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Chapter 1 
Background 

Introduction 
1.1 On 12 December 2013, the Selection of Bills Committee referred the 
Environment Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 (the bill) to the Senate Environment 
and Communications Legislation Committee (the committee) for inquiry and report by 
12 February 2014.1 
1.2 The reason for referral was 'to allow stakeholder comment on the provisions 
of the legislation'.2 

Conduct of the inquiry 
1.3 In accordance with usual practice, the committee advertised the inquiry on its 
website and wrote to relevant organisations inviting submissions by 17 January 2014. 
1.4 The committee received 20 submissions relating to the bill and these are listed 
at Appendix 1. The submissions may be accessed through the committee's website at: 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and
_Communications/Environment_Legislation_Amendment_Bill_2013/Submissions. 
1.5 The committee held a public hearing in Canberra on 6 February 2014. A list 
of witnesses who appeared at the hearing may be found at Appendix 2. 
1.6 The committee would like to thank all the organisations and individuals that 
contributed to the inquiry and the witnesses who attended the public hearing. 

Note on references  
1.7 Hansard references in this report are to the proof committee Hansard. Page 
numbers may vary between the proof and the official Hansard transcript. 

Purpose of the bill 
1.8 The Environment Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 contains two key 
components: 
• validation of certain decisions made under the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) before 31 December 2013 
which required the Environment Minister to have regard to any relevant 
approved conservation advice (Schedule 1); and 

• additional protection for dugong and turtle populations from the threats of 
poaching, illegal trade and illegal transportation (Schedule 2). 

1  Journals of the Senate, No. 11, 12 December 2013, p. 361. 

2  Selection of Bills Committee, Report No. 11 of 2013, Appendix 1. 
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Schedule 1—Amendments relating to conservation advices 
1.9 Schedule 1 of the bill proposes to validate decisions made under the 
EPBC Act prior to 31 December 2013 that required the Environment Minister to have 
regard to any relevant approved conservation advice. The Explanatory Memorandum 
states that the schedule is designed to address the implications arising from the 
Federal Court's decision in Tarkine National Coalition Incorporated v Minister for 
Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities3 (the Tarkine 
case).4 

Background—conservation advices and decision-making under the EPBC Act 
1.10 Listed threatened species and ecological communities are listed as one of a 
number of 'matters of national environmental significance' under the EPBC Act. 
Actions which are likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance require approval from the Environment Minister under the 
EPBC Act.  
1.11 In addition, the Environment Minister is required to ensure that there is an 
approved 'conservation advice' in place for each listed threatened species and 
ecological community.5 Conservation advices are developed in consultation with the 
Threatened Species Scientific Committee, an independent scientific advisory body 
appointed under the EPBC Act. They contain information on the factors causing a 
species to be threatened, as well as actions that can be taken to stop the decline of, or 
support the recovery of, that species or community.6 
1.12 The Environment Minister is required to have regard to relevant conservation 
advices in making a number of decisions under the EPBC Act. For example, the 
Minister must, in deciding whether to approve the taking of an action which is likely 
to have a significant impact on a listed threatened species or community, have regard 
to any approved conservation advice for that species or community.7 
1.13 Decisions made under the EPBC Act are subject to judicial review by the 
Federal Court under the Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Act 1977 
(ADJR Act).8 That is, a person aggrieved by a decision made by a government official 

3  [2013] FCA 694. 

4  Explanatory Memorandum, p. 2. 

5  EPBC Act, ss 266B(1). This requirement was added to the EPBC Act in 2006 by the 
Environment and Heritage Legislation Amendment Act (No. 1) 2006. For further information, 
see the Department of the Environment, Conservation Advices, 
http://www.environment.gov.au/topics/biodiversity/threatened-species-ecological-
communities/conservation-advices (accessed 20 January 2014). 

6  EPBC Act, ss 266B(2). 

7  EPBC Act, ss 139(2). For a full list of the decisions under the EPBC Act which require 
consideration of approved conservation advice, see Parliamentary Library, Environment 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, Bills Digest No. 32, 2013–14 (Bills Digest), pp 3–4. 

8  See also section 487 of the EPBC Act, which provides extended standing under the ADJR Act 
for judicial review of decisions made under the EPBC Act. 
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can have that decision scrutinised by the court. The court is not concerned with the 
merits of the decision, and is only concerned with whether there has been an error of 
law in the making of the decision. For example, the court may consider whether, in 
making a decision, the decision-maker took into account all relevant considerations, 
and did not take into account irrelevant considerations. The court can then send the 
decision back to the original decision-maker to make a new decision.9 
1.14 Under the ADJR Act, reasons for an administrative decision (including a 
decision made under the EPBC Act) may be sought and must be provided within 
28 days after receiving the request.10 An application for judicial review under the 
ADJR Act must usually be made within 28 days of the date of receipt of the reasons 
for the decision. However, in appropriate cases, extensions of time can be sought.11 

The Tarkine Case 
1.15 On 18 December 2012, the then Environment Minister, the Hon Tony 
Burke MP, gave approval under the EPBC Act to Shree Minerals Ltd to develop and 
operate an iron ore mine in north west Tasmania.12 The Tarkine National Coalition 
challenged the approval decision in the Federal Court under the ADJR Act.  
1.16 On 17 July 2013, the Federal Court set aside the Minister's decision on the 
basis that the Minister had failed to have regard to a mandatory conservation advice 
under subsection 139(2) of the EPBC Act—that is, the Approved Conservation 
Advice for Sarcophilus harrisii (Tasmanian Devil).13 

9  Unlike merits review, where the court can substitute its own decision for that of the primary 
decision-maker: see further  The Australian Environment Act—Report of the Independent 
Review of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, October 2009, 
(Hawke review), p. 312. 

10  ADJR Act, s.13. 

11  ADJR Act, ss.11(3); see also Hawke review, p. 313. 

12  See Department of the Environment, Shree Minerals Limited/Mining/ Nelson Bay 
River/TAS/Nelson Bay River Magnetite Mine Reference Number: 2011/5846, at: 
http://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-
bin/epbc/epbc_ap.pl?name=current_referral_detail&proposal_id=5846 (accessed 
16 December 2013). The minister had previously decided that the mine needed approval under 
the EPBC Act due to its potential impacts on listed threatened species and listed migratory 
species. 

13  Tarkine National Coalition Incorporated v Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, 
Population and Communities [2013] FCA 694. For example, the judge noted that the approved 
conservation advice was not provided to the Environment Minister at all for the purposes of 
making his decision and he did not have a copy of the document before him when he made the 
decisions: para 35. 
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1.17 On 29 July 2013, the Environment Minister granted a new approval for the 
Shree Minerals' mine.14 

Overview of Schedule 1 
1.18 The Explanatory Memorandum states that the purpose of Schedule 1 of the 
bill is 'to address the risk to past decisions made under the EPBC Act arising from the 
Federal Court's decision in the Tarkine case'.15 
1.19 Schedule 1 does not directly amend the EPBC Act.16 Rather, the changes will 
be contained in the Environment Legislation Amendment Act 2014, if the bill is 
enacted. As the Parliament Library Bills Digest observes: 

This approach might be expected to make it more difficult for interested 
parties to find and confidently appreciate the practical operation of 
approved conservation advice, than if the new provisions were inserted into 
the EPBC Act.17 

1.20 Item 1 of Schedule 1 provides that, if the Minister fails to have regard to 
conservation advices as required under the EPBC Act, this will not invalidate anything 
done by the Minister prior to 31 December 2013.18  
1.21 Item 2 provides that decisions and other instruments that have been made 
under the EPBC Act are not invalid because of any failure to have regard to any 
approved conservation advice as required by the EPBC Act.19 
1.22 In relation to future decisions, the intention is to maintain the requirements in 
the EPBC Act for the Minister to have regard to any relevant approved conservation 
advice.20 
1.23 In the second reading speech, it was explained that the bill 'will provide 
certainty for industry stakeholders with existing decisions and projects that rely on 
those decisions'.21 

14  See Department of the Environment, Shree Minerals Limited/Mining/ Nelson Bay 
River/TAS/Nelson Bay River Magnetite Mine Reference Number: 2011/5846 
http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/notices/assessments/2011/5846/2011-5846-approval-
decision-2.pdf (accessed 16 December 2013). 

15  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, p. 6. 

16  See Supplementary Explanatory Memorandum, p. 2. 

17  Bills Digest, p. 12. 

18  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, pp 6–7. 

19  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, p. 7. 

20  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, p. 6. 

21  Senator the Hon Arthur Sinodinos, Assistant Treasurer, Senate Hansard, 11 December 2013, 
p. 104. 
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Amendments to Schedule 1 in the House of Representatives 
1.24 The bill was introduced into the House of Representatives on 
14 November 2013, and debated on 5 and 9 December 2013. The House of 
Representatives agreed to two Government amendments to Schedule 1 of the bill. 
Those amendments inserted a sunset clause into the legislation to cover decisions 
made by 31 December 2013, whereas previously the bill applied to all decisions, both 
past and future. Further, Schedule 1 originally added a new section 517B to the 
EPBC Act, whereas the bill no longer directly amends the EPBC Act.22 The 
Environment Minister explained that: 

This is actually fixing up a mess caused by the previous government. We 
are helping them out. There is an existing set of appeals. There could 
potentially be more based on technicalities. These could cause endless 
delay without there being any substantive basis for the claims of improper 
decision making.23 

1.25 The Environment Minister further stated that: 
…I can guarantee that every decision I have taken and every decision I will 
take is made with reference to expert conservation advice, in the presence 
of the conservation advice and after consideration of the conservation 
advice.24 

1.26 The Australian Greens unsuccessfully moved amendments to the Bill in the 
House of Representatives, which were supported by the Australian Labor Party. These 
amendments would have  removed the provisions of the EPBC Act enabling approval 
powers to be delegated to State and Territory Governments under bilateral 
agreements.25 These proposed amendments have been foreshadowed in the Senate by 
Senator Waters26 and are similar to those proposed in the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Retaining Federal Approval Powers) 
Bill 2012, which was considered by the Environment and Communications 

22  House of Representatives, Votes and Proceedings No. 12, 9 December 2013, pp 188–189. 

23  The Hon Greg Hunt MP, Minister for the Environment, House of Representatives Hansard, 
9 December 2013, p. 89. 

24  The Hon Greg Hunt MP, Minister for the Environment, House of Representatives Hansard, 
9 December 2013, p. 102. 

25  House of Representatives Hansard, 9 December 2013, pp 103–107. 

26  Environment Legislation Amendment Bill, Proposed Amendments, at: 
http://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/search/display/display.w3p;query%3DId%3A%22legislation
%2Fbillhome%2Fr5128%22 (accessed 30 January 2014). 
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Legislation Committee in March 2013.27 Amongst other recommendations, the 
committee recommended that that bill not be passed.28 

Comments by the Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee 
1.27 The Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee has raised concerns relating to 
Schedule 1 of the bill, and in particular, the retrospective validation of decisions made 
under the EPBC Act. The committee noted that: 

The retrospective validation of administrative decisions may have a 
detrimental effect on a person's rights or liberties. In this case, the 
detrimental effect may be on the right of an 'aggrieved person' to bring 
proceedings under the ADJR Act to enforce the requirements of the 
EPBC Act. The practical effect of item 2 of Schedule 1 is that a decision 
which was invalid when made cannot be challenged by such an aggrieved 
person under the ADJR Act...29 

1.28 The committee noted that the justification for this approach is to provide 
certainty for proponents,30 but then stated: 

Although certainty for proponents is of relevance, the committee considers 
that a fuller justification for the approach should be sought in light of the 
retrospective operation. It is not clear that the impact of the Federal Court 
decision in the Tarkine case is that many other decisions under the EPBC 
Act are also invalid. Other decisions under that Act would only be invalid if 
it could be established on the facts of each case that the Minister had failed 
to comply with his or her statutory obligation to consider any approved 
conservation advice. Here it is noted that challenges under the ADJR Act 
(like the Tarkine case) must, in general, be brought within 28 days of the 
provision of a statement of reasons for the decision.31 

1.29 The Scrutiny of Bills committee has sought the Environment Minister's advice 
as to: 

…the extent of uncertainty for proponents and why this is thought sufficient 
to justify retrospectively validating decisions that are contrary to statutory 
obligations imposed by the Parliament. The committee also seeks the 

27  See further Senate Environment and Communications Legislation Committee, Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Retaining Federal Approval Powers) 
Bill 2012, March 2013, available at: 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Commu
nications/Completed%20inquiries/2010-13/epbcfederalpowers/report/index (accessed 
9 January 2014). 

28  Senate Environment and Communications Legislation Committee, Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Retaining Federal Approval Powers) Bill 2012, 
March 2013, recommendation 1, p. 29. 

29  Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, Alert Digest 8/13, p. 14. 

30  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, pp 2 and 7. 

31  Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, Alert Digest 8/13, p. 15. 
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Minister's advice as to whether the amendment may affect any proceedings 
which have yet to be determined.32 

1.30 At the time of writing, the Minister's response had not yet been received. 

Schedule 2—Turtle and Dugong protection measures 
1.31 Schedule 2 of the bill proposes to amend the EPBC Act and Great Barrier 
Reef Marine Park Act 1975 (GBR Marine Park Act) to provide additional protection 
for dugong and turtle populations from the threats of poaching, illegal trade and illegal 
transportation. 
Background: Turtle and Dugong Protection Plan 
1.32 On 15 August 2013, during the federal election campaign, the Coalition 
announced its 'Dugong and Turtle Protection Plan'. Under this plan, the Coalition 
committed to provide an additional $5 million for dugong and turtle protection, 
including $2 million for an Australian Crime Commission investigation into the 
practice of illegal killing, poaching and transportation of turtle and dugong meat. The 
plan also included a commitment to introduce legislation tripling the penalties for 
poaching and illegal transportation of turtle and dugong meat.33 This bill implements 
this policy commitment.34 

Summary of provisions 
1.33 Schedule 2 of the bill proposes to amend the EPBC Act and the GBR Marine 
Park Act to provide additional protection for dugong and turtle populations from the 
threats of poaching, illegal trade and illegal transportation. The amendments increase 
the financial penalties for various offences and civil penalty provisions relating to 
listed dugong and turtles. The Explanatory Memorandum states that: 

These amendments will deter persons from committing offences or 
breaching civil penalty provisions by imposing increased penalties in 
respect of the illegal killing, injuring, taking, trading, keeping or moving of 
turtles and dugong.35 

1.34 The EPBC Act currently contains various criminal offences relating to the 
killing, injuring, taking, trading, keeping or moving of listed threatened, migratory or 
marine species.36  Six species of marine turtle are listed as threatened species under 
the EPBC Act. They are also listed migratory species and listed marine species. The 

32  Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, Alert Digest 8/13, p. 15. 

33  Greg Hunt MP, Coalition announces Dugong and Turtle Protection Plan, 15 August 2013, 
http://www.greghunt.com.au/Home/LatestNews/tabid/133/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/26
11/Coalition-announces-Dugong-Turtle-Protection-Plan.aspx (accessed 23 December 2013). 

34  See Explanatory Memorandum, p. 8. 

35  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, p. 2. 

36  EPBC Act, Part 13, Division 1 (listed threatened species and communities), Division 2 (listed 
migratory species) and Division 4 (listed marine species). 
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dugong is listed as a migratory species and a marine species under the EPBC Act (but 
not a threatened species).37 
1.35 Schedule 2 of the bill proposes to increase the maximum penalties for new 
'aggravated offences' under these provisions from $170,000 to $510,000.38 An 
'aggravated offence' is an offence relating to a dugong, marine turtle or leatherback 
turtle.39 For the strict liability40 version of these offences, the maximum penalty will 
increase from $85,000 to $255,000.41 
1.36 The GBR Marine Park Act also currently contains criminal offences and civil 
penalty provisions which apply to the taking of, or injury to, turtles and dugong where 
they are a protected species under that Act.42 The maximum penalty for the 
aggravated offence of taking or injuring dugong, marine turtles or leatherback turtles 
that are protected species under the GBR Marine Park Act will increase from 
$340,000 to $1,020,000. For the strict liability version of these offences, the penalty 
will increase from $10,200 to $30,600. For an aggravated contravention against 
section 38BB, the penalty increases from $850,000 to $2.55 million for an individual, 
and from $8.5 million to $25.5 million for a corporation.43 
1.37 The bill does not create new offence provisions under either the EPBC Act or 
GBR Marine Park Act. Rather, it increases the maximum financial penalties for 
specific existing offences where the prohibited conduct concerns dugong or turtles. It 
does not affect or increase the imprisonment terms currently set out in these Acts.44 
1.38 The Explanatory Memorandum states that: 

Increasing the maximum fines allows greater flexibility to ensure the 
penalty will outweigh any financial benefits from committing the relevant 
offence and provide an increased disincentive without the additional 
financial and social costs associated with increased incarceration.45 

1.39 According to the Explanatory Memorandum, the amendments would not 
affect the rights of native title holders to harvest dugong and turtles for the purposes of 

37  See Bills Digest, pp 5–6. 

38  Note that the EPBC Act and the bill refer to 'penalty units'. Under s. 4AA of the Crimes Act 
1914, a penalty unit is currently worth $170. 

39  See proposed sections 196F, 211F and 254F at items 13, 27 and 41 of Schedule 2. 

40  Under a strict liability offence, the prosecution does not have to show that a person knew or 
was reckless to the fact that the relevant animal was a listed turtle or dugong. However, the 
defence of mistake of fact is available: see Revised Explanatory Memorandum, p. 9 and section 
6.1 of the Criminal Code. 

41  Schedule 2, items 1–42; see also Revised Explanatory Memorandum, pp 9–12. 

42  GBR Marine Park Act, Division 2, Part VAA. 

43  Schedule 3, items 43–53; see also Revised Explanatory Memorandum, pp 12–14. 

44  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, pp 4 and 9. 

45  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, p. 9. 
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domestic, non-commercial communal needs preserved by section 211 of the 
Native Title Act 1993.46 

Comments by the Scrutiny of Bills Committee: penalties and strict liability 
1.40 The Scrutiny of Bills Committee noted that the amendments to the EPBC Act 
and the GBR Marine Park Act would triple the penalties for offences relating to the 
killing, illegal trade and transportation of dugong and turtle populations and that strict 
liability applies to the physical elements of the offences.47 The Scrutiny of Bills 
Committee further noted that the statement of human rights compatibility contained in 
the Explanatory Memorandum explains that strict liability still allows a defence of 
honest and reasonable mistake to be raised, and that: 

…the application of strict liability is a proportionate limitation to the right 
to the presumption of innocence because of the high public interest in 
protecting and conserving marine turtle and dugong populations. The 
increase in penalties is thought necessary to ensure strong deterrence.48 

1.41 The Scrutiny of Bills Committee concluded that: 
In light of the justification provided in the statement of compatibility and 
explanatory memorandum the committee leaves the question of whether the 
proposed approach is appropriate to the Senate as a whole.49 

  

46  Revised Explanatory Memorandum, pp 3 and 9. 

47  Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, Alert Digest 8/13, p. 16. 

48  Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, Alert Digest 8/13, p. 16. 

49  Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, Alert Digest 8/13, p. 16. 
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Chapter 2 
Key issues 

2.1 This chapter examines the key issues raised in submissions and evidence in 
relation to each of the two schedules of the bill. 

Schedule 1—Amendments relating to conservation advices 
2.2 Many submissions were opposed to Schedule 1 of the bill,1 which would 
retrospectively validate certain decisions made under the EPBC Act before 
31 December 2013 which required the Environment Minister to have regard to any 
relevant approved conservation advice. In contrast, the Minerals Council of Australia 
and the Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council supported Schedule 1 of the bill.  
2.3 Key issues raised in relation to Schedule 1 were: 
• the purpose of the schedule and the need for certainty; and 
• the retrospective application of the schedule. 
2.4 These issues are discussed in turn below. 
Purpose of Schedule 1 
2.5 As outlined in Chapter 1, the stated purpose of Schedule 1 of the bill is to 
provide certainty for proponents in light of the Federal Court decision in the Tarkine 
case. In that decision, the Federal Court declared invalid the approval given to Shree 
Minerals Ltd under the EPBC Act due to a failure to 'have regard to' a relevant 
approved conservation advice. The Department of the Environment (the Department) 
explained that: 

…the decision brief relied on by the former Minister for the approval stated 
that conservation advices had been considered in the preparation of the 
Department's advice and had informed the Department's recommendations. 
However, the relevant conservation advice document itself was not attached 
or specifically referred to in the briefing for the approval.2 

2.6 The Department advised that: 

1  See, for example, Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF), Submission 1; Australian Koala 
Foundation, Submission 2; Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland, Submission 4; 
National Parks Australia Council, Submission 5; The Wilderness Society, Submission 8; 
WWF-Australia, Submission 10; Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance, Submission 11; Australian 
Network of Environmental Defender's Office (ANEDO), Submission 12; Humane Society 
International, Submission 13; Logan & Albert Conservation Association, Submission 14; 
Lawyers for Forests, Submission 15. Two submissions supported the bill: Minerals Council of 
Australia, Submission 6; Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, Submission 19. 

2  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2. 
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The purpose of Schedule 1 is to address the risk to past decisions made 
under the EPBC Act arising from the Federal Court's decision in the 
Tarkine case.3 

2.7 Mr Terry Long, from the Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, described 
the Tarkine case as 'victory of detail over substance'.4 The Council argued that the 
decision in the Tarkine case 'hinged on a matter of legal technicality' and represented 
'the victory of narrow prescription over broad intent'.5  
2.8 Many submissions expressed concern that the bill would weaken the 
EPBC Act and undermine its objectives by disregarding the need to consider 
conservation advices.6 In this context, the committee heard the importance of 
conservation advices as a source of independent scientific advice.7 The Australian 
Network of Environmental Defender's Office (ANEDO) explained that conservation 
advices contain 'significant information about the health of the relevant species and 
the requirements to ensure the ongoing survival of the species' and are 'vital in 
ensuring that the decision maker has all the relevant information before them and is 
fully aware of the potential consequences on the particular species'.8 ANEDO 
submitted that: 

Any measure that dilutes a requirement to consider scientific advice and 
removes accountability of the Minister and department for failing to follow 
the law is contrary to best practice and inconsistent with the achievement of 
the objects of the EPBC Act.9 

2.9 In response to these concerns, the Department described Schedule 1 'as a 
minor technical amendment to address legal risks that had arisen as a result of a court 

3  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2. 

4  Mr Terry Long, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, Committee 
Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 11. 

5  Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, Submission 19, pp 4 and 5; see also Mr Terry Long, 
Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 8. 

6  See, for example, ACF, Submission 1, p. 1; Australian Koala Foundation, Submission 2, p. 1; 
The Wilderness Society, Submission 8, pp 1–2; also Wildlife Preservation Society of 
Queensland, Submission 4, p. 1; National Parks Australia Council, Submission 5, pp 1–2; 
Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance, Submission 11, p. 2; Humane Society International, 
Submission 13, pp 1 and 2; Logan and Albert Conservation Association, Submission 14, p. 1; 
Lawyers for Forests, Submission 15, pp 1 and 6. 

7  See, for example, Mr Paul Toni, National Manager, Science, Policy and Government 
Partnerships, WWF-Australia, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 1; Ms Saffron Zomer, 
ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 13; Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive 
Officer, ANEDO, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 20; Australian Koala Foundation, 
Submission 2, p. 1; Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland, Submission 4, p. 2. 

8  ANEDO, Submission 12, pp 1–2. 

9  ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 1; see also Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 18. 
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case'.10 The Department stated that the bill does not affect the role of conservation 
advice and: 

…does not remove that requirement to consider relevant approved 
conservation advices before making certain decisions under the [A]ct. 
Rather, the bill provides assurances to stakeholders that previous decisions 
under the EPBC Act will not be invalid because of a technicality; that is, 
that the department did not attach approved conservation advices to a 
decision brief. Further, the EPBC Act will continue to require that all 
relevant information is to be considered in any decisions on whether to 
approve projects.11 

2.10 The Department further advised that Schedule 1 'does not reduce the level of 
protection provided for threatened species and ecological communities' and that, as 
matter of practice, 'approved conservation advices will continue to be used to inform 
the Department's advice on relevant decisions under the EPBC Act'.12 
2.11 Finally, the Department commented that, in making the decision in relation to 
Shree Minerals which was subsequently challenged in the Tarkine case, the 'substance 
of the approved conservation advice was entirely covered in the briefing material that 
was provided to the minister'. The Department went on to conclude: 

…the matter of the Tasmanian devil and its approved conservation recovery 
plan were well addressed in the brief that was provided to the minister. 
They were certainly discussed with the minister in advance of him making 
his decision in that case. But, as Justice Marshall found, the approved 
conservation advice was not attached to the decision documents that were 
provided to the minister.13 

2.12 However, the Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) suggested that: 
The appropriate way to address the implications of the Tarkine case would 
be to ensure that the Minister always has regard to the relevant 
Conservation Advice, rather than removing accountability for failing to do 
so.14 

2.13 The Department advised that it had responded to the Tarkine case in this way: 

10  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 41. 

11  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 40 and see also p. 43. 

12  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 3. 

13  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 42 and see also p. 43. 

14  ACF, Submission 1, p. 2; see also Ms Saffron Zomer, National Liaison Officer, ACF, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 15; Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian 
Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice Section, Law Council of Australia (Law 
Council), Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 23. 
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Since the Federal Court declared the environmental approval given to Shree 
Minerals Limited invalid on 17 July 2013, the Department has ensured that 
relevant approved conservation advices are included in the package of 
information considered by the Minister when making relevant decisions.15 

Need for certainty 
2.14 The Minerals Council of Australia supported the proposed amendments in 
Schedule 1 of the bill on the grounds of business certainty: 

The industry makes significant investments on the basis of project approval 
decisions. Challenges to government process (such as whether there was 
appropriate consideration of approved conservation advice) post approval, 
particularly after long periods, can pose a significant risk to those 
investments.16 

2.15 The Minerals Council of Australia continued: 
Project proponents should not be disadvantaged where Government is 
alleged to have failed to carry out its responsibilities. Accordingly, the 
MCA considers the proposed amendment appropriate to ensure business 
certainty and investment security is upheld.17 

2.16 Mr Long, Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, also agreed that there 
would be uncertainty if the proposed amendment were not passed.18 
2.17 In contrast, Mr Brendan Sydes from ANEDO suggested that: 

It is not clear that there is any uncertainty. There is no evidence that has 
been put forward as to any decisions that are at risk of being invalidated as 
a result of this.19 

2.18 Other submissions expressed concern about the potential impact of the bill on 
the ability of community organisations to challenge wrongly made decisions made 
under the EPBC Act. For example, the Humane Society International expressed 
concern that the bill would result in non-government organisations being prevented 
from access to the courts in certain circumstances.20 
2.19 However, the Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council suggested that, in fact, 
the bill 'will foreclose only one very narrow opportunity' for groups to have decisions 

15  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2. 

16  Minerals Council of Australia, Submission 6, p. 1; see also Mr Terry Long, Chief Executive 
Officer, Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 12. 

17  Minerals Council of Australia, Submission 6, p. 1. 

18  Mr Terry Long, Chief Executive Officer, Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council,  Committee 
Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 12. 

19  Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, ANEDO, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, 
p. 18. 

20  Humane Society International, Submission 13, p. 1; see also ACF, Submission 1, p. 3; 
Ms Saffron Zomer, ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 14; Lawyers for Forests, 
Submission 15, p. 6. 
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overturned and 'will not preclude similar challenges based upon other legal 
technicalities in the future'.21 
2.20 The committee also notes the evidence received that there are time limits for 
seeking judicial review of decisions made under the EPBC Act. As noted in Chapter 1, 
an affected party has 28 days to seek a statement of reasons, the Minister has 28 days 
to provide that statement of reasons and the affected party has 28 to lodge an 
application for judicial review.22 
2.21 Mr Sydes from ANEDO acknowledged that, due to these time limits, 
opportunities for challenging decisions made a long time ago 'are greatly 
diminished'.23 Mr Greg McIntyre SC from the Law Council of Australia (the Law 
Council) agreed that, although the court may have discretion to extend time, the 
chances of a successful application are 'minimal'.24 
2.22 In response to questioning, the Department advised that there are no legal 
proceedings currently underway that would be affected by Schedule 1 of the bill.25 
The Department further advised that: 

The Bill is designed to ensure the validity of decisions made under the 
EPBC Act prior to 31 December 2013 to provide certainty to industry. The 
Bill will not affect the rights of interested parties to challenge EPBC Act 
decisions in the courts. Rather, it provides assurance to stakeholders that 
previous decisions under the EPBC Act will not be invalid because of a 
technicality, that is, the Department did not attach approved conservation 
advices to a decision brief.26 

2.23 And further: 
The Bill provides necessary investment certainty for industry stakeholders 
with existing decisions under the EPBC Act and the projects that rely on 
those decisions. This is intended to ensure that all projects with existing 
approvals, including major projects with long-term investment benefits for 
the Australian economy, have legal certainty.27 

21  Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council, Submission 19, p. 5. 

22  Tarkine National Coalition, Submission 20, p. 3; Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, 
ANEDO, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, pp 18, 19–20. 

23  Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, ANEDO, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, 
p. 20. 

24  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice 
Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 26. 

25  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 42. 

26  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2. 

27  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2. 
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Amendments in the House of Representatives 
2.24 Many submitters noted and supported the amendments in the House of 
Representatives which limited the effect of the amendments proposed by Schedule 1 
of the bill to decisions made before 31 December 2013.28 However, many submitters 
were nevertheless still opposed to the bill.29 
2.25 The Minerals Council of Australia expressed disappointment at the 'sunset' 
amendment to the bill, but for different reasons: 

The MCA has every confidence in the Government in discharging its 
responsibilities under the EPBC Act; however the potential risk to industry 
from challenges to government process is such that this safeguard for 
approval decisions should be extended into the future.30 

2.26 In this context, the committee notes that there is no need for the bill to extend 
into the future based on the Department's evidence that conservation advices are now 
included in the ministerial brief when making relevant decisions.31 
Retrospective application 
2.27 A key concern for many submitters and witnesses was the retrospective nature 
of the amendments in Schedule 1. For example, the Law Council submitted that 
'legislation should only in exceptional circumstances be given retrospective effect'.32  
Mr McIntyre explained the reasoning behind this: 

Part of the operation of the rule of law is that you actually know what the 
law is and then you act in accordance with it. You cannot possibly know 
what a retrospectively operative law is and act in accordance with it.33 

2.28 The Law Council was concerned that 'there are not clear and compelling 
reasons' for the retrospective nature of the bill.34 The Law Council further observed 
that, although the intention behind the bill might have been to cover just approval 
decisions under the EPBC Act, the bill actually allows for the retrospective validation 

28  ACF, Submission 1, p. 2; Australian Koala Foundation, Submission 2, p. 1; National Parks 
Australia Council, Submission 5, p. 1; The Wilderness Society, Submission 8, p. 2; Humane 
Society International, Submission 13, p. 1; ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 1. 

29  Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland, Submission 4, p. 2; The Wilderness Society, 
Submission 8, p. 2; Lawyers for Forests, Submission 15, p. 7; Mr Brendan Sydes, 
Lawyer/Executive Officer, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 18. 

30  Minerals Council of Australia, Submission 6, p. 1. 

31  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2. 

32  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 7; Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and 
Planning Law Group, Legal Practice Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 23; see also, for example, Ms Saffron Zomer, ACF, Committee Hansard, 
7 February 2014, p. 13. 

33  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice 
Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 24. 

34  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 8. 
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of decisions made under many different sections of the Act.35 The Law Council 
submitted that: 

The retrospective validation of an unspecified number of decisions that may 
be invalid…casts doubt on the integrity of the implementation of Australia's 
primary national environment protection Act.36 

2.29 ANEDO was similarly concerned that 'in essence the Bill is asking the 
Parliament to validate conduct by the executive that breached the standard currently 
required by the Parliament.'37  
2.30 Several submitters, including WWF-Australia, ANEDO and the Law Council, 
suggested that a better approach would be for an audit or review to be conducted to 
ascertain the number and details of decisions have been made under the EPBC Act in 
the absence of approved conservation advice and, for example, which approvals 
would likely be overturned should the bill not proceed.38 WWF-Australia suggested 
that this review should include all decisions made under the EPBC Act since 2006, 
when the requirement to have regard to conservation advices was introduced to the 
EPBC Act.39 
2.31 ANEDO explained that this would allow a 'more considered decision about 
whether or not the retrospective validation of conduct that was in breach of the current 
Act is justified'.40 
2.32 However, when questioned, witnesses struggled to identify any particular 
decisions or cases that might be of concern.41 For example, Ms Saffron Zomer from 
ACF stated 'there are no particular cases that we have our eye on. It is more a matter 
of principle'.42 

35  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice 
Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, pp 25 and 27. See ANEDO, 
Submission 12, Attachment 1 for a full list of decisions under the EPBC Act which require the 
Minister to have regard to conservation advices.  

36  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 8. 

37  ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 3; see also Tarkine National Coalition, Submission 20, p. 1. 

38  WWF-Australia, Submission 10, p. 2; Mr Paul Toni, National Manager, Science, Policy and 
Government Partnerships,WWF-Australia, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 1; 
ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 3; Law Council, Submission 3, p. 8; Ms Saffron Zomer, National 
Liaison Officer, ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 15; Mr Brendan Sydes, 
Lawyer/Executive Officer, ANEDO, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 19. 

39  Mr Paul Toni, National Manager, Science, Policy and Government 
Partnerships,WWF-Australia, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 5. 

40  ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 3. 

41  See, for example, Mr Paul Toni, National Manager, Science, Policy and Government 
Partnerships,WWF-Australia, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 3; Ms Saffron Zomer, 
ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 15. 

42  Ms Saffron Zomer, ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 15. 
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2.33 In response to questioning on this issue, the Department advised that, after the 
Tarkine case, it had 'undertaken some due diligence and risk assessment', but did not 
have precise figures on the number of decisions affected.43 The Department went on 
to comment: 

…we do not have analysis that indicates the number of cases that might be 
vulnerable to this particular administrative impediment, but we do know 
that that it is more likely than not that there are some. The approach that has 
been taken is to ensure that substantial economic activity that depends on 
these EPBC approvals is able to proceed without any legal risk being 
attached to it that they were not expecting.44 

2.34 The Department also noted that, as a result of this due diligence, it had: 
…changed the administrative procedures associated with the provision of 
advice to ministers. We have undertaken a process of attaching 
conservation advice in full to every brief that is available and ensuring that 
each piece of conservation advice is individually considered in advance of 
any decision being taken.45 

2.35 As outlined in Chapter 1, the committee notes that the issue of retrospective 
application is being examined by the Senate Scrutiny of Bills Committee, which has 
sought the Minister's advice on the issue. At the time of writing, the Minister's 
response had not yet been received. 
Drafting issues with item 2  
2.36 Several submissions pointed to a potential drafting problem with the bill as a 
result the amendments made in the House of Representatives. It was argued that, 
although the intention of the amendments was to limit the application of the 
amendments to decisions made before 31 December 2013, only item 1 was amended 
in the House of Representatives. The wording of item 2 of the bill remains the same 
and does not suggest its operation is limited only to decisions made before 
31 December 2013. There was concern that this creates ambiguity and there could be 
confusion about the potential prospective operation of item 2.46  
2.37 For example, the Law Council recommended that item 2 be amended to 
clarify and specify that it is intended to apply to things done prior to 
31 December 2013.47 Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Law Council, warned that, otherwise, 

43  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 41. 

44  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 43. 

45  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 43. 

46  ANEDO, Submission 12, pp 3–4; Law Council, Submission 3, p. 9; National Environmental 
Law Association, Submission 7, pp 2–3; see also Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 18. 

47  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 9. 
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'there is still a clear danger that it [the bill] is going to operate both prospectively and 
retrospectively'.48 
2.38 In response to questioning on this drafting issue, the Department advised: 

The policy intention of Item 2 of the Environment Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2013 is that the provision is time-limited to 31 December 2013 and that 
the decisions and instruments validated by Item 2 are those that are covered 
by Item 1. 

The explanatory memorandum to the Bill, specifically paragraphs 1.1 to 
1.3, clarifies the policy intention that Schedule 1 of the Bill (Amendments 
relating to approved conservation advice) is limited to decisions and 
instruments made under the EPBC Act prior to 31 December 2013.49 

Schedule 2—Turtle and Dugong protection measures 
2.39 Many submissions supported the increase in penalties for harming or killing 
of marine turtles or dugongs in Schedule 2 of the bill.50  Nevertheless, issues were 
raised in relation to: 
• the need for the penalty increases and their effectiveness in protecting turtles 

and dugongs; 
• the potential impacts of the amendments on Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander people; and 
• the limited application of the increased penalties to dugongs and turtles rather 

than all threatened species. 
2.40 These issues are addressed in turn below. 

Need for the penalty increases 
2.41 As outlined in Chapter 1, the amendments in Schedule 2 are designed to deter 
people from illegal hunting and trade in relation to dugongs and turtles. The 
Department explained the amendments are 'in response to community concerns about 
the ongoing illegal poaching and trading of turtles and dugongs' and: 

…address concerns that the current penalty provisions in the EPBC Act and 
the GBRMP Act are not high enough to protect turtles and dugong from the 
increasing threats of poaching, illegal hunting and illegal transportation and 
trade.51 

48  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice 
Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 23. 

49  Department of the Environment, Answers to Questions on Notice, received 11 February 2014, 
p. 6. 

50  ACF, Submission 1, p. 3; Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland, Submission 4, p. 2; 
WWF-Australia, Submission 10, p. 4; Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance, Submission 11, p. 2; 
Humane Society International, Submission 13, p. 2; ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 4. 

51  Department of the Environment, Submission 9, p. 2; see also Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy 
Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 40. 
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2.42 However, the Law Council expressed doubt about the deterrent effect of 
increasing penalties. Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Law Council, argued that: 

There has never been any really comprehensive evidence that increasing 
penalties actually prevents crime.52 

2.43 He went on to explain that: 
…the best way to prevent crime is to catch people in the act and to 
prosecute them. It does not necessarily depend upon the penalty. If people 
think they are not going to be caught then they are less likely to be 
concerned about it...If you think you are up in the Torres Strait and the 
chance of you being caught is one in 10,000, you are not going to really 
care. It is that which is going to work rather than the penalty itself.53 

2.44 Several submissions and witnesses also queried the extent of the problem of 
illegal hunting and trade of turtles and dugong.54 For example, the Indigenous 
Advisory Committee submitted that: 

While a significant concern, poaching and the illegal trade of turtle and 
dugong does not represent the threat to species populations that is implied 
in these proposed changes, and to date there have been no prosecutions 
around this activity.55 

2.45 In response to questioning on this issue, the Department stated that: 
There are anecdotal reports and validated reports of poaching and illegal 
killing—particularly around Cairns—which have provoked extensive 
community concern…56 

2.46 However, the Department acknowledged that 'there are challenges in 
understanding the scale and scope of the actual activity that is occurring'.57 The 
Department noted that this is why the government has committed $2 million for the 
Australian Crime Commission to investigate the nature and scope of the illegal 
activity.58 

52  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice 
Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 23; see also pp 23–24. 

53  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice 
Section, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 26. 

54  See, for example, Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee 
Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 28; Ms Melissa George, Chair, Indigenous Advisory Committee, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 38. 

55  Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, p. 2; see also Ms Melissa George, Chair, 
Indigenous Advisory Committee, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, pp 37–38. 

56  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 46. 

57  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 46. 

58  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 41. 
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Other impacts on turtles and dugongs 
2.47 Many submissions also noted that factors other than those addressed in the bill 
have a greater impact on dugong and sea turtle populations. A range of other 
important threats to dugongs and marine turtles were raised, such as climate change, 
habitat loss and degradation, boat strike, marine debris and pollution.59 As 
Ms Melissa George, Chair of the Indigenous Advisory Committee, observed, 'people 
should not make the mistake of treating a cut finger on a patient with a broken leg'.60 
2.48 The Turtle and Dugong Taskforce argued that the amendments: 

…offer no meaningful action to address the real threats to turtle and dugong 
populations from pig predation, pollution, coastal development, urban 
run-off, habitat loss, agricultural run-off, commercial fishing, marine debris 
and wide-scale nesting failure.61 

2.49 For this reason, the Turtle and Dugong Taskforce of the Balkanu Cape York 
Development Corporation expressed concern that the proposed amendments could be 
seen as a: 

…shallow, 'band-aid' measure to address what is a limited threat to turtle 
and dugong species, as opposed to the key underlying threats. While illegal 
activities which may harm turtle and dugong are certainly a threat, the 
damage caused is vastly outweighed by other factors...62 

Need for complementary measures 
2.50 Several submissions suggested other measures are needed to complement the 
penalty increases proposed in the bill.63 Ms George, Indigenous Advisory Committee, 
commented that 'the proper solutions for these problems require a package of 
complementary measures'.64 For example, it was suggested that the amendments be 
accompanied by a community education program about the importance of protecting 

59  Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland, Submission 4, p. 2; ACF, Submission 1, p. 3; Law 
Council, Submission 3, p. 11; Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development 
Corporation, Submission 16, p. 2; Mr Paul Toni, National Manager, Science, Policy and 
Government Partnerships, WWF-Australia, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 3; 
Ms Saffron Zomer, National Liaison Officer, ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, 
p. 15; Mr Frankie Deemal, Community/Project Leader, Balkanu Cape York Development 
Corporation, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 32; Ms Melissa George, Chair, 
Indigenous Advisory Committee, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, pp 35 and 38. 

60  Ms Melissa George, Chair, Indigenous Advisory Committee, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 36. 

61  Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 
2014, p. 28. 

62  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
p. 2. 

63  See, for example, Keppel and Delta Fitzroy Alliance, Submission 11, p. 2; Humane Society 
International, Submission 13, p. 2; ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 4. 

64  Ms Melissa George, Chair, Indigenous Advisory Committee, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 35. 
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these species, as well as 'practical enforcement measures to catch and prosecute 
offenders'.65  
2.51 Both the Turtle and Dugong Taskforce and the Indigenous Advisory 
Committee pointed to the need to engage with Indigenous communities. The 
Indigenous Advisory Committee submitted that: 

…the challenges associated with the management of turtle and dugong 
could be better addressed through the building of cooperative measures 
with traditional owners in northern Australia. In our view the related 
resources being directed to the Australian Crime Commission, for example, 
could be better applied by engaging traditional owners to increase their 
level of monitoring and examining options for placing appropriate 
restrictions on their rightful customary activities.66 

2.52 The Turtle and Dugong Taskforce suggested that the government continue the 
taskforce initiative in preference to, or at least in conjunction with, the proposed 
amendments, as: 

Ultimately, the only cost-effective way to regulate turtle and dugong on 
Cape York Peninsula is to have Indigenous rangers or Indigenous fisheries 
officers on the ground living in communities on the cape.67 

2.53 Indeed, Mr Twikler on behalf of the Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, stated that 
the taskforce would not particularly object to the amendments 'if they were in 
conjunction with other measures'.68 
2.54 In this context, the committee notes the Department's evidence that the 
penalty increases in Schedule 2 are just one component of the government's Turtle and 
Dugong Protection Plan.69 The Department indicated that the government is also 
'committed to support a specialised Indigenous ranger program for marine 
conservation along the far north Queensland Coast and for strengthened enforcement 
and compliance'.70  
2.55 The Department further explained that the Dugong and Turtle Protection Plan 
is at the earliest stage of implementation, and includes a range of other measures, 
including: cleaning up marine debris; funding for turtle rehabilitation centres; working 
with Indigenous leaders towards a two-year moratorium; and the Australian Crime 

65  Keppel and Delta Fitzroy Alliance, Submission 11, p. 2; Humane Society International, 
Submission 13, p. 2; ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 4; see also Mr Brendan Sydes, 
Lawyer/Executive Officer, ANEDO, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 20. 

66  Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, p. 1. 

67  Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 29. 

68  Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 33. 

69  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 40. 

70  Department of Environment, Submission 9, p. 3. 
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Commission investigation into the illegal killing, poaching and transportation of 
dugong and turtle meat.71  Finally, the Department noted that it is: 

…also updating the recovery plan for marine turtles in Australia to address 
major threats, including habitat loss, poor water quality, bycatch in fisheries 
and marine debris and vessel activity, including boat strike.72 

Impact on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples 
2.56 The main concern with Schedule 2 was its potential impact of the proposed 
amendments on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples.  
2.57 The Indigenous Advisory Committee submitted that it was pleased that the 
government is acting to address concerns of many traditional owners in northern 
Australia about the poaching of turtle and dugong, but nevertheless described the 
proposed changes in Schedule 2 as a 'poorly targeted over-reaction'.73 
2.58 Both the Indigenous Advisory Committee and the Turtle and Dugong 
Taskforce of the Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation expressed the view 
that the proposed changes have been developed with insufficient consultation with 
Indigenous communities.74  
2.59 However, the Department noted that there had been consultation with a 
number of Indigenous organisations 'over an extended period of time'.75 
2.60 Nevertheless, the Turtle and Dugong Taskforce were concerned that many 
people who exercise their traditional right to hunt will not be aware of the greatly 
increased penalties.76 The Turtle and Dugong Taskforce submitted that: 

For Indigenous people exercising their traditional right to hunt, the law is 
often undecipherable and alienating. Because of this, many in indigenous 
communities do not have the intricate understanding of the law required to 
make accurate decisions and many misconceptions abound about what is 
considered to be lawful or not…Without proper support, many indigenous 

71  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 40. 

72  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 40. 

73  Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, p. 1. 

74  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
p. 2; see also Mr Frankie Deemal, Community/Project Leader, Balkanu Cape York 
Development Corporation, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 30; Ms Melissa George, 
Chair, Indigenous Advisory Committee, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 35. 

75  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, pp 41 and 44. 

76  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
p. 2. 
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people are not able to negotiate through this legal tangle and may end up 
unwittingly breaking the law.77 

2.61 The Law Council was concerned that the bill has 'the potential to impose 
disproportionate burdens on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island peoples, possibly 
engaging the right to equality and non-discrimination' under international law.78 The 
Law Council explained that: 

The proposed increase in penalties in the Bill is likely to impact most 
heavily upon Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander persons engaged in 
hunting dugong and turtle for (non-native title) traditional purposes 
although they are also very significant for other fishers. The increase in 
penalties has the potential for Indigenous offenders, if prosecuted, to end up 
serving a term of imprisonment in default of payment of a financial penalty, 
due to inadequate means.79 

2.62 The Indigenous Advisory Committee agreed that 'increasing the financial 
penalties will simply result in offenders defaulting on their fines thus leading them to 
be incarcerated anyway'.80  
2.63 In the same vein, the Turtle and Dugong Taskforce of Balkanu Cape York 
Development Corporation noted that: 

For indigenous people who are intentionally undertaking illegal activities, 
such as the sale of endangered species, greatly increased civil and financial 
penalties may not be as effective in changing behaviour as is anticipated. 
On Cape York, Indigenous communities are highly disadvantaged such that 
prison sentences and an inability to pay fines are a common occurrence 
compared with other regions in Australia. As such, the Taskforce is 
concerned that these penalties are excessive and yet may prove to be 
ineffective.81 

2.64 The Law Council suggested that a 'better policy approach' would be to 
increase and extend community-led planning at an appropriate scale and to extend the 
development of Traditional Use of Marine Resources Agreements (TUMRAs).82 

77  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
p. 2; see also Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 28. 

78  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 14. 

79  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 13; see also Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian 
Environment and Planning Law Group, Legal Practice Section, Law Council, Committee 
Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 26. 

80  Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, p. 2. 

81  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
p. 3; see also Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 28. 

82  Law Council, Submission 3, p. 13. 
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2.65 Indeed, both the Turtle and Dugong Taskforce and the Indigenous Advisory 
Committee emphasised the need to recognise the role of Indigenous communities in 
protecting turtles and dugongs and for Indigenous Australians to be able to exercise 
their cultural authority to manage Indigenous hunting as well as combat poaching and 
illegal trade.83 As the Indigenous Advisory Committee observed: 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in northern Australia have 
successfully managed their customary use to turtles and dugong since time 
immemorial.84 

2.66 The Taskforce expressed concern that the proposed amendments may 'bypass 
current efforts made by Indigenous communities' to manage sustainable turtle and 
dugong hunting and conservation through community actions.85 Ms George, 
Indigenous Advisory Committee, agreed that:  

…the proposed amendments do not in any way give due consideration to 
the work that has been undertaken by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
communities and their partner organisations, such as the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park Authority.86 

2.67 The Taskforce proposed an alternative method to deter potential offenders 
through a Conservation Agreement under the EPBC Act which allowed for hunting 
carried out in accordance with community-based management plans for turtle and 
dugong. The Taskforce argued that this could provide Indigenous people 'with the 
cultural authority to regulate the way in which hunting is conducted'.87 
2.68 The Indigenous Advisory Committee agreed and stated: 

Ultimately, sanctions handed down through customary law to those who 
poach and conduct the illegal trade of turtle and dugong is going to deliver 
more effective outcomes than simply increasing financial penalties.88 

83  See, for example, Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, Committee 
Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 28; Ms Melissa George, Chair, Indigenous Advisory Committee, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 35; Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, 
p. 4. 

84  Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, pp 1–2. 

85  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
pp 3 and see also p. 4; and Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 28. 

86  Ms Melissa George, Chair, Indigenous Advisory Committee, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 35; see also p. 37. 

87  Turtle and Dugong Taskforce, Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation, Submission 16, 
p. 3 and Appendix 1; see also Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 28. The Taskforce tabled a detailed proposal as well 
as the hunting rules developed by Mapoon community by way of example. These are available 
on the committee's website. See also Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 31. 

88  Indigenous Advisory Committee, Submission 17, p. 1. 
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2.69 As outlined above, the Department's submission indicated that the 
amendments were part of the government's Dugong and Turtle Protection Plan 
announced on 15 August 2013, and that in this plan, the government also 'committed 
to support a specialised Indigenous ranger program for marine conservation along the 
far north Queensland Coast and for strengthened enforcement and compliance'.89 
2.70 The committee sought further detail from the Department on future 
engagement with Indigenous communities in relation to turtle and dugong 
management. The Department responded: 

The Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet is lead agency for the 
Specialised Indigenous Ranger programme. In early February 2014, 
Ministers Scullion and Hunt wrote jointly to Commonwealth-funded 
Indigenous ranger groups in north Queensland seeking their input in the 
implementation of the Protection Plan. 

The Dugong and Turtle Protection Plan will build on the existing efforts of 
Indigenous communities and rangers to care for their country and manage 
the sustainable use of these species.90 

2.71 The Department also emphasised that native title hunting rights will not be 
affected by the bill: 

…the proposed changes to the EPBC Act do not overshadow native title 
rights in any way, shape or form. So if a person is operating genuinely 
within the cultural authority at the community level then there would be no 
need for them to be concerned in any way, shape or form about this 
proposed bill.91 

Limits to species covered 
2.72 Other submitters queried why the increased penalties apply only to dugongs 
and turtles and not all threatened species.92 ANEDO explained:  

In all other respects the EPBC Act creates no distinction between the 
various listed threatened species protected by the Act and the basis upon 
which these two species are considered differently from the other species 
that are otherwise afforded the same level of protection by the Act has not 

89  Department of Environment, Submission 9, p. 3. 

90  Department of the Environment, Answers to Questions on Notice, received 11 February 2014, 
p. 5. 

91  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 44; see also Department of Environment, Submission 9, p. 3; Dr Kimberley 
Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 40. 

92  Keppel and Delta Fitzroy Alliance, Submission 11, p. 3; Humane Society International, 
Submission 13, p. 2; ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 4. 
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been explained. ANEDO submits that the increase in penalties should apply 
to all threatened species protected by the Act.93 

2.73 In response to questioning on this issue, the Department stated that this was a 
'question of policy', and 'a decision of the government to make the Dugong and Turtle 
Protection Plan an element of their election platform. This bill is intended to 
implement that election commitment.'94 

Amendments relating to approval powers 
2.74 Some submissions95 and witnesses96 supported proposed amendments to the 
bill to remove the provisions of the EPBC Act enabling approval powers to be 
delegated to State and Territory governments under approval bilateral agreements.97 
These amendments are similar to those proposed in the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Retaining Federal Approval Powers) 
Bill 2012, which was considered by the Environment and Communications 
Legislation Committee in March 2013.98 This committee does not intend to revisit this 
issue and notes that the previous report on this issue recommended, amongst other 
matters, that the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment 
(Retaining Federal Approval Powers) Bill 2012 not be passed.99 

Committee view 
2.75 The committee recognises that the purpose of Schedule 1 of the bill is to 
provide certainty to proponents in relation to decisions made under the EPBC Act, 
particularly in light of the findings of the Federal Court in the Tarkine case. 

93  ANEDO, Submission 12, p. 4; see also Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, ANEDO, 
Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, p. 20. 

94  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 43. 

95  See, for example, ACF, Supplementary Submission 1; Keppel and Delta Fitzroy Alliance, 
Submission 11, p. 3; ANEDO, Submission 12, pp 4–5. 

96  See, for example, Ms Saffron Zomer, National Liaison Officer, ACF, Committee Hansard, 6 
February 2014, p. 14; Mr Brendan Sydes, Lawyer/Executive Officer, ANEDO, Committee 
Hansard, 6 February 2014, pp 20–21. 

97  See Chapter 1, and also Environment Legislation Amendment Bill, Proposed Amendments, at: 
http://parlinfo.aph.gov.au/parlInfo/search/display/display.w3p;query%3DId%3A%22legislation
%2Fbillhome%2Fr5128%22 (accessed 30 January 2014). 

98  See further Senate Environment and Communications Legislation Committee, Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Retaining Federal Approval Powers) 
Bill 2012, March 2013, available at: 
http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Commu
nications/Completed%20inquiries/2010-13/epbcfederalpowers/report/index (accessed 
9 January 2014). 

99  Senate Environment and Communications Legislation Committee, Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Retaining Federal Approval Powers) Bill 2012, March 
2013, recommendation 1, p. 29. 
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2.76 The committee considers that the concerns raised in relation to Schedule 1 of 
the bill are largely unwarranted. The bill is merely remedying a technical oversight – 
that is, that conservation advices were not attached to ministerial briefs. 
2.77 The Department indicated that, since the Tarkine case, conservation advices 
are now attached to the brief to the Minister when making relevant decisions under the 
EPBC Act. As such, the committee considers that relevant decisions made under the 
EPBC Act since July 2013 are unlikely to be vulnerable to challenge on the same 
technical legal grounds as in the Tarkine case. As to decisions made before then, the 
committee notes the evidence that statutory time limits for seeking judicial review of 
decisions would mean that decisions made before that date are highly unlikely to be 
challenged.100 The Department also indicated that there are no legal proceedings 
currently underway which would be impacted upon by the bill.101 As such, the 
potential impact of the bill is minor, but is nevertheless important to provide 
reassurance and certainty to proponents and developers who have made significant 
investments based on decisions made under the EPBC Act. 
2.78 However, the committee notes the issue raised in relation to the drafting of 
item 2 of Schedule 1 of the bill, as a result of amendments in the House of 
Representatives. Those amendments were intended to restrict the application of the 
bill to decisions made before 31 December 2013, but item 2 is not clear in that regard. 
The committee suggests that the government consider clarifying the drafting of item 2 
to ensure it is also specifically limited to things done before 31 December 2013, as is 
the stated intention in the Explanatory Memorandum.  
2.79 In relation to Schedule 2 of the bill, the committee considers that the increased 
penalties will provide an important deterrent to illegal poaching and trade in turtles 
and dugongs. The committee acknowledges the important role of Indigenous 
communities in managing and protecting turtle and dugong populations. The 
Department's evidence indicated that native title hunting rights will not be affected by 
the bill in any way and that a range of other complementary measures are being 
implemented alongside the bill, including an Indigenous ranger program. 
2.80 The committee acknowledges that there are a broader range of threats 
impacting on turtle and dugong populations, but considers these to be outside the 
scope of this bill and this inquiry. 
  

100  Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Law Council, Committee Hansard, 6 February 2014, pp 26–27.  

101  Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary, Department of the Environment, Committee Hansard, 
6 February 2014, p. 42. 
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Recommendation 1 
2.81 The committee recommends that the Senate pass the bill. 
 
 
 
 
 

Senator John Williams 
Chair 
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Dissenting Report 
Australian Greens 

1.1 The Australian Greens do not support the passage of Environment Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2013 in its current form. 
1.2 This bill will remove the community's right to take the Government to court if 
the Environment Minister failed to consider expert advice on threatened species 
impacts in any project approved before 31 December 2013.  
1.3 Australia is in a biodiversity crisis – we have the worst mammal extinction 
rate in the world having lost 18 mammal species to extinction since European 
colonisation, and 20% of our remaining mammal species are threatened with 
extinction. 
1.4 This is not the time to allow the Environment Minister to ignore key expert 
advice when approving major mines and other environmentally destructive 
developments.   
1.5 The Department has assured the Committee that this amendment is only to 
clean up an administrative problem that arose when the Minister failed to consider 
expert advice when approving Shree Minerals mine in Tasmania's precious Tarkine 
rainforests. Despite this, the Greens believe this amendment sets a dangerous 
precedent of ignoring science and preventing transparency and accountability of huge 
Government decisions. It was not explained, for example, why the exemption was 
extended to the end of 2013 – meaning Minister Hunt's decisions to approve the 
world's biggest coal port in the Great Barrier Reef WHA, and a fourth LNG plant on 
Curtis Island, could be made without considering key expert advice about the species 
these projects will harm and would be exempt from this avenue of community court 
review. 
1.6 This amendment is yet another retrograde step for the protection of Australia's 
environment by the Abbott Government. It demonstrates yet again this Government's 
eagerness to disregard science in its decision making.  
1.7 The community and expert alarm about this dangerous precedent is clear. 
Submissions from luminary legal bodies like the Law Council of Australia and 
leading conservation groups like the Australian Conservation Foundation and 
WWF-Australia expressed deep concern about the retrospective nature of these 
amendments, and the poor signal they send to the community about the need to 
comply with laws and to have evidence-based decision making. 
1.8 The Australian Greens will move an amendment in the Senate to delete this 
Schedule 1, to stop the Abbott Government from further weakening our national 
threatened species protection and from setting a dangerous precedent allowing science 
to be ignored in decision making. 
1.9 The bill also proposes to increase penalties for illegal hunting of turtles and 
dugongs. While the Greens support proposals that increase protection of our 
threatened species, we share the concern of many experts that: 
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• There has been very little consultation with Indigenous communities who 
currently invest considerable effort in sustainable management of these 
species, on whether this is the best approach to deal with the anecdotal issues 
of illegal hunting. This Government purports to be committed to working 
better with our Indigenous communities but it would appear they fell well 
short on this occasion. 

• There have never been any prosecutions under our national environment laws 
for illegal hunting of dugongs and turtles, so it's not clear how increasing the 
penalty will deliver anything on the ground for these species – particularly 
when the very Departments responsible for enforcing these laws are so under 
resourced, making significant law enforcement activities in remote northern 
Australia seem rather implausible. Increased poaching penalties on paper will 
be meaningless if staff cuts continue at the Departments that would enforce 
such penalties, as is expected under the Abbott Government's Commission of 
Audit razor gang. 

• If the Government was serious about protecting turtles and dugongs it would 
stop letting the mining industry dump dredge spoil into the Great Barrier 
Reef, where it can smother feeding and breeding grounds. 

• If penalties are to be increased, they should be increased for harming all 
threatened species, rather than selecting such a limited number. 

1.10 The Greens are extremely concerned that this bill is a sneaky attempt by the 
Abbott Government to distract attention from their approval of multiple industrial 
developments in the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area in the few months since 
they took office. Within three months of taking office, this Government approved the 
building of the world's biggest coal port within the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage 
Area. This project will involve  dumping of five million tonnes of port sludge offshore 
in the Great Barrier Reef's waters, where it will drift for untold kilometres, smothering 
sea grass and corals – the habitat of turtles, dugongs and countless other species who 
call the Reef home.  
1.11 In late 2013 the Abbott Government also approved yet another LNG plant to 
be built on Curtis Island in Gladstone Harbour within the World Heritage Area, and 
they've indicated support for a second shipping channel in Gladstone, involving huge 
dredging of the sea bottom of the Harbour, further increasing pressure on this 
important inshore Reef ecosystem.  
1.12 The Greens take the concerns of the Queensland community, our fishers, 
tourism operators and reef scientists and the UN World Heritage Committee seriously. 
We are proposing an amendment to this bill, to ban offshore dumping of port dredging 
sludge within the Great Barrier Reef's waters.  
1.13 Natural (pre-colonial) sediment run-off from the Reef's river catchments into 
the Reef is estimated at 3 million tonnes per year. On top of that, the Reef is now 
subject to significant increased sediment run-off due to agriculture of approximately 
6 million tonnes per year – which the Reef Rescue program is making very positive 
steps to combat. In light of this, allowing a further five million tonnes of sediment to 

 



 33 

be dumped offshore directly into the Reef's waters, for just one of many planned port 
developments, completely undermines the efforts of farmers and communities to date 
to protect the Reef, and makes a mockery of any stated commitments to protecting 
turtles and dugongs. 
1.14 It's the Great Barrier Reef, it's World Heritage, and it's at risk. We have to step 
up to protect the Reef for the generations to come. It’s time to stop dumping on the 
Reef.  
1.15 Lastly, the Greens share the community's significant concerns about the 
Abbott Government's plans to hand their national responsibilities for protecting our 
Reef to the Newman Government. This is a truly unfathomable step given the huge 
threats currently faced by the Reef – climate change, crown-of-thorns, 
industrialisation of the coast backed to the hilt by the state government. This is not the 
time for our national government to abandon their responsibilities for looking after the 
Reef.  
1.16 Yet across Australia the Abbott Government is set to handover federal 
responsibility for approving or rejecting major development proposals to state 
governments. Handing off national protection for nationally significant environmental 
icons destroys 30 years of reform whereby the federal government acted in the 
national interest to protect our environmental assets of international significance. The 
Greens strongly oppose this gutting of national protection for our wild places and 
species. We will move amendments to this bill to stop this handover. We commend 
the Australian Labor Party for changing its earlier position and now supporting the 
Greens' amendment in the House of Representatives, and look forward to their 
continued support on this matter in the Senate. Further, we call on all parties to 
recognise the unique and critical role our national government has in protecting 
Australia's most precious species and places.  
1.17 We call on all parties to support our amendment which will ensure that final 
decision for whether the most environmentally destructive projects in Australia should 
go ahead must stay with our national environment minister.  
1.18 Now is not the time to weaken our federal environmental laws. The Greens 
will continue to champion protection for our precious places and species, especially 
our one and only Great Barrier Reef. 
 
 
 
 

Senator Larissa Waters 
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Appendix 1 
Submissions, tabled documents and answers to questions 

taken on notice 
Submissions 

1 Australian Conservation Foundation 

2 Australian Koala Foundation 

3 Law Council of Australia 

4 Wildlife Queensland — Townsville Branch Inc 

5 National Parks Australia Council 

6 Minerals Council of Australia 

7 National Environment Law Association 

8 The Wilderness Society Inc 

9 Department of the Environment 

10 WWF-Australia 

11 Keppel and Fitzroy Delta Alliance 

12 Australian Network of Environmental Defender's Offices 

13 Humane Society International 

14 Logan & Albert Conservation Association 

15 Lawyers for Forests Inc 

16 Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation Pty Ltd 

17 Indigenous Advisory Committee 

18 Ms Helen Hutchinson 

19 Tasmanian Minerals & Energy Council Limited 

20 Tarkine National Coalition 
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Tabled documents 
Hunting Rules for Mapoon from Pennefather to Dussey River, tabled by Balkanu 
Cape York Development Corporation (at public hearing, Canberra, 6 February 2014) 
Cape York Turtle & Dugong Management Strategy – Implementation Proposal (tabled 
by Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation (at public hearing, Canberra, 
February 2014) 

Answers to questions taken on notice 
Department of the Environment – Answers to questions taken on notice (from public 
hearing, 6 February 2014, Canberra) 

 



  

Appendix 2 
Public hearings 

 
 
Thursday, 6 February 2014 – Canberra 
 
WWF-Australia 

Mr Paul Toni, National Manager – Science, Policy and Government 
Partnerships 

Tasmanian Minerals and Energy Council 
 Mr Terry Long, Chief Executive Officer 
Australian Conservation Foundation 
 Ms Saffron Zomer, National Liaison Officer 
Australian Network of Environmental Defender's Offices 
 Mr Brendan Sydes, Chief Executive Officer 
Law Council of Australia 

Mr Greg McIntyre SC, Chair, Australian Environment and Planning Law 
Group 

Balkanu Cape York Development Corporation – Turtle and Dugong Taskforce 
 Mr William Busch, Turtle & Dugong Taskforce Member 
 Mr Frankie Deemal, Community/Project Leader 
 Mr Daniel Twikler, Legal Officer, Cape York Land Council 
Indigenous Advisory Committee to the Minister for the Environment 
 Ms Melissa George, Chair 

Department of the Environment 
 Dr Kimberley Dripps, Deputy Secretary 
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