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Dr Andersen made several claims in her senate response 22 July 2014, that warrant rebuttal with 

evidence. Particular claims of Dr Andersen which I will demonstrate to be false are: 

1) That the baseline water quality was not substantially affected by the inclusion of dredging 

and construction impacted data from October 2010 through to May 2011. 

2) That the use of data from during the QCLNG construction dock project (23 October 2010 to 4 

February 2011) “was unlikely to have enriched the calculation of a trigger value for this 

entire period.” 

3) That baseline data can include data collected during impacted conditions including dredging 

and construction.  

4) That my submission was a “rant” 

 

I also wish to clarify the claims made in my first report and oral submission about Dr Andersen’s 

business Vision Environment and the reports which it produced, as the company responsible for 

monitoring water quality, in relation to the expansion of the Port of Gladstone, commencing in 

October 2010. 

The following paper trail demonstrates the likely substantial role that the port expansion projects 

(drilling, core sampling, bund construction, construction docks, dredging, disposal etc) and elevation 

of trigger values, had on triggering the loss and hindering the recovery of seagrass meadows from 

2010. This is contrary to the widely expressed view of GPC and the Queensland Government that 

late December 2010-January 2011 floods were the cause of declines.  

Relevant evidence associated with seagrass meadow declines will be presented in this context. 

The senate should appreciate that seagrass reserves are critical to the survival of protected marine 

animals such as turtles and dugongs. They are also essential for fishery production as nursery areas. 

Many species integral to the UOV of the Great Barrier Reef require healthy seagrass meadows for 
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their viability. Hence the process outlined below, which demonstrates turbidity trigger values were 

increased, at a cost to the seagrass meadow health is of critical importance to the Great Barrier Reef, 

and is not a trivial issue. 

The image below demonstrates that the seagrass meadows of the western basin were largely lost 

prior to the December 2010-January 2011 flood. 

 
Cut from Port Curtis and Rodds Bay Seagrass Monitoring Program November 2010. 

Vision were also prepared for turbidity impacts from the construction of the bund wall as illustrated 

in the below excerpt from the “Fisherman’s Landing Bund Construction: Water Quality Monitoring” 

from mid-December 2010. However the turbidity impacts of the bund construction were never 
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mentioned in the seagrass monitoring reports as a cause of turbidity, which could be attributed with 

exacerbating seagrass decline.  
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Dr Andersen knew the difference between baseline monitoring and dredge impacted monitoring. 

The Vision report “Port Curtis Baseline Water Quality and Seagrass Health-Monitoring November 

2009-September 2010” highlights the true baseline conditions of the harbour which should have 

remained the basis for setting of trigger values for protection of Ecosystem Health. These did not 

include dredging impacted data. 

Dr Andersen claimed in her response to my report that her methods for removal of erroneous data 

were acceptable. An example from her Vision report  “QCLNG Construction Dock Dredging: Water 

Quality Monitoring1st October 2010 to 4th February 2011” demonstrates that the high values of so 

called erroneous probes were kept in the data set. Yet the low values at another site were removed 

from the dataset.  

This is the dataset which Environmetrics subsequently relied upon to be baseline vis-a-vis 

“unimpacted”. By removing the low values of the data set, the baseline will be artificially increased. 

Despite it being described by Vision as “anomalously elevated”, it was still used by Environmetrics to 

increase trigger values at water quality monitoring sites QE4 and ST1. And it is claimed by Vision to 

have not substantially enriched the trigger values. 
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In a report signed off by Dr Andersen, BPPHA Water Quality and Sedimentation Data Summary 

Queensland Gas Corporation (QGC) October 2010 report (which is now not available on GPC’s 

website but I can supply a copy) it states the: 
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So in October 2010, Dr Andersen accepted that dredging and construction activity associated with 

the QGC Construction Dock was generating impacted data, not baseline data.  

In the Vision December 2010 report it stated: 

 

“BPPHA Water Quality and 

Sedimentation Data Summary  
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Gladstone Ports Corporation (GPCL) Queensland Gas 

Corporation (QGC)  

 January 2011 

 

Dredging of the QCLNG Condock area at Curtis Island was carried out from the 23rd of October 2010 

to 4th February 2011, and hence results for sites surrounding this area during January may reflect 

dredge conditions.  

Aggregate Dock construction (RGTCT) commenced in the third week of December 2010 and was 

completed on the 17th January 2011.  

Bund Wall (Fisherman’s Landing) construction commenced on the 28th of January 2011 and is continuing.” 

Note how by January 2011, the date of the bund wall construction had falsely reported to have 

shifted to 28
th

 of January 2011. This shifted the start of bund construction until after elevated metals 

had been first detected. The flood was again blamed for this elevation to the exclusion of all other 

causes including the bund construction over large areas of known ASS. 

This once again highlighted that Dr Andersen knew the difference between baseline and dredge 

impacted data. In Dr Andersen’s response to my submission she agreed with my definition that the 

term baseline, meant “prior to impacts commencing.” 

 

This excerpt demonstrates that the monitoring at QE4 was for the purposes of detecting impact.
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The role of monitoring site QE4 is illustrated above from the Vision Environment report QCLNG 

Construction Dock Dredging: Water Quality Monitoring 1
st

 October 2010 to 4
th

 February 2011. 

Vision repeatedly identified the period after 23 October 2010 as “dredge conditions” again in Vision 

Environment, QCLNG Construction Dock Dredging: Water Quality Monitoring 24
th

 to 31
st

 December 

2010. (Extract below) 

 

 

 

The engineering report from BMT WBM (link below) suggest the bund wall leaks led to elevated 

turbidity when stating: 
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“

 

http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/media/pdf/Memo%20resuspension%20and%20

plume%20modelling%20from%20BMT%202011.pdf 

The monitoring sites which had repeated exceedances of the first WBDDP triggers were QE4 and 

ST1, which were located to the north and south of the reclamation area. BMT WBM also stated:  

 

http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/media/pdf/Memo%20of%20exceedance%20no

vember%202011.pdf  

The Dredge Technical Reference Panel acknowledged clearly the impact of the bund leaks in the 

Transitional Environment Program Bund Sealing document stating: 

 

http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/media/pdf/Transitional%20Environmental%20Pl

an.pdf  
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However, despite it being acknowledged above that it was bund leaks causing the elevations at QE4 

and ST1, it was only at these two monitoring sites which GPC requested the increased trigger values 

for, through supplying the impacted October 2010-May 2011 data to Environmetrics. 

GPC told the Commonwealth bund wall review that trigger values for turbidity were increased based 

on the Environmetrics report. This report relied on the impacted data from the wet season of 2010-

2011, not the truly baseline data collected prior to the onset of dredging and construction. 

See Figure 1 page 4 from the Environmetrics report which identified that from 19 May 2011 dredges 

may be impacting turbidity data. An excerpt below: 

“Page | 2  

Executive Summary  
A comprehensive analysis of monitored turbidity data collected at site 
QE4 has been undertaken in order to update current interim turbidity 
trigger values. In view of the fact that dredging activities commenced in 
Port Curtis on May 20, 2011, data collected post-May 20 2011 has been 
excluded from this analysis since the results can no longer be regarded 
as being indicative of ‘background’ conditions alone.” 

 

http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/media/pdf/Revised%20QE4%20interim%20EW

MA%20NTU%20trigger%20values.pdf  

The image above from the Environmetrics report indicates that the data after May 20, 2011 is 

denoted as “possible dredge impacted.” The dredge “Big Boss” was operating during that period. 

The same dredge, “Big Boss” was working between October 2010 and February 2011. In addition the 

“Wombat” and “Brisbane” dredges were working in the October 2010 to February 2011. However 

this earlier data was used as a baseline to calculate new (higher) trigger turbidity values for QE4 and 

ST1. 
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Both Dr Andersen (Vision) and GPC acknowledged in late 2011 that the leaking bund was likely to be 

impacting the inner harbour seagrass meadows, which should have been protected under project 

conditions. This knowledge did not stop them continuing to pump into the failed bund, breaching 

conditions of project consent. It did not stop them supporting an increase in turbidity trigger values 

in May 2012. 

Dr Andersen was a member of the Dredge Reference Technical Panel. They were involved in 

requesting the increase in trigger values at QE4 and ST1. Dr Andersen’s (Vision’s) impacted data 

from October 2010-February 2011, was then provided to Prof Fox (Environmetrics) and taken to be 

“baseline” to calculate new (higher) triggers. Subsequently DEHP approved substantial increases in 

turbidity trigger values at QE4 and ST1 at a time when seagrass was demonstrably substantially 

impacted. 
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Above tables taken from ERA 16 dredge permit change. This document is not available on the GPC 

website. It highlights the increase in both wet and dry season trigger values. 

http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/project_approvals_permits/section/documenta

tion 
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GPC falsely claimed that the dry season value had not been increased to Minister Hunt’s Bund Wall 

review. See page 5, 7 and 8 of their submission. 

http://www.environment.gov.au/submissions/gladstone-bund-wall/9-gladstone-ports-

corporation.pdf 

Excerpts below. 

 

 

 

These increases thus permitted dredging to carry on, even though turbidity exceeded the previously 

established baseline (pre-October 2010) that had been applied during the QGC construction dock 

project, a prelude to the larger Western Basin Dredging and Disposal Project to protect the sensitive 

inner harbour seagrass meadows. This did however successfully avoid the expensive dredge 

stoppages for GPC, and doomed the seagrass to non-recovery. 
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The seagrass report fails to mention the substantial increase in boat traffic and early dredging in 

October 2010 as key potential drivers of the loss of the inner western basin seagrass meadows 

through elevating turbidity.  

 

Also prior to the late December 2010 flooding, turbidity was likely to be generated by the 

commencement of the bund construction on 21 December. (Note that GPC later falsely reported the 

start of bund construction to 28 January 2011).  

Great Barrier Reef
Submission 57 - Response from Dr Matt Landos to Dr Andersen's response



  Future Fisheries Veterinary Service Pty Ltd.  

             PO Box 7142, East Ballina, NSW 2478   

 
GPC had this knowledge of the decline and state of stress on seagrass meadows in the western basin 

and of its obligation to protect those meadows described through the conditions of approval of the 

projects (Construction Docks, Bund Wall Construction, WBDDP, etc). 

 

There was reported to be signs of recovery in July 2011 in the DEEDI Gladstone Permanent Transect 

Seagrass Monitoring July 2011 Update. 

 

 
 

However, as the bund scouring and leaks continued, and dredging ramped up again, the nearby 

Wiggins Island seagrass meadows declined. 
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Even after the monitoring changed sites, the seagrass declined, under the management of the 

Gladstone Harbour projects and failed to recover after the turbidity trigger values were increased in 

May 2012. The timing of loss of the new site, suggests the monitoring and trigger value protections 

were insufficient. 

 

Fishermen’s Landing meadows also were documented to have declined and failed to recover in the 

growing seasons. 
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Graphs above extracted from the JCU Gladstone Permanent Transect Seagrass Monitoring: Monthly 

report December 2013. 

 

Even when the widely reported flooding in late December 2010 and early 2011 caused further 

stressful inputs of sediment, the pressure from the harbour development was not meaningfully 

slowed, to allow this cornerstone habitat the opportunity to recover. 

 

The warning below was made in November 2010. As I will go on to demonstrate, further 

anthropogenic stressors were put on these stressed meadows in the following 6 months through 

dredging and construction activities associated with the Port Expansion. These stresses continued 

and were increased through the upwards adjustment of turbidity trigger values in May 2012. 
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Boat traffic substantially increased sediment re-suspension (an example is illustrated below) with 

sediment plumes trailing vessels which were developing construction docks and accesses to Curtis 

Island LNG sites. These were not reported in seagrass monitoring reports as potential contributors to 

elevated turbidity which appeared to be contributing to seagrass declines. 

 

 
The extent of increased boat traffic is documented in Mariners Logs. (Appendix 1) Some activities in 

the area where monitors showed elevations in turbidity such as QE4 time coincident with losses of 

seagrass meadows were: 
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The seagrass meadows at the supposedly “low impact” sites demonstrably failed to stage any 

substantial recovery after these further trigger value increases in May 2012. 

The impact of the early construction dock work from October 2010 was not provided to the scientific 

advisory panel brought together by the Qld Govt. Nor was the turtle metals data, the toxic algae 

data, or the PCIMP metals elevation data.  
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It was also not apparent that adequate consideration had been applied in the report from Anthea 

Tinney and CSIRO for Minister Hon. Tony Burke, nor still in the Bund Wall Review of Anthea Tinney 

and CSIRO report for Hon. Greg Hunt.  

Dr Andersen claimed that my assessment of a baseline to be “idealistic”. My assessment of a 

baseline is based on the conditions of the project approval, as per below. They were to be “pre-

dredging”. Not as the DTRP, GPC and Vision later construed to include dredge impacted data. 

Seagrass meadows were to be protected, as were dugongs, dolphins and turtles. Yet they died on 

mass. 

http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/media/pdf/Coordinator%20Generals%20reports

%20for%20an%20EIS.pdf  
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 The quantity capital dredging for the construction docks was more than 355,000 cubic 

metres, more than had been dredged back to 2002-03. But this was not the only dredging going on 

with the Brisbane also undertaking maintenance dredging of an unknown quantity in February 2011. 

Also construction of the RG Tanna Wharf was underway during October 2010 as illustrated in GPC’s 

media release: Port Talk December 2010. 

 

The conditions of the project were breached. Neither SEWPAC nor the Qld Government have 

prosecuted these breaches. 

A Royal Commission is required to further investigate these circumstances. 

It is my opinion that the cause of the harm which was caused to the GBR WHA from this Port 

Development will be revealed through such a process. To date there has not been a single panel or 

inquiry, fully briefed with all data, with membership sufficiently skilled in aquatic animal health and 

engineering, with a Terms of Reference to consider the most likely cause of harm to the OUV of the 

GBR WHA and aquatic biota of Port Curtis.  

Dr Andersen described my initial submission as “a rant”. 

Such language appears to be “playing the man, not the issue” of the practices undertaken by her 

company in monitoring the Gladstone Harbour Expansion projects. 

My veterinary investigation remains the single most accurate assessment of the cause of massive 

harm to the aquatic biota of Gladstone Harbour to be impacts (turbidity, toxic algae, metals, noise) 

due to the Harbour Development. The flood played the most minor role in triggering the losses of 

aquatic animals. 
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I wish also to declare that all work I undertook in relation to the Veterinary Outbreak Investigation 

was not for profit. I have substantially invested my own personal funds and time to complete the 

work and participate in Government reviews through drafting submissions and attending senate 

hearings. 

Dr Matt Landos BVSc(HonsI)MANZCVS(Aquatic Animal Health Chapter) 
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