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includes the submissions and recommendations of the advisory agencies that have
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Recommendation

The Queensland Environmental Protection Agency has prepared this Review Report on
behalf of the Queensland State Government. The advisory agencies, consisting of
Commonwealth, State and local government have examined the Naturelink Limited
cableway development proposal as presented through the environmental impact
assessment process and have concluded that it is not environmentally acceptable. Itis
therefore recommended that it not proceed because it fails the following requirements:

¢

The proponent has failed to satisfactorily address the Terms of Reference issued for
the project.

The development is inconsistent with regional and local planning strategies, and
land use plans for Council and State owned lands.

The development fails to conserve and protect resources including;

* imposing a risk to the contamination of the water supplies,

= threatening National Park values so as not to be consistent with the management
principle of the national park; and

* causing a significant loss of recreational values.

The development compromises the World Heritage values by failing to assess the
viability of local flora and fauna populations that may be adversely affected by
direct impacts and/or displacement during construction and operation.

The proposal to have exclusive use of State lands fails to recognise social equity
whose value cannot be defined in traditional monetary terms;

The development design has not presented any clear benefit either socially or
economically to the local community of Springbrook and the Gold Coast region.

The impact statement has not presented a precautionary approach to the impacts and
risk to the environment or safeguarding public health and safety. Specifically the
siting of the proposal on its current route creates a high level of risk attributed to the
known geological instability, fire, water supply contamination and conservation
values.

The financial feasibility of the project has not been demonstrated.

Approval at this stage, that is without site specific information, would expose the
Government to undefined liabilities in recognition of the identified risk factors.

Further there are too many unanswered questions and it is likely that, in a future test, it
could not satisfy the criteria of the Nature Conservation Act 1992.

Executive Summary

This report provides a review of key issues arising from the Naturelink Limited
proposal to construct an 11.6km cableway and associated infrastructure from
Mudgeeraba to Springbrook.




From the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Addendum prepared by the
proponent and written submissions on both documents, the extent of this development
and associated complex issues have become evident. Issues, including slope stability
within the national park, fire hazard, World Heritage obligations, consistency with
management intent, local planning instruments, potential adverse affects on water
catchment, economic considerations and flow-on effects combine to demonstrate the
risks associated with this proposal.

It is also evident that cursory consideration only has been given to alternative routes,
based essentially on viability of the development if private land was used.

Although common features exist, there are significant differences with the Skyrail
project on which Naturelink Limited is modelled, particularly in relation to fire, length,
ability of fauna to disperse into adjacent habitat and the ability of the township to
integrate the development. Further, the proposal is directly linked to and acts as a
tourist attraction and does not intend to operate as a viable public transport system.

Conservation issues are, of course, an important consideration for deciding the
appropriateness of the Naturelink Limited development, particularly in light of the
area's World Heritage status. There is little doubt that, were this proposal to proceed,
there would be impacts on conservation values. The Commonwealth Minister, in
declaring the proposed development a “controlled action”, identified the potential for
the project to have a significant impact on matters of National Environmental
Significance (World Heritage values and threatened species).

It is doubtful that the intent of the Nature Conservation Act 1992 was to allow such
impacts on protected areas, for the commercial gain of a private operator, when
alternative ways of managing visitors and presenting park values are available.

There are, however, other matters that overshadow the conservation issues and expose
the Government to potential risk and liability should it take a decision that supports
construction at this location. These issues are addressed in this report. The EIS and
Addendum have done little to address these issues despite Government and the
community highlighting the concerns they present throughout the process. It is therefore
questioned that the issues can be adequately managed by further investigations and they
will pose a risk to conservation, safety and viability throughout the life of the project. At
this point it would not be possible to impose conditions on the proponent that could be
considered both reasonable and relevant.

Despite a comprehensive response by Government agencies and public submissions to
the EIS requesting further information and assessment, the Naturelink addendum report
has failed to meet the requirements of the ToR to the degree necessary to enable all
relevant decision-makers to assess the proposal. The proponent has advised that there:
are some aspects of the ToR that cannot be answered in the short term, that are proposed
to be addressed in post development approval conditions.

When such considerations include a major upgrade to the electricity supply, geological
and slope stability evaluations and comprehensive surveys of the flora and fauna within
the World Heritage area, it would be inappropriate, if not contrary to legislative
requirements, to provide approval at this time. Given the information that Government
does have to hand about hazard and the high conservation values of the proposed route,




it must be considered unlikely that completing this work would ultimately demonstrate
the sustainability of the project.

Project Description

Naturelink Limited propose to construct a 11.6 km long passenger cableway between
Mudgeeraba and Springbrook in the Gold Coast. Claimed to be the longest cableway in
the world, the proponents seek to develop a new ecotourism focussed attraction for
visitors to the Gold Coast hinterland. The cableway is proposed to be built on freehold
land and public land within the Numinbah State Forest, Council Water Reserve, World
Heritage listed national park and State-owned freehold community land at Springbrook.

The project proposes two termini and two intermediate stations:

Creek Station - located 4 km south west of Mudgeeraba on the Springbrook Road.
Dam Station - located at the end of Little Nerang Road, featuring a viewing
platform.

e Forest Station - located in Numinbah State Forest featuring boardwalk interpretive
centre, kiosk and viewing platforms.

e Falls Station - located on Carricks Road at Springbrook near Purling Brook Falls in
Springbook National Park. The station features a restaurant, gift shops, aviary and
walking tracks connecting to the national park.

The proposal also includes additional infrastructure within the national park including a
new walking track connecting the development to park features and a viewing platform
on the edge of the escarpment.

The cableway will include 44 towers ranging from less than 24 metres to 55.4 metres.

Of the 44 towers, ten will be located in Numinbah State Forest, five in the Gold Coast
City Council Water Reserve and six in Springbrook National Park (2 in the Wunburra
section and 4 in the World Heritage area) the remainder on freehoid land.

Naturelink Limited indicated in the EIS that there are two possible locations for the
Falls Station. One on vegetated lands owned by the company, the other immediately
adjacent on State owned land - “Settlement Land” purchased for community recreation
purposes. In the Addendum to the EIS, Naturelink Limited has indicated a strong
preference to lease part of the cleared Settlement land.

The proposal could have significant benefits for tourism and employment by providing
a “highly efficient” transport system to selected environmental attractions, thus
diversifying the range of Gold Coast tourist attractions. The construction and operation
of the facility is expected to employ 533 and 350 jobs respectively. Further, it is
expected to have an employment flow-on effect of creating up to 1,164 jobs.

Need

The proponent has described the need for this development as a means for the Gold
Coast to continue to provide its current levels of economic benefit and an opportunity to
adapt to market changes in tourism. These changes relate to consumers seeking nature
based experiences and the growth in the seniors orientated attractions. The proponent
indicates that the Gold Coast does not provide the opportunity to cater for these growing
markets.




The Naturelink Limited proposal aims to provide an alternative to current tourist
attractions (ie. theme parks, events, beach etc) on the Gold Coast and an opportunity to
introduce and educate domestic and international markets to the region’s natural values.

Assessment Process

State Development & Public Works Organisation Act 1971

The impact assessment process is designed to allow for a proponent to provide relevant
government agencies with an understanding of any proposed development. An Initial
Advice Statement is often used to aid in the determination of the level of assessment
required. Where the Coordinator General declares the development to be a “significant
project” an Environmental Impact Statement is required under the State Development &
Public Works Organisation Act. A Terms of Reference (ToR) is prepared by the
Coordinator General having regard to comments on the draft ToR, (from advisory
agencies and the public). The proponent prepares an EIS which is considered by the
Coordinator General to determine whether it satisfies the ToR. Following public
notification submissions on the EIS can be provided to the Coordinator General (and
thence to the proponent). The Coordinator General may ask the proponent for further
information - this is usually provided in the form of a supplementary report to allow the
proponent the ability to address any outstanding matters including those made in
submissions. :

Naturelink Limited, through their consultant URS , advised the State Government on 1
September 2000 that due to the short period in which to respond to the submissions, the
detail sought in responses to the EIS would not be available and that the Addendum will
include a commitment from Naturelink Limited to provide the information at a later
date, that is after the impact assessment process. The details that would not be provided
in the Addendum are discussed later in this report.

Initial Advice Statement

An Initial Advice Statement (IAS) in April 1999 led to Government agreement that the
proponent could, at it own risk, proceed with an environmental impact assessment. This
decision was based on the IAS indicating that the design, construction, operation and
management of development would be similar to the Caims Skyrail cableway. It
indicated that there would be 150 six-seater cablecars, with a tower height of 26 metres,
and; that each tower would have a projected “footprint” of 10 square metres.

The IAS suggested that the identification of the Mudgeeraba-Springbrook route resulted
from an exhaustive evaluation of the Gold Coast area for suitable cableway alignments,
as the most appropriate route for a feasible and sustainable eco-tourism project, based
on criteria of scenic experience, use of an already-visited corridor, minimal impact on
environmental values and visual amenity, access to the cableway and construction and
operation costs. Each tower site was to be individually assessed from an environmental
viewpoint before a final decision was made on the location. The IAS indicated there
would be no need for a cleared corridor and that towers and stations would be generally
positioned in existing clearings. The perceived benefits were provided to Government
in a way that suggested the project would be environmentally, socially and
economically sustainable.




The Queensland Government determined that the assessment of the proposed
development was to be undertaken through the provisions of the State Development and
Public Works Organisation Act (SDPWO Act). As the project had commenced along
the assessment process prior to the enactment of the amendments of the SDPWO Act,
the proposal fell within the transitional provisions of the Act (section 123).
Consequently, the provision of an Environmental Impact Statement has been taken to be
that undertaken under Part 4 of the Act. The Coordinator General subsequently
declared the project as a “significant project” under Part 4, section 29B of the Act on |
June 2000.

The Coordinator General, in consultation with advisory agencies and the public,
prepared Terms of Reference (ToR) for the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

Advisory Agencies

State Government Departments
Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Policy Development

Department of Communication and Information, Local Government and Planning and
Sport

Department of Education

Department of Emergency Services

Department of Employment, Training and Industrial Relations

Department of Main Roads

Department of Natural Resources

Department of Premier and Cabinet

Department of Tourism and Racing - Tourism Queensland

Environmental Protection Agency (and Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service)
Families Youth and Community Care Queensland

Queensland Transport

Commonwealth Government Departments
Environment Australia
Department of Industry, Science and Resources

Local Government
Gold Coast City Council

EIS Process

The ToR provided to the proponents on 19 November 1999 specified the mandatory
requirements for preparing an EIS report by Naturelink Limited for the development of
the project identified in the proponent’s [AS.

Consequently, Naturelink Limited prepared a draft EIS, which was released for public
comment on 17 June 2000. Written submissions on the draft EIS closed on Friday 11
August 2000.

Some 2134 submissions from the public and the advisory agencies were made on the
draft EIS. Naturelink Limited, through their consultants has prepared a supplementary
Addendum document to address the issues raised in the submissions.




The Addendum was released to the advisory agencies for review and comment and to
the public for information (no formal requirement for further public input) on 3 October
2000.

The draft EIS and Addendum documents were put on public display at the following
locations:

Department of State Development
Lev 3, 100 George St
Brisbane

Gold Coast State Development Centre
26 Marine Parade
Southport

Gold Coast City Council - Nerang Chambers
Nerang - Southport Road
Nerang

Gold Coast City Council - Surfers Paradise Chambers
Bundall Road
Bundall

Mudgeeraba Library
Railway Street
Mudgeeraba

QPWS Springbrook Ranger Station
2873 Springbrook Road
Springbrook

Also at the State Libraries in each Capital City and the National Library Canberra, as
well as on Naturelink Limited’s web site (http//www.naturelink.com.au)

Review Process

Through a decision in Cabinet in November 1999, the Queensland Environmental
Protection Agency was appointed to prepare a Review Report of the EIS. In preparing
the Review Report, the EPA has had regard to the submissions made by the advisory
agencies. The Review Report will be provided to the Coordinator General as
supporting information to aid in his decision making responsibility under the Act.

State Legislation

Coordinator General’s Report

The Coordinator General, following the end of the submission period will consider the
EIS, all properly made submissions and any other relevant material. The Coordinator
General must then prepare a report evaluating the EIS.




The Coordinator General’s report, where it recommends support or approval for a
project, is taken to be the support for all State agencies. Hence any subsequent
approvals required under State legislation shall occur, with the approval under the
various pieces of legislation determining the details as to how the project may proceed.

Integrated Planning Act 1997.

Where a development requires a development approval for a material change of use or
requires impact assessment under the Integrated Development Assessment System in
the IP Act, the information, referral and notification stages are not applicable. All rights
of a properly made submission under the SDPWO Act process are preserved in the
IDAS process.

The Coordinator General’s report is taken to be a concurrence agency report under
IDAS. Conditions and recommendations incorporated in the Coordinator General
report must be included in the development approval made, in this case by Gold Coast
City Council, under the IP Act for those pieces of legislation which are currently
incorporated into the IDAS process, for example the Environmental Protection Act
1994. The Coordinator General’s report applies to an application for a material change
of use of the land under the Gold Coast City. Council’s planning scheme. Approval for
building and operation works required for the project would be subject to separate
applications which would include matters such as the detailed design.

The Coordinator General in his report may state one or more of the following;
e the conditions that must be attached to any development approval;
o that any development must be for part only of the development;
e any approval must be preliminary approval only.
Alternatively,
o that there are no conditions or requirements for the project, or
o that the application for a development approval must be refused.

State Transport (People Movers) Act 1989.

Naturelink Limited has indicated that for those components of the project which relate
to the operational aspects of the cable car system, that is the “people mover system”,
approval will be sought under the State Transport (People Movers) Act. Two separate
process are required under this Act, firstly agreement associated with the construction
and secondly a licence to operate, covering such things as safety, maintenance and
operational criteria. Under section 30 of this Act, the “people mover system” is not
affected by the provisions of the planning scheme.

Environmental Protection Act 1994

As discussed above, the EP Act approval role has been incorporated under the
Integrated Decision Assessment System of the [P Act, hence conditioning for any
Environmentally Relevant Activities (Sewage Treatment and Fuel Burning) for a
material change of use is to be included in the Coordinator General’s report.
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Water Act 2000

During the course of assessment of this proposal, the Water Act has been proclaimed.
This has resulted in the repeal of the Water Resources Act 1989 documented in the EIS.
As discussed in the Addendum report, the requirement for construction works under the
Water Act, is via a development approval under the Integrated Development
Assessment System in the IP Act.

Forestry Act 1959

As clearing of vegetation will be required for the construction of both towers and the
Forest Station in Numinbah State Forest, approval will be required under section 39
(interference with forest products) and section 53 (tree clearing).

Nature Conservation Act 1992

As clearing of vegetation will be required for the construction of towers in Springbrook
National Park, an approval to interfere with protected plants and animals will be
required.

Further, for any leases on protected area the Nature Conservation Act (NC Act) is
triggered. The relevant sections of the Act, sections 34, 35, 38 and 39, need to be
considered. Naturelink Limited has indicated seeking tenure “under another Act” - that
being the Land Act 1994. Where tenure is sought for land under the control of the NC
Act, in this case the Land Act, section 38 of NC Act is relevant. Leases under this
section must be consistent with the management principles (of the NC Act) and
management plan for the area. The Act also allows authorities to be issued by the chief
executive under section 35, which sets aside the management principles, under certain
specific criteria and where the use of the area is prescribed under a regulation permitting
the use.

Native Title Act 1993

The Native Title Act sets out procedures for dealing with land subject to native title.
The Kombumerri People are currently reapplying for registration of their claim over the
area which includes the cableway project. Naturelink Limited is seeking to establish
and maintain a working relationship with the Kombumerri People.

Commeonwealth Legislation

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

Assessment and 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 it has the potential to have a significant impact on matters of National
Environmental Significance (NES), in this case being World Heritage values and
threatened species listed under the Act. 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 Enquiry,
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Environmental Impact Statement,
Public Environmental Report, or
Provision of Information.

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), stating that non NES
matters have been assessed to the greatest extent practicable.

A. CRITICAL ISSUES

1. Compliance with the Terms of Reference

The assessment process under the SDPWO Act requires the applicant to address the
Terms of Reference to the level of detail required for the State to make an informed
decision on the proposal. The assessment process is set up so that a proponent can
prepare a draft EIS which can then be reviewed by relevant advisory agencies and
reported back to the Coordinator General. Where the information is not considered
adequate, a proponent can address any outstanding issues, thus providing a system for
due process and natural justice to be facilitated.

As part of the assessment, comments were made by a number of advisory agencies
(shown in brackets) regarding the compliance with the terms of reference. In summary
the areas of non compliance are listed below, numbered as per the terms of reference.

1.5 Public Consultation
e consider that the terms of reference have not been satisfied (GCCC, DATSIPD and
DFYCC)

2.2 Project Need and Community Benefit
o benefits of the proposal have not been adequately presented. (GCCC, EPA and
DNR)

2.3 Altemnatives

e The ToR calls for “analysis of the costs and benefits of the project not proceeding”
and “comparison based upon the full range of social, environmental, engineering
and operational costs and benefits of each alternative”. These have not been fully
addressed.(GCCC, DNR, EPA and AHC)

3.1 Description of the Project

e Details of the elements of the project have continued to change throughout the IAS
process from Initial Advice Statement, Draft EIS and Addendum eg description of
the facilities at Falls Station. (GCCC and EPA)

3.3 Construction
e Much of the detail called for in the EIS has been relegated to post approval design
and construction which means the impacts cannot be assessed. (GCCC and EPA)

3.4 Operational Aspects
e ToR required a profile of visitor activities and numbers and demands (with reference
to World Heritage Areas). Insufficient detail has been provideq. (GCCC and EPA)
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3.6.3 Sewage

e The addendum has upgraded the proposal to tertiary treatment however, insufficient
detail is provided to assess the operational performance of the treatment plants and
the resultant extent of impacts on catchments and waterways. In sufficient detail on
which to draft licence conditions. (GCCC and EPA)

3.9 Other Infrastructure

e no detail of power supply other than to identify that amplification of electricity will
be required and that this would be the responsibility of the power supplier to assess
at a later date. New high voltage transmission lines would have the potential to
replicate the impacts of the cableway and it is difficult to accept that this is able to
be relegated to separate project. (GCCC and EPA)

o Bushfire infrastructure has been described without adequate consultation with key
agencies. (EPA)

3.10 Financial Feasibility

e The feasibility of the project has not been demonstrated. (GCCC and EPA) It is
understood that the Department of State Development has recently requested such a
report.

4.0 Existing Environment

e Notably sections 4.5 Soils, 4.7 Noise and Vibration, 4.9 Flora, 4.10 Fauna, 4.11
Visual Impact, 4.12 Cultural Heritage, 4.13 Socio-Economic Environment and 4.15
Fire Hazard have failed to be assessed in sufficient detail. (GCCC, EPA, DME,
DASTIPD, FYCC, AHC, Education and DETIR)

5.0 Potential and Predicted Impacts
e As a consequence of not addressing Section 4.0 Existing Environment (as above)
the potential impacts described in Section 5 also fail to meet the ToR.

5.1 Land Uses, 5.3 Water, 5.5 Noise and Vibration, 5.6 Conservation Values, 5.7
Visual Impacts, 5.8 Cultural Heritage Values, 5.9 Socio- Economic Environment,
5.10 Recreation, 5.11 Traffic and 5.12 Risk Assessment all would require additional
detail in order to assess the extent of impact of the project. (GCCC, EPA, DME,
DASTIPD, FYCC, AHC, Education, DETIR and DCILGPS)

6 Mitigation Strategies
As a consequence of inadequacies in relation to Sections 4 and $ this section cannot
be considered to be adequately addressed. (GCCC, EPA, DME, DASTIPD, FYCC,
AHC, Education, DETIR and DCILGPS)

8.0 Indemnity and Insurance
e This has failed to be adequately addressed with the matter relegated to later stages
after attaining an approval. (GCCC and EPA)

As highlighted previously, Naturelink Limited, through their consultant URS , advised
the State Government on 1 September 2000 that due to the short period in which to
respond to the submissions the detail sought would not be available. The details that
would not be provided in the Addendum included:
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¢ Detailed plans of all structures and earthworks demonstrating the extent of
earthworks.

e Details of the actual location and construction details, standards, grades and plans
and cross sections for emergency access to Forest Station.

e What electricity upgrades are required and what environmental and visual impacts
will arise from the required upgrades.

e The proponent in conjunction with Gold Coast City Council is to develop land based
catchment models to determine the cumulative impacts of development, both on and
off sites, for both the Hinze and Little Nerang dam Catchments

e Quantify the numbers and correlating species of rare and threatened species (and
other flora species) required to be removed to facilitate the project.

e Provide further analysis of the fauna values with respect to their extent, abundance,
diversity and community locations, including seasonal variations.

e A formal social impact assessment process must be undertaken including an in-
depth analysis using professional techniques such as comparative studies, use of
expert groups, or scenario projections (Finsterbursch, 1985). Methods for
evaluating impacts such as a cross impact matrix or subjective weighting may also
be used.

¢ Provide a plan indicating the visual impacts on all residential properties. This plan
shall be of a suitable scale and is required to indicate:

The lot and RP description of each existing property having views of the
landscape where the cableway is proposed.

The local topography with contours at 10 m intervals and all landscape features.
The ownership boundary and the location of the place of residence within each
lot, and the distance from the nearest boundary and the residence to the proposed
cable route and station site.

Quantitative and qualitative assessment of the quality and extent of existing
views out from and into each property (demonstrated with a photograph) - high
medium and low quality.

e Detailed geotechnical investigations for each station and tower site.

e Completion of Stage 2 of the cultural heritage assessment.

Further, Naturelink advised that the project design allows for the towers to be located
within 50 metres longitudinally (in each direction) of the identified sites, however there
is no lateral tolerance so that should one or more critical site specific issues arise,
further investigations within the 100 metre site corridor will be undertaken.

Authorities to Undertake Study Activities

To facilitate the studies required to fulfil the terms of reference, a number of authorities
where required to be issued. These included:

e Permit to Transverse Numinbah State Forest for fire planning - authorised period 30
July 1999 to 6 August 1999.

e Pemmit to Transverse Numinbah State Forest for a cultural heritage survey -
authorised period 23 May 2000 to 28 May 2000.

e Permit to Collect for flora and fauna inventory - authorised period 28 April 2000 to
30 July 2000.
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e Scientific Purposes Permit to undertake fauna surveys - authorised period 2 July
1999 to 30 September 1999 and 17 April 2000 to 16 April 2001.

e Scientific Purposes Permit to undertake flora surveys - authorised period 30 July
1999 to 29 August 1999, 30 August 1999 to 19 September 1999 and 17 April 2000
to 16 April 2001.

e Authonty to access Springbrook National Park for the purposes of noise monitoring
- authorised period 12 April 2000 to 12 May 2000.

e Authority to access Springbrook National Park for the purposes of marking tower
locations - authorised period 18 May 2000 to 18 June 2000

e Permit to undertake a Cultural Heritage Survey (where consent of the owner has
been obtained) - authorised period 12 January 2000 to 12 January 2001.

2. Conservation Management

One of the major purposes for management of the Springbrook National 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 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 conservation
values (such as weed, predators, erosion, etc).

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.

World Heritage

The EPA has advised that 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.

Although the Addendum has incorporated the Commonwealth produced World Heritage
values statement for CERRA, it has not assessed the impacts of the development on
those values.
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The EPA’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.”

The Minister for Environment has indicated that the development may have a
significant impact on matters of National Environmental Significance (World Heritage
values and threatened species) by declaring it a “controlled action” under the
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.

Flora

The Gold Coast City Council and the EPA have advised that, apart from some
corrections to the species list and species names in the EIS, extensive deficiencies in the
EIS flora report have not been addressed in the Addendum. The EIS and Addendum
have failed to adequately and comprehensively survey the plants, terrestrial and aquatic,
within the cableway corridor or meet the ToR flora requirements. Based on the floristic
data presented, no adequate assessment of the impact of the proposal can be undertaken
that would substantiate claims of a “no impact” development. The work that has been
done indicates that many species have been overlooked or incorrectly identified.

The proponent has indicated that to ensure that threatened species are not affected,
relocation of the tower site will be considered, with flexibility to move the towers along
the alignment for up to 100m (but no flexibility to move sites laterally). Further the
proponent has indicated that if the tower cannot be relocated, rare or threatened species
will be potted in soil collected from the site for replanting after construction.

The EPA advises that, given many of the rare plants identified in the corridor grow
between 4 metres and 25 metres in height, and that there are significant numbers of the
plants in the corridor, the strategies proposed would be an inadequate means of
protecting these species, if indeed it were possible to re-establish them through
relocation.

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 northern New South Wales.

The proponent has proposed to undertake further studies to better identify vegetation
communities and species composition and significance prior to construction and
following approval. The EPA considers that it would not be possible to allow the
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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 is 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.

The EPA further cautions that 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.

Fauna

The Gold Coast City Council and the EPA advise that the proponent has not
comprehensively or adequately surveyed or assessed the fauna along the corridor or the
impacts associated with the development to the viability of individual species or faunal
communities. Inadequate and erroneous 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 cableway.

To protect fauna, terrestrial and aquatic, the proponent has proposed removing any
animals that are occupying the area that are unlikely to move by themselves. The EPA
advises that, recognising the lengthy construction period, this 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.
Terminology used in the EIS and Addendum 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.

The proponent has committed to further detailed fauna assessments of all areas to be
disturbed following approval. Given the significance of the fauna in the World Heritage
area, the EPA considers that it would not be possible to proceed without such an
assessment and that, even with such information, the development would cause
unacceptable impacts on the fauna within Springbrook National Park, particularly on
species like the shy and vulnerable Albert Lyrebird, the extent of which cannot be
determined at this stage.

The EPA also does not consider a bird aviary to be appropriate in such close proximity
to a World Heritage listed national park because of its ability to attract wild birds to the
captive species and unnatural food source, risking the transference of disease to wild
populations.

3. Planning Instruments

Regional Planning

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.
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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

Economic activities should be located in areas that are:
commercially attractive for the proponents and their development;
cost effectively provided with infrastructure;

environmentally suitable.

The RFGM is not a statutory planning instrument, rather than a guidance mechanism for
local government within South East Queensland. Notwithstanding, 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 RFGM.

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.

Local Government Planning

The Integrated Planning Act 1997 provides a framework to integrate planning and
development assessment so that development and its effects are managed in a way that
is ecological sustainable. With the commencement of the IP Act, local governments are
required to prepare new planning schemes consistent with the requirements of the IP
Act. Notwithstanding, existing planning schemes provisions continue to have effect
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 enjoyment 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.
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The proposal conflicts with many of 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 its goals.

Should the State Government approve this proposal, approvals for material change of
use from Council would be required prior to construction of the cableway stations. In
effect Council would need to approve a change of use inconsistent with local planning
instruments.

4. Geotechnical

The proponent has advised that geological and slope stability have been assessed using
aerial photography and will be confirmed by field surveys and assessment to be
completed following development approval.

At least two towers in the national park are located on very high and high slope stability
hazard areas.

The proponents have indicated a flexibility for relocating towers along the sequential
alignment of the corridor, with little flexibility for movement laterally across the
landscape. The Addendum advises that Tower 37 (very high slope stability hazard) is
“constrained” (unable to be moved) and will require sub-surface investigations to ensure
that a suitable footing is designed.

The EPA considers that 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, fauna and water catchment as well.

The DME has indicated that stability zone mapping identified the least stable zones (C2,
D3 and E) in the southem section of the cableway route between Forest Station and
Falls Station. In their response to the EIS, it was indicated that any earth works or tree
clearing occurring in these zones would increase the landslide risk further. In its
response to the Addendum, the DME has recommended that, given that the lateral
relocation of individual towers is constrained, further geotechnical foundation
investigations in Zones E and D3 would be advisable before a decision on the present
location of the overall project is made.
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Environment Australia has raised concerns about erosion control through this area
indicating that a site inspection of the proposed route through the national park revealed
extremely thick undergrowth through which it would be difficult to cut a track for
continued usage, let alone a different one each day (as indicated in the EIS and
Addendum for access to the construction sites). EA further suggested that given the
precipitous terrain, it does not appear reasonable in such a high-rainfall area that serious
and ongoing erosion problems would be avoided by the methods proposed by the
proponents and that there could be no effective evaluation of likely impacts in such a
sensitive area with detailed engineering specification about the scope of works likely to
be entailed in establishing the footings for the six towers within the park. EA considers
that the mitigating measures proposed would have at least a high probability of being
inadequate by a considerable margin.

The EPA also raised concerns about the proposed construction of an observation deck
on the escarpment within Springbrook National Park, indicating that a 1997 geological
assessment observed a high risk rating along 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.

5. Fire Management

The area through Numinbah State Forest and Springbrook National Park has a
significant and well-documented history of wildlife and is designated as a medium and
high potential fire hazard in the “Gold Coast Bushfire Management Strategy”. Since
1981, the area has had ten wildfires, six of which were high intensity, rapidly moving
fires. 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 proposed location of the cableway therefore poses serious questions about the risk
to life, property and conservation values, as well as exposing the Government to
liability should a decision be taken to proceed in known fire risk areas (see Risk and
Liability section).

The “Fire Management Planning for National Parks of the Scenic Rim” provides fire
management guidelines for Springbrook National Park to maintain species composition
in keeping with the World Heritage status of the park. The document highlights that
most of the park cannot be burned under prescription due to the steepness of the
topography, which prevents the construction and maintenance of fire breaks and that
fires 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 proponent has indicated that 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” and that the national park “fire management plan will
allow for the presence of the cableway and the fire regime will be developed
accordingly.”
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The EPA interprets this to mean, 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.

The Gold Coast City Council (GCCC) has indicated that it is not a recognised or
accredited fire suppression agency and therefore does not have command of fire
suppression activity. GCCC suggests they hold the same responsibility as any other
land bolder including ensuring that their property is as safe as possible from fire, to take
reasonable steps to extinguish or control fire on their property and report its existence to
the responsible authority as required by the Fire Services Act (1990-1991).

Similarly, Numinbah State Forest is to be converted to protected area under the SEQ
Forest Agreement and the EPA has concems regarding the proposed extensive clearing
for Forest Station, fire reduction zones and hazard reduction activities specified in the
EIS and Addendum are appropriate in a future national or conservation park area.

The EPA has also indicated that the vegetation at Purling Brook Falls, focal point of the
park and landing site of the proposed development, suffered burning from ground to
canopy in the 1994 fires, forcing the closure of the Purling Brook walking track for
more than 12 months. As a key visitor node for the cableway, potential safety and
economic loss issues may arise if a similar situation were to occur. Closure of tracks
within the park occur at irregular intervals to minimise hazard to visitors and the
environment.

Consequently, the EPA considers that 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 have bearing on the economic
viability of the project.

6. Risk and Liability

Advice has been sought from Crown Law on the exposure the State as the approval
authority under its legislation and how this exposure could be reduced. Whilst aiming
to reduce the risks and liabilities to the State, it must be recognised that within any
project, particularly large projects, risk can only be minimised, not completely absolved.
The State’s risk may be minimised by the following steps:

¢ The proponent should indemnify the State for all liability, including the requirement
to obtain insurance to that effect;

e The State should advise the proponent with all available information about the
known risks to provide the proponent the opportunity to commercially access the
risk; and

* The order of decision making be environmental authorities or permits, then
agreement and licence requirements for the cableway system, followed by the lease
arrangements.

A development agreement could be utilised in relation to the whole process.
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Further, advice indicates that a decision maker runs the risk of judicial review if a
decision is made without full information before it. Hence the decision maker must be
confident that the decision is able to be made with the information at hand and that if
there is insufficient information the request should be refused.

By allowing the proponent the opportunity to undertake all possible assessment, the
State is minimising its risk and the proponent can consider their risk.

However, a significant risk to Government occurs in the initial approval. In the case of
the Naturelink Limited proposal, all relevant studies should be completed up front. That
is the detailed site specific surveys covering geological stability, flora, fauna, and
cultural heritage such that there is a high degree of confidence the project can proceed.

Changes to management practices in an area of land as a result of the proposal would be
considered in accordance with the legislative objectives under which the land is
managed. Hence for national parks where controlled burning adversely affects the
objectives then it would be inappropriate to commence this practice. Where there is
likely to be a change in management practices due to a change in legislative
responsibility for lands, as is the case for Numinbah State Forest being moved to within
a conservation status under the Nature Conservation Act, these changes should be
advised to the proponent, as should the case for national parks where controlled burning
will not occur.

In consideration of the potential risks, the Terms of Reference required the proponent to
identify any need to indemnify Government in respect to:
o the costs of rehabilitation of the environment as a result of abandonment;
and
o the costs of recovery, restoration, rehabilitation and compensation as a result
of damage or death caused by the project.

The proponent has stated that the financing of decommissioning and rehabilitation will
be entered into at the time of a formal agreement. The precise extent would be
determined following the impact assessment. And, that standard commercial insurance
requirement should be included as lease provisions. Again detailed risk assessment and
appropriate insurance will be obtained after the assessment process.

In recognition of the identified risks, the proponent should confirm with the State that
the necessary financial securities and insurances are available to the proponent and what
affect they will have on the viability of the project.

State Transport (People Movers) Act 1989

Within the provisions of this Act, the chief executive is required to examine the
proposal to determine the suitability of the proposed system for the purposes to which it
relates. As part of this examination the chief executive may ask for additional
information including the means of funding. This appears to cover any concerns about
the viability of the construction (and possibly operation) of the facility. There are a
number of cableway operation which are not economically viable. .

To deal with the circumstance where the facility falls into disuse, the Act has a
provision which allows for the demolition of the facility and a hierarchy for the
proceeds of a sale resulting from the demolition. This hierarchy puts the costs of the
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demolition (and site rehabilitation) below that of the costs incurred for the sale and the
creditors of the owner, thus leaving the State vulnerable to carry the costs, particularly
on State owned lands.

Crown Law has advise that the hierarchy cannot be overridden by an agreement or lease
condition and would need to be addressed through some form of bond or insurance.

B. SECONDARY ISSUES

Implications for Government

Future of the Settlement Land

The Settlement land was purchased by the State for recreational purposes for the
Springbrook and greater community. In a planning sense, it was a major strategic
acquisition to cater for growing visitation and to take visitation pressure off the national
park. 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 Limited’s
patrons instead of the community recreational facility for which it was purchased.

The future planning and development of the Settlement Land is the responsibility of the
Regional Landscape Unit, and the Settlement Management Advisory Committee
(MAC). It should be noted that the Regional Landscape Unit and the MAC were not
consulted on the decision to declare the Settlement Land as the preferred site for Falls
Station. The proposed development is considered to be inconsistent with stated visions
and goals of the MAC.

Planning

The planning intent for the Springbrook area is articulated within the existing Albert
Shire Planning Scheme provisions. Gold Coast City Council, however, is currently
drafting a new Planning Scheme for the Shire. The proposed development has not been
identified within future planning intentions of the Springbrook area.

It is considered that the implications to the long term planning intent for Springbrook
from the proposed development are best considered in the development of the Strategic
Plan rather than through development assessment. Should the development be
considered, Council would possibly need to revise the planning intentions for the
Springbrook area.

Social

Social impacts from the proposed development have not been adequately addressed.
Industries, other than construction that may benefit from the flow on effects of the
proposal have not been identified. Further it is not clear if the sources of employment
for the construction and operation of cableway would include the local and long term
unemployed. The proponents intention to investigate labour force impacts at the time of
construction and operational activities would not allow identification of resources to
ensure local and long term unemployed are sufficiently trained.
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The Social Impact Assessment provide a broad perspective and does not respond to the
needs to identify potential impacts in providing additional housing in the Springbrook
area. Further potential impacts from the development on the Springbrook Primary and
Mudgeeraba Creek State Schools from increase noise and traffic are insufficiently
detailed to ensure proposed management measures are adequate.

Recreational impacts

The EPA has advised that Springbrook National Park currently provides a diverse range
of opportunities for outdoor recreation including bushwalking, camping, bird-watching
and photography. Its 30 kilometres of walking track provides opportunities for high
quality walks of varying duration, settings and difficulty. The EPA has advised that this
proposal will impact on and displace current recreational users of Springbrook National
Park, through a significant increase in numbers in the area around the head of the falls.

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 connecting walking
tracks to Falls Station, landscaping around the stations and erecting signage seeking
visitor cooperation in minimising impacts on the area.

The EIS and Addendum have estimated the permanent removal of 257ha in
Recreational Opportunity Spectrum classes 1 and 2 (relatively wild, natural and remote
settings) for outdoor recreation. DCILGPS has advised that this represents the loss of
56% of class 1 and 9% of class 2 classification within the study area, a significant
impact because areas remaining in these landscape classes within south east Queensland
are rare, relatively small and fragmented.

DCILGPS has also advised that increasing population growth will also result in
increased demand for natural areas in which to recreate. The EPA has advised that 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. As such,
the EPA considers that the proposed development would impact on the intended use of
the Settlement land for recreational open space.

The proponent has advocated the development as an opportunity to provide access for
elderly visitors to the National Park. Whilst the cableway would no doubt provide such
access, the EPA has advised that Springbrook National Park currently provides access
for elderly and disabled visitors, with Purling Brook Falls accessible by a level bitumen
track, wheel chair standard tracks and lookout at both the Goomoolahra picnic area and
the Information Centre and the Canyon Lookout located within 10 metres of the car
park.

The Addendum also states that there is not currently equitable access to non-private
vehicle owners. The EPA advises that there are 52 licensed commercial operators
providing access to Springbrook National Park for non-vehicle owners.

The EPA considers that, were the development to proceed, additional park infrastructure
would be required to accommodate additional visitors (recreational creep). This would
be likely to displace recreational users further as well as impact on the natural values of
the park.
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National Parks Management Implications

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. A range of resourcing implications arise from
this including upgrading of current facilities, development of additional facilities to
disperse larger numbers of visitors through the park, change of draft management plan
and increased Ranger presence.

The proponent has indicated that new facilities would be provided to cater to increased
demand at no cost to the EPA. It is assumed that these facilities are the Falls Station on
the Settlement land and a new connecting walking track and lookout on the national
park. Otherwise the proponent has indicated 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 Management Plan”, indicating that
responsibility for managing this visitation lies with QPWS.

The EPA advises that the draft Springbrook Management Plan recognises Springbrook
National Park as the most heavily visited park within the World Heritage listed CERRA
property, highlighting the needs to ensure that recreational access does not “compromise
the natural, cultural or World Heritage values of the park”. It is considered by the EPA
that the proposal is not consistent with the park management planning strategies by
virtue of the extent of physical disturbance by works in previously undisturbed areas,
character of the use, the attraction of significant numbers of visitors to an already highly
used area and visual effects.

With regard to the adjacent “Settlement Land” the EPA details guiding principles by
which private development on or near a national park is considered (tabled in
Parliament in July 1996). The EPA considers that when examined against these
guidelines, covering location, effect on the park or other land, equity of access,
commercial exclusivity, appropriateness of design/development, park and visitor
facilities, compliance with management policy and planning, competition, financial
arrangements and effects on other commercial interests, and based on the information
provided by the proponent, the proposal is not appropriate for Springbrook National
Park.

Financial feasibility

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 (particularly in relation to the higher costs of development required
to mitigate impacts on conservation values, stability concerns and fire hazard). For this
reason, the EPA has stated that it is not possible to determine the economic return to the
park for managing impacts of the development.

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. Other references
are made to the fact 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
necessary to support the project and ensure a net gain for conservation.
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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, despite other references suggesting that “visitors will be monitored on interpretive
walks” and reference in the EIS to 17 full time and 9 part time eco-tour guide positions.
The EPA would consider that any project located within or on the boundary of the
national park that delivers visitors to the park as a commercial activity.

Visual impacts

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. The EPA
has advised that, 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 proponent has provided a visual impact assessment of many of the locations where
the cableway may be visible along the route. In the Addendum, the proponent has
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. The EPA suggests 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). The EPA advises that there is more than 30 kilometres of
walking track within the Park- 29 of them on the Springbrook Plateau.

Gold Coast City Council (GCCC) has advised that, although there are very general
statements of design and management intent for the integration of built structures into
both the general landscape along the route and at site-specific locations where the
Stations are proposed, they relate more to landscape intent that visual impact. They
suggest that site specific detail and reference are required of the elements that comprise
the existing local character, views or local landscape, as well as what level of impact
and upon which specific location the proposed development will impose such impacts.
The GCCC indicates that the EIA and Addendum have not yet fully addressed the ToR
in this regard, nor the effects on the GCCC Shire Image Planning Objectives. They
advise that the visual impact assessment is still inadequate and question whether any
visual impact is acceptable within World Heritage areas.

Water catchment

The proposed route and location of transit stations are within the catchment of the Gold
Coast City’s water supply. GCCC indicated in response to the Draft EIS that that reuse
and disposal on site will not be permitted unless it could be proven that there will be no
adverse impact on the environment and GCCC water supply and that all associated risks
are acceptable. It was further suggested that to have effluent transported off site and
disposed of in Council’s system would not be considered to be in accordance with ESD
by GCCC. The Addendum report subsequently stated that effluent will be treated to a
‘tertiary’ standard through a package treatment plant. This will reduce the risks
associated with contamination of Gold Coast drinking water supply however the risk
still exist and should be quantified. It should be demonstrated that the proposed system
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is of a standard recognised/acceptable for approval by the EPA and DNR. Currently
there is insufficient information on which to condition the activity.

If the proposal were to be progressed the proponent should provide further information

to demonstrate that this treatment option is achievable and sustainable over the short

and long term operations of the plant, both during peak operating conditions and non-

peak operation conditions. In this regard the following information would be required

quantify and assess the risks:

- Distances to adjoining watercourses, drainage lines and groundwater table and risks
to these waterways.

- The proposed pipe-work at Forest Station.

- Strategies for the protection of the containment of sewage against extremes of
climate such as high rainfall and or natural or induced hazards (including bush fire).

- Contingency Plans for the control of the accidental release of effluent or raw
sewage.

- The Draft EIS and Addendum report have still failed to address the cumulative
impacts on Gold Coast Water Supply Catchments.

- Disposal of tertiary treated effluent in Council sewage treatment plants would need
to be endorsed by GCCC

The Naturelink Limited proposal will create risks where none presently exist and
therefore the risk, liability and costs of any potential impact on Little Nerang Dam and
its importance for the City’s water supply needs to be assessed. The protection offered
by Springbrook National Park to Little Nerang Dam and Gold Coast Water as watershed
protection is intangible and not reflected in any cost benefit analyses prepared by the
proponent to date.

The buffer distance to Mudgeeraba Creek and any treatment of the buffer areas need to
be detailed. The width of the riparian buffer zone to Mudgeeraba Creek, at the Creek
Station, be determined. The Draft Planning Scheme Code 4.10 Natural Wetlands and
Waterways' provides for up to 60m of riparian buffer zone, measured from the high
bank on each side of a waterway, for Mudgeeraba Creek. Any reduction could only be
considered with detailed flora and fauna studies, water quality assessment, flood studies
etc for the station site.

The Addendum states that no baseline water quality monitoring was undertaken for
Mudgeeraba Creek or no groundwater monitoring was undertaken because of the
limited timeframe for achieving a representative baseline is not considered acceptable.
An application of this nature is normally expected to have an extensive baseline
monitoring (period of at least 12 months). A groundwater monitoring program should
be developed for the Falls Station site and the Creek Station site to the satisfaction of
GCCC. A baseline surface water quality monitoring program should also be undertaken
for Mudgeeraba Creek.

In summary, there would need to be further work undertaken by the proponent to satisfy
the EPA and GCCC before the requisite approvals for the project would be able to be
issued so as to address waste water treatment and water quality concerns.

Alternatives

Despite early requests of the proponent by the Government to consider alternatives to
the Springbrook National Park route, to date, only cursory consideration has been given
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to alternatives routes for the cableway. The method used in the EIS to determine viable
alternatives was based principally on economic and tourism values.

Alternatives to the nominated route have not been adequately discussed, particularly in
relation to environmental impacts. Some of the alternative routes discussed by
proponent indicate a low environmental impact. Justification for dismissal of these
routes has not been detailed. The costs and benefits of alternative routes, which
sections of the community benefit from or bear costs as a result of the project, the size
of those costs/benefits or how this differs between alternative routes have not been
demonstrated or discussed.

The proponent was also requested to discuss alternatives to the sizing and location of
the proposed stations along the route. The proponent has not considered any
alternatives to the scale and intensity of these stations which may allow for better
compliance with the Strategic Plan, Structure Plan and zone intent.

Conclusive argument has not been presented that viable alternatives do not exist
considering the challenges of the preferred route and the significant costs involved in
addressing site stability, fire management, insurance and liability, length of cableway,
lease costs for use of a variety of public lands and Gold Coast tourism pressures.

Workplace Health and Safety

The EPA has advised that the long term risk to the World Heritage values of the area
has not been addressed and has also raised issues relating to Workplace Health and
Safety and access to tower sites.

The proponent has indicated that workers will walk to tower sites via a different route
each day to minimise disturbance to vegetation. Whilst the safety of construction staff
is the responsibility of the proponents, there are real issues about the potential risks of
fire and land stability whilst working within remote locations within the park, and safe
access to tower sites.

The EPA has concems that the consequence of construction, maintenance and safety
planning is that access arrangements to the towers will need to be established (as has
occurred at Skyrail). Given that significant parts of the national park along the
cableway route are currently limited access or impenetrable, opening access trails may
compromise the ecological integrity of the WHA and the management principles for
national parks, as well as the geological stability. Such development is not proposed
within the EIS and Addendum, but has potential to be required following approval to
ensure worker safety, creating incremental impacts from the development not originally
identified or assessed by the proponent.

Economics

Insufficient economic information is provided in the EIS or Addendum to make 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 in the Addendum did not
include QPWS as an important stakeholder. There was no valuation of conserving the
park as required by the ToR.
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The EPA suggests that 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 the values of these costs and benefits 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 costs to residents and visitors are termed
“concern about loss of environmental values” rather than “loss of environmental
values.”

There are currently 52 licensed commercial operators utilising Springbrook National
Park as the basis for their business operations. 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 well be at the expenses of existing business operators.

The submission of the Gold Coast City Council has questioned the extent to which the
EIS and the Addendum have addressed the economic feasibility of the project. The
submission highlighted that;

the need for the project has not been established;

the economic analysis presented may not be accurate; and

the viability of the project has not been demonstrated.

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. The proponent
does however acknowledge the need to provide financial security for decommissioning
and rehabilitation as well as obtaining suitable liability insurance both of which would
be required by the State.

Land Tenure

There are a number of parcels of State land, some under the trusteeship of the Gold
Coast City Council, with specific gazetted purposes. Any proposed use which is
inconsistent with the current agreements will need to be considered by the Department
of Natural Resources, and within the National Park by the EPA.

The EIS has, as part of its considerations for alternative routes, identified that the
purchase of privately owned land was a commercial limitation. This clearly indicates
that there are significant financial advantages from using public lands for this proposal.
This may imply that State owned lands, particularly those with high conservation status
are not being given their true value (land and environmental) in monetary terms through
possible lease arrangements.

C. KEY LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

Nature Conservation Act

The requirements of any lease issued under the Land Act, and pursuant to section 38 of
the Nature Conservation Act, are that the project must be for public purposes and satisfy
the management principles and the management plan for the area. For the construction
of the towers within the Springbrook National Park, the management principles are
those defined under section 17:
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(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 proponent has argued that the proposal has incorporated significant efforts to
preserve that values based on the size of the development foot print, implementing
environmental management plans, no effluent disposal on park, patrons to use existing
park infrastructure and to minimise the visual impacts.

The EPA has advised in their submission that 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 however has not been undertaken.

The EPA therefore considers that based on the EIA and Addendum the construction and
operation of a cableway through the World Heritage listed Springbrook National Park
does not appear to be consistent with the cardinal principle of permanent preservation of
the area’s natural condition and cultural resources and values. The EPA does
acknowledge that a cableway is a mechanism to present the aerial perspective of the
forest ecosystem . Further, the EPA cannot support the proposal on the grounds that it
is ecologically sustainable development when the core objectives and guiding principles
have not been addressed.

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 forms of authority) can be issued by the
chief executive under section 35, which sets aside the management principle, however
this section has specific criteria which include;

(a) the use under the authority is prescribed under a regulation made for this
section to be a permitted use for the area, and

(b) the chief executive is satisfied -

(i) the cardinal principle for the management of national parks will be
observed to the greatest possible extent; and

(ii) 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.
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State Transport (People Movers) Act

For the project to proceed two authorities have to be provided under the State Transport
(People Movers) Act.. The first, an agreement must be established to cover the
construction aspects of the cableway. The second is a licence to operate which deals
with the safety, maintenance and use arrangements. Whilst the agreement under this
Act allows for the local government planning scheme to be set aside, the submission
from the Department of Transport states that the project will only be supported if it is
consistent with the intent of the planning scheme. Consistency with the local planning
scheme has been discuss previously.

Summary

This report highlights key issues arising from the Naturelink Limited proposal to
construct an 11.6km cableway and associated infrastructure from Mudgeeraba to
Springbrook. In summary the key considerations based upon the information presented
by the proponent to date are as follows:

The proponent has failed to satisfactorily address the Terms of Reference issued for the
project.

The development is inconsistent with regional and local planning strategies, and land
use plans for Council and State owned lands.

The development fails to conserve and protect resources including

e imposing a risk to the contamination of the water supplies,

o threatening National Park values so as not to be consistent with the management
principle of the national park; and

e causing a significant loss of recreational values.

¢ The development compromises the World Heritage values by failing to assess the
viability of local flora and fauna populations that may be adversely affected by
direct impacts and/or displacement during construction and operation.

¢ The proposal to have exclusive use of State lands fails to recognise social equity
whose value cannot be defined in traditional monetary terms;

4 The development design has not presented any clear benefit either socially or
economically to the local community of Springbrook and the Gold Coast region.

¢ The impact statement has not presented a precautionary approach to the impacts and
risk to the environment or safeguarding public health and safety. Specifically the
siting of the proposal on its current route creates a high level of risk attributed to the
known geological instability, fire, water supply contamination and conservation
values.

¢ The financial feasibility of the project has not been demonstrated.

¢ In recognition of the identified risk factors approval at this stage, that is without site
specific information, would expose the Government to undefined liabilities.
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It is the conclusion of this report that the proposed Naturelink Limited cableway
development is not environmentally acceptable and should therefore not proceed.
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