Channel.

= The reclamation will be formed in two discrete stages — north and south. For each stage, a perimeter bund will
be established to contain the dredged material, which will limit indirect impacts outside of the project footprint.
The reclamation has been designed to balance dredge material volumes with fill requirements, minimising the
need to import fill or dispose of dredge material offsite.

= New harbour and public transport infrastructure, facilities and amenities for ferry customers and visitors will be
constructed south of the existing vehicle ferry loading area. These works will be undertaken concurrently with
the first reclamation stage.

= Proposed uses on the reclamation areas and the new harbour include a hotel, residential apartments, retail and
commercial development focused around a new marina plaza. A further residential precinct will be located in
the western part of the PDA.
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» Installation of civil infrastructure and services — such as electrical, gas, telecommunications, water supply,
sewerage infrastructure and roads will keep pace with development projects.

Disturbance to the existing GJ Walter Park will be minimised with embellishments added to improve amenity.

Project location and key components are shown on Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2 respectively. An aerial image of Toondah
Harbour is included as Plate 1-1.

Plate 1-1: Aerial of Toondah Harbour

1.2. EPBC Act Approval Process

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) is the Australian Government’s central piece
of environmental legislation. The EPBC Act provides a legal framework to protect and manage nationally and
internationally important flora, fauna, ecological communities and heritage places — defined in the EPBC Act as matters
of national environmental significance (MNES).

The Project was referred under the EPBC Act to the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the
Environment and Water (DCCEEW) on 5 June 2018 (EPBC Reference number 2018/8225) and was made a controlled
action on 23 July 2018, to be assessed by environmental impact statement (EIS). The relevant controlling provisions of
the EPBC Act for the controlled action decision were:

=  Wetlands of international importance (sections 16 & 17B);
= Listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 & 18A); and
= Listed migratory species (sections 20 & 20A).
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Figure 1-1: Project Location
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Draft tailored guidelines for the EIS were released for public comment by DCCEEW on 6 February 2019 with the
comment period closing on 6 March 2019. The final guidelines were released to the public on 3 April 2019.

The Proponent prepared a Draft EIS in accordance with the final guidelines which was published for a period of 40
business days for public review and comment. The public comment period commenced on 12 October 2022 and
concluded on 6 December 2022.

Following the public comment period, all submissions received were reviewed and collated to summarise issues raised.
In order to finalise the EPBC Act process for the Project the proponent must take all comments received into account and
provide a summary to DCCEEW of the comments received and how they have been addressed.

A decision period of 40 business days applies once finalised documentation has been supplied to DCCEEW and they
decide the material meets the necessary provisions of the EPBC Act. All documentation must be made available to the
public within 10 business days of DCCEEW informing the proponent that the material is acceptable.

1.3. Purpose of Report

This Supplementary Report has been prepared to summarise and respond to comments received on the Draft EIS for the
Toondah Harbour Project. In doing so the report addresses section 104(2) of the EPBC Act which states that the finalised
environmental impact statement must:

a) take account of any comments received within the period for comment; and
b) contain a summary of any such comments and how those comments have been addressed.

The purpose of this report is to:

=  Document the public consultation process implemented prior to and during the release of the Draft EIS.

= Summarise submissions received from the community and government agencies during the comment period,
noting that a number of discussions have been held with various community groups and agencies prior to,
during and post the comment period.

= Respond to comments raised during public consultation including providing additional technical information
and studies where required.

This Supplementary Report addresses issues raised through the EIS process, and in conjunction with the Draft
EIS, is considered the Finalised Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the Toondah Harbour Project
under the EPBC Act.

No modifications have been made to the Draft EIS document released for public comment. While the public submissions
process has resulted in changes to aspects of the project, including increased buffers to ecologically sensitive areas,
additional management measures and an increase in proposed offsets, additional assessment completed for the
Supplementary Report has not altered the outcomes of the significant impact assessment on MNES outlined in the Draft
EIS.

Where conflicts exist between the Draft EIS and Supplementary Report, the information in the Supplementary
Report supersedes the Draft EIS.
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1.4. Report Structure

The structure of this supplementary report, including an outline of the content of each chapter, is presented in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1: Structure of Report

Chapter No. Chapter Name Contents of Chapter
1 Introduction Background to Project, approvals process, and purpose and structure of
report
2 Public Consultation Information on public consultation undertaken prior to the release of the
Draft EIS, and during the Draft EIS notification phase. Also, information on
consultation with government agencies and project opponents prior to
and after public notification of the Draft EIS.
3 Summary of Submissions on Details on types of submissions received on the Draft EIS (including
the Draft EIS proformas and pre-filled content), and key issues raised in submissions.
4 Project Description Updates Updates to the Project description as a result of the public comments and
ongoing discussions with Federal and State Government agencies.
5 Additional Assessment A summary of the key additional studies and assessment carried out in
Updates response to public and government agency comments on the Draft EIS
and the outcomes of these studies.
6 Public Submissions A series of tables addressing public comments received. Comments have
Comment Response been categorised to reflect the technical areas addressed by the Draft EIS.
7 State and Federal Agency =~ Summary of discussions with Federal and State agencies, including
Comment Response additional information requested and how the Project has responded to
agency requests.
8 Conclusion Concluding remarks and summary of key issues.

9858 E Toondah Harbour Project

6 rooNDAl
HARBOUR



B EIS Supplementary Report

2. Public Consultation

Public consultation on the Project commenced prior to the release of the Draft EIS Guidelines by the Australian
Government (refer to Section 1.2 for information on the EPBC Approvals process) and continued through the public
release of the Draft EIS and beyond. An overview of the consultation process over the life of the Project is provided in this
Chapter.

2.1. Prior to Release of the Draft EIS

Prior to the release of the Draft EIS, the engagement process undertaken enabled community members and stakeholders
to:

=  Provide input and feedback to inform the development of the Draft EIS and features within the proposed master
plan.

= Have conversations with project team members about technical information based on facts gathered through
the environmental assessment process.

= Bring their observations, issues and ideas to the forefront of conversation.

= Express their sentiment about the Project.

= (Create relationships and an open line of communication with the EIS project team.

Consultation and engagement activities undertaken for the Project between January 2016 and December 2020 allowed
the project team to connect with 5,735 community members and stakeholders, and included unadvertised pop-up
listening posts (Redland City); face-to-face community drop-in sessions in the local area; online community drop-in
sessions (promoted as Talk Toondah sessions); formation of three technical focus groups and facilitation of meetings
with each group; key stakeholder meetings; and a statistically valid telephone survey with 300 randomly selected
Redland City residents. Furthermore, a staffed project information centre was established in the Cleveland CBD,
community updates were provided, a Project website was set up, as well as a Project telephone hotline and email address.

During consultation, the top three topics discussed by community members and stakeholders related to:

= Urban development and density.
= Trafficimpacts.
=  Business opportunities.

Out of the 5,735 interactions with community and stakeholders, 1,015 were conversations with a member of the project
team (face-to-face, online via teleconference and webinar platforms, and over the phone). Community and stakeholder
sentiment was recorded during 845 conversations at the project information centre and the listening posts, where
deeper conversations with community members were possible. It is important to note that the information centre was
advertised, while the listening posts were unadvertised 'pop-up’ sessions.

These interactions found sentiment expressed across all three activities (face-to-face, information centre, and pop-ups)
to mostly be supportive (55%), followed by unsupportive (22%), unsure (12%), neutral (8%) and undetermined (3%).

Common themes that emerged in relation to the perceived benefits of the Project and potential opportunities related to
improved public facilities, including the ferry terminal facilities and public parkland; improved housing options;
revitalisation and activation of Cleveland’s coastline; improved recreation opportunities for families and children;
potential for an upturn in the Cleveland economy; and potential for more job opportunities in Cleveland.
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Common themes that emerged in relation to the perceived impacts of the proposed development related to scale of the
Project; perceived environmental impacts; perceived traffic impacts; perceived geotechnical challenges Raby Bay is
currently facing; the need for community infrastructure; potential construction impacts; and potential impacts to
Cleveland CBD businesses.

Public consultation carried out during this period is detailed in Appendix 1-P of the Draft EIS.

2.2. During Public Notification of the Draft EIS

A range of engagement activities were undertaken during the public notification period for the Draft EIS. Engagement
activities included:

= Displays of the full Draft EIS document at multiple key locations in the project area.
= Anonline Virtual Information Centre with the full Draft EIS available for viewing.
=  Project website.

= Community information sessions.

= Advertising (print and digital).

= Social media.

= Stakeholder meetings.

= Pop up displays.

= Electronic Direct Mail (EDM).

= DL Postcard brochures.

= Press releases.

A summary of these activities is provided in the following sections while the full engagement activity report is included
as Appendix A.

2.2.1. Overview of the Public Notification Process

The public notification period for the Draft EIS ran from 12 October until 6 December 2022. A range of traditional and
digital engagement activities were utilised to inform the community and stakeholders about the Draft EIS public display
phase, including where to review the document and how to make a submission.

The focus of the engagement was to:

= Inform and educate the community and key stakeholders about the proposed development.

=  Share the scientific findings of the research conducted as part of the Draft EIS studies.

= Provide stakeholders with the opportunity to ask questions about the project.

=  Encourage open, and transparent dialogue.

= Inform the community and key stakeholders about the Draft EIS public display process and timeframes,
including their opportunity to make a submission.

Details of the Draft EIS public display phase, including how to access the Draft EIS document and how to make a
submission, were published in print and digital editions of The Courier Mail and The Australian on 12 October 2022.
Details also featured in the Redland City Bulletin digital edition on 12 October 2022, and in the print edition on 19 October
2022.
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The Draft EIS was on display in hard copy at three local libraries, the State Library and the Commonwealth Government
Offices. The locations were:

= (Cleveland Library (Cnr. Bloomfield and, Middle St, Cleveland QLD 4163);

= (Capalaba Library (14 Noeleen St, Capalaba QLD 4157);

= Victoria Point Library (7/15 Bunker Rd, Victoria Point QLD 4165);

= Queensland State Library (Cultural Precinct, Stanley Place, South Brisbane 4101); and

= Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water office (John Gorton Building, King Edward
Terrace, Parkes, ACT 2600).

In addition, the Proponent made over 150 USB sticks available at local libraries and the Queensland State Library for the
public to take should they wish to review the document at another stage. While not included in the advertisements, or a
requirement of the EPBC Act, a hard copy of the Draft EIS and USBs were also provided to the library on Minjerribah (North
Stradbroke Island) for public viewing and comment. This hard copy was available to view for the majority but not the
whole display period.

2.2.2. Consultation During Public Notification

A range of active and passive consultation activities were carried out during the public notification period. Key activities
included:

= Fourteen different fact sheets were developed and made available to the community, distributed through pop
up displays, the Project website, the Project virtual information centre, and also provided to Redland City
Councillors. The fact sheets covered a range of topics, including the Draft EIS process and consultation, the
Project masterplan and Project benefits, boating and fishing, environmental and ecological aspects, and social,
tourism and traffic. The fact sheets included a QR code to the virtual information centre and contact information
for anyone wanting further information on the Project or how to make a submission.

» Media coverage was monitored throughout the Draft EIS public notification phase. In summary, there were 17
recorded publications on the Project, 13 of which were in the local publications, one in a Gold Coast publication,
one Queensland, and two National publications. Additionally, there were three recorded television and two
recorded radio media mentions of the Project.

Four independently facilitated virtual community information sessions were held throughout the public comment
period. Each session focused on specific parts of the EIS. Sessions included presentations from the Project team and the
subject matter expert for each topic. Sessions were promoted the week prior via social media and advertised in the
Redland City Bulletin (print and digital). Refer to Table 2-1 for details on these sessions.

Table 2-1: Community Information Sessions

Topic Date Subject Matter Expert

Shorebirds 15/11/2022 Dr Penn Lloyd
Principal Ecologist and Director, Biodiversity Assessment and
Management Pty Ltd

Fisheries 22/11/2022 Dr Daryl McPhee
Associate Professor, Bond University

Koalas 24/11/2022 Adrian Caneris
Managing Director, Biodiversity Assessment and Management Pty Ltd
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Topic Date Subject Matter Expert

Coastal Process 29/11/2022 Paul Guard
Principal Coastal Engineer, BMT

Marine 29/11/2022
Ecology and Water Quality Carol Conacher
(held concurrently with the Aquatic Ecologist, FRC Environmental

Coastal Processes session)

In addition to these community information sessions, the Proponent contacted a range of community and environmental
groups offering one-on-one information sessions with the Project team. Groups contacted included:

= Redlands2030

= BirdLife Australia

= The Redlands Community Alliance for Responsible Planning (CARP)
= The Redlands Koala Action Group (KAG)

= Queensland Wader Study Group (QWSG)

= Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF).

Invitations were individually emailed to the respective Chief Executive Officers and Presidents of these organisations.
These sessions were offered as an opportunity for each group to gain important technical and scientific information and
to ask questions directly to the project team, ecologists and scientists. None of these groups responded to the initial
invitation and a subsequent follow up invitation.

Eight pop-up displays were also held in local locations, during the EIS notification phase. The displays lasted three hours
and were staffed by two Project representatives to answer questions about the proposed development and the EIS
submission process. The locations included:

= Redland Bay Ferry Terminal

=  (Capalaba Central Shopping Centre

= Birkdale Fair Shoppng Centre

= (Capalaba Markets

=  Victoria Point Shopping Centre

= Mt Cotton Central Shopping Centre

= Redland Bay Village Shopping Centre.

Fact sheets were available for visitors to take in printed form or download digitally by scanning a QR code displayed on
the fact sheets and pull up banners at the display. Copies of the Draft EIS document were also available for visitors to take
away on a USB stick. A looping flyover video of the development was playing on a laptop.

A total of 141 conversations were had at these pop-up displays, varying from 5 to 41 at each.

2.2.2.1.Virtual Information Centre and Online

A virtual information centre (VIC) was hosted online as an engagement platform encouraging the community and
stakeholders to connect with the Project. Visitors to the VIC could access information including fact sheets, videos,
interviews with subject matter experts, view the project master plan and view or download the Draft EIS.
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A total of 4,633 visits were made to the VIC, with 3,124 unique visitors and 7,902 views of the Draft EIS. This indicates
visitors to the website viewed the document multiple times.

The dedicated project hotline and email address were available for the community to contact the Project team. Twelve
enquiries were recorded through the hotline and 26 email enquiries were received.

2.2.2.2. Stakeholder Meetings

The Proponent facilitated a number of meetings (in person and virtual) with key stakeholders prior to and during the
Draft EIS notification period. The stakeholders and issues discussed are presented in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2: Stakeholder Meetings

Stakeholder Issues / Topics
Redlands Investment Corporation Draft EIS submissions process
Project approval
North Stradbroke Island Chamber of Commerce Benefits to the businesses of North Stradbroke Island
The Redland City Bulletin Project news and updates

Redlands Coast Chamber of . .
Benefits to the businesses of the Redlands

Commerce
Economic Development Queensland Draft EIS submissions process
Project approval
Redland City Council (councilors and Mayor) Project approval
Information to disseminate to constituents
Draft EIS submissions process
QLD State Govt MPs Project update
EIS Status update
Redland City Council (Specific Departments) Project update
EIS Status update
QLD State Govt. Depts. Project update
EIS Status update
Local Businesses Project update
EIS Status update
Local Community Groups Project update

EIS Status update
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2.3. Consultation with Commonwealth and State Agencies

A series of meetings and workshops have been held with relevant Commonwealth and Queensland Government
departments during and post the public notification period. Meetings held post-publication of the Draft EIS covered a
range of technical disciplines. A summary of meetings held is presented in Table 2-3. The list of meetings is not
intended to be exhaustive but includes all formal meetings held after the Draft EIS was publicly notified.

Queensland Government agencies consulted during these meetings included:

= The Department of State Development Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning (DSDILGP)

= The Department of Seniors, Disability Services and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships (DSDATSIP)
= The Department of Environment and Science (DES)

= The Department of Agriculture and Fisheries (DAF)

= The Department of Resources (DoR)

= The Department of Transport and Main Roads (TMR)

Table 2-3: Government Agency Meetings Post Draft EIS Notification

Date Agency / Department |Issues/Topics
20 October 2022 DES, DSDILGP Draft EIS public notification briefing
24 November 2022 DCCEEW Offsets strategy and cultural heritage assessment process.

Key issues from public submissions, additional assessment

28 March 2023 DCCEEW requirements including contaminated land, offsets and cultural
heritage.
General discussion of State government agency submissions —
DES, DSDILGP,

19 April 2023 lead to more targeted meetings addressing specific technical
DSDATSIP, DAF
areas.

Project need, alternatives and Priority Development Area

8 May 2023 DES, DSDILGP, DAF .
requirements
18 May 2023 DES, DSDILGP Marine ecology and water quality
5 June 2023 DES, DoR Acid Sulfate Soils
9 June 2023 DCCEEW Site meeting and Supplementary Report status update.
15 June 2023 DES The Moreton Bay Ramsar Site and migratory shorebirds
Offset financial calculation and Supplementary Report status
22 June 2023 DCCEEW

update.
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2.4. Consultation by Project Opponents

During the public notification period, Birdlife Australia held multiple community workshops on the Draft EIS, and
promoted these sessions as being run by “Toondah Alliance” (a combination of Australian Conservation Foundation,
Birdlife Australia, and Redlands2030). During the workshops, the presenters provided an overview of the Project,
information on the EIS process and timeline, as well as guide packs on how to make a submission. They also presented
their own experts on some of the Draft EIS topics.

The members from “Toondah Alliance” assisted people with making submissions on the Draft EIS and supplied the guide
packs on how to make a submission. Documents had been drafted by the Environmental Defenders Office and provided
to the Alliance. Two guide packs provided were both titled Save Toondah Harbour: Guide for providing comment on the
Proposed Toondah Harbour Development, and are included in Appendix B.

The guide packs included instruction on how to make a submission which stated:

1. Start by stating that you oppose Walker Group’s inappropriate and environmentally destructive Toondah Harbour
proposal.

2. Add a sentence or two about why you care about saving Toondah Harbour, and why protecting shorebird habitat
and Ramsar Wetlands matters to you. It is important that your comments feel personal.

3. Finally, add some specific comments about the draft EIS, that support what you've already said. You do not have to
write about all of the suggested topics that are included in the Guide. You can pick and choice which topics that matter
the most to you and include specific comments (see separate handouts) that provide more details about your
concerns.

The short guide provides a sample submission with suggested topics for inclusion such as (with supporting guidance /
information under each):

= Relevant impacts of the proposed action.

= The Draft EIS includes inadequate information and misrepresentations.

»=  The proposed action does not support ecologically sustainable development.

=  The proposed action does not meet the objectives of the EPBC Act.

= Environmental record of the Proponent.

»  The proposed action is not supported by economic and social matters.

The long version guide pack included the above information, with the addition of providing comments that could be
included in a submission (provided by different organisations) on migratory shorebirds (Birdlife Australia), Ramsar
(Birdlife Australia), Moreton Bay Marine Park and marine species (Australian Marine Conservation Society), Koala (Koala
Action Group Qld), and a general commentary section (Redlands2030).

A range of the information included in the information pack was factually incorrect or misrepresented the Draft EIS.
Examples of information provided vs facts from the Draft EIS are provided in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4: Birdlife Australia Guide Pack Inaccuracies

Inaccurate Statement

Factually Correct Statement

Birdlife Australia

The proposed Toondah Project is in direct
conflict with various international treaties
and conservation planning documents for
migratory shorebirds.

The Draft EIS does not address the life stage
of the birds impacted by the Project. Studies
by QWSG suggest that intertidal areas
similar to and including those found at
Toondah Harbour may contain a sizeable
proportion of juvenile Eastern Curlews.

Contrary to claims made in the Draft EIS, the
Project will result in the destruction of 3.8%
of feeding habitat within 5km of the project
area.

The Draft EIS.... implies that the Project is
justified in destroying tidal flats at Toondah
Harbour - because the real problem occurs
overseas.

The Draft EIS considers tidal feeding habitat
within the Project footprint as separate to
the Moreton Bay Ramsar Site.

The Draft EIS fails to address the cumulative
impacts resulting if the Project is approved.

The Draft EIS claims there are precedents for
developments within Ramsar boundaries
nationally and internationally. This claim
and the precedents presented are
misleading and should not be equated to
the scope and scale of what is being
proposed by the Toondah Harbour Project.

9858 E Toondah Harbour Project

The Project does not conflict with the Ramsar convention, Bonn
convention or bilateral migratory bird agreements with Japan (JAMBA),
China (CAMBA and the Republic of Korea (ROKAMA). These agreements
are between Federal governments and generally require the
identification of key areas for shorebirds and the establishment of
frameworks to minimise impacts on wetlands and migratory species.
They do not prohibit development in any form.

Surveys carried out at the site and surrounding areas included winter
surveys when juvenile migratory shorebirds that had not migrated for
breeding season would still be present. Over 5 years no Eastern Curlew
were observed on the Toondah Harbour mudflat during winter. They
have been observed at the sandbank offshore of Toondah Harbour and
Oyster Point during winter surveys. Those sites are over 2 km and 400m
from the Project footprint respectively.

This statement is not contrary to any claims made in the Draft EIS. The
Draft EIS compared habitat loss to Moreton Bay and the Ramsar Site
specifically. The latter was a requirement of assessing impacts to the
Ecological Character of the site.

The Draft EIS does not justify impacts by saying the real problem is
overseas. It references a range of published, peer reviewed literature
that recognise shorebird species with the greatest reliance on the
Yellow Sea as a stopover site have experienced the greatest population
declines.

Tidal feeding habitat is addressed in the context of the Ramsar site in
Chapter 27 of the Draft EIS. Assessment found that shorebird density
within the Project footprint was generally low compared to other areas
of the Ramsar site.

Cumulative and consequential impacts are addressed in Chapter 26 of
the Draft EIS.

As identified in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS, the Riverwalk development
(EPBC 2006/3176) in Victoria was approved to deliver 2,200 residential
lots and other urban uses over a 197 ha area within the Port Phillip Bay
(Western Shoreline) and Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar Site. Other
examples are also provided in Chapter 4.
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Inaccurate Statement

Factually Correct Statement

Recent surveys conducted by BirdLife
Australia staff and volunteers counted
between 160 and 180 Eastern Curlew at
Oyster Point, a key roosting site within the
impact area of the Proposal. This number far
exceeds what was presented in the Draft
EIS.

Toondah Harbour provides important
feeding and roosting habitat for more than
40,000 EPBC-listed migratory shorebirds
over the Australian summer.

Australian Marine Conservation Society

[The Project will result in] removal of an
important buffer against coastal erosion and
storm surge.

The period of construction for the project is
an acknowledged 18 years. Impacts of
activities such as dredging and sediment,
light pollution, sound pollution,
contamination risk, have not been
addressed for their cumulative and
multiplier effects over this time period.

The EIS claims the project will result in no
increase in vessel traffic, despite the plan to
construct a 400-berth marina and claiming
additional tourist visits to Minjerribah will
result from an upgraded ferry terminal.

Koala Action Group

The proposal also includes large scale
commercial development and a 400-berth
marina.

9858 E Toondah Harbour Project

Section 17.3.3.3 of the Draft EIS states maximum Eastern Curlew counts
at Oyster Point as 130. Similar to the Birdlife Australia counts. Oyster
Point is 450m south of proposed channel extension and more than
550m from the reclamation area or harbour upgrade works, more than
double recommended buffer distances. It is not expected to be
impacted by the Project.

The Draft EIS (Section 17.3.7) found that the total migratory shorebirds
recorded feeding on the Toondah Harbour tidal flats was an average of
98 birds in 2014/15 and an average of 29 in 2021/22. In the 5 years prior
to the release of the Draft EIS an average of 3 eastern curlews have been
observed on the mudflat.

Detailed modelling (section 8.4.5 of the Draft EIS) found the Project
effectively provides a shielding mechanism from Toondah Harbour to
south of Oyster Point. This shielding produces a reduction in wave
height within and around the Project. Overall, the model results indicate
that the Project provides additional protection for the adjacent
shorelines in an extreme event scenario.

The Draft EIS addresses all impacts over the life of the project including
construction and ongoing use.

The project includes a 200-berth marina, not 400. The Project will result
in the removal of an existing recreational boat ramp therefore is
expected to result in no net increase in recreational boat traffic. The
proponent will fund upgrades to a nearby boat ramp to offset removal
of the ramp.

The project only includes a minor commercial component (2,500 m?)
most of which is required to support the harbour and marina. The
project includes a 200-berth marina, not 400.
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Inaccurate Statement

Factually Correct Statement

No traffic mitigation measures have been
suggested for other streets [aside from
Middle Street] in or around the Toondah
Precinct.

Noise from construction works will be 6
days per week and pumping of water 24
hours a day, 7 days a week.

The digging up of acid sulphate soils in
Moreton Bay marine park will omit odours
that are likely to negatively impact
residents.

The Proponent’s advertising has
consistently contained appealing artists
impressions of the project, whilst omitting
to show the 80 or so high rise residential
towers that will contain 3600 units.

It appears the developer funded consultants
estimate of the number of birds feeding in
the Toondah Ramsar site and surrounding
habitat is on the low side.

A range of measures have been identified for other streets including:

= No construction traffic allowed to use Shore Street East.
Construction traffic will be required to use only designated
routes.

= Shore Street East designated as a 40km/hr road and fitted with
electronic signage to indicate vehicle speed and warn of koalas
crossing.

= |nstall go slow zones and permanent attendant to ‘walk’
construction traffic through the area of Middle Street adjacent
to GJ Walter Park during peak construction periods.

Water will not be pumped 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. It is unclear
what this comment is in reference to.

Any potential acid sulfate soils excavated or dredged will be treated
with lime prior to oxidisation, therefore there will be no odour.

Accurate 3D renderings of the Project have been provided in the Draft
EIS and a flythrough can be found on the Project website. All are based
on 3D models of the Project footprint described in the Draft EIS. While
the number of buildings has not been finalised, it is expected to be
closer to 50 buildings in total. More than half of the buildings will be 4
storeys or less.

Maximum bird counts reported in section 17.3.3.3 of the Draft EIS are
similar to those reported by a range of local conservation groups during
the public notification process, and in many cases exceeded them.
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3. Summary of Submissions on the
Draft EIS

3.1. Submission Types

A range of submission types were received over the public notification period. Nearly all submissions were lodged
electronically to the email inbox with a small number provided through the PO Box. In addition to being supplied
electronically, most submissions were provided via ‘portal’ websites or online forms that either pre-filled or provided pre-
composed content to be copied and pasted into the submission form. These portal websites lodged a submission on
behalf of an individual or entity after they had entered details such as their name and email address into an online form.
Submission ‘portals’ included:

= The Toondah Alliance ‘Do Gooder’ website form

= Australian Marine Conservation Society website form

= Redlands 2030 pre-composed submissions

= Birdlife Australia — Save the Bay EIS Response Resources
=  The Proponent’s website form.

The various submission portals and the information provided in them are described in the following sub sections. All
submissions have been reviewed and included in the various statistical analysis presented in this report. Likewise, issues
raised by the pre-filled and pre-composed content have been summarised and addressed in this report.

It should be noted that under the EPBC Act there are no rules or minimum requirements to determine what constitutes
a ‘properly made’ submission - any comment received during the public notification period is considered to be a
submission. For example, if an email was received simply stating “no to Toondah”, this is a submission, and has been
included in our collation and analysis. Similarly, a submission does not need to have a name, signature, address or
postcode, or any other information for it to be considered and included. Every submission received during the public
notification period has been read, categorised and included in the statistics, analysis and response included in this
document.

3.1.1. The Toondah Alliance ‘Do Gooder’ website form and proformas

The ‘do gooder’ website provided instructions and a mechanism for making an online submission on the Draft EIS. Under
the heading “Put in your comments to Save Toondah Harbour” it stated:

Adding your comments is easy, even just a few sentences will have an impact.
It is very important that your comments are personal. Here is a quick guide to help.

1. Start by stating that you oppose Walker Corporation’s inappropriate and environmentally destructive
proposal.

2. Add a sentence or two about why you care about this issue and why protecting shorebird habitat and
Ramsar Wetlands is important to you.

3. Add some specific comments about the draft EIS (found below).

Followed by suggested specific comments relating to the Eastern Curlew and Ramsar wetlands.
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The page requested a postcode, first and last name, and email address fields to be infilled, and provided the subject line:
Comment on Toondah Harbour EIS, and a field for inputting comments, and a submission button. See Plate 3-1 for a
screenshot of the webpage. Additionally, the Toondah Alliance generated at least six different proformas for people to
sign and submit. Examples of the proformas are included in Appendix C.

The portal lodged a submission on behalf of an individual or entity after they had entered details such as their name and
email address into an online form.

Putin your comments to Save Toondah Harbour,
Where do you live?
i

ation, Australis’s lnrges

draft Environment Impact Statement (EIS)

Compase your email

algn and ar

Adding your comments is easy, even Just a few sentences will have an
impact.

Plate 3-1: Do-Gooder Pro Forma Webpage

3.1.2. Australian Marine Conservation Society website form

The Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS) was similar to the do-gooder website in that it supplied an online
form that required people to input basic information such as name, email address and postcode. It also included a text
box for inputting a message for an individual submission. Unlike the do gooder form the text box was pre-filled by a
standard AMCS message, and submitters had the ability to edit the message. Wording from the pre-generated message
is included as Appendix D.
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3.1.3. Redlands 2030 pre-composed submissions

The Redlands2030 website provided a range of pre-filled Draft EIS submissions. The pre-populated options included a
general submission against the project, or seven more detailed submissions, based on topic. The general submission
included discussion on Ramsar, impacts to marine and wetland habitats, Eastern Curlew, Koala, social, and masterplan -
“please upgrade the ferry terminal, but do not reclaim the bay”. This was the most commonly recorded submission from
this website.

The submitter could select one of the pre-populated options, fill in some optional fields of personal information (name,
email address and postal address), and press submit, and the relevant submission was emailed via the do gooder email
to the Toondah submission email inbox. There was also an option to compose your own submission and submit it
through this channel.

The pre-populated submissions and the overarching explanation Redland2030 provided are presented in Table 3-1 and
the automatically generated submissions are included in Appendix E. It is noted that the explanation provided below
have been extracted directly from Redland2030 information and has not been edited for factual, spelling or grammatical
errors.

Table 3-1: Redland2030 Pre-populated Submissions

Topic Redland2030 Explanation / description

General / no topic provided (no explanation provided)

EIS non-compliance with The proponent was obliged by the EPBC process to construct a set of guidelines for
Guidelines the EIS. When they met the standards of the Minister, they were released. The EIS

must now meet the published guidelines. There are many examples where we
believe this is not the case.

EIS Failure against EPBC Criteria Submission demonstrating fundamental failure of the Toondah Harbour proposal
Environmental Impact Statement under the EPBC Act against the following
assessment criteria:

a) Protects the environment especially the Matters of National
Environmental Significance

b) Promotes ecologically sustainable development

c) Promotes conservation of biodiversity

d) Promotes a cooperative approach to the protection and management of
biodiversity

e) Assists in the cooperative implementation of Australia’s international
environmental responsibilities.

Loss of Scenic Amenity Due to the secrecy that has been carefully maintained around the true nature of
this proposal, the local public have not been aware that the Project, should it be
approved, will take place over an estimated 20 years, during which there will be
many impacts on Redlands residents, especially those living in and around
Cleveland. An important one of these is the loss of the views and recreational
experiences we take for granted as an integral part of bayside living.

Impact on Koalas A number of koalas make the Toondah Harbour precinct their home, and others
traverse the area regularly. The EIS suggests that impacts on the koala population
can be mitigated.
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Topic Redland2030 Explanation / description

Consequential and Facilitated The Toondah EIS Guidelines mandate a detailed assessment of facilitated or

Impacts consequential impacts on MNES at the local, regional, state, national and
international scale. Consequential impacts are poorly assessed leaving gaps in this
requirement.

RAMSAR “Wise Use”? This draft submission canvasses the damage that will be done to the internationally
protected RAMSAR wetlands should the proposed project proceed. The rationale
for its rejection under the “wise use” provision is explored.

Matters of National In this draft submission the case is made for rejection of the proposed project on
Environmental Significance the grounds that is does not meet the requirements for the MNES criteria.

Additionally, Redland2030 disseminated paper copy submissions for people to fill out their personal details and submit.
An example is included in Appendix E.

Based on feedback from members of the public these forms were at times provided with misleading information on the
Project. Correspondence was received by the Proponent after the notification period was completed withdrawing a
negative submission. The correspondence is re-produced in full below:

In light of the recent publicity regarding the Toondah Harbour project, it came to mind that | inadvertently provided a
submission against the Walker Corporation Toondah Harbour project during the public notification period. | would like to
retract my position against the project, and confirm I fully support the redevelopment of Toondah Harbour and the scheme
proposed by Walker Corporation.

Having the opportunity to reflect on the moment | provided the submission against the project, | was not briefed or provided
any detail regarding the petition like form | was asked to complete while socialising with friends at a BBQ event. During the
event | was approached by another attendee who asked me to support them in “saying no to Toondah Harbour development”.
For clarity, the person seeking submissions did not provide me with any detail regarding the project, did not furnish me with
any plans of the proposal or an understanding of the process Walker Corporation have undertaken in assessing the
environmental impacts and mitigation measures which will be closely scrutinised throughout the development.

I would like it to be known to the decision makers within this process, the manner in which those seeking submissions against
the project did not provide any detail regarding the scientific reports and research undertaken by Walker Corporation in
constructing the Draft EIS. Rather, | was induced to make a negative submission against the project based on emotive
comments of “Walker destroying the bay” and what | now know as false statements such as “Walker constructing 60 x 10 story
apartments”.

The manner in which I was put on the spot to agree with the individual and provide them the submission was misleading the
audience and some would consider it bullying, presenting their point of view without any scientific research to accompany
their unfounded and incorrect statements.

Please withdraw my submission against the project, and take this letter as a position of support for the redevelopment of
Toondah Harbour and Walkers scheme to transform this area into what will be a world class gateway to our bay islands.
Following further review of the information available, | believe that the Toondah Harbour project should proceed and be a
showcase example of development progress and the environment can coexist.
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3.14. Birds Queensland

Birds Queensland also had a webpage with background information and a suggested submission. The page was titled
Toondah Harbour Development EIS — Submissions Needed, dated 28 October 2022. It referred to the Redlands2030 website
submission page and provided a link to it. It presented “key points” regarding the Project and impacts to Ramsar wetlands
and migratory birds, and information on how and when to make a submission.

3.1.5. The Proponent’s website form

The Proponent’s website presents information on the Project, including an overview and location of the Project. During
the public notification phase the website also included a link to Draft EIS document, and a page to make a submission
on the EIS.

The webpage offered an option to make a positive submission on the Project, and one of the following support types
could be selected as the reasoning behind the positive submission:

= Improved lifestyle

= Jobs and economy

=  Protecting the environment
= Safer Harbour

= Tourism.

The submitter was required to include details such as name, address, postcode and email address in order for the form
to be completed. Security measures were included on the page to ensure it could not be exploited by bots or other
malware.

3.2. Submissions Received

The following section provides some summary statistics from the analysis of all submissions that were received.

3.2.1. General Response

A total of 26,225 submissions were received during the Draft EIS public notification period. Of these 26,225 submissions,
1,939 were from people who made multiple submissions, resulting in a total of 24,286 unique submitters.

Of the 26,225 submissions received, the vast majority (19,520) were generated through the do gooder website (refer to
section 3.1.1), with a further 1,633 through the AMCS website, and 854 via the Toondah Alliance methods. The
Proponent’s website generated 3,405 submissions. There were 813 submissions recorded as “written / email” or “other”.
Generally, these were submissions that came directly from an individual or entity via their email address.

Submission method
25000
74%
20000
15000
10000
5000 13%
6%
3% 3%
2)-0%
Do gooder AMCS Toondah Alliance Walker Email / written Other
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3.2.2. Sentiment toward the Project

With repeat submitters counted only once, analysis of submitters from Redland City LGA postcodes (4157, 4158, 4159,
4160,4161,4163,4164,4165,4183, and 4184) - a total of 3,211 - show 52% are supportive and 48% are unsupportive of
the Project.

Sentiment of Redland LGA

1800 52%

48%

positive negative neutral

1600
1400
1200
1000
800
600
400
200

Analysis of submitters from the Cleveland postcode (4163) - a total of 943 - show 58% are supportive and 42% are
unsupportive of the Project.

Sentiment Cleveland
600 58%
500
42%
400
300
200
100
0%
0
Positive Negative Neutral

Overall sentiment toward the Project showed 86% of submitters are unsupportive. Most of these submissions were
provided via ‘portal’ websites or online forms that either pre-filled or provided pre-composed content to be included in
the submission. Many of these forms included factually incorrect information about the Project (refer to Table 2-4).
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Overall Sentiment
25000
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20000
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10000
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3.2.3. Comment on the Draft EIS

The majority (57%) of submitters did not make a comment on the content of the Draft EIS and just stated support or
opposition to the Project. Of the total submitters, 43% included a comment relevant to content within the Draft EIS.

A conservative approach was taken when analysing whether a submission included a comment on the Draft EIS or not.
If a submission included any mention of site-specific details such as the Ramsar site or migratory birds it was counted as
a comment on the Draft EIS. If the submission only mentioned Toondah Harbour by name, a completely different location
or only included abuse towards the Proponent or government it was not considered as a direct comment on the Draft
EIS.

Approximately 1% to 2% of submissions referred to inaccurate locations, with a majority of these requesting to not
develop North Stradbroke Island, Moreton Island, “the island”, Toondah Island, and even Fraser Island. To be conservative,
where submissions referred to the incorrect location but still referred to ‘wetlands’ or ‘Ramsar’, were still counted as a
submission addressing Ramsar.

3.2.4. Locations of Submitters

Only 13% of submitters came from within the Redland LGA. Overall, the majority of submitters were from Queensland
(43%). Approximately 29% of submitters were from another states, and 27% did not include a postcode or any identifiable
address. Approximately 1% of submitters were international. Note - these statistics include only one submission per
submitter, repeated submissions were not included in the statistical analysis.

Location of Submitters

8000 30% 29%
7000 27%
6000
5000
4000 13%
3000
2000
1000 1%
0 —
QLD - outside of Redland LGA Unknown Other state International
Redland LGA
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3.2.5. Summary of Issues Raised by Submissions

The analysis of submissions showed that issues most commonly raised were around Ramsar and migratory birds, with
31% of submissions raising at least one of these topics. The next most frequently raised issues were marine habitats and
masterplan (16% of submission raised each of these topics). These issues were followed by coastal processes (9%), social
(7%), koala (7%), offsets (5%) and the EIS process (5%). This analysis considered all submissions received, including those
from repeat submitters, as a number of repeat submitters addressed different issues in each submission.

It should be noted that the number of times a matter has been raised does not necessarily reflect the number of
comments requiring response. For example, Ramsar was one of the issues consistently raised by submissions, however
most comments on the Ramsar site related to the Project not meeting the definition of “wise use” or being inconsistent
with Australia’s obligations under the Ramsar site. This meant that several thousand submissions are addressed through
a small number of responses. Alternatively, while koala impacts were raised by relatively fewer submissions some of those
submissions were highly detailed with several comments requiring response.

Issues raised (percentages shown are how many of submissions
raised this issue)
9000 31%  31%
8000
7000
6000
5000 16% 16%
4000 13%
3000 9% o o
2000 5% 59
1000 III Ilg% 2% 2% 1% % 19
0 [ N I —
< 3 5 2 N D > 5 o o < e < .
Q@({\s’b .\‘g-)\kb %é@“ )@&\fzﬁ\ Q,‘\'Z’O(\ Q’o’bé& %Oo'b \{_07} OQ\C)Q’} Q‘o&% Q:é%{\\ ,\&%{\\ <<c:)O \$,$§ 0’\‘(@ Q/((\Q’Qo
MIFONRC ¢ & N
& & & e

The majority of positive submissions came via the Proponent’s website, which offered the categories listed in Section
3.1.4. Lifestyle benefits were raised in 45% of these submissions, followed by protecting the environment in 21%. Note
- the Proponent’s website submission method only allowed for one support type / issue to be selected. These statistics
do notinclude repeat submitters.
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Issues Raised by Positive Submissions
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3.2.6. Inappropriate and Irrelevant Comments
A number of submissions included inappropriate and irrelevant comments. The sample of comments below have been
provided to highlight the range of comments received:

» Do society a favour and take your garbage proposal to your death bed asap.

= Interms of the God, Money, we also need to stop the tentacles of increasing network of influence from the various
christian wealth-religions with their self-serving twisting the bible to basically justify pillage & plunder. Cos "dominion"
is our gift from god & we go live in Eden when we die anyway.

= Ohright, so stuff the planet & no empathy for all other people, poor or rich in other religions or or not religious! It is
abject, abusive & although | am aethiest, i can still imagine Jesus rolling in his grave at some of his teachings being
used to sell plans, books on how to increase your wealth.

= Please do not let the greedy corrupt Government & Walker developers rape Australian coastline, kill untold numbers
of wildlife, forever & irrevocably alter the environment; all for greed ! The power of the greedy leaders will destroy us
allin the end.

= Stop this [omitted] corrupt destructive [omitted] and invest in some eco farms or natural restoration projects!!
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4. Project Description Updates

Amendments have been made to the masterplan as a result of comments received through public submissions and
ongoing consultation with DCCEEW. These changes include incorporating additional open space and providing larger
buffers to sensitive receptors. A range of additional studies have also been completed providing further information and
detail on the Project design and construction.

4.1. Project Details

Additional information provided in this section relates to the Project Details described in Chapter 1 the Draft EIS and
should be read in conjunction with that chapter. Further information is provided on the Proponent, masterplan history,
Final EIS masterplan, community infrastructure provided by the Project, the history of Toondah Harbour and how the
Project will help address the existing shortfall in housing supply in Redland City.

4.1.1. Proponent Information

The Draft EIS included details on the Project Proponent (Walker Group Holdings Pty Ltd) including examples of where
the Proponent has successfully delivered projects within sensitive environmental areas.

Section 15 of the EPBC Act EIS Guidelines state:

The EIS must include details of any proceedings under a Commonwealth, State or Territory law for the protection of the
environment or the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources against:

a) the person proposing to take the action; and

b) foran action for which a person has applied for a permit, the person making the application.

If the person proposing to take the action is a corporation, details of the corporation’s environmental policy and planning
framework must also be included.

This information was provided in the referral documentation for the Project which has been available on the EPBC Act
Public Portal (and its preceding database) since 5 June 2018. For clarity this information is re-stated below.

Walker Group Holdings Pty Ltd has not been subject to proceedings under a Commonwealth, State or Territory Law.

A subsidiary of Walker Group Holdings, Kew Development Corporation Pty Ltd was subject to proceedings under State
law:

Kew Development Corporation Pty Ltd and Heritage Victoria: In 2007 Kew Development Corporation Ptd Ltd (a Walker
subsidiary) pleaded guilty to excavating within a Tree Preservation Zone at its Kew Cottages site in Melbourne resulting
in the damage to the root of a tree. Kew Development Corporation was required to fund heritage tree protection

measures in Kew Cottage’s future stages. The tree was retained and is in good health today.

Walker Group Holdings Pty Ltd has been a registered entity since 29 April 2000.
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4.1.2. Masterplan Optimisation

The tidal components of the masterplan for the Toondah Harbour Project have evolved significantly since the first version
was released in 2015 as part of the original EPBC Act referral that was later withdrawn. Since that time, the project
footprint (excluding the turning basin and entrance channel, which did not have a completed concept design until 2018)
has been reduced by approximately 20.3 ha. That equates to over a third of its original area. These changes have occurred
through optimisation of different Project components to avoid and minimise impacts to marine habitats and adjacent
sensitive receptors such as Cassim Island.

Figure 4-1 provides a comparison of the Project footprint at key stages of the design process. These stages and key
differences include:

= 2015 masterplan - submitted with the original EPBC Act referral in 2015 (2015/7612) that was since withdrawn.
Included a footprint of 57.72 ha within tidal areas. While dredge volumes had not been accurately assessed this
masterplan included a 400 berth marina in the middle of the existing mudflat, which would have generated
significant additional dredging volumes compared to the current masterplan. No buffer was provided between
Cassim Island and urban uses.

= 2017 masterplan - submitted with the second EPBC Act referral in 2017 (2017/7939). Included a footprint of
49.34 ha within tidal areas (a reduction of 8.38 ha). Included a significant reduction in the marina and internal
waterways (13.86 ha to 10.95) but still included up to 400 berths. A 200m buffer was provided between Cassim
Island and urban uses.

= 2018 masterplan - submitted with the third (and current) EPBC Act referral in 2018 (2018/8225). Included a
footprint of 41.65 ha within tidal areas (a further reduction of 7.69 ha). The marina was reduced to 200 berths
however internal waterways were increased to include a ‘natural’ design aesthetic. The 200m buffer was retained
between Cassim Island and urban uses.

= 2023 (Final EIS) masterplan - included with the Draft and Final EIS. The footprint has been reduced to 37.43 ha
within tidal areas. This is a 35% reduction when compared to the 2015 masterplan footprint of 57.72 ha in the
tidal zone. The reduction from the 2018 masterplan occurred predominantly through optimisation of dredge
areas and shifting the development footprint to provide a 250m buffer between Cassim Island and urban uses.

The iterative re-design of the Project masterplan and footprint since the initial proposal in 2015 demonstrates how the
Project has responded to site constraints and ongoing consultation with relevant experts and DCCEEW. This has resulted
in a reduction of the footprint on tidal lands by over one third while still achieving the required outcomes of the Toondah
Harbour PDA Development Scheme. The redesign efforts are consistent with the environmental mitigation hierarchy to
avoid and minimise impacts where possible, as recommended in supporting policies to the EPBC Act and the Ramsar
Convention.

4.1.3. Alignment with the Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme

As outlined in section 1.5.2 of the Draft EIS, the Project is located within the Toondah Harbour PDA therefore is subject
to the Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme.

The development scheme is the regulatory document that controls land use, infrastructure planning and development

in the PDA. Spatial outcomes for the Toondah Harbour PDA are governed by the development scheme’s land use plan
and infrastructure plan. The land use plan includes a vision statement, structure plan, precinct plan and a height plan.
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Figure 4-1: Change to Project Footprint Over Time
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The PDA Development Schemes vision statement describes the overall outcomes to be achieved for the PDA, including:

Creating a mixed-use node incorporating medium density residential development, commercial offices, cultural
facilities, tourist accommodation including a boutique hotel, and restaurants, cafes and shops.

Providing appropriate infrastructure and parking facilities in accessible locations that have regard to coastal
resources.

Providing a marina with accompanying marine services, boating industry and car parking.

The PDA Development Scheme infrastructure plan details the infrastructure necessary to support the proposed land uses
within the PDA and identifies applicable infrastructure charges. Key infrastructure requirements that inform the design
and master planning for the Project include:

Development of a new plaza and passenger ferry terminals.

A ticketing and information centre for Moreton Bay and Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island).

Capital dredging to straighten, widen and deepen the Fison Channel and allows for two ferry operators to be
located at the harbour.

Extension of the existing turning basin to meet the needs of the existing and future vehicle ferry fleet.

A staged marina and associated marine engineering and dredge spoil disposal strategy.

Provision to create new land, including the development of piers/land reclamation areas which may
accommodate dredge spoil disposal and be utilised for marine services and marine based maintenance service
industries and urban purposes.

Opportunities to extend GJ Walter Park into the bay with a north facing tidal area.

Establishment of a new mixed-use plaza as civic space and an attractive arrival point into the PDA.

Assessment of the Toondah Harbour Project against the Toondah Harbour PDA Development Scheme has been carried
out by Clayton Utz. The key outcomes of this assessment are:

The Master Plan is consistent with the Structure Plan, as it contains the core elements and land uses
contemplated by the Structure Plan as described in section 3.3.2 of the Development Scheme.
Notwithstanding some differences from the spatial layout of the Structure plan elements, the Masterplan is
consistent with the PDA vision of the Development Scheme particularly given that the Development Scheme
sets the broad planning principles but does not restrict the Development to any particular form.

While the Structure Plan identifies “indicative” locations for the key land reclamation and marina opportunities,
the Development Scheme does not preclude other designs and their respective technical, engineering and
environmental inputs from being considered.

As a result of the detailed planning process, it was determined that the configuration of the reclamation and
marina as depicted in the Structure Plan is not technically or environmentally practical and would not necessarily
support the PDA Vision or the provisions of the Development Scheme.

The full review against the PDA development scheme is included as Appendix F to this Supplementary Report.

4.14. Final EIS Masterplan

The Final EIS masterplan is provided as Figure 4-2. The overall footprint area of the Project has not changed from the
Draft EIS, however the internal layout has been modified to clearly show the 250m buffer between urban uses and Cassim
Island. Open space / park areas have also been increased from what was shown in the Draft EIS masterplan to provide a
more accurate indication of the mix of uses. Final Project footprint areas, including overlap with the Moreton Bay Ramsar
Site and Marine Park, is shown on Figure 4-3. Conceptual imagery showing greenspace near foreshore housing, marina
housing, and education centre are shown in Plates 4-1 to 4-3.
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Figure 4-2: Toondah Harbour Final EIS Masterplan
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Plate 4-2: Conceptual imagery of marina housing.
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Plate 4-3: Conceptual imagery of education centre.
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4.1.5. Community Infrastructure Provided by the Toondah Harbour Project

The Project will include significant investment in public infrastructure, most of which is proposed to be delivered within
the first five years of works commencing. Table 4-1 outlines the cost of community infrastructure being delivered by the
Proponent at no cost to the public and for which the Proponent will gain no financial benefit. A cost breakdown is
included as Appendix G to this Supplementary Report.

Approximately $100 million will be invested including major upgrades of sub-tidal and on land-based infrastructure at
the boat harbour, foreshore parks and promenades, and community buildings. It should be noted that this does not
include smaller parks and open space areas around buildings, or retail, cafes and other public spaces which will provide
benefits to the community as well as the proponent.

Table 4-1: Investment in Public Infrastructure

L. Cost Estimate
Infrastructure Description
(2023 %)
Capital dredging to Fison Dredging and placement of dredge material only — does not $42 780,000
Channel and turning basin include treatment or stabilization for reclamation. e
. Marine infrastructure associated ferry terminal upgrades
Ferry terminals . ] o T $13,872,000
including RoRo berths, pontoons, navigational lighting, etc.
Ferry car parking Additional car parking at ferry terminal including grading, etc. $5,037,000
Bus interchange Transport hub at ferry terminal $1,111,000
Revetments and plaza area — does not include buildings such as
The new waterfront plaza ) $7,347,000
cafes, retail, etc
Ticketing and information
; g Hub building within plaza for use by council and ferry operators $2,156,000
centre
Waterfront boardwalk .
Contiguous promenade on and over the waterfront $11,714,000
promenade
Improvements and
P . Playground, furniture, lighting, etc $764,000
extension to GJ Walter Park
New beach and parklands including furniture, lighting, plantings,
Foreshore Parklands ) P < Sl e $14,279,000
etc
TOTAL INVESTMENT IN PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE $99,060,000

4.1.6. Project Need and Alternatives

Additional information has been compiled to support the location and need for the Project (refer to section 1.4 and 1.5
of the Draft EIS) including a housing and demand study for the Redland Local Government Area (LGA) and overview of
the history of proposals to upgrade Toondah Harbour as well as other options for providing improved access between
Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island) and the mainland.

4.1.6.1. Redlands Housing Strategy Assessment

A housing and demand study for the Redland LGA has been completed by Urbis as part of the Supplementary Report
and is included as Appendix H. The study includes an assessment of how the Project aligns with public policy objectives
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at a local, state, and federal level, including Toondah Harbour's contribution towards strategic economic development
and housing targets.

Strategic documents which identify the importance of new housing delivery, particularly higher density apartment
accommodation within the Redland LGA, include:

= The Redlands Housing Strategy 2011-2041

= South East Queensland (SEQ) Regional Plan 2017

= National Housing Accord

= QLD Housing Strategy Action Plan 2021-2025

= The pending Redland Housing Supply and Diversity Strategy 2023-2046.

The study found that the Project will play a pivotal role in achieving the following strategic objectives for the Redland
LGA:

»  Development of predominantly multiple dwellings within Cleveland Principal Activity Centre (Redland Housing
Strategy 2011-2041).

= Delivery of 200 new apartments per year through 2031 (Redland Housing Strategy 2011-2041).

* The Draft Redland House Strategy 2023-2046 (released October 2023) specifically identifies the Toondah
Harbour PDA as an area to accommodate population growth solely in the form of attached high rise
development.

= Itis noted that the Draft Redland Housing Strategy 2023-2046 identified the need to deliver 6,000 apartments
or ‘smaller dwellings’ by 2046. This would equate to delivering 400 new apartments per year, doubling the goals
of the previous strategy. Of significance to achieve this ambition of delivering 400 new apartments annually, the
report found that on average across the last 3 years there were only 110 apartments approved per year a shortfall
of 72.5% of the target based only on approvals. The ongoing shortfall equation compounds even further when
looking at actual delivered supply only as 65% of approved projects progress to construction.

= 12,500 new consolidation dwellings in Redland LGA (SEQ Regional Plan 2017), equating to 500 ‘infill’ dwellings
per year.

It should be noted that the recent draft Shaping SEQ 2023 update has revised the dwelling supply targets to
approximately 70% consolidation dwellings. This will require established areas and Principal Activity Centre such as
Cleveland to deliver a greater amount of consolidation dwellings to meet the current housing crisis and ongoing housing
diversity and supply, over the next two decades.

Cleveland, where the Project is located, is identified as a Principal Activity Centre under the SEQ Regional Plan 2017,
identifying it for primarily multiple dwelling development. Cleveland’s role as a Principal Activity Centre is characterised
by its connection to public transport, retail centres, health and personal services, and social amenity. These factors were
influential in the designation of Toondah Harbour as a PDA in 2013 and highlight the development’s role as a provider
of suitable housing for the region’s population to age within their established community.

The Project is positioned uniquely, in that much of its proposed infrastructure is of regionally significant scale.
Opportunities are scarce at other locations within the Redland LGA to facilitate comparable development. This is
particularly true with respect to the port upgrade, alterations to the channel, and the significant public foreshore
parklands.

The upgrades to the port are anticipated to unlock a greater degree of water-based commercial, recreational and lifestyle

benefits to the region; it is expected that it will hold a high social value. The additional free public parking spaces to be
provided by the Proponent complement the port upgrade, increasing the community use social value.
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Given that Toondah Harbour’s current functionality has deteriorated to the extent that the ferry terminal is classified as
dilapidated, the port upgrade will offer high social value, underpinned by the Harbour's role as the main ferry access
point to popular tourist destination Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island).

4.1.6.2. History of Toondah Harbour

A review of the history of development proposals at Toondah Harbour and, more broadly, options to provide access from
the mainland to Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island) was completed by Redland Investment Corporation (RIC) for the

Supplementary Report and included as Appendix I.

The review found that proposals and investigations for infrastructure providing access from the mainland to Minjerribah
(North Stradbroke Island) have been in the public forum since the early 1900s. Proposals originally included a potential
bridge crossing; however, after several tenders and government announcements of impending construction dating back
to 1946, this concept was finally abandoned in 1986 as it was considered unviable due to the cost of construction, lack
of interest in the proposal from private industry partners and opposition from residents who showed a preference to
upgrade water transport services.

A boat haven and landing point at Toondah Harbour was first proposed by local council in 1937 with various concepts
investigated over several decades. Development plans have been identified from as early as 1966 which included a large
breakwater stretching from shore street in the north to Oyster Point in the south with reclaimed land to be converted
into industrial development (Plate 4-4).
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Plate 4-4: 1966 Toondah Harbour Development Concept
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In 1983 the Queensland Government sought expressions of interest for development at Toondah Harbour. The
development boundary covered an area of 80 ha which included the Toondah Harbour mudflat and Cassim Island (Plate
4-5). Investigations associated with this tender included locating the port at Raby Bay, however it was decided that it was
not a suitable location due to the additional travel distance and congestion with private boating in the area.
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Plate 4-5: 1983 Toondah Harbour Development Boundary

All plans for development at Toondah Harbour have included dredging and some form of reclamation with one proposal
in 1988 showing a reclamation area stretching east of Cassim Island. The Queensland Government provided a lease for
this work however it did not progress. Further planning studies were completed throughout the 1990s and 2000s leading
to the establishment of the Toondah Harbour Priority Development Area in June 2013.

The long history of proposals at Toondah Harbour and other locations in the Redland Coast show the need to provide
improved boating facilities and access to Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island) has existed for several decades. Many of
these proposals have been supported by local and state government with several going to public tender. The inability to
progress any of the past options were due to the prohibitive costs to the public to upgrade the port, harbour and channel
and the inability to provide buffers and appropriate interfaces to the surrounding environment. The Toondah Harbour
proposal has addressed these issues through best practice design responses, private investment and government
support.
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4.2. Detailed Description of the Site and Action

Additional information provided in this section relates to the detailed description of the site and action described in
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, in particular section 2.4 - Dredging and Reclamation works. This section of the Supplementary
Report should be read in conjunction with those sections of the Draft EIS.

Two additional studies were completed in response to comments on the marine works. Specifically, additional details are
provided on the design process and parameters for the turning basin and entrance channel as well as early works at the
reclamation site to outline how the initial construction pad and excavation works will be implemented while minimising
environmental impacts.

Responses to other comments on coastal processes and maritime engineering received through the public notification
process are included in section 6.3 of this Supplementary Report.

4.2.1. Dredge and Turning Basin Design

Additional detail on the design process for the extension of Fison Channel and the harbour turning basin has been
provided as Appendix J.

The proposed dredging has been identified as necessary to provide and maintain navigation access and safety for
Toondah Harbour. The need for new infrastructure, including dredging, at Toondah Harbour is outlined in the Toondah
Harbour PDA Development Scheme. The development scheme is the regulatory document that guides planning,
promoting, coordinating and controlling land development within the Toondah Harbour PDA.

It is a requirement of the PDA Development Scheme infrastructure plan to ‘undertake dredging to straighten and widen
the existing Fison Channel’. The land use plan for the PDA also outlines dredging and channel access requirements which
include ‘extending the swing basin to meet the needs of the existing and future vehicle ferries and contributing to the
gradual straightening of Fison Channel'.

The channel and turning basin has been designed to provide a two-way channel for the adopted future design vessel
using the Harbour Approach Channels Design Guidelines, PIANC Report No 121 Maritime Navigation Commission (2014).
These guidelines are accepted as best practice throughout the world and are an industry recognised standard for the
design of navigational channels. PIANC (2014) has been used as the design basis for numerous guidelines and ports in
Australia including Maritime Safety Queensland’s (MSQ) Anchorage Area Design and Management Guideline (2019) and
the Port of Hastings Concept Channel Design and Channel Development Strategy (AECOM and GHD 2017).

The design of navigation channels and turning basins in PIANC (2014) is based on the largest vessel likely to regularly
utilise those areas, which is termed the ‘design vessel'. The design vessel adopted for future ferry operations and design
of the Fison Channel was based on discussions with the existing ferry operator. This is considered a reasonable approach
having regard to the experience of the existing ferry operator at Toondah Harbour and other sites around Australia. The
design vessel (80m x 15m) is not significantly larger than the largest existing vessel in use (67.68m x 13m) and would be
appropriate to use at Toondah Harbour.

PIANC (2014) identifies for concept design the nominal diameter of the turning basin is 2 x L, therefore the turning basin
diameter for the design vessel length is 160m. Based on the summation of various contributions to channel width, a
reasonable channel width for concept design purposes is considered to be 5B, or 75m.

The design basis was supported by the Regional Harbour Master for Toondah Harbour who in correspondence dated 5

November 2019 stated that:
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MSQ has reviewed the navigation channel preliminary design dimensions against PIANC using the nominated 80m x 15m x
2m design vessel. The proposed channel dimensions are assessed as being suitable for a two-way channel, subject to a range
of traffic management controls. For example:

= General passing procedures / protocols

= Restricted passing at the bends in the channel

= Anoperational speed limit

»  Adopting a one way traffic flow in adverse environmental conditions
»  Management of interaction with recreational traffic

The adopted channel dimensions are not considered to be conservative in their extent, in fact the Regional Harbour
Master has noted that the channel would still need to be subject to a range of traffic management controls including
adopting a one-way traffic flow in adverse environmental conditions.

It is noted that, based on the design parameters, the existing Fison Channel does not meet the minimum widths for a
safe two-way channel for the existing largest vessel (the MV Minjerribah). This vessel has a beam of 13m, which would
result in a channel width of 65m. The current channel has a width of approximately 45m. The turning basin is also well
below the recommended widths for safe navigation. The existing turning basin width is approximately 80m. Based on
the existing largest vessel the turning basin diameter should be at least 135m.

The existing and design turning basin dimensions are shown on Figure 4-4.

4.2.2. Reclamation Early Works

Additional detail on how early works for the reclamation will be implemented has been provided as Appendix K.

Firstly, prior to the initial pad being developed, a rock bund incorporating a sheet pile cut-off wall would be constructed.
In advance of the rock bund and sheet pile wall construction, a silt curtain would be installed to mitigate turbidity
associated with this construction activity. The initial pad would be developed through a combination of the rock fill
imported for the rock bund and the excavation, treatment, drying and compaction of the in situ very soft and soft clays.
The depth of these materials in the western/north-western portion of the project is relatively shallow, less than 1.0 to
1.5m.

The upper very weak sediment layer will be removed in advance of construction of the rock bund by long-reach excavator
working from the bund, loaded into trucks situated on the crest of the rock bund, and transported to the initial pad
constructed in the western/north-western area of the site. At this location the material would be treated, dried to the
optimum moisture content, and compacted. If necessary, the long-reach excavator working from the bund could be
augmented by a barge-mounted long-reach excavator working the tides, loading skips or loading a hopper feeding a
solids-handling pump.

The risk of discharge of sediments to areas external to the project site during construction of the perimeter bund would
be managed by the prior installation of a silt curtain beyond the bund alignment, and by aligning the bund inside the
project boundary. Due to the shallow water depths, the silt curtain may need to be suspended between temporarily
installed piles.

Following treatment and drying to the optimum moisture content the material would be used as fill on site. It would not
be trucked off site.
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Figure 4-4: Vessel Turning Circles
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5. Additional Assessment Updates

Comments received through the public submissions process have been categorised in accordance with the technical
studies completed for the Draft EIS. Responses have been provided for each issue/comments, many of which required
contributions from subject matter experts in the Project team. The list of contributors is provided in Table 5-1. Any
additional studies or investigations completed for the Supplementary Report are summarised in this Chapter. Detailed
responses to specific issues/comments are provided in Chapter 6.

Table 5-1: Comment Response Contributors

Contributor Technical Area Association

Dr Penn Lloyd Migratory Shorebirds BAAM Ecology

Adrian Caneris Koala and terrestrial ecology BAAM Ecology

Carol Conacher Marine Ecology Frc Environmental

Jim Dixon Geotechnical Engineering Soil Surveys

Dr Anna Sheldon Contaminated Land Environmental Earth Sciences International
Greg Britton Maritime Engineering Royal Haskoning DHV

Geordie Galvin Air Quality Astute Environmental

Mark Simpson Ambient and Underwater Noise Simpson Engineering Group

5.1. Soils, Sediments and Contaminated Land

Additional studies completed as part of the Supplementary Report for the soil, sediment and contaminated land
assessment include:

= A Draft Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) Management Plan for the dredging and reclamation works.
= A detailed site investigation (DSI) of potential contamination sources within the terrestrial areas of the Project
footprint.

The key outcomes of these studies are summarised below with the Draft ASS Management Plan provided as Appendix
L and the Contaminated Land DSI included as Appendix M to this Supplementary Report. Comments/issues raised
through the public comment period have been addressed in Table 6-1 with references provided to the additional studies
where appropriate. It should be noted that the DSI was requested by the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the
Environment and Water (DCCEEW) and was not in response to any comments received through the public notification
process.

5.1.1. Draft Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan for Dredging and Reclamation Works

Acid Sulfate Soil (ASS) is a general term applying to both a soil horizon that contains sulfides (i.e. Potential Acid Sulfate
Soil - PASS) and an acid soil horizon affected by oxidation of sulfides (i.e. Actual Acid Sulfate Soil - AASS). ASS may be
peats, silts, clays, or sands.

When left undisturbed and submerged in an anoxic (oxygen deficient) environment, pyrite (in acid sulfate soil) is not
chemically active. Pyrite oxidizes in the presence of oxygen and hydrogen to form sulfuric acid. As this material is not
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chemically active within the saturated sediments it is not considered to be a ‘contaminant’, however it is agreed that, if
untreated, ASS can result in significant impacts to the environment once disturbed and exposed to oxygen.

Sampling for ASS was carried out in accordance with the National Acid Sulfate Soils Guidance: Guidelines for the dredging
of acid sulfate soil sediments and associated dredge spoil management 2018 (NASSG) when historical sampling from
maintenance dredging campaigns was taken into account. Appendix B of the NASSG states:

for projects where adequate information is available to indicate the sediment materials being considered for dredging are
relatively homogenous, or existing information is available on the sediment composition, then the number of additional
samples may be reduced. As a minimum requirement, it is recommended that the number of samples taken be as described in
Table B2.

Several historical sediment investigations have been conducted at Toondah Harbour as part of the approval process or
maintenance dredging campaigns. The Sediment Sampling and Analysis Plan (SSAP - Appendix 2-A of the Draft EIS)
reviewed sediment data from analysis carried out in 1994, 2004, 2006, 2013 and 2018. For locations where existing
information is available Table B2 of the NASSG identifies that between 10 and 20 samples should be carried out for
material volumes from 500,000m? - 2,000,000m3.

The most recent analysis, undertaken in 2018, was used to reduce the amount of sample sites required for the capital
dredging. Including the 2018 sampling a total of 25 sample locations (14 in 2019 and 11 in 2018) were used to
characterise sediments within or adjacent the proposed dredge channel. This exceeds the requirements of the NASSG.
Sample locations are shown on Figure 5-1.

During the 2019 sampling event, field and field oxidised pH testing and chromium testing was carried out on all samples
and sub samples collected (47 samples over 14 sediment cores). A further 34 tests were carried out over 11 sediment
cores during the 2018 surveys resulting in a total of 81 individual sub samples. Sub sampling was undertaken at 0.5m
intervals or wherever there were changes in the sediment characteristics.

In addition to the 25 sample locations in the dredge area an additional four boreholes were completed within the
reclamation area to characterise sediments. A number of the sample sites completed within the proposed or existing
dredge area (CBH1, MBH1, MBH2 and MBH7) either fringe or are within the proposed reclamation area so can also be
used in the characterisation of the reclamation area.

Potential sulfidic acidity was high at all sites sampled during the 2018 and 2019 events, except REC1. The existing acidity
plus potential acidity at this site was below the action criteria, and hence not ASS. The remaining sub-samples at all sites
have potential sulfidic acidity high enough that some treatment is required. Net acidity of the samples increased with
depth at most sites, with the highest net acidity approximately at a depth of 2 m, after which, net acidity dropped again.

The insitu acid neutralising capacity (ANC) of the sediments ranged from 38 to 7,090 moles H+/t in the proposed dredge
area and 121 to 6,480 moles H+/t in the proposed reclamation area. This neutralising capacity generally comes from shell
fragments containing calcium carbonate occurring naturally in the sediments.

In almost all samples the ANC was sufficient to neutralise all ASS. The NASSG indicate that neutralising capacity should
not be considered when assessing management of ASS as shell fragments may not neutralise the acid as efficiently on
ground as it does in a laboratory. While it can’t be relied upon it is noted that sediments within both the dredge and
reclamation areas contain significant potential neutralising capacity.
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For the purposes of implementing management measures, ASS in the sediments at Toondah Harbour have been
characterised into eight separate treatment areas as shown on Figure 5-1 and summarised in Table 5-2. The 20th and
80th percentiles for each treatment area have been used for existing plus potential acidity and liming rate ranges to
provide an indication of treatment levels for most of the sediments. It is noted that two sub samples at depths greater
than 2m at BH7 and BH5 (ASS D3) contained existing plus potential acidities of 1,600 and 2,000 moles H+/t respectively.
Both samples are at or below the target depth for dredging (-3m LAT) so will form a very small component of the overall
dredge volume. Additional sampling will be carried out within these treatment areas to better define the extent of these
ASS prior to the commencement of dredging. Additional sampling will also be carried out in the reclamation area to
characterise sediments excavated within the bund.

Table 5-2: ASS Characterisation by Treatment Areas

Dredge / Existing Plus Potential . .
Treatment . . g Liming Rate Range
Area Excavation Sample Sites Sub samples Acidity Range (kg CaCO,/t)*
Volumes (moles H*/t)* 9 3
REC1, REC2, REC3,
ASS R1 600,000 m* |REC4, MBH1, MBH?2, 19 288 - 486 22-36
MBH3, MBH7
ASS D1 46,000 m? CBHT, MBHA4, MBH>, 17 344 -398 26-30
MBH6
CBH2, CBH3, CBH4
3 7 ’ 12 _ —_
ASS D2 261,000 m MBHS, MBH9, MBH10 20 344 -734 26 -55
ASS D3 138,000 m? gg:::;’ gggg’ CBH7, 18 303-519 23-39
CBH10, CBH11
3 ’ ’ — -
ASS D4 85,000 m CBH12, CBH13, CBH14 12 305 - 459 23-34

* The 20th and 80th percentiles for each treatment area have been used

A Draft ASSMP for the dredging and reclamation activities has been developed as part of the Supplementary Report and
is included as Appendix L. The Draft ASSMP includes a range of measures for managing ASS through the dredging and
reclamation process, including additional sampling prior to works commencing to better define the extent and
concentration of ASS, liming rates for different management areas and procedures for ongoing testing and management.

5.1.2. Contaminated Land Detailed Site Investigation

A preliminary site investigation (PSI) was completed by Environmental Earth Sciences International (EESI) as part of the
Draft EIS. While the PSI identified a number of potential contamination issues, as would be expected at an operational
harbour, it concluded that these issues could be managed on site and that further testing and analysis would be required
prior to works commencing to define any issues and develop specific management measures. The PSI identified the
additional investigations that a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) should include:

= |dentifying the extent of historical landfilling activities within GJ Walter Park, particularly in the southern part of
the park, including assessment of the types of waste disposed in the landfill.

= Analysis of the area of historical ponds associated with the landfill area.

= Contamination status of groundwater down gradient from landfilling areas and former ponds.

=  Contamination status of soil or groundwater in vicinity of fuel storage and supply infrastructure.

= Contamination status of fill materials used in raising the level of the Toondah Harbour area.

=  Contamination status of dredge material within the dredge sediment pond.

= Status of fuel storage (and other potentially contaminating activities) within the trade college lot.
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Extent, and neutralising capacity, of ASS materials beneath the site (covered natural material), within fill
materials and in dredge spoil.

A DSI has been completed for the Supplementary Report and included as Appendix M. The scope of the DSI was to
undertake soil and groundwater assessment to address the data gaps identified in the PSI. This included:

Soil assessment across the nominated investigation areas at the site.

Installation of groundwater monitoring bores at targeted locations near potential sources of contamination.
Development and sampling of new and existing groundwater monitoring bores

Laboratory analysis of soil and groundwater samples for contaminants of potential concern

Preparation of a report detailing the works undertaken and recommendations for further investigation,
management or remediation works (if required).

Field sampling consisted of the advancement of 79 boreholes with a depth between 1 and 4 metres below ground

surface (mbgs), or 0.5 m into natural soil. Seven bores were extended up to 5.5 mbgs and converted into groundwater
monitoring bores for future sampling. The groundwater bores were in addition to the nine boreholes installed during

groundwater investigations for the Draft EIS. Sample locations are shown on Figure 5-2.

The DSl identified a number of areas of soil and/or groundwater contamination associated with existing sources on site.
Based on the nature and extent of contamination identified, it was concluded that on-site remediation can be
incorporated into the site construction works, although some off-site disposal of contaminated soil material may be
required depending on the outcomes of additional sampling to be completed prior to the commencement of specific
site activities. Key finding from the study were (refer to Figure 5-3):

GJ Walter Park - Further investigation was undertaken in the southern part of the lot, in the area of expected
disturbance during site redevelopment. Historical landfilling was identified in southern and central parts of the
site. Ash and other waste material were found in a fill layer in the south-eastern portion of the site and was
associated with minor hydrocarbon and PAH contamination. Groundwater shows minor leachate impact from
the historical landfilling activities.

Workshop area - Soil investigation did not detect any Contaminants of Potential Concern (CoPC) above
relevant screening criteria. Groundwater shows impact from the historical landfilling activities in GJ Walter Park.
Passenger Ferry Terminal - Site has diesel and waste oil above-ground fuel storage tanks (ASTs). Hydrocarbon
contamination was found during the soil investigation, located adjacent to the diesel AST. Groundwater did not
show evidence of impact by hydrocarbon contamination, however it was not possible to install a monitoring
bore in the immediate vicinity of the AST due to access constraints imposed by the existing site infrastructure.
Vehicle ferry terminal - Hydrocarbon contamination was found during the soil investigation, located adjacent
to the diesel AST fuel-line infrastructure. Groundwater shows hydrocarbon impact and Light-Non-Aqueous
Phase Liquid (LNAPL) was encountered on the area.

Public boat ramp and car park — Mineral sands containing radiation were found to be used as fill in the south-
eastern portion of the boat ramp, the mineral sands were found under 0.5 m of fill and hardstand which is
considered to be an effective capping layer while the material remains in-situ. No other CoPC above relevant
screening criteria were identified. The mineral sands at this location were grey in colour and different in
appearance to other sand materials in fill at the site. It is therefore anticipated that this material can be readily
delineated visually.

Former dredge sediment pond - The soil investigation did not detect any CoPC above relevant screening
criteria.

Trade College - Site access was restricted as it is currently operating as a Trade College. Further investigations
would be completed prior to any on-ground works commencing when facilities are not occupied. The restricted
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soil investigation did not detect any CoPCs above relevant screening criteria. Groundwater PFOS concentrations
were above the Marine water 99% ecological screening criteria.

All Areas - A layer of black, organic rich sandy clay was found across all the areas of the site, at the top of the
natural soil profile. This layer varied in thickness from 1 m to greater than 2 m and was encountered from 2 to
3 m below the ground surface. This material was found to be acid sulfate soil with a high acid generation
potential.

Based on the findings of the DSI the following investigations are required prior to works commencing in specific areas of

the site:

Soil investigations to assess fill materials and underlying natural soil within Trade College. This will be completed
following removal of site access restrictions, particularly site buildings.

Further investigation and delineation of extent of hydrocarbon contamination in ferry terminals to assess
potential for on-site remediation and re-use as part of site development. Further investigation will be completed
following removal of access restrictions including vegetation and the site building.

Further delineation and radiation survey of the mineral sands in southern boat ramp.

In addition to the investigations to be carried out prior to specific site works, the following remediation and management
measures are to be implemented:

Hydrocarbon contaminated soil is to be treated on-site as part of the site works in a dedicated treatment area.
Future and current onsite workers will be made aware of the impacted areas.

Future onsite workers will be made aware of areas of historical landfill. Disturbed waste will be either excavated,
classified and disposed of to landfill under a DES permit notice or re-encapsulated within an appropriate
containment cell on the lot.

Impacts of leachate on groundwater will be managed through geotechnical capping to reduce leachate
production.

Site works, future and present, will be made aware of the presence and extent of radioactive mineral sands near
the existing boat ramp. Management options include off-site disposal to an appropriate facility or encapsulation
onsite in an appropriately designed containment cell.

The issues outlined above can be managed and remediated on-site with minimal risk to the surrounding environment
and will result in the removal of a range of existing contamination related environmental risks.
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5.2. Coastal Processes and Maritime Engineering

No additional investigations were required to respond to public comments on coastal processes. Comments generally
only required clarifications of existing information provided in the Draft EIS. Additional studies completed as part of the
Supplementary Report for maritime engineering are described in section 4.2.

Comments/issues raised through the public comment period have been addressed in Table 6-2 with references provided
to the additional studies where appropriate.

5.3. Air Quality

While a range of comments were received on the air quality assessment, most were associated with impacts on amenity
and not MNES. Additional modelling was completed to demonstrate compliance with relevant guidelines which is
reflected in the responses in Table 6-3.

The additional modelling was generally relegated to adding sensitive receptors and running additional construction and
ambient condition scenarios. The outputs of the additional work are included as Appendix N to the Supplementary
Report. Comments/issues raised through the public comment period have been addressed in Table 6-3 with references
provided to the additional studies where appropriate.

5.4. Noise and Vibration

Additional noise and vibration assessment completed for the Supplementary Report was generally associated with
developing a simple geometric spreading model for underwater noise and vibration assuming a reflective seabed (i.e. a
seabed that does not absorb noise and vibration) and accounting for depth of water. The modelling process is
summarised below with inputs, outputs and details of the underwater noise model included as Appendix O.
Comments/issues raised through the public comment period have been addressed in Table 6-4 with references provided
to the additional studies where appropriate.

5.4.1. Underwater Sound Levels

The most common metrics used in evaluating underwater sound comprises:

= Peak sound pressure level (Lpeak) - the absolute value of the maximum variation from the neutral position in
either positive or negative peak amplitudes

= Root Mean Square (RMS) - Decibel measure of the square root of mean square (RMS) pressure. For impulses,
the average of the squared pressures over the time that comprise that portion of the waveform containing
90% of the sound energy of the impulse.

= Sound exposure level (SEL) - SEL is the constant sound level in one second, which has the same amount of
acoustic energy as the original time-varying sound (i.e., the total energy of an event). SEL is calculated by
summing the cumulative pressure squared over the time of the event.

= Peak to Peak sound pressure level (Lp-p) - the absolute sum of the positive and negative peak amplitudes

For impact piling 90% of the sound energy from a single impulse usually occurs over a period of less than 1 second. If an
impact piling “event” is defined as a single strike, the RMS for single-strike impact piling is usually greater than the SEL. If
the “event” is all strikes required for the pile, the SEL (accumulated over driving the complete pile) may be numerically
more or less than the RMS (maximum) depending on the number of strikes and the sound pressure levels of each strike.

It is computationally intensive to calculate the RMS for each strike in accordance with the definition, however some

reports use a simplified method where the maximum impulse level for each second of pile driving is reported. The
impulse level is an RMS sound pressure level (SPL) with a 35-millisecond (ms) time constant. The time constant is
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approximately the same time duration in which most acoustic energy in a pile-driving acoustical pulse is contained. Use
of this descriptor allows for the direct measurement of pulsed-RMS levels in the field. However, the impulse setting on
sound level meters has a time constant of 1,500 ms while the signal level is decreasing.

For vibration piling the event is continuous and over a period much longer than 1 second. This long duration operation
permits numerous metrics to be developed for vibratory piling over various time periods, such as RMS (1 second
maximum), RMS (10 seconds maximum) and RMS (entire period). The most conservative value would be RMS (1 second
maximum) and the RMS (entire period) would give the energy average. Additionally, the SEL is often presented as a series
of 1 second continuous measurements.

Typical underwater noise sources at Toondah Harbour would include recreational vessels, vehicle ferries and fishing
trawlers. As a result, the ambient underwater noise would range between 60 and 140 decibels (dB) depending on boat
traffic, wind and wave action.

54.2. Adopted Underwater Sound Model

The intertidal area to the east of the site boundary generally increases at a rate of approximately 0.5 m to T m per 100 m
then beyond the intertidal area at a slightly greater rate of approximately 2 m per 100 m. To the south of the site the
water quickly increases in depth due to Fison Channel. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the depth of water
to be 1 m per 100 m plus a minimum depth of 0.5 m.

The proposed equations adopt the conservative general format of the shallow water propagation equation described by
Duncan and Parsons (2011) with a correction factor of 6.6 dB to provide a probability of exceedance of 1%. The
propagation equations are corrected to match the highest measurements obtained from comparative investigations at
Salcha, Alaska (CALTRANS 2020) and the Little Creek Joint Expeditionary Base (lllingworth and Rodkin Inc 2017). This
methodology is expected to provide a conservatively high estimate of the likely sound levels in the water.

Updated underwater vibration contours are provided as Figures 3 through 13 of Appendix O.

Since the sheet piling location would occur around the site perimeter, the presented contours represent the maximum
likely noise occurring over the duration of the project. For the impact piling a single location was selected that is close to
the existing harbour. In all instances, mitigation measures have not been included.

54.3. Potential Impacts on Marine Fauna

The additional assessment of underwater noise and vibration completed for the Supplementary Report found
underwater noise levels may be slightly higher than those predicted in the Draft EIS, however the increases are minor
and would not be expected to result in additional or more intense impacts to those outlined (refer to section 16.5.1.11 of
the Draft EIS).

A comparison of Project noise sources (refer to Appendix O of this Supplementary Report) to the temporary and
permanent hearing threshold shift of a range of species (refer to Tables 16-3, 16-4 and 16-5 of the Draft EIS) potentially
occurring in the study area including southern right whale, Australian humpback dolphin, dugong and green turtle
found:

= Underwater noise from dredging may cause some temporary behavioural change, however is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the marine mammals, turtles and fish that are in the vicinity of the Project area. Marine
mammals are likely to avoid areas that are being dredged and return once dredge activities have ceased.

= Underwater noise associated with sheet piling will be limited to when piling occurs in water, that is,
approximately 3.25 hours either side of high tide when piling away from the shore, and for a shorter time in
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shallower water near the shore. Noise levels from sheet piling would be less than the level for behavioural
change even in areas immediately adjacent to the works, and well below the permanent and temporary
threshold shifts for marine mammals, turtles and fish outside a 40m buffer around the work area.

= The highest underwater noise levels resulting from the Project will be generated during the impact pile driving
of circular piles associated with the ferry terminal development. These piles will be driven in by hammering,
which produces an intense impulsive underwater noise which last less than 1 second. Modelling indicates
hammering will produce noise levels with the potential to result in behavioural change in some marine fauna
up to 1 km from the noise source. It should be noted that the model outputs do not incorporate the high level
of attenuation from the mudflats surrounding the ferry terminal which will effectively keep any impacts to within
the turning basin and inner Fison Channel.

Overall, while noise may cause some minor behavioural changes for some species, such as turtles temporarily moving
away from nearby low value foraging areas, this is not anticipated to have a significant impact on any individuals or
populations of threatened marine fauna. This is due to the relatively small size of the area impacted, the temporary nature
of the impact, the distance to the seagrass beds, and the large area of other available foraging grounds.

5.5. Koala and Terrestrial Ecology

No additional investigations were required to respond to public comments on koala and terrestrial ecology. Comments
generally only required clarifications and minor additional information to what was provided in the Draft EIS.
Comments/issues raised through the public comment period have been addressed in Table 6-5.

5.6. Migratory Shorebirds

No additional investigations were required to respond to public comments on migratory shorebirds with most requiring
clarification of information presented and minor additional information to existing information in the Draft EIS.
Comments/issues raised through the public comment period have been addressed in Table 6-6.

While the comments received did not trigger a need for additional surveys, the Proponent engaged BAAM to carry out
shorebird surveys in October 2023 to add to the data collected for the Draft EIS. The results of the additional surveys are
included as Appendix P and summarised in this section.

5.6.1. Additional Surveys

Seven high tide surveys were conducted at Oyster Point and Nandeebie Claypan over the week of 22 to 28 October 2023
at tide heights that ranged from 1.89 m to 2.41 m (Cleveland Point tidal predictions). Surveys were completed in the early
morning and late afternoon during the week and on weekend days. This survey effort exceeds the minimum guideline
requirement of four surveys during the period when the majority of shorebirds are present in the area. A single low tide
survey was conducted on 21 October 2023 on the Toondah Harbour mudflat (refer to Chapter 17 of the Draft EIS for plans
and further description of the survey areas).

Surveys of shorebirds roosting at the two high tide roost sites and foraging within or adjoining the Toondah Harbour
PDA at low tide were conducted in accordance with EPBC Act Policy Statement 3.21: Industry guidelines for avoiding,
assessing and mitigating impacts on EPBC Act listed migratory shorebird species (Commonwealth of Australia 2015).

5.6.1.1. Oyster Point

Migratory shorebirds were found using the Oyster Point roost on all seven surveys, with the total number of migratory
shorebirds ranging from 183 to 474. This included sighting of up to 239 Eastern Curlew and up to 411 Bar-tailed Godwit,
as well as up to 13 Red Knot. The observation of 239 Eastern Curlew during a single survey represents the largest number
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of Eastern Curlew recorded roosting at Oyster Point over the past 23 years (refer to Appendix 2-N of the Draft EIS) and
equates to 0.68% of the flyway population of the species.

The birds roosting at Oyster Point were subject to frequent disturbance by people using the adjoining public park
facilities on every survey, to the point that the disturbance usually caused the birds to eventually leave the Oyster Point
roost to relocate to an alternative roost, including Nandeebie Claypan. Eastern Curlews roosting at Oyster Point were
surprisingly tolerant of people on foot, including with dogs on leash, tolerating approaches to within 30m before taking
flight. This indicates the birds are habituating to increased interactions with people using the park.

5.6.1.2. Nandeebie Claypan

Migratory shorebirds were found using the Nandeebie Claypan roost on four of the seven surveys, with the total number
of migratory shorebirds ranging from 120 to 160 when present. These included totals of up to 133 Eastern Curlew and
up to 35 Bar-tailed Godwit, as well as 1 Red Knot. The observation of 133 Eastern Curlew represents the largest number
of Eastern Curlew recorded roosting at Nandeebie over the past 28 years (refer to Appendix 2-N of the Draft EIS) and
equates to 0.38% of the flyway population of the species.

On all occasions that migratory shorebirds were recorded at Nandeebie, these birds were first recorded roosting at Oyster
Point and moved to Nandeebie only after they had been disturbed off the Oyster Point roost. Thus, the numbers recorded
at Nandeebie are not additional to those recorded at Oyster Point. The few disturbances to shorebirds roosting at
Nandeebie were mostly caused by natural events (i.e. disturbance by other birds), with only one instance of people
disturbing roosting birds.

5.6.1.3. Toondah Harbour PDA

A total of 35 migratory shorebirds were observed foraging on the mudflats within the Toondah Harbour PDA, including
8 Bar-tailed Godwits and 7 Eastern Curlews. These numbers are consistent with previous surveys completed for the Draft
EIS (refer to Chapter 17 and Appendix 2-N of the Draft EIS). It is notable that the number of migratory shorebirds foraging
on the mudflat has not increased even though record numbers of birds were observed at the adjacent roost sites.

5.6.1.4. Reasons for Increased Numbers of Eastern Curlews at the Roost Sites

The migratory shorebird assessment completed for the Draft EIS (refer to Chapter 17 and Appendix 2-N of the Draft EIS)
included extensive project specific surveys of the high tide roost sites at Nandeebie Claypan and Oyster Point and review
of data collected by the Queensland Wader Study Group (QWSG). When combined, data from over 318 surveys spanning
1996 to 2021 at Nandeebie Claypan and 423 surveys spanning 2000 to 2021 at Oyster Point were utilised.

Despite the long duration and high frequency of past monitoring of shorebirds using Nandeebie Claypan and Oyster
Point, the October 2023 surveys recorded larger numbers of Eastern Curlew roosting at both sites than during any
previous surveys or QWSG counts. The increased use of Oyster Point is also broadly consistent with community reports
over the past year. This increase has coincided with the loss of the offshore sandbank roost site located 2 km east of
Toondah Harbour. This sandbank, which was used by up to 230 Easten Curlew in the summer of 2021/22 (refer to Chapter
17 and Appendix 2-N of the Draft EIS) has been eroded over the previous 12 months by natural hydrological processes
to the point that it now does not remain exposed during high tides. Site observations also indicate there has been an
increase in disturbance at the Geoff Skinner roost at Wellington Point, including increased incursion of off-road
motorbike and bicycle riders. It is possible that the combination of the loss of the offshore sandbank roost site and
increasing frequency of disturbance at the Geoff Skinner roost has contributed to the increasing numbers of Eastern
Curlew roosting at Oyster Point and a return to roosting at Nandeebie Claypan when the birds are disturbed from the
Oyster Point roost. Further observations would be required to confirm this.
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5.6.1.5. Discussion

The Draft EIS studies found that, while the Nandeebie Claypan had supported nationally significant numbers of Bar-tailed
Godwit and Eastern Curlew in the past, they had not been observed at the site since March 2019 and March 2015
respectively. Based on the observed steady decline in shorebird use of the roost site over the period 1995 to 2021 and
the absence of any shorebirds using the roost site over 45 consecutive surveys, it was concluded that Nandeebie Claypan
had been abandoned as a roost site. However, the recent observations of Eastern Curlew at Oyster Point and in particular
returning to roosting at Nandeebie Claypan, confirms that the roost sites remains nationally significant for Eastern Curlew
as part of a network sites in the local region. Nandeebie Claypan appears to provide additional habitat in the face of
increased pressures at other preferred sites (Oyster Point and the Offshore Sandbank).

The October 2023 survey results to not change the assessment of the impacts of the project on migratory shorebirds
(including threatened species such as Eastern Curlew) in the Draft EIS, since the assessment of impacts was undertaken
under the assumption that Nandeebie Claypan was an important roost site for shorebirds (including threatened species
such as Eastern Curlew) based on historical use. The Draft EIS impact assessment found, amongst other things, that there
is a 50 m buffer between the roost site and the closest project feature, which is the extended car parking for the ferry
terminal. This is similar to the current buffer of 50 m to the existing dredge spoil pond. The buffer is dominated by
mangrove forest which provides a visual and sound barrier from ferry terminal operations. No buildings will be located
within 250 m of the Roost site and the new ferry terminal, which will be near its current location therefore is not expected
to result in an increase in impacts compared to current operations.

Notwithstanding the recent survey results, the ongoing encroachment of mangroves establishing across the Nandeebie
roost site is still expected to continue to decrease the suitability of the site as a shorebird roost, including for Eastern
Curlew, consistent with the overall trends reported for Moreton Bay (Fuller et al. 2021). The evidence of steadily increasing
pressures on the network of available roost sites also suggests that active management of the Nandeebie Claypan roost
site focussed on control of mangrove encroachment and removal of mangroves to open up the roost site would provide
a substantial benefit to improving the resilience of the roost site network in southern Moreton Bay for shorebirds
including Eastern Curlew.

As the roost sites are located on State land adjacent to RCC parks the Proponent is unable to carry out physical works
within these areas without Local and State Government approval. However, the proponent has already committed to the
following actions in the Draft EIS:

= Engage with RCC and the Queensland Government to implement a prohibition area for watercraft at Cassim
Island and the offshore sandbar roost site.

= Obtain agreement with RCC to implement measures to rehabilitate Nandeebie Claypan and reduce the risk of
disturbance to shorebirds roosting there from increased public use of the footpath/cycleway adjacent to the
roost site.

= Obtain agreement from RCC to put in place measures to protect shorebirds roosting at Oyster Point from
increased public use of the recreational facilities adjoining the roost and install prominent site-specific
information signage about migratory shorebird use of the roost site and their sensitivity to disturbance.

5.6.2. Updates to Noise Impacts on Migratory Shorebirds

A number of comments were received on the presentation of the noise contours in the Draft EIS as the ecologically
sensitive receptors (i.e. migratory shorebird roost sites at Cassim Island, Oyster Point and Nandeebie Claypan) were not
clearly displayed. Plans showing contours from high noise generating construction activities in relation to sensitive
receptors are included as Figure 5-4 to Figure 5-10. These figures do not change the impact assessment or other sections
of the migratory shorebird assessment as modelling outcomes have not been altered. The outcomes of the impact
analysis from the Draft EIS are summarised below and cross referenced with the new figures.
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Project activities with the most potential to cause high noise levels at Cassim Island are bund wall construction, including
the establishment of the sheet piling and placement of rock armouring for the eastern edge of the northern reclamation,
and sheet piling and creation of the rockwall breakwater, which will be carried out as part of the southern reclamation.
Noise modelling shows maximum noise levels at Cassim Island of 60-65 dB(A) during these construction periods (Figure
5-5 and Figure 5-9). Creation of the sheet pile bunds and rock walls will be short-lived, taking 2-4 months for each of the
reclamation areas to be fully enclosed. Noise levels will be highest when the works are adjacent the roost site (Figure 5-5
and Figure 5-7), which will likely take less than one month. Noise levels at Cassim Island during this period will be up to
65 dB(A). Once the outer perimeter is complete, works within the reclamation area and other construction activities such
as the use of excavators or construction of buildings are not expected to result in noise levels above 60 dB(A) at Cassim
Island.

While most construction works will be carried out during the day, dredging operations will be ongoing 24 hours a day,
six days per week. The narrower dredging sections in the Fison Channel and central parts of the turning basin must be
dredged at night whilst there is no ferry traffic. Modelling indicated maximum noise levels at Cassim Island from the
dredging activities at night are not expected to exceed 60 dB(A) (Figure 5-10).

Considering that noise generated during the dredging, reclamation and construction phases of the Project will also be
accompanied by visual disturbance of moving people and machinery that may approach within 80 m of the north-
western portion and 120-130 m of the south-western portion of the Cassim Island roost, it is likely that noise disturbance
exceeding 60 dB(A) in the receiving environment during some construction activities would cause shorebirds roosting
along the western edges of the roost site to take flight from time to time. To mitigate the risk of this impact, works that
will result in noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) in the receiving environment of the higher density roosting areas at the
Cassim Island roost will be restricted to the winter months (mid-April to August) when few migratory shorebirds are
present.

Given that the mangrove roost site is up to 700 m long and 300 m wide, it is expected that birds taking flight in response
to disturbance will move to portions of the roost site more distant from the source of the disturbance in the first instance,
as they have been observed to do in response to disturbance during field surveys. The extent to which migratory
shorebirds will abandon the roost site in response to repeated disturbance from their currently preferred roosting areas
in the roost site is difficult to predict, but based on existing behaviour it is more likely that the birds would shift their
preferred roosting locations within the roost rather than abandon the roost.

The staged dredging and reclamation program, with stage 1 dredging and reclamation occurring at least 240 m from the
preferred south-western roosting area provides an opportunity to monitor the impacts of dredging and reclamation on
the responses of roosting birds to noise and visual disturbance and adaptively manage mitigation measures before stage
2 dredging and reclamation occurs. This staging also allows time for birds using preferred areas of the roost to habituate
to increased non-lethal noise and activity disturbance in proximity to the roost site.

Modelling (Simpson Engineering 2022a) shows maximum noise levels at the Nandeebie Claypan roost site are predicted
to be 65-70 dB(A) and will occur during works on the southern car park area of the ferry terminal. These works are
expected to last 2-4 months, with high noise-generating activities such as placement of rock armouring accounting for
a smaller portion of this period. During most works, noise levels at Nandeebie Claypan are not expected to exceed 55
dB(A).

To mitigate the risk of this impact, works that will result in noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) in the receiving environment
of the Nandeebie Claypan roost site will be restricted to the winter months (mid-April to August), when migratory
shorebirds are generally absent from Moreton Bay. Noise impacts after the completion of the ferry terminal car park are
not likely, due to the reduced predicted noise levels.
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Figure 5-4 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
Noise from Perimeter Sheet Piling and Rock Revetment — Works on Northern Reclamation Eastern Perimeter
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Figure 5-5 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
Noise from Perimeter Sheet Piling and Rock Revetment — Works on Southern Reclamation Eastern Perimeter
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Figure 5-6 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
Noise from Internal Earthworks and Revetments — Northern Reclamation Earthworks and Marina
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Figure 5-7 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
Noise from Internal Earthworks and Revetments — Southern Reclamation
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Figure 5-8 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
Noise from Dredging and Reclamation Landforming - Stage 1 Dredging and Northern Reclamation
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Figure 5-9 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
Noise from Dredging and Reclamation Landforming - Stage 2 Dredging and Southern Reclamation.
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Figure 5-10 Ambient Construction Noise Contours
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5.7. Marine Ecology and Water Quality

Additional studies completed as part of the Supplementary Report for the marine ecology and water quality assessments
include:

= Adraftsilt curtain procedure for dredging operations (Appendix Q).
= Additional assessment of the potential for the Project to impact on White’s Seahorse (Appendix R).
= Additional assessment on the risk of vessel strike on Threatened and Migratory Marine Species (Appendix S).

The key outcomes of these studies are summarised below. All comments/issues raised have been addressed in Table 6-7
with references provided to the additional studies where appropriate.

5.7.1. Draft Silt Curtain Procedure

A draft procedure has been developed to outline a process for the deployment of silt curtains during stage 1 and 2 of
capital dredging associated with the Project. This procedure will be included in tender documentation for the dredging
component of the Project to guide implementation. A more detailed procedure will be developed by the dredge
contractor based on the specific dredge plant.

The procedure outlines the following process for implementation of silt curtains during dredging:

The location/s of the dredge will be confirmed with the site manager or work area manager prior to deployment.

2. Ferry operators will regularly be consulted on the location of the dredge to avoid interfering with ferry
operations.

3. Location and configuration of the silt curtain is to be agreed by the site manager or work area manager, dredge
contractor and ferry operators prior to the dredge being deployed to a new area.

4. Thesilt curtain is to be deployed prior to dredging commencing in accordance with manufacture specifications
and advice from relevant experts.

5. Thedredge contractor is to carry out daily monitoring of the silt curtain and must prepare an inspection checklist
to be included with weekly reporting.

6. Any rips, tears, gaps or other obvious leaks through the silt curtain must be communicated to the site manager
or work area manager as soon as practicable.

7. Turbidity monitoring will be carried out within the silt curtain and adjacent down current (approx. 10m from
floatation devices) as part of the ongoing water and marine ecology monitoring program.

Silt curtains will be utilised at all times during dredging unless the dredge contractor or ferry operators notify the site or
work area manager that it is a navigation or workplace safety risk. Permission must be provided by the site manager to
dredge without a sediment curtain in place. The dates and times dredging commences and stops without the curtain
must be recorded by the dredge operator and provided to the site manager as part of weekly environmental reporting.

5.7.2. Additional Assessment of White's Seahorse

White's seahorse was listed as endangered by the Commonwealth in December 2020. The EPBC Act requires proponents
to address matters listed at the time the decision was made on the approval process, i.e., at the time of the referral
decision (s158A of the EPBC Act). The Project was made a controlled action on 23 July 2018. As a result, the EIS is not
required to address significant impacts on White’s Seahorse, however an assessment was still completed as part of the
Draft EIS for completeness (refer to section 24.4.3 of the Draft EIS).

Further analysis has determined White’s seagrass is unlikely to occur in at the Project site. While the known range is from

St Georges Basin in NSW to Hervey Bay, the vast majority of records for this species are from Sydney Harbour and Port
Stephens. White's seahorse has been recorded in seagrass beds near a jetty at Wynnum, and at Victoria Point (Burfiend
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pers comm) and there are records of it near Moreton Island, Minjerribah and the Gold Coast Seaway. White's seahorse
does not occur in inter tidal areas and is also unlikely to occur in the shallow sub-tidal areas (Harasti pers comm 2023).
Most of the seagrass within the PDA is intertidal and consequently White's Seahorse are unlikely to occur in the Project
area. ltis also considered unlikely they would be in the channel that is currently dredged every two years (removing
structure), or on bare sand or mud.

Males often have home ranges of approximately 1m? whereas their female partners may have home ranges around 100
times larger, with juveniles settling relatively close to their parents. Sex differences in areas of occupancy may serve to
reduce competition for food between the partners (Lourie et al, 1999). In seagrass beds with White's Seahorse,
individuals preferentially select deeper areas with dense seagrass, more epiphytic prey types and fewer predators
(Manning et al. 2018). While White's seahorse can occur in seagrass beds, in an extensive study in Port Stephens and
Port Jackson (Harasti 2014), no adults or juveniles used sand or seagrass beds dominated by Zostera muelleri (the
dominant species in the PDA, and one of the dominant seagrasses in the MIA) or Halophila ovalis.

5.7.3. Additional Assessment of Vessel Strike Risk

Additional assessment has been carried out on risk of boat strike to marine fauna as a result of construction and ongoing
uses of the Toondah Harbour Project. The assessment has been completed with reference to publications published after
submission of the Draft EIS, feedback from public submissions, and following contact with organisations using Moreton
Bay with respect to their observations of these fauna in Moreton Bay. Organisations that were contacted included:
Stradbroke Flyer (the water taxi service operating from Toondah Harbour to Minjerribah), Volunteer Marine Rescue (VMR)
Raby Bay, Brisbane Whale Watching, and Dolphin Research Australia. These organisations are thanked for their valuable
contributions. The Queensland National Parks and Wildlife stranding team was also contacted in June 2023, but no
response was received.

The assessment includes threatened and migratory marine mammals and reptiles that are known to, are likely to, or
may potentially occur in the Project area. Specific species addressed are:

= southern right whale (endangered and migratory)
= |oggerhead turtle (endangered and migratory)

= green turtle (vulnerable and migratory)

= hawksbill turtle (vulnerable)

=  humpback whale (migratory)

= Australian humpback dolphin (migratory)

= dugong (migratory).

In summary, the increase in vessel traffic as a result of the Project is likely to be limited to an increase in ferry traffic of
10%, and an increase in the size of the ferries. This has the potential to impact individuals of some threatened and
migratory species. A range of management measures will be put in place to minimise this potential impact, including:

=  Educational signage explicitly stating the risk to wildlife and identifying wildlife at risk.

= Educational social media posts and press releases, identifying seasonal risks to wildlife, identifying wildlife at risk
and discriminating between behaviours of different species.

= Supporting recreational and commercial boat operators to install propeller guards to reduce impacts to marine
fauna in the case of boat strike.

= Supporting public education regarding the impact of vessel strike, including the impact of speed on wildlife,
and the behaviour of different species.

= Supporting further go-slow areas in the Marine Park to encompass the home ranges of marine turtles and
mammals other than dugong (whose main habitat is already protected in go-slow areas).

= Supporting compliance of commercial and private vessels with movement restrictions.
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= Supporting seasonal go-slow areas in the Marine Park to mitigate risks to migratory species.

= Contributing to patrols (e.g. via a First Nations Ranger program) to ensure go-slow areas and other management
initiatives are complied with.

= Supporting monitoring of megafauna monitoring throughout the Bay, to feed into public awareness campaigns
and training with the objective of reducing impacts to these species.

= Supporting annual ongoing training of all commercial vessel operators to look out for, and avoid marine
mammals and turtles, particularly prior to whale migration seasons, and emphasising differences in behaviour
between species.

=  Assist commercial operators and regulators to develop a mitigation tool-kit that provides guidance to stake-
holders and managers on what measures are most suited to specific locations, species and vessel types.

= Assist commercial operators develop vessel-strike management plans.

= Supporting mitigation to reduce the likelihood and severity of megafauna vessel collision, such as
encouragement and regulation to reduce impacts, such as minor routing changes and speed regulation.

= Provision of ledges, where possible, along the southern boundary of the channel, to allow turtles to move at low
tide from the intertidal flat into an area of the channel that is too shallow for boat traffic (noting the wider
channel will also reduce the risk of boat strike to turtles at low tide, as there will be a larger area of vessels and
turtles to manoeuvre in).

With the implementation of these mitigations measures, it is unlikely that the Project will result in a significant residual
impact to any of these species.

5.7.4. Marine Habitat Areas Clarification

A number of public comments and discussions with government agencies identified confusion with the areas of marine
habitat directly impacted by the Project. This confusion seems to have stemmed from the differentiation between all
marine habitats impacted by the Project footprint, and those impacted within the Ramsar site. A small portion of marine
habitat affected by the Project is located outside of the Ramsar site.

In order to provide clarification, the areas of all marine habitats impacted have been consolidated on Figure 5-11
which includes a table with the impact areas.
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Figure >-11: Marine Habitats Impacted
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5.8. Moreton Bay Ramsar Site Assessment

The topic that received the highest number of comments on the Draft EIS were impacts from the Project on the Moreton
Bay Ramsar Site (MBRS). While a range of comments have been received and responded to in Table 6-8, the bulk of these
comments were a variation of one or multiple of the following:

= The Project would be inconsistent with Australia’s obligations under the Ramsar Convention.
= No Projects have ever been approved in a Ramsar site in Australia or internationally.
=  The Project does not meet the definition of “wise use” of the Ramsar Site.

5.8.1. Australia’s Obligations Under the Ramsar Convention

As a Contracting Party to the Ramsar Convention, Australia has made a commitment to:

= designate suitable wetlands for inclusion on the List of Wetlands of International Importance;

= formulate and implement planning to promote conservation of listed wetlands and as far as possible the wise
use of all wetlands;

= arrange to be informed at the earliest possible time if the ecological character of any listed wetland has changed,
is changing or is likely to change as a result of technological developments, pollution or other human
interference, and report any such changes to the Ramsar Convention;

= promote the conservation of wetlands and waterfowl by establishing nature reserves on wetlands;

= encourage research and exchange of data and publications;

= promote the training of personnel in the fields of wetland research and management;

= consult with other contracting parties to the Convention to review and promote the implementation of the
Convention; and

= represent Australia at the triennial Conference of the Contracting Parties, collating the National Report for these
meetings and other reporting to the Convention.

Approval of the Project would not be inconsistent with any of these obligations.

5.8.2. Projects Approved in Ramsar Sites

As identified in section 4.3.2 of the Draft EIS, a range of developments have been approved or are located within Ramsar
sites both in Australia and internationally.

For example, the Riverwalk development (EPBC 2006/3176) in Victoria was approved to deliver 2,200 residential lots and
other urban over a 197 ha area within the Port Phillip Bay (Western Shoreline) and Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar Site. While
the development is within the boundaries of the Ramsar site, the area was considered degraded and approval conditions
required a range of measures to be implemented to protect the ecological character of the site including improving
habitat values for the Growling Grass Frog.

Riviera Harbour (EPBC 2002/732) in the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar site in Victoria was also approved to carry out works
within the boundaries of the Ramsar site. The works included dredging, dredge material disposal and a canal estate with
residential lots covering 0.042% of the Gippsland Lake Ramsar site (a larger area by percentage of site than that of the
Toondah Harbour Project which is 0.02% of the MBRS).

Further examples have been identified as part of studies for the Supplementary Report. These include:

= Vineyards Estate Residential Development, Werribee, Victoria (EPBC 2003/960) - In 2005, the Federal
Government approved a 190 lot residential subdivision within the Port Phillip Bay (Western Shoreline) and
Bellarine Peninsula Ramsar site. The 24 ha site was originally part of the Western Treatment Plant but was sold
and used for grazing.
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= Sweetwater Canal Housing Development, Meningie, South Australia (EPBC 2004/1422) - The project entailed the
construction of a 300-lot residential canal development adjacent to Lake Albert, South Australia. It included
dredging of a 500 m entrance channel for the estate through The Coorong, Lake Alexandrina and Albert Ramsar
Wetlands Site.

= Point Grey Marina Project, Western Australia (2010/5515) - Point Grey Marina Project is a 300 to 400-boat onshore
marina project created through excavation at Point Grey, adjoining the Peel-Yalgorup Ramsar Site. In 2014, the
Federal Government approved the dredging of a 2.5 km, 50 m wide (5ha) navigation channel within the
26,677 ha Ramsar Site due to the shallow depths of some areas of the Harvey Estuary.

Internationally, Ramsar sites include a range of tourism and urban infrastructure within their boundaries. Examples
include several marinas, apartments and hotels located within the Etang de Salses-Leucates Ramsar site in France, and a
resort and mixed-use residential development within the Sungai Pulai Ramsar site in Malaysia.

5.8.3. Wise Use

The Ramsar convention does not prohibit development in Ramsar wetlands, but they must demonstrate that they
maintain or enhance the ecological character of the site and be in accordance with the principles of wise use. The wise
use of wetlands is ‘the maintenance of their ecological character, achieved through the implementation of ecosystem
approaches, within the context of sustainable development’ (Ramsar Convention 2005). The wise use concept requires
ecological character to be maintained, while at the same time delivering services and benefits now and into the future
for human well-being. Wise use of Australia’s wetlands involves achieving a balance of uses which will deliver ecosystem,
economic and social/cultural benefits over the long term.

While this was addressed in Chapter 27 of the Draft EIS, a more direct review of the Project against the definition of wise
use has been completed for the Supplementary Report. This assessment is informed by legal opinion from Davis Advisory
on whether the Toondah Harbour Project would be considered wise use of the Moreton Bay Ramsar Wetlands (Appendix
T). The legal opinion concluded that the Project ‘is capable of meeting the ‘wise use’ obligation by maintaining and
developing the ecological character of the MBRS, using an integrated ecological systems approach to management of the site
and ensuring sustainable use in the future’'.

The location of the Project, within less than 0.02% of the MBRS, is a reasonable and proportional means of achieving
significant economic, social, cultural, educational and conservation benefits and services.

The Project as currently designed is capable of satisfying each of the three elements of ‘wise use’ of the listed Ramsar site.
The key elements of wise use as applicable to the Project focuses:

= firstly on ecological character through a combination of ecosystem components and other related benefits that
characterise a wetland;

= secondly that integrated land, water and living resources are promoted within the ecosystem; and

= thirdly that sustainable development is capable of preserving the environment through resource use that
actively promotes longevity.

The Moreton Bay Ramsar Information Sheet (RIS) describes the social and tourism components of the MBRS that
contribute to its ecological value. Section 4.1 of the RIS states: The Bay’s proximity to Brisbane and the Gold and Sunshine
Coasts makes it ideal for visitors. More than 12 million visits to the Bay occur each year where people enjoy nature-based
activities, from boating to snorkelling, diving, recreational fishing and camping.

This statement indicates that nature-based tourism is a part of the ecological character of the MBRS therefore facilitating
this use would be considered a wise use of the Ramsar Site. The Project will contribute significantly to this aspect of the
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site with over 70% (approximately 25.8 ha of 36.5 ha) of the reclamation areas within the Ramsar site being taken up with
uses that contribute to the ecological character of the MBRS. These include:

= Parklands and open space - 12.4 ha

=  Marina and internal channels - 10.4 ha

=  Harbour upgrades - 1.3 ha

= Education centre - 0.1 ha

=  Dredge material disposal pond and breakwater - 1.6 ha

The existing port facility is currently within the ecological character of the site and its redevelopment will contribute
significantly to tourism and recreational values. Marinas and harbours are an existing ecological characteristic and new
facilities, sensitively designed, are capable of being ‘wise use’. By developing infrastructure and marine services for
Minjerribah (North Stradbroke Island), the Project will also enable financially sustainable eco-tourism. Redevelopment of
the site, in particular the channel and boat harbour, will ensure the current degradation of the MBRS through existing
contamination issues and deterioration of marine infrastructure is alleviated.

Open space within the development will contribute significantly to wise use by providing foreshore parklands for people
to interact with Moreton Bay with features such as the non-motorised boat ramp providing direct interaction with the
Ramsar site using low impact watercraft. The education centre will also provide a focal point for nature-based learning.

In addition to the ‘wise uses’ the remaining 30% of the reclamation areas (10.8 ha) will be used for infrastructure that will
facilitate wise uses. The includes roads, parking, residential areas, a hotel and retail and commercial space. Without these
uses the significant contribution to community infrastructure that will allow for increased interaction with Moreton Bay
would not be possible.

When applying the ‘wise use’ test, it is reasonable to assess a wetlands project as an integrated whole, rather than by
taking each component individually. Residential and retail developments can be considered by reference to how they
contribute to achieving the wider objectives of the Project. Therefore, residential and hotel accommodation and retail
facilities that promote and facilitate economic, social, cultural, research and educational services and benefits would
subsequently meet the principles pertaining to the ‘wise use’ test.

A breakdown of Project uses within the Ramsar site and how they contribute to wise use is included as Figure 5-12.

While, on balance, the Project can demonstrate wise use of the MBRS, it will also result in a substantial environmental
offset contribution through the delivery of over $9 million of beneficial projects. Environmental offsets will be delivered
through a third party not for profit or government supported organisation overseen by a panel of independent experts
to ensure transparency in the process and provide positive conservation outcomes for the MNES impacted by the Project,
including the MBRS. It is expected that offset projects will be delivered within the Redland City LGA as well as the broader
Moreton Bay area providing benefits at the local and regional scales. While the money will be used to provide an overall
benefit for threatened and migratory shorebird species and wetland habitats, it is expected that it will be the catalyst for
further financial contributions that will combine to provide significant conservation benefits to Moreton Bay.

The Project is thus capable of meeting the test of proportionality where its positive impact on the ecological character of

the Ramsar site as a whole will advance the objective of the Ramsar Convention to ensure the sustainable use of wetlands
‘for the benefit of humankind'.
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5.9. Environmental Offsets Strategy

All public comments received on the Offsets Strategy in the Draft EIS are addressed in Table 6-9. In general comments
are variations on the following:

= The Offsets Strategy does not comply with the EPBC Offset Policy or Tailored Guidelines.

= The amount of $4.5 million is not enough and the calculation of the offset contribution is not clear.

= The strategy needs to provide further detail on how offsets will be delivered, how they will provide benefits to
matters impacted and how they will be maintained and funded.

In addition to the comments received by the public, ongoing consultation with DCCEEW identified the following
concerns with the offset strategy provided in the Draft EIS:

»  Some habitats within the reclamation area were not included even though they are part of the MBRS.

»  Further review is required on whether dredging will result in any significant residual impacts (SRIs).

» Additional detail is required on how the financial contribution has been calculated including the multiplier
applied to impacts on the MBRS given its status as a wetland of international importance.

The environmental offsets strategy has been updated to address these comments and reflect Project changes that have
occurred post notification of the Draft EIS. Key changes and an overview of the offsets strategy are provided below and
an updated offset strategy is attached as Appendix U.

5.9.1. Significant Residual Impacts

Significant residual impacts (SRIs) to MNES were assessed against the Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 in Chapters 24,
25, and 27 of the Draft EIS. These impacts have been updated in the Supplementary Report in response to a range of
comments from the public and state and commonwealth agencies. Key changes to the outcomes of the SRl assessment
that need to be reflected in the Offset Strategy are:

»  Previously the dredge area was not considered a SRl as it would only result in the depth of already sub tidal areas
being increased and recolonised by a range of marine flora and fauna. While marine habitats, such as seagrasses,
are expected to recolonise sections of the dredge area the types of communities cannot be predicted and may
differ from those that are currently present. As a result, dredge areas are now considered an SRI.

= Some substrates within the Project footprint, such as rocky rubble, were not considered to provide habitat for
threatened species therefore were not considered to contribute to the ecological character of the Moreton Bay
Ramsar site. It is acknowledged that all habitats within the MBRS provide some value to the ecological character
therefore these have been included as a SRI.

Based on the outcomes of updated detailed assessments the Project is considered likely to have a significant residual
impact on the following MNES:

» The loss of 28.9 ha of foraging habitat for a range of threatened and migratory shorebird species which will
reduce the potential area of occupancy for these species within Moreton Bay by 0.29%.
= The area of the MBRS within the Project footprint (reclamation and dredge areas) will be substantially modified
impacting on a range of wetland habitats including seagrass, mangrove, rocky rubble and unvegetated sand
and mud substrate. The Project will result in the permanent modification of 58.7 ha of the over 120,000 ha MBRS
(approximately 0.02%) including:
o 2.5 haof mangroves (approximately 0.03% of all mangroves in the MBRS);
o 35 ha of seagrass (approximately 0.2% of all seagrass in the MBRS);
o 1.1 ha of rocky rubble; and
o 19.4 ha of unvegetated sand and mud substrate (approximately 0.2% of mudflats within the MBRS).
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5.9.2. Offset Delivery Approach

The overall objective of the offsets strategy is to provide a conservation gain for the MNES impacted by the Project, which
will in turn provide a benefit to the ecological character of the MBRS. It is proposed to deliver a suite of direct and indirect
offsets through a fund managed by a third party with the ability to access public land and obtain approvals not available
to a commercial entity such as the Proponent. The fund will be established so that offset projects undertaken meet the
principles outlined in the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy, including the need to provide conservation benefit for
the matters impacted.

There are no tools under the EPBC Act to calculate funds for offsets delivery, therefore the Queensland environmental
offset financial calculator (QEOFC) has been used to identify an appropriate financial contribution to offset impacts from
the Project. The QEOFC was ‘reverse engineered’ by the Department of Environment and Science (DES) from the EPBC
Act Offsets Guide. Estimates for the 15 individual inputs in the guide were developed by experts for each conservation
matter. That information was then used to identify the multipliers on which the financial offset amount is calculated.

The QEOFC calculates financial offsets based on three components: on ground costs, landholder incentive costs and
administrative costs. A multiplier is also applied to the calculation to ensure additionality based on the size and scale
proportionate to the significant residual impact. For habitats comparable to the MNES being impacted (i.e. marine plants
and wetlands) a multiplier of four is applied. That is, the financial calculation assumes that for every 1 ha of habitat
impacted the financial equivalent of 4 ha of a similar habitat will be delivered through the offset funds.

On ground costs encompass establishment and ongoing maintenance of the habitats being offset. Estimates of on-
ground management costs are highly variable, dependant on multiple site factors including location, access, and the
type of management actions involved. The cost approach in the QEOFC is based on expert advice from Natural Resource
Management bodies and local government, academic papers and industry feedback. On-ground costs for the marine
environment are set at a higher rate to cater for higher costs of offsetting in marine and remote environments. For
impacts on marine habitats in Moreton Bay an on-ground cost five times multiplier, or $150,000 per hectare, of offset
area is applied by the QEOFC.

There is limited published information on the cost of restoring marine habitats, and what information exists shows large
variations depending on a range of factors such as location, habitat type, the extent of the area to be restored, the level
of degradation, and the chosen restoration method. However, peer reviewed literature suggests that $30,000 per hectare
of offset area is suitable for mangrove and seagrass habitats:

=  Bayraktarov et al. (2016) estimated the cost of seagrass restoration to be between $24,000 and $156,000 / ha
and mangroves between $9,000 and $40,000 / ha.

=  Saunders et al. (2020) identified a range of examples where marine ecosystem rehabilitation had a cost of
<$70,000 / ha including examples of seagrass restoration for ~$10,000 / ha and mangroves for $1,200 / ha.

= Seagrass restoration was successfully achieved at a site in South Australia for ~$6,500 / ha (Bayraktarov et al.
2016; Wear et al. 2010).

Bayraktarov et al. (2015) indicates that coral reefs and saltmarshes are the most expensive marine habitats to restore with
costs of several hundred thousand dollars per hectare.

5.9.3. Financial Contribution

The QEOFC has been used to calculate the financial contribution. Attributes from the QEOFC applied to the calculation
are as follows:

= All threatened animals have a 4x multiplier applied to calculate the offset area. This has been utilised as the
multiplier for impacts to migratory shorebird species.
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= There is no specific multiplier for Ramsar sites. All marine based matters, including marine parks, have a 4x
multiplier. In recognition of the higher protection attributed to Ramsar site a premium 5x multiplier will be
applied which aligns with the multiplier for conservation parks and nature refuges in Queensland.

*  Anon-ground cost of $30,000 per hectare of offset area is applied by the QEOFC to marine areas within Moreton
Bay (i.e. if a 5x multiplier is used an on-ground cost of $150,000 is applied for every hectare impacted).

=  For areas identified as both marine habitat within the Ramsar site and migratory shorebird habitat there is
effectively a 9x multiplier, or $270,000 per hectare, applied as the financial offset is calculated separately for each
matter.

= To account for economies of scale for large offsets, a sliding scale of per hectare costs is applied to the financial
settlement amount. For marine habitat there is a 25% reduction for offsets over 25 ha and 50% reduction for
offsets over 100 ha.

*  The maximum administrative cost of $1 million has been added to the total.

Using the above attributes and calculation method provided in Appendix 4 of the Queensland Environmental Offsets
Policy a total financial payment of $9,041,401 is required to offset SRIs on MNES.

The offset funds will be legally secured prior to the commencement of any site works through a bank guarantee or similar
process. Funds will then be released in stages aligning with impacts associated with dredging and reclamation stages.
The release of funds will occur prior to the works commencing on the following components of the development:

= Stage 1 reclamation (~40% of impact) - $3,616,564

»  Stage 1 dredging (~25% of impact) - $2,260,353

= Stage 2 reclamation (~25% of impact) - $2,260,353

»  Stage 2 dredging (~10% of impact) - $904,141

5.94. Offset Delivery Method

The offset will be delivered through an established and experienced third-party not-for-profit organisation (henceforth
referred to as the Offset Fund Manager (OFM)) which will establish an Environmental Trust Fund (ETF) that will utilise
grants, donations and regulatory (offset) contributions to fund essential and highly needed landscape-scale
environmental works programs throughout the region.

To avoid any conflict of interests the ETF is separate and additional to any funds or grants provided by government
organisations and is designed to enable the OFM to act as the delivery agent for offsets and other environmental
contributions.

The ETF is intended to align with national and state offsetting policies with a clear objective to protect and restore
environmental assets listed as matters of national or state environmental significance (MNES and MSES). Primary among
these are listed threatened species habitats and, of particular relevance in the region, the internationally important
Moreton Bay Ramsar site.

The ETF will provide for the prioritisation and coordinated delivery of projects in partnership with community
organisations, philanthropic donors, Traditional Owners, conservation bodies, industry and government. Its aim is to
deliver environmental works in the region through a strategic landscape-scale approach, building on local programs and
existing initiatives.

Environmental projects are challenging to implement in urban, coastal and marine environments where most available
natural areas are under council or state government ownership. The complicated tenure arrangements and overlapping
rights and interests make it difficult for non-government organisations to access such areas to undertake physical works
or research activities. Council can overcome this challenge in areas that are under its ownership or control.
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To help guide the ETF, an Implementation Advisory Group (IAG) will be established to provide advice and oversight for
selection and implementation of projects. The Group will be appointed by the OFM with input from DCCEEW, DES and
relevant approval holders. It will be made up of scientific, community, government and industry members with
knowledge and interest in the Moreton Bay region. OFM staff will provide secretariat services, but the Group will function
independently.

5.9.5. Providing Conservation Benefits

While offset projects will ultimately be selected by the OFM based on recommendations from the |IAG, there are a range
of management plans and strategies that could be utilised for an initial tranche of projects. These plans have been
developed by various government departments, not-for-profit organisations and initiatives. Opportunities include a
number of unfunded projects that may be implemented through the ETF. Examples include:

= Redland City Council’s Redlands Coast Bay and Creeks Plan and Action Plan 2021-2026;
= Resilient Rivers’ Lower Brisbane-Redlands Coastal Catchment Action Plan;
= Healthy Land and Water’s South East Queensland Natural Resource Management Plan 2009 — 2031.

It should be noted the above are provided as examples only. They are publicly available sources and specific projects
have not been discussed with any of the entities responsible.

5.9.6. Assessment Against the EIS Guidelines

The EPBC Act EIS Guidelines outline details that need to be addressed by the offset strategy for the Project. All of the
guideline requirements have been addressed by this strategy however it is noted that some details, such as the
completion of an offsets guide, are not applicable to the proposed ETF.

Where requirements are not applicable the strategy has provided details on why and, where necessary, outlined how
those requirements will be met through the implementation of the ETF. A summary of how the offset strategy responds

to the EIS Guidelines is included in Table 5-3.

Table 5-3: Assessment of the Offset Strategy Against the EIS Guidelines

EIS Guideline Requirements Offset Strategy Response

The primary objective of the ETF is to provide conservation benefits to the
Moreton Bay Ramsar Site (MBRS) through effective and practicable delivery of

Objectives actions that compensate for residual significant impacts caused by the Project
under the EPBC Act.
Based on the outcomes of detailed assessments the Project is considered likely to
have a significant residual impact on the following MNES:
= The loss of 28.9 ha of foraging habitat for a range of threatened and
Quantity of impacts which are migratory shorebird species; and
being offset = The area of the MBRS within the Project footprint will be substantially

modified impacting on a range of wetland habitats including seagrass,
mangrove, rocky rubble and unvegetated sand and mud substrate. The
Project will result in the permanent modification of 58.7 ha of the MBRS.
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EIS Guideline Requirements

Offset Strategy Response

The type of offsets proposed
(direct/indirect)

The location and suitability of
proposed direct offsets

Current land tenure or proposed
future of any proposed offset and
the method of securing enduring
protection of the offset site and
managing the offset for the life of
the impact

The nature of and extent to which
actions of the Queensland
Government or RCC would be
required to implement the
proposed offsets

How staging of the overall
development will impact the
delivery of offsets

Specific environmental outcomes
to be achieved, and reasoning for
these in reference to relevant
statutory recovery plans,
conservation advice and threat
abatement plans

Offsets will be provided through an ETF which will be funded by the proponent.
A total financial payment of $9,041,401 is required to offset SRIs on MNES.

The ETF will deliver a range of direct offsets. Indirect offsets will only be
considered where it can be demonstrated that a greater benefit to the protected
matter is likely to be achieved.

A detailed examination of potential projects will be carried out to determine
which are the highest priority and will provide the most value for habitats in
Moreton Bay. The outcome of this process will be an ETF Project Delivery
Strategy that will outline at least 5 years’ worth of projects including budget
requirements. This process will be run by the IAG which is proposed to include
representatives from the relevant Federal, State and Local government
departments.

The offset funds will be legally secured prior to the commencement of any site
works through a bank guarantee or similar process.

This process will be run by the IAG which is proposed to include representatives
from the relevant Federal, State and Local government departments.

The offset funds will be legally secured prior to the commencement of any site
works through a bank guarantee or similar. Funds will then be released in stages
aligning with impacts associated with dredging and reclamation stages. The
release of funds will occur prior to the works commencing on the following
components of the development:

= Stage 1 reclamation (~40% of impact) - $3,616,564

= Stage 1 dredging (~25% of impact) - $2,260,353

= Stage 2 reclamation (~25% of impact) - $2,260,353

=  Stage 2 dredging (~10% of impact) - $904,141

Project specifics will be addressed through the ETF Project Delivery Strategy.
Table 3 of the Offsets Strategy outlines a series of requirements any offset
project must meet in order to be selected.

Offsets projects must be able to demonstrate a conservation outcome for the
matter being impacted. A review of key threats and conservation priorities for
the matter impacted must be carried out including national guidelines,
conservation advice, recovery plans and recent peer reviewed literature.
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EIS Guideline Requirements

Offset Strategy Response

A completed ‘offsets guide’

Risk assessment

Environmental management
activities and mitigation measures
including the timing of actions

A monitoring program

Detailed and time-specific
outcomes against which the
achievement of the proposed offset
outcomes will be measured

The outcomes of the offset strategy
need to be specific, measurable and
achievable.

The offset guide is not applicable to the ETF. There are no tools under the EPBC
Act to calculate funds for offset delivery, therefore the QEOFC has been used to
identify an appropriate financial contribution. The QEOFC was ‘reverse
engineered’ by DES from the EPBC Act Offsets Guide. Estimates for the 15
individual inputs in the guide were developed by experts for each conservation
matter.

Project specifics will be addressed through the ETF Project Delivery Strategy.
Table 3 of the Offsets Strategy outlines a series of requirements any offset
project must meet in order to be selected.

The ETF Project Delivery Strategy will include a risk assessment for each project
nominated demonstrating that there is a high level of certainty conservation
outcomes will be achieved.

Project specifics will be addressed through the ETF Project Delivery Strategy.
Table 3 of the Offsets Strategy outlines a series of requirements any offset
project must meet in order to be selected.

Project specifics will be addressed through the ETF Project Delivery Strategy.
Table 3 of the Offsets Strategy outlines a series of requirements any offset
project must meet in order to be selected.

A draft management plan will be provided with the ETF Project Delivery Strategy
including an ongoing monitoring program and criteria for measuring
conservation outcomes at milestones and completion of the project.

Project specifics will be addressed through the ETF Project Delivery Strategy.
Table 3 of the Offsets Strategy outlines a series of requirements any offset
project must meet in order to be selected.

The ETF Project Delivery Strategy will include the following information at a
minimum for each offset project:

= Adelivery schedule for each offset project outlining when conservation
outcomes will be achieved.

= Adraft management plan outlining key measures, parties responsible
for delivering those measures and timing of delivery.

= Areview of peer reviewed scientific literature demonstrating
conservation outcomes can be achieved.

See previous responses.
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5.10. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

The Proponent is currently consulting with the Quandamooka Yoolooburrabee Aboriginal Corporation (QYAC) in regard
to current and future native cultural heritage requirements at the site including the preparation of a Cultural Heritage
Management Plan (CHMP). These discussions are confidential and convened on a ‘without prejudice’ basis. The
Proponent is bound by its obligation to keep these discussions in confidence.

Several comments were received on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage during the public comment period, many of which were
directed at the consultation process. Most comments on cultural heritage fall broadly under the following three themes:

= The EIS has not considered Aboriginal significance of the Toondah Harbour landscape/seascape.

=  The proposed development has the potential to damage cultural heritage within the Ramsar listed site and the
marine and land areas adjacent to the proposed development site.

»  The cultural heritage consultation process has only communicated with QYAC and has not engaged with other
traditional owners.

The Proponent remains committed to meet its Duty of Care and will continue to work in consultation with QYAC for the
benefit of Quandamooka in the preparation of a CHMP and other commitments agreed by the parties. While details of
the consultation with QYAC cannot be provided in full, further information addressing the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
assessment to this point is provided in the sections below.

5.10.1. Introduction

The construction and operation of the project must achieve the purposes of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
(ACHA) and the Torres Strait Islander Cultural Heritage Act 2003 with respect to the proposed project site and ensure that
the nature and scale of the proposed project does not compromise the cultural heritage significance of a heritage place
or heritage area. Unless section 86 of the ACHA or Torres Strait Islander Cultural Heritage Act applies, the proponent must
develop a CHMP in accordance with the requirements of Part 7 of these Acts.

The purpose of this assessment is to describe the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the proposed development at
Toondah Harbour (Project) and potential impacts arising as a result, in accordance with the ACHA and the EIS Guidelines.
It considers the methods used to identify values and outlines suitable management and protection measures to be
implemented by the Proponent through project design, construction and operation to minimise any such impacts,
having regard to previously recorded or newly identified Aboriginal heritage sites in the Project area.

The site specific Indigenous cultural heritage assessment was prepared by Everick Heritage and is attached as Appendix
V.The assessment was undertaken and developed based on the relevant legislative obligations including (amongst other
things) the Aboriginal cultural heritage Duty of Care Guidelines.

The Proponent’s objective is to comply with the Aboriginal cultural heritage Duty of Care through the development and
implementation of an agreed CHMP, to address cultural heritage for the Project in consultation with the Quandamooka
People.

5.10.2. Scope of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment

As part of the overall consideration of development impacts, Aboriginal cultural heritage has been assessed in
accordance with the EIS Guidelines. The intention of the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment is to:

= provide a context for assessing Indigenous occupation within the Project area;
= recognise the presence of registered Indigenous heritage sites in the Project area; and
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= outline management and protection strategies to be implemented for the Project through the development of
a CHMP with the identified Aboriginal party regarding the proposed project works in accordance with the ACHA
and the Cultural Heritage Management Plan Guidelines.

5.10.3. Methodology

Review of Background Data
A review of previous reports and assessments was undertaken by the Proponent, including:

a) Australian Heritage Database.

b) National Native Title Tribunal Register of Native Title Claims.

¢) Queensland Department of Seniors, Disability Services and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships
Cultural Heritage Database and Register (public facing access and mapping).

d) EPBC Act National Heritage List and Commonwealth Heritage List.

e) Theindigenous cultural heritage assessment prepared by Everick Heritage (Provided as Appendix V and hereby
referred to as the Everick Report) for QYAC.

A review of the databases and materials referred to (directly above) was undertaken to ascertain the environmental,
ethnographic and archaeological context of the area with a view to identifying any (un)known objects and/or places of
cultural significance. However, for the purposes of this assessment, reliance is placed on the research results of the
identified databases, which is detailed in Chapter 5 (Heritage Databases) of the Everick Report.

The fundamental framework of the Everick Report is to consider Aboriginal cultural heritage in accordance with the
legislative requirements and accepted assessment practices. The framework for this assessment is as follows:

a) Asearch of the DATSIP Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Database and Register to identify:
(i) recorded Aboriginal Cultural Heritage places in the Study Area; and
(i) the Native Title or Aboriginal Party(s) and/or Cultural Heritage Bodies for the Study Area.
b) Conduct research of the Project area and surrounding region to assess the extent and nature of land use through
time, including any modifications to the land, ground surface disturbance and prior land use.
¢) Conduct a Duty of Care assessment as required under the ACHA.

The Everick Report considers the environmental context (Chapter 3) and details the results of a desktop review of the
archelogy of Moreton Bay (Chapter 4), setting out an important context for the on-site inspection and recommendations
made.

Site Inspection

A Site Inspection of the Study Area was carried out by Everick Heritage on 15 March 2019 with QYAC representatives. The
details of the inspection are described in the Everick Report at Chapter 6 (Site Inspection). For the purposes of this
assessment, reliance is placed on the site inspection carried out by Everick together with QYAC attendees as detailed in
Chapter 6 of the Everick Report.

The survey results of the Site Inspection are detailed in Chapter 7 of the Everick Report, including details of artefact and
isolated artefact scatters. The survey results of Everick’s investigations conclude that:

a) there were no recorded Aboriginal Cultural Heritage sites listed on the DSDSATSIP database within one (1)
kilometre of the Study Area. There is one (1) previously recorded DSDSATSIP site within three (3) kilometres of
the Study Area.

b) four (4) sites of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage were identified within the Study Area comprising two (2) artefact
scatters and two (2) isolated scatters.
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c) review of historical aerial imagery suggests that much of the south-eastern portion of the Study Area has been
subject to Significant Ground Disturbance (i.e. dumping sediment, burying the original land surface).

d) six (6) areas were identified as being of risk to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage (i.e. potential to contain sub-surface
cultural heritage).

e) potential for the proposed works to harm Aboriginal Cultural Heritage a demonstrated by the identification of
Cultural Heritage material, and a sub-surface testing investigation was proposed and subsequently undertaken.

f) initial areas of risk to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and management recommendations were revised as part of
the testing exercise to facilitate a greater understanding of the potential of the Study Area to potentially hold
archaeology.

Chapter 8 of the Everick Report contains a summary of the excavation test pits in the Study Area and the results of those
investigations.

The archaeological significance of the Cultural Heritage assessment is set out in Chapter 9 of the Everick Report, detailing
the value of the Study Area as a whole. Chapter 9 concludes with a series of statements on the significance of Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage of the Study Area.

Importantly, the Quandamooka People provided the following statement regarding the Study Area (and surrounds):

The Quandamooka People have a continued connection with the Study Area and immediate surrounds. The rich resources of
the immediate area are able to support intensive occupation. Archaeological sites comprise an important part of the cultural
significance of the immediate region and form part of a cultural complex of sites, connecting the islands with the mainland.

Of note, the Everick Report identifies that the Cleveland area is of high cultural significance to the Quandamooka People,
noting that the Traditional Owners have strong spiritual, social, historical and scientific connections.

Given the abundance of fresh water, local resources and proximity to Moreton Bay, Cleveland is considered an important
area for traditional and contemporary resource use.

Chapter 9 of the Everick Report closes with the following analysis:

The Quandamooka People view these archaeological sites as part of an interconnected cultural landscape that stretched well
beyond the boundaries of the Study Area. The sensitive coastal and wetland environments surrounding the Moreton bay [sic]
area are also of high significance to the Quandamooka People. It is also important to note that despite the extensive
disturbance history of the Study Area, intangible values remain intact as the area relates to its broader landscape.

Chapter 10 of the Everick Report (closely tied to Chapter 9) contains a risk assessment and recommendations for a
framework in respect of a consultation and heritage management strategy for the Project. Four (4) categories are
identified and explained as follows:

Category One: Known Heritage Areas

There are four (4) sites within the Study Area, of which, two (2) include artefact scatters and two (2) containing isolated
artefact scatters. The Everick Report makes recommendations, including that any impacts of the Project must be referred
to QYAC for consideration. The responsibilities of QYAC upon any referral are detailed.
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Category Two: High Risk Area
There are two (2) High Risk Areas identified in the Everick Report, located around Known Heritage Areas along the
foreshore. QYAC considers there is a high likelihood that archaeological or other places of Cultural Heritage significance

may occur. Future development of this area should be undertaken in consultation with QYAC and the responsibilities of
QYAC upon any referral are detailed.

Category Three: Moderate Risk Area
There are four (4) Moderate Risk Areas identified in the Everick Report with a possibility that further Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage exists in these locations. QYAC considers there to be a moderate likelihood that archaeological or other places

of Cultural Heritage Significance might occur.

Category Four: Low Risk Area
This area comprises the balance of the Study Area, including most the foreshore area and area of high disturbance (i.e.

the ferry terminal). Any surface monitoring is at the discretion of QYAC.

QYAC will require a ‘Finds Procedure’ in order to allow works to occur in locations with a Cultural Heritage Officer on call
should suspected Aboriginal material be located, depending on the works to be undertaken and the specific location.

The plan in this Chapter identifies each of the High, Medium, Low Risk areas together with Known Heritage sites.

This summary of the Everick Report is only high level and undertaken with a view to direct attention to the relevant parts
of the Everick Report for further consideration in context of surrounding paragraphs.

5.104. Native Title Party

The Quandamooka People are Traditional Owners with recognised Native Title Rights in and around Moreton Bay.
Quandamooka refers geographically to the southern Moreton Bay including the islands, waters and areas adjacent to the
mainland coastline.

The following information has been extracted from the QYAC website regarding the recognition of Native Title for the
Quandamooka People in and around Cleveland, North Stradbroke Island and Moreton Bay areas:

4 July 2011

On 4 July 2011, the Quandamooka People were recognized as having Native Title rights and interests in 54,408 hectares of land
on North Stradbroke Island: Delaney on behalf of the Quandamooka People v State of Queensland [2011] FCA 741
(Determination).

As part of the determination, Quandamooka People’s native title rights included:
= 2264 hectares of Exclusive Possession lands; and
= 22,639 hectares of onshore areas, and over about 29,505 hectares of offshore areas of Non Exclusive possession
lands.

Exclusive Possession

Exclusive possession lands still have underlying Crown title (radical title), however Quandamooka people have the recognised
rights to possession, occupation, use and enjoyment to the exclusion of all others (Paragraph 3(a) Determination). Native Title
has always existed, and the determination is not a new right that exists from date of determination onwards, rather a formal
declaration that Quandamooka People have always held that right.
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Quandamooka People are able to own, occupy and use the exclusive possession lands, but are not able to sell those lands. They
have the right to exclude all others from the lands and to control access which includes government agencies.

Quandamooka People also have the following rights to the exclusion of all others:

= Theright to live and be present on the area,

= Theright to conduct ceremonies,

= Theright to maintain places of importance and areas of significance to the native title holders;

= Therightto teach on the area about the physical and spiritual attributes of the area;

= Therightto light fires for the domestic purposes such as cooking; and,

» Therightto take, use, share and exchange traditional natural resources and seawater for any non-commercial
purpose.

Non-Exclusive Possession

Non-exclusive possession rights of the Quandamooka People recognised by the Federal Court and consented to by the State of
Queensland include the right to live and be present on the area, conduct ceremonies, to maintain places of importance and
areas of significance to the native title holders, and to take, use, share and exchange traditional natural resources and seawater
for any non-commercial purpose (Paragraph 3(b) and 3 (c) of the Determination).

Traditional Natural Resources include animals and plants as defined within the Nature Conservation Act 1992 (Qld), seaweed,
charcoal, shells and resin, any clay, soil, sand, ochre, gravel or rock on or below the surface of the Determination Area
(paragraph 13 Determination).

On Non-exclusive possession lands the following Native Title interests of the Quandamooka People are recognised, however
other non-Quandamooka People have similar rights in the same lands:

= Therightto live and be present on the areaq,

= Therightto conduct ceremonies,

= Theright to maintain places of importance and areas of significance to the native title holders;

= Therightto teach on the area about the physical and spiritual attributes of the area;

= Therightto light fires for the domestic purposes such as cooking; and,

= Therightto take, use, share and exchange traditional natural resources and seawater for any non-commercial
purpose.

In addition, Quandamooka People have non-exclusive rights over offshore areas, including the right to:
(@) be presentin the area, including by accessing and traversing the area; and

(b) take, use, share and exchange traditional natural resources and seawater for any non-commercial purpose.

The Quandamooka People will exercise its non-exclusive rights along the rights of others and parts of the determination
area will continue to be shared by all those with an interest in the area, including members of the public.

The following information has been extracted from the QYAC website regarding the Quandamooka People’s efficacious
connection to the land and waters:

The Quandamooka People have a strong continuous connection to the land and waters of Quandamooka Estate. We protect

both the tangible and intangible aspects of our culture that have been a part of our history for thousands of years while still
harnessing opportunities for growth and progress.
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Our purpose is to undertake cultural heritage in accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003. We believe that
this is the way to achieve the highest level of protection that can be given to our culture and heritage.

QYAC is the body responsible for determining ongoing risks to cultural heritage in accordance with the Native Title
Determination delivered 4 July 2011. Indigenous cultural heritage will be managed under a CHMP specific to the Project.
Details of the CHMP are confidential to the parties who will be signatories to the document and therefore, not included
in the EIS.

5.10.5. Everick Report

An independent assessment of potential impacts of the Project was conducted by Everick Heritage as commissioned by
QYAC for the Proponent, which:

...was undertaken in order to assist with the management of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage within the Toondah Harbour Priority
Development Area...

The Part 6 Everick Report was presented to and has been approved by the Chief Executive of the Department of
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships, Queensland.

In the delivery of the Project, the Proponent will be guided by its sustainability principles when considering the potential
impacts the Project may have on Indigenous heritage values and sites, and on the development and implementation of
an Indigenous Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP), relevantly:

(@) recognising the essential rights of all to healthy, clean and safe environments, equal opportunity, fair
remuneration, ethical procurement and adherence to the rule of law;

(b) support organisational ethics, decision making with respect for universal principles through identification,
mitigation and the prevention of adverse short and long-term impacts on society and the environment; and

(c) adhere to fiscal strategies, objectives and targets that balance the needs of stakeholders, including immediate
needs and those of future generations.

These principles will be met through the application of the following objectives:

(@) maximise sustainability knowledge and awareness through procurement commitments, sharing sustainability
outcomes with the community, stakeholders and industry and through awareness training;

(b) enhance liveability of local communities through recognition of heritage values, community benefit initiatives,
public open space and urban design;

(c) optimise employment and training opportunities for (amongst others), Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders
and people who live in close proximity to the Project, through apprenticeships, training and development and
workforce participation; and

(d) minimising impact of the Project through efficient use of resources (i.e. water), minimising pollution (i.e. air
quality, noise and vibration), mitigating impacts on biodiversity (i.e. ecological values) and maximising
sustainable procurement (i.e. social aspects and selection criteria).

In accordance with these principles, cultural heritage values are reflected with the fundamental focus upon the
Indigenous people having the responsibility of custodianship of their heritage, being acknowledged. Settling a CHMP
will occur in conjunction with the identified Aboriginal party.

Where practicable, development of the Project will avoid locations of Indigenous cultural heritage however where it

cannot be avoided, measures to mitigate impacts will be undertaken with the Aboriginal party in accordance with the
terms of an agreed CHMP.
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5.10.6. Legislative Framework

Cultural heritage plays a fundamental role in the community. This part sets out the legislative instruments which apply
to the area under which the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment has been considered.

Commonwealth Legislation
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

Fundamental objectives of the EBPC Act includes a co-operative approach with respect to the protection and
management of the environment and biodiversity, which includes those in connection with Indigenous peoples, namely:

= to promote a co-operative approach to the protection and management of the environment involving
governments, the community, land-holders and indigenous peoples

*  torecognise the role of indigenous people in the conservation and ecologically sustainable use of Australia’s
biodiversity; and

*  to promote the use of indigenous peoples’ knowledge of biodiversity with the involvement of, and in
co-operation with, the owners of the knowledge.

In order to achieve the objects of the EBPC Act, it is necessary for the Proponent to promote a partnership approach to
environmental protection and biodiversity conservation through recognising and promoting indigenous peoples’ role
in, and knowledge of, the conservation and ecologically sustainable use of biodiversity.

The EPBC Act acknowledges three types of cultural heritage, namely:

= World Heritage Sites: recognised and protected for their outstanding universal value (which may be cultural,
natural or both) in accordance with the provisions of the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage.

= National Heritage Places: comprises a register of national heritage places (natural, historic or indigenous)
considered to be of outstanding heritage significance to Australia.

= Commonwealth Heritage Places: which are of historic, natural or indigenous significance and are in the
Australian Government ownership or control.

Queensland Legislation
Human Rights Act 2019
The Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) (HR Act) protects various fundamental human rights which include, amongst others,

cultural rights for Aboriginal peoples and Torres Strait Islander peoples.

Section 28 of the HR Act recognises the distinct cultural rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples as
Australia’s first people and that they must not be denied the right to live and practice their culture. This includes the right
to maintain and strengthen their distinctive spiritual, material and economic relationship with the land, territories,
waters, coastal seas and other resources with which they have a connection under Aboriginal tradition or custom.

This provision is premised upon two international instruments, namely Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights together with Articles 8, 25, 29 and 31 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples.

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (Qld) (ACHA) seeks to provide effective recognition, protection and conservation

of Aboriginal cultural heritage in the State of Queensland.

9858 E Toondah Harbour Project 82 R B ONER



B EIS Supplementary Report

Aboriginal cultural heritage is defined in the ACHA as anything that is:

= asignificant Aboriginal area in Queensland; or
= asignificant Aboriginal object; or
= evidence of archaeological or historical significance of Aboriginal occupation of an area of Queensland.

Identified Aboriginal cultural heritage sites are protected by inclusion on the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Cultural
Heritage Database Register overseen by the Queensland Department of Seniors, Disability Services and Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander Partnerships (DSDSATSIP).

Recognised or potential places of cultural heritage importance are protected in accordance with the Duty of Care
provisions of the ACHA. Section 28 of the ACHA requires person(s) undertaking development activities to take all
reasonable and practicable measures to ensure that their activities do not harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The ACHA Duty of Care Guidelines (16 April 2004) requires a land user to make an assessment of the proposed land use
and the likelihood of it causing harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage. The activity categories comprising the Duty of Care,
are as follows:

= (Category 1:no surface disturbance is proposed. Such activities are generally unlikely to harm Aboriginal cultural
heritage and may proceed without further cultural heritage assessment.

= (Category 2: no additional surface disturbance and will not result in additional harm to Aboriginal cultural
heritage to that which has already occurred and may proceed without further cultural heritage assessment.

= (Category 3:in Developed Areas (i.e. road and rail infrastructure). Activities that occur in these areas are generally
unlikely to harm Aboriginal cultural heritage and may proceed without further cultural heritage assessment,
provided they do not extend beyond current levels of ground disturbance.

= (Category 4:in an area that has already been subject to significant ground disturbance. Further activities are
unlikely to result in harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage and may proceed without further cultural heritage
assessment. However, care should be taken with to ensure any residual Aboriginal cultural heritage values are
not impacted. The Aboriginal Party should be contacted in the event that any feature of potential cultural
significance is uncovered.

= Category 5: will create additional surface disturbance, and so have a high risk of harming Aboriginal cultural
heritage if it exists. These activities cannot proceed without cultural heritage assessment, and it is generally
necessary to notify the appropriate Aboriginal Party to seek advice in relation to cultural heritage values of the
area.

The Everick Report identifies the Project area to be a Category 4’ Significant Ground Disturbance’ proposal.

5.10.7. Cultural Heritage Management Plan

Unless an exemption applies under section 86 of the ACHA (or Torres Strait Islander Cultural Heritage Act 2003), a CHMP
must be prepared in accordance with Part 7 of the ACHA. An exemption does not apply to the proposal and as such, the
Proponent seeks to manage Aboriginal Cultural Heritage through the establishment of a CHMP for the Project.
Irrespective, a CHMP is compulsory where an EIS is required.

The ACHA provides in Part 7, mechanisms for a formal arrangement for the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage
as part of the proposed development, including by way of a CHMP.
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A CHMP is a government approved agreement between a land user and the Cultural Heritage Body and/or the Aboriginal
Party of an area that outlines how project activities may be managed to avoid harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage, or to
minimise harm where avoidance is not reasonably practicable.

The Project will be developed in accordance with an agreed CHMP with QYAC. The proposed CHMP will define the
process by which Indigenous cultural heritage is identified within the Project area and detail mechanisms for the
development of site management strategies to maximise the retention of Indigenous heritage values wherever possible.

5.10.8. Cultural Heritage

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander culture is the oldest, enduring culture in the world, having survived generations over
the last 65,000 years. It follows that this rich tradition must be conserved for present and future generations given the
Indigenous culture is part of the rich fabric which makes Australia unique and lends itself to its identity.

Broadly, cultural heritage encompasses all places and values of archaeological, traditional, historical or contemporary
significance. Cultural heritage is both tangible (i.e. artefacts, remains, objects) and intangible (i.e. traditional knowledge,
stories, rituals).

Cultural heritage assessments investigate the significance of a place, site or item and forms a fundamental part of the
management and conservation of cultural heritage values. The intention of a cultural heritage assessment is on the
premise that Aboriginal cultural heritage should be conserved and protected. To this end, project Proponents have a
statutory obligation to protect these values.

5.10.9. Past Land Use

Prior to colonial settlement, Australia was occupied by Aboriginal people. Today, the preservation of physical evidence
of its cultural landscape is less prevalent. Areas where disturbance to the ground surface and vegetation have been
minimal are likely to retain traces of Aboriginal occupation however, this evidence is likely to be less obvious in areas that
have undergone disturbances of varying degrees.

The Everick Report both describes and depicts the historical development of the Study Area together with the
Quandamooka People’s historical and present connection with the land. Aerial images show disturbances in the area for
residential and commercial development (including associated road and jetty infrastructure) has been occurring for
several decades. Vegetation clearing and dredging of the channel to facilitate water transport between Cleveland and
Minjerribah is evident. The Study Area has been the subject of ground disturbing activities including clearing,
reclamation for the Stradbroke Ferry facilities and residential development. The level of current impact to the Study Area
is described as having at least a moderate impact upon potential impact Aboriginal Cultural Heritage.

5.10.10.Duty of Care Assessment and Potential Impacts

Survey and historical information detailed in the Everick Report suggests that the Study Area has been used primarily for
residential and urban purposes with some clearing for buildings, roads, carparks and dwellings. Insofar as the Moreton
Bay area, the Study Area has been reclaimed and filled in par