NATURELINK ADDENDUM

EPA Comments on the

Addendum
to the
Naturelink

Environmental Impact Study

1.1 - Satisfaction of the Terms of Reference

The following submission by the EPA has been structured so as to indicate the issues raised by
the Agency in response to the draft EIS and the following discussion, section by section,
assesses the extent to which the Addendum has provided a response so as to meet the
requirements of the Terms of Reference.

The proponent has suggested that it would not be feasible during the period they had allocated
to prepare the Addendum to address fully the terms of reference or the information requests that
submitted in response to the draft EIS. The proponent therefore has suggested that a range of
matters would be relegated to the post approval stage and completed in the context of their
design and construction investigations.

In summary, this approach has been found to be unacceptable by the EPA. The result is that
insufficient information is available to firstly establish the attributes of the environment in
which the cableway is proposed, and secondly to establish the extent and degree of potential
impacts or adequacy of proposed mitigation strategies. Without the opportunity to consider an
EIS that addresses fully the terms of reference, the Agency is unable to evaluate the proposal,
prepare conditions that might be considered reasonable and relevant, nor meet statutory
obligations based on environmental protection and management.

1.2 - World Heritage

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS:

There is an inadequate description of the World Heritage environment which may be affected by

the project, including:

o (dentification of the World Heritage values;

e consideration of potential future additions to the CERRA World Heritage listing and the
implications of this proposal for future inclusions, and,
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e description of the flora and fauna habitat significance of the site or its sub-components in a
local, regional, state-wide, national and international context, according to, but not limited
by, its World Heritage values and viability.

World Heritage values: An analysis of all foreseen direct and indirect and/or potential impacts

on terrestrial and aquatic flora and fauna, during all stages of the project and potential hazards
arising from the development, with specific assessment against World Heritage values and
management objectives, including World Heritage obligations, has not been completed.

Discussion

Although the Addendum identifies the World Heritage values by reproducing the CERRA
values table, it has failed to meet the ToR in assessing the impacts of the development on those
values, or indeed appreciating what those impacts might entail. The proponent has failed to
provide an analysis of all foreseen direct and indirect and/or potential impacts on terrestrial and
aquatic flora and fauna, during all stages of the project, or potential hazards arising from the
development with specific assessment against World Heritage values and management
objectives, including World Heritage obligations, as required by the Terms of Reference.

The development compromises the World Heritage values by failing to assess the viability of
local fauna population through direct impacts and displacement during construction and
operation.

Queensland’s responsibilities as a management agency for World Heritage Areas involves an
obligation to, amongst other things “undertake not to take any deliberate measures that might
damage directly or indirectly” the World Heritage (Article 6.3). ). Management of CERRA is
guided by the Commonwealth/State approved “Key Directions for CERRA” document which
demonstrates the inappropriateness of the proposed development through principles including:
“no development in the uppermost parts of catchments, all major developments to be on the
periphery of the property or outside, protection of rare communities as well as rare species and
protection of narrow forest types/escarpments to enhance integrity and viability.” In making
any decision about the area, the Agency should ensure that the property is in essentially similar
condition to that in existence at the time of its listing under the World Heritage Convention.

Management challenges for the CERRA property and its protection are heightened by the
disjointed and non-contiguous nature of the World Heritage area, across two States. In
Queensland, the pressures of high visitation, existing commercial use and adjacent land uses
guide the management of resources for protection and presentation.

Springbrook National Park is rich in biological diversity and provides habitat for many rare or
threatened species, including several of National Environmental Significance. The draft
management plan for Springbrook National Park details the specific values within each criteria
on which World Heritage listing is based including many rare and threatened species (Albert’s
lyrebird and rufous scrub-bird being two notable examples).

The proposed cable-car system traverses the Park and intends developing a significant tourist
facility incorporating restaurants, gift shops, toilet facilities, walking tracks, viewing platforms
and a bird aviary immediately adjacent to the Park boundary. However due the small size
(2720ha), its rugged terrain and complex boundary, the Park is particularly vulnerable to
boundary impacts. This proposal has the potential to exacerbate the boundary effects of current
land uses which have occurred through settlement on the Springbrook Plateau and adversely
impact on the integrity of the park habitat.

Whilst the similar Skyrail development is built within a World Heritage area, approval of the
facility predates both the Nature Conservation Act 1992 and the Environmental Protection and
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Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Whilst Skyrail can be used as a basis for comparison for
cableways generally, there are significant differences between the projects so as to make any
comparison questionable (including vegetation type, fire hazard, length of cableway and size of
contiguous protected area).

1.3 - Water supply and Wastewater

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

There is no evaluation of the impacts of the use of treated sewage effluent to maintain
landscaping on the National Park and State Forest. Both the impacts of nutrients as well as the
water itself need to be fully investigated, recognising a change to the ecosystem could result in a
change of habitat.

As required in the ToR, strategies for the protection of the containment of sewage against
extremes of climate (such as high rainfall and/or natural or induced hazards) should be fully
investigated to ensure that start up after fires and other natural or induced hazards is
acceptable.

Drainage/management of water/wastes from the aviary is not addressed.

The impact of firefighting water can be expected to result from entrained residues, partially
combusted plastics and other material, including hazardous materials used on site should be
addressed.

Impacts on natural values and water catchment from the use of treated wastewater for
firefighting purposes should be addressed.

Discussion

The addendum has progressed the wastewater proposal for the project by undertaking to
incorporate to tertiary treatment systems at each of the Stations. However the specifics of this
tertiary treatment are very limited in stating that a package plant system will be chosen. The
impact on the water quality of the Gold Coast catchment area will be assessed in detail by the
GCCC however the EPA would have a responsibility as this involves approval of an
Environmentally Relevant Activity.

Greater detail would be required in order to assess the likely operational performance of the
treatment plants and evaluate the potential impact of any land application of treated effluent or
risk of system failures on the receiving environment. The position of the GCCC in response to
the draft EIS was noted by the EPA. Council stated “..the Naturelink proposal will create risks
where none presently exist....The protection offered by Springbrook National Park to Little
Nerang Dam and the Gold Coast catchment area as watershed protection is intangible and not
reflected in any cost benefit analyses.” Therefore the risk, liability and costs of any potential
impact on Little Nerang Dam and the City’s water supply needs to be fully assessed.

Accordingly it would seem that additional detail would need to be prepared and assessed (in
consultation with GCCC) before the waste water treatment proposal for the project could be
endorsed by the EPA.

Doubts remain regarding the potential impacts of developing the proposed bird aviary in such
close proximity to the National Park. While the potential fauna impacts of the aviary are
discussed later in the submission, the detail of the waste water treatment would need to be
further elaborated before any permit could be considered for any such facility.
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1.4 - Approval Process

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS
Insufficient information is provided (in s2.1.2) relating to the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and the proponents responsibilities for referral of matters
of national environmental significance to the Commonwealth Minister (in particular relating to
endangered species and obligations under the World Heritage Convention). Some of the
information provided is inaccurate (eg Commonwealth accreditation of the State process by
bilateral agreement). Further, the draft EIS refers to Acts that have now been replaced by the
EPBC Act.
No indication is given of the sequence of Commonwealth and State approvals.
The reference made for obtaining a lease under the relevant legislation, in particular the Nature
Conservation Act 1994 (NCA) appears to be overly simplistic and incomplete. Advice received
by the EPA indicates that an application for tenure under s.34(1)(a) for a national park -
granted by the chief executive under the NCA, or through 34(1)(b) under another Act, granted
by the Governor in Council must be consistent with
e the management principles for the area (ie national park), and
e the management plan for the area.
Contrary to the comments in the EIS which details environmental management plans, the
management principles are those prescribed in the NCA (s.15 and, for national parks, s.17).
Similarly, under 5.38 where a lease is granted for public purposes, issued under the Land Act
1994 must be consistent with the management principles for the area (ie national park), and the
management plan for the area.
Should the development of the cable car project not be able to satisfy the management
principles and management plan for the area, an application for a lease would have to be made
under 5.35. Whilst 5.35 sets aside s.15 for the grant of a lease on national park, the chief
executive has to determine whether the criteria under 35(1)(b) are being satisfied.
Under the current State legislation it does not appear possible to obtain a lease on national
park areas without involving the processes under the NCA. It is therefore appropriate that the
proponent make an application to the Environmental Protection Agency and indicate the
relevant Act, including which sections of the Act, under which the lease is sought.
S 2.2 omits reference to the Cultural Record (Landscape Queensland and Queensland Estate)
Act 1987. Also State approvals in s2.2 should include the licensing requirements for the
operation of a bird aviary.
The area of National Park over which a lease will be sought should be defined and address:

- the cableway route,

- pylons,

- the lookout and walking tracks adjacent to Falls Station that are within the

National Park,

- and any areas identified as in strata (air space) for the cableway.
If the proponents intend conducting any commercial activities within the National Park (for
example guided walks), a commercial activity permit or agreement from QPWS under the
Nature Conservation Regulation 1994 will be required. Failure to define the lease area has led
to an inability to adequately address the on and off-site impacts of the project.

Discussion

The Addendum has provided detail in Section 3.0 of the regulatory framework addressing many
of the ambiguities and shortcomings of the Draft EIS. Clarification of the process of assessment
under the SDPWO Act and the EPBC Act is provided. The statutory tenure requirements are
addressed in Section 3.3.1. The Addendum has cormrected the Draft EIS in noting that the two
alternative procedures for obtaining tenure within a National Park needs to be a matter
determined through consultation with the State Government rather than being a matter for the
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proponent to decide unilaterally. The area of National Park over which a lease will be sought
has not been sufficiently defined.

As stated in the Addendum assessment, an approval under the EPBC Act will be required for
this project as it has been determined by the Commonwealth Minister that the activity is a
“controlled action”. As a bilateral agreement, of the State’s assessment processes, under the
EPBC Act with the Queensland Government does not currently exist, the Commonwealth
Minister may decide on the assessment level required, this may be any of the following:

- Public Inquiry,

- Environmental Impact Statement,

- Public Environmental Report, or

- Preliminary Documentation.

The Commonwealth Minister is yet to decide on the appropriate assessment level required.
Subsequently, approval under the EPBC Act may be gained only after the provision by the State
of a certificate, under section 130(1)(b), that states that non NES matters have been assessed to
the best possible extent.

The statutory considerations of granting any tenure within the National Park are critical
considerations for this project. The requirements of any lease issued under the Land Act and
pursuant to sections 34 and 38 of the Nature Conservation Act, the project must be for public
purposes and satisfy the management principles and management plan for the area. For the
construction of the towers within the and Springbrook National Park, the management
principles are those defined under section 17:

(1) A national park is to be managed to -
(a) provide, to the greatest possible extent, for the permanent preservation
of the area’s natural condition and the protection of the area’s cultural
resources and values; and

(b) present the area’s cultural and natural resources and values,; and
(c) ensure that the only use of the area is nature-based and ecologically
sustainable.
(2) The management principle mentioned in subsection 1(a) is the cardinal principle for the

management of national parks.

The construction and operation of a cableway through the World Heritage listed Springbrook
National Park is not consistent with the cardinal principle of permanent preservation of the
area’s natural condition and cultural resources and values. No comment can be made on the
whether the project is ecologically sustainable due to the lack of relevant information. In order
to determine whether the proposal is consistent with the management principles a thorough
knowledge is required of the values that are to be affected (flora, fauna, cultural and natural
condition) and to what extent the project will impact on those values. Also, recognising the
status of the property, being listed for World Heritage, the proponent should have provided
precise information in the form of detailed surveys, identified impacts and mitigation measures
specific to the values affected. This work however has not been undertaken.

It is the EPA position that the proponent has not demonstrated compliance with the requirement
to be consistent with the management principle for the national park as required under sections
34 and 38 of the Act.

Alternatively, lease arrangements (or other form of authority) can be issued under section 35
which sets aside the management principles, however this section has specific criteria which the
chief executive must be satisfied with, which include;
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(1) the cardinal principle for the management of national parks will be observed to the
greatest possible extent; and
(i) the use will be in the public interest; and

(iii) the use is ecologically sustainable; and
(iv) there is no reasonable practicable alternative to the use.

The draft EIS and Addendum have failed to demonstrate the project would meet these criteria.

1.5 - Landuse and Town Planning

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

Insufficient analysis and assessment of the planning strategies as set out in 1.4.3 of the ToR has
been undertaken:
- only one paragraph describing the SEQ200] RFGM is provided (8.6.3.1) and no
assessment is made of strategies of the Plan in relation to the project,
- no reference to Gold Coast Bushfire Management Strategy in a planning context nor
the Draft Gold Coast Hinterland Open Space Strategy Plan,
- no reference to the Regional Outline Plan Section | - Conservation of the Natural
Environment of the RFGM. This should be addressed, and
- requirements of the Springbrook Structure Plan relating to building heights and scale
are not sufficiently addressed.

Insufficient consideration is presented of the "singular destination” impacts on the community
(see 8.6 and 8.7), and no acknowledgment of there being no main commercial precinct, nor the
impacts of a large-scale commercial development on the plateau. The EIS should provide more
detailed assessment of the potential impacts and anticipated visitor movement controls as it is
outlined that cableway passengers will not arrive at the existing areas of visitor concentration
and yet visitors will be directed to connecting walking tracks leading directly to the areas of
highest existing visitor concentration.

Discussion

The Regional Framework for Growth Management 1998 details a range of strategies for land
uses to be applied at a regional bases to achieve sustainable growth. The RFGM nominates
local authorities and State Government Agencies responsible for the implementation of a
number of strategies. Many of the strategies are given carriage through local government
planning schemes. Strategies include Conservation of the Natural Environment, Economic
Development and Employment Location. The principles within each of the strategies provide
guidance to development managers and the community on economic development, social issues
and protection and conservation of the natural environment.

Examples of relevant principles include:

e Decisions regarding the natural environment should have regard to the goal, core
objectives and guiding principles of the National Strategy for Ecological Sustainable
Development, and should be based upon the precautionary principle where environmental
impacts cannot be accurately predicted; and

e  Economic activities should be located in areas that are:

s commercially attractive for the proponents and their development;

* cost effectively provided with infrastructure;

e environmentally suitable.
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The RFGM is not a statutory planning instrument, rather a guidance mechanism for local
authorities within South East Queensland. Nevertheless, under the provisions of the Integrated
Planning Act, the principles of the RFGM articulate the interests of the State at a regional and
local level. A local government must have regard to the regional dimensions of planning issues,
as they are demonstrated within the RFEGM.

The EIS does not detail how the proposal seeks to address the principles of the RFGM.
Arguments regarding the developments contribution to local employment and the economy
within the EIS are only in part consistent with the principles of the RFGM. How the
development seeks to implement the principles of ‘Conservation of Natural Environment’ has
not been addressed by the EIS. The EIS does not demonstrate how the proposal is consistent
with the stated regional planning intent for South East Queensland.

The Integrated Planning Act 1997 provides a framework to integrate planning and development
assessment so that development and its affects are managed in a way that is ecological
sustainable. With the commencement of the IP Act, local authorities are required to prepare
new planning schemes consistent with the requirements of the IP Act. Notwithstanding,
existing planning schemes provisions continue to have affect where inconsistency with the IP
Act are demonstrated.

The Albert Shire Planning Scheme (which includes the Strategic Plan and Springbrook
Structure Plan) provide planning guidelines for the Springbrook Plateau, aimed at maintaining
its current low density, open character, minimise bushfire risk and preserving “for public
recreation, visual enmjoyment and environmental value, major hinterland open space areas,
including national parks, state forests and the catchment areas of Little Nerang Dam and Hinze
Dam.”

The Structure Plan recommends that the level of development not increase far beyond present
levels and that future development does not degrade the present visitor experience. A clear
focus of the plan is that the protection and preservation of the water supply source be the
principal criterion in assessing any development proposal.

The proposal conflicts with many the objectives and intents of the Planning Scheme and
Springbrook Structure Plan. Compliance with the provisions of the planning scheme are yet to
be adequately demonstrated by the proponent.

The EIS highlights where the development is compliant with sections of the Strategic Plan, the
intents and objectives of zoning and indicates where and what type of management measures are
to be implemented to address issues of non compliance. However, many of the proposed
management measures relate to the characteristics of the development, rather than the suitability
and demonstrated effectiveness of such measures. As noted by Council, ‘such an approach
does not provide an adequate argument to address the conflicts or provide compensation for
deviations from the Scheme’. Further the EIS does not address the cumulative impact of the
development on the Springbrook or surrounding community.

The Gold Coast Nature Conservation Strategy is a integral mechanism in the conservation of the
Gold Coast’s natural values. The EIS does not discuss how the proposed development will assist
in the implementation of the Strategy or achievement of it’s goals.

The scale and proposed location of the cableway stations do not comply with the objectives of
the Strategic Plan, zoning provisions or the Springbrook Structure Plan.

-~
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The Addendum claims the proposed development is not inconsistent with the preservation of the
natural areas included with the NCS. However, management strategies are not detailed nor
discussed in terms of suitability.

Information provided does not address draft Gold Coast Hinterland Strategy.

As a material change of use would be required prior to construction of the cableway stations
should the State Government approve this proposal, Council would be requested to approve a
change of use inconsistent with local planning instruments.

1.6 - Flora - Description of Existing

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

The flora report is of a level of such questionable accuracy that it should be fully revised as part
of the supplementary IA documentation. Consultation should take place with the Qld Herbarium
in preparing this revised documentation. Limited ground truthing by Herbarium staff has
revealed significant inadequacies in the quality of data presented in this report. The very
substantial error rate evidenced in this report is unacceptable in a document of this
significance.

There are numerous misspelt and non-current botanical names on the data sheets and some
serious identification errors on the data sheets and in the observed flora list (Appendix D).
Reference is made to cross referencing of existing records, databases and previous studies, but
the sources have not been provided. There appears to be anomalies in cross-referencing and
some ambiguity in numbering of sections, eg. Appendix E (chainage data sheets) with Appendix
C (flora and fauna studies report).

Comprehensiveness is inadequate, particularly in relation to habitat requirements, sensitivity to
change and diversity of rare, threatened or otherwise noteworthy species occurring or likely to
occur within the study area.

There are little or no references to quality, diversity, representativeness, uniqueness,
conservation status, cultural value, viability or significance in either the local regional, or state
contexts. The significance of the population and habitat for each rare and threatened species
should be given.

Detailed analysis of edge effects is incomplete.

Impacts of fire are not adequately addressed. Any required change in fire management regimes
has the potential to significantly affect the flora assemblages. This issue should be analysed.
There is inadequate presentation of detailed fire history on communities and species of
significance.

The vegetation units listed on the chainage sheets do not always correspond with those on the
appropriate sections of the maps (Fig 13.1). The species listed as dominants on these sheets are
sometimes inappropriate for the stated vegetation unit, eg. rainforest with eucalypts given as
dominants.

There has been no attempt to ground truth the mapping or to collect vegetation and flora data
over the broader study area. The vegetation patterns should have been sampled more widely
using the terrain map (Figure 9.1) to assist stratification. The availability of terrain mapping at
an equivalent scale (to the vegetation mapping) should have simplified the task of defining
regional ecosystems for the study area, and thus ensured that the regional significance and
conservation status of the vegetation communities were adequately addressed - this has not
occurred. The relevant section of the flora and fauna survey guidelines (Guidelines for the
Determination of Regional Ecosystems, Appendix 1, pp. 53-54) has been overlooked or ignored
completely apart from including Sattler & Williams (1999) in the list of references.

Vegetation communities are not properly described or mapped in the EIS (section 13.2 & figure
13), as they provide no information on the dominant species composition. This requirement for
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describing communities is noted in the flora guidelines that were provided in the ToR, and it is
standard practice to address this requirement by describing communities with reference to a
recognised source such as State Herbarium vegetation mapping, State mapping of
ecosystems/communities (such as the Sattler & Williams Regional Ecosystem mapping), or local
government vegetation mapping. While dominant species for particular survey sites are
provided in Appendix E of the Flora Report, these do not constitute proper descriptions of the
vegetation communities present, nor form a proper basis for the vegetation mapped. The
conservation status of vegetation communities (at either the local, regional or state level) is not
provided nor is there an adequate community description at each of the pylon sites.

The classification does not differentiate between floristic assemblages; for example within the
open-forest unit there are dramatic differences between the open-forest communities on
rhyolite, basalt and metasediments respectively. These communities have been recognised as
distinct regional ecosystems (Young and Dillewaard in Sattler and Williams1999).

The structural terminology does not conform to a recognised classification. It is not possible to
distinguish between tall open-forest and wet sclerophyll forest communities, which from the
data sheets have similar dominant species, as does closed-forest. The distinctions between
riparian rainforest and rainforest is not made particularly clear either.

Apart form the errors noted above, the lists for rainforest sites are extremely deficient, given the
contribution of these communities and their biota to World Heritage values of the area. For
examples, lists 27 and 28 combined amount to only 50 species. This area adjacent to Little
Nerang Dam was surveyed by Herbarium staff on 11 July 2000 where 200 species were
recorded in rainforest and adjoining wet sclerophyll forest. The area assessed was
approximately 50-100m radius from a point in the gully where disposable survey tape
(presumably) marked the cableway route.

Appendix D of the flora and fauna report purports to be a list of plant species recorded during
the study. Of the total of 411 species, 313 have been accounted for in the chainage list, however
no sources are given for the additional 98 species.

There is no reference to species of National significance (ie any species which are listed under
Commonwealth legislation, or are classified as Rare or Threatened Australian Plants (ROTAP -
Briggs & Leigh 1996). A search of the Commonwealth EPBC Act database for the proposed
study area lists an additional 27 species which have not been addressed. Further, EPA WildNet
data lists many additional species which are not addressed in the EIS. Several of these
additional species have been confirmed as present within the study area by Herbarium staff.

Discussion

No further flora survey work was undertaken to support the Addendum and to that extent the
issues raised above by the EPA have not been addressed.

In Appendix C1 most misspelling and non current botanical names have been clarified.

Also a further Appendix C2 is provided that contains a wider list of species that may be located
along the route alignment.

Springbrook National Park is an area of high biodiversity, the value of which is enhanced by the
undisturbed nature of nearly all of the park and the management of sections of the park free
from alteration such as walking tracks.

The park has a high botanical diversity, supporting 677 vascular plant species, of which more
than 10% of which are noteworthy, and half of those rare or threatened. The survival of some of
these species is largely dependent upon their protection within national parks.
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The EIS and Addendum have failed to adequately and comprehensively survey the plants within
the cableway corridor or met the ToR flora guidelines. Consequently, it has not been possible
to assess the impacts on species and communities from the development.

Other work that has been done indicates that many species have been overlooked. For example,
a survey by an Herbarium staff member of a small section of the route near Little Nerang Dam
(towers 32 and 33) recorded nine rare or threatened species, where the EIS indicated just one.

To ensure that threatened species are not affected, the Addendum advises that relocation of
tower sites will be considered, with flexibility to move the towers along the alignment for up to
100m, but no flexibility to move sites laterally. It further suggests that in the event a tower
cannot be moved for engineering reasons, rare or threatened species will be “potted” in “soil
collected from the site in a nursery for the purpose of maintaining them while construction takes
place”.

Given that many of the rare plants identified in the corridor, such as Cupaniopsis newmanii,
Cassia marksiana and Acacia orities, grow between 4 metres and 25 metres in height and that
there are significant numbers of the plants in the corridor, sometimes numbering in the
hundreds, the strategies proposed would be inadequate in supporting the claim that “no impacts”
will occur on rare and threatened species.

No assessment has been completed of the impacts of how workers walking in a different route
to towers each day might minimise disturbance. This fails to consider the steepness and
impenetrable nature of the terrain, the trampling of vegetation and creation of a network of
tracks through a pristine area.

Whilst within the park some of these plants may appear abundant, they are part of an inter-
dependent ecosystem and their very survival is largely dependent upon their protection within
national parks. Any disturbance, clearing or incremental impacts through a change of
conditions upon these communities would undoubtedly put at risk the continuing viability of the
rare and threatened plants in that area. The fact that the plants have managed to survive within a
national park, where no disturbance has occurred, does not change their endangered status or
reduce the risk of extinction through proposed clearing of tower sites ranging within 196 and
452 square metres. Indeed some of the plants occur only within Springbrook National Park and
adjacent areas in northem New South Wales.

Neither are impacts considered outside of the cleared tower “footprint” on plants exposed to
light through opening of the canopy, or edge effects from the clearing of towers.

The Addendum advised that the survey was limited by the terrain, time and seasonality
constraints. Time should not be a factor given that Scientific Purposes Permits were issued for
this work valid from 30" July 1999 to 29" August 1999, 30" August 1999 - 19® September
1999 and 17" April 2000 - 16" April 2001.

The proponents have proposed to undertake further studies to better identify vegetation
communities and species composition and significance prior to construction and following
approval. It would not be possible to allow the development to proceed without a
comprehensive assessment and realistic mitigation strategies appropriate to the World Heritage
status of the area. It is the opinion of the EPA that, even with such information, the
development would cause significant impacts on the flora within Springbrook National Park. It
1s questionable as to whether allowing this to occur would meet the management intent of a
national park, rare and threatened species protection or World Heritage obligations.
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Any attempt to modify the fire regime (ie decrease the probability of high-intensity fires) to
satisfy issues of visitor safety and minimise potential damage to cableway infrastructure will
inevitably lead to changes in the floristic composition of the Park.

1.7 - Fauna - Description of Existing

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

Assessment of the faunal impact of the proposal has not been possible based upon the
information provided.

The results do not represent the diversity of fauna species likely to be found along the proposed
route. Not all areas directly affected have been surveyed for fauna. Only 20 sites have been
surveyed for fauna (Appendix C p11). Survey methods at these sites are considered inadequate.
Confirmation is required that surveys were conducted at the proposed pylon sites.

A statement is made at s14.4.6 regarding faunal displacement suggesting that construction
activities may affect the ability of fauna to survive. However, the species affected are not
detailed, the extent of impacts and the consequence for species sustainability in the area is not
discussed.

The following elements are either incomplete or inadequately addressed in the EIS;

- The comprehensiveness of the fauna -list, and description of extent, location, habitat,
seasonal influences, distribution, and methodology is inadequate.

- Analysis of all species and communities (resident, migratory and transient) is not
completed,

- Rare and threatened species are not adequately addressed, particularly in terms of
adequacy of information on rare and noteworthy species, collection of existing records,
targeted survey for significant species and legislative status.

- Quantitative data and/or population estimates for significant fauna species is not included.

- No reference has been made to JAMBA and CAMBA listed species.

- There is no assessment of species sensitivity to changes and no reference made to
endangered species legislation (EPBC or NC (Wildlife) Regulation).

- No maps of fauna habitat indicating location of fauna sampling sites and the locations in
which significant species or their specific habitat might be located have been
observed/recorded. It is not possible to determine exact location of survey sites from maps
provided, (ie topography, GPS, AMG references not given).

- The study has listed four species not known from Queensland and any such identifications
should be appropriately verified.

- Discussion of critical habitat is not adequate, particularly in relation to dominant plant
species, and a poor review of habitat requirements of significant fauna is provided.

- Assessment of fauna habitat, including corridors is inadequate, particularly in terms of
local, state, national and international context.

- There is no adequate assessment of feral animals, particularly in relation to assessing risks
and impacts on native fauna.

The impact of fire and fire management activities on fauna is not adequately addressed.

The time of year of survey was not conducive to fauna activity and would have adversely
impacted the sampling results.
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Discussion

Springbrook National Park, the Gold Coast Water Reserve and the Numinbah State Forest
collectively provide a narrow but contiguous refuge for fauna that was once widespread
throughout the region. The national park, through its high level of protection, provides a place
where natural communities can flourish in their native habitats.

There are no fewer than 24 noteworthy fauna species (rare, vulnerable, endangered and of
concern) within the Park. The fauna and flora communities within the Park are complex systems
and disturbances can drastically alter their composition and balance.

To date, the proponents have not comprehensively or adequately surveyed or assessed the
wildlife of the Park or the impacts associated with the development to the viability of individual
species or faunal communities. This is despite the fact that the ToR were finalised in November
1999 and permits first issued to the fauna consultant (Garry Worth, Wildthing) on 2 July 1999,
allowing considerable time to examine the seasonal and other influences.

Inadequate data collection has greatly influenced the analysis and interpretation of the results,
and would affect the interpretation of potential impacts arising from the construction and
operation of Naturelink.

The proponents have “committed to further detailed fauna surveys of all areas to be disturbed”
following approval. It would not be possible to allow the development to proceed without a
comprehensive assessment and realistic mitigation strategies appropriate to the level of
protection of the area.

1.8 - Conservation Values Impacts on Flora and Fauna

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

The EIS has failed to meet various requirements of ToR, for example the following are not

sufficiently addressed;

- comprehensiveness, extent, seasonal implications,

- impacts due to down and side draughts from helicopters operating adjacent to steep slopes.

- no consideration of canopy habitat and impacts has been provided,

- impacts related to construction stage, and in terms of short and long-term impacts on
conservation values,

- no consideration has been made of the impacts of daytime construction on nocturnal
species,

- impacts on flora and fauna, particularly in relation to potential bird/bat strikes, impacts
from emergency access, risks of introduction of pathogens and exotic species and/or
specific assessment against World Heritage values.

- Impact on access changes and visitation has not been adequately addressed (broad
Statements are made that no impacts will occur - these need to be substantiated). No
discussion on future safe access needs in National Park for maintenance and emergencies
and consequential park management implications should also be discussed,

- not all areas to be cleared or impacted have been surveyed for fauna and assessment is
inadequate, particularly in terms of habitat identification and species distribution,

- the extent and abundance of the known endangered fauna populations present have not
been addressed (eg Lechriodus fletcheri)

- important fauna corridors are not addressed,

- core areas of habitat have not been identified and impacts assessed, and

- noassessment is provided of the impacts on fauna populations from increased traffic during
the construction and operational phase of the proposed development. For example the
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impact of dust on fauna or the effects of increased sedimentation on stream frogs, has not
been addressed.

Vegetation communities are not properly described or mapped and their significance (either
local, regional state or international) is not discussed in the EIS. Consequently the impacts of
the project on these communities cannot be adequately assessed. The impacts on rare &
threatened flora are not adequately addressed, given that their population data, extent or
significance of their habitat has not been adequately described as noted in 4.9 above. The
inadequate habitat descriptions, incomplete species lists, lack of information on distribution and
abundance of significant fauna and inadequate review of literature on habitat requirements
limits ability to assess impacts on fauna as set out in 5.6 of the ToR .

The section on the impacts of vegetation removal at the stations and other areas cannot be
adequately addressed until the existing values are defined.

The EIS does not determine the extent of the potential impacts of fauna (particularly significant
species), or the likely impacts once the prescribed mitigation measures have been applied. The
potential impacts on the environment of significant species is not provided, even though the
fauna survey report (section 4.3.10) states that it is given in Appendix A. The fauna survey
notes there is significant habitat for particular threatened species in or close to areas which will
be cleared, disturbed or impacted, yet there is no assessment of the extent of the habitat for each
species within these areas or the locality, or how much will be lost/impacted by the proposal.

Section 14.4.1 of the EIS appears incorrect & misleading. It notes that small areas of
Rainforest, Closed Forest & Wet Sclerophyll in the study are fragmented pockets of important
fauna habitat that may not be viable if disturbed. Table 14.3 analyses these communities and
notes only Pylon 33 is located within these. This analysis has not incorporated closed forest,
and 12 pylons appear to be located within these communities. The potential impacts of any
clearing within these communities are not evaluated or addressed.

There is no guarantee that the mitigation and management recommendations will be applied
and therefore adequate, given the use of words such as "where possible” "when feasible”, "will
be considered". This is particularly relevant as it is noted that breeding habitat for resident
species may be destroyed.

Section 14.4.6 notes permanent fauna displacement may occur, but there is no assessment of the
potential impacts on significant species. 14.4.9 of EIS notes koalas may be directly impacted
through loss of food trees, and trees will only be avoided where possible.

14.4.10 of the EIS notes that breeding populations of recorded threatened fauna may be
affected. There is no assessment of the impacts, and no suitable measures prescribed to mitigate
potential impacts.

The EIS notes that impacts from pest species may occur, but does not guarantee that suitable
mitigation measures will be applied (it notes measures "will be investigated”). Suitable
measures which will be applied to address pest species should be provided.

With respect to habitat clearance, corridors have not been addressed nor potential effects of
surface & groundwater on fauna addressed (for example, potential for spread of cane toad and
resultants impacts on fauna). Significant gaps in baseline information limit the ability to
complete a thorough assessment of impacts
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Discussion

One of the major purposes for management of the Park is to ensure that the diversity of native
plants and animals, and especially rare, endangered or vulnerable species and their associated
habitats, are conserved. In the cableway corridor within the Park, there are a series of
undisturbed, specific habitats occupied by animals adapted to highly specialised conditions.

The elongated and complex shape of the park leaves the park highly vulnerable to edge effects
from ongoing development on adjacent lands, leading to the destruction, deterioration and
fragmentation of habitat. This has major implications for the sustainability of native fauna
within the park. The high boundary to area ratio of the park (just 2720 hectares with a 99.6km
perimeter) leaves little adjacent habitat for the displacement of fauna from the park. Transecting
the park by a cableway would further reduce the integrity of the habitat and increase the
opportunity for external threats to encroach (such as weed, predators, erosion, etc) on fauna.

Given the habitat constraints (in that the area the development would traverse represents a
number of small, different and distinct habitats), it is likely that all suitable habitat is currently
occupied and fauna displaced by development within the park may not have the opportunity or
ability to compete for adjacent habitat, due to their specific habitat requirements, thereby
resulting in decline. It is questionable as to whether this is the intent for protecting fauna “to the
greatest possible extent” within a national park.

Of concern are impacts, particularly during the construction stage, on animals like the shy and
elusive Albert Lyrebird (Menura_alberti); a species with evolutionary links to Gondwana and
one of the values for which the area was World Heritage listed. Evidence of Albert Lyrebirds
was recorded by an EPA Botanist in the proposed location of cableway pylon.

Simplistic mitigation strategies proposed, such as removing “any animals that are occupying
the area that are unlikely to move by themselves”, fails to consider the behavioural, breeding
and population dynamics of species and, in particular, highly vulnerable species with
specialised habitat requirements and reactions to disturbance.

The Addendum inadequately addresses the impacts of construction using low flying helicopters
over a sustained period, advising that “the extent of impact cannot be quantified as there are
few documented studies that could be related to the faunal habitats found in the Springbrook
area”. Evidence of species sustainability through examples including “inherently noisy sites,
such as the wetlands around the Cape Canaveral space shuttle launch site” further demonstrate
a considerable lack of understanding of the species, habitats and impacts involved in the
development on a World Heritage listed national park.

There is significant literature available on the effects of noise and vibration impacts on wildlife.
However, impacts are species specific, dependent on level, proximity and duration of noise,
perceived threat (ie associated with other noise/disturbance such as chainsaw/tree felling/jack
hammer/drilling). Nonetheless, it is a responsibility of the developer to meet the ToR through
an assessment of the impacts and effective mitigation strategies, particularly for rare and
threatened species such as the Marbled Frogmouth. Down draught impacts on birds that build
stick platform nests, like the Marbled Frogmouth and Red Goshawk, is documented within
Australia.

Given a lengthy construction period, the fauna assessment fails to consider the behavioural,
breeding and population dynamics of species and, in particular, highly vulnerable species with
specialised habitat requirements and reactions to disturbance. For example, any attempt to
modify the fire regime (ie decrease the probability of high-intensity fires) to satisfy issues of
visitor safety and minimise potential damage to cableway infrastructure will inevitably lead to
changes in the floristic composition of the Park.
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Information provided in the EIS and the Addendum assessing the nature of the impacts of the
development on the national park and the proposed mitigation measures lack depth and
understanding of species needs. Terminology used indicating “where possible” or “where
feasible” is not adequate to address the impacts and gives little confidence in the proponents
ability to undertake extensive development within a highly sensitive environment.

Despite claims throughout the EIS and Addendum documents that there will be “no impacts” on
fauna, the proponents have failed to comprehensively or even marginally demonstrate this to be
the case. Inadequate data collection has greatly influenced the analysis and interpretation of the
results, and would affect the interpretation of potential impacts arising from the construction
and operation of Naturelink.

The QPWS does not consider a bird aviary to be appropriate in such close proximity to a World
Heritage listed national park. Such a facility would attract wild birds to the captive species and

an un-natural food source, risking the transference of disease into wild populations. It is
considered too substantial a risk to wild populations.

1.8 - Fire Management

EPA Comment of the Draft EIS

Insufficient detail has been provided on fire management practices, particularly in relation to
responsible parties, fire risk indicators, closure criteria and analysis of potential changes to
fired regimes on world heritage and other natural values, current fire management practices
and public safety. Reference should be made to the consequences of planned tenure change fo
the Numinbah State Forest

Discussion

The EIS and Addendum have neither comprehensively nor accurately described the known fire
history of the area, despite fire records and maps being made available to the consultants and
such information being required by the Terms of Reference. Although the draft EIS suggests
that the area is not subject to the intensity of fire seen in southern states, fires at Springbrook are
as intense in terms of flame height, speed of the fire front and fire intensity.

The strategies proposed by the proponents to mitigate the effects of fire, such as banning of
smoking in the gondolas, ignores not only the common causes of ignition, but the substantial
requirements of fire management in the area, as well as the implications and consequences of
placing greater numbers of people in the path of a fire to fire management practices and safety.

A number of points raised in the Addendum are worthy of comment;

e [ns24.2 it is stated that “the criteria for all emergency is to respond to all incidents” and in
$24.18 “Should the Naturelink project be approved, the fire management plan will allow for
the presence of the cableway and the fire regime will be developed accordingly. The
National Parks and Wildlife Service will undertake this planning in conjunction with
Naturelink”. As set out in the discussion below the fire management strategy adopted for
the National Park takes into account upon ecological considerations and the risk to those
staff who might be called upon to fight fires. Introducing the Cableway to the area as
suggested by the proponent would imply a duty to protect life and property thereby shifting
the management principles of the park’s fire policy. Neither the ecological impact nor
liability considerations of this has not been evaluated in the draft EIS or Addendum.
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* The statements in s24.4 that information regarding fire history was not made available to
Naturelink are not accurate.

The proposed location of the cableway through Numinbah State Forest and Springbrook
National Park poses serious questions about risk to life, property and conservation values, as
well as exposing the Government to liability should a decision be taken to proceed in known
high risk areas.

The cableway proposes to traverse one of the highest fire-incident areas of the Gold Coast. This
fact alone differentiates this proposal from the Skyrail development to such an extent that there
can be no reasonable comparison between the two facilities.

The area through Numinbah State Forest and Springbrook National Park has a significant and
well-documented history of wildfire and is designated as a medium and high potential fire
hazard in the “Gold Coast Bushfire Management Strategy”, a Gold Coast City Council
document that guides planning and development in potential bushfire hazard areas. To date,
these areas have been managed through effective fire management practices based on detailed
fire records that span twenty years. Since 1981, the area has had ten wildfires, including six
high intensity, rapidly moving fires, three of which were crown fires (high intensity fires that
reach through the tree tops).

An abnormally high rate of crown fires in the area is due to a number of contributing factors

including:

> high rainfall which allows for a fast growing understorey. This provides “ladder fuels”
which enable wildfires to “climb” into the canopy, creating crown fires;

> the vegetation is principally eucalypt forest with a fire prone sclerophyll understorey;

> the terrain consists of very steep slopes providing for accelerated fire movement and
extreme fire intensity (fire movement doubles in speed for every 10% of slope); and

» prescribed hazard reduction within the national park cannot be used due to steep slopes and
the proximity of the adjoining water catchment. This prevents the physical location and
construction of fire breaks.

The last major fire was in 1994. In this fire, the great majority of the canopy was destroyed
along the proposed cableway route. Fire storms were experienced, the fire front travelled up to
2 km in an hour and spot fires occurred up to 3 km ahead of the main front. Rangers and fire
brigade officers fought the fire for 8 days and nights and spot fires were still reigniting more
than 3 weeks later. The vegetation at Purling Brook Falls, focal point of the park and landing
site of the proposed cableway, was completely burned from ground to canopy and sections of
the Purling Brook walking track were closed for more than 12 months for safety and recovery
purposes. As a key visitor node for the proposed development, potential safety and economic
loss issues would arise if a similar situation were to occur.

Since the 1994 fire, a series of rainy seasons have allowed extensive regrowth of a highly
flammable understorey along the proposed development route within the park, creating a
significant fuel load. With fires already burning throughout the Gold Coast hinterland as a result
of this year's hot, dry weather, the Purling Brook walking track circuit is currently closed
because of high fire danger (as are a number of other walking tracks in the hinterland) and will
remain so until conditions stabilise. To date, a number of fires in Mudgeeraba foothills have
been contained and have not spread to Springbrook National Park. However, given the extreme
fire conditions, visitors are restricted from the walking track because of insufficient time to find
and evacuate them if fire were to break out in the steep terrain.

Liability is a key consideration for State and Local government given the major land tenures
(national park, state forest and water reserve). The proposed Forest Station is located within
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Numinbah State Forest on the crest of a slope that has experienced two recent fires (1986 and
1992). These fires moved rapidly uphill through kangaroo grass and were unable to be
contained by firebreaks, one of which is located approximately 200 metres from the proposed
Forest Station. The 1986 and 1992 fires approached from the north, placing the Forest Station
site in the direct path of fires before reaching the fire break.

Numinbah State Forest is to be converted to protected area under the SEQ Forest Agreement
and it needs to be considered if the proposed extensive clearing for Forest Station, fire reduction
zones and hazard reduction activities would be appropriate in a national or conservation park.

Currently, Springbrook National Park has adopted a no hazard reduction policy that is based
upon ecological considerations and the unacceptable threat to those who would be required to
participate in hazard reduction activities given the steepness of the terrain and inaccessibility.
Given the vegetation type and terrain, as well as ecological consequences, exclusion of fire is
not a consideration and resources are presently directed at the protection of life and property on
the park's perimeter only.

The “Fire Management Planning for National Parks of the Scenic Rim (Ecological
Considerations)" provides fire management guidelines to maintain species composition of
vegetation communities, in keeping with the World Heritage status of the park. Fire is an
important element in maintaining species composition and diversity for this area. The
document highlights that most of the park cannot be bumed under prescription, due to the
steepness of the topography, which prevents the construction and maintenance of fire breaks. It
further suggests that most of the wildfires have spread from adjoining properties or started by
arson and are left to burn themselves out, essentially because there is no infrastructure to protect
within the least accessible areas of the park. To do otherwise would place Rangers and other fire
fighters at risk.

The land use planning implications of the risk of bush fire in this area have been the subject of
legal proceedings in two local cases. In GCCC - V - John Robert Woodward (1998), an appeal
was upheld against Council's refusal for subdivision at Austenville (near the proposed cableway
route) where it was found that "any responsible decision making body is bound to have regard
..." to fire management issues. In evidence provided by a fire expert, the Court acknowledged
the unreasonable risk to fire fighters attempting to protect the proposed development. While in
the second case, Prodal Services - V - GCCC (1999), fire management was one of the issues to
the appeal, the decision was granted in favour of the appellant recognising the proposed
management practices including clearing around the building, reduction of fuel loads in open
space areas and fire hydrants throughout the estate. This development was at Nerang, near an
already developed area, with no national park or World Heritage implications. Such
management strategies would not be appropriate within the protected area estate.

The EIS makes a clear statement in Section 22.5.6.1 “... in other areas, fire management would
be the responsibility of the relevant government agencies who are expected to carry out fuel
reduction and monitoring programs to implement best fire management practices as well as
environmental management.” This has been further reinforced in the EIS Addendum in Section
24.6 "The level of preparedness of the various management agencies is a matter for the
agencies themselves” and in Section 24.20 ".. (the national park) fire management plan will
allow for the presence of the cableway and the fire regime will be developed accordingly. "

As implied, if the development were approved, there would be strong pressure to intervene and
carry out hazard reduction to reduce the risk of bushfire for patrons and staff of the cableway.
An ongoing control burning regime would have adverse impacts on the ecology of the park and
be counter to the cardinal purpose of the Nature Conservation Act 1992, as well as place fire
fighters at risk. Conversely, any decision not to undertake hazard reduction could leave the
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State in a position of negligence given that it had knowledge of a risk to life and property and
chose not to act to reduce the risk.

Fire management would be an issue on which considerable liability to the State might accrue,

including;:

e claims by the proponent in the event of a major fire damaging the infrastructure given the
State had the knowledge of the area's high fire threat but nonetheless issued approval;

e claims by any person injured or killed in the event of a fire - the State would in all
likelihood be enjoined in any action against the proponent;

e claims against the State by the proponent if as a result of a hazard reduction exercise fire got
out of control and caused damage to the cableway infrastructure. The proponent may also
seek to claim against the State for loss of income by the operation during the period to
reinstate the project; and

e indirect risk to injury to the public using the cableway due to the ingestion of smoke or
panic if a fire were to impact the development.

Despite the requirement that the issues of liability and insurance be considered in the EIS and in
the Addendum report, they have not been addressed. To date, it is unclear whether the
proponent would be able to obtain acceptable public liability insurance for the project given the
high fire hazard designation. Crown Law advice has indicated that evidence of such insurance
and liability acceptance would be advised before the State entered into any potential
arrangement. Nonetheless, even with such evidence, some liability would rest with the State.

Public submissions received from adjoining property owners in response to the draft EIS
indicated concerns about being able to obtain or afford an adequate level of public liability
cover to insure themselves against damage to the cableway were fire to escape their properties.

There are also concerns about protocols for closure of the cableway on days of declared
high/very high or extreme fire risk, or in the event of an actual fire in the vicinity. Further there
are concerns about the financial implications of park manager's decisions to close sections of the
park to cableway visitors and/or operations. Of note is that the highest fire season coincides
with the highest tourism season (summer). Such issues may be addressed through conditions
that require closure based on non-commercial decisions. However, combined with insurance
and liability costs, the conditions on development could be seen to be so extensive as to affect
the economic viability of the project.

The loss of construction and/or operational time in the event of a fire, or reduction in patronage
during a potentially lengthy post fire period when the visual presentation of the area is reduced,
may also have a bearing on the economic viability of the project.

1.9 - Geotechnical Risk

EPA Comment on the Draft EIS

Insufficient information has been provided in section 9.4 about the extent of drilling required to
secure footings on slopes within the national park (and resultant impacts on park values). It
would be appropriate to provide detailed information or certification that the pylons can be
constructed in the nominated locations taking into account of geotechnical feasibility and
confirmation that these sites would not involve any rare and threatened species.

Further information would be required on erosion control and management of dispersed excess
soil, particularly for steep slopes in times of high rainfall, and the implications for protection of
the water catchment.
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Insufficient detail has been supplied particularly in terms of vibration and noise impacts during
construction phase from drilling for pylon foundations (particularly in relation to National Park
values).

Insufficient site specific information has been presented to assess potential impacts/risks (see
59.4), particularly in terms of geological stability of proposed observation deck in the National
Park and for the pylons on State owned lands.

There is local knowledge of numerous landslides across the Scenic Rim area over the last
decade, which is not reflected in the data provided.

Insufficient information has been provided on geological stability of the area, particularly in
relation to pylon sites within the national park and the proposed lookout to be constructed
within the park, as well as, existing park infrastructure to cater for increased visitation. The
discussion in the EIS on the geology of the area appears to be based upon a very limited and
scattered sampling program. The justification/ verification of the geology based on this
program should be detailed.

Discussion

The addendum provides some further discussion on geotechnical risk in s 15. Towers 37 and 38
(located within the National Park) are acknowledged to be within the highest risk zones of slope
instability. The comment provided in the EPA draft EIS response that confirmation should be
provided of the feasibility of locating the towers so as provide or meet applicable standards has
not been satisfied.

The steep terrain within Springbrook National Park and its geological stability give rise to
concern about the potential for landslide along the cableway corridor. The least stable zones are
located in the southern section of the cableway route between Forest Station and Falls Station
(Numinbah State Forest, Little Nerang Dam and Springbrook National Park), the areas with the
highest conservation values.

The Addendum suggests that, despite using aerial photography and not yet completing field
surveys, there are no stability constraints except at two tower sites. Both of these sites occur in
Springbrook National Park within high and very high slope stability hazard areas.

The stability of the route corridor in the park gives rise for concern, particularly in view of the
need for towers to follow a sequential alignment with little flexibility for identifying suitable
building sites across the landscape. It is noted that there is flexibility of 50m either way along
the sequential alignment route, but little scope to move laterally. The Addendum advises Tower
37 (very high slope stability hazard) is “constrained” and will require subsurface investigations
to ensure that a suitable footing it designed. Building on a very high slope stability hazard area
not only represents a potential threat to the safety of cableway patrons and infrastructure, but to
the surrounding flora and fauna as well.

The EPA position is consistent with the response to the Draft IAS by Environment Australia
that stated:
“...Further, the proposed route traverses precipitous terrain on the side of a valley. It
does not appear reasonable that, in such a high-rainfall area, serious and ongoing
erosion problems would be avoided simply by the spreading of excavated soil and
vegetation or mulch.
Whilst it is appreciated that detailed engineering specifications are not usually
provided at this stage of an environmental assessment process, there can be no effective
evaluation of likely impacts in such a sensitive area as this without details of the scope
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of works likely to be required to establish footings for the (six) towers projected to be
built within the Park. Without information to the contrary, it can only be assessed that
the mitigating measures proposed in such terrain would have at least a high probability
of being inadequate by a considerable margin.

Also of concemn is the proposed construction of an observation deck on the escarpment. The
proponents to date have provided no detail on the lookout and additional walking tracks along
the escarpment proposed to link the Park with Falls Station, but have indicated that geological
assessments would be completed prior to construction. A geotechnical report in 1997
summarised that three Purling Brook lookouts represented the highest risk rating in terms of the
indicators observed (including the curved shape and slight overhang of the cliff line, the open
cracks in the rock, the blocky nature of the joints in the cliff as viewed from the falls, the open
horizontal joint below one lookout which will fill with water during floods and the preferential
weathering of the vertical joint plane that forms the inward curve in the cliff line below and
between two of the lookouts).

1.10 - Insurance And Liability

EPA4 Comments on Draft EIS
Landslide, and fire (including, for example, fuel loads, fire proneness of vegetation, fire hazard

monitoring, responsibilities, liabilities of third parties, flame height, velocity of fire front in
relation to proposed infrastructure, etc) and erosion-impacts need to be addressed in greater
detail and across all stages of the development.

There is an inadequate description and assessment in terms of access to gondolas in the event of
emergency and any potential environmental impacts.

Risk of cable drive failure, of cables and pylons being struck by aircraft and other project
infrastructure related hazards/emergency situations should be fully addressed.

The long term risk to the World Heritage values of the area, and risk of contamination of water
supplies (particularly Hinze Dam and Little Nerang Dam) should be more fully addressed.

Discussion

The onus for the structural integrity, safety and maintenance of the facility would be the
responsibility of the proponent. This would also include the construction staff who will be
exposed to the potential risks of fire and land stability whilst working in remote locations within
the park. Discussions with the operators of Skyrail in Caimns indicated that there is a significant
ongoing maintenance component. For the purposes of maintenance and safety (emergency
planning and evacuation), Skyrail advised that access to each pylon site was essential. In the
case of emergencies, access should be achieved within an hour. This issue has also been raised
by the Department of Emergency Services.

The consequence of construction, maintenance and safety planning is that access arrangements
need to be established. This has implications to the conservation management strategy for the
National Park and World Heritage Area. Given that significant parts of the National Park along
the cable car route are currently limited access or impenetrable, opening access trails may
compromise the ecological integrity of the WHA, the management principle for national parks
under the Nature Conservation Act as well as the geological stability.
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1.11 - Need And Alternatives

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

The project need has not been sufficiently demonstrated. Restricting the National Park impact
to evaluation of the number of pylons within National Parks ignores the broader environmental
or conservation implications of project alternatives.

Alternatives do not consider environmental (including fire and water catchment issues), social
(including support infrastructure) and engineering issues (including access for construction
and/or maintenance). The potential social benefits are not assessed and the methodology to
select alternatives has not been disclosed or referenced.

The issues are not analysed as required by the ToR but rather only described. The alternatives
table does not provide sufficient detail for selecting the proposed route. Assessment criteria are
not quantified/qualified (ie it is not made clear how the impact on the National Park is
measured). The terms of reference require an analysis of the costs and benefits of the project
not proceeding (ToR page 10). This has not been provided. A full analysis of the range of
existing costs and benefits should be included. The EIS does not provide information that
allows the social and economic costs and benefits of the project to different interest groups to
be determined.

Discussion

Two altemative approaches should be considered - that for alternative routes for a cablecar and
alternative presentation methods for the World Heritage Area and National Park.

The EIS and Addendum have not quantified the costs and benefits of alternative routes nor
discussed which sections of the community benefit from (or bear the costs) as a result of the
project, the size of the costs/benefits or how this differs between altemnative routes.

The proponent has not demonstrated that viable alternatives do not exist on a regional scale
considering the challenges of this particular site and the significant costs involved in addressing
site stability, fire management, insurance and liability, length of the cableway, lease costs for
use of a variety of public lands and Gold Coast tourism competitive pressures.

A variety of appropriate alternatives for tourism and recreation at Springbrook National Park

may be available, which are consistent with the management principles for protected areas and

are of net benefit to the community, the economy and the environment. Such alternatives may

include, but not be limited to:

o the establishment of a commercially-operated camp-ground and related recreational
infrastructure on the adjacent Settlement land;

e establishment of alternative bush camping facilities on the Settlement land, linked to
appropriate bushwalking and recreational tracks that provide for a more remote experience;

o establishment of a World Heritage visitor centre on the Settlement land, offering value
added commercial services such as guided tours, historical/cultural/natural interpretation,
recreation trails, low key wildlife display and linking to existing commercial operations;

o establishment of an environmental education and research facility for students of all ages;

» packaging of park-based interpretation activities with local accommodation houses;

¢ anetwork of small scale developments across the hinterland; and

e partnerships with the Kombumerri people for the delivery of culturally appropriate
indigenous tourism.
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The EIS and Addendum fail to provide a comprehensive assessment of the alternatives or a
clearly demonstrated case for a cableway through Springbrook National Park. Although it
identifies valid needs such as reducing overcrowding at the national park, providing additional
car parking, enhancing presentation of the WHA and providing the Gold Coast with an eco
tourism attraction, it does not demonstrate how this proposal fulfils those needs better than
possible alternatives or how it is the best option for delivering benefits compared to others. The
cableway is not only an alternative way to experience the park, but would also act as a way for
additional people to access the park and add to overuse of the park. It would be more pertinent
to consider the overall desirability and impact of additional infrastructure in this section of the
park.

Therefore the requirements of Section 2 -Project Need and Alternatives, of the Terms of
Reference has failed to have been satisfied raising serious questions regarding the credibility of
the project.

1.12 - National Parks Management Implications

EPA Comments on Draft EIS

Visitor activities offered by the project have not been adequately defined. In particular there is
no detail of activities to be conducted within the National Park, ie guided walks. Frequency of
tours, group sizes, proposed routes etc should be disclosed.

Existing visitor activities and experiences, and the visitor markets and visitor numbers currently
serviced in the Hinterland and National Park should be discussed. Any impacts on these as a
result of the project should be discussed, along with flow on effects (for example on nature
based businesses using the park).

Relevant research or survey work underpinning the anticipated visitor classes and expected
proportions undertaking different activities given in 19.3.2 and 21.4.3 should be provided.
Numbers of additional visitors attracted 1o the Gold Coast region, Hinterland or Springbrook
National Park as a result of the cableway should also be clarified.

Anticipated size of disabled/seniors market and basis for the estimates should be provided (with
actual patronage at other cableways if available), along with a description of any activities
catering for these visitors, and the existing activities available for them in the region.

As above, a profile of the existing market serviced by Springbrook National Park to be
provided. This should address visitor characteristics (ages, place of origin, group size etc)
activities undertaken and sought, proportion of day-trippers, satisfaction, length of stay etc.
The proportion of existing visitors that are assumed to visit the Hinterland via Naturelink and
what is the basis for this assumption need to be specified. Visitor dissatisfaction with existing
access to the Hinterland, and available activities has not been adequately demonstrated.

Anticipated recreational demand off-site is not adequately addressed, including the impact of
the project on existing recreation activities and visitor experiences in the region and National
Park, and consequent impacts on infrastructure and environment of National Park as the
destination. Measures to mitigate any adverse impacts should be identified.

Potential or planned future expansion of the development should also be discussed.
Numinbah State Forest is one of the State Forest areas that has been identified as part of the

South East Queensland Forest Agreement that is to be converted to an interim tenure under
current amendments to the Nature Conservation Act. These amendments will allow for
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The Addendum does however allude to the non-payment of commercial activity fees, indicating
that there are no plans to undertake commercial operations in the national park like guided tours.
Elsewhere in the Addendum and in the EIS the proponent states that “visitors will be monitored
on interpretive walks to ensure they stay on the designated paths and platforms and do no
impact on the natural surroundings. This suggests the possibility of guided walks, as does the
reference in the EIS to 17 full time and 9 part time eco-tour guide positions. In any case, QPWS
would consider that a project located within and on the boundary of a national park that delivers
visitors to the park as a commercial activity. Advertising access to the park would also mean
that commercial activity fees could be payable.
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This summary shows that the proponent continues to draw little distinction between social
values and aspirations of the Indigenous community vis-a-vis the legislative environment for
cultural heritage protection in Queensland. These continuing vagaries, and the omissions of
adequate cultural heritage field assessments are inconsistent with an adequate assessment of the
cultural heritage values at this crucial planning stage of the development.

An assessment of the cultural heritage values of the place and the potential impact the
development may pose to those values is a necessary first step for land use planning and
decision making. The need for a cultural heritage assessment was identified in the original
ToR; and reiterated in the Agency’s earlier response on the Draft EIS. The proponent has had
more than adequate time and opportunity to arrange for a professional assessment of the cultural
heritage values of the place, but failed to do so.

1.17 Economics / Decommissioning
Discussion

To date the proponent has not provided an economic feasibility analysis for the proposal as
required by the ToR. Hence it is not possible to determine the economic sensitivities that have
been applied and whether they address all relevant issues and can withstand scrutiny. It is also
not possible to determine the economic return to the national park for managing impacts of the
development.

Insufficient economic information is provided in the EIS or Addendum to make a full
assessment of the net benefit of the project and impact either locally, regionally or for the
national park. Indeed the list of interest groups provided did not include QPWS as an important
stakeholder. There was no valuation of conserving the park as required by the ToR.

The assessment has not demonstrated where the costs and benefits fall, and also the relative
magnitude of them. No attempt has been made to quantify what the values of these costs and
benefits are, or whether they are monetary or not. Social and environmental costs and benefits,
such as eco-system services, have been largely left out of the discussion. The EIS reinforces
suspicions that the major financial beneficiary of the project is Naturelink, while costs may be
borne by the rest of the community. The costs to residents and visitors are termed “concern
about loss of environmental values” rather than “loss of environmental values.”

The Addendum states there is not currently equitable access to non-private vehicles owners.
There are currently 52 licensed commercial operators utilising Springbrook National Park as the
basis for their business operations and providing access to non-private vehicle owners.
Additionally, there are many accommodation and cottage industries nearby, that benefit by the
attraction of the park and its visitors. Whilst this proposal may well create new opportunities
for economic development, it may also be at the expense of existing business operators. There is
no further consideration of these operators (how many clients they cater for per year, the type of
experience they offer) and the possible impacts of Naturelink on their operations.

A statement in the Addendum that the project will provide a “contribution to the ongoing
maintenance of the parks facilities” is not supported by detail. Another statement that the
“effects of cableway passengers visiting the national park can be managed in a manner which is
consistent with the strategies outlined in the Draft Springbrook National Park Management
Plan” seems to indicate that the proponents consider the responsibility for this visitation will be
the responsibility of QPWS. Other references are made to the fact that facilities will be
provided at “no cost to QPWS”. Details would be required to determine the level of contribution
and infrastructure support for the Park.
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Further assessment would be required particularly in terms of lookouts from Purling Brook
Falls (looking from the falls) and the Purling Brook walking track that have not been
addressed. Visual impacts to escarpment views of a new lookout within the National Park and
increased numbers of people utilising the lookout should be considered.

Discussion

The addendum has provided limited further assessment of visual impact. Section 21.4 provides
additional background as requested on the Visual Absorption Capacity methodology. Section
21.10 addresses views from one walkway within the National Park however no additional
demonstration of the visual impact from Purling Brook Falls or the proposed observation deck
have been provided in the Addendum

Visual impact is often a matter of judgement. Where any visibility of a cableway may be
offensive to some, some visibility may be considered attractive to others. In a national park
context, there are values associated with uninterrupted natural landscapes and a sense of
solitude. This development would therefore have visual impacts associated with the visibility
of stations and gondalos from walking tracks within the park, as well as the increased number of
people at Purling Brook Falls.

The proponents have provided a visual impact assessment of many of the locations where the
cableway may be visible along the route. In the Addendum, they have failed to assess the visual
impact of the cableway from the main Purling Brook Falls lookout, the view from the top of
Tannibar Falls or the walking track north from Tannibar Falls along the top of the cliff. It
would seem that that there will be visual impacts from the development at these locations. The
Addendum also erroneously indicates that there is only one walking track in Springbrook
National Park (Purling Brook circuit of 6 kms). In fact there is more than 30 kilometres of
walking track within the Park- 29 of them on the Springbrook Plateau.

1.16 - Cultural Heritage

EPA Comments on the Drafi EIS

Inadequate assessment of Native Title, particularly in terms of current negotiations with the
Kombumerri people regarding joint management of Springbrook National Parks. There is no
indication that all other groups that may have an interest in the land have been consulted (ie
Yugembah language group).

Stage 2 of the cultural heritage assessment is yet to be provided and hence the existing
information provided is inadequate. It is appropriate that stage 1 and 2 assessments are
integrated to give a complete picture of the cultural heritage values of the area before an
assessment of the cultural heritage values can be undertaken.

Process of identification is incomplete and any content in this portion of the document can not
be assessed due to lack of supporting information.

Discussion

The Addendum provides a list of objectors to the Draft EIS without detailing the nature of those
objections, or the issues raised.

p191 of the Addendum - the supposed response to the ‘unidentified’ objections - states that
additional Indigenous community consultation and the field assessment of the cultural heritage
report will be undertaken during Phase 2. The draft EIS had stated in s 16.1 that this Phase 2
work would be undertaken and reported as part of the Addendum.
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under construction. Also there is a failure to address public safety issues associated with
infrastructure and public areas.

Discussion

Springbrook National Park provides a diverse range of opportunities for outdoor, nature-based
recreational activities, including bushwalking, camping, bird-watching, painting, reading and
photography. Its 30 kilometres of walking track provides opportunities for high quality walks
of varying duration, settings and difficulty.

As outlined in the submission to the draft EIS by DCILGP, the proposal estimates a permanent
removal of 257 ha in ROS classes 1 and 2 (relatively wild, natural and remote settings) for
outdoor recreation. The 257 ha represents the loss of 56% of class 1 and 9% of class 2
classifications within the study area. This is considered significant because areas remaining in
these landscape classes within south east Queensland are rare and that those areas that are in
these classes are relatively small and fragmented.

Increasing population growth will also result in increased demand for natural areas in which to
recreate. The purchase of the Settlement land for regional open space was based on the need to
add to the recreational landscape setting and allow for the protection and effective management
of the remaining areas in order to sustain existing opportunities.

This proposal will impact on and displace current recreational users of Springbrook National
Park through the significant increase in numbers in the area around the head of the falls. Of
concern is the lack of knowledge of the Park and its facilities reflected in the Addendum that
suggests the only walk in the Park is the Purling Brook Falls circuit. The EIS fails to adequately
assess the impacts on recreational users other than to identify the loss of opportunity and
recommend visitor management strategies such as hardening tracks in high use areas, providing
a new lookout and additional walking paths to connect Falls Station to the park, landscaping
around the stations and erecting signage seeking visitor cooperation in minirmising impacts on
the area.

The proposed development would similarly impact on the intended use of the Government-
owned Settlement land purchased for recreational open space.

Were the development to proceed, to maintain the ability to accommodate additional visitors,
additional park infrastructure would be required (recreational creep effect). This is likely to
displace recreational users further as well as impact on the natural values of the park. The
Addendum trivialises these impacts by suggesting that the Naturelink development will reduce
creep effects by providing facilities to cater for the demand from its passengers.

1.15 - Visual Impacts

EPA Comment on the Draft EIS

In section 15.0 the Visual Absorption Capacity and visual impacts are defined on a scale of low,
moderate and high however these terms are not defined in the body of the document.

Lookouts from Purling Brook Falls (looking from the falls) and visual impacts from the Purling
Brook walking track and other tracks are not addressed.

No assessment has been undertaken of visual impacts for the proposed observation deck on
National Park.
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that compete with its environmental protection mandate. It recommends that decision-making
be cautious and responsive to uncertainty about the actual environmental, cultural and social
changes that will result from commercial tourism services on or near to protected areas. It is
clear that the Naturelink proposal does not comply with these guiding principles.

1.13 - Social Impact

The EIS fails to identify the costs and benefits of the project to different social and economic
groups, ie local residents, local businesses, regional residents and businesses, tourists and
tourist operators, etc. Providing a net assessment of the economic impact of the proposal does
not allow these to be assessed. Primarily, the EIS failed to adequately assess impacts on
current licensed commercial operators to the national park or other Springbrook Plateau
businesses. Insufficient coverage has been provided in terms of current involvement of
Traditional Owners in relation to joint management of Springbrook National Park. The
Yugembah language people should be fully included within indigenous consultations.

The potential for lost economic opportunities has not been well covered, particularly the
potential for the businesses of existing commercial operators to be impacted on, including the
potential for customer base to move elsewhere, and the effect of Naturelink on the recreational
experiences offered by these operators at present.

No details have been provided except a limited reference on page 294 to the provision of
interpretative facilities that will facilitate the learning experiences of school and uni students

Inadequate assessment has been made of the impacts on existing business, including nature-
based facilities at other national parks in the hinterland.

Discussion

The social impact assessment and community consultation, as required by s5.9 of the terms of
reference have not been satisfied. The socio-economic analysis of the project is limited and
mitigation strategies are undeveloped. The level of community reaction to the project has
indicated that the community consultation has failed to identify and resolve questions about the
project in the minds of the public.

1.14 - Recreational Impacts

EPA Comments on the Draft EIS

The Drajft EIS has not assessed current uses in terms of recreational use, peak usage periods
and impacts of overcrowding at key sites. Nor has it assessed the impacts of development on
intended recreational use of the Settlement Land (purchased by Government for regional open
space). Additionally, inadequate analysis has been provided of the impacts on existing
recreational infrastructure.

The analysis presented relies exclusively on the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum framework
(21.1.2). No mention is made of frameworks which deal with the issue of social carrying
capacity such as Limits of Acceptable Change or Visitor Impact Management Process models.
This has led to the failure to consider impacts of recreational creep on National Park and the
future infrastructure developments and impacts that may result from this development.

The documentation has not sufficiently addressed displacement and management of
recreational users, including remote bushwalkers, and limiting access to areas of the park
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project by relevant sectors of the community. Viability of the proposal has not yet been
demonstrated, the proposal is not consistent with the management intent of the land, the facility
is not necessary in this location, park values and management resources are likely to be
impaired and the facility is proposed in a previously undisturbed site, within the water
catchment and high fire/slope stability risk area.

Park and visitor facilities - should be harmonious with park resources, compatible with natural
processes, aesthetically pleasing, function, energy-efficient, cost effective and as accessible as
possible to all segments of the population. This proposal is not harmonious with existing
recreational use and, moreover as a park currently accessible to a wide range of the population,
this development would serve to displace current recreational and local users.

Extension of infrastructure - established operations on public lands commonly seek to expand
either to capitalise on success or to trade out of difficulties. As far as practicable, such
circumstances should be treated as new proposals. Additional and cumulative impacts
associated with power supply upgrades, potential for hardened access to pylons for maintenance
and emergencies, future enhancements to cater for capacity crowds, etc have not been factored
into the initial proposal, but would be difficult to not approve if the initial development was
approved, resulting in greater impacts on the national park.

Compliance with land management policy and planning - any commercial arrangements must
be consistent with the current statutory requirements, government management policy and
management planning provisions for the area. This proposal is not consistent with the draft
Springbrook Management Plan, the Key Directions for CERRA, the Gold Coast City Council
planning instruments or Bushfire Management Strategy.

Competition - if adequate facilities exist or can feasibly be developed by private enterprise to
serve park visitors' needs for commercial services outside park boundaries, such facilities
should not be expanded or developed within parks. The viability of this project has been based
on the use of public land at presumably less than market value. The route selection was carried
out prior to the impact assessment being conducted, using commercial, rather than
environmental viability measures. A convincing argument that altenatives to this location do
not exist outside the protected area estate has not been forthcoming despite the requests of
Govemment.

Financial arrangements - any commercial activity on public land should be subject to clear
agreement on the financial obligations of the parties. These will vary widely, but must
recognise the public interest in obtaining a fair and equitable benefit from commercial
arrangements on public land. Proposals should only be considered where the proponent is able
to demonstrate the financial capacity to establish and operate the proposed facility or service.
To date, Government has not received information about the financial viability of the project,
nor an indication of the financial contribution to the State for use of public land.

Effect on_other commercial interests - assessment of commercial proposals should take into
consideration the likely positive and negative effects on established commercial undertakings.
In general, new ventures that will have the effect of substantially displacing an established
direct competitor should not be located on public land. This project has been designed as a
self-contained economy, with Naturelink related facilities deriving all the economic benefits of
the cableway and little opportunity for flow on effects to the Springbrook community. It is also
likely to have detrimental effects on the 52 licensed commercial operators currently utilising
Springbrook National Park for business purposes.

The "Opportunities for Resource Generation" report advised that the QPWS needs to be diligent
in avoiding relationships that are either primarily exploitative for private gain, or set priorities
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significant public comment was received and incorporated into the final guiding principles
contained in the "Opportunities for Resource Generation" report, completed in September 1996.

As such, these guiding principles provide a framework for considering the proposed Naturelink
development.

Location - wherever possible alternative development sites should be identified for privately
owned infrastructure to avoid such infrastructure being located inside the boundaries of
national parks. The main reason for this is the significant potential for commercial
requirements of the private business to conflict with the conservation priorities of the national
park. This is not such an issue on other areas because the conservation values are not seen as
being as high as on national parks. There has not been a convincing argument by the
proponents that alternative development sites cannot be identified for this project.

Effect on the park or other land - any commercial activity on public land should be ecologically,
culturally and economically sustainable and should provide a net benefit for the purpose for
which the land is managed in the public interest. On the evidence, the proponent has failed to
demonstrate the ecological, cultural or economic sustainability of the proposal. There is no
evidence of a net gain for conservation through this project, nor is this project presented to
demonstrate mutual benefits/return on significant public benefits.

Equity of access - where commercial facilities or services are established on public land they
should not have the effect of preventing, limiting or obstructing access except where such
Jacilities or services are specifically intended to regulate public access. Part of the attraction of
many natural areas is the low cost of visiting them, especially for the Australian family market.
At an anticipated 340-850 per person, cost would limit the ability of many Queenslanders to
participate. The sheer volumes of visitors at Purling Brook Falls would limit access/diminish the
experience of independent visitors and the proposal has not been developed by the QPWS to
regulate public access.

Commercial exclusivity - consistent with the National Competition Policy, the opportunity to
establish and operate a business interest on public land must not be arranged anti-
competitively. As a general practice, competitive tender processes will be used regardless of
claims of originality of proposals and the duration of arrangements should be limited to
realistic commercial investment recovery periods assuming a fair rate of return. By virtue of
the scale of this development the proposal amounts to exclusive use of Springbrook National
Park and limits the ability of other commercial interests to utilise the park for commercial
purposes. More competitive and beneficial alternatives may exist that would be consistent with
the management intent of the area.

Appropriateness of design - the design of infrastructure should be in keeping with the
established standards for the area. This proposal is inconsistent with the management intent of
the park and the Council planning instruments for the area.

Appropriateness of development - a decision to authorise tourism on protected areas will be
based on an assessment of the following criteria. sufficient need demonstrated for the proposed
infrastructure and viability of the proposal is demonstrated; consistent with management intent
of the land; facility is necessary and appropriate for public use and enjoyment of the park in
which it is located; the use of the facility or service will enhance the use and enjoyment of the
park without resulting in impairment of park resources and values; the Jacility will be located
where the least impact on park resources and values will occur; and the number of sites and
locations and sizes of tracts of land assigned for necessary facilities will be the minimum
essential for proper and satisfactory operation of the facilities. A need to increase visitation to
the park has not been demonstrated and there have been questions about the tourism need for the
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The Parks Service would not consider such a development at Springbrook National Park based

on the following inconsistencies with national park management planning principles:

> physical disturbance by works: - the proposal would require significant engineering works
across a lengthy stretch of the Park, including a considerable portion of escarpment and
steep, unstable terrain. While the footprint of individual works would appear to be small,
the areas where work is proposed have experienced little direct intrusion or disturbance. In
a park planning context, there may be significant potential for disturbance to vulnerable
communities and the introduction of weeds and feral animals that may not otherwise be
introduced to the area. These issues have not been adequately addressed by the EIS or
Addendum,;

> visitor management: - the proposed cableway envisages termination at a point immediately
adjacent to the park, but the Park would provide a significant attraction at this point. The
proposed scale of use and on-Park activities envisaged would require significant
infrastructure to manage visitor safety, services and environmental impacts, as well as
increased Ranger services. These issues have not been adequately addressed by the EIS or
Addendum;

» character of use: - the proposed cableway would alter the character of use opportunities
from relatively self-reliant, small numbers of visitors on a peak and trough basis to
relatively large numbers with more readily available access and potentially time on site on a
continuing basis. Issues of displacement of current recreational users, loss of solitude
experience and safety issues arising from such a change would guide planning against such
a development. The EIS and Addendum consider recreational displacement and indicate a
loss of ROS Class 1 and 2 opportunities, but fail to consider mitigation strategies to address
the issue;

> visual effects: - the proposed cableway has the potential to be visually evident at various
points within the Park and would be visually prominent and audible at the terminal adjacent
to the Park. Similarly, there would be a change of visual effect at the Purling Brook Falls
lookouts of increased visitor numbers and new infrastructure. Although a visibility
assessment was completed, the proponents have failed to provide an assessment of visual
impacts from the main Purling Brook Falls lookout (next to the top of the falls), from the
top of Tannibar Falls or the walking track north from Tannibar Falls along the cliff top. The
cableway would be visible from these locations.

As identified in the draft Management Plan, the Settlement land was purchased by the State for
recreational purposes for the Springbrook and greater community. Ina planning sense, it was a
major strategic acquisition to cater for growing visitation and to take visitation pressure off the
national park. A new public campground is just one of the recreational opportunities planned
for the site.

Although the proponents suggest that the Falls Station cableway terminus would utilise only a
small area of the Settlement land (3ha), the development would dominate use of the site with
traffic, large volumes of people, noise, disturbance to wildlife and would change opportunities
for recreational camping, picnicking, bird watching and other pursuits. The Settlement would
become a “spill” area for Naturelink guests instead of the community recreational facility for
which it was purchased.

Guidelines for private development on or near a national park

In July 1996, the then Minister for Environment Brian Littleproud tabled in the Parliament draft
guidelines for “establishment of tourism and related infrastructure on public land, especially in
or near national parks”. The guidelines were developed through a direct stakeholder consultative
process involving the tourism industry, park user groups, conservation organisations, indigenous
groups and government agencies. Following the tabling of the guidelines in the Parliament,
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management of the CERRA property) and other approved management plans for Queensland
national parks. It therefore provides strong directions for the management of the Park,
consistent with community views. The plan recognises Springbrook National Park as the most
heavily visited park within the World Heritage listed CERRA property, highlighting the need to
address the pressures of high visitation levels and to ensure that recreational access does not
“compromise the natural, cultural or World Heritage values of the park”.

Major purposes of management cited in the plan are to “ensure that the diversity of native plants
and animals, and especially rare, endangered or vulnerable species and their associated
habitats are conserved; natural ecological processes are allowed to function with minimal
disturbance; fire is managed to protect human life and property and ensure the conservation of
natural and cultural resources, the scenic amenity of the park is maintained; a range of nature
based recreational opportunities including bushwalking, bird-watching, picnicking, bush
camping and nature appreciation will be provided in a variety of outdoor settings, and, World
Heritage values are recognised and managed in conjunction with the other properties in
CERRA.”

It is evident that the development would not comply with the directions of the draft management

plan given that:

e asignificant portion of the park’s native plants and animals are rare or threatened and some
are considered to be of outstanding universal significance. The development would clear a
minimum of 1400 square metres of in tact habitat within the park boundaries;

e although only 2720 hectares in size, the Park makes a significant contribution to the
conservation of the region’s biological diversity;

e only ecological fire management practices are considered at the proposed development site
because no property or human wellbeing issues are currently relevant;
recreational users are likely to be displaced by the proposed development;

World Heritage values are highly likely to be significantly impacted upon by the proposed
development, and;

e potential risks from the development on the water catchment are of concern.

Although commercial operations and commercial development are addressed within the plan, it
is evident the draft Management Plan did not envisage a development of this magnitude when it
was drafted. For that reason, it does not specifically exclude such a development, but, based on
the management directions and objectives raised in the draft, it is clear that a large scale
development that would significantly increase visitation at key visitor nodes would not be
appropriate.

The proposal also includes additional infrastructure within the national park including new
walking tracks connecting the development to park features and a viewing platform on the edge
of the escarpment. These developments are contrary to the draft management plan.

Generally, Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service planning provides a basis for management of
a protected area based primarily on the best current information. Information required for more
detailed planning would include the specific values of the area that may be affected by planning,
the impacts activities are likely to have on those values, what strategies may be applied to
ensure impacts are within limits of acceptable change to those values and whether the overall
change is appropriate to the strategic outcome sought for the area in consideration of it’s role in
the overall parks system and obligations of the Service. The size and shape of the park, the
terrain, the level of disturbance, recreational values and use, community expectations and
adjacent land uses are all taken into consideration when planning the protection and presentation
of a protected area. Of course, the obligations of World Heritage management and the Nature
Conservation Act 1992 are principal and overriding considerations.
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determination of the conservation values and sustainable nature based use of the area that may
then result in the land being dedicated as either a National Park or some other appropriate
class of protected area. The assessment of Numinbah State Forest by the draft EIS to date has
not taken this Government strategy into account and the proponent should confer with officers
of the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service to establish the implications of this initiative for
that portion of the proposal within Numinbah State Forest.

Walking tracks and lookouts located within the national park and their proximity lo the
proposed developments and existing infrastructure are not indicated. Walking tracks to be
developed from Naturelink land into the national park are not appropriately detailed,
particularly in relation to location and topography (slope).

Insufficient assessment of the impacts on existing commercial operators to Springbrook
National Park, on future services required to support tourism increases on the National Park or
about existing use, displacement of existing users, impacts on recreational experience of
increasing in visitation to Purling Brook Falls has been provided. No assessment of the impacts
of the proposal on the recreational values of the Settlement land purchased by the Government
for recreational open space opportunities or the need to expand recreational opportunities in
the park to cater for growing demand has been undertaken.

Discussion

Section 4.1.1 suggests that responsibility for Naturelink patrons entering the National Park will
rest with QPWS. Sections 7.3, 7.4, 7.5 and 8.0 outline aspects of existing visitor activities. This
is however in insufficient detail to assess the impact of the proposal on current use levels or
local businesses, or on infrastructure and the environment of the National Park.

The proposal indicates unequivocally that significant numbers of additional visitors would be

carried through the park, culminating at the park’s most highly utilised and prominent feature of

Purling Brook Falls. Consequently, a number of resourcing implications arise for QPWS. Key

issues include:

e Upgrading of Purling Brook track and demand for additional walking tracks, including the
construction of a new bridge over Purling Brook at the top of the falls to ensure safe and
continuing access for Cableway patrons.

e Reconstruction of existing lookouts at Purling Brook falls due to increased patronage and
geological safety issues.

e Public safety - increased visitor access to new areas of the park as a result of inadvertent
track development from construction and maintenance activities.

e Fire management - with new high-intensive use infrastructure, Rangers would need to
refocus their fire management activities on the protection of life and property (as opposed to
ecological values).

e QPWS Rangers and emergency service staff would also be at risk in fighting fires in
dangerous, steep terrain that would previously have been left to burn.

e Change of campground - the current campground within the park is designated for closure
on 30" June 2001, with a new campground planned for development on the Settlement land.
This proposal would impact on the use of the Settlement land

¢ Increased presence of QPWS Rangers to manage the effect of increased park patronage.

The draft Springbrook Management Plan can be used as an interim expression of policy and a
basis for managing Springbrook National Park. Although a draft, the plan was prepared as part
of public process and has not been produced in isolation of other plans and strategies such.as the
draft Management Framework for the Scenic Rim 1994, the Key Directions for CERRA
document (approved by the NSW, Queensland and Commonwealth Governments to guide

EPA Comments i October 2000
23 of 32



