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ACTION REQUIRED!
Commonwealth  Environment  Minister  David  Kemp  has  just  released  FOR  PUBLIC
COMMENT the Representative Areas Program (RAP) prepared by the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Parks Authority (GBRMPA).  

The Plan (including map) may be viewed on the GBRMPA web site (www.gbrmpa.gov.au  )  .  

The web site of the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) (www.gbr.wwf.org.au  )   offers additional
material to aid understanding and response-making.

The apparently large shift from the former 4½ % fully protected to a proposed 34% protected has
produced reactive outrage  from some noisy  but uninformed fishers.  The location of the new
“green” zones shows that the planning is at least as much representative of extractive usage of the
Great Barrier Reef World  Heritage  Area as it  is of biodiversity distribution and conservation
needs.  And in fact the scientists  are already saying that the proposals are inadequate.

MEMBERS  –  PLEASE  RESPOND to  the  draft  RAP.  The  Hinchinbrook  Passage  and
Missionary Bay, heartland of dugongs, have not been zoned green. If you cannot access the net,
please request the draft document and response forms from: 

GBRMPA, PO Box Townsville Q 4810 GBRMPA, PO Box Townsville Q 4810 GBRMPA, PO Box Townsville Q 4810 GBRMPA, PO Box Townsville Q 4810 and    

WWF, GPO Box 528 Sydney NSW 2001; freecall 1800 032 551.WWF, GPO Box 528 Sydney NSW 2001; freecall 1800 032 551.WWF, GPO Box 528 Sydney NSW 2001; freecall 1800 032 551.WWF, GPO Box 528 Sydney NSW 2001; freecall 1800 032 551.
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FOUR YEARS LATE  -  DISAPPOINTING  COASTAL  PLAN 

The Cardwell/Hinchinbrook Regional Coastal Management Plan has at last been drafted and released for comment.   The
following restrained remarks from Jenny Terrey were published in Paperbark, the NQCC newsletter. Jenny sat on the Regional
Consultative Group (RCG) throughout the Plan’s long gestation. This disappointing plan may be viewed electronically at
http://www.epa.qld.gov.au/environment/coast/management/welcome.html
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WINNING LEGAL MOVES  (EDO BRISBANE )

Conservationists  have  shown  that  the  Environment  Protection
and  Biodiversity  Conservation  (EPBC)  Act has  teeth.  First,  in
2001Dr Carol Booth and EDO Brisbane took a North Queensland
fruit grower to court and won,  causing consternation within the
Queensland  Parks and  Wildlife Service  whose  permits  to  kill
‘protected’  wildlife  (for  crop  growing  purposes)  were  now  in
question. 

Then  last  year  the  Commonwealth Environment  Minister
attempted to give fruit growers a blanket exception to the EPBC
Act  requirement  that  any  actions  affecting  the  Commonwealth
interest  must  be  referred  to  Environment  Australia  (the
Commonwealth Environment department) for proper assessment.
EDO  Brisbane  went  back  into  action,  this  time  against  the
Commonwealth Minister, on the grounds that a Minister may not
abrogate a duty assigned him in law – and won. 

This  judgement  against  the  Commonwealth  Minister  will  help
ensure that  when  the  Commonwealth  delegates environmental
protection measures to state governments (through various Plans
and Memorandums of Understanding)  this  will  not simply be a
licence  for  states to  do  their  own  thing  – the  Commonwealth
must exercise  its  own  powers.  We  hope  that  these  court
judgements will considerably reduce the level of official carnage
of  native  wildlife  in  the  Hinchinbrook  region  and  raise  the
standard of environmental assessment generally.

 

AND JUDGEMENT TO
COME (EDO NQ)

Now EDO North Queensland  is
assisting  Dr  Jonathon  Nott
(Tropical Environmental Studies
and  Geography,  James  Cook
University  Cairns)  to  appeal
against  a  Cairns  Shire  Council
approval  for  a  Daikyo  coastal
development where setback is an
issue. Sound familiar? 

Dr  Nott  has  undertaken
extensive  research  into  the
frequency  and  intensity  of
cyclones  in  north  Queensland.
The  result  of  his  recent  appeal
against the Council decision will
have implications for setback for
future  coastal  developments  in
North Queensland. 

We await judgement of this case
with great interest, because of its
relevance to the failure at Oyster
Point to respect the declared
erosion prone zone.

During  the  five  years  preparation  of  this
document,  the  Integrated  Planning  Act  (IPA)

1997 was passed and this had a profound effect
on the EPA’s  planners and the Plans. The State
Government  changed  the  status  of  the  Plans
from Subordinate Legislation (a powerful tool) to

Statutory Instruments that have the effect of a
State Planning Policy under IPA. This means that
Local  Government  is  required  to  ‘appropriately

reflect  the  relevant  Regional  Coastal
Management Plan in new Planning Schemes’. 

The  Guide  also  tells  us that the  plan ‘will  not

contain  anything  that  intends  to  affect  lawful
rights of landowners or people who have lawful
interests in land’. This is facilitated by the use of
‘should’ throughout the document rather than the

binding ‘must’ – disappointing when you consider
that we are fighting over the remnants of the wet
tropical lowlands!

This  is  one  of  the  first  [plans]  to  be  prepared
because  of  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding

between  the  Federal  and  State  Governments
drawn  up  due  to  the  extraordinary  Port
Hinchinbrook development. There was a desire to
have better control over the development of our

spectacular coastal resources ...

It was the history of poor coastal protection and
management that led to the need for  the State

Government  to  pass  the  Coastal  Protection
Management Act  in 1995.  However, rather than
give the State Government clear responsibilities,

this  Plan  offers  ‘guidance  only’.  The  State
Government  has  bowed  to  Local  Government
desire  to  continue  to  have  the  major
responsibility for development of the coast. 

Right  at  the  beginning of  the  document  in  ‘A
guide  to  using  this  document’  the  situation  is
clearly stated.  This is a  Policy document ‘to  be

considered when  making  decisions  about
planning,  new  development  and  management
activities within the coastal zone’. 



EPA (05/12/02): 

The EPA is working towards an
environmentally sustainable outcome and
will ensure that the Port Hinchinbrook
development site does not detrimentally
affect the environmental values of the
adjacent land and waters.
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EIGHT YEARS OF SEA DUMPING AT OYSTER POINT

ASH  has  had  a  long  and  generally  unrewarding
correspondence with both the EPA and the GBRMPA over
the  continuing  apparently permitted or informally allowed
practice by the developer of dumping literally thousands of
tonnes  (hundreds of  thousands  by now)  of  site-excavated
materials onto a length of foreshore at Oyster Point.
We stress that this material, which at times contains rocks
and  gravel and piles  of  sticky dark grey ‘mud’ typical of
acid  sulphate  soils,  is  dumped  literally  onto  the  ‘beach’
below the ordinary  High Tide Mark and at times directly
into the sea; as a 1994 – 2003 series of photos and other
evidence forwarded to the agencies makes clear.  

On 24 February 2003 ASH wrote to the Queensland
Environment Minister Dean Wells saying in part:
Our concerns relate to:

1. The interference in the coastal processes and the artificial
silting of the Hinchinbrook Passage. This continuing
contribution of silt is the result of a deliberate dumping
process apparently approved by the Commonwealth and
Queensland EPA and is inconsistent with Queensland’s
purported cooperation with the GBRMPA in protecting the
GBRWHA from land based pollution;

2. The construction of  the very ugly rock  walls,  symbolic  of
human failure to understand natural processes; such walls
are anathema  to  the  World Heritage  aesthetic  value that
applies  in  this  locality  –  that  is,  the natural  aesthetic  of
rainforest,  lowland  wetlands  and  softly  meandering
mangrove-lined channel.  

3. The (further) failure of the Deed of Agreement to regulate the
activities  of  the developer,  despite this  Deed  having been
relied on in the Federal Court in 1996. The Deed prescribed
a buried rock wall, not an exposed one, yet the exposed wall
is currently being extended presumably with EPA approval. 

4. The apparently naïve beliefs of the EPA NR office in the use
of  grassing and  rock  walling  to  solve  a  problem that  is
essentially unsolvable by such means and long known to the
EPA’s Beach Protection Authority to be so; 

5. The  cooperation  of  the  EPA  in  granting  permits  to  the
developer  to  carry  out  works  (mangrove  clearing  and
building on fill) that  must  inevitably result in erosion and
threat  to  “property”  placed  on  fill,  hence  bypassing  the
provisions of  the beach  Protection Authority and  allowing
measure to be taken (rock walls) that would not otherwise
have been permitted.

Clauses 3,  4,  and 5 (above) lend support  to a view that some
developers  are  favoured  by  governments  or  government
departments  and  that  some  government  and  departmental
personnel  may  cynically  manipulate  legal  and  management
processes  for  personal  benefit  instead of  applying  the  law  to
protect the natural environment. 

We  ask  the  Minister  to  use  his  authority  to  insist  that  the
increasing ugliness  of  current  short-term and  useless  erosion
treatment methods at Oyster Point be ceased and replaced with a
well-thought-out long-term plan to return the foreshore to some
semblance of  its former  stability, natural  beauty and aesthetic
relevance to the Hinchinbrook area. 

No help under the new   Coastal
Plan
In recent times this dumping of site-
excavated material has been accom-
panied by the building up of rock walls
- the very last option preferred in the
current draft Cardwell/ Hinchinbrook
Regional Coastal Management Plan
(CHRCMP) as a measure for erosion
control. 

The  first  option  given  in  the  State
Coastal  Act,  under  which  the  draft
Plan  has  been  prepared,  is
resumption of the  site, as would be
appropriate. 

But  this  new  Plan,  the one  that  was
promised  in  the  Federal  Court  to
control  the  development’s  activities,
has no retrospective powers. 
Any  permitted  activities  exist  at  the
time  the  Plan  comes  into  law  will
continue  unaffected  by  this  crucial
Plan, despite the fact that it states that it
recognises  the  interconnected-ness  of
the  coastline  and  hence  the  need  to
protect the coast as a whole.
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Late last year ASH investigated rumours of new vegetation damage in the Unallocated State Land (USL) adjacent
to the Cardwell Properties dredge spoil holding ponds. This is the lowland forest that the developer had wanted to
lease for recreation, and had already damaged with dredge spoil. Recent photographs show a wide red-and-yellow-
stained drain excavated on the southernmost development site. The drain led directly into the USL lowland forest,
listed as High Conservation Value and supposedly in the pipeline for annexation to Lumholtz National Park, where
at least two areas of trees had already died off.  

The widespread presence of potential acid sulphate soils (PASS) along this coast and specifically at Oyster Point is
now a well-established and accepted fact (except  of  course by the  developer).   In  this  context  the  red/yellow
discolouration is significant as a tell-tale for jarosite, an indicator of disturbed acid sulphate soils (ASS) and the
release into the environment of sulphuric acid.  The first photographs show eroded drain walls and cracked layers
of sediment indicating that although not flowing at the time, the drain had clearly been flowing in the past for some
time. Further, the trees in the USL were already seriously damaged.  We thought two possibilities likely:

 

1. loss of fresh water input. The spoil ponds form a high wall for hundreds of metres parallel to the coast, robbing
the adjacent USL wetland of its normal supply of fresh water run-off and seepage. Conservationists predicted
that the USL would suffer dieback when (in 1994) GBRMPA’s justified refusal to allow sea dumping led to the
EPA granting a permit for dumping of dredged material and excavated acid soils into poorly constructed
above-ground spoil holding “ponds” along the edge of this wetland. 

2. sulphuric acid drainage. The ground into which the new wide drain was cut passed by the historically leaky
spoil ponds as well as travelling a long way across the site, its appearance indicating the presence of materials
generating sulphuric acid.

Then the developer’s dredge was operated to flood most of the site with sea water, and you have to wonder why a
developer would do that.  The drain flowed copiously into the USL, as shown in aerial photos, but this time with
salt water. 

On 24 October ASH notified the EPA of the observed damage and likely cause and demanded action. 

EPA officers then inspected the site, found that the USL was damaged by “saline waters” released by the
developer, required “remedial works” to be carried out and fined the developer $1500, facts of which we were not
appraised until we inquired of the EPA as to the outcome.
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EPA (04/02/03): 

(extract) A site investigation carried
out by the EPA during November
2002 found that a leakage of saline
dredge waters from ponds at the
Port Hinchinbrook site had caused
severe stress and death of wetland
vegetation on adjacent Crown
land. 

FURTHER DEVELOPER ASSAULT ON HIGH CONSERVATION USL

ASH (30/01/03): 

(extract) We would appreciate your advice
as to what measures have been taken to
ensure that

1. full remedial works will be carried out
to restore the damaged areas to their
previous healthy status.

2. Regular monitoring of site works and
the adjacent USL, by appropriately
qualified personnel, will be carried out by
the EPA, to ensure that the developer is
prevented from causing any further
damage to public land and that the
damaged area is restored as quickly as
possible.  



ASH (24/02/03): 

(extract) We note that the protection of the
surrounding areas from the impacts of the Port
Hinchinbrook site works continues to depend very
much on the vigilance of members of the community,
at their considerable expense and personal risk,
rather than on the regular and frequent detailed
inspections by EPA NR officers. 

It is pointless to pretend, after all these years of
published developer defiance and documented
unlawful activities, that this developer has any good
will towards the law, the EPA or the natural
environment. In view of the known history of this
developer seeking to gain control over the USL that
his company’s site works have now damaged on a
number of occasions:

We ask that

1. The USL be more closely
monitored by the EPA than has been
the case and that its recovery be aided
if there is any doubt about its future
health.

2. The EPA initiate an appropriate
inspection regime that will preempt the
all-too-frequent incursions of the
developer’s actions onto nearby areas. 
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The EPA Northern Region is evidently somewhat sensitive to their failure to protect the
surroundings of Cardwell and Oyster Point from the activities of the developer –
remember these? 

• the 1994 foreshore clearing permitted by the EPA and stopped by the Commonwealth; 

• the early clearing of land listed as potential Mahogany Glider habitat, a species listed as endangered; 

• the 1994 plumes of mud into Hinchinbrook Channel when developer actions led to slumping of mud walls;

• the permitting of drainage from the site to the Hinchinbrook Channel via a natural creek; 

• the repeated failure to protect the home range and nesting site of the resident pair of Beach Stone Curlews, a species
listed as vulnerable (at last count there were only 1000 birds alive; how many are breeding?); 

• the undercutting (developer works accelerated water flow) of the rail bridge requiring urgent action by Q Transport; 

• GBRMPA and EPA approved use of the sea to flush out the newly excavated and acidified ‘Grand Canal’; 

• the roadside death of a lactating female mahogany glider (and of course her babies) when her only route home across
the highway – her gliding trees – were cut down for the developer; 

• the unlawful upstream weir, later modified and permitted, that had threatened to flood Cardwell residents; 

• the USL damage caused by the large scale spill from the dredge spoil pond; and 

• the eight-year long and still continuing dumping into the Hinchinbrook Channel, allowed under the name of erosion
control, of site-excavated soils; 

• the recent deliberate and damaging site drainage into the USL. 

Correspondence with the EPA continues.

See back page for Courier Mail article and further discussion
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EPA NR (07/03.03): 

(extract) You have suggested that EPA
needs to devote more resources to
monitoring activities at the Port
Hinchinbrook development site and that
community vigilance has been a significant
factor in the protection of the surrounding
environment. I have previously advised that
EPA is monitoring the long-term recovery
of the affected vegetation on the Crown
land and will take whatever actions are
deemed necessary to ensure that the
recovery is successful.

Constructive assistance from members of
the community is always welcome and at
times can provide EPA with information
that is relevant to an investigation.

However the assumption that EPA
attention to this development is in some
manner inadequate and/or ineffectual is
without basis. The environmental
performance of the developer is subject to
a level of scrutiny commensurate with the
risk posed to the environment, in the same
manner that EPA deals with other activities
within its jurisdiction.
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The  Alliance  to  Save  Hinchinbrook  Inc  (ASH) is  an  organisation
dedicated to the protection of the Hinchinbrook area from  activ it ies
and  development  inappropriate  to  the  high  natural  values  and
integrity for which it has been inscribed on the World Heritage list. 

Many ASH members are also members of the RACQ. 

At a recent ASH general meeting the RACQ’s current Annual Report
was discussed  and  in  particular  the  statement  in  the  Directors’
Report: 

Environmental Regulations: The Club’s operations are not subject  to any
significant Commonwealth or State environmental regulations.  

Our members have formed the opinion that the RACQ directors are
responding to a very narrow definition of environmental responsibility,
in apparently perceiving the Club’s duties in isolation of the effects of
Club members’ activities – ie motoring. 

We ask that the RACQ Board consider the following three items.

1. ASH requests that the RACQ Board advise us as to: 

• the RACQ’s environmental policy;

• how  the  RACQ  implements  the  triple  bottom  line principle

(“environmental, social, economic”);

• what  financial  contributions  the  RACQ  has  made  towards
programs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions ;

• what  financial  contributions  the  RACQ  has  made  towards

conservation programs in  habitats fragmented by roads and to
prevent native wild life from being killed by motorists.

ASH members ask that the Board to allocate  some of the Club’s
considerable  profit  to programs that will remedy or prevent some of
the environmental damage that is caused by the intrusion of motoring
into the once-natural areas that still support native wildlife.

2.  ASH  members  have  also  observed  that  the  RACQ magazine
Road  Ahead generally  fails  to  raise  fundamental  environmental
issues for consideration by its  readers.  The level of environmental
awareness-raising  needs  to  be  deeper  than exhortations  against
littering, for instance, or promotion of the “greening” of roadsides and
fuel-saving programs, important as these things are in their own right.

In the ASH area of concern (the Hinchinbrook Region), collisions with
motor vehicles  and motoring-related disruption of habitat are killing
off  not  only  individual  native  animals  but  also  the  species
themselves;  for instance,  the Southern Cassowary  and Mahogany
Glider.  Both  species  are  formally  listed  as  endangered  and both
evolved to thrive in a long thin habitat along the North Queensland
coastal  lowlands.  This  habitat  is  increasingly  fragmented  by  land
clearing and road construction.

Other ways in which the RACQ could become active in making up for
the damage motoring continues to do would include:

• lobbying for motor car manufacture design and registration fees
to  reflect  the  fact  that  the  speed  limit  almost  everywhere  in
Queensland is  100 km/h (why are so many vehicles capable of
twice that speed?);

• reminding drivers to keep off beaches (except in actual
emergency); 

• support research into road design that is less damaging to native
wildlife;

• remind  drivers  that  they  have  a  responsibility  to  Australia’s
irreplaceable wildlife; that roadways are incursions into the home
grounds of species that thrived for thousands of years until  the
motor vehicle  “opened  up” this  country  to  fragmentation  and
degradation of habitat by road networks and land clearing;

• Discouraging  the adventure/pioneer fantasy that sells  so many
fuel-guzzling four wheel drive vehicles and encourages drivers
to treat the natural environment as something to be defeated;

• Ensuring  that all  advertising  accepted for publication in  Road

Ahead satisfies  ethical  standards  that  include  the  carefully
thought-through  environmental  consequences  of  the  material
presented and the ideas it expresses;

• Promoting  environmental  responsibility  –  encouraging  those
motorists who can to get out of their cars and onto bicycles, for
instance, or to enjoy recreation areas closer to home. 

3. The RACQ could take, and Road Ahead encourage, a wider view
of motorist responsibilit ies, in view of the huge value of Queensland’s
dedicated natural areas as recreation and tourist destinations. RACQ
members (whether they tour by air  or road) could  be reminded that
without sufficient  public  support for far-sighted protection measures
these destinations - National and Marine Parks - will be spoiled for all
purposes. 

At present,  for  instance,  the  Great  Barrier  Reef  Marine Park and
World Heritage Area is under scrutiny due to its  unique ecosystems
and unacceptable  levels  of degradation. Its integrity  is  under threat
from  global  warming  (those  greenhouse  emissions  again)
exacerbated by damaging human activities such as land-based run-
off and trawling.

Because the existing protection measures have clearly  been proved
inadequate (a  mere 4 ½ % of the Park is  actually  protected from
extractive  activities),  the Great  Barrier  Reef  Marine Park Authority
(GBRMPA) has undertaken a  science-based  Representative Areas

Program (RAP) to attempt a long-term solution that will  ensure that
all species, habitats and ecosystems will endure into the future.  

RACQ members have a  stake in  our damaged atmosphere and in
recreation in our protected natural areas.  ASH asks Road Ahead to
assist the RAP by alerting readers to the websites for

• the GBRMPA (www.gbrmpa.gov.au)  - and

• the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)
(www.gbr.wwf.org.au).  

Through  these web sites  readers  will  be  able  to  discover  some
surprising facts and make their own comments on the draft Plan to
be released in early June.     

ASH members look forward to your response.

LETTER TO THE RACQ
The following is the body of our letter to the RACQ Board. 

The RACQ has made a thoughtful  response which will be published in the next issue of PHOENIX!
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NOTES from ASH General Meeting 31 May 2003

Rock walls – a request under Freedom of Information legislation has been made to the GBRMPA (as proposed at
last ASH meeting) for documents relating to proposals for rock walls both along the foreshore and out into the
Hinchinbrook Channel. 

ASH letter to RACQ was read out to the meeting. 

Destruction of trees in USL by drainage from Cardwell Properties site.  Some publicity was obtained as a story by
journalist Brendan O/Malley in the Courier Mail.  ASH action ongoing. The EPA has now advised that their
monitoring regime amounts to an annual visit to the Cardwell Properties site.  

This information was provided after ASH had responded to the EPA Northern Region office’s claim that the EPA
monitoring regime was adequate (letter of 7 March 2003) by writing to the Minister for Environment (the Hon.
Dean Wells) and stating that ASH disagreed with the EPA on this issue. [see article in  this newsletter - Ed]

Dumping of excavated materials at Oyster Point. The EPA now admits that there is an erosion problem, but only
in reference to new owners of foreshore property.  The EPA also admits that fines have been washed into the
Channel – but only in small amounts.  Fabric sheets have been laid over the piles of soil; these already show signs
of tearing. 

Margaret Thorsborne is providing a photographic history of the state of foreshore works, for the benefit of the EPA,
who in the past have assured us (for instance) that growing grass on the soils dumped at and below high water mark
would prevent erosion; and whose current admission of erosion applies only to the unfortunate new owners of
Oyster Point foreshore property.  

Failure of the new draft coastal plan to apply to Oyster Point.  In 1996, the upholding of the Commonwealth
Consent for certain Cardwell Properties proposals rested on the statement to the court by the Commonwealth
Government (joined by the Queensland Government and the developer) that it would control the construction and
operational aspects of the development through the Deed of Agreement and, within two years, the
Cardwell/Hinchinbrook Regional Coastal Management Plan (CHRCMP).

The CHRCMP as drafted cannot control any aspects of the Port Hinchinbrook development because the draft
• will be at least four years late in implementation; 

• specifically states that it excludes existing activities; 

• in its detail omits Oyster Point from consideration. 

The GBRMPA and the Representative Areas Program (RAP).  WWF have advised that about 34% of the
GBRMP will be zoned “no take”.  This sounds like a huge improvement over the previous 4½ %, but says nothing
about where these areas are, so we must see the maps before commenting.   It should not be a numbers game, if
“representative” is to mean anything at all. [these maps are now available – see p.1 for website addresses - Ed]

A “Cardwell Seafest” is to be held 17-18 August 2003. Margaret Thorsborne will investigate if ASH may have an
information stall at the Seafest market.

Recognition of regrowth as valuable – we have been advised that vegetation listed as “regrowth” is reclassified as
“remnant” after 30 years.  The meeting discussed the need to improve this peculiar classification system. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________7

THE BOOK

“Hinchinbrook”, by photographic artist Steven Nowakowski. 

Already launched in Cairns, this book presents a wealth of exciting new photographic views on
Hinchinbrook Island, accompanied by Liz Downes’ beautiful poetry and Steven’s personal campaign
story.   

Foreword by Margaret Thorsborne. 
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____________________________________________________________________________________

Reprinted from the Courier Mail 8th May 2003:

Fine  over  tree  diebackFine  over  tree  diebackFine  over  tree  diebackFine  over  tree  dieback

____________________________________________________________________________________________________

This issue hasn’t resolved yet.  

One can’t help wondering why the EPA tries so hard to put a good face on developer misdoings. Is  it corporate
embarrassment? Surely an environment department should be proud to say that they had taken steps to ensure the
best conservation outcomes for such an important and sensitive area.  Minimising developer misdeeds only lends
credence to the view that in some circumstances the law is only applied when the community notices.  And in the
story above the department has carefully avoided saying that it was the community, not the EPA, which noticed the
drain AND the resulting dead areas of forest.

ASH has now been informed (by the EPA) that the drain is some years old. This suggests that the EPA level of
monitoring of the site works was indeed inadequate (site inspected annually, we are told), or that EPA has been
aware of the drain for a very long time yet has not taken action to protect the lowland forests of the USL from its
contents. The drain had been excavated across cleared land and led nowhere else – meeting the boundary of the
USL at right angles – its intent to discharge high volumes of liquid drained from the site into the high conservation
area could not have been more obvious. 

In our view the materials discharged via the drain could only have been wet season rainwater (or water diverted
from a creek) carrying sulphuric acid (as the tell-tale colours suggested) and acid mud; or salt water deliberately
pumped onto the site, presumably in an attempt to neutralise the sulphuric acid released from the disturbed acid
soils by wet season rains. Either way it should never have been allowed; the EPA should have known about it and
acted promptly to stop it.

PLEASE  EXPRESS YOUR VIEWS  to the Queensland Minister for Environment and Heritage, the Hon
Dean Wells, PO Box 155 BRISBANE ALBERT STREET Q 4002
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CONTROVERSIAL   businessman  Keith

Williams has  been  fined  $1500  after  salt

water inundated  a proposed national park

next to his Port Hinchinbrook development

in  north  Queensland,  damaging  hundreds

of trees.

  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency

issued  Mr Williams with  the on-the-spot

fine after extensive die-back was noticed

in  two  patches  of  trees  covering  about

5ha. 

  EPA  regional  director  Margaret  Card

described  the incident  as serious  “but not

serious enough to prosecute”. 

  “Mr Williams offered  to rehabilitate  the

area.  We  sought  expert  ad-  vice  and

decided  the area  might  rehabilitate  itself

and  could  be  harmed  more  if  heavy

machinery was brought in,” Dr Card said. 

  She said an inspection showed salt water

leaking  form  a  drainage  channel  on  Mr

William’s land was the most likely cause of

the dieback.
  

Mr  Williams  blamed  the  incident  on  a

former  site  supervisor  who  dug  a  drain

bear ponds  containing  dredge  spoil  from

the Port Hinchinbrook marina.

  Alliance  to  Save  Hinchinbrook

spokeswoman  Margaret  Moorhouse

claimed  the  dieback  was  due  to  acid

leaching from Mr William’s land. 

  “We have photographs  of  the  channel

before it was flooded with seawater which

showed  red  and  yellow  discolouration,

indicating  the  presence  of  acid  sulphate

soil,” she said. 

  Mr Williams said the dieback was due to

salt  water.  Tests  he commissioned  on his

property  showed  it  did  not  pose  a  risk

from acidic run-off.

  “These people (the Alliance) … as far as

I’m concerned they’re warts on the arse of

progress,” he said.

  “I’ve  built  a  bloody  beautiful  place.

Everybody  loves  it and it’s never  harmed

anything.”
-- Brendan O’Malley


