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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Museum of Underwater Art Ltd. (MOUA) is seeking a Marine Parks Permit to operate a tourist facility in the Marine Park, permit 
application number G44851.1. MOUA proposes to install an underwater art museum, an eco-tourism facility, within the marine park. 
MOUA had identified a site near the existing snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay, as its preferred location. 

The Museum of Underwater Art Stage 2 Public Information Package (PIP) was publicly advertised for sixty days from 17 May 2021 
through 13 July 2021 to provide information for the public to understand the What, Where, When, Why and How of the proposed 
project at Magnetic Island. 

The general public were invited to provide comment and this report summarises the public submissions in response to the PIP. 
 
The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) received 163 submissions about MOUA, including a petition with 241 
signatures. All submissions were de-identified by GBRMPA and provided to MOUA and included as Attachment A. 

MOUA has reviewed all submissions, coded them for commonality and used “Content Analysis Methodology” to identify relevant 
issues, isolate specific comments, evaluate similar comments, and summarise findings in a systematic way. 

Of the submissions received from the PIP process for Magnetic Island, 

 › 33% or 54 were comments, ideas, and suggestions about the proposal
 › 38% or 62 were objections to MOUA
 › 29% or 47 were in support of MOUA
 › 68.7% or 112 comments were related only to Magnetic Island
 › 24.5% or 40 comments were related to both Magnetic and Palm Island

For the purpose of this document the Palm Island submissions will not be addressed. Please refer to a subsequent Response Report 
for Palm Island. 

MOUA noted the many individual issues and benefits raised by the public with its proposal. It noted in particular strong objection to 
an installation at Geoffrey Bay on environmental and traditional cultural grounds. MOUA identified and categorised six key issues 
as the core themes in the submissions: Legislation, Environment, Culture, Infrastructure, Art, and Economic. 

A large number of submissions were associated with the appropriateness (or not) of underwater sculptures placed in a Marine 
National Park (Green) Zone. 

Following analysis of the public submissions, MOUA conducted additional Board and key stakeholder meetings and joint site 
inspections between September and January 2021. 

As a result of the comments about a proposed facility at Geoffrey Bay, MOUA  conducted further site assessments with scientists 
and community representatives from Magnetic Island at Alma Bay and Nelly Bay on Magnetic Island and in the proposed small 
sculptures area, at John Brewer Reef. 

These assessments found Alma Bay and the John Brewer Reef site’s, as also acceptable sites for MOUA’s proposed installation. 
Alma Bay on Magnetic Island had clear advantages with significant tourist and social infrastructure,  an existing dive training 
business nearby, a sandy substrate surface to locate the art and reduced biodiversity issues. It was also noted MOUA had not 
received any cultural concerns about this site and the tourism industry association on Magnetic Island, supported this site.

MOUA demonstrated through its analysis and assessments, that Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay and an  installation in at John Brewer Reef 
would all be acceptable outcomes for MOUA. 

An installation at John Brewer Reef would directly respond to community feedback received from dive operators and Townsville 
Enterprise Ltd. (TEL) through its Visitor Services Information Centre’s, that there needed to be consideration for additional sculptures 
to be visible to snorkelers at the MOUA site at John Brewer Reef. 

Our due diligence and multi-criteria assessment has shown outcomes could be achieved equally at either, each or multiple sites. 
Importantly, a site on Magnetic Island can contribute to local economic benefit and give local tourism and traditional owners, cultural 
tourism and citizen science opportunities. Further installations at John Brewer Reef would bring further advantages to Commercial 
Tourism Operators and recreational boating enthusiasts. 

Ultimately the MOUA installation can not only bring awareness to the critical issues surrounding the Great Barrier Reef, it can 
contribute to Magnetic Island’s desirability as an eco-tourism destination, a destination for science, education and for enjoyment of 
the values of the marine park.

MOUA has demonstrated it can meet the obligations of the GBRMPA permit approval, accommodating a likely bond provision, 
undertaking annual engineering and monitoring assessments, and has further demonstrated extensive biodiversity research,  
citizen science and guide training for its installations.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Museum of Underwater Art Ltd. (MOUA) is seeking 
a Marine Parks Permit to operate a facility in the Ma-
rine Parks. Specifically to install sculptures 2.3m high 
at Magnetic Island – Stage 2. This Response Report 
is prepared in response to permit application number 
G44851.1 / File No: P013532.

As part of the process the Terms of Reference, pursuant 
to Section 78(1) of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Regulations 2019 and Section 12(1) of the Marine Parks 
Regulation 2017, MOUA is required to provide the fol-
lowing to The Authority - Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Authority (GBRMPA).

• A report summarising and responding to the issues 
raised in the recent Public Information Package (PIP) 
process. 163 submissions were recorded by GBRM-
PA and then provided to MOUA as Attachment A.

In addition, MOUA is requested to provide written en-
dorsement by way of ‘letters of support’ from, the Wul-
gurukaba people (led through the Prescribed Body Cor-
porate/Cultural Heritage Body) for the final location and 
final artwork designs for Magnetic Island.

This Response Report addresses the public submis-
sions received by GBRMPA in response to the proposal 
by MOUA for underwater sculptures at Magnetic Island.

Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532
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Below are the proposed artworks relating to this submission.

Dr Katharina Fabricius

Townsville’s Dr Katharina Fabricius - built a career at the Australian 
Institute of Marine Science (AIMS) in researching ecological 
processes in coral reefs and is a well known resident of Magnetic 
Island.

Dr. David Vaughn

Dr David Vaughan is known for his extensive work with HBOI 
Aquaculture Development Park as well as pioneering the 'Plant a 
Million Corals' initiative.

6
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The Proposed Artworks

Jayme Marshall

Jayme Marshall of the Wulgurukaba and Yunbenun Peoples of 
Magnetic Island, represents the next generation of Indigenous 
culture. Her sculpture was inspired by the important connections 
to land and sea country that the Wulgurukaba and Yunbenun 
Peoples hold.

Molly Steer

At just 10 years old, Molly was named the 2018 Cairns Young 
Woman of the Year for creating the movement 'Straw No More' 
project; which aimed to eliminate the use of plastic straws from 
her community. The project has reached more than 3,000 
schools globally.

Prof. Peter Harrison

Professor Peter Harrison - is a recognised leader in coral 
reproduction having extensive experience across the Great
Barrier Reef and Magnetic Island research.

Dr Richard Braley

Dr Richard Braley, ‘Giant Clam Man’ – a resident of Magnetic 
Island, has been working with the spawning of giant clams since 
1986 and has been an integral part of North Queensland’s marine 
science family for over 40 years.



MOUA aims to have a positive impact for all communities by promoting and supporting Reef Health and Awareness, 
Tourism for Good, Indigenous Advancement, Art with Purpose, Citizen Science and Education and Regional and 
Economic Stimulation. 

Purpose Of The Proposed Artworks

Indigenous  
Advancement

Art With  
Purpose

Citizen Science 
and Education

Reef Health and 
Awareness

Tourism for 
Good

Regional and 
 Remote Economic 

Stimulation

The design lifespan of the facilities is twenty five years. A management plan for the proposed artworks include an 
annual monitoring and maintenance plan. 

Lifespan Of The Proposed Artworks

Figure 1. Key objectives of the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA)

Internationally renowned marine zoologist, Sir Maurice Yonge 
is considered one of the forefathers of marine science on the 
Great Barrier Reef, as well as having a significant connection to 
James Cook University (JCU) in Townsville.

Sir Maurice Yonge

Professor John Edward Norwood “Charlie” Veron - Dr Veron, has 
been dubbed the ‘Godfather of Coral’ with extensive experience 
across the Great Barrier Reef and Magnetic Island.

Prof. John Veron

Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532
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1.1 BACKGROUND

MOUA is a Not-for-Profit, registered charitable organisation established in 2017 and is committed through its 
Constitution to achieve economic, environmental and social objectives highlighting the importance of the Great 
Barrier Reef through science, cultural and educational tourism.

In 2017, MOUA approached international award winning artist and climate activist, Jason deCaires Taylor to undertake 
feasibility work in the region. Jason has spent over a decade living and learning about the waters in Queensland and 
trained as a dive guide in the Whitsunday region before heading back to the United Kingdom to concentrate on his 
art.

Since 2017, MOUA has been open and transparent, consulting with stakeholders, residents, Traditional Owner groups 
and businesses to co-design and reach agreed objectives, and has recorded over 900 communications outlined in 
Table 1. Including,

 › A mixed-method survey of 235 respondents from the North Queensland region, that provided weighted 
average responses to a variety of quantitative variables and more than 200 qualitative rich open-ended 
responses

 › Public meetings on Magnetic Island attended by over 100 residents and stakeholders 

 › Stakeholder interactions, over 500 consultations, business meetings, council briefings, stakeholder 
briefings and art workshops. These included Magnetic Island Community Development Association (MICDA) 
and Magnetic Island Nature Care Association (MINCA) 

 › A specific stakeholder engagement survey undertaken by MOUA between September and November 2020 
received 229 responses with 75.65% positive towards MOUA, 10.87% negative, 11.74% indifferent and 1.74% 
have not heard about the Museum of Underwater Art 

The above public consultations and meetings are in addition to the formal PIP required under the GBRMPA permit 
process which is addressed in this response document.
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MOUA has remained true to its 
Constitution, building its artistic 
program on opportunities that have 
emerged from consultation.
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Date Process Outcome
March 2016 Project planning

July 2017 Artist visit 1 - Jason deCaires Taylor

July 2017 Initial sites meets at Palm and Magnetic Islands

Oct 2017 Initial artist concepts and site evaluation report Report

Nov 2017 Funding stage 1 Funding

Mar 2018 Scientist concepts for Magnetic Island

Sept 2018 Artist visit 2- Jason deCaires Taylor

Dec 2018 Application submitted to GBRMPA for John Brewer Reef Application

Mar 2019 Funding stage 2 for Palm Island Funding

May 2019 Palm island consultation

July 2019 Permit approved by Qld Gov for Ocean Siren, The Strand Permit

Oct 2019 Artist visit 3 - Jason deCaires Taylor

Sept 2019 MOUA PIP advertised- Coral Greenhouse Consultation

Dec 2019 Permit approved by GBRMPA for Coral greenhouse Permit

Aug 2020 Indigenous training course 1

Aug 2020 Palm Island MEC advises concern for Wallaby Point

Aug 2020 Concept 1- inter-tidal at Magnetic Island

Aug 2020 Magnetic Island community meetings

Aug 2020 Funding for stage 3 Magnetic Island Funding

Oct 2020 Concept 2- Sub-tidal at Magnetic island

Oct 2020 Application submitted to GBRMPA for Palm and Magnetic Application

Dec 2020 Concerns re Coolgaree site at Palm Island
Jan 2021 Resolution to change Palm site to NE Bay
Mar 2021 Letter of support Manbarra Aboriginal Corporation
May 2021 MOUA PIP advertised- Corroboree, Reef Scientists Consultation

July 2021 Palm Island artist workshop
Aug 2021 Indigenous training course 2
Oct 2021 Magnetic Island meetings and site inspections
Nov 2021 Palm Island meeting and update
Nov 2021 Resolution to change Magnetic site to Alma Bay

Table 1. Chronology of key dates, processes and outcomes for the MOUA project



Figure 2. Methodology Map
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MOUA adopted a transparent, scientific, objective process to summarise the extensive information received during the PIP. Eight steps were identified in the research method. These steps 
are identified in the Methodology Map below, Figure 2.

MOUA as there method of review, used “Content Analysis” to review submissions which is a widely used tool for analysis of public consultation globally. Of the 163 submissions, MOUA 
summarised key issues, isolated specific comments, evaluated similar comments and summarised all findings in a systematic way to make responses consistent. 

All submissions were;

1. transferred into a word document for general analysis, 

2. collated into a table for specific analysis.

The comments made in each submission were collated according to a) location, Magnetic Island, and b) the issue or benefit they addressed.

To extend on the findings MOUA created a word cloud as a graphical representation. Word clouds give greater prominence to words that appear more frequently. The larger the word in 
the visual the more common the word was in the responses that MOUA found. Visualisation is highly beneficial when evaluating all responses overall.

1.2 METHODOLOGY



Attachment A received by MOUA from GBRMPA was 108 pages long with 65,790 words. The top ten words are 
outlined in Table 2. And the Word Cloud is depicted in Figure 3.

2.0 PUBLIC SUBMISSION
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2.1 SUMMARY OF KEY FACTORS
MOUA has read all 163 de-identified submissions. 

Many of the submissions raised several issues, several benefits and commentary around various locations. There 
were a limited number of submissions that expressed a single issue or location. 

Each submission was coded and collated using “Content Analysis''. This provided MOUA with a detailed insight into 
each submission and assisted MOUA to organise the data. The submissions were a mix of support and objections 
and were summarised as 'General' or 'Location': 

General

 › 33% or 54 were overall comments 
 › 38% or 62 were objections 
 › 29% or 47 were in support 

Location 

There were 230 individual comments relating to the location of MOUA, most significantly, 

 › 16 comments were strongly opposed to Magnetic Island overall
 › 74 comments objected to MOUA being at Geoffrey Bay as the preferred location for artwork installations
 › 7 comments suggested the sculptures be relocated to other areas outside the Marine Park
 › 112 comments were related to Magnetic Island as the preferred location
 › 40 comments related to commentary for both Magnetic Island and Palm Island* 

*Note this Response Report is related to Magnetic Island only.

The public submissions were de-identified by GBRMPA, summarised and provided to MOUA and are included 
in Attachment A.  Note that submission 11 refers to a Petition prepared specifically about Magnetic island 
installation, that was signed by 241 signatories.

Word                          Count          Descriptor\Issue
Bay 856 Descriptor

Island 639 Descriptor

MOUA 492 Descriptor

Geoffrey 479 Descriptor

Magnetic 384 Descriptor

Natural 362 Descriptor

Zone 355 Issue

Tourism 349 Issue

Underwater 344 Issue

Reef 366 Descriptor

Table 2. Analysis of word frequency from 163 submissions.

Figure 3. Word Cloud of keywords across public 
engagement activities



The following six key issues raised in the submissions  were referred to in many submissions and are grouped 

together for responding; 

1. Legislative/Location 
 › Many submissions including, 5, 6, 10, 11, 16, 19, 20, 21, 25, 30, 54, 55, 56, 58 and 62, commented on the 

Magnetic Island location of Geoffrey Bay being not appropriate for both cultural and environmental reasons. 

 › There was a notable reference in many submissions including submission 11, as to whether Geoffrey Bay 
being within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Green Zone was permissible. There were some positive 
submissions around the benefits of Geoffrey Bay for its existing snorkel trail, clear water and sand substrate 
and the opportunity to bring reef science education and conservation messages. 

2. Environmental 
 › A group of submissions, indicated the installation would increase impact on biodiversity of marine and 

terrestrial life within the Geoffrey Bay location. Other submissions raised the environmental impact of 
sculptures being visible at low tide, the impact of increased visitation on the fringing reef and shoreline and 
the appropriateness of artificial sculptures in a natural environment.  

3. Cultural 
 › Various submissions noted the importance of Traditional Owner approvals and cultural authenticity of the 

stories being related in the artwork for Magnetic Island.

4. Infrastructure/Amenity
 › Various submissions noted the related infrastructure gaps, such as lack of parking and bathroom facilities, 

particularly in relation to Geoffrey Bay as a location. 

5. Artwork Design
 › Overall the aesthetic and design of the artwork pieces featured prominently in submissions and the petition 

mentioned in submission 11. There were concerns over the use of an international artist, the materials used, 
the design and the meaning behind the artwork pieces.

 › Some submissions recognised the importance of the international artist, Jason deCaires Taylor.

6. Economic
 › Commonly the economic benefit to Magnetic Island of the project including jobs, revenue and tourism 

were commented on. Some submissions questioned whether the economic impact forecast for MOUA was 
realistic.

These six key issues are explored in detail in Section 3.  

Table 3. Summary of the number of issues raised per category.

Legislative/
Location

Environment Culture Infrastructure Art Economic Total

Issues 73 75 24 66 14 0 252

Benefits 0 27 10 26 24 17 104

*Please note that although this summary and accompanying list of issues and benefits attempts to capture the full range 
of public comments, it should be used with caution. Respondents are self-selected; therefore, their comments do not 
necessarily represent the sentiments of the public as a whole.
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2.2 SUMMARY OF OTHER FACTORS

2.2.1  Inter-tidal works or underwater

 › Several submissions referred to inter-tidal works having a negative impact on the visual environment 
particularly in the foreshore areas of Geoffrey Bay.

The MOUA Board had initially proposed potential inter-tidal sculptures in 2019/2020 but changed to sub-tidal in 
response to consultation from public workshops in 2020. All MOUA’s Stage 2 works planned for Magnetic Island are 
to be underwater, and not to be exposed at any tidal range.  

The following factors were raised in multiple submissions but not grouped as one of the six key issues and are 
responded to directly.

2.2.2  Ports and dredging

 › Numerous submissions, 6, 19, 26, 27, 29, 54,68, 69, 74, 80, 91, 98, 111, 118, 121, 136, 142, 143, 148, 157 referred to 
the issue of dredging and spoil arising from the deepening of the Port of Townsville channel. This relayed into 
concerns about visibility or lack thereof for Geoffrey Bay, highlighting it as being unsuitable. 

Water visibility was measured at Geoffrey Bay at 5m,  making it suitable for snorkeling. Not that this recording 
was higher than several other locations at Magnetic Island. MOUA acknowledges that dredging and spoil disposal 
increases turbidity and may reduce visibility at some sites at Magnetic Island. 

The MOUA Board is not in a position to challenge Authorities on the matters of dredge spoil. MOUA has limited 
volunteer resources and a Constitution that sets out its objectives clearly.

2.2.3 Potential conflict of interest / independence of site assessments

 › Submissions 19, 55, 68, 117 and 141 questioned ‘a potential conflict of interest’ with assessments being done by 
Reef Ecologic when the Managing Director of Reef Ecologic is the Deputy Chair of MOUA. These submissions 
questioned the validity of the assessments and called on other independent assessments to be conducted. 

The Board of MOUA has in place a strong and transparent governance structure. Dr Adam Smith, Deputy Chair 
of MOUA Ltd was only one of the ‘scientist’ experts involved in environmental assessments. MOUA is extremely 
fortunate to have expertise readily available to its Board and Dr Smith is an eminent and respected Great Barrier 
Reef scientist himself. Reef Ecologic and Dr Adam Smith collaborated with several other peers in their field to 
complete assessments. Most recently Reef Ecologic engaged with community stakeholders and Traditional Owner 
representatives to complete recent assessments. 

The PIP contains biological information from many scientists and organisations including Australian Institute of Marine 
Science (AIMS), Reef Check Australia and does not rely only on site assessments from Reef Ecologic.

2.2.4    Inadequate consultation

Several submissions believe consultation was inadequate and several submissions believe the consultation process 
had been comprehensive. 

 › Submissions 6, raised a comment that community consultation has been inadequate on the details of ‘the 
subjects and artistic style’.

 › Submission 62, raised comment that there was ‘no proper consultation with the Traditional Owners and that 
many reject Geoffrey Bay’. 

 › Submission 67, commented that the public consultation was a ‘farce with only representatives of Island 
groups being allowed to attend in person, other persons interested could only attend via a ZOOM invite’.

 › Submission 80, ‘I speak on behalf of many when I say that we community members feel as though there 
has there been a lack of adequate community consultation’. 

 › Submission 94, ’consultation data reported does not disaggregate between residents of Magnetic 
Island or Townsville and non-residents. This is quite important because residents would have a far better 
appreciation of the unique values of Geoffrey Bay amidst the range of recreation opportunities provided on 
the island to make a concerted opinion on the MOUA proposal and its potential impacts on those values’. 

 › Submission, 134 ‘we do not consider that a 20-minute presentation by MOUA to a small number of 
ratepayers represents adequate or suitable community consultation. We are also advised that consultation 
with Traditional Owners consisted of only one general discussion’. 
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MOUA has undertaken a multi-year, multi-method consultation program. MOUA has documented more than 900 
community consultations since the project commenced in 2017, has an inclusive Board including Traditional Owner 
representatives, has reached many millions of people through its social media, and has conducted two public surveys 
one with 235 responses and one with 191 since its inception. 

In 2020, MOUA conducted a range of community consultations in readiness for lodging Stage 2 permit application. 
The 2020 community consultations resulted in changes to MOUA’s plan, from potential inter-tidal works to fully 
submerged, locations, as well revising the artwork concepts. 

MOUA’s activities for the most recent PIP for Stage 2 included.  

 › Advertising of the PIP in Public Notices.

 › Posters across strategic locations in Townsville and Magnetic Island including for a period on board Sea 
Link ferries.

 › Community and stakeholder engagement briefing between 16 April 2019 and 5 December 2021.

 › Regular updates  on MOUA's website and social media platforms.

 › Media releases through local television channels as well as the Townsville Bulletin newspaper.

 › Numerous discussions have been sought and undertaken with Traditional Owner representatives to resolve 
concerns, opportunities, and eldership endorsement, noting we have not had an official endorsement from 
the prescribed organisation.

 › MOUA respects, appreciates and understands the sea country of the Wulgurukaba. We also hear the strong 
voice, that Geoffrey Bay is a ‘special place’ in the local dreaming story.  

The MOUA Board believes that it has undertaken a diverse and extensive range of consultations to hear the 
community voice, and the public consultation process has been comprehensive. Community consultation in 2020 
did see changes being made to MOUA’s plan, indicating MOUA do listen and act on community feedback.



Issue MOUA Response
Geoffrey Bay reef has great historical and continuing 
importance for scientific research, particularly coral spawning 
studies.

MOUA agree with this and the MOUA site will be integrated with 
annual monitoring programs.

The data on water clarity from Geoffrey Bay does not 
represent the seasonal variability of visibility that occurs with 
the changes in wind direction seasonally. 

MOUA undertook measures over a number of days, however it 
is agreed it is a nominal scientific measure on the assessment 
day, however researchers are regularly in these locations and the 
assessments are of a generally accepted nature.

The project document is deficient in information and likely 
environmental impacts. Is a full EIA the next phase? 

The sites have been assessed based on a general multi criteria 
analysis, a full EIA is not a requirement of the permit process.

No independent formal environment impact assessment 
has been undertaken at any of the proposed sites… would 
expect more from the organisation designed to protect the 
reef. I think it would find the reef already struggling, with 
high sediment levels, high salinity, and algae overtaking 
much of the coral growth. Many tourists also partake in reef 
walking, often without realising it; inexperienced snorkelers 
also damage the coral with their fins, resulting in even 
more stress on the reef. Construction work resulting in high 
sediment levels and potential chemical leaks or runoff is the 
absolute last thing Geoffrey Bay needs.

MOUA complied with the detailed processes requested by 
GBRMPA. Magnetic Island reefs are resilient. Magnetic Island 
tourists and residents value reef experiences including snorkeling. 
MOUA will provide either directly or through contracted partners 
such as Townsville Enterprise Ltd or Traditional Owner / 
Indigenous business;

1. Commercial Tourism operator business development 
training

2. Qualified guide training programs to enhance education 
and awareness of visitors

3. Produce information for visitors on sites
4. Annual scientific monitoring
5. Citizen science monitoring programs

On the nature of the proposed sculptures, community 
consultation has been inadequate on details including 
subjects and artistic style etc. Details [scale models etc.] Of 
the actual proposed artwork have not been seen to judge 
any artistic merit.

The sculptures are being produced by the world’s leading 
underwater artist and are very highly regarded by MOUA. They 
are designed to a Category Four cyclone standard hence the 
design base, and reflect both the artist and their scientific field of 
study.

A lack of local ‘ownership’ of the project. Have the 
proponents consulted with the large science community in 
Townsville on celebrating outstanding researchers to be 
commemorated? Have local artists/sculptors been provided 
an opportunity to contribute?

The artist and MOUA Board has been consulting with the science 
community, particularly JCU, AIMS, GBRMPA and SCU for four 
years on the artistic design and merit. Yes local artists including 
indigenous artists have been contracted. Stage 1 of MOUA was 
produced locally and we have a commitment to produce Stage 2 
locally. The impact of Covid-19 has made local production of these 
sculptures challenging within the time frames and contractual 
obligations. We remain committed to local business.

The proposal appears to be promoting a “tourist attraction 
“to provide pleasure for visitors, and not for the protection of 
the existing natural values.

The proposal promotes the science and scientists associated 
with the Marine Park and its natural values through the artistic 
installation for all Australians and visitors to the region.

The Tourism angle for now and into the future is promote 
Magnetic Island not as a place of plenty to do but a 
place where there is plenty to do if you are inclined 
environmentally and most importantly, that is a place where 
you are allowed to do nothing! To me, the art at Brewer 
Reef is just that. It is an economic structure rather than 
Educational or Environmental entity and has nothing to do 
with any part of the UNESCO World Heritage listing of the 
Great Barrier Reef. To build a man-made structure and plant 
it inside the very natural topic and calling it educational 
or environmental is not true to the reef. It is a successful 
economic location dive of difference. It has nothing to do 
with the World Heritage welfare of what surrounds it.

The project does need to have an economic model to ensure its 
sustainability and does not necessarily aim to interpret the World 
Heritage listing of the park, but the importance of science, culture 
and management of the park into the future.

The economic foundation of MOUA is important and we have 
made plan for this to benefit local and indigenous led business.
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2.3 SUMMARY OF REMAINING INDIVIDUAL ISSUES

The following table lists the remaining individual issues that were raised in submissions and provides a direct MOUA 
response.



Issue MOUA Response
We have damaged reefs in our area which could be 
promoted as the “Dead being Resurrected” museum pieces 
that could be fully fledged research, educational and 
functionally promoted rather than man-made structures that 
can’t possibly be better than what is already represented 
naturally. If the MOUA was serious in educational and 
environmental outcomes then maybe it could investigate the 
feasibility of constructing GBRMPA permitted 100M x 100M 
Coral garden beds to use as educational “show-n-tells”, with 
each patch in each location having an on-line story board 
with photos and current outcomes of experiments by highly 
qualified persons and JCU MB students. This then can be 
the yearly draw-card to visiting Families and school children 
to snorkel the patches and become our future Marine 
Biologists, let alone tourism ambassadors…. Even as 5year 
old’s, full of knowledge. If the 100M x 100M patches fail 
because they can’t be worked at due to turbidity, then so be 
it; the patch will be no worse for the lack of attention.

Essentially MOUA agrees with the sentiment here and have been 
working with JCU and the science community, and have been 
successful with GBRMPA permitting for reef restoration initiatives 
at Stage 1. There is potential for further reef restoration research 
for stages 2 and 3.

The use of existing structures under the permitting conditions is 
unlikely, the process is extensive, and time consuming and costs 
an agency considerable money. 

MOUA was established as a similar initiative to the sentiment of 
this comment.

While I love the idea of underwater art bringing tourism 
to the island and surrounds, Geoffrey Bay is not the right 
place for it. The bay is the oldest green zone on the island 
and is a place of great scientific discovery in regard to coral 
reproduction (Babcock et al., 1986). It should be preserved 
in its natural condition, not adapted for tourism at the cost of 
its wellbeing. Additionally, construction and development do 
not follow the values of a green zone. The spirit of a green 
zone is “look, but don’t touch”; it is meant to be a place for 
the reef to recover from the many difficulties it currently 
faces and grow without things like fishing impacting it. While 
not specifically banned in green zones, construction for 
tourism with no benefit to the reef does not feel like it falls 
in line with these values of green zone. Plus, there is already 
“artwork” in the bay in the form of the Moltke Wreak, it does 
not need two. The artwork would be better placed in a 
different bay, such as Picnic Bay.

We have addressed this by identifying additional sites and 
undertaking more detailed site assessments. 

The purposes of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975 
(Act), per Section 2, include: 
• provide for the long term protection and conservation of 

the environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the 
Great Barrier Reef Region. 

• …allow ecologically sustainable use of the Great 
Barrier Reef Region for purposes including the public 
enjoyment and appreciation and recreational, economic 
and cultural activities.

The MOUA project seeks to enhance awareness and education 
for the protection and science of the Marine Park. MOUA will 
provide for the public, an opportunity to enjoy, to appreciate 
and wonder of the ocean environment. The aims of the project 
are to increase knowledge, education, stewardship, tourism and 
conservation of the Reef and the region. MOUA aims to attract 
socially responsible visitors, those interested in science, reef 
restoration and the impact of climate change on the science of 
the Great Barrier Reef.

There is virtually no correlation between the primary 
objective of the GBRMPA Act 1975 and the various rationales 
provided by proponents of the MOUA.

As mentioned prior, MOUA seeks to enhance awareness as 
well as educate. MOUA supports and will use GBRMPA Tourism 
Management Action Strategy.

The Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) Management Statement 
2013 makes it clear that “Magnetic Island and surrounding 
waters are part of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage 
Area.

MOUA supports this statement.

Are the statues and their attachment really engineered 
to withstand cyclone waves, for how many years? If not, 
would the statues, once dislodged by a cyclone and time, 
roll around and damage coral? It is mentioned they may 
be attached with star-pickets. Even if star-pickets are 
galvanised, they don’t typically last for more than 5-10 years 
in seawater. What is the anticipated life span for these art 
installations? Who would face the bill for repair of the reef 
and of the artwork after cyclone damage? This and many 
other issues should be considered to protect the vulnerable 
and quite silt stressed coral reefs around Magnetic Island.

MOUA has certified engineering approval for Category Four 
cyclone abatement.

The concrete sculptures estimated life is 25 years. Star pickets will 
be checked by an engineer and will  be replaced as required.

MOUA has proposed annual monitoring and maintenance 
programs with a 10 year full life review.
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Issue MOUA Response
When deciding whether or not to grant or refuse permission 
for a proposed use of the Marine Park, the Authority must 
consider matters specified in Section 103 of the Regulations 
and Guidelines governing GBRMPA decisions and actions: 
viz., Mandatory considerations in deciding whether to 
grant permission. While it is acknowledged that all sixteen 
considerations must be considered by the decision- maker, 
this submission refers only to some of them, noting that 
compliance with all is required. When making a decision 
on an application, a suitable decision-maker “weighs up 
the considerations and makes an overall decision on 
the application”. The decision-maker must be primarily 
responsive to the primary aim of the GBRMPA Act, viz. “to 
provide for the long term protection and conservation of the 
environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the Great 
Barrier Reef Region.

Consideration A: Objects of the zone
Consideration D: Reasonable steps
Consideration E: Feasible and Prudent Alternative
Consideration G: Relevant Impacts
Consideration H: Avoid, mitigate, offset
GBRMPA Assessment and Decision Guidelines requires a 
PIP to explain “the proposal, possible impacts and measures 
to avoid, mitigate or offset these impacts”.
GBRMPA Guidelines for social assessment provide guidance 
on assessing impacts to social values within the permission 
system. For the purpose of these guidelines, the social 
values of the Marine Park are considered to include: access, 
aesthetics, appreciation, understanding and enjoyment, 
human health, personal connection, equity - intra and inter-
generational, empowerment, employment and income.

MOUA supports only The Authority  - The Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) making the Assessment.

MOUA supports the objectives of the zone, has taken all 
reasonable steps to provide an educational tourism product that 
brings greater awareness, appreciation and enjoyment to peoples 
interaction with the Marine Park.

MOUA brings increased awareness to the urban and climate 
impacts on the Great Barrier Reef and the importance of culture, 
science and management to monitor reef health.

The revised location provides greater accessibility, social and 
community infrastructure to the experience.

MOUA provides a new way that all people can find personal 
connection to the reef.

MOUA supports the ‘temporary’ nature of the permit approval 
system.

Referral for impacts on MNES – EPBC Act. We are well aware 
that many world heritage values are presented on Magnetic 
Island, and some values are significant at the scale of the 
entire World Heritage Area. In addition to World Heritage 
Values, many other Matters of National Environmental 
Significance (MNES) also occur there. The Australian 
Government recognised this and development a special 
place-based policy guideline for the application of the 
EPBC Act there. We are amazed that the proponent’s self-
assessment in the PIP concluded that the MOUA installations 
will not have any significant impact on MNES. We believe 
that this self- assessment was inadequate, and the PIP does 
not include detailed assessments. E.g. where does the PIP 
consider the impact of establishing a tourist attraction in 
the preferred location of Geoffrey Bay, on the migratory 
wading birds (MNES) that forage in that bay during their 
annual migration from Europe? We understand that GBRMPA 
assessment is restricted to impacts (and MNES) in the marine 
park. Therefore, we encourage GBRMPA to refer the project 
to the DAWE, for a thorough assessment on the potential 
impacts of this project on all MNES.

The MOUA Board note the significant impact guidelines of the MNES 
policy and note that MOUA have already received a similar approval for 
its installation at John Brewer Reef. The MOUA installation supports the 
values and objectives of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and do not 
agree that an installation of a 'snorkeling trail' will have a significant impact 
on the environment in accordance with the 'significant impact guidelines 
of the MNES' policy statement as outlined on page 24 of the MNES, see 
Attachment B. The installation at John Brewer Reef, like similar installations 
in the Northern Hemisphere, inform us, that indeed the installation can 
provide support for marine habitats and ecosystems. There is little 
evidence the installation will;

• modify, destroy, fragment, isolate or disturb an important, substantial, sensitive 
or vulnerable area of habitat or ecosystem component such that an adverse 
impact on marine ecosystem health, functioning or integrity in the Great Barrier 
Reef Marine Park results

• have a substantial adverse effect on a population of a species or cetacean 
including its life cycle (for example,breeding, feeding, migration behaviour, life 
expectancy) and spatial distribution

• result in a substantial change in air quality or water quality (including 
temperature) which may adversely impact on biodiversity, ecological health or 
integrity or social amenity or human health

• result in a known or potential pest species being introduced or becoming 
established in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

• result in persistent organic chemicals, heavy metals, or other potentially harmful 
chemicals accumulating in the marine environment such that biodiversity, 
ecological integrity, or social amenity or human health may be adversely 
affected, or

• have a substantial adverse impact on heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park, including damage or destruction of an historic shipwreck.
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Location Support Object Total

MOUA 4 1 5

Magnetic Island 17 16 33

Geoffrey Bay 29 74 103

Picnic Bay 14 5 19

Nelly Bay 10 1 11

Nelly Ferry Terminal 1 0 1

Nelly inside Marina 1 0 1

Arthur Bay 3 2 5

Horseshoe Bay - 1 1

Florence Bay - 2 2

Alma Bay 3 3 6

Other
Coral Sea 1 - 1

Outside Marine Park 1 - 1

The Strand 2 - 2

Mainland 2 - 2

On Shore 1 - 1
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Geoffrey Bay, Nelly Bay, Picnic Bay, Arthur Bay and Alma Bay all were mentioned on more than one occasion as pos-
sible sites for MOUA on Magnetic Island, with the most comments reserved for Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay.

The key issue raised was strong opposition to Geoffrey Bay location for the proposed marine science trail given 
the potential impact of visitors on the Bay's biodiversity and wading bird species. The second matter related  to the 
validity of placing any structures within the Bay, given its protection as a Marine National Park (Green) Zone of the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.

The key issues mentioned by multiple submissions are summarised as:

1. Geoffrey Bay as not considered appropriate location as it is a Green Zone within the Marine National Park - a 
biodiversity protection area that should have no development.

2. The validity of permitting a structure in the Marine Park Green Zone.
3. There was also support for Geoffrey Bay as the perfect location due to its natural setting, water visibility and it 

already having an existing snorkel trail
4. Picnic Bay was supported by 14 comments and thought to have economic and social infrastructure advantag-

es.
5. Other bays such as Nelly Bay, Alma Bay and Arthur Bay are also referred to as having potential and that MOUA 

should consider these. One comment pointed to locating artworks in multiple bays.
6. There were multiple comments that indicated the comparatively low water visibility at Picnic Bay often makes it 

unsuitable for snorkelers.

Table 4. Summary of the locations mentioned and the number of responses that support or object to the potential 
locations of MOUA.

3.0 KEY FACTORS SUMMARY

3.1 LEGISLATIVE/LOCATION
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The following table summarises the key issues and benefits and select individual comments from submissions.

Specific Issues

32% or 74 of 230 locational comments did not support 
Geoffrey Bay as it was a Green Zone -  (Marine National 
Park - MNP), with some comments not supporting any other 
Green Zone around Magnetic Island. 

Magnetic Island

 › The aim of MNP Zoning is to conserve GB’s natural 
values. (submission 6)

 ›  It is not appropriate to place these structures in an 
area of high conservation value - Marine National 
Park Green Zone - which is designated for the 
appreciation of nature. (submission 10)

Specific Benefits

18% or 30 of the 163 submissions commented on support 
for Geoffrey Bay with comments around having an existing 
snorkel trail.

Magnetic Island

 › I cannot envisage any impact from more people 
snorkeling in the proposed areas, particularly 
Geoffrey Bay for which an increase in snorkeling 
visitors due to the relatively recently installed 
snorkel trail is praised. (submission 14)

 › The MOUA Proposal to site them in Geoffrey Bay 
near to the already established snorkeling trails 
seems a good idea. The area has deep water to 
keep them submerged properly at all tides, as well 
as the other attractions of the wreck and Giant 
Clams nearby. (submission 29)

Summary Table - Legislative/Location

As a result of the issues raised above,  the MOUA Board committed to,

1. Further site investigations on Magnetic Island 
2. Undertaking detailed review of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Zoning Plan 2003

These are addressed in detail in Section 4.

MOUA noted that the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is declared a multi-use zone, providing for a range of ecolog-
ically sustainable recreational, commercial and research opportunities and that the Green Zone allows education, 
research, tourist and traditional owner activities, with permit approval. 

On initial review the proposed MOUA installation, as a snorkeling and dive trail experience that builds education, 
understanding and personal connection to values of the Reef is consistent with the Marine Park objectives.

A recent scientific paper published in the Journal of Ecotourism by scientists from Reef Ecologic, TropWATER, CSIRO, 
Auckland University of Technology and University of Sydney (Smith et al 2022), explores the Whitsunday art instal-
lation and the changes in visitor attitude to the use of underwater sculptures. In this study tourist satisfaction in the 
region increased following installation of underwater sculptures. (Smith et al 2022).

Further highlights of the study are found in Figure 4 below, page 20 and complete findings are Attachment C. 
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 › A survey was designed to answer three questions ‘Does underwater art enhance the 
visitor experience to the GBR? What sort of person appreciates underwater art? What is the 
preferred location, size and number of underwater sculptures?

 › 71.36% agreed that installing underwater art at damaged GBR sites is a good idea for 
assisting reef restoration and encouraging tourism

 › Underwater sculptures are only a good idea if they raise awareness about the GBR

 › Tourists had a higher support for underwater sculptures than local residents

 › Tourist satisfaction was low (3.85-4.86) before the installation of underwater sculptures and 
increased to 8.10-8.53 after

 › Tourists rated the beauty underwater (7.4-7.6) lower than underwater art (7.86-7.95)

 › The preferred location for installations was underwater compared to inter-tidal and beach

 › The preferred size of underwater sculptures was an average of 2.25m to an average 4.5m

 › Underwater sculptures are a relatively recent intervention and there has been very limited 
research on its multiple dimensions including politics, environmental sustainability, broader 
tourism psychology, culture, economic, architecture and marine park management.

 › The challenge for proponents, stakeholders and decision makers faced with new ideas 
such as underwater sculptures is to make collaborative decisions based on planning, robust 
science, consultation, resources, risk and benefits

Figure 4. Highlights from Scientific Research on Installation of Underwater Sculptures in the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park



3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL
More than 70 respondents referred to the environment and the need to protect and respect the natural environment 
and any likely biodiversity impacts. 

Many respondents used the words, ‘protection of natural values’ and ‘protection of biodiversity’, referring to impact 
concerns with relation to marine life, water visibility, visibility of sculptures at low tide, education and conservation 
opportunities.

Specific Issues

44% or 73 of the 163 submissions commented on 
environmental issues that will impact the area of Magnetic 
Island - with comments around,

Natural values (20) · Artificial (18) · Depth (13) · Birds (8) · 
Geoffrey Bay was already degraded (7). 

Other minor issues raised were impacts of the proposal on 
coral, coral reef, nursery ground, sea grass, turtle nesting, 
sharks, rays and marine species and ecologically sensitive 
sites. 

There were related issues associated with existing dredge 
spoil impacts on Magnetic Island, tourists damage reefs 
and pollution.

General concerns were raised about marine life, the 
biodiversity situated in and around Geoffrey Bay and 
Magnetic Island.

There were numerous comments that questioned the 
Independence and lack of formal Environmental Impact 
Study 141 / 19 / 55 / 67 / 69 / 84 / 101 / 117 / 133.

Specific Benefits

17% or 27 out of 163 submissions commented on positive 
environmental benefits.

 › I have been to the installation at John Brewer Reef 
and think it is a beautiful addition. I am impressed 
with the team who monitor and document the 
progress of new coral growth on the structures 
including their professionalism and enthusiasm in 
reef conservation. (submission 37)

 › While I had my reservations about the first 
installations of MOUA, I now fully support the 
concept. I believe it will increase knowledge of 
the area and educate more people about the reef 
environment and the traditional use of the area. 
MOUA has been instrumental in attracting more 
people to the GBR to gain a better understanding 
of the beauty, fragility, and threats to the reef.
(submission 49)

 › The environmental assessment of the proposed 
sites at Magnetic and Palm Island had been 
comprehensive over several years and has 
identified that sculptures can be installed on bare 
sand with no environmental impacts. (submission 
40)

Other positive factors raised included the opportunities for 
citizen science · knowledge · education · research · reef 
restoration · storytelling · history of science · recognising 
scientists.

There was reference to in recognising that the locations of 
sculptures on sand would have no or minimal environmental 
impact and that artificial reefs and the growth on the 
sculptures would increase biodiversity.

 › I’d support the art if it were located in Nelly 
Bay (adjacent to the marina) or Alma Bay (fully 
submerged). Both locations have parking and 
toilets. Alma Bay also does not allow boating, so 
lower risk for divers. (submission 5)

 › Alma Bay may be suitable as long as it is set in deep 
enough water. (submission 22)

Summary Table - Environmental 
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The MOUA Board are cognisant of the importance of the environment of Magnetic Island and the values associated 
with the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. These are well documented by studies such as that completed by local 
scientists, Marshall et al (2018). In no way does the proposed MOUA installation, plan to threaten the values of the 
Marine Park. Quite the opposite it proposes to enhance ‘visitor’ awareness and education of these, by highlighting 
both traditional management and the work of local and international scientist’s . 

In recognising the number of comments about Geoffrey Bay the MOUA Board sought to assess alternate possible 
options for its proposed installation.
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3.3 CULTURAL

The importance of Traditional Owner approval to validating the artistic designs, installations, and story lines is 
consistent across all consultation.

Submission 144 reinforces what MOUA has heard in previous consultations, that getting cultural stories and language 
correct, involving the Wulgurukaba dream-time story and having Traditional Owner support are important. MOUA’s 
work to date has tried to be inclusive and comprehensive. 

Specific Issues

15% or 24 of the 163 submissions commented on cultural 
issues about both Palm and Magnetic Islands, including 
Traditional Owner collaboration, respect, and authority. 

 › If MOUA does not have the support and permission 
of the traditional owners, they should absolutely 
not go ahead. It goes against everything the 
Aboriginal Land Rights legislation fights to protect.  
(submission 62)

 › We also understand that Geoffrey Bay holds 
particular cultural significance the Wulgurukaba 
community. The PIP assures us that Traditional 
Owners have been consulted, but we urge GBRMPA 
to discuss this independently with the relevant 
Cultural Authority holders within the Wulgurukaba 
community. (submission 144)

 › We do not consider that a 20-minute presentation by 
MOUA to a small number of ratepayers represents 
adequate or suitable community consultation. We 
are also advised that consultation with Traditional 
Owners consisted of only one general discussion. 
(submission 134)

Specific Benefits

While no submissions identified  the benefits received from 
cultural stories associated from MOUA, the MOUA Board 
are of the strong view, the science of the Great Barrier Reef 
commenced with indigenous land and sea management 
practices.

MOUA has been active to try to work with indigenous 
agencies to identify benefits to enrich the ‘visitor 
interpretation and information’ available for MOUA visitors.

MOUA had a Wulgurukaba representative on the MOUA 
Board 2017 & 2018 to guide and strengthen the Boards 
decision making around cultural matters and was a key 
factor that guided the values of the MOUA Board.

MOUA has commissioned indigenous artists to enrich the 
cultural stories for MOUA’s public information.

The Manbarra Aboriginal Council, currently have a 
representative on the MOUA Board and whom have played 
a positive role in the MOUA guide training initiatives, have 
been a willing partner to guide place, story and culture for 
MOUA interpretation. MOUA values very much this input.

Summary Table - Cultural

Figure 5. Summary of the key issues that emerge from the Content Analysis.
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3.4 AMENITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE

34 submissions commented that local infrastructure consideration, such as parking areas, bathroom facilities and 
waste management should be a part or at least considered in the MOUA plan noting the likelihood of increased 
tourism pressure. 

In recognising the number of comments about ensuring there were considerations for both community and social 
infrastructure to support any proposed installation, the MOUA Board sought to assess this in its review of alternate 
possible options for its proposed installation.

Specific Issues

21% or 34 of the 163 submissions commented on local 
infrastructure, and amenity access.

 › Will increase tourism pressure. (submission 34)

 › There are limited toilets and parking at Geoffrey 
Bay. (submission 15)  

 › Geoffrey Bay itself does not have the proper 
facilities to support added tourism itself. There 
are no public toilets close by, bins are few and 
far between, there is no water available such as 
bubbler's or taps, parking is limited, and there are 
no lifeguards. Picnic Bay offers a far better option. 
There is parking close by, water and toilet facilities, 
a swimming area, and it is lifeguard patrolled. 
There are also food and beverage shops nearby. 
(submission 62)

 › MOUA will not have a interpretation center, trained 
guides or any evidence of scientific purpose.  
(submission 146)

Specific Benefits

None of the submissions highlighted benefits to amenity 
and infrastructure for Geoffrey Bay. However other bays 
were mentioned for their infrastructure.

 › Even one that has plentiful installed infrastructure 
such as Nelly or Picnic Bay. (submission112)

 › Of the other bays under consideration, the location 
that we fully support is Picnic Bay, in the sand zone 
on either or both sides of the jetty. Dinghy traffic and 
jetty fishing are also uses at the site which could be 
managed to avoid conflict. Impacts on natural and 
aesthetic values would be aligned to the existing 
built infrastructure of the jetty, pedestrian mall and 
foreshore built environment. (submission 144)

 › I’d support the art if it were located in Nelly 
Bay (adjacent to the marina) or Alma Bay (fully 
submerged). Both locations have parking and 
toilets. Alma bay also does not allow boating, so 
lower risk for divers. (submission 5) 

 › I believe that a better location would be Picnic 
Bay. There is ample parking areas, the old Wharf 
is a great attraction as well as the ship wreck. 
The sculptures as an added attraction would be 
complimentary for this area which has become 
much quieter since the Nelly Bay Ferry Terminal 
was built. Buses stop right at the old wharf area, 
so there would be easy access for tourists as well.
(submission 24)

Summary Table - Amenity & Infrastructure
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3.5 ART AESTHETIC AND DESIGN

Specific Issues

9% or 14 submissions commented on art issues. 

Individual comments were that the art was bad taste, 
meaningless, ugly, graffiti, rubbish, small scale. Other 
comments were that the art was not created by local artists 
or Traditional Owners.

 › I don’t believe art is necessary amongst natural 
underwater systems where there are enough 
astonishing natural sights. In fact I think it would be 
really bad taste, and annoying for many snorkelers. 
It may confirm or worsen tourists’ impression 
of Australia as being exploitative of its natural 
resources. (submission 121)

 › The bay (Geoffrey) is a beautiful natural Green 
Zone, which should preclude it from being a site to 
house any commercial Disneyland-like structures. 
(submission 151)

Specific Benefits

15% or 24 submissions commented on the benefits these 
artwork pieces will bring.

 › The artist has already engaged with the community 
to develop themes and aesthetics. (submission 9)

 › I am very supportive of the collaborative process 
of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor 
working with local Palm Island artists and traditional 
owners to design a cultural storytelling sculpture. 
(submission 38)

 › This engagement includes the celebrated artist 
Jason deCaires Taylor working directly with local 
Palm Island artists and traditional owners to design 
a culturally appropriate storytelling sculpture. 
(submission 59)

Overall, aesthetic, subject, design, and materials of the artwork pieces were concerns and common across 
submissions and in all consultation MOUA has previously undertaken. 

The submissions raised commentary around the art forms having significance and cultural authenticity to the region, 
its Traditional Owners, the marine life, and for them to be integrated in stories. 

Commonly local artist collaboration was raised, with MOUA and the local artist community on Magnetic Island being 
a part of the design and construction of the art pieces. 

The MOUA Board were inspired by Jason deCaires Taylor previous works to then approach him for this project.

Jason is a globally recognised and award winning leader in the artistic field for the marine environment. His evolving 
sculptures support the life-cycle of the aquatic organisms as they are made from pH neutral cement, which shows 
Taylor’s concern goes beyond just the aesthetics of his artworks. He has opened the first Underwater Sculpture 
Museum globally and continues to share his art with the world. 

Jason has been recently recognised in the annual list of  Global 100 Inspirational Leaders - 2022. 

The MOUA Board have consulted widely on the artistic integrity of the project and set out with Jason’s stewardship 
to include traditional artists.

Summary Table - Art Aesthetic & Design
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3.6 ECONOMIC

The importance of achieving positive ‘economic outcomes’ that benefit island communities, the tourism industry, the 
scientific community, and Traditional Owners is critical to MOUA’s constitution and its Board objectives. 

The expected economic and social benefits brought to the local community out of MOUA’s tourism development is a 
key strategic platform of MOUA and is consistent with MOUA’s Constitution and values, however, some submissions 
question the economic returns for the community.

The benefits considered by MOUA, in its 'Economic Impact Statement' proposed to see increased employment, 
increased tourism visitation, increased investment, and overall building of a destination brand. These are also common 
threads in meeting minutes and records from MOUA’s stakeholder interactions with Government and Councils.

Stage 1 "Coral Greenhouse' at John Brewer Reef has been and wil continue to be an economic benefit to local 
businesses in Townsville,  particularly in the diving and education sectors.

Stage 2 for Magnetic Island, will further enhance the economic benefits for Magnetic Island, Townsville and 
surrounding regions.

Specific Issues

Submissions 27, 55, 68, 69, 126, 147, 149, 150, 158,159 all 
question  the potential economic impacts of MOUA.

 › Given that this project, is in reality, an economic 
one rather than environmental and that there is real 
doubt to everything about it I suggest it should be 
postponed or not go ahead. The Art at Brewer is 
a statement of all sorts and I consider successful 
even though the water quality there is not always 
good either. (submission 27)   

 › MOUA, forecasts, once fully operational, economic 
benefits to the region, including $42 million dollars 
in associated annual expenditure and projected 182 
direct and indirect jobs. The forecast benefits of the 
MOUA project once fully operational are to increase 
tourism in the region by 50,000 visitors per annum., 
MY REPLY: For Picnic Bay, the above appears 
unsubstantiated, speculative and unrealistic. 
50,000 extra visitors per annum amounts to 137 
extra visitors per day. The idea 137 extra snorkelers, 
divers and tourists per day will be attracted to the 
insignificant reefs of Picnic Bay sounds unrealistic 
to me because (each morning, each afternoon and 
at times near the midday) I only very occasionally 
see one or a few tourist snorkelers and divers at 
Picnic Bay. (submission 68)

Specific Benefits

10% 17 submissions (9, 51,57, 85, 140, 146) commenced on 
the positive economic benefits that MOUA is likely to bring, 
e.g. local tourism, jobs and revenue.

 › In a time where the tourism industry in NQ has 
been doing it tough, the national and international 
coverage that the MOUA has received has been 
priceless for our tourism industry. (submission 53)

 › MOUA has been instrumental in attracting more 
people to the GBR to gain a better understanding 
of the beauty, fragility and threats to the reef. 
(submission 49)

 › A report published in September 2019 by AEC, 
suggests Magnetic Island’s tourism and event 
industry supports 1,700 local jobs, attracts over 
250,000 visitors annually, provides 1 Million Room 
Nights, and contributes in excess of $200M in GRP 
(Gross Regional Product) to the Townsville Region. 
(submission 130)

Summary Table - Economic
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4.1 MOUA’S ALIGNMENT WITH TOURISM PLANNING ON 
MAGNETIC ISLAND
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4.0 MOUA’S RESPONSE 

In its review of submissions MOUA recognised that many submissions received from the PIP process were from 
residents or resident groups on Magnetic Island. Some submissions appear to be from tourism organisations on the 
Island and few submissions, if any, were actually from 'visitors' to the region. 

This is an important matter for the assessment process. The MOUA experience at John Brewer Reef has already 
demonstrated strong support from local and domestic Australian visitors. MOUA is currently attracting a 5-star 
reviews in social media activity, and experiencing very strong global media attention for its positive statement in the 
awareness of the Great Barrier Reef.  Attachment D.

In a report published in October 2020, by James Cook University researchers, Gemma Moscardo and Laurie Murphy, 
that surveyed 419 residents of Magnetic Island, titled ‘Perspectives on Magnetic Island Tourism Futures’, its key 
finding was that Magnetic Island residents have a strong sense of community and ownership and are likely to care 
much more than many other destination communities about tourism development. It goes on to add that roads, 
health services, public transport, public recreation spaces and National Park management all need to be supported, 
protected or enhanced by tourism. Tourism activity that contributes to these in a positive way is going be seen as 
desirable by the residents and tourism activity that is seen as threatening to these will be opposed. MOUA notes 
these findings and finds them to be vitally important in reassessing MOUA’s plan on Magnetic Island.

The MOUA Board recognises the valuable work by individuals and community groups in preparing and submitting 

submissions and thank all those who made contributions.

The Great Barrier Reef is arguably Queensland's greatest natural tourism attraction, a world heritage-listed reserve, 

with nearly three million visitors annually (Tourism and Events Queensland, 2021) driving over $6b in annual economic 

activity and 64,000 tourism-related jobs (Great Barrier Reef Foundation, 2021).  MOUA's permit application as a tourist 

facility proposes a unique diversification of the tourist experience and aims to strengthen the local Great Barrier Reef 

tourism industry.

Figure 6. Magnetic Island Resident 
'Perspectives on Magnetic Island Tourism 
Futures' by, Gemma Moscardo and Laurie 
Murphy, Oct 2020

Further reading of the Study is in 
Attachment E.

The following study by Moscardo and Murphy, 2020, 
identified these relevant findings

 › Magnetic Island residents are overall generally positive about tourism impacts 
on the five most important aspects of their quality of life (roads, health 
services, public transport, public leisure and recreation spaces and National 
Park management) and see possibilities for tourism having a positive impact 
on these things 

 › ‘Magnetic Island residents are supportive of tourism but again they want 
tourism developments to be low key/small scale, eco or environmentally 
responsible, more family focused, and that contributes directly to expansion 
and maintenance of roads, walking trails and facilities in recreational spaces’

 › ‘Although the respondents overall were positive about tourism there are clear 
concerns about pressure from tourists on facilities and infrastructure. Major 
concerns about negative tourism impacts on these five areas are crowding, 
damage and pollution’

 › ‘Planning should consider the major bays as distinct precincts - with Nelly Bay 
the service hub, Picnic Bay the quieter family friendly precinct, Arcadia linked 
to safe swimming and unique Magnetic Island social activities, and Horseshoe 
Bay a Centre for water sports and dining’

 › ‘There is clear support for further development of walking/trekking style 
experiences, boat or vessel based ecotourism/educational tourism, and 
attention to be paid to the transport system to discourage tourist use of cars’
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MOUA sought advice from the relevant tourism industry association to its proposal and received the following 
statements in Tourism Magnetic Island's (TMI) response.

 › The consultation and assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic lsland has been comprehensive over 
several years. TMI and its members have been engaged through this process 

 › TMI believe this installation will increase citizen science in our community. lmportantly the installations will be 
valuable additions to the MOUA Regional story

 › We support the process of assessment that MOUA has conducted with them investigating the new location at 
Alma Bay. This location is popular for snorkelers, has access to existing public infrastructure and provides safe 
access from the beach

MOUA's review indicates, the MOUA proposal is in line with the local and regional tourism strategy. MOUA is 
essentially an eco-tourism investment that is likely to attract small groups to snorkel/dive together to learn more 
about the science, management and culture of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. 

The MOUA Board notes from the submissions, the permit decision should be cognisant of the social and community 
infrastructure provided around the site.

The MOUA project has demonstrated its depth as a tourism project, with effective constitution and purpose. It has 
recently embarked on training commercial tourism and indigenous management guides for the MOUA sites. It has 
strong parallel to the Great Barrier Reef Tourism Management Plan through its vision for ecologically sustainable 
and culturally sensitive tourism, achieved through effective engagement with the Reef tourism industry, Traditional 
Owners and other partners.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority CEO Josh Thomas in the Authority’s Tourism Management Action 
Strategy states, “Tourism operators are important partners in helping ensure the Great Barrier Reef is valued and 
protected for the future and we have a long history of well-managed tourism on the Reef.” (https://www.gbrmpa.gov.
au/our-partners/tourism-industry/tourism-management-action-strategy).
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4.2.1  Arcadian Surf Life Saving Club

MOUA has sought initial feedback from the principal provider of services at Alma Bay, the Arcadian Surf Club. Four 
key concerns were raised by the Club and MOUA aim to work with the Club on these below.

The size of Alma Bay 

 › Due to the size of Alma Bay (approximately 140m wide), our concern is that the Bay will not be able to 
accommodate the potential increased capacity of public, especially at peak periods when Alma Bay is already 
significantly utilised by both residents and visitors. 

4.2 LOCATION, SITE ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT
MOUA has now completed seven potential site assessments in preparation for the permit application including 
Horseshoe Bay, Florence Bay, Arthur Bay, Geoffrey Bay, Nelly Bay, Alma Bay and Picnic Bay. 

In considering the proposed MOUA location, the MOUA Board recognised the benefits associated with Geoffrey Bay 
through its multi-criteria analysis modeling, the site visibility, access, infrastructure and existing snorkel trail were key 
determinants. It also noted that Tourism Magnetic Island (MTI) were able to gain a Marine Park Permit for a snorkel 
trail in Nelly Bay and Geoffrey Bay in approximately 2011. The Magnetic Island snorkel trails have demonstrated 
considerable success in providing appreciation of the Marine Park environment. 

Since the PIP submissions feedback have been received, MOUA has heard the objections to Geoffrey Bay and set 
about to undertake more detailed multi-criteria analysis assessment at Nelly Bay and Alma Bay. 

Participating in the site assessments was Dr Richard Braley, Aquasearch - Gemma Wickins, Reef Community Action 
Plan Leader Magnetic Island, Tom Gelling, Pleasure Divers Magnetic Island, Dr Adam Smith, Reef Ecologic, Joanne 
Stacey, Reef Ecologic and Brian Johnson, Magnetic Island resident and Wulgurukaba representative. The site 
assessments took place over two weekends commencing 31 October 2021. 

The complete Site Assessment can be found as Appendix 1. 

The site assessment identified that Alma Bay, was indeed very suitable as a location for an installation such as 
MOUA. Nelly Bay also had possibilities however it was not as suitable as Alma Bay. The Alma Bay location was also 
likely to immediately alleviate many of the environmental, biodiversity, habitat and cultural concerns heard from the 
submissions about Geoffrey Bay. The Alma Bay location was also considered to have particular social and community 
infrastructure advantages over all other Bays, and with areas of both Marine Park blue and green zones. Alma Bay 
was also thought to have a very long history as a local and visitor tourism area, deeply associated with aquatic and 
marine recreation activity with immediate business relying on the local economy. 

The site shows particular suitability for a proposed installation; 

 › The recommended site is approximately 180m from beach with exit points to nearby rocks 
 › Water depth is between 4.5m and 5m 
 › The base is suitable for installation as a sandy substrate and would provide a base for ease of monitoring 

and researching biodiversity impacts 
 › The site is close to several large boulders with macro-algae, coral and diversity of current marine fish life, 

there is an area where boulders are currently used for exiting the water 
 › The site is suitable for snorkeling – Alma Bay is an already popular location for snorkeling and is also a 

learn to dive, snorkel preferred Bay. 
 › The site is also suitable for experienced diving 
 › The site has periods of relatively good visibility in the scope of Magnetic Island’s general visibility of 

between 3 and 7 meters 
 › The site has excellent nearby social and community infrastructure including tourist amenities, bbq’s, car 

parking, lighting, accommodation, retail, dive shops and a Surf Life Saving Club 

As with MOUA’s current permit for John Brewer Reef, MOUA recognise any site permitted under this application is 
likely to attract a special plan of maintenance, monitoring and management to not only protect and conserve Marine 
Park values but to maintain the site and allow for a range of experiences on site. MOUA has no intention of providing 
vessel moorings to this site and therefore access was recognised as only via the beach.



30

Community Consultation Response Report

Response

 › MOUA’s research suggests that Alma Bay has between 2,000-25,000 people per month participate in 
swimming between the flags at Alma Bay and approximately 10% of these are outside the flags. We understand 
that SLSC do not regularly count the numbers of snorkeler’s as these activities rarely occur within the flags. 
We understand snorkeller numbers have not been recorded at Alma Bay or generally by SLSCs. 

MOUA forecasts that it would be rare that snorkelling activity would occur within the Arcadian Bay SLS 
patrolled flags. There are already snorkelling and SCUBA activities occurring at Alma Bay regularly with 
generally low numbers and depending on calm seas, clear water and training by the local dive shop. MOUA 
forecasts that between 5 and 50 snorkellers and 5 to 20 SCUBA divers may utilise the reef at Alma Bay for 
training and to view the underwater sculptures. This is likely to total approximately 500 to 1000 snorkellers 
per month. These estimates equate to a potential 2.5 to 4%  increase in number of people at Alma Bay.

Response

 › MOUA understands that the Arcadian SLSC is a volunteer organisation that often seeks community, support 
to provide services on weekends and public holidays between October and April for approximately 100 days 
per year. We also note Townsville City Council and Picnic Bay Surf Club provide some additional support 
in peak season and the SLSA “Coastal safety brief for diving & snorkelling” report, that identifies hazard 
perception for diving and snorkellers. https://issuu.com/surflifesavingaustralia/docs/csb_diving_snorkelling_
report_2020

The Great Barrier Reef is one of the world’s premium diving and snorkelling areas and is marketed globally 
for this, Magnetic Island is already known as a snorkelling destination. As a community we take responsibility 
to provide safe access to snorkelling areas, less so a responsibility of a volunteer Surf Club. MOUA does 
not expect the Arcadian Surf Life Saving Club to take on the responsibility of supervising snorkellers on this 
site. As the existing snorkel trails on Magnetic Island enforce a level of self-responsibility through dive cards 
and other information, MOUA will be providing a level of interpretation and information on site to identify 
any potential hazards. As current visitors to MOUA sites, users will be provided information that re-enforces 
personal risks associated with diving and snorkelling.

In our response to question 1 we estimate a maximum increase of 2.5-4% of people may participate in snorkelling 
at Alma Bay. MOUA is taking some responsibility, along with dive operators and Townsville Enterprise to 
facilitate training and development of  ‘trained guides’, to assist in the leadership and interpretation of MOUA. 
It is likely these trained guides will often lead groups into the MOUA site and hence take responsibility for 
snorkellers.

If the location at Alma Bay is approved by GBRMPA, MOUA looks forward to working with Arcadian SLSC and 
local dive operators to provide information on best practice snorkelling to increase safety and to facilitate 
locally trained guides.

Response

 › Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) appreciates this feedback and seeks to explore this matter in more detail 
with Club Officials to improve the siting of the structures.

It would appear that there is a buffer of approximately 52 metres with no spatial overlap between the 
proposed installation by MOUA and the regular activities of Arcadian SLSC. We reiterate that the sculptures 
will be installed sub-tidally and will not impact on board riders whose activities are on the surface.

We note that underwater sculptures co-exist with the Coogee Surf Club in Perth, Western Australia and MOUA 
have reached out to this Club to seek guidance on similar matters. We aim to explore this matter further with 
the Club.

Increased Pressure on Volunteer Service

 › With the increased traffic to Alma Bay especially at peak periods, there is an increased pressure placed on 
the volunteer service Arcadian SLSC provide to ensure the safety of all patrons using the beach and bathing 
reserve.

Distance of Proposed Statues From The Beach

 › At a proposed 180m from the high tide mark on the beach we believe this distance is too close and would 
impede on a number of lifesaving activities that take place at Alma Bay. 
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Response

 › The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) installation at Alma Bay is not proposing to install any moorings. 
MOUA appreciates this feedback and ‘ no boating access’ maps will be included in all MOUA's signage and 
online information sources. If this matter is already an issue at Alma Bay, MOUA will be attentive to exploring 
further the controls that can be put in place with Club Officials, MSQ, Townsville Port, Council and GBRMPA 
to ensure safety.

Potential for increased boat traffic and breach of Townsville City Council laws 

 › Although you state in your correspondence that no moorings will be installed at the proposed site and that 
the anchoring of boats will not be encouraged, we believe that it is inevitable that boats will in fact anchor in 
the vicinity to access the instalment. 

4.2.2  Next Steps

Alma Bay is part of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (GBRMP) where  activities such as snorkelling, research, citizen 
science and education are encouraged as a multiple use marine park. MOUA’s installation will add to the enjoyment 
and promote the values of the Marine Park.

MOUA seeks a win-win solution for all stakeholders at Alma Bay and Magnetic Island and MOUA will be a key partner 
in talking with all Agencies to improve infrastructure in the precinct should the additional demands of MOUA warrant 
additional facilities.

Should a permit be granted by the GBRMPA, precedent is there is likely to be a bond along with conditions. MOUA 
is already undertaking annual structural and engineering reports, important citizen science research, planting coral, 
monitoring fish species and biodiversity impact on its sites. MOUA is monitoring the number of users, working with 
traditional owners, dive shops, regional arts organisations and regional tourism bodies to ensure the project is 
successful. It is likely the GBRMPA conditions will enforce monitoring of any approved Magnetic Island site.



MNPZ Other
Five Beach Bay
Balding Bay
Radical Bay
Gowrie Bay
Florence Bay
Alma Nay
Geoffrey Bay

Horseshoe Bay
Arthur Bay
Nelly Bay
Picnic Bay
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4.3 GREAT BARRIER REEF MARINE PARK GREEN ZONE 
LEGISLATION AND VALUES

Marine National Park Zone at Magnetic Island

The Marine National Park (Green) Zone (MPNZ) makes up about 33 per cent of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. 
At Magnetic Island there is a very high proportion 64% (7/11) of bays that are MPNZ see Table 3. Historically, many of 
the bays were zoned as MPNZ to prevent fishing\spearfishing and allow swimming, snorkeling and tourism rather 
than being zoned for their high coral and fish biodiversity values. During the draft zoning at Magnetic Island (GBRMPA 
2003) the summary of Marine National Park (Green zone) information for MNP 19-83, MNP 19-84, MNP 19-85, MNP 
19-86, MNP 19-87, MNP 19-89 Magnetic Island was “The zone includes 2 bio-regions (NA3 and RE3) and is limited 
in placement by both bio-regions. The zone protects important dugong and green turtle habitat. Current use in the 
Magnetic Island area is recreational and charter fishing and commercial trawl fishery. The zone is popular for non-
extractive recreational activities”.

Table 5. Comparison of the zoning of the bays at Magnetic Island

Figure 7. Magnetic Island Marine National Park (Green) Zone Map
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Facilities in the waters at Magnetic Island

MOUA requested GBRMPA to provide a table or map of the number of permitted man-made structures (facilities) in 
the Magnetic Island region. The maps provided by GBRMPA contained 40 permitted facilities comprising marina, 
pontoon, jetty, boat ramp, stinger net, mooring buoys, reef protection markers, snorkel trails and turbidity/chlorophyll 
and light loggers. There are an unknown but potentially higher number of structures that were not included that don’t 
have a permit such as ship wrecks, aquaculture lease, private moorings, research equipment and navigation markers. 
There is extensive debris from the old shark proof swimming enclosure at Alma Bay.

Many of these facilities are in MNPZ (Green) zones at Florence and Geoffrey Bays. See Figure 7. And Figure 8.

Figure 8. Map of man-made facilities in the Magnetic Island region.



Permit Number Permittee Type MNPZ Reef Number
G20/44325.1
G20/44325.1
G18/39949.1
G18/39949.1
G18/39949.1
G15/37093.2
G15/37093.2

Quicksilver
Quicksilver
Quicksilver
Quicksilver
Quicksilver
GSL Seaplane Holdings
GSL Seaplane Holdings

Pontoon
Heli-Pontoon
Snorkel rest station 1
Snorkel rest station 2
Snorkel rest station 3
Rest station x 7
Swim marker buoys 
x 12

Moore Reef
Moore Reef
Michaelmas
Michaelmas
Michaelmas
Hardy Reef
Hardy Reef

16-071
16-071
16-060
16-060
16-060
19-135
19-135
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Facilities in MNPZ in the GBRMPA

There have been some community views during the PIP that there should be no man-made structures in MNPZ in 
the GBRMPA. The reality is that there are a very large number and diversity of facilities that have been permitted 
by GBRMPA. Our search of the GBRMPA permits inquiry indicated 276 facility permits, many with multiple operation 
types. These include a permit to Whitsunday Regional Council (G19/41557.2) for a facility for six underwater artworks 
including three facilities in MNPZ locations at Hook Island Reef (No 9) (20-028h) and Hayman Island Reef (20-014) 
in the Whitsunday region. Unfortunately the GBRMPA permit inquiry system does not allow a search for ‘pontoons’ 
and ‘zoning’ however several examples of pontoons, heli-pontoon, snorkel rest station and swim marker buoys in 
MNPZ are below,

Table 6. Examples of GBRMPA approved permits for facilities in MNP (Green) zones

GBRMPA (2003). Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. MPZ31 Townsville/Whitsunday Management Area. Map of Draft 
zoning. https://www.soe-townsville.org/external_marineandcoastal/GBR-Central_Section_draft_files/DraftZoning_
tw_2603.pdf

MOUA’s proposal has been reviewed in line with; 

 › The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975 establishes a framework for the protection and management of 
the Great Barrier Reef as a Marine Park in which some activities such as mining and petroleum exploration 
and extraction are banned but other activities such as fishing and recreation activities for the enjoyment and 
appreciation of the values of the marine park are permitted in specified areas. 

 › The GBR is also protected as a World Heritage property under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999  (EPBC Act). The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, 
relates to the protection of the environment and the conservation of biodiversity, including its  natural and 
culturally significant places. Enacted on 17 July 2000, it established a range of processes to help protect and 
promote the recovery of threatened species and ecological communities, and preserve significant places from 
decline. 

MOUA has already demonstrated through its Constitution and its installations, it’s aim to provide opportunity for 
appreciation of the Marine Park, and to enhance  ‘people’s awareness’ of  the protection of the  Great Barrier Reef. 
MOUA in no way sets out to contravene the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act, nor the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act.

MOUA’s proposal is cognisant of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Zoning Plan 2003, and Special Tourism 
Permissions that may exist within the Marine Park. These generally apply to limit numbers or days of use and provide 
for a range of ecologically sustainable recreational, commercial and research opportunities and for the continuation of 
traditional activities. Zoning and Special permits help to manage and protect the values of the Marine Park that people 
enjoy. MOUA anticipates that the GBRMPA will determine any special conditions of the MOUA permit application.

Zoning is an important component in managing marine areas. It defines the activities that can occur in which locations. 
The level of protection increases from the General Use (Light Blue) Zones up to the most restrictive, Preservation 
Zone. Each zone has different rules for the activities that are allowed, the activities that are prohibited and the 
activities that require a permit. Zones may also place restrictions on how some activities are conducted.

MOUA are aware of the unique nature of the permit application for an underwater installation of this nature and how 
it should fit into the Marine Park zoning.
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The Green Zone conditions prescribe;
 › No take area – no fishing
 › Boating, swimming, snorkeling, photography, and sailing are allowed
 › Limited impact research non extractive, is allowed, permissible
 › Anchoring is allowed however in high use and sensitive areas, use of a mooring may be necessary or there 

may be a no anchoring area defined by buoys
 › Permits are required for research, shipping, tourism programs and traditional use of marine resources

MOUA’s research indicates it is unlikely there is precedent, given site suitability, the values of the proposal and the 
relevant site assessment, for marine sculptures to be not permissible in the Marine Park where the Marine Park values 
are being maintained. 

There are many examples of tourism, recreation and research infrastructure in the Great Barrier Reef Green Zone 
including the public art installation, granted under a research permit, in the Whitsundays; 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/333295983_Whitsunday_Reef_Recovery_and_Public_Art_Project-_ 
Public_Information_Package

The proposed MOUA installation, even as a tourist facility, is consistent with the Marine Park objectives providing 
a snorkeling/dive experience that builds education, understanding and personal connection to values of the Reef. 
It specifically interprets the science, preservation and cultural management of the Great Barrier Reef.  Further the 
actions of MOUA, through its Constitution, actions to date and values demonstrate this. 

Climate change poses substantial risks to natural and human systems and effective response is essential. MOUA’s 
project brings public awareness to the science of the Great Barrier Reef.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park proposal is not unique, underwater sculptures have been installed at multiple 
global locations to provide education, restore damaged reefs, increase tourism and provide recreation including 
Grenada, Cancun in Mexico, the Bahamas, Portofino Italy, Florida, Japan, Chile and the Philippines. The Great Barrier 
Reef exhibition, however, will be the first underwater exhibit in the Southern Hemisphere. 

MOUA aims to support the sites research opportunity by establishing visitation and research benchmarks to ensure 
the experience aligns with Reef appreciation activities that support enjoyment, appreciation and education of the 
Marine Park, directly in line with the Authority objectives.

The objectives of the Marine National Park Zone are. 

A) To provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from 
extractive activities; and 

B) Subject to the objective mentioned above in paragraph (a) to provide opportunities for certain activities 
including the preservation of the values of the Marine Park, to be undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas.
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4.4 IMPACTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND BIODIVERSITY
MOUA have considered the submission comments in relation to the environment particularly in relation to protection 
of natural values and the potential impact on Geoffrey Bay.

MOUA was required to submit detailed environmental and engineering information as part of its permit application. 
If MOUA are successful with a permit we will comply with all annual monitoring initiatives established by GBRMPA 
or established in partnership with community agencies. Citizen science action is a key platform of MOUA and site 
visitors may be engaged with environmental monitoring and education. 

MOUA has demonstrated through its first two years of operations at the 'Coral Greenhouse’ exhibition at John 
Brewer Reef, no environmental impacts and considerable environmental education and research. This exhibition 
was placed on sand near coral reefs that are far more diverse than the Bays proposed at Magnetic Island. To date 
MOUA has recorded through its citizen science initiatives, at its Coral Greenhouse an increase in coral and fish 
biodiversity. MOUA currently undertakes annual data collection to monitor impact and this is proposed to continue 
for the Magnetic Island installation. MOUA has established an iNaturalist project, a coral relocation research project, 
a tourism aesthetics research project and published several reports that are publicly available.

Over time therefore the installation on Magnetic Island is likely to follow the same pathway as the ‘Coral Greenhouse’, 
exhibiting many natural features of the marine park including coral and algae growth, and inhabitation by a diversity 
of fish species.  The decision to not have any inter-tidal art removes any possibility of impact on migratory, wading 
and breeding birds on the flats of Geoffrey Bay. 

There is also global evidence at Jason deCaires Taylor sites globally, that sculptures placed in the marine environment 
are attracting positive biodiversity growth, attracting coral and improved habitat for fish species as is seen in the 
images below.
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The MOUA artist - Jason deCaires Taylor is one of the world's leading climate change spokespersons, committed to 
world ocean education. Jason deCaires Taylor creates sculptures that have a rough texture which encourages coral 
larvae to attach and thrive. The ‘nooks and dark holes’ created provide homes for the marine life. The installations 
are being constructed using world leading ‘green geopolymer cement’ that meets all Australian safety standards, 
created through a partnership between Wagners Cement, Queensland and United Kingdom businesses, reducing 
the carbon footprint. Green geopolymer cement is a more durable and environmentally friendly concrete with a 
carbon footprint of roughly 10%. The green cement used has a very high compression, abrasion strength and high 
resistance to chlorides, much higher than traditional cement. It performs much better than traditional concrete in 
marine environments. The fly ash is a very fine carbon powder that increases the density, making it stronger, very 
similar (98%) to Micro Silica (an industrial furnace byproduct) which is used in most artificial reefs around the world. 

See Appendix 2. Statement from Wagners Cement. 

See Attachment F. Green Cement Data Sheet

As with MOUA’s John Brewer installation MOUA intends to undertake scientific measurement of fish species, coral 
growth and biodiversity and report these measurables to GBRMPA as part of its annual monitoring program. The 
number of visitors will also be monitored and measured with those visiting the site with official MOUA guides having 
specific cultural guide training skills. 

See Attachment G. Proposed Site Map at John Brewer Reef
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4.5 CULTURAL FACTORS
MOUA acknowledges the critical nature of cultural approval and authenticity and has facilitated over 50 opportunities 
with Traditional Owners and indigenous stakeholders at Magnetic (and Palm Island) to share knowledge and co-
design the MOUA concepts between 2017 and 2021. 

MOUA recognises there is a clear integrated relationship in MOUA's plan, the input of Traditional Owners and 
indigenous custodians and community acceptance. MOUA has paid much attention to attracting Traditional 
Owner support, reaching out and having strong consultation and participation from some members of indigenous 
communities but not all. MOUA now seeks broad acceptance. If these factors can be brought into line, then it is likely 
the project can gain strong community acceptance and support. 

MOUA’s Board ensured through its Constitution that indigenous authenticity, reconciliation and economic advancement 
would be central to MOUA’s activities and has included Traditional Owners of Manbarra and Wulgurukaba peoples, 
on its Board of Management since its inception in 2017.

MOUA has undertaken significant approaches, consultations, workshops and meetings with the Traditional Owners 
dating back to 2017 most recently through the North Queensland Land Council. MOUA has included Wulgurukaba 
representatives on site visits to John Brewer Reef and in the recent Magnetic Island site assessments. MOUA has 
written to the organisations legal representative body seeking official input, seeking to engage however MOUA has 
not received official correspondence that it can table in this report.

MOUA’s values are outlined in its constitution, created with Traditional Owner support on the MOUA Board. MOUA 
has set out to ensure indigenous people and business benefit from the MOUA project. MOUA has reviewed the 
Wulgurukaba Sea Country Report, completed in 2021, by Dr Adam Smith (MOUA Board Member), Al Songcuan, 
Gemma Molinaro and former MOUA Board Member, Duane Fraser. This report provides a desktop insight into the 
biological and cultural values of Wulgurukaba Sea Country, documenting cultural knowledge and recent marine 
scientific research.  We noted in the report, the important symbol of the carpet snake in Wulgurukaba creation story, 
and the importance of the Herbert River, the Hinchinbrook Channel, Palm and Magnetic Islands in the story.  This 
report identifies 97 cultural heritage sites at Magnetic Island recorded in the Cultural Heritage Database and Register 
of the Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnership (DATSIP). MOUA notes these provided in the 
map below, and their context in relationship to potential site locations for MOUA.

The full report, State of Sea Country Report Wulgurukaba, can be found as Attachement H.
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MOUA’s plan is respectful and inclusive of traditional family stories. The 'Ocean Siren' on the Strand, represents 
young Wulgurukaba teenager, Takoda Johnson and the role of young indigenous leaders on the guardianship of 
the Great Barrier Reef. The 'Coral Greenhouse' includes sculptures of young indigenous leaders tending and caring 
for the Great Barrier Reef and one of the sculptures planned for MOUA’s installation on Magnetic Island has been 
created to reflect the Wulgurukaba and Yunbenun peoples connection to land and sea country of Magnetic Island. 
Jayme Marshall is the subject of this artwork and Jayme represents the next generation of Indigenous culture. 

The sculpture was inspired by the important connections to Land and Sea Country that the Wulgurukaba and 
Yunbenun Peoples hold. Jason deCaires Taylor has focused on the connection to indigenous culture in his design 
with the incorporation of a mangrove tree to represent both the land and sea elements. The ‘mangrove man’ which 
was one of Jason’s original works received strong support by the MOUA Board and stakeholders when looking at 
Jason’s original artwork concepts. At the time this artwork received strong support from a Wulgurukaba leader, on 
the MOUA Board. Jason adds, “By having a future Indigenous leader as a subject, it reiterates how traditional stories 
and traditions are being passed down through the generations and still hold importance in Indigenous culture to 
this day. The mangrove tree is the perfect representation of how the sea and the land combine, depending on each 
other for life. It just seemed fitting to incorporate this interconnected mangrove design within Jayme’s sculpture” said 
deCaires Taylor.

MOUA has also commissioned Wulgurukaba and Manbarra artists to be involved in artistic interpretation of marine 
life identified in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country report to assist in fostering cultural stories on the Great Barrier Reef. 
MOUA recently invested significant funding in commencing an ‘indigenous guide’ training program to support MOUA 
visitors to the sites. 

Figure 10. Map of cultural heritage sites at Yunbenun (Magnetic Island)



4.6 ECONOMIC FACTORS
The submissions pointed to ensuring community benefits come from projects such as MOUA. 

A MOUA site at Magnetic Island will add to the community's ability to attract further infrastructure investment around 
accessible community and social infrastructure to support the site.

MOUA’s Constitution and values reflect core themes of ‘Tourism for Good’, sustained economic growth of the region. 
MOUA has established strong links with the Queensland Government Tourism Strategy around the ‘Travel for Good’ 
theme and ultimately visitation will drive economic growth and is the catalyst for Government and private sector 
investment.

MOUA’s 'Economic Impact Statement' prepared independently, forecasts an additional 50,000 visitors will be attracted 
to the region per annum once MOUA is fully operational. The impact of Covid-19 has certainly slowed momentum 
over the last two years. The predicted 50,000 visitors were calculated to be spread over three sites, Magnetic Island, 
Palm Island and John Brewer Reef. 

The economic forecasts were aligned with tourism operator numbers in the region and compared with data from 
Tourism Queensland and total visits to the Great Barrier Reef. The actual forecasts equate to a modest 250 snorkelers/
divers across the total MOUA exhibition daily, once fully operational, for 200 days a year noting seasonal weather 
and visibility issues. The MOUA exhibition was planned to have two guided /commercial sites operating at John 
Brewer Reef and Palm Island and one free publicly accessible site at Magnetic Island. The forecasts were done well 
prior to the substantial impact of Covid-19 on the regional tourism economy. The economic value of the visitor impact 
was calculated forecasting divers attracted to the region would stay 2 nights, over a three-day visit to the region. 

The ‘Coral Greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef attracted a total of 3000 visitors in the 2021 calendar year, on 
approximately 150 (days) visits to the site, providing an indicative view of approximately 20 visitors to the site daily. 
MOUA’s business plan would envisage as tourism rebounds this number to grow as demand in the region increases. 
The Magnetic Island installation is also forecast to attract small groups to the site daily, all largely ‘low impact’ visitors 
with a desire to access the Bay’s marine environment. Many of those attracted to the site would already be attracted 
to sites such as  “Alma Bay’ or “Geoffrey Bay’ for aquatic recreation activity.

If MOUA can achieve this, it is likely to attract new jobs, new investment and sustainable business around the MOUA 
exhibition. MOUA has already experienced some success in this supporting Townsville based dive companies 
through the 2020/21 'Covid-19' period.

MOUA with a philanthropic partner recently invested $100k into an “Guide Training Program’ particularly for Manbarra 
and Bwgcolman participants. MOUA has now trained 10 indigenous guides. This program aims to provide new 
employment opportunities for Manbarra and Bwgcolman peoples, and is planned to be extended to Wulgurukaba 
peoples, offering meaningful career pathways for local community members around the tourism and environmental 
science industries. Some of these guides have already gone onto permanent, part time and casual work. 

More can be done to drive sustained 
economic returns for the region and 
partnerships with local business, the 
City Council, Townsville Enterprise 
Ltd (TEL), Palm Island Aboriginal Shire 
Council and bodies such as Magnetic 
Island Tourism (MTI) are actively 
engaged in MOUA planning and 
development.

Part of this economic advancement 
comes from public relations and 
media awareness and the MOUA 
story is reaching global audiences, as 
seen most recently in the BBC Travel 
Journeys magazine, an article titled 
‘Can indigenous knowledge save the 
reef?’ By Sarah Reid, 29th November 
2021. This story reaching 2 million 
people in the UK.  – See Attachment I. 
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4.7 INFRASTRUCTURE & AMENITIES
It is clear from all consultations, residents are concerned for improved amenities and infrastructure around ‘visitor 
sites’, to carry the demand of growth. This is demonstrated in the 2020 research by Moscardo and Murphy. 

MOUA heard these submissions and notes the additional community and social infrastructure around Alma Bay. 

Magnetic Island is a natural setting with minimal infrastructure in place. This is noted as part of its beauty and attraction. 
MOUA acknowledges this and notes the very good community and social infrastructure at Alma Bay. The MOUA site 
is likely to attract a low impact visitor, small groups of people snorkeling together for a period estimated at 30-60 
minutes. The number is likely to be affected by tourist seasons but is not expected to be outside its economic impact 
forecast. MOUA’s planned education, cultural and conservation tools (dive/snorkel information tools and guides, 
commercial tourism operators with qualified dive instructors, indigenous MOUA guides ) will have visitors who are 
visiting Magnetic Island more informed about the scientific impacts on the Great Barrier Reef environment than ever 
before. 

MOUA have an active social media platform already and MOUA expects visitors to post their experience on the 
MOUA Citizen Science - Environmental Monitoring and social media sites readily. 

MOUA expects to be part of community planning with Government Agencies including Council on the issues of car 
parking, roads, toilet facilities as well as the impacts of current dive and snorkeling sites, however, it does not have 
funds to independently manage this. 

It is broadly acknowledged, that although more infrastructure planning is warranted in some areas of Magnetic Island, 
the Alma Bay location has a significant current investment in community infrastructure and amenities including: 

 › Bus services
 › Car parking 
 › Public restrooms 
 › Stairs and ramp access to the beach
 › Food, beverage, retail outlets nearby 
 › Large open green park area 
 › Shade › Snorkel and dive shop near by
 › Children’s playground 
 › Arcadian Alma Bay Surf Life Saving Club
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4.8 ART AESTHETIC & DESIGN
MOUA recognises the importance for the community acceptance of the art installations. 

Residents, custodians, local people, tourism business, accommodation centres and Traditional Owners have all had 
input. Six of the eight muse for the sculptures are scientists who are local Magnetic Island residents or who have 
undertaken major scientific work in the Townsville regional community.

MOUA has in good faith provided many opportunities. It acknowledges that it may not have reached all stakeholders 
independently.

The original feasibility work for MOUA, for an integrated regional underwater exhibition, and how it could inform 
visitors about the Great Barrier Reef, came from the world’s leading artist in the field, Jason deCaires Taylor. Jason 
has a passion for Australia and world ocean health, having spent time learning about the Great Barrier Reef as a dive 
instructor in the Whitsundays. Jason deCaires Taylor embraces the learning and preservation of the environment 
around us. He expresses his love for the environment through an artistic lens. Jason has created several successful 
underwater art installations throughout the world. Jason deCaires Taylor, has drawn inspiration from the local region, 
its people and his love of oceans and the Great Barrier Reef for each subject’s unique story to craft his sculptures. 

The designs are driven by the need for the artworks to have engineering approval to withstand the underwater 
impact of a Category Four cyclone.

Figure 11. Proposed artwork designs
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5.0 REVISED MOUA PERMIT PROPOSAL

The MOUA Board and Project Managers reviewed all information and undertook a workshop to consider all 

submissions at its November 2021 Board meeting. 

MOUA also considered additional site assessments at Nelly Bay, Alma Bay and John Brewer Reef and revised its 

priorities at this meeting in light of the community submissions raised through the PIP process. 

The MOUA Board noted the significant opposition to Geoffrey Bay raised in the submissions but also noted the 

site advantages and that the current snorkel trail has an existing permit. 

The MOUA Board considered new potential locations for MOUA’s Magnetic Island installation that it considered 

alleviated biodiversity, environmental and potential cultural impact concerns raised in submissions. 

The MOUA Board noted the Alma Bay site had improved accessible infrastructure for visitors to MOUA and there 

were no submissions that provided any objection to this site on cultural grounds.

THE MOUA Board resolved that Alma Bay was an acceptable alternative to Geoffrey Bay and the resolution was 

supported through the MOUA Board on this basis. The MOUA Board also noted the site’s limitation and that the 

identified position in Alma Bay was still in the Marine Park Green Zone.

1. The Alma Bay site identified in the image below is considered a suitable location for a MOUA installation for 
a ‘marine science underwater trail’, within the Green Zone boundary - 19.08.986 - 146.52.320 with the exact 
recommended site is 19.08.949. 146.52.223. MOUA notes that the blue zone at Alma Bay was assessed as un-
suitable due to the distance from shore and additional depth in the blue zone. All sculptures at this site would 
remain at least one metre below, the low water mark.

Figure 12. Proposed site at Alma Bay
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Label Latitude Longitude
AB1 -19.14912350 146.87029940

AB2 -19.14907650 146.87035080

AB3 -1914911950 146.87040090

AB4 -19.14916490 146.87044610

AB5 -19.14920730 146.87040390

AB6 -19.14916710 146.87034700

Label Latitude Longitude
AB1 -19.14913810 146.87031102

AB2 -19.14908816 146.87036120

AB3 -19.14909983 146.87042968

AB4 -19.14916493 146.87044614

AB5 -19.14920732 146.87040391

AB6 -19.14919333 146.87033360

NOTE – further discussions will be held in conjunction with the Arcadia Surf Club and MOUA for placement. At this 
time this is our recommended location.



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

45

2. Given the smaller footprint of the site at Alma Bay, the MOUA Board recommend to the GBRMPA permit process 
a reduction of the number of sculptures from eight to six at this site, noting the sites scale, and reducing 
community and other stakeholders' concerns of potential visitor impacts to the site. The proposed six sculptures 
will stand 2.3 metres tall in 5-7 metres of water. The proposed sculptures would commence with the Wulgurukaba 
representative and feature scientists who have influenced research around Magnetic Island, and include;

 › Jayme Marshall of the Wulgurukaba and Yunbenun Peoples of Magnetic Island – representing the next 
generation of Indigenous culture and this sculpture was inspired by the important connections to land and 
sea country that the Wulgurukaba and Yunbenun Peoples hold. 

 › Dr Richard Braley, ‘Giant Clam Man’ – a resident of Magnetic Island, has been working with the spawning of 
giant clams since 1986 and has been an integral part of North Queensland’s marine science family for over 
40 years. 

 › Professor Peter Harrison - recognised leader in coral reproduction having extensive experience across the 
Great Barrier Reef and Magnetic Island research.

 › Townsville’s Dr Katharina Fabricius - built a career at the Australian Institute of Marine Science (AIMS) in 
researching ecological processes in coral reefs and well known as a resident of Magnetic Island. 

 › Internationally renowned marine zoologist, Sir Maurice Yonge who is considered one of the forefathers of 
marine science on the Great Barrier Reef, has significant connection to James Cook University in Townsville. 

 › Professor John Edward Norwood “Charlie” Veron - Dr Veron, who has been dubbed the ‘Godfather of Coral’ 
with extensive experience across the Great Barrier Reef and Magnetic Island. 

3. MOUA recommend to the Authority that the remaining two sculptures along with four duplicate sculptures are 
permitted to be located at John Brewer Reef, to enhance the snorkeling experience at the 'Coral Greenhouse' 
site. Around 3000 people are estimated to have dived at John Brewer Reef in 2021 and feedback from those 
who have been is outstanding. MOUA has a following on social media of over 7000 people and has received 5 
star reviews. Feedback indicates that 'a snorkeling area' added to John Brewer Reef would enhance the dive 
experience & site'. The 'Coral Greenhouse' is in approximately 15m of water and only visible on exceptional 
days by snorkelers. Attachment G. the Site Assessment and Figure 13. And 14. And Table 7. identifies the 
proposed site. Six sculptures would be installed within the small structures area of the MOUA site set aside 
in 5m of water. The snorkeling area is within a safe snorkeling distance to the moorings installed by MOUA. 

Figure 13. Map of John Brewer Reef site plan (GBRMPA 2021)
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4. The actual artworks proposed for John Brewer Reef small sculptures area would include Cairns globally 
recognised ‘no straw’ promotion campaign inventor , Molly Steer and international scientist Dr David Vaughan 
who initiated the ‘plant a million corals’ campaign. The remaining artworks will feature Jayme Marshall, 
leading scientists Professor Peter Harrison, Sir Maurice Yonge and Dr Charlie Veron, all who have a science 
connection with Magnetic Island. 

5. The MOUA Board also agreed at its November meeting to continue to seek resolution and partnerships 
with traditional Owner Groups and to continue to seek engagement and opportunity for the Wulgurukaba 
prescribed body. 

6. THE MOUA Board has also recently agreed to a significant community exhibition of the MOUA sculptures at 
the Museum of Tropical Queensland’s Pandora Gallery commencing March 2022 until a proposed date in 
May 2022, depending on the permit assessment. This was seen to be an excellent way to have the artworks 
exhibited to the public before they are installed.

7. The MOUA Board resolved it would donate one Bronze sculpture to Townsville Enterprise Limited (TEL) for 
installation at its primary Visitor Information Centre to assist in visitor interpretation and one Bronze sculpture 
would be donated to Townsville City Council for installation on the Strand or on land at Magnetic Island to 
assist in the visitor interpretation.

 

Number Lat\Long Depth Description Height of 2.3m 
Sculpture Below MLW

Recommended

1 S18.36 825 
E147. 04 147

6.6 Sand & rubble with 
less 5% coral

1.3 Yes x 2

2 S18.36 822 
E147. 04 149

6.9 Sand & rubble with 
less 5% coral

1.7 Yes x 2

3 S18.36 833 
E147. 04 153

7.1 Sand & rubble with 
less 8% coral

1.8 Yes x 2

4 S18.36 833 
E147. 04 173

4.8 Sand & rubble with 
less 8% coral

NA Too shallow

5 S18.36 817 
E147. 04 137

7.8 Sand & rubble with 
less 15% coral

2.5 Too deep

Figure 14. Map of five potential sites for installation of small sculptures at John Brewer Reef Map of John Brewer Reef 
site plan (GBRMPA 2021)

Table 7. Description of Survey Sites
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5.1 INSTALLATION PLAN
As was the case with the ‘Coral Greenhouse’ a detailed installation, related engineering plan and product certifications 
would be prepared by Pacific Marine Group, who are contracted to MOUA as its marine contracting partner, when 
the location has been confirmed. This will be made available to GBRMPA.

The artist has warrantied through documentation, that the ‘green concrete’ product used in the construction of 
the sculptures and authorised by Wagners EFC Pty Ltd, meets all relevant Australian Standards through the Qld 
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection Approval No ENBU01043609. See Attachment F and Appendix 
2 for all relevant documents.

Dependent on the assessment process and time-frames, MOUA will be ready to install the exhibition from mid-April 

2022.
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A - PIP Response Submissions as provided by GBRMPA

Attachment B - Matters of National Environmental Significance Guidelines

Attachment C - Journal of Ecotourism, Whitsunday Art Installation

Attachment D - Social Media Performance

Attachment E - Perspectives on Magnetic Island Tourism Futures by Moscardo and Murphy

Attachment F - Wagners Cement - Data Sheet

Attachment G - Site Assessment John Brewer Reef

Attachment H - State of Sea Country Report Wulgurukaba

Attachment I -   BBC Travel Journey Magazine

APPENDIX
Appendix 1 - Site Assessment of Alma Bay and Nelly Bay 

Appendix 2 - Data Sheet For Cement
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MUSEUM OF UNDERWATER ART 
T/A MOUA 
Breakwater Terminal 
Sir Leslie Thiess Drive 
TOWNSVILLE  QLD  4810 
ATTN: Dr Adam Smith 
 
 
Dear Dr Smith 
 
Re: Request for additional information on Marine Parks permit application G44851.1 
 
I refer to your application, dated 29 October 2020, for permission to operate a tourist facility in the 
Marine Parks. 
 
Your application was publicly advertised from 17 May 2021 through 13 July 2021. During this time the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (the Authority) received 163 submissions from individuals, 
businesses, and the community. These submissions have been de-identified and are provided in 
Attachment A.  
 
So that your application may be properly considered, you are required, as outlined in the Terms of 
Reference and pursuant to Section 78(1) of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Regulations 2019 and 
Section 12(1) of the Marine Parks Regulation 2017, to provide the following: 

 A report summarising and responding to the issues raised in the public submissions provided 
in Attachment A. Please note the following in relation to the report: 

o Once approved by the Authority, the report will need to be made publicly available so 
that people who commented can see how their comments were considered.  

o If you decide not to consider certain issues raised by the public, you are required to 
demonstrate why these issues were not deemed relevant to the proposal. 

 
In addition, as outlined in the Terms of Reference, you are required to provide written endorsement or 
a letter of support for: 

 the final proposed Magnetic Island location and artwork designs from the Wulgurukaba 
people, led through the Prescribed Body Corporate/Cultural Heritage Body; and 

 the final proposed Palm Island location and artwork designs from the following groups:  
o the Palm Island Council (required only if the proposal changes from that outlined in the 

advertised Public Information Package); and 
o the Palm Island Elders, led by Mr Walter Palm Island. 

 
Please provide the additional information by 30 November 2021, or request an extension of time in 
writing. If you do not, your application will be deemed to have lapsed. If you have any queries or 
would like to arrange a meeting to discuss the above, please contact Angela Drew on telephone 
0424 512 599 or by email angela.drew@gbrmpa.gov.au. 
  

 File No: P013532 
 Ref: G44851.1 
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Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Sandra Garvin 
Assistant Director – Tourism and Commercial Sectors 
Assessments and Permissions 
Environmental Assessment and Protection 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 

Sam Smith 
Team Leader 
Northern Marine Assessments 
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service 
Department of Environment and Science 
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ATTACHMENT A to further information request for Marine Parks permit application G44851.1 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

1 “It is firstly a project that raises awareness about the state of the reef and what we can do to reduce impacts and implement positive actions. Secondly, it is 
a project that has locally, nationally and globally significant tourism and edu-tourism attraction and generates significant pride, jobs and revenue for the 
Townsville region” Extract from PIP document 
 
I am concerned about the proposal of 8 statues to be placed at Geoffrey Bay. If it is indeed a project to make persons aware of the impact of the Reef, then 
why would you be attracting many tourists to an area that has been protected for a lot of years? I fear that the growing number of tourists using this bay will 
eventually have an impact on the reef and its habitat that we have taken so long to protect. There are definitely other bays where this project would be more 
suited, but please NOT Geoffrey Bay. 

2 The MOUA positioning of site 5x5m circular sculpture “Corroboree” for a cultural trail in North East Bay, Palm Island (-18.74881667. 146.64441667)  is a 
sensitive Green Turtle nesting area and I believe the extra human impacts to the area will greatly affect the turtles breeding area. 
 
I would also argue the point that this location would restrict the tourism prospects for Palm Island residents. As the physical distance would most likely 
mean that operators would leave from Townsville not go through the Coolgaree bay area. 
 
I would like to suggest the following site: -18.659710884882063, 146.50879288516242. 
 
This area is the northern end of Fantome Island, the water is often clear, it ranges from 2M-15M with sandy areas. The coral and fish life is outstanding 
proving a much more enjoyable diving experience. Also, the area has a huge historical significance of the Fantome Island leper colony. This would perhaps 
allow local people to run tours of the Island, providing cultural information and experiencing cultural traditions. There would also be close access to the 
Palm Island community allowing shopping and food opportunities. 

3 I fully support both MOUA installations on Magnetic Island. 
 
The installations will improve the Magnetic Island experience, contribute to the economy and hopefully in one case put a spotlight on illegal fishing in 
Geoffrey Bay. 

4 I write to strenuously object to putting the sculptures in Geoffrey Bay (GB). I support the Picnic Bay location. Reasons below. 
 GB low tide profile means the sculptures will be exposed significantly, this will impact on the ecological nature of GB and appears as "sea trash". 
 GB More sensitive marine environment, should be protected. 
 Picnic Bay provides jetty for vantage, deeper water means divers can enjoy sculptures but less likely visually offend at low tide. 
Generally would prefer to have funds diverted to conservation of natural attractions rather than building a manmade attraction in the middle of a natural 
attraction. If funds are to be spent on manmade attractions, would prefer Community art centre and gallery on the islands, which is more accessible and has 
potential for other arts related activities. 

5 I would like to comment on the proposal for underwater art on Magnetic Island. I’d like to suggest the following: 
(1) the data on water clarity does not represent the seasonal variability of visibility that occurs with the changes in wind direction seasonally. 
(2) the depth at the proposed sites in Geoffrey bay are shallower than reported, and likely artwork will be above water on spring tides posing a hazard to 
boats. 
(3) there is no consideration of public safety for the Geoffrey bay site given the ferry landing is still in use. People will have to enter via the ferry ramp and 
swim across the ferry channel. 
(4) as a WHA, no above water art should occur where it can degrade natural aesthetic values 
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why would you be attracting many tourists to an area that has been protected for a lot of years? I fear that the growing number of tourists using this bay will 
eventually have an impact on the reef and its habitat that we have taken so long to protect. There are definitely other bays where this project would be more 
suited, but please NOT Geoffrey Bay. 

2 The MOUA positioning of site 5x5m circular sculpture “Corroboree” for a cultural trail in North East Bay, Palm Island (-18.74881667. 146.64441667)  is a 
sensitive Green Turtle nesting area and I believe the extra human impacts to the area will greatly affect the turtles breeding area. 
 
I would also argue the point that this location would restrict the tourism prospects for Palm Island residents. As the physical distance would most likely 
mean that operators would leave from Townsville not go through the Coolgaree bay area. 
 
I would like to suggest the following site: -18.659710884882063, 146.50879288516242. 
 
This area is the northern end of Fantome Island, the water is often clear, it ranges from 2M-15M with sandy areas. The coral and fish life is outstanding 
proving a much more enjoyable diving experience. Also, the area has a huge historical significance of the Fantome Island leper colony. This would perhaps 
allow local people to run tours of the Island, providing cultural information and experiencing cultural traditions. There would also be close access to the 
Palm Island community allowing shopping and food opportunities. 

3 I fully support both MOUA installations on Magnetic Island. 
 
The installations will improve the Magnetic Island experience, contribute to the economy and hopefully in one case put a spotlight on illegal fishing in 
Geoffrey Bay. 

4 I write to strenuously object to putting the sculptures in Geoffrey Bay (GB). I support the Picnic Bay location. Reasons below. 
 GB low tide profile means the sculptures will be exposed significantly, this will impact on the ecological nature of GB and appears as "sea trash". 
 GB More sensitive marine environment, should be protected. 
 Picnic Bay provides jetty for vantage, deeper water means divers can enjoy sculptures but less likely visually offend at low tide. 
Generally would prefer to have funds diverted to conservation of natural attractions rather than building a manmade attraction in the middle of a natural 
attraction. If funds are to be spent on manmade attractions, would prefer Community art centre and gallery on the islands, which is more accessible and has 
potential for other arts related activities. 

5 I would like to comment on the proposal for underwater art on Magnetic Island. I’d like to suggest the following: 
(1) the data on water clarity does not represent the seasonal variability of visibility that occurs with the changes in wind direction seasonally. 
(2) the depth at the proposed sites in Geoffrey bay are shallower than reported, and likely artwork will be above water on spring tides posing a hazard to 
boats. 
(3) there is no consideration of public safety for the Geoffrey bay site given the ferry landing is still in use. People will have to enter via the ferry ramp and 
swim across the ferry channel. 
(4) as a WHA, no above water art should occur where it can degrade natural aesthetic values 
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

(5) there is insufficient infrastructure (parking, toilets) at both locations. 
(6) considerations for alternate sites were dismissed based on poor data. 
(7) Geoffrey bay is a MNP zone with long term monitoring sites and important local values (such as migratory shorebirds, coral and seagrass. These will be 
impacted with increased use.  
(8) likewise, in Picnic Bay access would be over a reef flat, which would be heavily impacted by reef walkers accessing the art at low tide. 
 
I’d support the art if it were located in Nelly Bay (adjacent to the marina) or Alma Bay (fully submerged). Both locations have parking and toilets. Alma bay 
also does not allow boating, so lower risk for divers. 

6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I wish to comment on the placement of the artwork at Geoffrey Bay [GB], Magnetic Island [MI].   
 
I strongly object to the above proposal.  Indeed I am surprised that Geoffrey Bay [GB] is even included in the candidate sites. My reasons are: 
 
1] GB reef has great biodiversity value as a natural area, particularly given its close proximity to Townsville and suburban MI. 
 
2] GB reef has great historical and continuing importance for scientific research, particularly coral spawning studies.   
 
3] The aim of MNPZoning is to conserve GB’s natural values.  
 
4] The project document is deficient in information and likely environmental impacts. Is a full EIA the next phase?  
 
5] Insufficient mapping and baseline studies. Despite the assurance that the artwork will all be subtidal [i.e. more than 2m below SLW] , most of the 
proposed placements sites on the satellite image/map are actually in much shallower water on the reef top and crest.  I am surprised that the proponents 
had not mapped the area, suggesting that other sites in the proposal have also not been adequately researched.  
 
Likewise data on underwater visibility at this site are optimistic at best, and limited long term data is presented. Visibility at the GB site is unfortunately, 
generally poor. It is 2-3 m on less than 20% of days. This is because of the short and long term impacts of Townsville Channel dredging, the prevailing SE 
winds re-suspend fine sediments, and prevailing eddy here reduces ocean exchange.  
 
6] If the artwork is to be all in depths greater than 2m at slw, they would have to be placed between the scattered line of large Porites ‘bommies’ and the 
wreck of the barque Moltke. Several of these bommies are large [2-3 m diameters], ancient [several hundreds of years old] and of untold biodiversity and 
scientific values.  
8] These important Porites bommies have been seriously affected by recent coral bleaching events, particularly the 2020 episode. It is therefore essential 
they are not subject to any additional stresses.  
 
9] On the nature of the proposed sculptures, community consultation has been inadequate on details including subjects and artistic style etc. Details [scale 
models etc.] of the actual proposed artwork have not been seen to judge any artistic merit.  
 
Indeed I have the impression that the sculptures are to be light-hearted or humorous representations of researchers. This perpetuates the common 
stereotype of ‘eccentric’ [rather than ‘heroic’] scientists. In this period of COVID and Climate Change when science must be given the maximum of 
credibility, such stereotypes are very dangerous.   
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
10] On the general intent of the ‘underwater museum’ project, I see an apparent attempt to artificially ‘enhance’ the divers’ experiences [because of a 
decline of ‘natural’ values due to global heating etc.?]. The value of the GBRMP is in its unique biodiversity.   
 
11] Lack of local ‘ownership’ of the project. Have the proponents consulted with the large science community in Townsville on celebrating outstanding 
researchers to be commemorated? Have local artists/sculptors been provided an opportunity to contribute?  
 
12] On the positive side, GB is very important in the history of GBR research [coral spawning, climate history coral coring/dating] etc.  
 
ALTERNATIVE SITES?  
 
I do see the importance of a tribute to past scientific researchers. The following alternatives might be considered. 
 
1] GB:  perhaps an interpretive area nearby on land, e.g. on the walking path at GB or old ferry wharf nearby? This would be accessible to vastly more 
visitors. 
 
2]  Picnic Bay: Not suitable. It is even more turbid than GB, and is infrequently dived 
 
3] Nelly Bay:  the tourist entry to MI. Perhaps an intertidal array within Nelly Bay ‘Presto’ breakwater? Perhaps some heroic young marine scientists 
emerging from the sea up the beach towards the helicopter pad? 
 
4] Arthur Bay, on a sandy bottom [sub-tidal greater than 2 m depth] along the southern side [and away from the reef]? 
 
The proposal is inadequate in many ways and I am surprised that GB is even considered.  
 
I am not negative to the project in general, but hope the GBR science community might be actively consulted on a memorial, and that local and Australian 
artists are provided with the opportunity to contribute. 

7 I strongly oppose any underwater art in any of the Magnetic Island bays. 
If there is a decision to proceed with underwater art it should absolutely be omitted from Geoffrey Bay which needs to be preserved in its natural state, free 
of any such intrusion.                            
If there has to be any underwater art intrusion it should limited to Picnic Bay and positioned to be totally underwater, even at low tide. 

8 Having reviewed the recent public information package re MOUA in Geoffrey Bay I wish to offer the following comments.  
 
(1) the revised proposal for structures that will remain entirely underwater is a vast improvement and I support this.  
 
(2) the location looks on my review of the coordinates to be very close to the WW2 aircraft wreck. The site of the propellor/ engine is well known but a 
survey for other components should be done before placing the structures. Presence of wreck parts should not preclude placement there but aircraft parts, 
if found, should not be covered by museum structures.  
 
(2) the site should ensure the structures are at least 1m from the surface at datum low as a bare minimum.  
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(4) installation of fixed mooring points must accompany the museum placement  to minimise anchor damage to the area. This element would be an 
important part of preserving the reef there.  
 
May I please expand on my comments.  
 
(1) The most recent drawings I have seen show the structures below Mean Low water not Datum Low. To be placed safely and acceptably Datum Low has 
to be used. This will mean the location will have to be further out.  
 
(2) The steps proposed for the old barge landing may have merit but has the owner of that structure permitted this, and how is separation of swimmers and 
the barge going to be maintained?  
 
(3) A detailed site survey conducted by a group that does not have perceived conflicts of interest should be undertaken and its findings should be given 
precedence over the existing survey, the conclusions of which can be seen as having potential conflict of interest. 

9 The proposal by MOUA to install underwater artwork at Magnetic Island and Palm Island would be beneficial to the community and environment for the 
following reasons: 
 The art is themed to connect to the community through culture and science. 
 The artist has already engaged with the community to develop themes and aesthetics. 
 The sculpture locations proposed are very accessible – sites near existing snorkel trail, for snorkelling visibility and diver safety. 
 The public art has long been considered a way to build community and raise awareness. 
 Public artworks will be of economic benefit to the community through dive tours and visitors engaging with other tourism aspects of the islands- 

consider the successful land based public art.   
 The artworks will eventually become habitat for fish and eventually be colonised by corals, see what is already occurring at the Coral Green House out 

at John Brewer Reef. 
 The sculptures are a fabulous opportunity for diving without creating further pressures on the existing reefs. 
 This under water project is timely relative to Covid recovery and more Australians now holidaying at home. 
I am looking forward to having the opportunity to dive the new sculptures. 

10 While I do not oppose the installation in Magnetic Island waters, I am OPPOSED TO THE INSTALLATION IN GEOFFREY BAY. My objection is based on 
the following: 
1. It is not appropriate to place these structures in an area of high conservation value - Marine National Park Green Zone - which is designated for the 
appreciation of nature; 
2. The installation would set a precedent for other developments within Marine National Park Green Zones both here on the island and elsewhere; and 
3. Infrastructure in the proposed area of Geoffrey Bay is already inadequate to accommodate the large number of tourists that visit the surrounding area to 
view rock wallabies, let alone additional visitation to view the installation. Traffic on Armand Way is already problematic in the peak season with inadequate 
parking, congestion and a danger to pedestrians on the narrow access road. No consideration of this matter has been given. 
 
I believe Nelly Bay or Picnic Bay would be more appropriate for the installation. I note also that it is my perception that having the installation in Geoffrey 
Bay is not popular amongst Magnetic Island residents, who better understand the issues and are more directly impacted by such developments, so a 
breakdown of objections into resident and non-resident categories would be valuable on many levels. 
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11 We, the undersigned, 241 signatories hereby submit our strong objection to the proposed stages 2 and 3 of the Museum of Underwater Art (MouA) on the 
Great Barrier Reef and, specifically, at Picnic Bay. It is GBRMPA's role to protect the reef and its ecosystems. This proposal is environmental and visual 
pollution of the natural integrity and values of the area. 
 
According to the MOUA proposal (on page 10): "All sculptures will be underwater, but close to the surface at low tide (approx. Tm)" and (on page 1.5): "It is 
proposed that all sculptures are fully submerged and placed around 3-5m depth at MLWS". However, figure 1.6 on page 22, titled: "Map of the MouA site 
scoping in Picnic Bay, Magnetic Island . No proposed site at Picnic Bay meets the proposal criterion that all sculptures will be submerged at all times at 
MLWS. 
 
We trust you will do the right thing and reject this proposal at Picnic Bay as it does not comply with the MouA proposal statement and would only create 
environmental and visual pollution to our natural environment that we all love. 

12 I would dearly love to see this installation happen on Magnetic Island. I do feel it would be an added attraction. If we could have the installation along the 
area already with the snorkel trails this would be good. Using this area for the art installation would have great benefits to the existing infrastructure. I know 
the vocal minority are against this installation but I believe it will add to the island. The installation looks well thought out.   

13 I would like to throw my support behind the proposed underwater sculptures with my first preference being Picnic Bay followed by a close second of 
Geoffrey Bay. I cannot see what the problems being raised by certain sections of the community actually are! Unless there is a chance of these sculptures 
degrading to such an extent that they might pollute the waters on which they are placed I cannot envisage any impact from more people snorkeling in the 
proposed areas, particularly Geoffrey Bay for which an increase in snorkeling visitors due to the relatively recently installed snorkel trail is praised. I would 
prefer that they were not necessarily visible at low tide and they will have to be marked to prevent boating collisions with the structures. 

14 I would like to express my opposition to the proposed location of ‘artwork’ in the Green Zone of Geoffrey Bay.  
It sets a dangerous precedent for the use of other green zones in the future, for, as far I can see, no other purpose than to increase tourism, for which no 
added capacity has been provided for. This in turn will threaten the natural aesthetic values, breeding grounds for birds and rays, sea grass habitat and 
what’s left of the intact fringing reefs.  
Please reject this proposal as currently structured at least in so far as to rule out Geoffrey Bay.  

15 I oppose this proposal for the location suggested because of its high ecological value and because this use does not fit the criteria defined by GBR zoning. 
The proposal could only lead to increase disturbance of this special area. 

16 I would like to voice my strong opposition against the planned Museum of Underwater Art on Magnetic Island in general and the planned site of Geoffrey 
Bay in particular in the strongest possible terms. 
 
In my view the art installation clashes very significantly with the preservation values of the natural environment and heritage of Magnetic Island and of 
Geoffrey Bay in particular. 
 
Here are just a few things that don’t stack up:  
 the ‘underwater’ statues are anything but as they would be mostly exposed in low tides. 
 the increased numbers of visitors would also put additional pressure on Geoffrey Bay, which has already been severely impacted by increased tourism 

with some of its shoreline destroyed in recent years by vehicle traffic. 
 the proposed artificial structures are neither permissible in a green zone nor do they present any natural value to the marine park. Even the very 

construction would put the extra sensitive environment of Geoffrey Bay at risk and cause some irreparable damage. 
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Whereas my argumentation applies to the rest of the proposed sites on Magnetic Island as well, it particularly applies to Geoffrey Bay, which as a green 
zone is completely incompatible with a purely tourist based attraction that would partly destroy the natural beauty and environment by the proposed statues 
of ‘reef scientists’ what a joke indeed! 
  
No reef scientist who truly cares about the preservation of the sensitive marine environment of Geoffrey Bay would support this scheme surely and how 
ironic and cynical that a commercial proposal portrays itself as somehow connected with the preservation of the marine environment. 
  
In short: the proposed project would by its construction severely compromise what it’s portraying to support and protect! 
 
If the creators of MOUA really want to reach a lot of people and educate without destroying the very thing they say they want to educate about, then the site 
should be somewhere without special natural preservation values and easily accessible without extra pressure on the environment. The obvious choice 
being the Strand, which would tick all the boxes. 
 
If indeed some reef scientists want to put themselves on a pedestal, you might consider doing it somewhere environmentally appropriate!  
  
Magnetic Island is the worst possible location for this project and vast majority of the locals are very upset about this ill-advised proposal, to which I object 
to in the strongest possible terms.  

17 This submission is to express strong objection to the proposed installation of sculpture art in Magnetic Island’s Geoffrey Bay. This beautiful bay has been 
zoned green since 1985 and is arguably the most natural and unspoiled beachfront of the Island’s five settlements. This bay does not need artificial 
embellishment to enhance its beauty.  Have we all we become so sensory over-stimulated that we can only be moved by artificiality, colour and movement 
and laser light shows? 
 
The proposed statue installation is promoted as having been created “to inspire and educate the globe about reef conservation”. However, study of the list 
of MOUA’s partners of the project leaves me with no doubt that business building and tourism growth is the driver.  
 
Why do so many educated people continue to watch in silence while beautiful Magnetic Island is gradually reduced to a ubiquitous coastal holiday dump? 
Through the lack of meaningful strategic development planning and greed we risk bringing Dr Richard Butler’s tourism model to life. 
 
Perhaps diverting some of MOUA’s funds into cleaning up the plastic that washes out of Townsville’s drains and into Ross Creek, Ross River and thence 
onto the Island’s beaches might be an idea. 

18 I oppose the installation of statues being installed in any Bay on the Island. Pristine beaches, coral, nature walks, abundant wild life and numerous other 
activities are already Tourist attractions. If anything needs improvement it is the advertising of the natural beauty of this tremendous place. Please do not 
interfere with this Island especially with such a ridiculous suggestion. 

19 I wish to convey my objections to the proposed MOUA Underwater Art installation Stage 3 for Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). My objections are as follows: 
 
1. The preferred location is in Geoffrey Bay, in the highly protected green zone of Great Barrier Marine Park. Allowing the installation of artificial structures 
as a tourism venture in a sensitive reef habitat would set unwelcome precedents in an area zoned to protect its natural integrity and values. Increased 
visitation by tourists would undermine the high level of protection a green zone represents. 
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Whereas my argumentation applies to the rest of the proposed sites on Magnetic Island as well, it particularly applies to Geoffrey Bay, which as a green 
zone is completely incompatible with a purely tourist based attraction that would partly destroy the natural beauty and environment by the proposed statues 
of ‘reef scientists’ what a joke indeed! 
  
No reef scientist who truly cares about the preservation of the sensitive marine environment of Geoffrey Bay would support this scheme surely and how 
ironic and cynical that a commercial proposal portrays itself as somehow connected with the preservation of the marine environment. 
  
In short: the proposed project would by its construction severely compromise what it’s portraying to support and protect! 
 
If the creators of MOUA really want to reach a lot of people and educate without destroying the very thing they say they want to educate about, then the site 
should be somewhere without special natural preservation values and easily accessible without extra pressure on the environment. The obvious choice 
being the Strand, which would tick all the boxes. 
 
If indeed some reef scientists want to put themselves on a pedestal, you might consider doing it somewhere environmentally appropriate!  
  
Magnetic Island is the worst possible location for this project and vast majority of the locals are very upset about this ill-advised proposal, to which I object 
to in the strongest possible terms.  

17 This submission is to express strong objection to the proposed installation of sculpture art in Magnetic Island’s Geoffrey Bay. This beautiful bay has been 
zoned green since 1985 and is arguably the most natural and unspoiled beachfront of the Island’s five settlements. This bay does not need artificial 
embellishment to enhance its beauty.  Have we all we become so sensory over-stimulated that we can only be moved by artificiality, colour and movement 
and laser light shows? 
 
The proposed statue installation is promoted as having been created “to inspire and educate the globe about reef conservation”. However, study of the list 
of MOUA’s partners of the project leaves me with no doubt that business building and tourism growth is the driver.  
 
Why do so many educated people continue to watch in silence while beautiful Magnetic Island is gradually reduced to a ubiquitous coastal holiday dump? 
Through the lack of meaningful strategic development planning and greed we risk bringing Dr Richard Butler’s tourism model to life. 
 
Perhaps diverting some of MOUA’s funds into cleaning up the plastic that washes out of Townsville’s drains and into Ross Creek, Ross River and thence 
onto the Island’s beaches might be an idea. 

18 I oppose the installation of statues being installed in any Bay on the Island. Pristine beaches, coral, nature walks, abundant wild life and numerous other 
activities are already Tourist attractions. If anything needs improvement it is the advertising of the natural beauty of this tremendous place. Please do not 
interfere with this Island especially with such a ridiculous suggestion. 

19 I wish to convey my objections to the proposed MOUA Underwater Art installation Stage 3 for Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). My objections are as follows: 
 
1. The preferred location is in Geoffrey Bay, in the highly protected green zone of Great Barrier Marine Park. Allowing the installation of artificial structures 
as a tourism venture in a sensitive reef habitat would set unwelcome precedents in an area zoned to protect its natural integrity and values. Increased 
visitation by tourists would undermine the high level of protection a green zone represents. 
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2. Magnetic Island inshore reefs are in murky waters (exacerbated by dredge spoil from the Townsville Port) and visibility when snorkeling/diving is 
generally fairly poor. To promote a underwater art sculpture experience in such poor visibility would disappoint many tourists and would detract from the 
public appreciation of the natural environment that manages to survive in such conditions. 
3. It is odd that the proposal feels the need to use artificial installations with the stated educative purpose of ‘raising awareness about the state of the reef 
and what we can do to reduce impacts and implement positive actions’. Visitors viewing reefs on Magnetic Island should instead be briefed on human 
impacts affecting these reefs including dredge spoil , bleaching due to climate change, and the need for Marine park zone restrictions.  
4. If the purpose of the proposed sculptures is to celebrate reef scientists, then they should be above ground in an accessible area e.g. Picnic Bay 
esplanade or Nelly Bay with appropriate interpretive signage. I wonder how many of the marine scientists to be honoured in statue form would be in favour 
of the current proposal as it severely undermines all their amazing research which currently underpins the conservation and natural values of the Great 
Barrier Reef Marine Park.  
5. There appears to be a conflict of interest regarding the completion of the limited impact assessment by Reef Ecologic where its Managing Director is also 
a Deputy Chair of the MOUA Board. No independent formal environmental impact assessments of any of the proposed sites have been undertaken. 

20 I wish to convey my strong objections to the proposed MOUA underwater art installation Stage 3 for Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). My objections are 
summarised below: 
 The statues should not be located anywhere within the GBR World Heritage Area as they detract from the natural assets that the proponents claim to 

be promoting. 
 Of all the locations suggested, Geoffrey Bay is probably the worst possible ecologically sensitive location on Magnetic Island for any underwater 

statues. The whole point of a Green Zone is to protect it from this sort of development and allow for the enjoyment of the natural attractions. Most of the 
other suggested locations are inappropriate for this reason, as well as issues of access. 

 The statues will be just below the water surface, or exposed periodically in large swells, and therefore would present a hidden danger to water craft 
such as kayaks and canoes, motorized vessels and swimmers. 

 The placement of stainless steel and cement statues inside the GBR WHA does not sit at all well with the objectives of the zone, as outlined in Table 1, 
page 8 of their PIP - PIP. 

“(a) To provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities; and  
(b) subject to the objective mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the values of the Marine 
Park, to be undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas.” 
 The proposal appears to be promoting a “tourist attraction “ to provide pleasure for visitors, and not for the protection of the existing natural values.  
 There appears to be a conflict of interest regarding the completion of the limited impact assessment by Reef Ecologic, where it’s Managing Director is 

also a senior office holder of the proponent – the MOUA Board. An independent impact assessment should be a core requirement from GBRMPA. 
21 I strongly object to the installation of underwater art in the bays surrounding Magnetic Island especially in Geoffrey Bay which is a green zone. Biosystems 

and ecosystems should not be disturbed. Our reef is already struggling from climate change. 
22 These are my brief comments on the MOUA proposal for Magnetic Island: 

 Picnic Bay is not suitable as the water is too shallow for the statues not be emergent. 
 Nelly Bay is not suitable on the reef flat (to shallow) nor close to the snorkel trail as there  are not enough sand patches where the statues could be 

placed. 
 Geoffrey Bay is not suitable in the snorkel trail area due to the shallow reef flat and significant live coral up to the Molke wreck. However, a good place 

for the statues would be the southern side of the Molke wreck where there is a much more sandy bottom and the depth is suitable. Divers visiting the 
statues there could also see the wreck and the snorkel trail. 

 Alma Bay may be suitable as long as it is set in deep enough water. 
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 Arthur Bay would be suitable on the right side of the bay (facing out to sea) as there is considerable sand and depth there. Divers or snorkelers could 
also then visit the nice coral reef on the left hand side of the bay. The distance from the easy to get to bays may be seen as a problem. 

23 I for one feel that an installation in Geoffrey Bay would be fantastic. I support this whole heartedly. Most of the bay there is just sand and rocks, which you 
can see at low tide, so I do not believe some sculptures are going to greatly affect marine life there. 

24 I think that it is wonderful that there is a proposal to create an attraction that will aid tourism. This will give another reason for people to visit and enjoy the 
island.  
 
I understand that the current preferred site is Geoffrey Bay. Given the statues are 2.4m high and knowing the tidal change in Geoffrey Bay, I am concerned 
that these statues will end up above the low water tidal mark. 
I believe that the aim was not to interfere with the surrounding environment and above water views and have the statues always below water. I do not 
believe that this will happen.  
 
At Geoffrey Bay there is limited parking where the old ferry came in. If this attraction is successful,  more cars will end up parking on the beach area and on 
or near the turtle nesting area. 
 
I believe that a better location would be Picnic Bay. There is ample parking areas, the old Wharf is a great attraction as well as the ship wreck. The 
sculptures as an added attraction would be complimentary for this area which has become much quieter since the Nelly Bay Ferry Terminal was built. 
Buses stop right at the old wharf area, so there would be easy access for tourists as well. 

25  Adding a "tourist attraction"?? in the form of underwater sculptures undermines the protection of reef zones (especially in Geoffrey Bay GREEN ZONE). 
 Some of the proposed locations in the MOUA PIP are less than 2 m deep and the sculptures would be exposed at low tides and encourage people to 

walk out to them destroying coral etc. 
 MOUA measures the success of the project as "attracting visitors to the sites" but does NOT value the "protection of existing values". 
 No INDEPENDENT environmental impact assessments have been undertaken. 
 Adding a "tourist attraction" in the form of concrete sculptures goes against the high level of green zone protection. 
 If the proposal for Geoffrey Bay (MOUA's preferred site) is approved this could set a precedent for further such development.  
 The " Geoffrey Bay Reef Walk" established by Dr. Rick Braley in 2014 had to be scrapped shortly after opening since people did not follow the "Walking 

markers " and trampled coral etc. indiscriminately. 
 Tourists (+some locals) do not follow rules to protect the environment very well.  DO NOT add another unnecessary way to destroy it. 

26 Please do NOT allow MOUA to install artworks around Magnetic Island. The value of such an installation, and its associated tourism effects, does not 
outweigh the value of what little reef we have left. 
 
Already our Island reef suffers from the effects of ongoing dredging of the Platypus Channel to enable larger shipping to access to Port of Townsville. A 
single scuba dive in Arthur Bay would show how much the silt is degrading and damaging what little reef we have left. 
 
While the MOUA artwork is a fascinating idea, it is more suited to remote and under-utilised areas of the Coral Sea.  
 
The effects of increased tourism which would occur if the statues were built here would have a detrimental effect on what little reef we have left.  
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PLEASE do not allow MOUA to place its installations around our Island. Just allow people to visit and appreciate the value of our natural reef as it currently 
remains. 

27 I would like to take the opportunity to comment on the MOUA plans for Magnetic Island. 
 
I am here, for the Natural Values of Magnetic Island not the man-made ones. I think the Tourism angle for now and into the future is promote Magnetic 
Island not as a place of plenty to do but a place where there is plenty to do if you are inclined environmentally and most importantly, that is a place where 
you are allowed to do nothing! 
 
To me, the art at Brewer Reef is just that. It is an economic structure rather than Educational or Environmental entity and has nothing to do with any part of 
the UNESCO World Heritage listing of the Great Barrier Reef. To build a man-made structure and plant it inside the very natural topic and calling it 
educational or environmental is not true to the reef. It is a successful economic location dive of difference. It has nothing to do with the World Heritage 
welfare of what surrounds it. 
 
The Brewer Reef dive is very turbid at times and has such a better-quality water supply than Magnetic Island. I am afraid that the MOUA will do a global 
reputational head dive into the murky depths when people are disappointed at the viewing experience the promotions instill about Magnetic Island. This can 
only filter through to UNESCO adding to the present woes and the massively increased dredging load and turbidity we are about to expect soon, to 
Magnetic Island waters. “The spoiled apple in the barrel”………. “Too much of a good thing”. 
 
How seriously am I to take a promo/application when it says the statues will be underwater when the positions are shown on top of the reef? When/if the 
arts degrade will the MOUA still be a financial entity, ready to undertake any remediation? It seems a very flimsy application. 
 
The idea of a Museum of Underwater art to me, is purely for economic reasons, increased visitor numbers, rather than for Ecological or Environmental 
reasons, given that it is ludicrous to think that the Museum art can be a better showpiece or educational base compared to the already factual, tried, tested, 
and smashed, recovered reef structure surrounding any art piece. 
 
We have damaged reefs in our area which could be promoted as the “Dead being Resurrected” museum pieces that could be fully fledged research, 
educational and functionally promoted rather than manmade structures that can’t possibly be better than what is already represented naturally. If the MOUA 
was serious in educational and environmental outcomes then maybe it could investigate the feasibility of constructing GBRMPA permitted 100M x 100M 
Coral garden beds to use as educational “showNtell’s”, with each patch in each location having an online story board with photos and current outcomes of 
experiments by highly qualified persons and JCU MB students. This then can be the yearly drawcard to visiting Families and school children to snorkel the 
patches and become our future Marine Biologists, let alone tourism ambassadors…. Even as 5year old’s, full of knowledge. If the 100M x 100M patches fail 
because they can’t be worked at due to turbidity, then so be it; the patch will be no worse for the lack of attention. 
 
Everyday divers and snorkelers are the conservators to the real reef - not a mockup or representative structure. 
 
Water quality, for diving about the Island, I believe, has been improving given that the huge amount of age-old dredge spoil from on top of the Cockle Bay 
reef is mostly gone and therefore not as available for re-suspension on the tides, realizing clearer water on average and getting better. That is not say 
Geoffrey Bay/Moltke area water is better because it has its own natural resuspension of fines from behind the large headland creating turbid water on 
average. That can be proven by the resident coral species are not clean water species. 
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 Arthur Bay would be suitable on the right side of the bay (facing out to sea) as there is considerable sand and depth there. Divers or snorkelers could 
also then visit the nice coral reef on the left hand side of the bay. The distance from the easy to get to bays may be seen as a problem. 

23 I for one feel that an installation in Geoffrey Bay would be fantastic. I support this whole heartedly. Most of the bay there is just sand and rocks, which you 
can see at low tide, so I do not believe some sculptures are going to greatly affect marine life there. 

24 I think that it is wonderful that there is a proposal to create an attraction that will aid tourism. This will give another reason for people to visit and enjoy the 
island.  
 
I understand that the current preferred site is Geoffrey Bay. Given the statues are 2.4m high and knowing the tidal change in Geoffrey Bay, I am concerned 
that these statues will end up above the low water tidal mark. 
I believe that the aim was not to interfere with the surrounding environment and above water views and have the statues always below water. I do not 
believe that this will happen.  
 
At Geoffrey Bay there is limited parking where the old ferry came in. If this attraction is successful,  more cars will end up parking on the beach area and on 
or near the turtle nesting area. 
 
I believe that a better location would be Picnic Bay. There is ample parking areas, the old Wharf is a great attraction as well as the ship wreck. The 
sculptures as an added attraction would be complimentary for this area which has become much quieter since the Nelly Bay Ferry Terminal was built. 
Buses stop right at the old wharf area, so there would be easy access for tourists as well. 

25  Adding a "tourist attraction"?? in the form of underwater sculptures undermines the protection of reef zones (especially in Geoffrey Bay GREEN ZONE). 
 Some of the proposed locations in the MOUA PIP are less than 2 m deep and the sculptures would be exposed at low tides and encourage people to 

walk out to them destroying coral etc. 
 MOUA measures the success of the project as "attracting visitors to the sites" but does NOT value the "protection of existing values". 
 No INDEPENDENT environmental impact assessments have been undertaken. 
 Adding a "tourist attraction" in the form of concrete sculptures goes against the high level of green zone protection. 
 If the proposal for Geoffrey Bay (MOUA's preferred site) is approved this could set a precedent for further such development.  
 The " Geoffrey Bay Reef Walk" established by Dr. Rick Braley in 2014 had to be scrapped shortly after opening since people did not follow the "Walking 

markers " and trampled coral etc. indiscriminately. 
 Tourists (+some locals) do not follow rules to protect the environment very well.  DO NOT add another unnecessary way to destroy it. 

26 Please do NOT allow MOUA to install artworks around Magnetic Island. The value of such an installation, and its associated tourism effects, does not 
outweigh the value of what little reef we have left. 
 
Already our Island reef suffers from the effects of ongoing dredging of the Platypus Channel to enable larger shipping to access to Port of Townsville. A 
single scuba dive in Arthur Bay would show how much the silt is degrading and damaging what little reef we have left. 
 
While the MOUA artwork is a fascinating idea, it is more suited to remote and under-utilised areas of the Coral Sea.  
 
The effects of increased tourism which would occur if the statues were built here would have a detrimental effect on what little reef we have left.  
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PLEASE do not allow MOUA to place its installations around our Island. Just allow people to visit and appreciate the value of our natural reef as it currently 
remains. 

27 I would like to take the opportunity to comment on the MOUA plans for Magnetic Island. 
 
I am here, for the Natural Values of Magnetic Island not the man-made ones. I think the Tourism angle for now and into the future is promote Magnetic 
Island not as a place of plenty to do but a place where there is plenty to do if you are inclined environmentally and most importantly, that is a place where 
you are allowed to do nothing! 
 
To me, the art at Brewer Reef is just that. It is an economic structure rather than Educational or Environmental entity and has nothing to do with any part of 
the UNESCO World Heritage listing of the Great Barrier Reef. To build a man-made structure and plant it inside the very natural topic and calling it 
educational or environmental is not true to the reef. It is a successful economic location dive of difference. It has nothing to do with the World Heritage 
welfare of what surrounds it. 
 
The Brewer Reef dive is very turbid at times and has such a better-quality water supply than Magnetic Island. I am afraid that the MOUA will do a global 
reputational head dive into the murky depths when people are disappointed at the viewing experience the promotions instill about Magnetic Island. This can 
only filter through to UNESCO adding to the present woes and the massively increased dredging load and turbidity we are about to expect soon, to 
Magnetic Island waters. “The spoiled apple in the barrel”………. “Too much of a good thing”. 
 
How seriously am I to take a promo/application when it says the statues will be underwater when the positions are shown on top of the reef? When/if the 
arts degrade will the MOUA still be a financial entity, ready to undertake any remediation? It seems a very flimsy application. 
 
The idea of a Museum of Underwater art to me, is purely for economic reasons, increased visitor numbers, rather than for Ecological or Environmental 
reasons, given that it is ludicrous to think that the Museum art can be a better showpiece or educational base compared to the already factual, tried, tested, 
and smashed, recovered reef structure surrounding any art piece. 
 
We have damaged reefs in our area which could be promoted as the “Dead being Resurrected” museum pieces that could be fully fledged research, 
educational and functionally promoted rather than manmade structures that can’t possibly be better than what is already represented naturally. If the MOUA 
was serious in educational and environmental outcomes then maybe it could investigate the feasibility of constructing GBRMPA permitted 100M x 100M 
Coral garden beds to use as educational “showNtell’s”, with each patch in each location having an online story board with photos and current outcomes of 
experiments by highly qualified persons and JCU MB students. This then can be the yearly drawcard to visiting Families and school children to snorkel the 
patches and become our future Marine Biologists, let alone tourism ambassadors…. Even as 5year old’s, full of knowledge. If the 100M x 100M patches fail 
because they can’t be worked at due to turbidity, then so be it; the patch will be no worse for the lack of attention. 
 
Everyday divers and snorkelers are the conservators to the real reef - not a mockup or representative structure. 
 
Water quality, for diving about the Island, I believe, has been improving given that the huge amount of age-old dredge spoil from on top of the Cockle Bay 
reef is mostly gone and therefore not as available for re-suspension on the tides, realizing clearer water on average and getting better. That is not say 
Geoffrey Bay/Moltke area water is better because it has its own natural resuspension of fines from behind the large headland creating turbid water on 
average. That can be proven by the resident coral species are not clean water species. 
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Even in its best-chosen location at Geoffrey Bay, is subject to turbid water that is going to increase ????? fold with the dredging to widen the Townsville 
Port Channels. Once the widening is done it is planned to deepen the Channels. Given that the Brisbane dredger is here for about 1.5 months each year 
creating turbid water somewhat throughout Bowling Green Bay, Cleveland, and Halifax Bays, it is estimated that the dredger could be here for 3 times or 
more longer in the new channel. What chance has an Underwater art installation going to have to lift itself to its promotional promises. Nothing installed is 
better than going to the bother to witness a failed promise where the Australian financial integrity and intelligence will be questioned. 
 
Given that this project, is in reality, an economic one rather than environmental and that there is real doubt to everything about it I suggest it should be 
postponed or not go ahead. The Art at Brewer is a statement of all sorts and I consider successful even though the water quality there is not always good 
either.  
 
Trying to expand and achieve a better regional outcome for the MOUA could very possibly backfire and kill a good project just as it stands today. 
 
The word on the ground is that no one wants any installation here. What is out at the reef is what it is and accepted. 
 
What natural welfare to the World Heritage Listed Great Barrier Reef Marine Park can honestly be expected? 

28 I was unaware of the ridiculous plan to erect completely unnecessary underwater sculptures in Geoffrey Bay or indeed any bay on this beautiful island, 
there is already a snorkelling trail in this particular bay which is a Marine National Park Zone, which signifies no fishing or collecting with the fish at the old 
Arcadia ferry landing being almost tame, and the Rock Wallabies who are already at risk also feed in the area. I cannot imagine the damage to the many 
species of birds, young nursey sharks and rays should this proposal go ahead, the area already provides support to dugongs and turtles through the 
seagrass meadows, and the wonderful coral would be at terrible risk if more tourists were to be encouraged to come here. 
 
The green zone status of the bay would be seriously undermined and could encourage future development in the island's remaining green zones which 
would put stress on the natural ecosystems, there is already many visitors enjoying the trail and shipwreck without encouraging more, underwater concrete 
sculptures are not considered permissible uses for green zones and do not add anything to the natural beauty of the marine park. 
 
The island is under threat from the dredging to Townsville port from the sediment damaging the health of the reefs and inhabitants, so please reject this 
proposal which would cause too high a degree of damage to the environment. 

29 A Few Points: 
1) Unfortunately there seems to be a LOT of confusion as to where on the Reef Environs these Sculptures, proposed by MOUA, are going to sit. 
 
MOUA had put out maps which indicate them sited ON the REEF FLAT itself; this has caused untold anguish and some unthinking responses in people on 
the Island. 
 
Siting them on the Reef flat itself would be: 
A) a boating hazard, especially in bays that get a lot of boating public (e.g. Picnic Bay). 
B) a hazard as people cross the unstable and potentially dangerous flat ( full of holes and sharp edges), to view the sculptures up close for selfies and to 
climb over ( as kids will!). 
C) a danger to the Habitat of the Reef Flat because of the increased traffic from the Lure of the proposed sculptures. 
D) if they are sited on any Reef Flat around the Island, is the Townsville Council going to insure itself and the public against these hazards? 
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Even in its best-chosen location at Geoffrey Bay, is subject to turbid water that is going to increase ????? fold with the dredging to widen the Townsville 
Port Channels. Once the widening is done it is planned to deepen the Channels. Given that the Brisbane dredger is here for about 1.5 months each year 
creating turbid water somewhat throughout Bowling Green Bay, Cleveland, and Halifax Bays, it is estimated that the dredger could be here for 3 times or 
more longer in the new channel. What chance has an Underwater art installation going to have to lift itself to its promotional promises. Nothing installed is 
better than going to the bother to witness a failed promise where the Australian financial integrity and intelligence will be questioned. 
 
Given that this project, is in reality, an economic one rather than environmental and that there is real doubt to everything about it I suggest it should be 
postponed or not go ahead. The Art at Brewer is a statement of all sorts and I consider successful even though the water quality there is not always good 
either.  
 
Trying to expand and achieve a better regional outcome for the MOUA could very possibly backfire and kill a good project just as it stands today. 
 
The word on the ground is that no one wants any installation here. What is out at the reef is what it is and accepted. 
 
What natural welfare to the World Heritage Listed Great Barrier Reef Marine Park can honestly be expected? 

28 I was unaware of the ridiculous plan to erect completely unnecessary underwater sculptures in Geoffrey Bay or indeed any bay on this beautiful island, 
there is already a snorkelling trail in this particular bay which is a Marine National Park Zone, which signifies no fishing or collecting with the fish at the old 
Arcadia ferry landing being almost tame, and the Rock Wallabies who are already at risk also feed in the area. I cannot imagine the damage to the many 
species of birds, young nursey sharks and rays should this proposal go ahead, the area already provides support to dugongs and turtles through the 
seagrass meadows, and the wonderful coral would be at terrible risk if more tourists were to be encouraged to come here. 
 
The green zone status of the bay would be seriously undermined and could encourage future development in the island's remaining green zones which 
would put stress on the natural ecosystems, there is already many visitors enjoying the trail and shipwreck without encouraging more, underwater concrete 
sculptures are not considered permissible uses for green zones and do not add anything to the natural beauty of the marine park. 
 
The island is under threat from the dredging to Townsville port from the sediment damaging the health of the reefs and inhabitants, so please reject this 
proposal which would cause too high a degree of damage to the environment. 

29 A Few Points: 
1) Unfortunately there seems to be a LOT of confusion as to where on the Reef Environs these Sculptures, proposed by MOUA, are going to sit. 
 
MOUA had put out maps which indicate them sited ON the REEF FLAT itself; this has caused untold anguish and some unthinking responses in people on 
the Island. 
 
Siting them on the Reef flat itself would be: 
A) a boating hazard, especially in bays that get a lot of boating public (e.g. Picnic Bay). 
B) a hazard as people cross the unstable and potentially dangerous flat ( full of holes and sharp edges), to view the sculptures up close for selfies and to 
climb over ( as kids will!). 
C) a danger to the Habitat of the Reef Flat because of the increased traffic from the Lure of the proposed sculptures. 
D) if they are sited on any Reef Flat around the Island, is the Townsville Council going to insure itself and the public against these hazards? 
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2). Once MOUA makes CLEAR that these sculptures will be placed in deep water , and they will NOT be visible AT ALL above water at any time, then I 
think a lot of emotion and misplaced enthusiasm and opposition will subside. 
 
3). The MOUA Proposal to site them in Geoffrey Bay near to the already established snorkeling trails seems a good idea. The area has deep water to keep 
them submerged properly at all tides, as well as the other attractions of the wreck and Giant Clams nearby. 

30 In relation to the subject matter, I believe the best site for the placement of the statues is in Arthur Bay on the basis of its marine park zoning, bathymetry, 
local population, safety and access relative to the other proposed bays.  
 
Arthur Bay is not a National Marine Park Green Zone (Geoffrey, Florence etc.) nor a Habitat Protection Zone (Horseshoe Bay etc.) but a yellow 
Conservation Park Zone and less sensitive.  
 
Arthur Bay is sheltered and has a favorable bathymetry to allow the statues to be placed closer to shore and provide easier and safer access to more 
people. Anecdotally, Arthur Bay, unlike those such as Horseshoe, is less visited by box jellyfish.  
 
The statues can be placed on the sandy bottom near the reef but within the reef protection no-anchoring-zone so as to be no hazard to boats - yet allow 
both beach and boat access to divers and snorkelers alike.  
 
Arthur Bay has road access and parking, and now has more parking and wash room facilities at the new Forts Walk Junction. The roads leading to Florence 
and Radical Bays do not provide safe access for visitors travelling by car or even those on foot.  
 
There is no resident population that would view the statues as an eye sore at high tide should they be out of the water. 
 
With all this considered, I believe Arthur Bay would be the best bay on the island for such an installation. 

31 I wish to express my horror at the idea of manufacturing statues of modern materials representing modern scientists and placing them in a green zone 
which should be famous for its own natural attributes alone.  I totally support the assertion that “the conservation of biodiversity, ecological integrity and 
natural values should underpin any further tourism related projects within our island’s natural areas” and agree that this project does not support those 
outcomes. If there is money to be spent it would be better applied to conserving the beachfront along Nelly Bay Esplanade which is suffering from serious 
erosion. 

32  I do not support the proposal of these underwater sculptures and I believe the money could be used in much better ways for attracting tourism.  
 The Base and the roads to the bays are in much more urgent need of an upgrade.  
 The proposal of the sculptures at Geoffrey Bay is really unthinkable as this is a green zoned area for a reason. 
 Encouraging tourists to trample over the coral and disturb its wildlife with such low tides should they even want to look at concrete statues is disturbing 

to consider the damage they would possibly cause. 
 If this is a project that is to go ahead then Nelly or Picnic Bay would be the choice for me but definitely not Geoffrey Bay. 
 The calibre of tourists we attract here certainly do not care about the Island with the rubbish left behind on our beaches, the graffiti and allowing their 

dogs to run through the coral at low tides. 
33 I wish to offer the following comments on the proposal by MOUA. 

 The concept I see as High Kitsch and totally inappropriate for Magnetic Island which increasingly is promoted as North Queensland’s Mecca for nature 
contact. It would be an affront to place these so called ‘sculptures’ anywhere on the island let alone within an established ‘Green Zone’. 
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 Apart from the ecological impact of their installation these ‘sculptures’ would be a hazard for all craft. They would be an eyesore when exposed at low 
tide in many of the proposed locations. 

 Individually they are meaningless and unintelligible to everyone. To the scientists whom they supposedly recognise they are an insult! And once Nature 
responds with a drapery of algae they will resemble unsalvaged wreckage or detritus. The concept should be jettisoned forthwith with the suggestion it 
be taken to any theme park naive enough to accept them.  

34 This whole project represents man's egotistical, bigoted & false attitude to the so called 'green' agenda. The proposed statues are bombastic & ugly. Money 
is the only objective through greed & tourism. We treasure what we already have here on Magnetic Island. Let the sea forever hold her mysteries within her 
natural surroundings. 

35 I wish to express unequivocally my strong objection to the proposal for Magnetic Island for a Museum of Underwater Art. It is indeed surprising that an 
inappropriate proposal such as this has come so far! Firstly, why are we even ‘giving oxygen’ to this sort of proposal in a Marine Park; concrete refuse in a 
world class natural location? This of course is disguised as a ‘scientifically acceptable’ option, being structures of ‘reef scientists’. What independent 
environmental assessment has been done of this proposal? This is absolutely vital for the conservation, biodiversity and beauty of this significant World 
Heritage Area. Remember the reef is on the edge of being declared endangered. I appeal to you to act toward this proposal with the disdain it demands. 

36 I wish to lodge my concern about those determined to support Geoffrey Bay as the site for the installation - Geoffrey Bay is one of the most protected bays 
on the Island. The work needed to be done for the installation would be a serious disruptive influence. As the results from the 2020/21 Facebook survey 
showed 70% of respondents were against Geoffrey Bay - the preferred site of Picnic Bay had 34% support. I wish to also propose Picnic Bay as the 
preferred site with Nelly Bay as an alternative. I realise that there is a snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay which is long established and non-invasive, and there is 
also one at Nelly Bay. 

37 I would like to express my support for the Museum of Underwater Art stage 2 & 3 based on the PIP provided, in particular for Magnetic Island.  
 
I have been to the installation at John Brewer Reef and think it is a beautiful addition. I am impressed with the team who monitor and document the 
progress of new coral growth on the structures including their professionalism and enthusiasm in reef conservation.  
 
I believe that the MOUA project will be beneficial to the local reef, as well as the local tourism economy.  

38 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef and 
Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian Government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
1. Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
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I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
2. Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
 
I support the process of assessment by which MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with 
Manbarra Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate 
and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
 
In closing, I strongly support MOUA’s proposed installations as outlined in their PIP and ask that GBRMPA approve the installations as per the PIP and 
associated permit applications. 

39 Express objection to the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) to install large concrete statues at Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Geoffrey Bay is a Nationally protected Marine Park and by definition, a place where all of us have the objective of protecting its natural integrity and values. 
Anchoring such large artificial objects to the seabed of a beautiful, natural area is tantamount to vandalism. Further, the MOUA Public Information Package 
provides no independent assurance that the sculptures will remain submerged at MLWS. 
 
Installation of a large commercial tourist attraction is not an approved activity in a Green Zone and such an installation has risks that outweigh benefits.  
Who will fund removal of the installation when the outcry reaches crescendo? 
 
The last thing that Magnetic Island needs is a high-risk tourist attraction in a national park before we have a tourism strategic plan in place.  A plan that 
addresses long term sustainability, maximum tourist numbers, vehicle numbers, vehicle speed limits, vehicle parking, foreshore restoration, rubbish 
collection, native animal protection and the availability of council bylaws compliance officers. Our present haphazard development plan is driven by the 
dollar at the expense of the community and the natural environment.  
 
There must be acknowledgement that Magnetic Island is a place where people live and is not just a tourist destination. 

40 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
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 Apart from the ecological impact of their installation these ‘sculptures’ would be a hazard for all craft. They would be an eyesore when exposed at low 
tide in many of the proposed locations. 

 Individually they are meaningless and unintelligible to everyone. To the scientists whom they supposedly recognise they are an insult! And once Nature 
responds with a drapery of algae they will resemble unsalvaged wreckage or detritus. The concept should be jettisoned forthwith with the suggestion it 
be taken to any theme park naive enough to accept them.  

34 This whole project represents man's egotistical, bigoted & false attitude to the so called 'green' agenda. The proposed statues are bombastic & ugly. Money 
is the only objective through greed & tourism. We treasure what we already have here on Magnetic Island. Let the sea forever hold her mysteries within her 
natural surroundings. 

35 I wish to express unequivocally my strong objection to the proposal for Magnetic Island for a Museum of Underwater Art. It is indeed surprising that an 
inappropriate proposal such as this has come so far! Firstly, why are we even ‘giving oxygen’ to this sort of proposal in a Marine Park; concrete refuse in a 
world class natural location? This of course is disguised as a ‘scientifically acceptable’ option, being structures of ‘reef scientists’. What independent 
environmental assessment has been done of this proposal? This is absolutely vital for the conservation, biodiversity and beauty of this significant World 
Heritage Area. Remember the reef is on the edge of being declared endangered. I appeal to you to act toward this proposal with the disdain it demands. 

36 I wish to lodge my concern about those determined to support Geoffrey Bay as the site for the installation - Geoffrey Bay is one of the most protected bays 
on the Island. The work needed to be done for the installation would be a serious disruptive influence. As the results from the 2020/21 Facebook survey 
showed 70% of respondents were against Geoffrey Bay - the preferred site of Picnic Bay had 34% support. I wish to also propose Picnic Bay as the 
preferred site with Nelly Bay as an alternative. I realise that there is a snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay which is long established and non-invasive, and there is 
also one at Nelly Bay. 

37 I would like to express my support for the Museum of Underwater Art stage 2 & 3 based on the PIP provided, in particular for Magnetic Island.  
 
I have been to the installation at John Brewer Reef and think it is a beautiful addition. I am impressed with the team who monitor and document the 
progress of new coral growth on the structures including their professionalism and enthusiasm in reef conservation.  
 
I believe that the MOUA project will be beneficial to the local reef, as well as the local tourism economy.  

38 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef and 
Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian Government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
1. Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
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I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
2. Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
 
I support the process of assessment by which MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with 
Manbarra Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate 
and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
 
In closing, I strongly support MOUA’s proposed installations as outlined in their PIP and ask that GBRMPA approve the installations as per the PIP and 
associated permit applications. 

39 Express objection to the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) to install large concrete statues at Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Geoffrey Bay is a Nationally protected Marine Park and by definition, a place where all of us have the objective of protecting its natural integrity and values. 
Anchoring such large artificial objects to the seabed of a beautiful, natural area is tantamount to vandalism. Further, the MOUA Public Information Package 
provides no independent assurance that the sculptures will remain submerged at MLWS. 
 
Installation of a large commercial tourist attraction is not an approved activity in a Green Zone and such an installation has risks that outweigh benefits.  
Who will fund removal of the installation when the outcry reaches crescendo? 
 
The last thing that Magnetic Island needs is a high-risk tourist attraction in a national park before we have a tourism strategic plan in place.  A plan that 
addresses long term sustainability, maximum tourist numbers, vehicle numbers, vehicle speed limits, vehicle parking, foreshore restoration, rubbish 
collection, native animal protection and the availability of council bylaws compliance officers. Our present haphazard development plan is driven by the 
dollar at the expense of the community and the natural environment.  
 
There must be acknowledgement that Magnetic Island is a place where people live and is not just a tourist destination. 

40 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
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I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
After seeing the success of the Ocean Siren and especially the Coral Greenhouse, I have no doubt that the installation of more sculptures closer to the 
Townsville area will attract tourists and locals out the reef and expose them the beautiful reefs that we have scattered around the area. 
The success of the Whitsundays Underwater Art project is also a good example of how underwater art can add a new dimension to the underwater 
experience and put certain locations on the map for tourists. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island. 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story-telling sculpture. 

41 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. This is important to me as this indicates that although this installation will be a mix 
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of beauty and mystic it still will be able to integrate into the natural world and perhaps add shelter and a home to local marine life, which will be as much of a 
joy for them as it would be for us. 
 
Being able to see a small part of the installation that is present in The Science Place at JCU, a statue of a small girl, shows that the art is intriguing and in 
fact all it is cracked up to and makes me excited to see the installation in its proper medium, a coral dive. 
 
Lastly, I think this will be very important for Townsville. We have so much tourism potential but it often gets wasted and we end up losing to other cities like 
Cairns. A huge natural advantage we have in this area is Magnetic Island which is a beautiful hidden gem and can only be polished by the proposed snorkel 
trail installation at Geoffrey Bay which will be sure to be a hit with locals and tourists. 
 
The support of MOUA will play a role in tourism, helping to build up Townsville and maintenance and care of local marine life which is why I am more than 
happy to pledge my support. 

42 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). The MOUA is 
a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef and 
Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over 
several years and has identified that sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts.  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration.  
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low 
water visibility and low coral cover compared to other locations at Magnetic Island. I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists 
for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists 
and traditional owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

43 I am writing to express my interest in support of The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) and their regulatory submission.  
 
I wish to strongly support the submission by the MOUA for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun).  
 
As you’re aware, the MOUA is a not for profit organisation with a clear vision for reef sustainability covering eco conscious tourism, science and culture that 
will be a real boost to the prospects for the reef and surrounding economies. The two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral 



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

65

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
After seeing the success of the Ocean Siren and especially the Coral Greenhouse, I have no doubt that the installation of more sculptures closer to the 
Townsville area will attract tourists and locals out the reef and expose them the beautiful reefs that we have scattered around the area. 
The success of the Whitsundays Underwater Art project is also a good example of how underwater art can add a new dimension to the underwater 
experience and put certain locations on the map for tourists. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island. 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story-telling sculpture. 

41 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. This is important to me as this indicates that although this installation will be a mix 
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Number 

Summary 

of beauty and mystic it still will be able to integrate into the natural world and perhaps add shelter and a home to local marine life, which will be as much of a 
joy for them as it would be for us. 
 
Being able to see a small part of the installation that is present in The Science Place at JCU, a statue of a small girl, shows that the art is intriguing and in 
fact all it is cracked up to and makes me excited to see the installation in its proper medium, a coral dive. 
 
Lastly, I think this will be very important for Townsville. We have so much tourism potential but it often gets wasted and we end up losing to other cities like 
Cairns. A huge natural advantage we have in this area is Magnetic Island which is a beautiful hidden gem and can only be polished by the proposed snorkel 
trail installation at Geoffrey Bay which will be sure to be a hit with locals and tourists. 
 
The support of MOUA will play a role in tourism, helping to build up Townsville and maintenance and care of local marine life which is why I am more than 
happy to pledge my support. 

42 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). The MOUA is 
a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef and 
Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over 
several years and has identified that sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts.  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration.  
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low 
water visibility and low coral cover compared to other locations at Magnetic Island. I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists 
for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists 
and traditional owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

43 I am writing to express my interest in support of The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) and their regulatory submission.  
 
I wish to strongly support the submission by the MOUA for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun).  
 
As you’re aware, the MOUA is a not for profit organisation with a clear vision for reef sustainability covering eco conscious tourism, science and culture that 
will be a real boost to the prospects for the reef and surrounding economies. The two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral 
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greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are recognised as world-class attractions and bring substantial benefits to the community and reef and MOUA has been 
well-supported by funding from Queensland Government, the Australian Government and local businesses.  
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts.Picnic Bay has been assessed by MOUA as not suitable for a snorkel trail due to 
low water visibility and low coral cover as compared to other locations on Magnetic Island.  
 
In 2020 community consultation showed quite strong support for the revised versions of “Reef Scientist” and “Corroboree” and I acknowledge that this 
process resulted in changes from intertidal locations to completely submerged locations which I support. These will likely increase reef restoration, citizen 
science and likely be great snorkelling spots as well.  
 
Please note that I support MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island and the process of assessment that MOUA conducted at seven locations 
at Magnetic Island between 2017 to 2021 and that identified Geoffrey Bay as the preferred location for reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, 
sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting activities (such as fishing) and healthy nearby coral reefs.  
 
The selection of international scientists and conservationists such as Professor Charlie Veron, Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer has been 
exceptional as hasthe process of collaboration of the well-known and highly respected artists Jason deCaires Taylor in consulting with local Palm Island 
artists and traditional owners  in designing a cultural story telling sculpture. 

44 I would recommend that water quality will play a large impact on the success of the MOUA placement on Magnetic Island. I find the water quality 
challenging and more turbid to the eastern side including Geoffrey Bay and Arthur Bay.  
I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) instillations 
from the conception phase to current instillations. 
The MOUA is a not for profit with ha vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
I see the benefits to local communities.  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
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greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are recognised as world-class attractions and bring substantial benefits to the community and reef and MOUA has been 
well-supported by funding from Queensland Government, the Australian Government and local businesses.  
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts.Picnic Bay has been assessed by MOUA as not suitable for a snorkel trail due to 
low water visibility and low coral cover as compared to other locations on Magnetic Island.  
 
In 2020 community consultation showed quite strong support for the revised versions of “Reef Scientist” and “Corroboree” and I acknowledge that this 
process resulted in changes from intertidal locations to completely submerged locations which I support. These will likely increase reef restoration, citizen 
science and likely be great snorkelling spots as well.  
 
Please note that I support MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island and the process of assessment that MOUA conducted at seven locations 
at Magnetic Island between 2017 to 2021 and that identified Geoffrey Bay as the preferred location for reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, 
sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting activities (such as fishing) and healthy nearby coral reefs.  
 
The selection of international scientists and conservationists such as Professor Charlie Veron, Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer has been 
exceptional as hasthe process of collaboration of the well-known and highly respected artists Jason deCaires Taylor in consulting with local Palm Island 
artists and traditional owners  in designing a cultural story telling sculpture. 

44 I would recommend that water quality will play a large impact on the success of the MOUA placement on Magnetic Island. I find the water quality 
challenging and more turbid to the eastern side including Geoffrey Bay and Arthur Bay.  
I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) instillations 
from the conception phase to current instillations. 
The MOUA is a not for profit with ha vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
I see the benefits to local communities.  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
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I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021n and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
Overall, MOUA is a concept that supports the reef science city of Townsville and importantly connects people to the Great Barrier Reef in a hands on and 
interactive way. These instillations engage people with experiences that deliver educational messages about the GBR  – how an individual can help the 
Great Barrier Reef through their own sustainable actions.  

45 I am writing to express my concern regarding the possible installation of underwater statues in Geoffrey Bay.  
 
Fundamentally, I don’t believe these structures raise any awareness about the state of the reef or actions we can take to reduce impacts. Instead, without 
formal, impartial environmental assessment may in fact pose a threat to a green zone of currently healthy reef.  
 
I am also concerned regarding possibility that these structures, at present proposed site, may be visible above the water at low/lowest tide.  
 
I am not opposed to environmentally sustainable tourist developments on the island. I’m not sure that this in its present form is a well-considered one.  

46 We strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over 
several years and has identified that sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration.  
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail, due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including 
Professor Charlie Veron (the Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
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I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
 
We are very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional 
owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

47 The Museum of Underwater Art has been an amazing success and has focused in these difficult times the world’s attention on north Queensland. It also 
has delivered jobs, scientific outcomes, social outcomes, indigenous training and employment.  I encourage you to give as much support for the projects 
expansion with stage 2 in Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). It is an amazing project and essential for not just north Queensland but 
Australia. 

48 Please ensure that my support of MOUA is considered in your assessment of their application for stage 2 and 3. I acknowledge the efforts that have been 
made to provide community led outcomes for MOUA and am supportive of the stakeholder engagements, in particular engagement with Traditional Owners 
and First Nations people. The detailed Public Information Package has been well resourced, closely considered and reflects best practice consultation 
methods. Please note my support for the all aspects of the MOUA’s application. 
 

49 While I had my reservations about the first installations of MOUA, I now fully support the concept. I believe it will increase knowledge of the area and 
educate more people about the reef environment and the traditional use of the area. MOUA has been instrumental in attracting more people to the GBR to 
gain a better understanding of the beauty, fragility and threats to the reef. 
 
Stage 2 at Palm Island should bring benefits to that community and provide further opportunities for educating people about the environment, culture and 
history of the area. Stage 3 at Magnetic Island will also draw more people to the area and initiate the discussion about the environment, culture and history. 
 
I know the environmental assessments for the proposed sites has been comprehensive and believe there will be no adverse impacts of the surroundings.  
 
I am confident in my support for Jason DeCaires Taylor to complete the works and achieve a World Class attraction that communicates the right message. 

50 I would like to put my thoughts into this proposal. Geoffrey Bay is not the right location for such a thing, it is a green zone, but you already know this. I won’t 
be visiting the site no matter where it is, but want it preserved for future generations. I would like to perhaps see it at Picnic Bay where we maybe get a 
glimpse of it from the pier. I wonder what the thoughts of the eight ‘reef scientists’ would be. 

51 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef.  
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
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I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
 
We are very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional 
owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

47 The Museum of Underwater Art has been an amazing success and has focused in these difficult times the world’s attention on north Queensland. It also 
has delivered jobs, scientific outcomes, social outcomes, indigenous training and employment.  I encourage you to give as much support for the projects 
expansion with stage 2 in Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). It is an amazing project and essential for not just north Queensland but 
Australia. 

48 Please ensure that my support of MOUA is considered in your assessment of their application for stage 2 and 3. I acknowledge the efforts that have been 
made to provide community led outcomes for MOUA and am supportive of the stakeholder engagements, in particular engagement with Traditional Owners 
and First Nations people. The detailed Public Information Package has been well resourced, closely considered and reflects best practice consultation 
methods. Please note my support for the all aspects of the MOUA’s application. 
 

49 While I had my reservations about the first installations of MOUA, I now fully support the concept. I believe it will increase knowledge of the area and 
educate more people about the reef environment and the traditional use of the area. MOUA has been instrumental in attracting more people to the GBR to 
gain a better understanding of the beauty, fragility and threats to the reef. 
 
Stage 2 at Palm Island should bring benefits to that community and provide further opportunities for educating people about the environment, culture and 
history of the area. Stage 3 at Magnetic Island will also draw more people to the area and initiate the discussion about the environment, culture and history. 
 
I know the environmental assessments for the proposed sites has been comprehensive and believe there will be no adverse impacts of the surroundings.  
 
I am confident in my support for Jason DeCaires Taylor to complete the works and achieve a World Class attraction that communicates the right message. 

50 I would like to put my thoughts into this proposal. Geoffrey Bay is not the right location for such a thing, it is a green zone, but you already know this. I won’t 
be visiting the site no matter where it is, but want it preserved for future generations. I would like to perhaps see it at Picnic Bay where we maybe get a 
glimpse of it from the pier. I wonder what the thoughts of the eight ‘reef scientists’ would be. 

51 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef.  
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
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The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration.  
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. This collaboration will provide unique insight into the local culture and peoples and is an opportunity to include 
local voices and design elements into the sculpture. 
 
In addition, I would like to note the recent launch of an indigenous guides training program by MUOA. This program provides employment opportunities for 
Manbarra traditional Owners and Bwgcolman peoples and deliver meangingful career pathways for local community members on Palm Island. This artwork 
will ultimately improve ocean health awareness through improved education and understanding of the reef and drive economic development in the tourism 
industry in North Queensland. 

52 MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef and 
Queensland. The ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for our 
community and reef. The MOUA vision and projects have been strongly supported with multi-million dollar funding from the Queensland and the Australian 
government and local businesses. 
I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). The 
environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island. 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley and Molly Steer. 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021n and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
Townsville needs projects such as MOUA to inspire us to do more for the Great Barrier Reef. This is a very low impact project with very high potential 
benefits.  

53 I understand that the MOUA has cooperated with the Manbarra Traditional Owners and have identified a preferable location at NE Bay which takes into 
consideration a number of environmental factors. 
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I am passionate about the economy and Townsville’s reputation as a proud reef city. From its inception, I have strongly supported the project, and I 
continue to support the stages 2 and 3 for Palm Island and Magnetic Island respectively. In a time where the tourism industry in NQ has been doing it 
tough, the national and international coverage that the MOUA has received has been priceless for our tourism industry.   

54 We are writing to express our concerns regarding the above proposal, particularly for Geoffrey Bay. 
We are concerned that no independent formal environmental impact assessment of any of the proposed sites have been undertaken. 
We believe that the conservation of biodiversity, ecological integrity and natural values should underpin any further tourism related projects within our 
island’s natural areas. We do not believe this project supports these outcomes.  
In an effort to better care for our fringing reef and Cleveland Bay we believe that implementing better management of the maintenance dredging program of 
the Townsville Port channel and relocating the spoil site to deeper water further from the island, is a positive action that should be pursued thereby 
enhancing the areas long term tourism value. 

55 I am writing to say that I do not support the proposal to put under-water sculptures in the waters of Magnetic Island or anywhere else in the Great Barrier 
Reef Green Zones. 
This proposed development poses an unacceptable risk to the core values of the Green Zone status in the area. If the sculpture development proceeds, it 
sends the message that the Green Zone is an arbitrary thing and not an important conservation tool for important areas such as the Geoffrey Bay marine 
ecosystems and other Green Zones in the region.  
UNESCO recently put Australia on notice that we are at risk of losing World Heritage Status for the Great Barrier Reef and one of their concerns is about 
coastal development.  The sculptures will not be benign installations because on the island the impact of additional tourists will have a sphere of influence 
on already stretched sewerage, transport and essential services etc.   A comprehensive Impact Assessment is needed to bring together these socio, 
environmental and economic matters.  
However, there is no independent comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessment for this proposal on public display. This is poor governance.  The 
Economic Impact Assessment (Empower 2017) provides a very one-sided view of the proposal, and in isolation from an EIA it does not address matters 
key to the residents of Magnetic Island.  Furthermore, the information package produced by Reef Ecologic is missing key considerations of socio, economic 
and environmental matters too and I am aghast to find that one of the authors of the information package (Managing Director of Reef Ecologic) is also 
Deputy Chair for the proponents, the MOUA board. There needs to be a very clear statement of a conflict of interest in the information package produced by 
Reef Ecologic or it be stood aside, and in any case an independent and comprehensive EIA should be commissioned by a leading authority such as 
GBRMPA.   
I expect a far better standard of public policy delivery and attention to governance matters than what I have seen with the Sculptures proposal.  

56 Geoffrey Bay is a much loved bay on the island. It is loved for its natural features, such as the unobstructed ocean view to Cape Cleveland, the shore line 
with its birds and low tide ocean inhabitants and its beach of she-oaks. These features are just a part of the natural beauty of the bay that, despite being 
within a low impact urban setting, is largely untouched. Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone and recognised as the first location on earth where coral spawning 
was first noted.   
  
When we saw the first proposal of sculptures in the bay and on the beach we were disturbed. It had the appearance of an apocalyptic scene where statues 
had washed onto the beach from some major world disaster. Then we heard about the modified proposal for underwater sculptures of key reef scientists 
located within the existing snorkel trail. We have to ask the question....why? Why present this proposal for an area of the island that is already appreciated 
and valued for what it is?  
  
The water quality in Geoffrey bay is not the best. The proposal states that the sculptures will remain underwater even at low tide. Tides at Geoffrey Bay can 
be very low and it is our belief that at least some of the sculptures will ‘emerge’ on low tides despite the proposal’s claim to the contrary. We do not want to 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

see, under any circumstances, statues emerging like “Lazarus” to cast a blight on what should be a natural and untarnished seascape. National parks, 
marine or otherwise, are to be kept as pristine as possible. If a decision was made to install the foreign objects at the very least they should be completely 
underwater and monitored regularly for deleterious effects. 
  
In summary we do not support the proposal because: 
* Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone and this needs to be respected, especially by the GBRMPA which is mandated to protect marine areas. 
* Artificial sculptures do not ‘value add’ to what is already appreciated. 
* The sculptures proposed will be out of place in a natural underwater seascape.  
* Marine parks are meant to protect natural land and seascapes and not the whims of human activity. 
* We don’t believe the sculptures will provide any meaningful opportunity for education of the public on the reef.   
  
The only aspect of the proposal that has our support is the steps from the ramp to the sea/beach so the existing snorkel trail is more accessible. 

57 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
I am very impressed with the degree of professionalism and attention to detail, not only from Jason deCaires Taylor and his team, but all those involved 
from PMG, and later the team from Reef Ecologic. 
 
The PIP contains evidence of the extensive underwater and other surveys carried out for Stages 2 and 3. I believe stages 2 and 3 will deliver on their stated 
objectives of environmental, social/cultural and economic benefits for Townsville and the region. 
I believe the MOUA will raise awareness of the condition of the Great Barrier Reef, will advance tourism, education and scientific research while creating 
jobs for our region. 
 
There have been many recreational, environmental and scientific visitors to the Coral Greenhouse in the 18 months since deployment. 
 
A significant development in coral conservation is progressing at the Coral Greenhouse, a reflection of the ongoing commitment by major stakeholders. 
 
I see the community consultation process, and the changes made to concept designs/location in response to all community input. 
 
I believe the MOUA overall will have a significant positive impact on reef restoration, particularly with regard to management of climate change conditions. 
 
I believe the environmental management plan for installation and decommissioning of the sculptures is most satisfactory, and will be implemented with 
consideration for the stated design life, maintenance and monitoring plan. 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit organisation with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great 
Barrier Reef and Queensland.  
  
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
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I am passionate about the economy and Townsville’s reputation as a proud reef city. From its inception, I have strongly supported the project, and I 
continue to support the stages 2 and 3 for Palm Island and Magnetic Island respectively. In a time where the tourism industry in NQ has been doing it 
tough, the national and international coverage that the MOUA has received has been priceless for our tourism industry.   

54 We are writing to express our concerns regarding the above proposal, particularly for Geoffrey Bay. 
We are concerned that no independent formal environmental impact assessment of any of the proposed sites have been undertaken. 
We believe that the conservation of biodiversity, ecological integrity and natural values should underpin any further tourism related projects within our 
island’s natural areas. We do not believe this project supports these outcomes.  
In an effort to better care for our fringing reef and Cleveland Bay we believe that implementing better management of the maintenance dredging program of 
the Townsville Port channel and relocating the spoil site to deeper water further from the island, is a positive action that should be pursued thereby 
enhancing the areas long term tourism value. 

55 I am writing to say that I do not support the proposal to put under-water sculptures in the waters of Magnetic Island or anywhere else in the Great Barrier 
Reef Green Zones. 
This proposed development poses an unacceptable risk to the core values of the Green Zone status in the area. If the sculpture development proceeds, it 
sends the message that the Green Zone is an arbitrary thing and not an important conservation tool for important areas such as the Geoffrey Bay marine 
ecosystems and other Green Zones in the region.  
UNESCO recently put Australia on notice that we are at risk of losing World Heritage Status for the Great Barrier Reef and one of their concerns is about 
coastal development.  The sculptures will not be benign installations because on the island the impact of additional tourists will have a sphere of influence 
on already stretched sewerage, transport and essential services etc.   A comprehensive Impact Assessment is needed to bring together these socio, 
environmental and economic matters.  
However, there is no independent comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessment for this proposal on public display. This is poor governance.  The 
Economic Impact Assessment (Empower 2017) provides a very one-sided view of the proposal, and in isolation from an EIA it does not address matters 
key to the residents of Magnetic Island.  Furthermore, the information package produced by Reef Ecologic is missing key considerations of socio, economic 
and environmental matters too and I am aghast to find that one of the authors of the information package (Managing Director of Reef Ecologic) is also 
Deputy Chair for the proponents, the MOUA board. There needs to be a very clear statement of a conflict of interest in the information package produced by 
Reef Ecologic or it be stood aside, and in any case an independent and comprehensive EIA should be commissioned by a leading authority such as 
GBRMPA.   
I expect a far better standard of public policy delivery and attention to governance matters than what I have seen with the Sculptures proposal.  

56 Geoffrey Bay is a much loved bay on the island. It is loved for its natural features, such as the unobstructed ocean view to Cape Cleveland, the shore line 
with its birds and low tide ocean inhabitants and its beach of she-oaks. These features are just a part of the natural beauty of the bay that, despite being 
within a low impact urban setting, is largely untouched. Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone and recognised as the first location on earth where coral spawning 
was first noted.   
  
When we saw the first proposal of sculptures in the bay and on the beach we were disturbed. It had the appearance of an apocalyptic scene where statues 
had washed onto the beach from some major world disaster. Then we heard about the modified proposal for underwater sculptures of key reef scientists 
located within the existing snorkel trail. We have to ask the question....why? Why present this proposal for an area of the island that is already appreciated 
and valued for what it is?  
  
The water quality in Geoffrey bay is not the best. The proposal states that the sculptures will remain underwater even at low tide. Tides at Geoffrey Bay can 
be very low and it is our belief that at least some of the sculptures will ‘emerge’ on low tides despite the proposal’s claim to the contrary. We do not want to 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

see, under any circumstances, statues emerging like “Lazarus” to cast a blight on what should be a natural and untarnished seascape. National parks, 
marine or otherwise, are to be kept as pristine as possible. If a decision was made to install the foreign objects at the very least they should be completely 
underwater and monitored regularly for deleterious effects. 
  
In summary we do not support the proposal because: 
* Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone and this needs to be respected, especially by the GBRMPA which is mandated to protect marine areas. 
* Artificial sculptures do not ‘value add’ to what is already appreciated. 
* The sculptures proposed will be out of place in a natural underwater seascape.  
* Marine parks are meant to protect natural land and seascapes and not the whims of human activity. 
* We don’t believe the sculptures will provide any meaningful opportunity for education of the public on the reef.   
  
The only aspect of the proposal that has our support is the steps from the ramp to the sea/beach so the existing snorkel trail is more accessible. 

57 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
I am very impressed with the degree of professionalism and attention to detail, not only from Jason deCaires Taylor and his team, but all those involved 
from PMG, and later the team from Reef Ecologic. 
 
The PIP contains evidence of the extensive underwater and other surveys carried out for Stages 2 and 3. I believe stages 2 and 3 will deliver on their stated 
objectives of environmental, social/cultural and economic benefits for Townsville and the region. 
I believe the MOUA will raise awareness of the condition of the Great Barrier Reef, will advance tourism, education and scientific research while creating 
jobs for our region. 
 
There have been many recreational, environmental and scientific visitors to the Coral Greenhouse in the 18 months since deployment. 
 
A significant development in coral conservation is progressing at the Coral Greenhouse, a reflection of the ongoing commitment by major stakeholders. 
 
I see the community consultation process, and the changes made to concept designs/location in response to all community input. 
 
I believe the MOUA overall will have a significant positive impact on reef restoration, particularly with regard to management of climate change conditions. 
 
I believe the environmental management plan for installation and decommissioning of the sculptures is most satisfactory, and will be implemented with 
consideration for the stated design life, maintenance and monitoring plan. 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit organisation with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great 
Barrier Reef and Queensland.  
  
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
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The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’. I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations, which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe, will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
  
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
  
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
  
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
  
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world-class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
 
I believe MOUA will do considerably more than deliver on the stated objectives and aims. 

58 I am writing to strongly oppose placing a Museum of Underwater Art exhibit in Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island.  
 
Geoffrey bay has the most extensive and pristine coral reefs of any section of Magnetic Island. This makes it the worst possible place to install the exhibit 
for multiple reasons. 

1. It is home to many rare and endangered species, including acting as a critical nursery for multiple endangered shark and ray species (many of 
which I have personally observed in this bay). These instillations will almost certainly disrupt this important system, both from the instillation process 
and from increased tourist traffic. Indeed, the proposal will place the exhibit right in the heart of the most coral-dense section of the bay. This is an 
extremely important and sensitive area that will be irrevocably damaged by this instillation. 

2. Many people want to see and enjoy natural reefs without constant evidence of human interference. Placing these structures in an area with no 
natural attractions makes sense, but placing them in an area that already has astounding corals simply detracts from the natural beauty of this site. 
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Currently, Geoffrey Bay is already popular because of its natural beauty, so if the goal is to increase tourism, it would make far more sense to put 
these statues someplace that does not already have natural corals, rather than detracting from an already popular site. 

In short, while I do not feel that this instillation is at all necessary, I am not inherently opposed to installing it in a bay that is not rich in corals and marine life, 
but it absolutely should not be placed in Geoffrey Bay. 

59 I am writing to fully support the proposed Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). Geoffrey Bay 
was the main location for the discovery of the mass coral spawning phenomenon on the GBR from 1981 onwards, and that discovery transformed scientific 
and community understanding of how and when most corals on the GBR reproduce sexually. It also led to a global increase in studies of sexual 
reproduction of corals in reef regions around the world that continues today. Dr Charlie Veron spent many decades pioneering work throughout the Palm 
Island group and discovered many previously undescribed coral species there, identified the Palm Island group as a centre of biodiversity due to complex 
mixtures of habitats, and identified the important influences of different habitats on growth and function of key reef-building corals.  
 
The extensive and ground-breaking Australian coral and reef research that was located at Magnetic Island and the Palm Islands will be celebrated with the 
proposed MOUA stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island, and these represent an excellent way in which to engage a broad cross-section of 
local, national and international stakeholders and communities, including Traditional Owners who will be celebrated within the planned sculptures. This 
engagement includes the celebrated artist Jason deCaires Taylor working directly with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners to design a culturally 
appropriate story telling sculpture. 
 
As you will be aware the MOUA is a not for profit organisation with a key vision for integrating coral reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism. This 
integration will enable strong and positive engagement with many different community groups that will provide benefits for highlighting the importance of 
conserving these local reef areas and more broadly for Townsville and the Great Barrier Reef. MOUA has previously been supported with funding from both 
the Queensland and the Australian government as well as local businesses. The two previously installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Townsville Strand 
and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef have attracted strong support and benefit communities and the reef. 
 
The comprehensive multi-year environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has identified that the sculptures can be safely 
installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. Community consultation in 2020 showed strong support for the ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’ art 
concepts and resulted in modifications to the original plans from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations. I support these changes as the 
sculptures will become good snorkelling attractions and will also highlight the growing importance of reef conservation and restoration, and future growth of 
citizen science. 
 
The MOUA investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the preferred location for several reasons 
including some areas of adjacent healthy reef, clearer water, the presence of an existing snorkel trail, more sheltered waters, sandy substratum to avoid 
damage to reef structures, and protection from potential conflicting activities including fishing. In contrast, Picnic Bay was found to be not suitable for an 
underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other locations at Magnetic island. The choice of local and international 
scientists for the sculptures provides an excellent means to strongly engage and celebrate essential science with the broader community to enable better 
understanding of the need to conserve protect and restore these reef environments. 
 
I also strongly support the assessment process that MOUA has undertaken to investigate eight locations at Palm Island from 2017 to recently in 2021 in 
collaboration with Manbarra Traditional Owners. Together they have identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including healthy 
adjacent coral reefs, clear and relatively sheltered waters, and sandy substrate for the activities. 

60 Support for the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
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The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’. I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations, which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe, will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
  
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
  
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
  
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
  
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world-class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
 
I believe MOUA will do considerably more than deliver on the stated objectives and aims. 

58 I am writing to strongly oppose placing a Museum of Underwater Art exhibit in Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island.  
 
Geoffrey bay has the most extensive and pristine coral reefs of any section of Magnetic Island. This makes it the worst possible place to install the exhibit 
for multiple reasons. 

1. It is home to many rare and endangered species, including acting as a critical nursery for multiple endangered shark and ray species (many of 
which I have personally observed in this bay). These instillations will almost certainly disrupt this important system, both from the instillation process 
and from increased tourist traffic. Indeed, the proposal will place the exhibit right in the heart of the most coral-dense section of the bay. This is an 
extremely important and sensitive area that will be irrevocably damaged by this instillation. 

2. Many people want to see and enjoy natural reefs without constant evidence of human interference. Placing these structures in an area with no 
natural attractions makes sense, but placing them in an area that already has astounding corals simply detracts from the natural beauty of this site. 
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Currently, Geoffrey Bay is already popular because of its natural beauty, so if the goal is to increase tourism, it would make far more sense to put 
these statues someplace that does not already have natural corals, rather than detracting from an already popular site. 

In short, while I do not feel that this instillation is at all necessary, I am not inherently opposed to installing it in a bay that is not rich in corals and marine life, 
but it absolutely should not be placed in Geoffrey Bay. 

59 I am writing to fully support the proposed Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). Geoffrey Bay 
was the main location for the discovery of the mass coral spawning phenomenon on the GBR from 1981 onwards, and that discovery transformed scientific 
and community understanding of how and when most corals on the GBR reproduce sexually. It also led to a global increase in studies of sexual 
reproduction of corals in reef regions around the world that continues today. Dr Charlie Veron spent many decades pioneering work throughout the Palm 
Island group and discovered many previously undescribed coral species there, identified the Palm Island group as a centre of biodiversity due to complex 
mixtures of habitats, and identified the important influences of different habitats on growth and function of key reef-building corals.  
 
The extensive and ground-breaking Australian coral and reef research that was located at Magnetic Island and the Palm Islands will be celebrated with the 
proposed MOUA stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island, and these represent an excellent way in which to engage a broad cross-section of 
local, national and international stakeholders and communities, including Traditional Owners who will be celebrated within the planned sculptures. This 
engagement includes the celebrated artist Jason deCaires Taylor working directly with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners to design a culturally 
appropriate story telling sculpture. 
 
As you will be aware the MOUA is a not for profit organisation with a key vision for integrating coral reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism. This 
integration will enable strong and positive engagement with many different community groups that will provide benefits for highlighting the importance of 
conserving these local reef areas and more broadly for Townsville and the Great Barrier Reef. MOUA has previously been supported with funding from both 
the Queensland and the Australian government as well as local businesses. The two previously installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Townsville Strand 
and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef have attracted strong support and benefit communities and the reef. 
 
The comprehensive multi-year environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has identified that the sculptures can be safely 
installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. Community consultation in 2020 showed strong support for the ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’ art 
concepts and resulted in modifications to the original plans from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations. I support these changes as the 
sculptures will become good snorkelling attractions and will also highlight the growing importance of reef conservation and restoration, and future growth of 
citizen science. 
 
The MOUA investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the preferred location for several reasons 
including some areas of adjacent healthy reef, clearer water, the presence of an existing snorkel trail, more sheltered waters, sandy substratum to avoid 
damage to reef structures, and protection from potential conflicting activities including fishing. In contrast, Picnic Bay was found to be not suitable for an 
underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other locations at Magnetic island. The choice of local and international 
scientists for the sculptures provides an excellent means to strongly engage and celebrate essential science with the broader community to enable better 
understanding of the need to conserve protect and restore these reef environments. 
 
I also strongly support the assessment process that MOUA has undertaken to investigate eight locations at Palm Island from 2017 to recently in 2021 in 
collaboration with Manbarra Traditional Owners. Together they have identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including healthy 
adjacent coral reefs, clear and relatively sheltered waters, and sandy substrate for the activities. 

60 Support for the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
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I am prompted to write to you, as I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic 
Island (Yunbenun). 
The MOUA is a not-for-profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. MOUA’s initiative not only attracts tourists but more importantly fosters this community link to the Great Barrier Reef. It adds another 
dimension to people’s appreciation of this Natural Wonder, one that should be whole-heartedly supported by an entity, such as GBRMPA. 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian Government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures Ocean Siren on The Strand and Coral Greenhouse at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic Island and Palm Island has been comprehensive over the course of several years and 
has identified that sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of Reef Scientist and Corroboree.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
By creating installations at these sites on Palm Island and Magnetic Island, we are providing opportunities to showcase more of this incredible seascape in 
a manner which has little to no impact on the reef. I know in the past GBRMPA was an advocate for such measures to promote this Natural Wonder in a 
manner of minimal impact – I hope that vision still exists in your organisation and you see fit to support MOUA’s proposal for stages 2 Palm Island and 
stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
I would like to note that one MOUA’s constitutional objectives is ‘Art with the purpose of improving the environment and the communities of North 
Queensland’, surely that is an objective that would align with GBRMPA and demonstrate that both organisations can work to support each other in your 
respective causes. 

61 I do hope you will listen to community opinion on placement of eight statues that are supposed to attract more tourism to Magnetic Island. We do not need 
this sort of artificial input in an already unique green zone, that sustains a very special eco system of it’s own. 
 
The environmental assessment seems to be nonexistent? The conservation of the island’s biodiversity and natural values, particularly in green zones such 
as Geoffrey bay, not taken seriously. This venture is ludicrous. 
 
Why a not place them on the Strand instead? I also cannot believe that Reef Ecologic is involved! 
 
I do hope GBRMPA use very careful discretion when considering approval of this venture. 

62 I am writing to you about the MOUA proposal in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island.  
While I love the idea of underwater art bringing tourism to the island and surrounds, Geoffrey Bay is not the right place for it. The bay is the oldest green 
zone on the island and is a place of great scientific discovery in regards to coral reproduction (Babcock et al., 1986). It should be preserved in its natural 
condition, not adapted for tourism at the cost of its wellbeing. Additionally, construction and development do not follow the values of a green zone. The spirit 
of a green zone is “look, but don’t touch”; it is meant to be a place for the reef to recover from the many difficulties it currently faces and grow without things 
like fishing impacting it. While not specifically banned in green zones, construction for tourism with no benefit to the reef does not feel like it falls in line with 
these values of green zone. Plus, there is already “artwork” in the bay in the form of the Moltke Wreak, it does not need two. The artwork would be better 
placed in a different bay, such as Picnic Bay. 
Furthermore, it appears that no independent formal environment impact assessment has been undertaken at any of the proposed sites, let alone a green 
zone. I am honestly disappointed and would expect more from the organisation designed to protect the reef. I think it would find the reef already struggling, 
with high sediment levels, high salinity, and algae overtaking much of the coral growth. Many tourists also partake in reef walking, often crushing coral 
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without realising it; inexperienced snorkelers also damage the coral with their fins, resulting in even more stress on the reef. Construction work resulting in 
high sediment levels and potential chemical leaks or runoff is the absolute last thing Geoffrey Bay needs. It has also been mentioned that there was no 
proper consultation with traditional landowners and that many reject the idea of developing Geoffrey Bay. If MOUA does not have the support and 
permission of the traditional owners, they should absolutely not go ahead. It goes against everything the Aboriginal Land Rights legislation fights to protect. 
The bay itself does not have the proper facilities to support added tourism itself. There are no public toilets close by, bins are few and far between, there is 
no water available such as bubblers or taps, parking is limited, and there are no lifeguards. Picnic Bay offers a far better option. There is parking close by, 
water and toilet facilities, a swimming area, and it is lifeguard patrolled. There are also food and beverage shops nearby, and the jetty could provide a good 
viewing spot for people who don’t want to swim. Picnic bay also needs tourism far more than Geoffrey Bay or any other bay. 
There are so many more reasons not to place the art in Geoffrey Bay, but I simply do not have the time to list them all. I hope that my arguments have 
helped sway your beliefs, and more than anything, I hope that this does not go ahead in Geoffrey Bay.  

63 If MOUA was truly interested in artistic underwater forms it would be encouraging the growth and regrowth of natural coral reefs and formations. Its ill-
considered plan to create a so-called tourist attraction on Magnetic Island in the form of meaningless submarine statues would remain a permanent 
reminder of man’s thoughtless desecration of nature. We would have thought it was part of GBRMPA’s protective role to prevent such nonsense. 
 

64 MOUA’s vision to enhance the region’s reputation as a global leader in marine science and as a tourism destination is of great importance to the 
organization. This organisation has partnered with the Geoffrey Bay snorkel trail over a number of years. Supporting upcoming MUOA workshop looking at 
reef restoration and the coral gardening project. Strongly support the proposals for Palm and Magnetic Islands. MOUA’s aim to highlight reef conservation 
and education of one of the world’s greatest natural wonders will have significant and lasting value for the region. 

65 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland.  
  
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
  
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. 

66 We support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun).  
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
We understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and Australian Government, as well as local businesses and 
that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits 
for the local community and reef. 



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

75

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

I am prompted to write to you, as I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic 
Island (Yunbenun). 
The MOUA is a not-for-profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. MOUA’s initiative not only attracts tourists but more importantly fosters this community link to the Great Barrier Reef. It adds another 
dimension to people’s appreciation of this Natural Wonder, one that should be whole-heartedly supported by an entity, such as GBRMPA. 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian Government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures Ocean Siren on The Strand and Coral Greenhouse at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic Island and Palm Island has been comprehensive over the course of several years and 
has identified that sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of Reef Scientist and Corroboree.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
By creating installations at these sites on Palm Island and Magnetic Island, we are providing opportunities to showcase more of this incredible seascape in 
a manner which has little to no impact on the reef. I know in the past GBRMPA was an advocate for such measures to promote this Natural Wonder in a 
manner of minimal impact – I hope that vision still exists in your organisation and you see fit to support MOUA’s proposal for stages 2 Palm Island and 
stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
I would like to note that one MOUA’s constitutional objectives is ‘Art with the purpose of improving the environment and the communities of North 
Queensland’, surely that is an objective that would align with GBRMPA and demonstrate that both organisations can work to support each other in your 
respective causes. 

61 I do hope you will listen to community opinion on placement of eight statues that are supposed to attract more tourism to Magnetic Island. We do not need 
this sort of artificial input in an already unique green zone, that sustains a very special eco system of it’s own. 
 
The environmental assessment seems to be nonexistent? The conservation of the island’s biodiversity and natural values, particularly in green zones such 
as Geoffrey bay, not taken seriously. This venture is ludicrous. 
 
Why a not place them on the Strand instead? I also cannot believe that Reef Ecologic is involved! 
 
I do hope GBRMPA use very careful discretion when considering approval of this venture. 

62 I am writing to you about the MOUA proposal in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island.  
While I love the idea of underwater art bringing tourism to the island and surrounds, Geoffrey Bay is not the right place for it. The bay is the oldest green 
zone on the island and is a place of great scientific discovery in regards to coral reproduction (Babcock et al., 1986). It should be preserved in its natural 
condition, not adapted for tourism at the cost of its wellbeing. Additionally, construction and development do not follow the values of a green zone. The spirit 
of a green zone is “look, but don’t touch”; it is meant to be a place for the reef to recover from the many difficulties it currently faces and grow without things 
like fishing impacting it. While not specifically banned in green zones, construction for tourism with no benefit to the reef does not feel like it falls in line with 
these values of green zone. Plus, there is already “artwork” in the bay in the form of the Moltke Wreak, it does not need two. The artwork would be better 
placed in a different bay, such as Picnic Bay. 
Furthermore, it appears that no independent formal environment impact assessment has been undertaken at any of the proposed sites, let alone a green 
zone. I am honestly disappointed and would expect more from the organisation designed to protect the reef. I think it would find the reef already struggling, 
with high sediment levels, high salinity, and algae overtaking much of the coral growth. Many tourists also partake in reef walking, often crushing coral 
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without realising it; inexperienced snorkelers also damage the coral with their fins, resulting in even more stress on the reef. Construction work resulting in 
high sediment levels and potential chemical leaks or runoff is the absolute last thing Geoffrey Bay needs. It has also been mentioned that there was no 
proper consultation with traditional landowners and that many reject the idea of developing Geoffrey Bay. If MOUA does not have the support and 
permission of the traditional owners, they should absolutely not go ahead. It goes against everything the Aboriginal Land Rights legislation fights to protect. 
The bay itself does not have the proper facilities to support added tourism itself. There are no public toilets close by, bins are few and far between, there is 
no water available such as bubblers or taps, parking is limited, and there are no lifeguards. Picnic Bay offers a far better option. There is parking close by, 
water and toilet facilities, a swimming area, and it is lifeguard patrolled. There are also food and beverage shops nearby, and the jetty could provide a good 
viewing spot for people who don’t want to swim. Picnic bay also needs tourism far more than Geoffrey Bay or any other bay. 
There are so many more reasons not to place the art in Geoffrey Bay, but I simply do not have the time to list them all. I hope that my arguments have 
helped sway your beliefs, and more than anything, I hope that this does not go ahead in Geoffrey Bay.  

63 If MOUA was truly interested in artistic underwater forms it would be encouraging the growth and regrowth of natural coral reefs and formations. Its ill-
considered plan to create a so-called tourist attraction on Magnetic Island in the form of meaningless submarine statues would remain a permanent 
reminder of man’s thoughtless desecration of nature. We would have thought it was part of GBRMPA’s protective role to prevent such nonsense. 
 

64 MOUA’s vision to enhance the region’s reputation as a global leader in marine science and as a tourism destination is of great importance to the 
organization. This organisation has partnered with the Geoffrey Bay snorkel trail over a number of years. Supporting upcoming MUOA workshop looking at 
reef restoration and the coral gardening project. Strongly support the proposals for Palm and Magnetic Islands. MOUA’s aim to highlight reef conservation 
and education of one of the world’s greatest natural wonders will have significant and lasting value for the region. 

65 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland.  
  
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
  
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. 

66 We support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun).  
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
We understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and Australian Government, as well as local businesses and 
that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits 
for the local community and reef. 
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We’ve been advised that the environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years 
and has identified that sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
We’ve also been advised that the community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’ 
and that the community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations in which EA support, as these 
will be great snorkelling attractions with the potential to increase citizen science and reef restoration. 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
We support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated of seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 identifying Geoffrey Bay as 
the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
We have been advised that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover 
compared to other locations at Magnetic island. 
We are very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley and Molly Steer. 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
We support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated of eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021n and in collaboration with 
Manbarra Traditional Owners, has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate 
and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
We are very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and Traditional 
Owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

67 Given that the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) is responsible for the care and protection of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park I am 
very much hoping that GBRMPA will not support the Museum Of Underwater Art’s (MOUA) proposal for a series of sculptures in Geoffrey Bay, nor in any of 
the other bays designated green zones on Magnetic Island.  
 
If this commercial proposal of artificial structures is allowed to proceed it will make a mockery of the zoning system and create a precedent for similar 
activities in green zones. It will also cause division and resentment in the local community undermining trust (already stretched by this proposal reaching 
this stage) in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas system. 
 
I ask that you consider the following: 
 
Under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Regulations 2019 in consideration of applications: 
 
Regulation No 103(a) if the proposed conduct will take place in a zone—the objectives (if any) of the zoning plan for the zone; 
 
Geoffrey Bay Marine National Park green zone was selected as part of a representative reserve system across the GBR Marine Park. The primary aim of 
the reserve system is to maintain biological diversity and ecological processes and systems, and allow species to evolve and function undisturbed. The 
proposal by MOUA is the antithesis of these core aims and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of Geoffrey Bay’s green zone rating.  How is it 
possible that the placing of eight lumps of concrete, of approximately 9.6 cubic metres each and approx. 76.8 cubic metres in total and pinning these to the 
sea bed is not going to have an adverse effect on the ecological processes and systems? Add to this the impact caused by the proposed 50,000 increase in 
tourists which the MOUA PIP predicts will come across from the mainland to view the sculptures.  
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Regulation No 103 (d)  the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to 
the environment in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry;  
 
The very classification of Geoffrey Bay as a green zone is indicative of the GBRMPA’s recognition that it is a sensitive marine environment. The marine and 
foreshore areas providing a unique habitat and nursery area for rays and black tipped sharks, both of which can be easily viewed at low tide as can the 
large variety of migratory and endemic bird species.  The foreshore is currently, undergoing rehabilitation after an influx of illegal campers. The damage 
caused to this area from these campers over several weeks was immense, not only was the foreshore impacted but numerous empty bottles and plastics 
found their way into the ocean. That so much damage was done to the foreshore over a short period is indicative of the sensitivity of the area. 
 
The predicted and unnecessary increase in visitor numbers that MOUA Ltd are forecasting in their PIP (a total of divers/snorkelers across all sites, once 
fully operational of an estimated 10-15,000 on the MOUA sites per annum”) will severely impact the (quite shy) endangered and threatened migratory birds 
that use the tidal flats, disrupt marine mammals, reptiles and larger fishes, sharks and rays and generally destroy the natural beauty and peacefulness of 
this much loved bay. 
 
Regulation 103 (e) whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct;  
 
The whole of the MOUA proposal is seriously flawed, appearing to be solely driven by commercial interests. A large number of locals do not want these 
sculptures installed. The so-called public consultation was a farce with only representatives of Island groups being allowed to attend in person; other 
interested people could apply to attend via zoom which requires access to a computer and good internet connections… not available to all. Islanders who 
are not members of MIRRA were not informed of any meeting to discuss this proposal.  
 
It is also very concerning that no independent formal environmental impact assessment of any of the proposed sites has been taken.  
 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. There is no attempt to assess the comparative risks or impact to the values of the Marine Park of these 
feasible alternatives (such as Nelly Bay), nor of the relative costs and benefits. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification 
if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP does not do this. 
 
Regulation 103 (f) any written comments received under Division 3 in connection with the application; 
 
Geoffrey Bay It is a place where you can sit, away from crowds enjoying the quiet and natural beauty… a place where you can walk out at low tide and 
watch young rays and sometimes sharks swimming in the shallows. It is a great place for bird watches and photographers, for young families to introduce 
toddlers to the wonders of the marine environment. It is also important scientifically and historically, being the first place in the world that synchronised coral 
spawning was recognised. 
 
The increased level of human visitation (up to 50,000 people per year) which MOUA Ltd predicts as possible; will completely change the undisturbed nature 
of this Bay. The increased numbers of visitors will displace marine mammals and reptiles; discourage sea birds, shore birds and the migratory species all 
known to be easily disturbed by human activity. 
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Regulation No 103 (d)  the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to 
the environment in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry;  
 
The very classification of Geoffrey Bay as a green zone is indicative of the GBRMPA’s recognition that it is a sensitive marine environment. The marine and 
foreshore areas providing a unique habitat and nursery area for rays and black tipped sharks, both of which can be easily viewed at low tide as can the 
large variety of migratory and endemic bird species.  The foreshore is currently, undergoing rehabilitation after an influx of illegal campers. The damage 
caused to this area from these campers over several weeks was immense, not only was the foreshore impacted but numerous empty bottles and plastics 
found their way into the ocean. That so much damage was done to the foreshore over a short period is indicative of the sensitivity of the area. 
 
The predicted and unnecessary increase in visitor numbers that MOUA Ltd are forecasting in their PIP (a total of divers/snorkelers across all sites, once 
fully operational of an estimated 10-15,000 on the MOUA sites per annum”) will severely impact the (quite shy) endangered and threatened migratory birds 
that use the tidal flats, disrupt marine mammals, reptiles and larger fishes, sharks and rays and generally destroy the natural beauty and peacefulness of 
this much loved bay. 
 
Regulation 103 (e) whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct;  
 
The whole of the MOUA proposal is seriously flawed, appearing to be solely driven by commercial interests. A large number of locals do not want these 
sculptures installed. The so-called public consultation was a farce with only representatives of Island groups being allowed to attend in person; other 
interested people could apply to attend via zoom which requires access to a computer and good internet connections… not available to all. Islanders who 
are not members of MIRRA were not informed of any meeting to discuss this proposal.  
 
It is also very concerning that no independent formal environmental impact assessment of any of the proposed sites has been taken.  
 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. There is no attempt to assess the comparative risks or impact to the values of the Marine Park of these 
feasible alternatives (such as Nelly Bay), nor of the relative costs and benefits. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification 
if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP does not do this. 
 
Regulation 103 (f) any written comments received under Division 3 in connection with the application; 
 
Geoffrey Bay It is a place where you can sit, away from crowds enjoying the quiet and natural beauty… a place where you can walk out at low tide and 
watch young rays and sometimes sharks swimming in the shallows. It is a great place for bird watches and photographers, for young families to introduce 
toddlers to the wonders of the marine environment. It is also important scientifically and historically, being the first place in the world that synchronised coral 
spawning was recognised. 
 
The increased level of human visitation (up to 50,000 people per year) which MOUA Ltd predicts as possible; will completely change the undisturbed nature 
of this Bay. The increased numbers of visitors will displace marine mammals and reptiles; discourage sea birds, shore birds and the migratory species all 
known to be easily disturbed by human activity. 
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The MOUA PIP states that by putting the sculptures on sand will prevent damage to aquatic habitats. Yet how can this be?... sea grasses grow in the sand, 
numerous marine life lives in the sand,  and the placement of approximately 76.8 cubic metres of concrete will most surely have an impact on tidal currents. 
 
Regulation 103(g) the relevant impacts of the proposed conduct;  
 
Under the risk assessment procedure: (https://elibrary.gbrmpa.gov.au/jspui/bitstream/11017/3231/1/v2-Risk-Assessment Permissions-System.pdf) the 
assessment for Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in a medium score, not the low score suggested by the PIP. For medium risks the guidelines suggests 
considering whether the activity could be done differently or in a different location, to reduce the risk. 
 
Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative to mitigate the impact on Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Regulation 103(h) options for avoiding, mitigating and offsetting those relevant impacts; 
 
The PIP seems to disregard alternatives to the preferred site of Geoffrey Bay even though other sites would be more easily accessed.  
 
I urge the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority to not allow the construction of this artificial and commercial tourist attraction which will destroy the 
natural attributes and fragile eco-systems of Geoffrey Bay. 

68 My public comment pertaining to Picnic Bay is contained in this document comprised of four parts, namely: 
1. The MOUA proposal for Picnic Bay is intertidal and not subtidal. 
2. The intertidal MOUA proposal is opposed by the majority of Picnic Bay residents and the Act. 
3. The MOUA rationale (of locally, nationally and globally significant) cannot apply to Picnic Bay. 
4. Concern about a public campaign showing a preference for Picnic Bay. 
 
PART 1: THE MOUA PROPOSAL FOR PICNIC BAY IS INTERTIDAL AND NOT SUBTIDAL 
Pages 10 and 17 of the Public Information Package say: “all sculptures will be underwater, but close to the surface at low tide (approx. 1m)... The individual 
sculptures… will be approximately 2.4m in height including the base…”. While not explicitly stated on page 10, per Figure 15 on page 21, this information 
about subtidal statues obviously can only pertain to Geoffrey Bay because it is impossible for Picnic Bay due to water depths. 
 
In comparing Picnic Bay to Geoffrey Bay, page 4 of the 15 April 2021 Reef Ecologic Pty Ltd report said: 
“Live coral cover varied with an average of 20.9% at Geoffrey Bay and 2.2% at Picnic Bay. Water visibility varied with an average of 4-8m at Geoffrey Bay 
and 2-3m at Picnic Bay”. Page 10, 35 (Table 5) and 37 of the Public Information Package, evidenced by Figure 16 on page 22 and Appendix 1B on page 
51, explicitly say: 
“Picnic Bay has shallower water, lower visibility and less coral cover compared to Geoffrey Bay…Picnic Bay… Abundant Coral… Poor… Proposed 
sculptures will be installed on intertidal to shallow waters…” 
 
Appendix 1B says RPM 3 is 2.6m deep. It appears this was measured on a 1m tide because, when standing on a 0.3m tide, I lifted my wrist out of the water 
at RPM 3, showing RPM 3 to be 1.9m deep at a 0.3m tide. The above indicates at Picnic Bay, on a 1m tide, for example, 2.4m statues would be exposed 
above the water by 1.4m at PB4, 1.7m at PB5, 1.3m at PB9, 0.8m at PB 8 and 0.2m at PB 3. On a lowest 0.3m tide, the respective statue exposures above 
the water would be 2.1m, 2.4m, 2.0m, 1.5m and 0.9m. 
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The MOUA PIP states that by putting the sculptures on sand will prevent damage to aquatic habitats. Yet how can this be?... sea grasses grow in the sand, 
numerous marine life lives in the sand,  and the placement of approximately 76.8 cubic metres of concrete will most surely have an impact on tidal currents. 
 
Regulation 103(g) the relevant impacts of the proposed conduct;  
 
Under the risk assessment procedure: (https://elibrary.gbrmpa.gov.au/jspui/bitstream/11017/3231/1/v2-Risk-Assessment Permissions-System.pdf) the 
assessment for Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in a medium score, not the low score suggested by the PIP. For medium risks the guidelines suggests 
considering whether the activity could be done differently or in a different location, to reduce the risk. 
 
Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative to mitigate the impact on Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Regulation 103(h) options for avoiding, mitigating and offsetting those relevant impacts; 
 
The PIP seems to disregard alternatives to the preferred site of Geoffrey Bay even though other sites would be more easily accessed.  
 
I urge the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority to not allow the construction of this artificial and commercial tourist attraction which will destroy the 
natural attributes and fragile eco-systems of Geoffrey Bay. 

68 My public comment pertaining to Picnic Bay is contained in this document comprised of four parts, namely: 
1. The MOUA proposal for Picnic Bay is intertidal and not subtidal. 
2. The intertidal MOUA proposal is opposed by the majority of Picnic Bay residents and the Act. 
3. The MOUA rationale (of locally, nationally and globally significant) cannot apply to Picnic Bay. 
4. Concern about a public campaign showing a preference for Picnic Bay. 
 
PART 1: THE MOUA PROPOSAL FOR PICNIC BAY IS INTERTIDAL AND NOT SUBTIDAL 
Pages 10 and 17 of the Public Information Package say: “all sculptures will be underwater, but close to the surface at low tide (approx. 1m)... The individual 
sculptures… will be approximately 2.4m in height including the base…”. While not explicitly stated on page 10, per Figure 15 on page 21, this information 
about subtidal statues obviously can only pertain to Geoffrey Bay because it is impossible for Picnic Bay due to water depths. 
 
In comparing Picnic Bay to Geoffrey Bay, page 4 of the 15 April 2021 Reef Ecologic Pty Ltd report said: 
“Live coral cover varied with an average of 20.9% at Geoffrey Bay and 2.2% at Picnic Bay. Water visibility varied with an average of 4-8m at Geoffrey Bay 
and 2-3m at Picnic Bay”. Page 10, 35 (Table 5) and 37 of the Public Information Package, evidenced by Figure 16 on page 22 and Appendix 1B on page 
51, explicitly say: 
“Picnic Bay has shallower water, lower visibility and less coral cover compared to Geoffrey Bay…Picnic Bay… Abundant Coral… Poor… Proposed 
sculptures will be installed on intertidal to shallow waters…” 
 
Appendix 1B says RPM 3 is 2.6m deep. It appears this was measured on a 1m tide because, when standing on a 0.3m tide, I lifted my wrist out of the water 
at RPM 3, showing RPM 3 to be 1.9m deep at a 0.3m tide. The above indicates at Picnic Bay, on a 1m tide, for example, 2.4m statues would be exposed 
above the water by 1.4m at PB4, 1.7m at PB5, 1.3m at PB9, 0.8m at PB 8 and 0.2m at PB 3. On a lowest 0.3m tide, the respective statue exposures above 
the water would be 2.1m, 2.4m, 2.0m, 1.5m and 0.9m. 
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Such exposed statues in very shallow water would entice people to walk out to them and trample on, damage and largely destroy the minuscule existing 
coral reefs in that part of Picnic Bay. Therefore, it appears a MOUA at Picnic Bay would damage and destroy the reef and coral rather than protect and 
enhance it. 
 
PART 2: MAJORITY OF PICNIC BAY RESIDENTS AND THE ACT OPPOSE THE MOUA 
The purposes of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975 (Act), per Section 2, include: 
▪ provide for the long term protection and conservation of the environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef Region. 
▪ allow ecologically sustainable use of the Great Barrier Reef Region for purposes including the public enjoyment and appreciation and recreational, 
economic and cultural activities. 
 
Obviously, the terms “heritage values” and “public enjoyment and appreciation” above must have an inherent relationship to each other; in that both would 
implicitly presuppose some general “universal” value or consensus. Among its definitions of the word “universal”, the Merriam-Webster Dictionary says: 
▪ Definition of universal – embracing a major part or the greatest portion (as of humankind) 
For example, the vast majority of people in the world would regard the Great Barrier Reef, the Sydney Opera House, the Colosseum, the Sistine Chapel 
and the Mona Lisa as worthy of preservation; as well as wishing to have public access to these things for the purpose of enjoyment and appreciation. This, I 
imagine, is the meaning of “universal”; in that there is an overwhelming general public consensus or support. For example, there unlikely was or is a 
universal consensus to preserve statues of Adolf Hitler; despite a minority of vested interests who may wish to preserve or otherwise construct statues of 
Adolf Hitler. It thus logically follows the definition of “heritage value” in subsection 3(1A) of the Act, per subsection 13(4) of the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, appears to have the meaning given by the World Heritage Convention2, which is below and refers to “universal value”: 
Article 1 For the purpose of this Convention, the following shall be considered as “cultural heritage”: – monuments: architectural works, works of 
monumental sculpture and painting, elements or structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations of features, which 
are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art or science; – groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected buildings which, 
because of their architecture, their homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art or 
science; – sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including archaeological sites which are of outstanding universal value 
from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view. Article 2 For the purposes of this Convention, the following shall be considered 
as “natural heritage”: – natural features consisting of physical and biological formations or groups of such formations, which are of outstanding universal 
value from the aesthetic or scientific point of view; – geological and physiographical formations and precisely delineated areas which constitute the habitat 
of threatened species of animals and plants of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science or conservation; – natural sites or precisely 
delineated natural areas of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science, conservation or natural beauty. In short, the above legal principals, 
entrusted for the public good to GBRMPA for administration, appear evidenced as absent in the MOUA proposal regarding Picnic Bay.  
 
It is well evidenced a majority of the Picnic Bay public, regardless of their exact proportion, oppose a MOUA for Picnic Bay. It follows it appears a MOUA at 
Picnic Bay does not possess “universal value”, “heritage value” and “public enjoyment and appreciation” for the purpose of the Act. As an example, while 
some people may enjoy the style of ‘art’ recently introduced into Townsville and Picnic Bay by MOUA and TCC, such ‘art’ obviously does not possess 
“universal value” because it is also regarded by many as unattractive and discordant with both the natural and cultural heritage of Picnic Bay. For example, 
Picnic Bay Jetty with only white lights aesthetically blends more naturally with a beautiful full moon. In short, most of the Picnic Bay public wishes to 
preserve the naturalness of the waters and marine National Park; and also preserve Picnic Bay’s cultural heritage. 
 
PART 3: THE MOUA PUBLIC INFORMATION RATIONALE CANNOT APPLY TO PICNIC BAY 
The Public Information Package makes many superlative claims about the MOUA proposal, from which I will list and reply to a selection, below, as follows: 
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▪ MOUA: It is firstly a project that raises awareness about the state of the reef and what we can do to reduce impacts and implement positive actions. MY 
REPLY: Firstly, the Public Information Package uses the term “the reef” so vaguely I am unsure which “reef” it is referring to. If it is referring to the Picnic 
Bay reef then this reef is insignificant and warrants no raising of awareness by the State Government, the Port of Townsville, Sunferries, etc, who sponsor 
MOUA because it is often said it is the dredging of the port channel by the State that has resulted in the diminution and destruction of the Picnic Bay reef. If 
“the reef” refers to the Great Barrier Reef then MOUA achieving the above general goal at Picnic Bay appears impossible. For example, in June 2021, 
UNESCO announced a plan to downgrade the status of the reef to ‘In Danger’ yet the Australian Prime Minister and colleagues scoffed at the UNESCO 
view as “appalling” and “driven by China”. I doubt a MOUA at Picnic Bay can raise the awareness of such people if UNESCO is unable to. Also, whatever 
reef exists at Picnic Bay is not representative of the Great Barrier Reef. It follows a MOUA at Picnic Bay may be cynically regarded by the public and 
tourists as a “sham”. In short, Picnic Bay is not a place with a coral reef or Great Barrier Reef identity. The internet says the Great Barrier Reef is 135km 
away from Picnic Bay and there is no direct transport from Townsville to the Great Barrier Reef. The identity of Picnic Bay is a relaxed 1950s style village, 
with old jetty, for fishing; a good beach, with stinger net, for swimming; a lovely esplanade and parks for walking and picnics; and surrounding bush 
headlands for walks and epic sunsets. Rarely there are many adult snorkelers at Picnic Bay, let alone serious divers. It’s self-evidently not an ideal place for 
snorkelers, divers, reef education and concrete statues; which will be obstacles with those fishing from the jetty. 
 
▪ MOUA: It is a project that has locally, nationally and globally significant tourism and edu-tourism attraction and generates significant pride. MY REPLY: 
The respective MOUA reports have explicitly said the reef, live coral and water visibility at Picnic Bay are very poor and shallow. In fact, on a low tide, the 
reef and mud flats can look quite desolate and ugly. It follows it appears impossible a MOUA at Picnic Bay could ever be regarded as locally, nationally and 
globally significant. Also, since the majority of Picnic Bay residents oppose the MOUA at Picnic Bay, it would not generate significant pride as MOUA claims 
but may possibly generate opposite feelings; such as feeling resentment, betrayal and disrespected. . 
 
▪ MOUA: The sculpture ‘Ocean Siren’… vision is: A globally recognized… inspired and take action to protect the Great Barrier Reef. MY REPLY: While I 
doubt ‘Ocean Siren’ will be a new Statue of Liberty or Christ The Redeemer, I don’t believe statues at Picnic Bay can achieve the above purpose. 
 
▪ MOUA: The MOUA process is about collaboration, co-design and consultation with diverse stakeholders including artists, scientists, engineers, Traditional 
Owners, divers, tourists, government and community. MY REPLY: While not essential to my submission, the above identity categories are not, in reality, 
discrete fixed entities. For example, I know, at least recently, all Traditional Owners did not support the MOUA at Picnic Bay (because some signed our 
petition); just as all artists, scientists, engineers, divers, tourists, government and community would and do not support the MOUA at Picnic Bay.  
 
▪ MOUA: The MOUA is an innovative project combining underwater art, research and education… MY REPLY: At least at Picnic Bay, the MOUA project 
could very easily become a white elephant. 
 
▪ MOUA: The aims of the project are to increase knowledge, education, stewardship, tourism and conservation of the Reef and the region. MY REPLY: As 
already stated above, it appears a MOUA at Picnic Bay would not achieve the above purpose because the location is not attractive enough for tourists 
interested in diving and snorkeling. Also, because general knowledge about The Great Barrier Reef is extensive in the world; it appears any increase in 
knowledge by a MOUA at Picnic Bay would be statistically immeasurable. The State employing some of the over-supply of marine biologists for public and 
school education tours would likely achieve much more than a MOUA at Picnic Bay. 
 
▪ MOUA: The MOUA project facilitates … to challenge the visitor to consider their impacts on the environment MY REPLY: The above appears tragically 
ironic because I am often told the main impact on the reefs of Picnic Bay is the Townsville Port Channel dredging, which is done by the Queensland 
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▪ MOUA: It is firstly a project that raises awareness about the state of the reef and what we can do to reduce impacts and implement positive actions. MY 
REPLY: Firstly, the Public Information Package uses the term “the reef” so vaguely I am unsure which “reef” it is referring to. If it is referring to the Picnic 
Bay reef then this reef is insignificant and warrants no raising of awareness by the State Government, the Port of Townsville, Sunferries, etc, who sponsor 
MOUA because it is often said it is the dredging of the port channel by the State that has resulted in the diminution and destruction of the Picnic Bay reef. If 
“the reef” refers to the Great Barrier Reef then MOUA achieving the above general goal at Picnic Bay appears impossible. For example, in June 2021, 
UNESCO announced a plan to downgrade the status of the reef to ‘In Danger’ yet the Australian Prime Minister and colleagues scoffed at the UNESCO 
view as “appalling” and “driven by China”. I doubt a MOUA at Picnic Bay can raise the awareness of such people if UNESCO is unable to. Also, whatever 
reef exists at Picnic Bay is not representative of the Great Barrier Reef. It follows a MOUA at Picnic Bay may be cynically regarded by the public and 
tourists as a “sham”. In short, Picnic Bay is not a place with a coral reef or Great Barrier Reef identity. The internet says the Great Barrier Reef is 135km 
away from Picnic Bay and there is no direct transport from Townsville to the Great Barrier Reef. The identity of Picnic Bay is a relaxed 1950s style village, 
with old jetty, for fishing; a good beach, with stinger net, for swimming; a lovely esplanade and parks for walking and picnics; and surrounding bush 
headlands for walks and epic sunsets. Rarely there are many adult snorkelers at Picnic Bay, let alone serious divers. It’s self-evidently not an ideal place for 
snorkelers, divers, reef education and concrete statues; which will be obstacles with those fishing from the jetty. 
 
▪ MOUA: It is a project that has locally, nationally and globally significant tourism and edu-tourism attraction and generates significant pride. MY REPLY: 
The respective MOUA reports have explicitly said the reef, live coral and water visibility at Picnic Bay are very poor and shallow. In fact, on a low tide, the 
reef and mud flats can look quite desolate and ugly. It follows it appears impossible a MOUA at Picnic Bay could ever be regarded as locally, nationally and 
globally significant. Also, since the majority of Picnic Bay residents oppose the MOUA at Picnic Bay, it would not generate significant pride as MOUA claims 
but may possibly generate opposite feelings; such as feeling resentment, betrayal and disrespected. . 
 
▪ MOUA: The sculpture ‘Ocean Siren’… vision is: A globally recognized… inspired and take action to protect the Great Barrier Reef. MY REPLY: While I 
doubt ‘Ocean Siren’ will be a new Statue of Liberty or Christ The Redeemer, I don’t believe statues at Picnic Bay can achieve the above purpose. 
 
▪ MOUA: The MOUA process is about collaboration, co-design and consultation with diverse stakeholders including artists, scientists, engineers, Traditional 
Owners, divers, tourists, government and community. MY REPLY: While not essential to my submission, the above identity categories are not, in reality, 
discrete fixed entities. For example, I know, at least recently, all Traditional Owners did not support the MOUA at Picnic Bay (because some signed our 
petition); just as all artists, scientists, engineers, divers, tourists, government and community would and do not support the MOUA at Picnic Bay.  
 
▪ MOUA: The MOUA is an innovative project combining underwater art, research and education… MY REPLY: At least at Picnic Bay, the MOUA project 
could very easily become a white elephant. 
 
▪ MOUA: The aims of the project are to increase knowledge, education, stewardship, tourism and conservation of the Reef and the region. MY REPLY: As 
already stated above, it appears a MOUA at Picnic Bay would not achieve the above purpose because the location is not attractive enough for tourists 
interested in diving and snorkeling. Also, because general knowledge about The Great Barrier Reef is extensive in the world; it appears any increase in 
knowledge by a MOUA at Picnic Bay would be statistically immeasurable. The State employing some of the over-supply of marine biologists for public and 
school education tours would likely achieve much more than a MOUA at Picnic Bay. 
 
▪ MOUA: The MOUA project facilitates … to challenge the visitor to consider their impacts on the environment MY REPLY: The above appears tragically 
ironic because I am often told the main impact on the reefs of Picnic Bay is the Townsville Port Channel dredging, which is done by the Queensland 
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government. If visitors to a Picnic Bay MOUA learn their own use of the shipping channel contributes to the state of the few miserable insignificant Picnic 
Bay reefs, they might feel guilt rather than pride. 
 
▪ MOUA: These include world-leading coral reef experts (James Cook University, Australian Institute of Marine Science, Reef Ecologic). MY REPLY: Again, 
the above identities are not discrete monolithic entities. In other words, as previously stated, there are obviously people, who form the above institutions, 
opposed to the MOUA at Picnic Bay. Also, scientists and scientific institutions can rarely be wholly free from conflicts of interests because individual 
scientists must earn an income. The fact at least one AIMS scientist is proposed to be immortalized in concrete and steel is another example of a type of 
possible conflict of interest. Since coral reef experts are employed by mining companies to provide reports, obviously being a coral reef expert is not free 
from personal agendas and conflicts of interests. If scientists only worked for the common good, the world would not be amass with many highly destructive 
technologies, including weapons or polluting machinery. 
 
▪ MOUA: The project is regionally and globally important. MY REPLY: Again, a MOUA at Picnic Bay, with its low quality low quantity coral reefs, does not 
sound important at all. It would likely be a farce. 
 
▪ MOUA: ... forecasts, once fully operational, economic benefits to the region, including $42 million dollars in associated annual expenditure and projected 
182 direct and indirect jobs. The forecast benefits of the MOUA project once fully operational are to increase tourism in the region by 50,000 visitors per 
annum. MY REPLY: For Picnic Bay, the above appears unsubstantiated, speculative and unrealistic. 50,000 extra visitors per annum amounts to 137 extra 
visitors per day. The idea 137 extra snorkelers, divers and tourists per day will be attracted to the insignificant reefs of Picnic Bay sounds unrealistic to me 
because (each morning, each afternoon and at times near the midday) I only very occasionally see one or a few tourist snorkelers and divers at Picnic Bay. 
 
▪ MOUA: MOUA aims to attract socially responsible visitors, those interested in science, reef restoration and the impact of climate change on the science of 
the Great Barrier Reef. MY REPLY: Again, the above does not appear possible at Picnic Bay. Since the MOUA includes an educational objective, I cannot 
imagine a MOUA at Picnic Bay, with its insignificant reefs, could attract those already socially (ecologically) responsible and aware. For those unaware, as 
already suggested, a MOUA at Picnic Bay could end up being regarded as a “sham” and tourist scam, due to the poor corals and reefs there. 
 
In conclusion, in respect to Picnic Bay, many believe $2 million should be spent improving Magnetic Island’s roads and public health facilities. Recently, the 
media reported chaos on Magnetic Island after the State government wanted testing for Covid-19; yet the facilities appeared inadequate. Regardless of this, 
while on face value a MOUA (that does not harm the natural heritage) at Geoffrey Bay (with its colorful coral Moltke wreck, snorkel trail, giant clams and tie 
to Dr Rick Brayley) could be a bona fide but mere local tourist attraction (rather than nationally and globally significant); a MOUA at Picnic Bay, in all 
probability, would be regarded as a sham, scam or hoax. 
 
PART 4: PUBLIC CAMPAIGN WITH PREFENCE FOR PICNIC BAY 
I have concern over a recent public campaign encouraging residents to make individual responses against the MOUA proposal. The campaign contained 
the following section about an unreferenced Facebook survey, where 34% of 111 respondents (i.e., 38 unknown people) preferred Picnic Bay. I am 
concerned this campaign, which highlighted “Picnic Bay (34%)” in red ink, could have influenced Magnetic Island residents to make individual responses (to 
GBRPMA) saying they prefer Picnic Bay for the MOUA.  
 
It is common on Magnetic Island (such as with the Waste Transfer Station or industrial relocation proposals) for people to lobby for sites (for things they do 
not like) to be in suburbs other than their own. This can be problematic for Picnic Bay because Picnic Bay contains at most 12% of the Island population per 
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the 2016 Census; which would be less today due to the growth of the two largest Island suburbs. In conclusion, if GBRMPA receives individual responses 
saying they prefer Picnic Bay, I ask of GBRMPA: 
1. To be mindful the campaign may have unintentionally inspired people to do this. 
2. To be mindful of my reasoned viewpoint, namely, a MOUA at Picnic Bay will not conform with the goal of the Act and will not conform with the intentions 
and hopes of the MOUA for the MOUA to be locally, nationally and globally significant. In short, as I suggested, a MOUA at coral-deficient Picnic Bay is 
likely to be cynically perceived as a sham, hoax or scam by the general public. 

69 Submission in relation to the proposed MOUA on Magnetic Island  
 
1. The values of Magnetic Island and Geoffrey Bay 
 
The Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) Management Statement 2013 makes it clear that “Magnetic Island and surrounding waters are part of the Great Barrier 
Reef World Heritage Area”. In this context, Australia is required to do all in its power to protect and conserve the Area, including Magnetic Island and its 
waters.  
 
There is no evidence that artificial structures placed in protected world heritage areas improves the health of an area. Indeed, in some areas, ‘art’ has been 
placed underwater in order to draw the focus of human activity away from sensitive areas and so allow for recovery. 
 
This submission opposes an MOUA anywhere around World Heritage Magnetic Island, which is already exposed to extensive human degradation and can 
only be further desecrated by the imposition of artificial structures and an associated increase in human pressure. 
 
Nevertheless, the particularly high environmental values of Geoffrey Bay (the proponents’ preferred location for placement of artificial structures) have 
resulted in it being designated a Green Zone within the World Heritage Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. Environmentally, socially and culturally, it is the 
most highly valued Bay on Magnetic Island (according to both the community and the MOUA proponents). As a result, there is even less justification for any 
tourist attraction to be placed in the waters of this bay. 
 
Geoffrey Bay is the first place in the world where synchronised coral spawning was identified. It is a home and breeding ground for a number of migratory 
and other sea and shore birds, which are protected by a number of treaties to which Australia is a signatory. It is home (and a nursery) for a range of marine 
species, including dugongs, sharks, rays, turtles, fish and corals.  
 
Nevertheless, it is suffering from climate change, people walking on the reef at low tide, scavenging, illegal dog-exercising, sedimentation from channel 
dredging, the inshore drift of dumped dredge spoil, shark drums, parking and driving on the foreshore, plastic and other pollution. Additional pressure 
through the placement of concrete sculptures and increased visitation can in no way be seen to concur with the primary objective of the GBRMP Act 1975, 
which is “to provide for the long term protection and conservation of the environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef Region”. 
 
On this basis alone, the MOUA cannot be placed in Geoffrey Bay or any of the other bays around Magnetic Island. 
 
2. The GBRMP Act 1975 and the rationales for the MOUA 
 
There is virtually no correlation between the primary objective of the GBRMP Act 1975 and the various rationales provided by proponents of the MOUA.    
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The MOUA project is supported by its business proponents almost exclusively on the basis of its alleged economic impact: 
 The MOUA website Notes: “The Museum of Underwater Art would be the first of its kind in the Southern Hemisphere and on a scale that would 

significantly expand the City and region tourism offering and would help support Queensland’s visitor attraction strategy”. 
 Townsville Enterprise Ltd notes: “The overarching vision for MOUA is to create a global art attraction for Townsville North Queensland (the first of 

its kind in the Southern Hemisphere) that provides a point of differentiation, tells the stories of the land, people and environment, provides ongoing 
economic benefit to the local economy and builds the capacity of operators and businesses within the local tourism industry”. 

 Townsville Enterprise also notes: “The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) will be a catalytic tourism project to enhance the State's tourism 
experience, support regional dispersal of visitation along the Great Barrier Reef, and boost awareness of the destination” and “This project will 
enhance the region's art and reef experiences to leverage global tourism trends and with the project’s full investment anticipated to attract up to 
50,000 visitors from across the globe each year”. 

 Townsville Enterprise’s ‘Advocacy Alert’ notes that “Underwater art museums are artistic installations, usually involving sculptured works placed 
on the seafloor or riverbeds to provide fascinating visual, emotional and physical experiences for visitors”. 

 Even the PIP (p.3), after making the challengeable claim that the project is “…firstly a project that raises awareness about the state of the reef and 
what we can do to reduce impacts and implement positive actions, states that the MOUA “…is a project that has locally, nationally and globally 
significant tourism and edu-tourism attraction and generates significant pride, jobs and revenue for the Townsville region” and “The Museum of 
Underwater Art Project has been developed as a project with environmental, social-cultural and economic objectives that will benefit Townsville and 
the North Queensland region”.  

 Interestingly, the Citizens of the Great Barrier Reef charity mistakenly states: “… the MoUA would aid in coral reef conservation by taking 
pressure off local high-value reefs, giving them a better opportunity to repair and regrow”. In fact, the converse would be true. The proposal would 
place large artificial sculptures and increase human impact on the most environmentally (local, high-value) Bay on Magnetic Island. 

 
3. GBRMP Assessment Criteria 
 
When deciding whether or not to grant or refuse permission for a proposed use of the Marine Park, the Authority must consider matters specified in Section 
103 of the Regulations and Guidelines governing GBRMPA’s decisions and actions: viz., Mandatory considerations in deciding whether to grant permission. 
While it is acknowledged that all sixteen considerations must be considered by the decision- maker, this submission refers only to some of them, noting that 
compliance with all is required. 
 
When making a decision on an application, a suitable decision-maker “weighs up the considerations and makes an overall decision on the application”. The 
decision-maker must be primarily responsive to the primary aim of the GBRMP Act, viz. “to provide for the long term protection and conservation of the 
environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef Region”.  
 
 (a) Consideration A: Objects of the zone 
According to the Background provided in the PIP, the objectives of the MOUA are: to raise awareness of the state of the reef and what we can do to reduce 
impacts (ie educate visitors); to increase tourism, and thirdly to facilitate research. All of these activities are allowed in Geoffrey Bay’s Green Zone (with a 
permit required for research) BUT, they are also allowed in all other zones around Magnetic Island with the same restriction. Notably, however, research in 
a Green Zone is permitted only if the research “is relevant to, and a priority for the management of the Marine Park; and cannot reasonably be conducted 
elsewhere”. This restriction does NOT apply to any other marine zone around Magnetic Island. It cannot be claimed that the unique ‘research’, which would 
arise from the MOUA (that is, the impact of the sculptures on marine life) is ‘a priority for the management of the Marine Park’, or can only be conducted in 
Geoffrey Bay. The placement of the MOUA in Geoffrey Bay would not meet Consideration A of the Assessment Criteria, and so must be rejected. 
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the 2016 Census; which would be less today due to the growth of the two largest Island suburbs. In conclusion, if GBRMPA receives individual responses 
saying they prefer Picnic Bay, I ask of GBRMPA: 
1. To be mindful the campaign may have unintentionally inspired people to do this. 
2. To be mindful of my reasoned viewpoint, namely, a MOUA at Picnic Bay will not conform with the goal of the Act and will not conform with the intentions 
and hopes of the MOUA for the MOUA to be locally, nationally and globally significant. In short, as I suggested, a MOUA at coral-deficient Picnic Bay is 
likely to be cynically perceived as a sham, hoax or scam by the general public. 

69 Submission in relation to the proposed MOUA on Magnetic Island  
 
1. The values of Magnetic Island and Geoffrey Bay 
 
The Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) Management Statement 2013 makes it clear that “Magnetic Island and surrounding waters are part of the Great Barrier 
Reef World Heritage Area”. In this context, Australia is required to do all in its power to protect and conserve the Area, including Magnetic Island and its 
waters.  
 
There is no evidence that artificial structures placed in protected world heritage areas improves the health of an area. Indeed, in some areas, ‘art’ has been 
placed underwater in order to draw the focus of human activity away from sensitive areas and so allow for recovery. 
 
This submission opposes an MOUA anywhere around World Heritage Magnetic Island, which is already exposed to extensive human degradation and can 
only be further desecrated by the imposition of artificial structures and an associated increase in human pressure. 
 
Nevertheless, the particularly high environmental values of Geoffrey Bay (the proponents’ preferred location for placement of artificial structures) have 
resulted in it being designated a Green Zone within the World Heritage Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. Environmentally, socially and culturally, it is the 
most highly valued Bay on Magnetic Island (according to both the community and the MOUA proponents). As a result, there is even less justification for any 
tourist attraction to be placed in the waters of this bay. 
 
Geoffrey Bay is the first place in the world where synchronised coral spawning was identified. It is a home and breeding ground for a number of migratory 
and other sea and shore birds, which are protected by a number of treaties to which Australia is a signatory. It is home (and a nursery) for a range of marine 
species, including dugongs, sharks, rays, turtles, fish and corals.  
 
Nevertheless, it is suffering from climate change, people walking on the reef at low tide, scavenging, illegal dog-exercising, sedimentation from channel 
dredging, the inshore drift of dumped dredge spoil, shark drums, parking and driving on the foreshore, plastic and other pollution. Additional pressure 
through the placement of concrete sculptures and increased visitation can in no way be seen to concur with the primary objective of the GBRMP Act 1975, 
which is “to provide for the long term protection and conservation of the environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef Region”. 
 
On this basis alone, the MOUA cannot be placed in Geoffrey Bay or any of the other bays around Magnetic Island. 
 
2. The GBRMP Act 1975 and the rationales for the MOUA 
 
There is virtually no correlation between the primary objective of the GBRMP Act 1975 and the various rationales provided by proponents of the MOUA.    
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The MOUA project is supported by its business proponents almost exclusively on the basis of its alleged economic impact: 
 The MOUA website Notes: “The Museum of Underwater Art would be the first of its kind in the Southern Hemisphere and on a scale that would 

significantly expand the City and region tourism offering and would help support Queensland’s visitor attraction strategy”. 
 Townsville Enterprise Ltd notes: “The overarching vision for MOUA is to create a global art attraction for Townsville North Queensland (the first of 

its kind in the Southern Hemisphere) that provides a point of differentiation, tells the stories of the land, people and environment, provides ongoing 
economic benefit to the local economy and builds the capacity of operators and businesses within the local tourism industry”. 

 Townsville Enterprise also notes: “The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) will be a catalytic tourism project to enhance the State's tourism 
experience, support regional dispersal of visitation along the Great Barrier Reef, and boost awareness of the destination” and “This project will 
enhance the region's art and reef experiences to leverage global tourism trends and with the project’s full investment anticipated to attract up to 
50,000 visitors from across the globe each year”. 

 Townsville Enterprise’s ‘Advocacy Alert’ notes that “Underwater art museums are artistic installations, usually involving sculptured works placed 
on the seafloor or riverbeds to provide fascinating visual, emotional and physical experiences for visitors”. 

 Even the PIP (p.3), after making the challengeable claim that the project is “…firstly a project that raises awareness about the state of the reef and 
what we can do to reduce impacts and implement positive actions, states that the MOUA “…is a project that has locally, nationally and globally 
significant tourism and edu-tourism attraction and generates significant pride, jobs and revenue for the Townsville region” and “The Museum of 
Underwater Art Project has been developed as a project with environmental, social-cultural and economic objectives that will benefit Townsville and 
the North Queensland region”.  

 Interestingly, the Citizens of the Great Barrier Reef charity mistakenly states: “… the MoUA would aid in coral reef conservation by taking 
pressure off local high-value reefs, giving them a better opportunity to repair and regrow”. In fact, the converse would be true. The proposal would 
place large artificial sculptures and increase human impact on the most environmentally (local, high-value) Bay on Magnetic Island. 

 
3. GBRMP Assessment Criteria 
 
When deciding whether or not to grant or refuse permission for a proposed use of the Marine Park, the Authority must consider matters specified in Section 
103 of the Regulations and Guidelines governing GBRMPA’s decisions and actions: viz., Mandatory considerations in deciding whether to grant permission. 
While it is acknowledged that all sixteen considerations must be considered by the decision- maker, this submission refers only to some of them, noting that 
compliance with all is required. 
 
When making a decision on an application, a suitable decision-maker “weighs up the considerations and makes an overall decision on the application”. The 
decision-maker must be primarily responsive to the primary aim of the GBRMP Act, viz. “to provide for the long term protection and conservation of the 
environment, biodiversity and heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef Region”.  
 
 (a) Consideration A: Objects of the zone 
According to the Background provided in the PIP, the objectives of the MOUA are: to raise awareness of the state of the reef and what we can do to reduce 
impacts (ie educate visitors); to increase tourism, and thirdly to facilitate research. All of these activities are allowed in Geoffrey Bay’s Green Zone (with a 
permit required for research) BUT, they are also allowed in all other zones around Magnetic Island with the same restriction. Notably, however, research in 
a Green Zone is permitted only if the research “is relevant to, and a priority for the management of the Marine Park; and cannot reasonably be conducted 
elsewhere”. This restriction does NOT apply to any other marine zone around Magnetic Island. It cannot be claimed that the unique ‘research’, which would 
arise from the MOUA (that is, the impact of the sculptures on marine life) is ‘a priority for the management of the Marine Park’, or can only be conducted in 
Geoffrey Bay. The placement of the MOUA in Geoffrey Bay would not meet Consideration A of the Assessment Criteria, and so must be rejected. 
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(b) Consideration D: Reasonable steps 
This consideration requires users of the Marine Park “to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment in the Marine Park that 
might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry”. The PIP makes but fleeting reference to this issue. It refers mainly to installation (and to a lesser extent, 
use’) of the works at John Brewer Reef, which is a very different site. Unlike Geoffrey Bay is has clear water, much empty space around the installation and, 
when viewers are present) constant supervision by boat staff in and out of the water. In discussing management of environmental risks associated with the 
installation at Geoffrey Bay, the PIP describes effective tools with which ‘to mitigate the effects of underwater art’. With the exception of ‘careful site 
selection’ to avoid coral and seagrass (but not sand, sediment, fish, other marine life), the PIP does not state that any of these tools would be used at 
Geoffrey Bay. It is noted that foreshore signage would only further detract from the natural beauty of the Bay. The PIP seems to hope that GBRMPA (tax-
payer) will develop a site plan. The proponents indicate that they will, however, develop a monitoring and maintenance plan – presumably to measure the 
amount of damage (to the bay or to the sculpture?) and fix any ‘broken bits’. There is ample literature on the deleterious impact of snorkelers on the marine 
environment. Damage from snorkelling, impact of MOUA sites elsewhere, use of MOUA to draw impact away from high value sites. 
 
(c) Consideration E: Feasible and Prudent Alternative 
According to this Consideration, “In general the option that would have the least impact to [on] the values of the Marine park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued” and raises the question “Could the proposed activity be conducted at a different location that 
supports fewer values…”. The applicant has not provided an adequate “tailored assessment” with a “more detailed comparison of the biodiversity, social, 
economic and heritage impacts of options included in the application”. A limited number of factors are compared in a very perfunctory way – and the 
conclusions drawn are arbitrary, reflecting the ‘wants’ of the proponents more than anything else.   
 
According to the PIP (p.7) “The potential locations for underwater sculptures at Magnetic Island that are considered in this PIP include underwater habitats 
at: Picnic Bay, Nelly Bay, Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay, Florence Bay, Arthur Bay and Horseshoe Bay.” Table 5 (p.35) sets out the (often unsubstantiated) rating 
(good, average, poor) of these Bays. In summary, Geoffrey Bay is rated as the ‘best’ (scoring 41 out of a possible 45); Nelly Bay and Florence Bays are 
rated equal second best (both scoring 29 out of 45); Arthur Bay is third, with 28/45; Alma and Picnic Bays joint fourth (27/45) and Picnic Bay last with 19/45. 
Nevertheless, detailed site evaluations are provided for only two potential locations: Picnic Bay and Geoffrey Bay.  
 
The PIP (p.10) states “Detailed consultation on art concepts and locations with the Magnetic island [sic] community in 2020 indicated a preference for 
underwater sculptures at Geoffrey Bay or Picnic Bay.” Evidently, the preferences of the artists and some people weigh more heavily that environmental 
factors. No information about this critical consultation (how advertised, number of people, questions asked etc.) is provided in the PIP. Nevertheless, only 
Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bays are further assessed. It can only be assumed that the two bays have been assessed in terms of the degree to which they 
meet the demands of the proponents. 
 
Further examination of this issue raises further concerns about accuracy and accountability. Site evaluation charts for Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay were 
provided in the 2020 Site Assessment of Magnetic Island for the proposed MOUA. It appears that the Abstract provided for this study is not in agreement 
with the body of the text. The Abstract includes the following: “Live coral cover varied with an average of 20.9% at Geoffrey Bay and 2.2% at Picnic Bay. 
Water visibility varied with an average of 4-8m at Geoffrey Bay and 2-3m at Picnic Bay.” However, site evaluation charts for Geoffrey and Picnic Bays (the 
only two sites presented in this way), note that: “Reef Biomass [coral cover is not included] at Geofrey Bay was ‘5/10 Low’, whereas that for Picnic Bay was 
‘6/10 Average’. Furthermore, Figure 11 (p.11) of Reef Ecologic’s ‘Site Assessment of Magnetic Island for Proposed Museum of Underwater Art’ 
demonstrates that water visibility at Picnic Bay is generally superior to that of Geoffrey Bay. It is hard, if not impossible, to avoid the conclusion that data 
have been mininterpreted in order to deliver the outcome desired by the proponents. 
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(b) Consideration D: Reasonable steps 
This consideration requires users of the Marine Park “to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment in the Marine Park that 
might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry”. The PIP makes but fleeting reference to this issue. It refers mainly to installation (and to a lesser extent, 
use’) of the works at John Brewer Reef, which is a very different site. Unlike Geoffrey Bay is has clear water, much empty space around the installation and, 
when viewers are present) constant supervision by boat staff in and out of the water. In discussing management of environmental risks associated with the 
installation at Geoffrey Bay, the PIP describes effective tools with which ‘to mitigate the effects of underwater art’. With the exception of ‘careful site 
selection’ to avoid coral and seagrass (but not sand, sediment, fish, other marine life), the PIP does not state that any of these tools would be used at 
Geoffrey Bay. It is noted that foreshore signage would only further detract from the natural beauty of the Bay. The PIP seems to hope that GBRMPA (tax-
payer) will develop a site plan. The proponents indicate that they will, however, develop a monitoring and maintenance plan – presumably to measure the 
amount of damage (to the bay or to the sculpture?) and fix any ‘broken bits’. There is ample literature on the deleterious impact of snorkelers on the marine 
environment. Damage from snorkelling, impact of MOUA sites elsewhere, use of MOUA to draw impact away from high value sites. 
 
(c) Consideration E: Feasible and Prudent Alternative 
According to this Consideration, “In general the option that would have the least impact to [on] the values of the Marine park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued” and raises the question “Could the proposed activity be conducted at a different location that 
supports fewer values…”. The applicant has not provided an adequate “tailored assessment” with a “more detailed comparison of the biodiversity, social, 
economic and heritage impacts of options included in the application”. A limited number of factors are compared in a very perfunctory way – and the 
conclusions drawn are arbitrary, reflecting the ‘wants’ of the proponents more than anything else.   
 
According to the PIP (p.7) “The potential locations for underwater sculptures at Magnetic Island that are considered in this PIP include underwater habitats 
at: Picnic Bay, Nelly Bay, Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay, Florence Bay, Arthur Bay and Horseshoe Bay.” Table 5 (p.35) sets out the (often unsubstantiated) rating 
(good, average, poor) of these Bays. In summary, Geoffrey Bay is rated as the ‘best’ (scoring 41 out of a possible 45); Nelly Bay and Florence Bays are 
rated equal second best (both scoring 29 out of 45); Arthur Bay is third, with 28/45; Alma and Picnic Bays joint fourth (27/45) and Picnic Bay last with 19/45. 
Nevertheless, detailed site evaluations are provided for only two potential locations: Picnic Bay and Geoffrey Bay.  
 
The PIP (p.10) states “Detailed consultation on art concepts and locations with the Magnetic island [sic] community in 2020 indicated a preference for 
underwater sculptures at Geoffrey Bay or Picnic Bay.” Evidently, the preferences of the artists and some people weigh more heavily that environmental 
factors. No information about this critical consultation (how advertised, number of people, questions asked etc.) is provided in the PIP. Nevertheless, only 
Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bays are further assessed. It can only be assumed that the two bays have been assessed in terms of the degree to which they 
meet the demands of the proponents. 
 
Further examination of this issue raises further concerns about accuracy and accountability. Site evaluation charts for Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay were 
provided in the 2020 Site Assessment of Magnetic Island for the proposed MOUA. It appears that the Abstract provided for this study is not in agreement 
with the body of the text. The Abstract includes the following: “Live coral cover varied with an average of 20.9% at Geoffrey Bay and 2.2% at Picnic Bay. 
Water visibility varied with an average of 4-8m at Geoffrey Bay and 2-3m at Picnic Bay.” However, site evaluation charts for Geoffrey and Picnic Bays (the 
only two sites presented in this way), note that: “Reef Biomass [coral cover is not included] at Geofrey Bay was ‘5/10 Low’, whereas that for Picnic Bay was 
‘6/10 Average’. Furthermore, Figure 11 (p.11) of Reef Ecologic’s ‘Site Assessment of Magnetic Island for Proposed Museum of Underwater Art’ 
demonstrates that water visibility at Picnic Bay is generally superior to that of Geoffrey Bay. It is hard, if not impossible, to avoid the conclusion that data 
have been mininterpreted in order to deliver the outcome desired by the proponents. 
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(d) Consideration G: Relevant Impacts 
Nowhere does the PIP consider or even list the various impacts – direct, indirect, downstream, consequential, flow-on or cumulative – likely to be 
associated with the MOUA. On this grounds alone the proposal must be rejected. 
 
 (e) Consideration H: Avoid, mitigate, offset  
No submission on projects that damage the environment can be complete without a comment on the ludicrous nature of ‘offsets’. The thinking underlying 
the system is: ‘If you promise not to damage this part of the environment, you can damage that part’.  
 
The PIP in relation to the Palm and Magnetic Island projects deals with the consideration of how the environmental, social and economic risks of the project 
will be monitored and managed in just 447 words and a one-page chart on how a monitoring and maintenance plan would look (Appendix 5). 
 
The proponents seem to have forgotten that they are applying to place numerous artificial tourist-attracting structures in an area of world heritage, which 
has been identified by UNESCO as in danger. 
 
The proponents submission on this issue is, once again, grossly inadequate. 
 
4. Environmental Impact Assessment 
 
GBRMP’s Assessment and Decision Guidelines requires a PIP to explain “the proposal, possible impacts and measures to avoid, mitigate or offset these 
impacts”.   
The first purpose of the PIP is to enable the public to understand the project and provide Management Agencies with “sufficient information that is relevant 
to the legislation, regulations and plans” and to provide the Management Agencies with “…sufficient information that is relevant to the legislation, 
regulations and plans” (PIP p.5) 
Put bluntly, the PIP does not detail the ‘possible impacts’ of the MOUA or provide an environmental impact assessment or sufficient information on which to 
make an assessment. Rather, it makes the brief and unsupported claim that: “Our findings are that through extensive planning, consultation, site selection, 
installation methods and mitigation the proposed Stage 2 and 3 facilities at Magnetic Island and Palm Island have a smaller impact than Stage 1 and that 
the project will not have a significant impact on MNES.” There is no acknowledgement that the simple act of placing numerous, large, artificial structures in 
the protected waters around the Island will, inevitably, detract from the natural integrity, appearance and values and denigrate ecological processes. 
The majority of the PIP focuses not on the environmental (nor social, cultural or economic) changes that will occur, but on the proponents’ assessment and 
comparison of Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay in terms of factors of relevance to their project. Even this analysis is faulty. Multiple but non-exhaustive 
examples of such faults are provided below. 
 
Table 5 of the PIP rates the seven initially considered Magnetic Island bays as ‘good’, ‘average’ and ‘poor’ on the basis of a rating scale provided in Table 4. 
Data for Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay are not provided in the PIP but they are provided by Reef Ecologic in an April 2021 publication. In this publication, 
Picnic Bay is Site 1.2 (p.22) and Geoffrey Bay is Site 2.2 (p.23). 
 

a) In relation to ‘depth’, Table 5 rates Geoffrey Bay (Site 2.2) as ‘good’ but the Picnic Bay (Site 1.2) as ‘average’ despite the fact that both sites have 
depths of 0-6 metres; 
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b) In relation to water visibility, Table 5 rates Geoffrey Bay as ‘good’ and that at Picnic Bay as ‘poor’, despite the fact that the data are overlapping, 
with visibility at Picnic is 2-7m and that at Geoffrey is 3-8m; 

c) In relation to coral abundance Table 5 rates Geoffrey Bay as ‘good’ (5-10) and Picnic Bay as ‘poor’, despite that fact that reef biomass is ‘low’ at 
Geoffrey Bay and ‘average’ at Picnic Bay. 

d) In relation to ‘protection’, Table 5 rates Geoffrey bay as ‘good’, presumably on the basis that it is protected by Bremner Point. Picnic Bay is rated 
‘average’ despite the fact that it is (probably better) protected by Hawkins Point. 

e) In relation to tourism support (the support of commercial tourism operators), Geoffrey Bay is rated ‘good, whereas Picnic Bay is rated ‘average’. 
The level of support from tourism operators is irrelevant when determining the extent to which the GBRMP is protected. 

f) In relation to Heritage, Geoffrey Bay is rated as ‘good’, while Picnic Bay is rated ‘average’. The only ‘heritage’ factor discussed in the PIP is the fact 
that coral spawning was first identified in Geoffrey Bay. There is no attempt to assess other heritage factors. 

g) In relation to jobs and revenue, Geoffrey Bay is rated ‘good’, while Picnic Bay is rated ‘average’. There is no basis for asserting that the number of 
jobs created by the project would vary according to where it is located. This factor is not raised in the claims of job creation made in the economic 
analysis provided for the project. 

 
The site evaluations (2.1 for Picnic Bay and 2.2 for Geoffrey Bay) provide additional comparative data that are not referred to in the PIP multi-criteria 
analysis.  
 
The advantages and disadvantages of Geoffrey and Picnic Bays detailed in the site assessment undertaken by Reef Ecologic and published in 
Researchgate in April 2021 are reproduced below: 
 

Picnic Bay (Site 1.2) Geoffrey Bay (Site 2.2) 
 
Advantages 
Excellent opportunities for intertidal, above 
water works  

Excellent opportunities for intertidal, above 
water works 

Ideal access Ideal access 
Existing snorkel trail Existing snorkel trail 
 High level of protection provided by 

headland (b) 
Easier permitting (a)  
 Opportunity to remove/upgrade disused 

facilities (c)  
 Flat substrate and large expanse for 

multiple works spread over large area (d) 
Disadvantages 
Low/average visibility Low/average visibility 
Swimming restrictions during jelly fish 
season (e) 
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Open fetch of sea, potential for storm surge 
(f) 

 

Uneven substrates at deeper levels  
 Shallow reefs potential[ly] complicate 

installations 
 

(a) The fact that permitting in Picnic Bay would be easier than that in Geoffrey Bay is clear evidence that the Picnic Bay site is less damaging to the 
Marine Park and thus a preferable site under the Assessment and Decision Guidelines. 

(b) An equivalent, or possibly greater level protection is provided by headland at Picnic Bay, which is also a less open Bay 
(c) Why would not such an opportunity arise in Picnic Bay? Also, ease  of removal/upgrading is not a valid criterion for assessment decisions. 
(d) The area allocated for the MOUA is readily available in both Bays 
(e) Both bays are equally prone to jellyfish in season (Picnic has the advantage of a stinger net) 
(f) Appropriate location of MOUA in Picnic Bay would provide as much protection as that in Geoffrey Bay 

 
In summary, the conclusion that must be drawn that even the site assessments, offered by the proponents instead of the required environmental impact 
statement, is inaccurate, misleading and biased. Importantly, because no environmental assessment of the project has been undertaken, there is no way in 
which the precautionary principle has been met. Nor can intergenerational equity be assessed. In sum, the PIP is unfit for purpose and of little to no use in 
ascertaining the impact of the project on the GBRMP.  
 
5. Social Impact Assessment 
GBRMPA Guidelines for social assessment provide guidance on assessing impacts to social values within the permission system. For the purpose of these 
guidelines, the social values of the Marine Park are considered to include:   

 access   
 aesthetics   
 appreciation, understanding and enjoyment   
 human health   
 personal connection   
 equity - intra and inter-generational   
 empowerment   
 employment and income.   

 
The social impact assessment for the project is incorporated into Empower Economics’ ‘Economic Impact Assessment’. Just one page (458 words) of this 
26 page economic assessment is devoted to the social impacts of the MOUA. In addressing the social impact of the project, the assessment: (i) notes the 
size of the Reef; (ii) mentions the intentions of Jason deCaires Taylor (the sculptor, who was selected without tender); (iii) notes the reef is under ‘a range of 
natural and human-induces threats’; and (iv) notes that residents of Palm Island are severely disadvantaged in social and economic terms. It then states 
that “Together the sites will inform and educate thousands of residents and visitors and will provide economic and cultural development opportunities, and 
improve living standards, particularly for the community of Palm Island”. This is the full extent of the social impact assessment of the project as it relates to 
all four MOUA sites. No mention is made of, for example, the tension and division that this proposed project would generate in the community were it to go 
ahead in Geoffrey Bay. It would further damage trust in agency and government integrity. Ironically, when the destructive ‘safe harbour’ was, despite strong 
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b) In relation to water visibility, Table 5 rates Geoffrey Bay as ‘good’ and that at Picnic Bay as ‘poor’, despite the fact that the data are overlapping, 
with visibility at Picnic is 2-7m and that at Geoffrey is 3-8m; 

c) In relation to coral abundance Table 5 rates Geoffrey Bay as ‘good’ (5-10) and Picnic Bay as ‘poor’, despite that fact that reef biomass is ‘low’ at 
Geoffrey Bay and ‘average’ at Picnic Bay. 

d) In relation to ‘protection’, Table 5 rates Geoffrey bay as ‘good’, presumably on the basis that it is protected by Bremner Point. Picnic Bay is rated 
‘average’ despite the fact that it is (probably better) protected by Hawkins Point. 

e) In relation to tourism support (the support of commercial tourism operators), Geoffrey Bay is rated ‘good, whereas Picnic Bay is rated ‘average’. 
The level of support from tourism operators is irrelevant when determining the extent to which the GBRMP is protected. 

f) In relation to Heritage, Geoffrey Bay is rated as ‘good’, while Picnic Bay is rated ‘average’. The only ‘heritage’ factor discussed in the PIP is the fact 
that coral spawning was first identified in Geoffrey Bay. There is no attempt to assess other heritage factors. 

g) In relation to jobs and revenue, Geoffrey Bay is rated ‘good’, while Picnic Bay is rated ‘average’. There is no basis for asserting that the number of 
jobs created by the project would vary according to where it is located. This factor is not raised in the claims of job creation made in the economic 
analysis provided for the project. 

 
The site evaluations (2.1 for Picnic Bay and 2.2 for Geoffrey Bay) provide additional comparative data that are not referred to in the PIP multi-criteria 
analysis.  
 
The advantages and disadvantages of Geoffrey and Picnic Bays detailed in the site assessment undertaken by Reef Ecologic and published in 
Researchgate in April 2021 are reproduced below: 
 

Picnic Bay (Site 1.2) Geoffrey Bay (Site 2.2) 
 
Advantages 
Excellent opportunities for intertidal, above 
water works  

Excellent opportunities for intertidal, above 
water works 

Ideal access Ideal access 
Existing snorkel trail Existing snorkel trail 
 High level of protection provided by 

headland (b) 
Easier permitting (a)  
 Opportunity to remove/upgrade disused 

facilities (c)  
 Flat substrate and large expanse for 

multiple works spread over large area (d) 
Disadvantages 
Low/average visibility Low/average visibility 
Swimming restrictions during jelly fish 
season (e) 
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Open fetch of sea, potential for storm surge 
(f) 

 

Uneven substrates at deeper levels  
 Shallow reefs potential[ly] complicate 

installations 
 

(a) The fact that permitting in Picnic Bay would be easier than that in Geoffrey Bay is clear evidence that the Picnic Bay site is less damaging to the 
Marine Park and thus a preferable site under the Assessment and Decision Guidelines. 

(b) An equivalent, or possibly greater level protection is provided by headland at Picnic Bay, which is also a less open Bay 
(c) Why would not such an opportunity arise in Picnic Bay? Also, ease  of removal/upgrading is not a valid criterion for assessment decisions. 
(d) The area allocated for the MOUA is readily available in both Bays 
(e) Both bays are equally prone to jellyfish in season (Picnic has the advantage of a stinger net) 
(f) Appropriate location of MOUA in Picnic Bay would provide as much protection as that in Geoffrey Bay 

 
In summary, the conclusion that must be drawn that even the site assessments, offered by the proponents instead of the required environmental impact 
statement, is inaccurate, misleading and biased. Importantly, because no environmental assessment of the project has been undertaken, there is no way in 
which the precautionary principle has been met. Nor can intergenerational equity be assessed. In sum, the PIP is unfit for purpose and of little to no use in 
ascertaining the impact of the project on the GBRMP.  
 
5. Social Impact Assessment 
GBRMPA Guidelines for social assessment provide guidance on assessing impacts to social values within the permission system. For the purpose of these 
guidelines, the social values of the Marine Park are considered to include:   

 access   
 aesthetics   
 appreciation, understanding and enjoyment   
 human health   
 personal connection   
 equity - intra and inter-generational   
 empowerment   
 employment and income.   

 
The social impact assessment for the project is incorporated into Empower Economics’ ‘Economic Impact Assessment’. Just one page (458 words) of this 
26 page economic assessment is devoted to the social impacts of the MOUA. In addressing the social impact of the project, the assessment: (i) notes the 
size of the Reef; (ii) mentions the intentions of Jason deCaires Taylor (the sculptor, who was selected without tender); (iii) notes the reef is under ‘a range of 
natural and human-induces threats’; and (iv) notes that residents of Palm Island are severely disadvantaged in social and economic terms. It then states 
that “Together the sites will inform and educate thousands of residents and visitors and will provide economic and cultural development opportunities, and 
improve living standards, particularly for the community of Palm Island”. This is the full extent of the social impact assessment of the project as it relates to 
all four MOUA sites. No mention is made of, for example, the tension and division that this proposed project would generate in the community were it to go 
ahead in Geoffrey Bay. It would further damage trust in agency and government integrity. Ironically, when the destructive ‘safe harbour’ was, despite strong 
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community opposition, developed in Nelly Bay, it was alleged that Picnic Bay (the previous ferry base) would become a ‘destination bay’. This has not 
happened, and the selection of Geoffrey Bay over Picnic Bay for any MOUA structure would further draw visitors from Picnic Bay.  
 
Importantly, Table 5 of the PIP makes it clear that there is no good level of community or TO support for the project occurring in any of the Magnetic Island 
bays. Although not related to the MOUA proposed for Magnetic Island, one discussion (of the project as it relates to the social impact on Palm Island) 
exemplifies how the PIP has been worded in order to infer, possibly non-existent, support for the project (or, if not that, just carelessly). On p 32 of the PIP 
the statement is made “MOUA is a significant investment into the young people’s future on Palm Island and this is supported strongly by Traditional Owner, 
Vicki Saylor from the MOUA Board”. According to this statement, Vicki Saylor strongly supports ‘significant investment into the young people’s future on 
Palm Island’ – not necessarily the MOUA per se. 
 
6. Economic Impact Assessment 
The economic impact analysis undertaken by Empower Economics for the proposed MOUA is woeful. Firstly, it relies on unsupported and untested data 
provided by one beneficiary of the project (Sealink) to declare that the project (it is unclear as to whether this is all three Stages, Stages 2 & 3, or Stage 3 
alone) would result in an additional 50,000 visitors (to where?). How was this number derived? Does it apply to, for example, visitors to Townsville who walk 
along the Strand and walk past the ‘Siren’ (part of stage 1 of the MOUA?) Does it apply only to people who use Sealink ferries to access Palm and 
Magnetic Islands? Did it take into account visitors to Magnetic Island arriving by way of the car barge (run by Magnetic Island Ferries)? The PIP cannot 
even decide on the number of annual visitors (unique or otherwise) to the Island. This varies between 250,000 (p.32) and 290,000 (p.24). The PIP states 
that the five commercial dive tourism operators operating in the MOUA region transport approximately 8-10,000 dive tourists per annum. A similar number 
of snorkeling and SCUBA tourists use the waters around Magnetic Island, giving a total of 20,000 (at maximum) per annum. It is hard to believe that the 
MOUA would increase the number of visitors attracted by (and presumably seeing the underwater sculptures by diving or snorkeling) by 60 per cent. Once 
again, the information provided by the PIP is not credible. Nevertheless, on the basis of this unsupported claim of an additional 50,000 (up to a 20% 
increase on the annual visitation to Magnetic Island) ‘unique visitors’ (presumably excluding daily or regular commuters), Empower Economics uses 
undisclosed multipliers in an Input-Output (I-O) model in order to assess the increase in income and increase in employment that will arise as a result of the 
MOUA (or part thereof?). 
Of I-O models, the Australian Bureau of Statistics has written: 

The ABS has not published I–O multipliers since the 1998–99 issue of our product “Australian National Accounts: Input–Output Tables” (cat. no. 
5209.0.55.001) and does not plan to compile and reissue this table.  
 
Production of multipliers was discontinued with the 2001–02 issue for several reasons. There was considerable debate in the user community as to 
their suitability for the purposes to which they were most commonly applied, that is, to produce measures of the size and impact of a particular 
project to support bids for industry assistance of various forms. 

 
In other words, the use of I-O models has been thoroughly discredited. And in the absence of any I-O multipliers more recent than those distributed by the 
ABS 20+ years ago, what multipliers has Empower Economics used? More importantly, why did it use the I-O approach? 
 
7. Conclusion 
A careful examination of the information provided in the PIP and associated documentation can lead only to the conclusions that: 
 

 The data provided are inconsistent, reflecting the wants of the proponents rather than reality; 
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community opposition, developed in Nelly Bay, it was alleged that Picnic Bay (the previous ferry base) would become a ‘destination bay’. This has not 
happened, and the selection of Geoffrey Bay over Picnic Bay for any MOUA structure would further draw visitors from Picnic Bay.  
 
Importantly, Table 5 of the PIP makes it clear that there is no good level of community or TO support for the project occurring in any of the Magnetic Island 
bays. Although not related to the MOUA proposed for Magnetic Island, one discussion (of the project as it relates to the social impact on Palm Island) 
exemplifies how the PIP has been worded in order to infer, possibly non-existent, support for the project (or, if not that, just carelessly). On p 32 of the PIP 
the statement is made “MOUA is a significant investment into the young people’s future on Palm Island and this is supported strongly by Traditional Owner, 
Vicki Saylor from the MOUA Board”. According to this statement, Vicki Saylor strongly supports ‘significant investment into the young people’s future on 
Palm Island’ – not necessarily the MOUA per se. 
 
6. Economic Impact Assessment 
The economic impact analysis undertaken by Empower Economics for the proposed MOUA is woeful. Firstly, it relies on unsupported and untested data 
provided by one beneficiary of the project (Sealink) to declare that the project (it is unclear as to whether this is all three Stages, Stages 2 & 3, or Stage 3 
alone) would result in an additional 50,000 visitors (to where?). How was this number derived? Does it apply to, for example, visitors to Townsville who walk 
along the Strand and walk past the ‘Siren’ (part of stage 1 of the MOUA?) Does it apply only to people who use Sealink ferries to access Palm and 
Magnetic Islands? Did it take into account visitors to Magnetic Island arriving by way of the car barge (run by Magnetic Island Ferries)? The PIP cannot 
even decide on the number of annual visitors (unique or otherwise) to the Island. This varies between 250,000 (p.32) and 290,000 (p.24). The PIP states 
that the five commercial dive tourism operators operating in the MOUA region transport approximately 8-10,000 dive tourists per annum. A similar number 
of snorkeling and SCUBA tourists use the waters around Magnetic Island, giving a total of 20,000 (at maximum) per annum. It is hard to believe that the 
MOUA would increase the number of visitors attracted by (and presumably seeing the underwater sculptures by diving or snorkeling) by 60 per cent. Once 
again, the information provided by the PIP is not credible. Nevertheless, on the basis of this unsupported claim of an additional 50,000 (up to a 20% 
increase on the annual visitation to Magnetic Island) ‘unique visitors’ (presumably excluding daily or regular commuters), Empower Economics uses 
undisclosed multipliers in an Input-Output (I-O) model in order to assess the increase in income and increase in employment that will arise as a result of the 
MOUA (or part thereof?). 
Of I-O models, the Australian Bureau of Statistics has written: 

The ABS has not published I–O multipliers since the 1998–99 issue of our product “Australian National Accounts: Input–Output Tables” (cat. no. 
5209.0.55.001) and does not plan to compile and reissue this table.  
 
Production of multipliers was discontinued with the 2001–02 issue for several reasons. There was considerable debate in the user community as to 
their suitability for the purposes to which they were most commonly applied, that is, to produce measures of the size and impact of a particular 
project to support bids for industry assistance of various forms. 

 
In other words, the use of I-O models has been thoroughly discredited. And in the absence of any I-O multipliers more recent than those distributed by the 
ABS 20+ years ago, what multipliers has Empower Economics used? More importantly, why did it use the I-O approach? 
 
7. Conclusion 
A careful examination of the information provided in the PIP and associated documentation can lead only to the conclusions that: 
 

 The data provided are inconsistent, reflecting the wants of the proponents rather than reality; 
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 The analytical techniques used are questionable (with respect to the feasibility and comparisons between potential sites), and outdated and 
discredited (with respect to the modeling);  

 A thorough or robust Environmental Impact Assessment is absent; and 
 The proposal does not comply with mandatory conditions of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. 
 The application for an MOUA in Geoffrey Bay, or any other location on Magnetic Island, must be rejected. 

70 I’m just submitting my support for the proposed underwater art installation at Geoffrey bay. I think this is a brilliant idea to boost not only local tourism, but 
also it builds an artificial reef to support the local eco system and promote coral/fish growth. With this installation I think it will also promote underwater 
education for future generations. 

71 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installations ANYWHERE on Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 

 The “artist’s impressions” are inaccurate in that all the statues will be exposed at low tide or even less. 
 Seems like a con with the proposal depicting that the statues will remain submerged but from my reckoning of the statues any of the proposed 

locations they will be partially to fully exposed at low tides Further I don’t think art can really improve on nature. 
 People come to Magnetic Island to experience the NATURAL wonders , fauna, flora and geography and ecology of the island .   
 I am concerned for unmanaged tourism impacts on delicate corals and the surrounding ecosystem/s of Geoffrey Bay.  
 There seems to be lack of independent information and detailed assessment of the sites- Particularly Picnic Bay- seems like very little thought 

given to that site.  
 There also seems to be a potential to undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA if the installation is approved within a 

green zone 
 These developments could create a precedent for further unwanted development within other green zones across Magnetic Island. 

72 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns are: 

 Visual intrusion if statues are partly exposed at low tide 
 Inappropriate use of, and increased unmanaged tourism in, a green zone 
 The potential for setting a precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island and elsewhere in the Great Barrier 

Reef. 
If the statues are likely to be attractive for tourists, they and any messages they are meant to convey will get much more attention if located in a prominent 
place onshore. 
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73 Our region is blessed to have great attractions that people from all over the world have on their ‘bucket list’ to visit. A project such as MOUA, in my eyes, is 
a significant drawcard that will hopefully convince our local and international friends to type in North Queensland to their search browsers and get us off 
their bucket lists and onto their holiday itineraries. 
 
I have been fortunate enough to travel internationally and have an understanding of wanting to get bang for your buck. When deciding to visit a region we 
would always looks for a number of different experiences to fill in our days. This is what North Queensland is beginning to create with projects like ‘Reef 
Scientists’ and ‘Corroboree’.  
 
We can’t underestimate the size of the diving and eco-tourism sectors in the internationally community. I completely support the MOUA Projects and look 
forward to showcasing our reef city, our internationally leading reef scientists at AIMS and seeing an influx of travellers again once our Australian boarders 
are open for business. 

74 I spend alot of time on or in the water in Geoffrey Bay and I would like to see some nice structures to swim to. Thou I am not happy with the first ugly 
designs already installed out further. If you are going to call it art please make it nice and pretty. Not morbid like the first attempt.  I have seen these 
structures and I think they are acceptable thou still could be improved upon before installing. I know it would give locals and tourists something more to do 
on magnetic Island. The only thing killing our reef is dredging run off and large ships stirring up the ocean floor when steering up the channel on low tides.  

75 MOUA is strongly supported by the tourism and education sector, with funding from the Queensland and the Australian governments and local businesses.  
The two  installed sculptures 'Ocean Siren' on the Strand and 'Coral Greenhouse'  at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
 
The consultation and assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. No doubt MOUA will again be flexible to community needs. 
Importantly the installations will be valuable additions to the MOUA Regional story. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has undertaken at Palm Island between 2017-2021 in collaboration with the Palm Island Council and the 
Manbarra Traditional Owners.  I am very supportive of the collaborative process of the world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor, working with local Palm 
Island artists and traditional owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

76 Regarding the project of a building complex in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, Queensland is clearly not good for the coral reef, for the erosion process, for 
turtles nesting and for the image of Magnetic Island as a relatively untouched paradise. The island already lives on tourism, there is no need to overdevelop 
that, putting in danger the island major sightseeing. 

77 I strongly oppose the proposal. I am sure that those scientists represented would not want their efforts recognised in the way proposed. A better plan to 
recognise the important achievements would be an on land collection of artistic representations of the scientists and others who worked so hard to preserve 
the GBR. Better that all can see the work rather than the few who snorkel the fringing reefs of Magnetic Island - Yunbenun.  

78 I welcome the fact that the planned MOUA art for Magnetic Island aims to celebrate Townsville’s coral reef science, and that reef science has placed 
Townsville on the map for coral reef science and conservation globally. However, I would like to express the following concerns to you about the planned 
installation at Magnetic Island: 
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 A placement of the art into a Green Zone (Geoffrey Bay) is unnecessary, I believe there are equally suitable alternative locations in Blue Zones. 
Placing eight large concrete statues into a Green Zone would be setting a strongly undesirable precedence and backfire its purpose, of celebrating 
coral reef science in the region. The Magnetic Island community is now deeply divided over this art installation, and it seems to have become a 
toxic subject. Placing it in a Green Zone would send a wrong signal about the purpose of green zones, and seems to have resentment about tall 
poppies in the community ‘it’s ok for those scientists’ / it’s ok for those artists/…        Much of Geoffrey Bay is more exposed to currents and waves 
compared to Picnic and Nelly Bay. Also, water clarity, corals, and patches of sand in Nelly Bay are overall not much better or worse than in 
Geoffrey Bay. Both bays already have a snorkel trail. Nelly Bay reef slope can be accessed either at the existing snorkel trail, or better it can be 
easily directly accessed from the Presto Breakwater.  At Geoffrey, snorkelers have to cross the old barge access channel at Geoffrey Bay first 
before reaching the site, which is a wide lifeless unattractive zone of silty rubble. The only disadvantage for Nelly is that it is overfished, so few fish 
are to be seen. But overall, for the reason of being in a Blue Zone it appears to be the more suitable location. 

 I would like to hear confirmation that the sculptures will be placed entirely subtidally. The reef flats of Magnetic Island are already severely stressed, 
transitioning to mud flats in places. Visitation by people walking over the reef flat to have a closer look would compromise their capacity to persist 
and for corals and seagrass to recover. Hence, an intertidal placement would also add to backfire in the community, creating further antagonism 
against art celebrating reef science. Having them fully submerged will create habitat for coral and fish, both of which flourish on and around 
structure, so the statues should soon be colonised by coral (if not overgrown by Sargassum).  

 GBRMPA should instigate decommissioning the old barge ramp and rehabilitating the reef within the barge access channel -- if the decision will be 
to place the sculptures in Geoffrey Bay (against GBRMPA’s mandate to do whatever can be done to protect the integrity of Green Zones). The 
rehabilitation of the barge access channel could serve as an offset for reef health, and to increase the attractiveness of visiting the art installation 
and the Moltke wreck and snorkel trail (locally reduce silts, and snorkel over reef rather than rubble from the ramp to the art). This could potentially 
require rubble stabilisation and some of the other techniques presently developed under RRAP.  

 Of note is also that the statues will need to be placed quite deep to find sufficient large sand patches, so no corals need to be killed for the 
placement of the art.  

 Are the statues and their attachment really engineered to withstand cyclone waves, for how many years? If not, would the statues, once dislodged 
by a cyclone and time, roll around and damage coral? It is mentioned they may be attached with starpickets. Even if starpickets are galvanised, 
they don’t typically last for more than 5-10 years in seawater. What is the anticipated life span for these art installations? Who would face the bill for 
repair of the reef and of the artwork after cyclone damage? This and many other issues should be considered to protect the vulnerable and quite silt 
stressed coral reefs around Magnetic Island.  

79 1. If the artwork is visible at ANY time above water, however low the tide, it would seriously detract from the visual amenity of the marine park.  One of the 
outstanding features of the bays of Magnetic Island is the natural view from the beach looking out.  This natural look would be ruined by any artificial 
artworks protruding from it. 
 
2. Even if the artwork is not visible, I believe it is inappropriate to install an artificial artwork into the marine park.  The marine park should be preserved as a 
natural park, not as a theme park. 
 
3. Allowing this feature in the marine park is very likely to act as a precedent for further features and incursions.  That’s what usually happens in 
practice.  It’s the thin end of the wedge.  One thing leads to another.  
 
As proof of this, the MOUA is saying that the presence of existing manmade structures in the marine park (albeit installed before the park was declared as a 
marine park) justifies their additional structure.  In turn the MUA art is likely to be used as a justification for something else. 
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 A placement of the art into a Green Zone (Geoffrey Bay) is unnecessary, I believe there are equally suitable alternative locations in Blue Zones. 
Placing eight large concrete statues into a Green Zone would be setting a strongly undesirable precedence and backfire its purpose, of celebrating 
coral reef science in the region. The Magnetic Island community is now deeply divided over this art installation, and it seems to have become a 
toxic subject. Placing it in a Green Zone would send a wrong signal about the purpose of green zones, and seems to have resentment about tall 
poppies in the community ‘it’s ok for those scientists’ / it’s ok for those artists/…        Much of Geoffrey Bay is more exposed to currents and waves 
compared to Picnic and Nelly Bay. Also, water clarity, corals, and patches of sand in Nelly Bay are overall not much better or worse than in 
Geoffrey Bay. Both bays already have a snorkel trail. Nelly Bay reef slope can be accessed either at the existing snorkel trail, or better it can be 
easily directly accessed from the Presto Breakwater.  At Geoffrey, snorkelers have to cross the old barge access channel at Geoffrey Bay first 
before reaching the site, which is a wide lifeless unattractive zone of silty rubble. The only disadvantage for Nelly is that it is overfished, so few fish 
are to be seen. But overall, for the reason of being in a Blue Zone it appears to be the more suitable location. 

 I would like to hear confirmation that the sculptures will be placed entirely subtidally. The reef flats of Magnetic Island are already severely stressed, 
transitioning to mud flats in places. Visitation by people walking over the reef flat to have a closer look would compromise their capacity to persist 
and for corals and seagrass to recover. Hence, an intertidal placement would also add to backfire in the community, creating further antagonism 
against art celebrating reef science. Having them fully submerged will create habitat for coral and fish, both of which flourish on and around 
structure, so the statues should soon be colonised by coral (if not overgrown by Sargassum).  

 GBRMPA should instigate decommissioning the old barge ramp and rehabilitating the reef within the barge access channel -- if the decision will be 
to place the sculptures in Geoffrey Bay (against GBRMPA’s mandate to do whatever can be done to protect the integrity of Green Zones). The 
rehabilitation of the barge access channel could serve as an offset for reef health, and to increase the attractiveness of visiting the art installation 
and the Moltke wreck and snorkel trail (locally reduce silts, and snorkel over reef rather than rubble from the ramp to the art). This could potentially 
require rubble stabilisation and some of the other techniques presently developed under RRAP.  

 Of note is also that the statues will need to be placed quite deep to find sufficient large sand patches, so no corals need to be killed for the 
placement of the art.  

 Are the statues and their attachment really engineered to withstand cyclone waves, for how many years? If not, would the statues, once dislodged 
by a cyclone and time, roll around and damage coral? It is mentioned they may be attached with starpickets. Even if starpickets are galvanised, 
they don’t typically last for more than 5-10 years in seawater. What is the anticipated life span for these art installations? Who would face the bill for 
repair of the reef and of the artwork after cyclone damage? This and many other issues should be considered to protect the vulnerable and quite silt 
stressed coral reefs around Magnetic Island.  

79 1. If the artwork is visible at ANY time above water, however low the tide, it would seriously detract from the visual amenity of the marine park.  One of the 
outstanding features of the bays of Magnetic Island is the natural view from the beach looking out.  This natural look would be ruined by any artificial 
artworks protruding from it. 
 
2. Even if the artwork is not visible, I believe it is inappropriate to install an artificial artwork into the marine park.  The marine park should be preserved as a 
natural park, not as a theme park. 
 
3. Allowing this feature in the marine park is very likely to act as a precedent for further features and incursions.  That’s what usually happens in 
practice.  It’s the thin end of the wedge.  One thing leads to another.  
 
As proof of this, the MOUA is saying that the presence of existing manmade structures in the marine park (albeit installed before the park was declared as a 
marine park) justifies their additional structure.  In turn the MUA art is likely to be used as a justification for something else. 
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4. There are miles and miles of coastline not in a marine park that could be used for the MUA. Keep the marine parks as pristine as we can and put the 
MOUA anywhere except a park. 
 
In summary I believe GBRMPA should not approve the proposed MOUA ... and in any case it should not be visible above the water at any tide level. 

80 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 

 There are numerous rare and endangered species of turtles and octopus in Geoffrey Bay. I am concerned about preserving this pristine reef and its 
inhabitants, which already undergo significant stress from being smothered by sediment as a result of dredging. 

 The site which you have proposed already has much to see, including the Moltke Shipwreck. I am concerned that the implementation of more man-
made structures will not only be degrading to the environment, but also take away from the natural beauty of Geoffrey Bay. 

 There is a significant lack of independent research that has been done assessing the sites or the impact these structures may cause on the reef 
ecosystem.  

 It appears as though GBRMPA have put commercial interest above community and ecosystem integrity. I speak on behalf of many when I say that 
we community members feel as though there has there been a lack of adequate community consultation in the proposal process. Furthermore, 
implementation of such structures in a Green Zone will undermine our trust in the governance of Marine Parks by GBRMPA. By setting this as a 
baseline standard for how we treat the island's oldest and most significant Green Zone, how can we ensure that GBRMPA will adequately protect 
other Green Zones in the future?  

 I believe that alternative sites, such as Picnic Bay, will provide a better fit for the structures as they are more accessible and have public facilities 
(eg. toilets) nearby. I also believe that along the sandy side of Nelly Bay will be a good option (near the helicopter pad) as it provides much more 
accessible access.  

While I believe that the idea of underwater art will bring awareness and engagement to the greater community, I do not believe that Geoffrey Bay is the right 
spot.  

81 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
I believe the assessments conducted show Geoffrey Bay to be the best site when viewed against all criteria. 
 
Given that it has support from the Wulgurukaba (Table 5), I feel that also should weigh heavily for the siting at Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Jason De Caries work around the world has shown to encourage sealife re-growth wherever they have been sited. This can only be a good thing for the 
future health of the reef. The use of scientists enhances the education aspect of the installation which is inline with the aims of the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park.  

82 I’d like to voice my strong opposition to the MOUA proposal and while we’re at it, any overt form of tourist attraction in a National Park. Surely this goes 
against every principle that created Geoffrey Bay as a Green Zone? It is the oldest and arguably the Islands’ most important marine reserve and deserves 
more protection not tourism gimmicks. 
 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

The natural values and biodiversity that our Green Zones and National Parks provide is the reason Magnetic Island is so popular and well regarded by all. 
Visual pollution such as the proposed sculptures are not needed to attract tourists to the island or Geoffrey Bay in particular. There is already an underwater 
snorkel trail and a much older ship wreck in this Bay for divers/snorkelers to enjoy if they feel the need. These existing attractions also are not intrusive or 
visible at low tide as the MOUA proposal will be. 
 
Please reject this proposal as it does nothing to enhance the Island’s natural beauty or values… it only further degrades our already struggling reef system 
and environment. 
 
If GBRMPA and MOUA really want to enhance Magnetic islands’ Marine Parks and improve the visitor experience, restricting the dumping of dredge spoil 
and increasing water clarity should be the number one priority in this area, before it is too late. 

83 I have been extremely impressed by the current progress and success of the Museum of Underwater Art.    
I see the regional benefits flowing to the local residents.  I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island 
and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef, 
Queensland and Australia. 
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures 
‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
1. Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
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The natural values and biodiversity that our Green Zones and National Parks provide is the reason Magnetic Island is so popular and well regarded by all. 
Visual pollution such as the proposed sculptures are not needed to attract tourists to the island or Geoffrey Bay in particular. There is already an underwater 
snorkel trail and a much older ship wreck in this Bay for divers/snorkelers to enjoy if they feel the need. These existing attractions also are not intrusive or 
visible at low tide as the MOUA proposal will be. 
 
Please reject this proposal as it does nothing to enhance the Island’s natural beauty or values… it only further degrades our already struggling reef system 
and environment. 
 
If GBRMPA and MOUA really want to enhance Magnetic islands’ Marine Parks and improve the visitor experience, restricting the dumping of dredge spoil 
and increasing water clarity should be the number one priority in this area, before it is too late. 

83 I have been extremely impressed by the current progress and success of the Museum of Underwater Art.    
I see the regional benefits flowing to the local residents.  I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island 
and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef, 
Queensland and Australia. 
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures 
‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
1. Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
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2. Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. Our reefs and supporting the ongoing sustainability structures are important to our community and Australia. 

84 I wish to make a submission against the proposal for an underwater art project on Magnetic Island. 
My reasons are- 
1 This is a world heritage site and should be protected, not interfered with. 
2 I believe this to be reef graffiti. Nothing needs to be added to the vision snorkelers experience already. 
3 maintenance of these sculptures is likely to damage what is already there. 
4 No independent formal environmental impact assessment has been undertaken. 
5 The money used to fund this project could be used much more wisely. 
6 We should be concentrating on collecting rubbish from our environment, not creating more. 

85 I am extremely supportive of the proposed installations at Magnetic and Palm Island as part of the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA). I am supportive of 
any project designed to inspire people to care about our natural ecosystems.  
 
These types of projects are best suited where they are accessible but also where they compliment existing ecological values. For example at Magnetic 
Island locations like Geoffrey Bay will provide a more complementary in water experience than at other locations such as Picnic or Horsehoe Bay.  
 
I am aware the MOUA have undertaken substantial consultation with various stakeholders including Traditional Owners and this is something I feel is 
important and demonstrates broad support within the community.  These artworks are designed to support broad socio-economic, cultural and heritage 
values which will likely become a world class attraction in addition to the current installations at the Strand and John Brewer Reef. I am aware that the 
MOUA proposal has opposition, but I feel like the implementation of a few sculptures in a large, three-dimensional space will have minimal effect on the 
ecological values of the proposed locations. 

86 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun).  
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef and 
Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef.  
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts.  
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration.  
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Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island  
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs.  
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater  snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island.  
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer.  
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island  
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021n and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs.  
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture.  

87 We wish to formally submit our strong opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island or in any other 
marine park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular we are concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the reef.  
 
Visitors currently have the opportunity to snorkel at Geoffrey Bay. This is a rare and special place and the conservation of biodiversity and ecological 
integrity should underpin any further tourism related projects.  The proposed project does not. Geoffrey Bay is ecologically important. The beach and tidal 
flats host a large variety of vulnerable and critically endangered migratory bird species. The shallows are a nursery ground for vulnerable shark and ray 
species. The seagrass meadows in the central areas of the Bay support and sustain dugong and turtles. This special place is a marine park green zone for 
very good reasons.   
 
In addition to this I would be interested to see information pertaining to the proposed infrastructure that would be required at Geoffrey Bay to support 
increased tourism to the site.  Toilets? Car parking? Beach access? Currently access is over fragile dune structure.  Has this impact been considered and 
the infrastructure planned?  
 
Magnetic Island is already considered a special place and is a strong tourist drawcard to the region. This project is unnecessary and should not proceed. 

88 It is clear to me that it is the NATURAL beauty of Magnetic island that attracts visitors and not the man-made environment. Many people come because the 
man-made environment is minimal compared to other places such as the Sunshine and Gold Coasts. The island does not need more man-made objects, 
above or below water, to make the island attractive to visitors – It has it all already!  
 
I see very little artistic merit in the proposal and do not see how it would be attractive to snorkelers or anyone else. It will do nothing to enhance the values 
of the GBR or increase the appreciation of it. 
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I believe GBRMPA should NOT permit any tourist attraction or sculptures in Geoffrey Bay or other green zone because: 
 Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore are NOT 

consistent with the zone’s objectives. 
 The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, 

and, through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the 
relatively undisturbed use of the area by larger marine fauna. 

 Not only is the MOUA proposal inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data 
that is presented. 

 It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal 
will inevitably lead to increased pressures. 

 The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural 
values to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 

 This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of 
the Marine Park representative areas system. 

 Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, 
and for similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these 
small, vulnerable and valued areas. 

  
Please do not grant permission to MOAU to place sculptures in Geoffrey Bay's green zone. 

89 To cut to the chase, my view of all such matters [the MOUA] is that we no longer live in a world that once was. Once I would have opposed any exploitation 
of, or interference with coral communities and for that matter, world heritage rainforests. But we don’t live in a world that once was, we live in a world in a 
crisis that few people have the knowledge to imagine. My dearest wish is to raise public awareness of what is about to happen. I believe education of 
children is the most effective way of achieving long-term custodianship of the natural world. So, I oppose the continuation of extractive industries, sporting 
activities and the like and I do what I can to help public education. That includes museums, public aquaria, responsible tourism, documentaries, publications 
and of course the science that provides understanding and awareness.  
 
I know little about the MOUA or their statues. As with so many such undertakings, if it promotes public interest and awareness I believe the long view is the 
one that matters. As often happens, this view is unexpected and not what many conservationists want. 

 
I don’t support opposition of the MOUA for altruistic reasons. Whilst it may do some local harm, yes, it is likely to do a lot of good. 
In regards to installation in a green zone. It is my understanding that there would be no damage to coral. If this is so, I believe that the MOUA initiative will 
be of significant long-term benefit, especially for young enquiring minds. 

90 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the GBR. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 

 The beach and tidal flats host a large variety of vulnerable and critically endangered migratory bird species 
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I believe GBRMPA should NOT permit any tourist attraction or sculptures in Geoffrey Bay or other green zone because: 
 Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore are NOT 

consistent with the zone’s objectives. 
 The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, 

and, through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the 
relatively undisturbed use of the area by larger marine fauna. 

 Not only is the MOUA proposal inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data 
that is presented. 

 It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal 
will inevitably lead to increased pressures. 

 The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural 
values to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 

 This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of 
the Marine Park representative areas system. 

 Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, 
and for similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these 
small, vulnerable and valued areas. 

  
Please do not grant permission to MOAU to place sculptures in Geoffrey Bay's green zone. 

89 To cut to the chase, my view of all such matters [the MOUA] is that we no longer live in a world that once was. Once I would have opposed any exploitation 
of, or interference with coral communities and for that matter, world heritage rainforests. But we don’t live in a world that once was, we live in a world in a 
crisis that few people have the knowledge to imagine. My dearest wish is to raise public awareness of what is about to happen. I believe education of 
children is the most effective way of achieving long-term custodianship of the natural world. So, I oppose the continuation of extractive industries, sporting 
activities and the like and I do what I can to help public education. That includes museums, public aquaria, responsible tourism, documentaries, publications 
and of course the science that provides understanding and awareness.  
 
I know little about the MOUA or their statues. As with so many such undertakings, if it promotes public interest and awareness I believe the long view is the 
one that matters. As often happens, this view is unexpected and not what many conservationists want. 

 
I don’t support opposition of the MOUA for altruistic reasons. Whilst it may do some local harm, yes, it is likely to do a lot of good. 
In regards to installation in a green zone. It is my understanding that there would be no damage to coral. If this is so, I believe that the MOUA initiative will 
be of significant long-term benefit, especially for young enquiring minds. 

90 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the GBR. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 

 The beach and tidal flats host a large variety of vulnerable and critically endangered migratory bird species 
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 The shallows are a nursery ground for many vulnerable shark and ray species.  
 Central areas of the bay support seagrass meadows sustaining dugong and marine turtle species 

 
Therefore, adding a tourist attraction in the form of underwater sculptures undermines the high level of protection the green zone represents and would set 
a poor precedent for future development within the island's other green zones.  
 
The increased visitation that the proponents are hoping the sculptures will attract would put unnecessary pressures on the sensitive ecosystems of the bay. 
 
Geoffrey Bay is zoned green to protect it's "natural integrity and values" as part of a system of representative marine reserves across the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park. Declared in 1985, it is the oldest green zone on the Island. I do not believe that the MOUA proposal is consistent with the values represented 
by the green zone and therefore I am opposed to the proposal. 

91 I write to raise and express my opposition to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art installations planned for Magnetic Island. 
 
In terms the mandatory assessment criteria outlined in Section 103 of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Regulations 2019 my objections include: 
 
Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone- the primary aim of which is maintain biological diversity and ecological processes and systems and allow species to evolve 
and function undisturbed,  Specifically, the Green Zone objectives are to:  
Provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities; and (b) subject to the 
objective mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the values of the Marine Park, to be 
undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas. 
 
In terms of the above it was instructive that the MOUA public consultation never seemed to be aware of the highly vulnerable range of animals which inhabit 
Geoffrey Bay - their preferred location. 
 
It took members of the public to point out that the adjacent reef flat is where a range of critically endangered birds, a number of which, including eastern 
curlews and Siberian plovers rest and feed after the huge migratory flights.  MOUA appeared to have no knowledge of interest in these extremely important 
visitors. 
 
My personal concern is that while this is an area already degraded by maintenance dredge waste from the Port’s ongoing dredging program nearby and 
while the reef flat has become a mud flat, these critically endangered birds are still using it.  Daily one will witness locals and visitors walking all over the 
reef flat at low tide, the time when the birds also need to eat and rest there.  Even more distressing is the number of off leash dogs left to run and roam 
across the space directly threatening and stressing many other animals including these important migratory visitors. 
 
MOUA expects (in their publicity) to attract another 50,000 visitors to the area.  The simple and obvious point is that any increase in visitors to this location 
will add to the stress visited upon the wildlife.  But, strangely, MOUA has claimed they will not be placing their sculptures in an intertidal zone, where they 
can be seen above the waterline.  And yet their PIP notes a large number of sites in all of the possible Bays looked at, where they are considering locating 
the sculptures, they are in quite shallow water. And at 2.4m high there is no way they will remain submerged.  And if they are visible across the reef flat, 
many more people will be drawn to them and walk out onto the reef flat to see them.  
 
The problem continues ashore where extra parking on the sensitive foreshore will be called for.  The intrusion and damage simply rolls on with further 
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degradation of this very beautiful and scenic location. 
 
I also note that this problem is also surely subject to:  
103(d) the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment 
in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry. 
 
It is clear that MOUA are looking to exploit the most accessible and perhaps loveliest Island location to benefit their tourist attraction.  Surely if their 
attraction is of great enough creative impact and interest it shouldn’t need the magnificent setting of the Geoffrey Bay headland (also of huge significance to 
the Wulgurukaba dreaming) to be effective. 
 
The MOUA PIP appears to be quite disingenuous in that it has included sites for the art that are clearly in too shallow water to meet their own criteria.  Why 
would they include these sites if they had no intention of using them?  This matter leads me to believe that MOUA are still aiming to place their sculptures 
where one cannot avoid seeing them.  So, if this is their intention, other locations must surely be considered, as noted in 103(e) whether there are feasible 
and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct.  I believe there are other locations and the best would surely be a space where the great scenic values of 
Geoffrey and other bays have already been obliterated and where art might actually serve to enhance the environment.  Such a location would be within the 
shallow reaches of Nelly Bay Harbour itself.  The gently sloping muddy bank adjacent to the helipad would be a site visible to all visitors and locals visiting 
Magnetic and add a unique attraction to a space in need of one. 
 
This is an opportunistic proposal to place a tourist attraction in a great scenic location which should be rejected. 

92 Having just heard of the "Museum Of Underwater Art" we would like to make a submission against this proposal as presently outlined. 
 
It is completely against the intension and purpose of your management of the reef, as it  intends to place man made artifacts on the ocean floor in a hardly 
disquised effort to appeal to tourists, while the natural wonders of the reef are being destroyed by climate change and inappropriate use, such as this. 
 
These types of intrusive objects should never be allowed in sensitive "Green" zones, so they must not be put in Geoffrey Bay. If alternative locations are 
suggested, the residents must be canvased to see if they want this on their doorstep.   
 
These tourist focused projects do nothing for the water quality of the reef, and distract from the actual condition of the corals and seabeds in this world 
heritage area. 
 
Without a much more sensitive and appropriate approach, this project should not go forward. 

93 I am aghast at this proposal. 
The attractions that bring me to Magnetic Island are the natural ones! We do not need underwater sculptures. 
If you want to put sculptures somewhere, they could go on the park at the Nelly Bay ferry terminal. 
In particular: 
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone (Green Zone) and are therefore more 
likely to be inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
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The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna. 
 
Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented. 
 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher economic costs on the project.  
 
Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This 
proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures and degradation. 
 
The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system. 
 
Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly in conflict with the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas. 

94 I am opposed to the proposed MOUA installations at Geoffrey Bay for the following reasons: 
  
- I do not believe that such installations is part of a best management strategy to maintain the Outstanding Universal Values (OUVs) inside a declared 

green zone of the Great Barrier Reef Marine park – i.e  an area of high conservation value designated for the appreciation of nature. The OUVs that 
enlisted the GBRMP into the World Heritage are  related to the natural and aesthetic values of the “Area”. Such installations are human-made and will 
detract and not enhance the OUVs. 

- Article 5 of the World Heritage Convention calls upon each state party to “adopt  a general policy which aims to give the natural and cultural area a 
function in the life of the community”. In line with the above, this function should be related to promoting the OUVs of the “Area” themselves and 
enhance community pride of having such OUVs in their door-step or for visitation. The GBRMPA should focus on developing and maintaining strategies 
for people to appreciate those OUVs like the snorkelling trail that already exist but could be better promoted, maintained and with better access through 
the Arcadia old ramp/Jetty for such a trail provided.  

- Keeping the OUVs inside a Marine Park Green Zone intact is particularly important in a place like Magnetic Island which is of much easier access than 
many other outer places  within the GBRMPA and likely to have greater visitation rate because of its accessibility. 

- Noting as well that Geoffrey Bay is the only Marine Park Green Zone around Magnetic Island that is literally part of one of its suburb – Arcadia – and is 
the most accessible Marine Park Green Zone area in the entire island. One more reason to maintain its OUVs intact. 

- Geoffrey Bay already has a historical wreck that functions as a “fish and other marine life aggregation device” and is part of the snorkelling attraction. 
This has been there well before the Marine Park green zone designation. Geoffrey bay does not need  a modern human-made art installation to serve 
this purpose either. 

- The installation would set a precedent for other developments within Marine National Park Green Zones both here on the island and elsewhere. 
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degradation of this very beautiful and scenic location. 
 
I also note that this problem is also surely subject to:  
103(d) the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment 
in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry. 
 
It is clear that MOUA are looking to exploit the most accessible and perhaps loveliest Island location to benefit their tourist attraction.  Surely if their 
attraction is of great enough creative impact and interest it shouldn’t need the magnificent setting of the Geoffrey Bay headland (also of huge significance to 
the Wulgurukaba dreaming) to be effective. 
 
The MOUA PIP appears to be quite disingenuous in that it has included sites for the art that are clearly in too shallow water to meet their own criteria.  Why 
would they include these sites if they had no intention of using them?  This matter leads me to believe that MOUA are still aiming to place their sculptures 
where one cannot avoid seeing them.  So, if this is their intention, other locations must surely be considered, as noted in 103(e) whether there are feasible 
and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct.  I believe there are other locations and the best would surely be a space where the great scenic values of 
Geoffrey and other bays have already been obliterated and where art might actually serve to enhance the environment.  Such a location would be within the 
shallow reaches of Nelly Bay Harbour itself.  The gently sloping muddy bank adjacent to the helipad would be a site visible to all visitors and locals visiting 
Magnetic and add a unique attraction to a space in need of one. 
 
This is an opportunistic proposal to place a tourist attraction in a great scenic location which should be rejected. 

92 Having just heard of the "Museum Of Underwater Art" we would like to make a submission against this proposal as presently outlined. 
 
It is completely against the intension and purpose of your management of the reef, as it  intends to place man made artifacts on the ocean floor in a hardly 
disquised effort to appeal to tourists, while the natural wonders of the reef are being destroyed by climate change and inappropriate use, such as this. 
 
These types of intrusive objects should never be allowed in sensitive "Green" zones, so they must not be put in Geoffrey Bay. If alternative locations are 
suggested, the residents must be canvased to see if they want this on their doorstep.   
 
These tourist focused projects do nothing for the water quality of the reef, and distract from the actual condition of the corals and seabeds in this world 
heritage area. 
 
Without a much more sensitive and appropriate approach, this project should not go forward. 

93 I am aghast at this proposal. 
The attractions that bring me to Magnetic Island are the natural ones! We do not need underwater sculptures. 
If you want to put sculptures somewhere, they could go on the park at the Nelly Bay ferry terminal. 
In particular: 
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone (Green Zone) and are therefore more 
likely to be inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
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The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna. 
 
Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented. 
 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher economic costs on the project.  
 
Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This 
proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures and degradation. 
 
The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system. 
 
Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly in conflict with the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas. 

94 I am opposed to the proposed MOUA installations at Geoffrey Bay for the following reasons: 
  
- I do not believe that such installations is part of a best management strategy to maintain the Outstanding Universal Values (OUVs) inside a declared 

green zone of the Great Barrier Reef Marine park – i.e  an area of high conservation value designated for the appreciation of nature. The OUVs that 
enlisted the GBRMP into the World Heritage are  related to the natural and aesthetic values of the “Area”. Such installations are human-made and will 
detract and not enhance the OUVs. 

- Article 5 of the World Heritage Convention calls upon each state party to “adopt  a general policy which aims to give the natural and cultural area a 
function in the life of the community”. In line with the above, this function should be related to promoting the OUVs of the “Area” themselves and 
enhance community pride of having such OUVs in their door-step or for visitation. The GBRMPA should focus on developing and maintaining strategies 
for people to appreciate those OUVs like the snorkelling trail that already exist but could be better promoted, maintained and with better access through 
the Arcadia old ramp/Jetty for such a trail provided.  

- Keeping the OUVs inside a Marine Park Green Zone intact is particularly important in a place like Magnetic Island which is of much easier access than 
many other outer places  within the GBRMPA and likely to have greater visitation rate because of its accessibility. 

- Noting as well that Geoffrey Bay is the only Marine Park Green Zone around Magnetic Island that is literally part of one of its suburb – Arcadia – and is 
the most accessible Marine Park Green Zone area in the entire island. One more reason to maintain its OUVs intact. 

- Geoffrey Bay already has a historical wreck that functions as a “fish and other marine life aggregation device” and is part of the snorkelling attraction. 
This has been there well before the Marine Park green zone designation. Geoffrey bay does not need  a modern human-made art installation to serve 
this purpose either. 

- The installation would set a precedent for other developments within Marine National Park Green Zones both here on the island and elsewhere. 
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- Moreover, the infrastructure of roads and car parking around Geoffrey Bay is already problematic for the recreation opportunities that the Bay provides 
now. It will be chaotic if such an installation would bring even more attraction to a Bay with more vehicle traffic. Much of the sand-dune area above 
Geoffey Bay is already cut-off from parking precisely for the protection of its natural values. The road leading towards the old Alma Bay jetty is narrow 
and problematic for too much vehicle access as well. 

- The document mention that  “Detailed consultation with the MI community in 2020 indicated a preference for underwater sculptures at Geoffrey Bay or 
Picnic Bay (p. 10)” --- this partial reporting is misleading because it does not mention that such consultations also indicated opposition to any human-
made structures and particularly in a Marine Park Green Zone. Of the community members that were in favour of such structures their clear preferred 
site was Picnic Bay. 

- Consultation data reported does not disaggregate between residents of Magnetic Island or Townsville and non-residents. This is quite important 
because residents would have a far better appreciation of the unique values of Geoffrey Bay amidst the range of recreation opportunities provided on 
the island to make a concerted opinion on the MOUA proposal and its potential impacts on those values. 

- Also in the document there is a mention that underwater art has a huge appeal (p.26) but it does not mention that many people don’t go to such places 
or dislike their visitor experience precisely because these installations detract from the natural beauty of the place. [I heard many accounts that the 
latter is also the case.] 

- Picnic Bay (which is not a Marine Park Green Zone) makes far more sense as well if such installations would be considered for Magnetic Island. It 
would also bring fish aggregation that could enhance the recreation fishing activities from the Jetty. 

 
I am, however, not against such installations but re-iterating not in a Marine Park Green Zone at any place on Magnetic Island and not at Geoffrey bay, as 
proposed, for the above reasons. 

95 I am writing to express my concern about the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for Magnetic Island. I strongly believe that one of the proposed 
installation sites, Geoffrey Bay, would be a very poor choice for this installation for multiple reasons.  Picnic Bay would be a far better location for the 
proposed sculptures, and I believe that they could be a beneficial tourist attraction and education tool if placed in a strategic and environmentally beneficial 
place.  This should not, however, come at the cost of the marine life that calls the island home. 
 
The primary reason for my concern is the number of marine species that live in and around Geoffrey Bay.  As well as threatened turtles, dugongs, and 
shorebirds, and countless species of coral and fish, Geoffrey Bay is notable for the extremely high diversity of shark and ray species that use the bay as a 
nursery ground.  Personally, I have seen nine different species of shark and ray in Geoffrey Bay, including several threatened species:  Glaucostegus typus 
(Critically Endangered), Taeniura lymma (Least Concern), Urogymnus granulatus (Vulnerable), Pateobatis fai (Vulnerable), Himantura australis (currently 
unevaluated by the IUCN), Pastinachus ater (Least Concern), Hemiscyllium ocellatum (Least Concern), Carcharhinus melanopterus (Vulnerable), and 
Sphyrna mokarran (Critically Endangered).  Indeed, it is unheard of to not see a stingray in Geoffrey Bay, even on a short trip.  In strong contrast to this, I 
have never seen any shark or ray species in Picnic Bay.  Installing these statues in Geoffrey Bay would greatly increase the number of people swimming in 
the bay, leading to a variety of detrimental effects on the local ecosystem that all stem from increased human usage of the area.  The designation of 
Geoffrey Bay as a green zone shows that I am certainly not alone in thinking that the bay provides critical habitat for countless native species. 
 
Further to these environmental implications, placing these statues in Picnic Bay produce a far greater tourism benefit than placing them in Geoffrey Bay.  
Geoffrey Bay already attracts many visitors who come to see the rock wallabies on the eastern side of the bay, and the bay is a well-known tourist attraction 
purely because of this.  The bay is also among the best places on the island to see marine life (as should be clear from my previous statements), and 
attracts ecotourists who come to dive and snorkel in the area.  These people invariably try to minimise the impact they have while swimming, in contrast 
with tourists who would come to see the underwater statues and are perhaps unaware of the damage they would be doing to the reef.  Picnic Bay, on the 
other hand, has no such attractions.  It is just as easy to travel to as any of the other bays along the bus route, and yet because it has no major tourist 
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attraction, it receives little tourist attention compared with the other bays.  Surely this makes it the ideal place to install these statues.  Installation in Picnic 
Bay would help bring tourists to the southern end of the island with the added benefit of having a minimal environmental impact.  The proposed locations 
(as detailed in the public information package) within Geoffrey Bay also seem at odds with the goal of keeping the statues permanently underwater, as most 
of these spots are shallower than 2 metres at low tide. 
 
It seems very obvious that Geoffrey Bay is an extremely poor choice of location for the proposed installation, and I do not doubt that the majority of people 
familiar with the area would fully agree with me.  I implore you to consider the many negative environmental impacts that installing these statues in Geoffrey 
Bay would have, and instead to think of the many benefits that could come from installing them in the much suitable Picnic Bay. 

96 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters.  
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns include: 

 the impacts on the reef and surrounding reef systems 
 the impacts on the shark and ray species found on Geoffrey Bay 
 the potential for setting a precedent in further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island & further, 
 

Picnic Bay would be a much better location for this installation. There are no shark or ray species here and there is less marine associated tourism to this 
area (so installations there could increase this).  
 
Geoffrey Bay is probably the worst location possible to install these structures. Please listen to us, and do not do this to the island. Do better.  

97 I would like to submit my objections to the proposed art installation at Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island.  
Magnetic island’s major attraction for me is its NATURAL environment.....it is this that makes Geoffrey Bay a special place for me: that it is largely 
untouched by human hands.  
Surely the sculptures are at odds with this ?? And surely there are better places for such an installation?? 
Why must humans think that adding their mark on the environment is necessary in the sake of art?  
Leave Geoffrey Bay as it is, please. 

98 A hard NO to the placement of sculptures in Geoffrey Bay on magnetic island!! A green zone is a protected area for a reason!  
 
Nelly or picnic are better options as they are already high traffic zone areas or horseshoe bay even though the visibility is terrible most days.  
 
Placing these sculptures in Arthur or Florence which are also very important green zones is ABSOLUTELY OUT OF THE QUESTION!!! We need to keep 
our green zones as pristine as possible. 
 
l have watched over the years the visibility all around the island  and “trike” outbreaks become steadily worse. The dredging plays a role but so does the 
increased influx of visitors. Please stop interfering with nature and keep our green zones healthy!  
 
I like the idea of the sculptures as living reef systems but just not in protected areas where we are trying to keep a light footprint. 

99 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
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- Moreover, the infrastructure of roads and car parking around Geoffrey Bay is already problematic for the recreation opportunities that the Bay provides 
now. It will be chaotic if such an installation would bring even more attraction to a Bay with more vehicle traffic. Much of the sand-dune area above 
Geoffey Bay is already cut-off from parking precisely for the protection of its natural values. The road leading towards the old Alma Bay jetty is narrow 
and problematic for too much vehicle access as well. 

- The document mention that  “Detailed consultation with the MI community in 2020 indicated a preference for underwater sculptures at Geoffrey Bay or 
Picnic Bay (p. 10)” --- this partial reporting is misleading because it does not mention that such consultations also indicated opposition to any human-
made structures and particularly in a Marine Park Green Zone. Of the community members that were in favour of such structures their clear preferred 
site was Picnic Bay. 

- Consultation data reported does not disaggregate between residents of Magnetic Island or Townsville and non-residents. This is quite important 
because residents would have a far better appreciation of the unique values of Geoffrey Bay amidst the range of recreation opportunities provided on 
the island to make a concerted opinion on the MOUA proposal and its potential impacts on those values. 

- Also in the document there is a mention that underwater art has a huge appeal (p.26) but it does not mention that many people don’t go to such places 
or dislike their visitor experience precisely because these installations detract from the natural beauty of the place. [I heard many accounts that the 
latter is also the case.] 

- Picnic Bay (which is not a Marine Park Green Zone) makes far more sense as well if such installations would be considered for Magnetic Island. It 
would also bring fish aggregation that could enhance the recreation fishing activities from the Jetty. 

 
I am, however, not against such installations but re-iterating not in a Marine Park Green Zone at any place on Magnetic Island and not at Geoffrey bay, as 
proposed, for the above reasons. 

95 I am writing to express my concern about the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for Magnetic Island. I strongly believe that one of the proposed 
installation sites, Geoffrey Bay, would be a very poor choice for this installation for multiple reasons.  Picnic Bay would be a far better location for the 
proposed sculptures, and I believe that they could be a beneficial tourist attraction and education tool if placed in a strategic and environmentally beneficial 
place.  This should not, however, come at the cost of the marine life that calls the island home. 
 
The primary reason for my concern is the number of marine species that live in and around Geoffrey Bay.  As well as threatened turtles, dugongs, and 
shorebirds, and countless species of coral and fish, Geoffrey Bay is notable for the extremely high diversity of shark and ray species that use the bay as a 
nursery ground.  Personally, I have seen nine different species of shark and ray in Geoffrey Bay, including several threatened species:  Glaucostegus typus 
(Critically Endangered), Taeniura lymma (Least Concern), Urogymnus granulatus (Vulnerable), Pateobatis fai (Vulnerable), Himantura australis (currently 
unevaluated by the IUCN), Pastinachus ater (Least Concern), Hemiscyllium ocellatum (Least Concern), Carcharhinus melanopterus (Vulnerable), and 
Sphyrna mokarran (Critically Endangered).  Indeed, it is unheard of to not see a stingray in Geoffrey Bay, even on a short trip.  In strong contrast to this, I 
have never seen any shark or ray species in Picnic Bay.  Installing these statues in Geoffrey Bay would greatly increase the number of people swimming in 
the bay, leading to a variety of detrimental effects on the local ecosystem that all stem from increased human usage of the area.  The designation of 
Geoffrey Bay as a green zone shows that I am certainly not alone in thinking that the bay provides critical habitat for countless native species. 
 
Further to these environmental implications, placing these statues in Picnic Bay produce a far greater tourism benefit than placing them in Geoffrey Bay.  
Geoffrey Bay already attracts many visitors who come to see the rock wallabies on the eastern side of the bay, and the bay is a well-known tourist attraction 
purely because of this.  The bay is also among the best places on the island to see marine life (as should be clear from my previous statements), and 
attracts ecotourists who come to dive and snorkel in the area.  These people invariably try to minimise the impact they have while swimming, in contrast 
with tourists who would come to see the underwater statues and are perhaps unaware of the damage they would be doing to the reef.  Picnic Bay, on the 
other hand, has no such attractions.  It is just as easy to travel to as any of the other bays along the bus route, and yet because it has no major tourist 
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attraction, it receives little tourist attention compared with the other bays.  Surely this makes it the ideal place to install these statues.  Installation in Picnic 
Bay would help bring tourists to the southern end of the island with the added benefit of having a minimal environmental impact.  The proposed locations 
(as detailed in the public information package) within Geoffrey Bay also seem at odds with the goal of keeping the statues permanently underwater, as most 
of these spots are shallower than 2 metres at low tide. 
 
It seems very obvious that Geoffrey Bay is an extremely poor choice of location for the proposed installation, and I do not doubt that the majority of people 
familiar with the area would fully agree with me.  I implore you to consider the many negative environmental impacts that installing these statues in Geoffrey 
Bay would have, and instead to think of the many benefits that could come from installing them in the much suitable Picnic Bay. 

96 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters.  
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns include: 

 the impacts on the reef and surrounding reef systems 
 the impacts on the shark and ray species found on Geoffrey Bay 
 the potential for setting a precedent in further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island & further, 
 

Picnic Bay would be a much better location for this installation. There are no shark or ray species here and there is less marine associated tourism to this 
area (so installations there could increase this).  
 
Geoffrey Bay is probably the worst location possible to install these structures. Please listen to us, and do not do this to the island. Do better.  

97 I would like to submit my objections to the proposed art installation at Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island.  
Magnetic island’s major attraction for me is its NATURAL environment.....it is this that makes Geoffrey Bay a special place for me: that it is largely 
untouched by human hands.  
Surely the sculptures are at odds with this ?? And surely there are better places for such an installation?? 
Why must humans think that adding their mark on the environment is necessary in the sake of art?  
Leave Geoffrey Bay as it is, please. 

98 A hard NO to the placement of sculptures in Geoffrey Bay on magnetic island!! A green zone is a protected area for a reason!  
 
Nelly or picnic are better options as they are already high traffic zone areas or horseshoe bay even though the visibility is terrible most days.  
 
Placing these sculptures in Arthur or Florence which are also very important green zones is ABSOLUTELY OUT OF THE QUESTION!!! We need to keep 
our green zones as pristine as possible. 
 
l have watched over the years the visibility all around the island  and “trike” outbreaks become steadily worse. The dredging plays a role but so does the 
increased influx of visitors. Please stop interfering with nature and keep our green zones healthy!  
 
I like the idea of the sculptures as living reef systems but just not in protected areas where we are trying to keep a light footprint. 

99 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
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MOUA is strongly supported by the tourism and education sector, with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
The consultation and assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. No doubt MOUA will again be flexible to community needs. 
Importantly the installations will be valuable additions to the MOUA Regional story and will provide opportunities for local tour operators to develop and 
expand their current offerings. 
I support the process of assessment in which MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay 
as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential 
conflicting activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has undertaken at Palm Island between 2017-2021 in collaboration with Council and the Manbarra 
Traditional Owners. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
The MOUA project closely aligns with a focus on educational and immersive tourism which sets this region apart from others along the GBR and leverages 
our world class expertise in marine science, education and tourism. 

100 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters.  
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef.  
 
My main concerns overall are:  
 
• The impact on the surrounding reef or the integrity of the reef ecosystem 
• Concerns for unmanaged tourism impacts on delicate corals and the surrounding ecosystem/s of Geoffrey Bay 
• Lack of independent information and detailed assessment of the sites 
• Alternative locations for the proposed activity, which have less risk than installation within a green zone 
• Potential to undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA if the installation is approved within a green zone 
• The potential for setting a precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island 

101 I am writing to express my concern about the proposal to install underwater statues in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone of Magnetic Island.  
 
Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone famous for it biodiversity and beauty, building artificial tourist attractions to this area would seriously detract from its unique 
ecology. Adding these attractions would also increase pressure on the sensitive ecosystems of the bay, threatening their future survival.  
 
I urge the committee to undertake an independent, formal environmental impact assessment of this project. If the aim of this project is to truly raise 
awareness of the state of the reef, more effort should be taken into determining what effect the project itself will have, otherwise it is an empty gesture.  

102 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters.   
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef.   
 
My main concerns regarding the proposed development are:   

 the impact on the surrounding reef and the integrity of the reef ecosystem   
 unmanaged tourism impacts on delicate corals and the surrounding ecosystem/s of Geoffrey Bay   
 the lack of independent information and detailed assessment of the sites   
 the failure to propose alternative locations for the proposed activity, which have less risk than installation within a green zone   
 the potential for such a development to undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA if the installation is approved within a 

green zone   
 the precedent set by this action for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island and the GBR more generally   

 
In short, I consider the proposed installation on the reef and the marine park of what a small group of people considers to be ‘art’ to be the equivalent of 
installing a fish tank in the Mona Lisa Room in the Louvre Museum – it is ridiculous and an insult to the true art, in this case, the Great Barrier Reef. 

103 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland.  
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland Government, the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
 
1. Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
Godfather of Coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
2. Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
 
Any other comments 
- Jobs 
- Revenue 
- Traditional owners 
- Showcasing science 
- Townsville is a proud reef city 

104 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stage 2 Palm Island (Bwgcolman) and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). I 
would like to see these art installations put in place and look forward to the opportunity to view them once they are. 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral Greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. If there are any potential impacts, particularly to shark and ray nurseries as some 
have brought up in concern over Geoffrey Bay, I support the installation at an alternative appropriate site.  
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. So long as the sculptures are placed where they will remain fully 
submerged and will have the support of Traditional Owners of the targeted areas, I fully support this project. 
 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. If for some reason Geoffrey Bay is not appropriate for the installation, I support it being placed 
in an alternative location, following the results of the multi-criteria analysis 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists 
and Traditional Owners to design a cultural storytelling sculpture. 
 
I believe stages 2 and 3 of the Museum of Underwater Art will have significant positive effects for the local community, bringing jobs and positioning 
Townsville as a bigger hub of tourism that currently mostly goes to Cairns and the Whitsundays. I love that the artworks showcase Traditional Owners and 
local science, connecting people to the environment. Townsville is a proud reef city and I would love for more people to see how special it is. 

105 I strongly support the proposed stage 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island of the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA). Magnetic Island and Palm 
Island are very accessible to many people and having structures telling the story of the people and the reef in those areas will definitely reach more 
people. MOUA also helped the tourism industry during the pandemic bringing a boost to Townsville's economy and having a new local tourist destination. 
 
The Public Information Package (PIP) contains a lot of information on detailed assessment, consultations, and recommendations that help readers make a 
well-informed decision. Making it accessible to people with very minimal to no impact on the environment is the key thing for me. Several public 
consultations were also conducted to make sure that local communities and traditional owner groups are involved in the process.  
 
I would highly prefer MOUA at Geoffrey bay at Magnetic Island. Based on my experience, Geoffrey bay has more consistent good visibility as compared to 
the other bays. It is also a green zone making the risk on boats and traffic very minimal to none. Many people visit Geoffrey bay for its amazing corals, the 
wreck, and the snorkeling trail. Adding the MOUA to the list will be very ideal to MOUA's purpose and increased visitor experience.  
 
MOUA is one of a kind and will greatly benefit Townsville, the community, and the reef. 

106 Magnetic Island has a good range of snorkelling. People can see coral, loads of different types of fish, and giant clams - dugongs and turtles and other 
more exotic things if they're lucky. I don't think any man-made decoration can compete with any of it and I don't think it should. Put this in a less-sensitive 
place where there is nothing else for people to choose look at. It's time we took the Aboriginal view and thought of "Country" as somewhere to be loved, 
cherished and looked after. Please don't do this to Magnetic Island. 

107 We wish to provide support for the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for Stage 2 (Palm Island) and Stage 3 (Magnetic Island Yunbenun). 
As supporters of the MOUA and tourism operators, we are excited for the opportunities the installations will bring to the Townsville region.  
 
The MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland state government, the Australian federal government, local businesses and 
philanthropy. The two completed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral Greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions.  
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2. Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
 
Any other comments 
- Jobs 
- Revenue 
- Traditional owners 
- Showcasing science 
- Townsville is a proud reef city 

104 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stage 2 Palm Island (Bwgcolman) and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). I 
would like to see these art installations put in place and look forward to the opportunity to view them once they are. 
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral Greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. If there are any potential impacts, particularly to shark and ray nurseries as some 
have brought up in concern over Geoffrey Bay, I support the installation at an alternative appropriate site.  
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. So long as the sculptures are placed where they will remain fully 
submerged and will have the support of Traditional Owners of the targeted areas, I fully support this project. 
 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. If for some reason Geoffrey Bay is not appropriate for the installation, I support it being placed 
in an alternative location, following the results of the multi-criteria analysis 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 
 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists 
and Traditional Owners to design a cultural storytelling sculpture. 
 
I believe stages 2 and 3 of the Museum of Underwater Art will have significant positive effects for the local community, bringing jobs and positioning 
Townsville as a bigger hub of tourism that currently mostly goes to Cairns and the Whitsundays. I love that the artworks showcase Traditional Owners and 
local science, connecting people to the environment. Townsville is a proud reef city and I would love for more people to see how special it is. 

105 I strongly support the proposed stage 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island of the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA). Magnetic Island and Palm 
Island are very accessible to many people and having structures telling the story of the people and the reef in those areas will definitely reach more 
people. MOUA also helped the tourism industry during the pandemic bringing a boost to Townsville's economy and having a new local tourist destination. 
 
The Public Information Package (PIP) contains a lot of information on detailed assessment, consultations, and recommendations that help readers make a 
well-informed decision. Making it accessible to people with very minimal to no impact on the environment is the key thing for me. Several public 
consultations were also conducted to make sure that local communities and traditional owner groups are involved in the process.  
 
I would highly prefer MOUA at Geoffrey bay at Magnetic Island. Based on my experience, Geoffrey bay has more consistent good visibility as compared to 
the other bays. It is also a green zone making the risk on boats and traffic very minimal to none. Many people visit Geoffrey bay for its amazing corals, the 
wreck, and the snorkeling trail. Adding the MOUA to the list will be very ideal to MOUA's purpose and increased visitor experience.  
 
MOUA is one of a kind and will greatly benefit Townsville, the community, and the reef. 

106 Magnetic Island has a good range of snorkelling. People can see coral, loads of different types of fish, and giant clams - dugongs and turtles and other 
more exotic things if they're lucky. I don't think any man-made decoration can compete with any of it and I don't think it should. Put this in a less-sensitive 
place where there is nothing else for people to choose look at. It's time we took the Aboriginal view and thought of "Country" as somewhere to be loved, 
cherished and looked after. Please don't do this to Magnetic Island. 

107 We wish to provide support for the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for Stage 2 (Palm Island) and Stage 3 (Magnetic Island Yunbenun). 
As supporters of the MOUA and tourism operators, we are excited for the opportunities the installations will bring to the Townsville region.  
 
The MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland state government, the Australian federal government, local businesses and 
philanthropy. The two completed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral Greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions.  
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island have been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with minimal environmental impacts. The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised 
art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  
We are very supportive of the collaborative process artist Jason deCaires Taylor is undertaking working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural storytelling sculpture for the ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail.  
 
We hope that GBRMPA also sees the value in the final stages of the MOUA. 

108 I support that Palm Island development should be in Palm Island hands and led by Palm Islanders and we say NO to MOUA plans for Palm Island. WE 
NOT SUPPORT THIS BECAUSE OF THE DAMAGE AND DESTRUCTION IT WILL CAUSE TO THE ISLAND AND COMMUNITY: MOUA have applied for 
a private mooring at NE Bay in order for the public and regulators to consider all options for access to the underwater sculptures. 

109 I support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
The MOUA is a not for profit with ha vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island. 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley and Molly Steer. 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason de Caires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

110 I do not support the placement of these sculptures at Geoffrey Bay.  
 
The only site I would support is inside the marina at Nelly Bay for the reasons listed below :  

 Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone in the Marine National Park and has it's own natural values and should not be artificially enhanced. I do not see how 
this development fits the objectives of Geoffey Bay as a Green Zone 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

 I fear there will be major impacts on the Geoffrey Bay foreshore where there are no public toilets with limited parking and infrastructure. 
 This foreshore has threatened migratory birds that visit the tidal flats seasonally. These threatened species will be further impacted by unnecessary 

use by visitors for other than appreciating the already exquisite natural values. 
 There will also be disruption to marine mammals, reptiles, larger fishes, sharks and rays in this area by the intrusion of man-made structures into an 

area that has already been set aside to protect its natural values. 
 This sets a precedent for future development in other Green Zones in the Marine National Park. 
 There are alternatives that are not in a Green Zone other than Geoffrey Bay which should be considered. 

111 I am writing to provide feedback on the proposed Museum of Underwater Art installation in Geoffrey Bay. I don’t have a view one way or the other about the 
concept of installing ‘sculptures’ or other structures under the ocean as some sort of tourist attraction, particularly if such an action is without significant 
impact in the long term. However, I do have a particular concern about any human installation in a purposefully highly protected area which can be 
predicted to have multiple impacts above and below the water surface and on the adjacent shoreline. 
 
As I understand it, Geoffrey Bay is Marine National Park - a no-take or ‘Green Zone’. Such a zone is to : “Provide for the protection of the natural integrity 
and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities.” I can’t see how a man-made installation, that has nothing to do with 
essential infrastructure or protection, can be compliant with the objectives of the Green Zone. I thought that Zone was about conservation, protection and 
presentation. This proposal suggests that something man-made is more highly valued than the natural assets. That the natural assets and values of the site 
can be bent into submission and that this is OK. I object to such arrogance. 
 
No documentation or presentation to date seems to adequately, let alone independently report on the values and assets currently presented on Magnetic 
Island generally and in Geoffrey Bay particularly. Whilst it was obvious that Geoffrey Bay had the assets the developer wants to exploit, there seemed to be 
no appreciation of the other values, the excess baggage, that weren’t of use to them or might detract from their benefit. Vague references to migratory 
wading birds or turtle nesting sites did nothing to place those assets in the context of the greater natural heritage experience. An example of this can be 
found in the Queensland Dept National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) Management Statement June 2012: 
 
Table 4: Bird species listed in international agreements 
 
Caspian tern, little tern, lesser crested tern, crested tern, ruddy turnstone, sharp-tailed sandpiper, bar-tailed godwit, black-tailed godwit, eastern curlew, 
whimbrel, grey-tailed tattler, common sandpiper, greenshank, marsh sandpiper 
 
BONN – Bonn Convention 
CAMBA – China–Australia Migratory Bird Agreement 
JAMBA – Japan–Australia Migratory Bird Agreement 
ROKAMBA – Republic of Korea–Australia Migratory Bird Agreement 
 
These are significant natural assets people come to see in special places like Magnetic Island. Tourists traipsing the beach looking for the MOUA won’t 
have a clue that they’re disturbing crucial feeding sites. Dog walkers the same. Car parkers won’t know they are disturbing turtle nesting sites. In this sense 
I believe the public information package and the so-called Community Consultation have been woefully inadequate and misleading either by omitting crucial 
information or by downplaying it. 
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The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island have been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with minimal environmental impacts. The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised 
art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  
We are very supportive of the collaborative process artist Jason deCaires Taylor is undertaking working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural storytelling sculpture for the ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail.  
 
We hope that GBRMPA also sees the value in the final stages of the MOUA. 

108 I support that Palm Island development should be in Palm Island hands and led by Palm Islanders and we say NO to MOUA plans for Palm Island. WE 
NOT SUPPORT THIS BECAUSE OF THE DAMAGE AND DESTRUCTION IT WILL CAUSE TO THE ISLAND AND COMMUNITY: MOUA have applied for 
a private mooring at NE Bay in order for the public and regulators to consider all options for access to the underwater sculptures. 

109 I support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) 
The MOUA is a not for profit with ha vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. 
I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses and that 
the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive benefits for 
our community and reef. 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration 
Support of MOUA ‘Reef Scientists’ snorkel trail at Magnetic Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island. 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley and Molly Steer. 
Support of ‘Corroboree’ snorkel trail at Palm Island 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated eight locations at Palm Island between 2017-2021 and in collaboration with Manbarra 
Traditional Owners has identified NE Bay as the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason de Caires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

110 I do not support the placement of these sculptures at Geoffrey Bay.  
 
The only site I would support is inside the marina at Nelly Bay for the reasons listed below :  

 Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone in the Marine National Park and has it's own natural values and should not be artificially enhanced. I do not see how 
this development fits the objectives of Geoffey Bay as a Green Zone 
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Summary 

 I fear there will be major impacts on the Geoffrey Bay foreshore where there are no public toilets with limited parking and infrastructure. 
 This foreshore has threatened migratory birds that visit the tidal flats seasonally. These threatened species will be further impacted by unnecessary 

use by visitors for other than appreciating the already exquisite natural values. 
 There will also be disruption to marine mammals, reptiles, larger fishes, sharks and rays in this area by the intrusion of man-made structures into an 

area that has already been set aside to protect its natural values. 
 This sets a precedent for future development in other Green Zones in the Marine National Park. 
 There are alternatives that are not in a Green Zone other than Geoffrey Bay which should be considered. 

111 I am writing to provide feedback on the proposed Museum of Underwater Art installation in Geoffrey Bay. I don’t have a view one way or the other about the 
concept of installing ‘sculptures’ or other structures under the ocean as some sort of tourist attraction, particularly if such an action is without significant 
impact in the long term. However, I do have a particular concern about any human installation in a purposefully highly protected area which can be 
predicted to have multiple impacts above and below the water surface and on the adjacent shoreline. 
 
As I understand it, Geoffrey Bay is Marine National Park - a no-take or ‘Green Zone’. Such a zone is to : “Provide for the protection of the natural integrity 
and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities.” I can’t see how a man-made installation, that has nothing to do with 
essential infrastructure or protection, can be compliant with the objectives of the Green Zone. I thought that Zone was about conservation, protection and 
presentation. This proposal suggests that something man-made is more highly valued than the natural assets. That the natural assets and values of the site 
can be bent into submission and that this is OK. I object to such arrogance. 
 
No documentation or presentation to date seems to adequately, let alone independently report on the values and assets currently presented on Magnetic 
Island generally and in Geoffrey Bay particularly. Whilst it was obvious that Geoffrey Bay had the assets the developer wants to exploit, there seemed to be 
no appreciation of the other values, the excess baggage, that weren’t of use to them or might detract from their benefit. Vague references to migratory 
wading birds or turtle nesting sites did nothing to place those assets in the context of the greater natural heritage experience. An example of this can be 
found in the Queensland Dept National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) Management Statement June 2012: 
 
Table 4: Bird species listed in international agreements 
 
Caspian tern, little tern, lesser crested tern, crested tern, ruddy turnstone, sharp-tailed sandpiper, bar-tailed godwit, black-tailed godwit, eastern curlew, 
whimbrel, grey-tailed tattler, common sandpiper, greenshank, marsh sandpiper 
 
BONN – Bonn Convention 
CAMBA – China–Australia Migratory Bird Agreement 
JAMBA – Japan–Australia Migratory Bird Agreement 
ROKAMBA – Republic of Korea–Australia Migratory Bird Agreement 
 
These are significant natural assets people come to see in special places like Magnetic Island. Tourists traipsing the beach looking for the MOUA won’t 
have a clue that they’re disturbing crucial feeding sites. Dog walkers the same. Car parkers won’t know they are disturbing turtle nesting sites. In this sense 
I believe the public information package and the so-called Community Consultation have been woefully inadequate and misleading either by omitting crucial 
information or by downplaying it. 
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I am disappointed that the MOUA proposal pays no more than lip service to the fact that Magnetic Island is a World Heritage site. Sure, the boosters know 
about it but they can’t position the MOUA in the World Heritage context. It’s no wonder that UNESCO is suggesting that the GBR might be a World Heritage 
site In Danger. Nothing much has changed in the more than 20 years since the authors of The Outstanding Universal Values of the GBR WH Area wrote: 
 
Alternative locations have not been adequately considered. They want this location because it’s the best preserved fringing reef on Magnetic Island (even 
as they deny knowledge of ongoing degradation caused by dredge spoil migration). They won’t consider using this art installation to begin the repair of 
another abused, damaged or neglected location - even one that has plentiful installed infrastructure such as Nelly or Picnic Bay. No, they want the best so 
that they can make it second best or even worse. 
 
So, on these several grounds, I call upon GBRMPA to reject this application because it is disrespectful of the WH listing, disrespectful of the existing natural 
values of Geoffrey Bay, and will only exacerbate the GBRMPA’s dismal reputation for divisive and destructive decision making. 

112 I refer to the proposal for sculptures on Magnetic Island associated with MOUA. I wish to provide a submission to be considered as part of the assessment 
process.  
 
I believe the statues should not be located within Geoffrey Bay, or other Marine National Park (green) zones. These statues would significantly detract from 
the natural and aesthetic values of Geoffrey Bay - the values for which it is protected as a green zone. If the MOUA statues are to proceed on Magnetic 
Island I believe they should be located outside of a green zone where there is existing infrastructure to support the proposed additional visitation. I believe 
the current proposal is inconsistent with the mandatory assessment criteria for the following reasons: 
- underwater sculptures are not listed as being allowed in Marine National Park Zones (green zones) and are likely inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
The sculptures proposed will not be educating people about the environmental values of the area. 
- installing artificial structures will detract from the natural integrity, appearance and will likely disrupt ecological processes (e.g. alter fish habitats, 
disturb natural substrates and possibly impact megafauna movement). 
- there are feasible alternatives which will create fewer impacts. 
- granting permission for MOUA to erect structures in a Green Zone would set a precedent for this type of activity in Green Zones, which could lead to 
cumulative impacts on the Marine Park’s World Heritage Values. 

113 I have a number of fundamental concerns regarding the proposal to install underwater art in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island: 
 
1.  The proposed sculptures are not a permitted use of a Marine National Park (Green Zone).   As artificial structures, they will detract from the natural 
beauty of environment 
 
2.  The PIP and associated 2021 Ecologic study are not sufficient to support valid approval by GBRMPA.  The 2021 Reef Ecologic study assessed sites in 
Geoffrey Bay and those identified in the PIP cannot be the sites that will be actually used if the sculptures are to be always underwater.   
 
This can clearly be seen when the water depth of the proposed sites is reviewed.  The Reef Ecologic study shows the proposed sites (GB 0 - 13 in 
Appendix 1 page 9 of the 2020 study) as being in water between 0m and 3.1m with an average depth of 1.28m.  The PIP states that the proposed 2.4m 
high sculptures will be at least 1m below the water at MLWS (page 10 and figures 11 and 12 of the PIP).   
 
That is, under the PIP the proposed sculptures will be in water at least 3.4m deep at MLWS but under the proposed sites put forward in the PIP and 
analysed in the Reef Ecologic Study the sites are in depths between 0.0m and 3.1m.  The depth of 3.4m is not available in the sites assessed by Reef 
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Ecologic in their report.  Accordingly, the sites assessed by Ecologic cannot be those proposed to be utilised by MOUA in Geoffrey Bay.  Indeed, to obtain 
depths of 3.5m or more in Geoffrey Bay, it is necessary to go South of a line drawn due West from the southernmost point of Bremner Point.   
 
The location of the proposed sites is important as their substrate (i.e. live coral, sand, rock, macroalgae or rubble) was a criteria in determining the suitability 
of Geoffrey Bay.  The Reef Ecologic report on which the PIP is based uses different sites from that would have to be used by MOUA to obtain the 
appropriate depth for the sculptures (i.e. at least 3.4m at MLWS).  Therefore, no comfort can be found from the Reef Ecologic 2020 assessment of the 
impact on the substrate of the proposed sculptures.  That is, there can be no guarantee that the actual sites (in the stated depth of at least 3.4m below the 
surface at MLWS) will not be on live coral or other sensitive marine environments.  Further work on new proposed sites of sufficient depth is necessary 
before a valid conclusion as to the impact and suitability of those sufficient depth sites can be made. 
 
If alternatively, the proposed sites as outlined in the PIP and Reef Ecologic report are to be used for Geoffrey Bay, the proposed sculptures would be very 
visible above low tide on average by approximately 1.2m above the water.  This would be inconsistent with other statements in the PIP that the sculptures 
would always be below the water by at least 1m.  It would also represent an inappropriate visual interruption to the natural beauty of Geoffrey Bay. 
 
The actual location is also important for a number of the other criteria in multi-criteria assessment of potential locations (e.g. ease of access, 
protection...).  Again, further work and an assessment of proposed sites of sufficient depth in Geoffrey Bay (and elsewhere) against that multi-criteria are 
required before a valid decision can be reached.   

114 I believe that Geoffrey Bay is an inappropriate location for these sculptures and GBRMPA should not permit their installation.   
  
Key reasons Geoffrey Bay is inappropriate  
  

1. Geoffrey Bay is in a Green Zone.   This should protect the marine environment from significant development.   Installing large sculptures should not 
be a permissible use in a Green Zone.   If the MOUA sculptures were permitted, it would send a clear signal that the rules in a Green Zone on 
Magnetic Island can be bent to increase tourism.  

2. The sculptures will become visible at low tide based on the information in the PIP.  This will significantly damage the beautiful outlook across 
Geoffrey Bay.   According to Navionics (Marine depth program from Garmin updated by sounder readings from users and Government 
Hydrographic surveys), the area where the sculptures are proposed to be placed is 2 metres or less at Lowest Astronomical Tide.  The sculptures 
are proposed to be 2.4m high. The PIP is almost misleading in the absence of an overlay of depths with the proposed location of the 
sculptures.  How certain can we be that the sculptures will never be visible especially as the tide calculations appear not to include the lowest 
astronomical tide?    

3. Geoffrey Bay has a fragile foreshore which is already being damaged by existing tourist activities. Significant time and effort is being spent in trying 
to protect this area from rubbish, the spread of weeds and damage by cars.   Such damage can only be exacerbated if significant numbers of 
tourists are brought to the area.  

4. Geoffrey Bay is an important location for critically endangered migratory birds, it is a home for sharks and rays, it has seagrass meadows and 
beautiful marine life.   All of this will be endangered if substantial numbers of additional visitors come to the beach each year.   

  
Tourism Activity Increase in Geoffrey Bay 
  
On pages 31 and 32, the PIP states that the MOUA sculptures will generate another $42m through 50,000 new visitors, ie $840 per person.  Yet the 
existing 250,000 tourists on Magnetic Island generate only $50m, ie $200 per person.  No further details are provided in the PIP but at face value, the 
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I am disappointed that the MOUA proposal pays no more than lip service to the fact that Magnetic Island is a World Heritage site. Sure, the boosters know 
about it but they can’t position the MOUA in the World Heritage context. It’s no wonder that UNESCO is suggesting that the GBR might be a World Heritage 
site In Danger. Nothing much has changed in the more than 20 years since the authors of The Outstanding Universal Values of the GBR WH Area wrote: 
 
Alternative locations have not been adequately considered. They want this location because it’s the best preserved fringing reef on Magnetic Island (even 
as they deny knowledge of ongoing degradation caused by dredge spoil migration). They won’t consider using this art installation to begin the repair of 
another abused, damaged or neglected location - even one that has plentiful installed infrastructure such as Nelly or Picnic Bay. No, they want the best so 
that they can make it second best or even worse. 
 
So, on these several grounds, I call upon GBRMPA to reject this application because it is disrespectful of the WH listing, disrespectful of the existing natural 
values of Geoffrey Bay, and will only exacerbate the GBRMPA’s dismal reputation for divisive and destructive decision making. 

112 I refer to the proposal for sculptures on Magnetic Island associated with MOUA. I wish to provide a submission to be considered as part of the assessment 
process.  
 
I believe the statues should not be located within Geoffrey Bay, or other Marine National Park (green) zones. These statues would significantly detract from 
the natural and aesthetic values of Geoffrey Bay - the values for which it is protected as a green zone. If the MOUA statues are to proceed on Magnetic 
Island I believe they should be located outside of a green zone where there is existing infrastructure to support the proposed additional visitation. I believe 
the current proposal is inconsistent with the mandatory assessment criteria for the following reasons: 
- underwater sculptures are not listed as being allowed in Marine National Park Zones (green zones) and are likely inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
The sculptures proposed will not be educating people about the environmental values of the area. 
- installing artificial structures will detract from the natural integrity, appearance and will likely disrupt ecological processes (e.g. alter fish habitats, 
disturb natural substrates and possibly impact megafauna movement). 
- there are feasible alternatives which will create fewer impacts. 
- granting permission for MOUA to erect structures in a Green Zone would set a precedent for this type of activity in Green Zones, which could lead to 
cumulative impacts on the Marine Park’s World Heritage Values. 

113 I have a number of fundamental concerns regarding the proposal to install underwater art in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island: 
 
1.  The proposed sculptures are not a permitted use of a Marine National Park (Green Zone).   As artificial structures, they will detract from the natural 
beauty of environment 
 
2.  The PIP and associated 2021 Ecologic study are not sufficient to support valid approval by GBRMPA.  The 2021 Reef Ecologic study assessed sites in 
Geoffrey Bay and those identified in the PIP cannot be the sites that will be actually used if the sculptures are to be always underwater.   
 
This can clearly be seen when the water depth of the proposed sites is reviewed.  The Reef Ecologic study shows the proposed sites (GB 0 - 13 in 
Appendix 1 page 9 of the 2020 study) as being in water between 0m and 3.1m with an average depth of 1.28m.  The PIP states that the proposed 2.4m 
high sculptures will be at least 1m below the water at MLWS (page 10 and figures 11 and 12 of the PIP).   
 
That is, under the PIP the proposed sculptures will be in water at least 3.4m deep at MLWS but under the proposed sites put forward in the PIP and 
analysed in the Reef Ecologic Study the sites are in depths between 0.0m and 3.1m.  The depth of 3.4m is not available in the sites assessed by Reef 
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Ecologic in their report.  Accordingly, the sites assessed by Ecologic cannot be those proposed to be utilised by MOUA in Geoffrey Bay.  Indeed, to obtain 
depths of 3.5m or more in Geoffrey Bay, it is necessary to go South of a line drawn due West from the southernmost point of Bremner Point.   
 
The location of the proposed sites is important as their substrate (i.e. live coral, sand, rock, macroalgae or rubble) was a criteria in determining the suitability 
of Geoffrey Bay.  The Reef Ecologic report on which the PIP is based uses different sites from that would have to be used by MOUA to obtain the 
appropriate depth for the sculptures (i.e. at least 3.4m at MLWS).  Therefore, no comfort can be found from the Reef Ecologic 2020 assessment of the 
impact on the substrate of the proposed sculptures.  That is, there can be no guarantee that the actual sites (in the stated depth of at least 3.4m below the 
surface at MLWS) will not be on live coral or other sensitive marine environments.  Further work on new proposed sites of sufficient depth is necessary 
before a valid conclusion as to the impact and suitability of those sufficient depth sites can be made. 
 
If alternatively, the proposed sites as outlined in the PIP and Reef Ecologic report are to be used for Geoffrey Bay, the proposed sculptures would be very 
visible above low tide on average by approximately 1.2m above the water.  This would be inconsistent with other statements in the PIP that the sculptures 
would always be below the water by at least 1m.  It would also represent an inappropriate visual interruption to the natural beauty of Geoffrey Bay. 
 
The actual location is also important for a number of the other criteria in multi-criteria assessment of potential locations (e.g. ease of access, 
protection...).  Again, further work and an assessment of proposed sites of sufficient depth in Geoffrey Bay (and elsewhere) against that multi-criteria are 
required before a valid decision can be reached.   

114 I believe that Geoffrey Bay is an inappropriate location for these sculptures and GBRMPA should not permit their installation.   
  
Key reasons Geoffrey Bay is inappropriate  
  

1. Geoffrey Bay is in a Green Zone.   This should protect the marine environment from significant development.   Installing large sculptures should not 
be a permissible use in a Green Zone.   If the MOUA sculptures were permitted, it would send a clear signal that the rules in a Green Zone on 
Magnetic Island can be bent to increase tourism.  

2. The sculptures will become visible at low tide based on the information in the PIP.  This will significantly damage the beautiful outlook across 
Geoffrey Bay.   According to Navionics (Marine depth program from Garmin updated by sounder readings from users and Government 
Hydrographic surveys), the area where the sculptures are proposed to be placed is 2 metres or less at Lowest Astronomical Tide.  The sculptures 
are proposed to be 2.4m high. The PIP is almost misleading in the absence of an overlay of depths with the proposed location of the 
sculptures.  How certain can we be that the sculptures will never be visible especially as the tide calculations appear not to include the lowest 
astronomical tide?    

3. Geoffrey Bay has a fragile foreshore which is already being damaged by existing tourist activities. Significant time and effort is being spent in trying 
to protect this area from rubbish, the spread of weeds and damage by cars.   Such damage can only be exacerbated if significant numbers of 
tourists are brought to the area.  

4. Geoffrey Bay is an important location for critically endangered migratory birds, it is a home for sharks and rays, it has seagrass meadows and 
beautiful marine life.   All of this will be endangered if substantial numbers of additional visitors come to the beach each year.   

  
Tourism Activity Increase in Geoffrey Bay 
  
On pages 31 and 32, the PIP states that the MOUA sculptures will generate another $42m through 50,000 new visitors, ie $840 per person.  Yet the 
existing 250,000 tourists on Magnetic Island generate only $50m, ie $200 per person.  No further details are provided in the PIP but at face value, the 
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projections appear overly optimistic.  However, if they are not optimistic, there will be tens of thousands of additional visitors at the sensitive environment of 
Geoffrey Bay which is a Green Zone.   
  
PIP Report and Siting Information appears to be inadequate 
  
The PIP contains little information about the biodiversity, marine life and vegetation in Geoffrey Bay and the impact of the sculptures and the additional 
tourists on these natural treasures.  There is some information in the Reef Ecologic report about the substrate and depth for the each of the proposed 
sculptures but this is not transferred into the PIP (and only relates to the direct underwater environment of the proposed sculpture 
installation).   Furthermore, the Reef Ecologic report appears to have been done when the proposed installations were expected to be viewed at low tide as 
the analysed sites do not appear to have sufficient depth to ensure the proposed sculptures will not visible.   
  
Therefore, the PIP does not appear to show sites that are appropriate or relevant.   Accordingly, I do not believe there is valid information on which a 
decision to approve could be made or how any such decision could be “fair, transparent and consistent and contribute to achieving the objects of the Great 
Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975” (Section 1 of the GBRMPA Assessment and Decision Guidelines).   
  
Failure to meet Guidelines 
  
Even if the sites were appropriate and relevant, I do not believe that installing sculptures fits into the “Activities allowed with permission” in a Green Zone 
shown in Table 1 of the Guidelines.  It would appear from the PIP that any educational impact is a mere by-product of the tourism experience.   Nor do I 
believe that the sculptures could meet the requirements of the various Considerations in the Guidelines, including: 
  

 Consideration A “Objects of the Zone” which includes a reference in Section 61’s example to large underwater facilities interrupting the natural 
scenic vista below the waterline (let alone the clear risk to the natural scenic vista above the waterline).  

  
 Consideration D which requires reasonable steps have been taken by the applicants to minimise harm from the activity.   There is no reference to 

how this would be done in the PIP; therefore as a member of the public, it seems plausible to me that there will be no minimisation. 
  

 Consideration E which requires an evaluation of feasible and prudent alternatives.   There are clearly alternatives to Geoffrey Bay (eg Nelly 
Bay).   These carry much less environmental risk and therefore should be preferred by the GBRMPA. 

  
The GBRMPA exists to protect the reef and all its zones.  How large would the bond be under section 255 of the Guidelines and how long would that be 
held for to cover all risks of environmental damage?  How would the GBRMPA rehabilitate environment harm if sculpture heads appear above the water, or 
if seagrass meadows are damaged?     
  
Alternative Location(s) 
  
I note that Nelly Bay is MOUA’s second choice and stated as a feasible alternative.   Nelly Bay is classed as a Habitat Protection Zone and already has a 
snorkel tour.   If sculptures are to be installed on the island, Nelly Bay would appear to be a preferable choice from an environmental perspective (subject to 
the sculptures not being visible and to meeting all the various requirements for approval by the GBRMPA).   
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projections appear overly optimistic.  However, if they are not optimistic, there will be tens of thousands of additional visitors at the sensitive environment of 
Geoffrey Bay which is a Green Zone.   
  
PIP Report and Siting Information appears to be inadequate 
  
The PIP contains little information about the biodiversity, marine life and vegetation in Geoffrey Bay and the impact of the sculptures and the additional 
tourists on these natural treasures.  There is some information in the Reef Ecologic report about the substrate and depth for the each of the proposed 
sculptures but this is not transferred into the PIP (and only relates to the direct underwater environment of the proposed sculpture 
installation).   Furthermore, the Reef Ecologic report appears to have been done when the proposed installations were expected to be viewed at low tide as 
the analysed sites do not appear to have sufficient depth to ensure the proposed sculptures will not visible.   
  
Therefore, the PIP does not appear to show sites that are appropriate or relevant.   Accordingly, I do not believe there is valid information on which a 
decision to approve could be made or how any such decision could be “fair, transparent and consistent and contribute to achieving the objects of the Great 
Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975” (Section 1 of the GBRMPA Assessment and Decision Guidelines).   
  
Failure to meet Guidelines 
  
Even if the sites were appropriate and relevant, I do not believe that installing sculptures fits into the “Activities allowed with permission” in a Green Zone 
shown in Table 1 of the Guidelines.  It would appear from the PIP that any educational impact is a mere by-product of the tourism experience.   Nor do I 
believe that the sculptures could meet the requirements of the various Considerations in the Guidelines, including: 
  

 Consideration A “Objects of the Zone” which includes a reference in Section 61’s example to large underwater facilities interrupting the natural 
scenic vista below the waterline (let alone the clear risk to the natural scenic vista above the waterline).  

  
 Consideration D which requires reasonable steps have been taken by the applicants to minimise harm from the activity.   There is no reference to 

how this would be done in the PIP; therefore as a member of the public, it seems plausible to me that there will be no minimisation. 
  

 Consideration E which requires an evaluation of feasible and prudent alternatives.   There are clearly alternatives to Geoffrey Bay (eg Nelly 
Bay).   These carry much less environmental risk and therefore should be preferred by the GBRMPA. 

  
The GBRMPA exists to protect the reef and all its zones.  How large would the bond be under section 255 of the Guidelines and how long would that be 
held for to cover all risks of environmental damage?  How would the GBRMPA rehabilitate environment harm if sculpture heads appear above the water, or 
if seagrass meadows are damaged?     
  
Alternative Location(s) 
  
I note that Nelly Bay is MOUA’s second choice and stated as a feasible alternative.   Nelly Bay is classed as a Habitat Protection Zone and already has a 
snorkel tour.   If sculptures are to be installed on the island, Nelly Bay would appear to be a preferable choice from an environmental perspective (subject to 
the sculptures not being visible and to meeting all the various requirements for approval by the GBRMPA).   
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Conclusion 
  
In conclusion, I request that GMRMPA rejects the proposal to install sculptures in Geoffrey Bay. 

115 From the start I have felt that having above and below water sculptures in the same place is a mistake. I feel there is a common opinion that the natural 
beauty of our coastline should be preserved. Having met the criteria for World Heritage Listing, I believe there is an obligation to preserve pristine. There is 
one place I consider suitable and practical for above water sculptures (image showing Nelly Bay).  
 
In regards to below water sculptures I have some concerns. I have heard no address about potential negatives to businesses.  How does it effect a dive 
shop in Nelly Bay if MOUA is installed in front of a dive shop in Geoffrey Bay? Do the snorkel tour operators have to compete with this location now? More 
transparency and communication required on access arrangements required.   
Does this WHListed naturally beautiful island need these sculptures? I don’t think it does. The artist is amazing , the sculptures are awesome and it would 
be a shame to miss out altogether. The aforementioned location (Nelly Bay) is the only area of Magnetic Island that I feel is suitable. 

116 I would like to add my views to the Public Comments being sought by GBRMPA in regard to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art on Magnetic Island 
Yunbenun. 
 
I support environmentally sustainable tourism development on the Island but not in a green zoned Geoffrey Bay. My expectation is that GBRMPA will 
preserve the natural integrity of a green zone as thoroughly as possible and this does not include installing a human made tourist attraction in the green 
zone. Green zones should be left in their natural state as far as possible. I realise that the Moltke wreck and a marked snorkel trail are already present in 
Geoffrey Bay but I do not think any additional infrastructure should be introduced. 
 
I like the idea of sculptures to acknowledge the work and contributions made by ‘reef scientists’ but would rather see them installed in such a way that not 
only snorkelers and divers could appreciate but in a way such that  people not entering the water would also be able to appreciate and learn from. My 
suggestion would therefore now be to have them installed in a foreshore park-like area, perhaps encompassing the sand and shallow areas of somewhere 
along the Nelly Bay foreshore. 
 

117 I am absolutely opposed to the MOUA - Art work installation at Geoffrey Bay. 
I am against this project because: 
1. There is a conflict of interest as the PIP was conducted by Reef Ecologic whose Managing Director is also the Deputy Chair of the MOUA  Board. 
2. There has been No formal Environmental Impact Assessment undertaken for any of the proposed sites. 
3. Geoffrey Bay has recently had Vegetation fencing installed and there has been native seedlings planted in the front of sections of this fencing. My 
understanding is, that the area was fenced & signage put up to stop people from parking/camping there and native vegetation has a chance to 
regrow/regenerate to hold the sand in place. I believe that this proposed installation at Geoffrey Bay would cause added pressure for parking & pedestrian 
traffic on the area and cause degradation of the environment - native plant damage, erosion & disturbance to the habitat of native animals, e.g the beach & 
tidal flats host a large variety of vulnerable & critically endangered migratory bird species. 
4. According to the PIP, many of the proposed sites are less than 2 metres deep & the sculptures would be exposed at low tide, not submerged as stated 
by the PIP. I would prefer to see the sea, the beach & maintain the view as it is now. 

118 I wish to formally submit my objections to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installations within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
My concerns fall into 2 main areas: 
1. My own experience and involvement with the proposed Geoffrey Bay site 
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2. The failure of the proposed installation to meet the mandatory assessment criteria outlined in Section 103 of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Regulations 2019 
 
1. My own experience and involvement with the proposed Geoffrey Bay site 
Geoffrey Bay is a very unusual, but very important example of a Marine Park/ Suburban interface. This is also a fraught situation. The situation is important 
because it enables locals and visitors alike, to interact with and appreciate, a marine park that is literally on their doorstep. It is a fraught situation because 
this very interaction threatens the viability of future of the marine park ecosystem and its surrounds. Anecdotal and photographic evidence bears witness to 
the deterioration of the Geoffrey Bay fringing reefs and foreshore over recent decades. Issues include, but are not limited to; 
• Silting over from the Townsville harbour channel dredging 
• People and un-leashed dogs walking on the reef 
• Unleashed dogs on the beach below the high tide line 
• Unleashed and leashed dogs on the beach, dunes and foreshore 
• Damage to and destruction of ground nesting birds and their nests- eg rainbow bee-eaters and masked lapwings 
• Vehicles being driven and parked on the dunes and foreshore area immediately behind the dunes 
• Camping on the dunes and the area behind the dunes 
• The emptying of campervan toilets on the dunes and the area behind the dunes 
• Weed infestations in the dune vegetation 
• The illegal destruction of dune vegetation to improve ‘views’ from premises along Geoffrey Bay 
A range of community groups and individuals have worked hard for many years to monitor, highlight, report, prevent and repair the negative impacts of 
having a suburban population, suburban activities, visitors and visitor activities on the marine park and connected foreshore of Geoffrey Bay. Details and 
evidence of the issues, and of these groups and individuals and their work can be provided if needed. The last thing that Geoffrey Bay needs is anything 
that is likely to attract more locals and/or visitors and more of their associated negatively impacting activities.  
 
2.The MOUA project can be assessed against the following core criteria from the Regulations and the Guidelines mentioned above. Key issues where the 
proposal does not meet these guidelines are listed below as dot points: 
 
103(a) If the proposed conduct will take place in a zone – the objectives (if any) of the zoning plan for the zone 
 • Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
103(d) the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment 
in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry. 
• Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented.  
•In any case, the disturbance to the natural integrity of the zone and the increased level of use the proponents intend to cause will invariably and 
unnecessarily increase the risk of disturbance and harm to this sensitive environment. The PIP makes no attempt to address this unavoidable harm. 
 
103(e) whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct. 
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• There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. 
103(f) any written comments received under Division 3 in connection with the application. 
Social value assessment guidelines 
• Geoffrey Bay was the first place in the world that synchronised coral spawning was recognised, and should be retained intact without significant human 
intrusion. 
• It is the most natural and undisturbed of Magnetic Island’s urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This 
proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures. 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome.  
• This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system.  
 
103(p) any other matters relevant to the proposed conduct and either: 
 • (i) achievement of the objects of the Act; or  
• (ii) orderly and proper management of the Marine Park. 
• Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas. 

119 I have become aware of the Plans of the MOUA for Palm Island, North Queensland. 
 
I wish to register my support for the Palm Islanders/Bwgcolman people that they should have the right to make their own decisions for the development of 
their community. 
 
To not give this right (which one would assume should be inherent) is to not give Palm Islanders the due respect & a voice that they deserve as a people 
group. 

120 I would like to state my objection to the proposed MOUA structures being installed in Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island as the proposal does not meet the 
mandatory criteria for approval within Marine National Park Zones.  
 
Please consider the following points during your assessment:  
• Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone (Green Zone) and are therefore more 
likely to be inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna. 
• Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This 
proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures and degradation. 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 
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2. The failure of the proposed installation to meet the mandatory assessment criteria outlined in Section 103 of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Regulations 2019 
 
1. My own experience and involvement with the proposed Geoffrey Bay site 
Geoffrey Bay is a very unusual, but very important example of a Marine Park/ Suburban interface. This is also a fraught situation. The situation is important 
because it enables locals and visitors alike, to interact with and appreciate, a marine park that is literally on their doorstep. It is a fraught situation because 
this very interaction threatens the viability of future of the marine park ecosystem and its surrounds. Anecdotal and photographic evidence bears witness to 
the deterioration of the Geoffrey Bay fringing reefs and foreshore over recent decades. Issues include, but are not limited to; 
• Silting over from the Townsville harbour channel dredging 
• People and un-leashed dogs walking on the reef 
• Unleashed dogs on the beach below the high tide line 
• Unleashed and leashed dogs on the beach, dunes and foreshore 
• Damage to and destruction of ground nesting birds and their nests- eg rainbow bee-eaters and masked lapwings 
• Vehicles being driven and parked on the dunes and foreshore area immediately behind the dunes 
• Camping on the dunes and the area behind the dunes 
• The emptying of campervan toilets on the dunes and the area behind the dunes 
• Weed infestations in the dune vegetation 
• The illegal destruction of dune vegetation to improve ‘views’ from premises along Geoffrey Bay 
A range of community groups and individuals have worked hard for many years to monitor, highlight, report, prevent and repair the negative impacts of 
having a suburban population, suburban activities, visitors and visitor activities on the marine park and connected foreshore of Geoffrey Bay. Details and 
evidence of the issues, and of these groups and individuals and their work can be provided if needed. The last thing that Geoffrey Bay needs is anything 
that is likely to attract more locals and/or visitors and more of their associated negatively impacting activities.  
 
2.The MOUA project can be assessed against the following core criteria from the Regulations and the Guidelines mentioned above. Key issues where the 
proposal does not meet these guidelines are listed below as dot points: 
 
103(a) If the proposed conduct will take place in a zone – the objectives (if any) of the zoning plan for the zone 
 • Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
103(d) the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment 
in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry. 
• Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented.  
•In any case, the disturbance to the natural integrity of the zone and the increased level of use the proponents intend to cause will invariably and 
unnecessarily increase the risk of disturbance and harm to this sensitive environment. The PIP makes no attempt to address this unavoidable harm. 
 
103(e) whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct. 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

• There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. 
103(f) any written comments received under Division 3 in connection with the application. 
Social value assessment guidelines 
• Geoffrey Bay was the first place in the world that synchronised coral spawning was recognised, and should be retained intact without significant human 
intrusion. 
• It is the most natural and undisturbed of Magnetic Island’s urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This 
proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures. 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome.  
• This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system.  
 
103(p) any other matters relevant to the proposed conduct and either: 
 • (i) achievement of the objects of the Act; or  
• (ii) orderly and proper management of the Marine Park. 
• Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas. 

119 I have become aware of the Plans of the MOUA for Palm Island, North Queensland. 
 
I wish to register my support for the Palm Islanders/Bwgcolman people that they should have the right to make their own decisions for the development of 
their community. 
 
To not give this right (which one would assume should be inherent) is to not give Palm Islanders the due respect & a voice that they deserve as a people 
group. 

120 I would like to state my objection to the proposed MOUA structures being installed in Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island as the proposal does not meet the 
mandatory criteria for approval within Marine National Park Zones.  
 
Please consider the following points during your assessment:  
• Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone (Green Zone) and are therefore more 
likely to be inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna. 
• Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This 
proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures and degradation. 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 
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• This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system. 
• Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly in conflict with the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas. 
Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. 

121 I am opposed to the location of underwater art in the Green Zones of Magnetic Island for the following reasons: 
 
1) Green Zones are very precious, and already threatened by silting from dredging of the Townsville shipping channel. Unfortunately small reefs are 
deteriorating. I'd rather see money spent on finding alternative locations to dump the dredge spoil. Cleaner water will return the reefs to their original health 
and beauty, so snorkelers will have a better experience. 
 
2) I don't believe we should attract more tourists to the reefs/Green Zones on Magnetic Island. I think the fairly low key self-discovery of reefs via snorkeling 
is as much as these small Green Zones should be subjected to. Any more tourist pressure would place them at risk. People stand on reefs when they 
snorkel and inevitably cause damage, which will only get worse with increased tourist numbers. 
 
3) Developing a Magnetic Island reef as a tourist attraction this way may pave the way for further development in other bays of Magnetic Island, which 
would further the demise of the reefs. 
 
4) Surely sculptures and other art are not a permitted use of a Green Zone? How are these rules being changed? And if they can be changed, will this 
mean that other new and inappropriate uses could follow? This will undermine the integrity and definition of a Green Zone. 
 
5) I don't believe art is necessary amongst natural underwater systems where there are enough astonishing natural sights. In fact I think it would be really 
bad taste, and annoying for many snorkelers. It may confirm or worsen tourists' impression of Australia as being exploitative of its natural resources. 

122 According to MUOA's PIP it's projects are designed to challenge visitors to consider their impact on the environment. I challenge MOUA to consider it's 
impacts on the environment.  
 
Magnetic Island already suffers negative human impacts. These range from anchor damage to fin damage - even coral smashed in a distinct hull shape, the 
bay has been silted over.  
 
Many reefs are in shallow water, with coral exposed by lowest tides, stressed by higher water (and air) temperatures. However, nature is amazingly 
resilient. The coral in Geoffrey Bay is still gorgeous and widespread (along whole bay). Not just at the 'snorkel trail'. Also the flats and rubble are full of 
amazing sealife (island wide). 
 
I don't believe Geoffrey Bay (or, indeed, any bay) it will be enhanced by MOUA artworks. Also the initial installation will (negatively) impact the area. 
 
Have MOUA satisfactorily proven that their installations will remain secure in adverse weather? Cyclone's appear to be getting stronger. A toppling/moving 
statue would devastate (potentially large areas) of (slow growing, irreplaceable) coral. 
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• This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system. 
• Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly in conflict with the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas. 
Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. 

121 I am opposed to the location of underwater art in the Green Zones of Magnetic Island for the following reasons: 
 
1) Green Zones are very precious, and already threatened by silting from dredging of the Townsville shipping channel. Unfortunately small reefs are 
deteriorating. I'd rather see money spent on finding alternative locations to dump the dredge spoil. Cleaner water will return the reefs to their original health 
and beauty, so snorkelers will have a better experience. 
 
2) I don't believe we should attract more tourists to the reefs/Green Zones on Magnetic Island. I think the fairly low key self-discovery of reefs via snorkeling 
is as much as these small Green Zones should be subjected to. Any more tourist pressure would place them at risk. People stand on reefs when they 
snorkel and inevitably cause damage, which will only get worse with increased tourist numbers. 
 
3) Developing a Magnetic Island reef as a tourist attraction this way may pave the way for further development in other bays of Magnetic Island, which 
would further the demise of the reefs. 
 
4) Surely sculptures and other art are not a permitted use of a Green Zone? How are these rules being changed? And if they can be changed, will this 
mean that other new and inappropriate uses could follow? This will undermine the integrity and definition of a Green Zone. 
 
5) I don't believe art is necessary amongst natural underwater systems where there are enough astonishing natural sights. In fact I think it would be really 
bad taste, and annoying for many snorkelers. It may confirm or worsen tourists' impression of Australia as being exploitative of its natural resources. 

122 According to MUOA's PIP it's projects are designed to challenge visitors to consider their impact on the environment. I challenge MOUA to consider it's 
impacts on the environment.  
 
Magnetic Island already suffers negative human impacts. These range from anchor damage to fin damage - even coral smashed in a distinct hull shape, the 
bay has been silted over.  
 
Many reefs are in shallow water, with coral exposed by lowest tides, stressed by higher water (and air) temperatures. However, nature is amazingly 
resilient. The coral in Geoffrey Bay is still gorgeous and widespread (along whole bay). Not just at the 'snorkel trail'. Also the flats and rubble are full of 
amazing sealife (island wide). 
 
I don't believe Geoffrey Bay (or, indeed, any bay) it will be enhanced by MOUA artworks. Also the initial installation will (negatively) impact the area. 
 
Have MOUA satisfactorily proven that their installations will remain secure in adverse weather? Cyclone's appear to be getting stronger. A toppling/moving 
statue would devastate (potentially large areas) of (slow growing, irreplaceable) coral. 
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Magnetic Island (and Palm Island) already have gorgeous, natural reefs for visitors to explore. Many visitors return annually to enjoy this natural aspect. I 
don't believe that art installations are the only way to attract tourists and provide employment. Palm Island, and it's surrounds, are absolutely stunning - 
naturally. Locals could be employed for natural tours, highlighting the indigenous connection between reef, land and sea. You don't need to introduce a 
chunk of concrete to do that. Palm Island is a,virtually untapped, natural, tourism hotspot. I've visited on a cultural day and would happily pay for a natural 
stay and experience - not to visit an artificial, potentially damaging, 'artwork'. Similarly, promote the natural reefs and surrounds to tourists. Educate people, 
particularly the young, so they care and want to maintain these ecosystems......not chuck a statue in them. Save the artwork for the parks and museums. 
Appreciate, and protect nature. Reef scientists study and preserve reefs - I'm sure they'd prefer we do the same. 

123 I am writing to disagree with proposed underwater sculpture installation at Geoffrey Bay, Arcadia, Magnetic Island. I don't object to underwater art in 
general, but I strongly disagree with it in Marine National Park Green Zones. I appreciate that the sculptures would convey a conservation message but 
there are better ways to convey that message (e.g. foreshore signage).  

124 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 
-Geoffrey Bay does not already have the facilities to support current tourist attractions (snorkel trail and Moltke Wreck), who will be paying to upgrade these 
facilities?, 
-path to car park is full of potholes and barely wide enough to fit 1 car at a time,  
-carpark only fits maybe 5 vehicles at a time,  
-entry via boat ramp is dangerous at the best of times,  
-first 20 metres in water is zero visibility,  
-at low tide most coral is so close to the surface that most snorkelers have been seen standing on and damaging the reef (attracting more people to this site 
in search of a museum will only worsen this issue), 
-tides in Geoffrey Bay can get extremely low to the point that the Moltke wreck is sticking up out of the water, to ensure the same does not happen with the 
museum you would have to place it farther out which means that snorkelers may get tired and run risk of fatigue and drowning, will you also put in a floating 
rest station? 
 
• Lack of independent information and detailed assessment of the sites 
• Alternative locations for the proposed activity will have less risk than installation within a green zone 
• Potential to undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA if the installation is approved within a green zone 
• The potential for setting a precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island 
 
I sincerely hope you halt the progress of the proposed activity and work WITH the local tourism operators, locals and experts to find a better location that 
will provide easier access and less harm to the reef. 

125 Moua Geoffrey Bay Magnetic island.  Geoffrey Bay has been rejuvenating well over the years and is a turtle nesting beach and is meant to be a green zone 
and protected. It's beautiful the way it is. Having sculpture exposed by tides is a big change to our perfect natural landscape. Also if sculptures are put in I 
hope it's on sand, doesn’t impact on coral or sea grass. I am concerned that the influx of attention to Geoffrey will undo allot of the regeneration that has 
happened. 
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I believe Nelly bay is more suitable as it's already been changed from its natural state. 
 
I also think it would be good if it's for the science for the sculptures to represent that. Endangered and extinct sea life sea life protectors. These are things 
that represent Maggie Island please reconsider using Geoffrey bay it's has come a long way since it stopped being a tragic zone. The destruction is not 
worth it. 

126 I would like to make a submission against the Museum of Underwater Art (MUOA) proposed for Magnetic Island.  I have serious concerns about the 
environmental, social, economic and heritage impacts resulting from the installation of the eight large concrete sculptures which it is proposed to install in 
one Magnetic Island’s bays. 
 
I believe that it is the natural beauty of the island and being able to see the native wildlife, the fringing reefs and the marine life that live on these reefs that 
visitors particularly enjoy. I also have concerns about a possible conflict of interest as I understand that the impact assessment was conducted by Reef 
Ecologic, whose Managing Director is also Deputy Chair of the MOUA board. 
 
I understand that the preferred location is along the existing snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay, a site selected due to the depth and good underwater visibility at 
this location, in addition to the diverse and abundant marine life found in this green zone Geoffrey Bay is zoned green to protect its “natural integrity and 
values” and is the oldest green zone on the island. The bay is home to diverse and beautiful marine life, century old coral assemblages and was the site of 
the world’s first discovery of mass coral spawning in 1981. It contains the wreck of the Molke, a three-masted barque built in 1870 which is encrusted in 
both hard and soft coral and hosts a wide range of underwater life. There is also a WWII aeroplane propeller and engine block (from a CW-22B Curtiss 
Falcon) sitting on the ocean floor. People wishing to dive and snorkel in Geoffrey Bay already have lots to see.  
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects 
leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline, large amounts of underwater facilities in the 
area, which interrupt the natural scenic vista below the waterline, and facilities which are clearly visible and detract from the natural appearance of the area. 
The MOUA proposal, by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, through 
encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of 
the area by marine mammals, reptiles and larger fishes, sharks and rays. The installation of such a tourist “attraction” would also have major implications for 
parking and infrastructure on the Geoffrey Bay foreshore and impact on endangered and threatened migratory birds that use the tidal flats. 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity, which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of Magnetic Island’s urban bays but is already showing 
signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures. The proposal has the potential to lead to a 
significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low-key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values to one where over-use and degradation is 
the likely outcome. 
 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park 
representative areas system. Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to 
this type of activity, and for similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and 
management of these small, vulnerable and valued areas.  
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I believe Nelly bay is more suitable as it's already been changed from its natural state. 
 
I also think it would be good if it's for the science for the sculptures to represent that. Endangered and extinct sea life sea life protectors. These are things 
that represent Maggie Island please reconsider using Geoffrey bay it's has come a long way since it stopped being a tragic zone. The destruction is not 
worth it. 

126 I would like to make a submission against the Museum of Underwater Art (MUOA) proposed for Magnetic Island.  I have serious concerns about the 
environmental, social, economic and heritage impacts resulting from the installation of the eight large concrete sculptures which it is proposed to install in 
one Magnetic Island’s bays. 
 
I believe that it is the natural beauty of the island and being able to see the native wildlife, the fringing reefs and the marine life that live on these reefs that 
visitors particularly enjoy. I also have concerns about a possible conflict of interest as I understand that the impact assessment was conducted by Reef 
Ecologic, whose Managing Director is also Deputy Chair of the MOUA board. 
 
I understand that the preferred location is along the existing snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay, a site selected due to the depth and good underwater visibility at 
this location, in addition to the diverse and abundant marine life found in this green zone Geoffrey Bay is zoned green to protect its “natural integrity and 
values” and is the oldest green zone on the island. The bay is home to diverse and beautiful marine life, century old coral assemblages and was the site of 
the world’s first discovery of mass coral spawning in 1981. It contains the wreck of the Molke, a three-masted barque built in 1870 which is encrusted in 
both hard and soft coral and hosts a wide range of underwater life. There is also a WWII aeroplane propeller and engine block (from a CW-22B Curtiss 
Falcon) sitting on the ocean floor. People wishing to dive and snorkel in Geoffrey Bay already have lots to see.  
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects 
leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline, large amounts of underwater facilities in the 
area, which interrupt the natural scenic vista below the waterline, and facilities which are clearly visible and detract from the natural appearance of the area. 
The MOUA proposal, by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, through 
encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of 
the area by marine mammals, reptiles and larger fishes, sharks and rays. The installation of such a tourist “attraction” would also have major implications for 
parking and infrastructure on the Geoffrey Bay foreshore and impact on endangered and threatened migratory birds that use the tidal flats. 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity, which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of Magnetic Island’s urban bays but is already showing 
signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will inevitably lead to increased pressures. The proposal has the potential to lead to a 
significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low-key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values to one where over-use and degradation is 
the likely outcome. 
 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park 
representative areas system. Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to 
this type of activity, and for similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and 
management of these small, vulnerable and valued areas.  
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While Picnic Bay has been proposed as an alternative site, I understand there is considerable opposition from residents who do not want these structures to 
be installed there either. Like them, I believe the proposed MOUA would detract from the natural beauty of that bay. 
 
 As there is already an existing sculpture, the Ocean Siren installed alongside the Strand Jetty in Townsville, consideration should be given to installing the 
sculptures proposed for Magnetic Island to an adjacent under water location. There visitors could easily access the MOUA from the beach and either the 
existing jetty or a smaller purpose built one. While underwater visibility may not be as good, locating the MOUA on the Strand is likely to result in more 
visitors being able to enjoy the museum and better community support for the proposal. 

127 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island. 
 
MOUA is strongly supported by the tourism and education sector, with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has undertaken at Palm Island between 2017-2021 in collaboration with Council and the Manbarra 
Traditional Owners. I note there is ongoing discussions on the final location. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

128 We strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun) . MOUA is 
an important infrastructure project that has global significance and will be a catalyst for the recovery of the tourism industry in the region and the economy 
as the tourism sector recovers from the impacts of Covid-19. 
 
MOUA is strongly supported by the tourism and education sector, with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures 'Ocean Siren' on the Strand and 'Coral greenhouse' at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The consultation and assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years. We appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which we support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration . No doubt MOUA will again be flexible to community needs. 
Importantly the installations will be valuable additions to the MOUA Regional story. 
 
We support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as 
the preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
We support the process of assessment that MOUA has undertaken at Palm Island between 2017-2021 in collaboration with Council and the Manbarra 
Traditional Owners. 
 
We are very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional 
owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
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129 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
MOUA is strongly supported by the tourism and education sector, with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses 
and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with positive 
benefits for our community and reef. 
 
The consultation and assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years.  I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. No doubt MOUA will again be flexible to community needs. 
Importantly the installations will be valuable additions to the MOUA Regional story. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has investigated seven locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 and identified Geoffrey Bay as the 
preferred location for several reasons including clear water, existing snorkel trail, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting 
activities (such as fishing) and healthy adjacent coral reefs. 
 
I support the process of assessment that MOUA has undertaken at Palm Island between 2017-2021 in collaboration with Council and the Manbarra 
Traditional Owners. 
 
I am very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and traditional owners 
to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 

130 We strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stage 2 - Palm Island and stage 3 - Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
MOUA is strongly supported by the tourism and education sector, with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local businesses to 
date for the "Ocean Siren" and the "Coral Greenhouse" at John Brewer Reef are both world class attractions with positive benefits for our community and 
the reef. 
 
The consultation and assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years. We also like to 
acknowledge MOUA's response to community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which 
we support as these will be great snorkelling attractions and we believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration. No doubt MOUA will again be 
flexible to community needs. Importantly the installations will be valuable additions to the MOUA Regional story. 
 
We support the process of assessment that MOUA has conducted with them investigating seven potential locations at Magnetic Island between 2017-2021 
which includes the suitability of clear water, sheltered waters, sandy substrate, protection from potential conflicting activities (such as fishing) and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs. MOUA's installation's will need to have safe access for users as suggested in the assessment and this also supported by us. 
 
We support the process of assessment that MOUA has undertaken at Palm Island between 2017-2021 in collaboration with Palm Island Shire Council and 
the Manbarra Traditional Owners. 
 
We have been very supportive of the collaborative process of a world class artist Jason deCaires Taylor working with local Palm Island artists and 
traditional owners to design a cultural story telling sculpture. 
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Prior to the impacts of Covid19 Magnetic Island tourism and hospitality operators experienced one of the busiest tourism seasons on record. Magnetic 
Island is just 8km off the coast of Townsville and is considered the hero experience for the region. 
A report published in September 2019 by AEC, suggests Magnetic Island's tourism and event industry supports 1,700 local jobs, attracts over 250,000 
visitors annually, provides 1 Million Room Nights, and contributes in excess of $200M in GRP (Gross Regional Product) to the Townsville Region. 
 
We are supportive of the MOUA project for Magnetic Island and view this as a very important project that will aid in the recovery of the local tourism industry 
into the future. 

131 I would like to lend our support to MOUA and their proposal for the Geoffrey Bay site, Magnetic Island.  
 
I believe that this will create a great destination for tourists both domestic and international into the future as well as an awareness around the survival of 
the Great Barrier Reef. We are supportive of this development and upgrading the facilities to make accessibility safer and easier for people.  
 
The MOUA is a not for profit with a vision for reef conservation, science, culture, art and tourism that will be positive for Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef 
and Queensland. I understand that the MOUA has been strongly supported with funding from the Queensland and the Australian government and local 
businesses and that the two installed sculptures ‘Ocean Siren’ on the Strand and ‘Coral greenhouse’ at John Brewer Reef are world-class attractions with 
positive benefits for our community and reef.  
 
The environmental assessment of the proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Island has been comprehensive over several years and has identified that 
sculptures can be installed on bare sand with no environmental impacts. 
 
The community consultation in 2020 has shown strong support for the revised art concepts of ‘Reef Scientist’ and ‘Corroboree’. I appreciate that the 
community consultation resulted in some changes from potential intertidal locations to fully submerged locations which I support as these will be great 
snorkelling attractions and I believe will also increase citizen science and reef restoration  
 
I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral cover compared to other 
locations at Magnetic island.  
 
I am very impressed with the choice of local and international scientists for the snorkel trail and conservationists including Professor Charlie Veron (the 
godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly Steer. 

132 I am very concerned about the recent proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) to develop 8 structures, each 2.4m tall in Geoffrey Bay, one of 
our most undisturbed urban bays with a high biodiversity.  
 
It is my understanding that underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not permitted in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more 
likely to be inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
 
The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity and through encouraging 
visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes, including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by 
larger marine faun (e.g. turtles. dugongs and a variety of reef sharks and rays). 
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Picnic Bay seems to be a more feasible location for the proposed activity which has fewer values than the green zones and is unlikely to impose higher 
costs on the project but will boost the tourism in one of the quieter bays.  
 
Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. An increase 
of tourism will inevitably lead to increased pressures.  
 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park representative areas system.  
 
Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for 
similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, 
vulnerable and valued areas.  
I urge you to relocate the proposal to a less vulnerable location, since Geoffrey Bay is exhibiting a high amount of marine and shorebird biodiversity, is 
already under urban and tourism pressure and is still recovering from the cyclone damage, caused by Yasi. 

133 Re: Museum of Underwater Art Proposal for Yunbenun (Magnetic Island) 
We have conservation concerns and seek more detail and assurances regarding the management and/or mitigation of risks to the natural environment. 
 
In principle, we support the Museum of Underwater Art’s purpose to promote the natural values of the Great Barrier Reef, while educating visitors and 
encouraging behaviour that supports its long-term health. We also support the celebration of conservation science and recognition of individuals who have 
made significant contributions to reef conservation. 
 
If this project is to proceed, it is crucial that it promotes and protects the natural values of the site and the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area. This 
includes mitigating and managing risks posed by the artworks themselves and any associated increase in human activity. 
 
The main points that we wish to raise are as follows: 
• The proposed project should not be located in a green zone (such as Geoffrey Bay); 
• The PIP contains insufficient information regarding environmental risk mitigation; 
• Assurances of best practice have not been adequately provided. 
 
Site Selection and Zoning 
‘Site selection’ is cited as important for mitigating impacts, yet the preferred site (Geoffrey Bay) is a green zone, a level of protection reflective of its high 
conservation value. Below are just some of the important natural values of Geoffrey Bay: 
• the beach and tidal flats at Geoffrey Bay host a large variety of vulnerable and critically endangered migratory bird species; 
• the shallows are a nursery ground for many vulnerable shark and ray species; 
• central areas of the bay support sea grass meadows, sustaining dugong and marine turtle species; and 
• the bay boasts diverse and beautiful marine life, century-old coral assemblages and was the site of the world’s first discovery of mass coral spawning in 
1981. 
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Green zones are marine national parks, designated for the conservation of marine life. The installation of artworks in the Geoffrey Bay green zone would be 
inconsistent with the objectives of the zone. Granting permission for this use in a green zone could set a dangerous precedent and sends the wrong 
message about the purpose of green zones. 
 
According to the Geoffrey Bay and Alma Bay (Arcadia) Catchment Management Strategy Report by Townsville City Council and Creek to Coral, “Human 
activity in the Geoffrey Bay and Alma Bay catchment can have adverse impacts on the Great Barrier Reef WHA and its values and especially in near shore 
areas.” Foreshore degradation is already evident in Geoffrey Bay, believed to be the result of increasing visitor numbers. We strongly urge other sites be 
considered above Geoffrey Bay for this installation. As an example, Nelly Bay offers very similar values to Geoffrey Bay but is a blue zone, which we 
believe would be more appropriate for this kind of purpose. 
 
Risk Mitigation/Management 
According to the PIP: “Effective management tools to mitigate the effects of underwater art installation and management include planning, risk assessment, 
site selection, design, training, site supervision, appropriate signage and briefings to educate visitors about best practices and their potential damaging 
activities.” 
 
Our questions: 
1. Why were the full list of potential risks to the environment, and plans to mitigate/manage them, not clearly outlined in the PIP? 
2. How was Geoffrey Bay selected as the preferred site for the proposal, given it is one of the most ecologically important and sensitive of those assessed? 
3. Will training or briefings be mandatory for all visitors? How will this be provided? 
4. When will the site be supervised and what will be the nature of this supervision? 
We believe that there is insufficient information within the PIP regarding how impacts to the natural environment will be minimised and how visitor numbers 
and behaviour will be managed for this proposal to be given full consideration. 
 
Assurances Required 
For this proposal to proceed, we believe the following is required: 
• A fully independent Environmental Impact Assessment, made publicly available; 
• More information regarding how seagrass meadows will be protected; 
• Assurance that each structure will be placed on sand or other substrate and not lead to the damage or removal of any corals; 
• Assurance that the statues will be fully subtidal to minimise damage to reef flats; 
• Evidence that the structures will be able to withstand cyclone/storm activity and that their materials will not degrade and cause environmental harm; and 
• Details about how visitor numbers and behaviour will be managed to best protect sensitive ecosystems. 
If Geoffrey Bay is selected as the site, we would further expect: 
• An outline of the risk mitigation for the vulnerable and critically endangered migratory birds that utilise the beach and tidal flats at Geoffrey Bay; 
• Details of the risk mitigation for the shark and ray species that use the shallows of Geoffrey Bay as nursery grounds; 
• Justification for the construction of privately managed tourism infrastructure within a green zone, given this is not outlined as a permitted activity; and 
• The decommissioning of Geoffrey Bay’s old barge ramp and the rehabilitation of the barge access channel, as an offset. 
 
Conclusion 
We know GBRMPA prides itself on using the best available science to manage the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area. We expect that the 
precautionary principle will also be applied in this case, to best protect its natural values. 
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134 This comment relates only to the project proposal for Magnetic Island. 
 
We understand that the purpose of the 10 May 2021 PIP is to gain the relevant approvals under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975, Regulations 
1983 and Zoning Plan 2003, for Stage 3. The PIP states that "based on the studies and consultation to date...Geoffrey Bay is the preferred location (for the 
underwater sculptures) at Magnetic Island." 
 
Geoffrey Bay was the first Marine National Park (Green) Zone (6.92 [MNP-19-1094]) on Magnetic Island. Itis a high conservation location, and the first 
place in the world that synchronised coral spawning was recognised. 
 
GBRMPA ACTION REQUESTED 
 
We request that in response to  this PIP, that GBRMPA: 
 
1.  Does not approve the installation by MOUA of underwater sculptures in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. 
 
2. Refers the action (the MOUA PIP) to the Minister (under section 71 of the EPBC Act further to the 2009 GBRMPA - DAWE Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU). This is because we suggest compliance of the MOUA self-assessment is questionable. 
 
We state that this project is being progressed without adequate community consultation. We do not consider that a 20-minute presentation by MOUA to a 
small number of ratepayers represents adequate or suitable community consultation. However, if this project is to be progressed at Magnetic Island, then 
we submit that MOUA should  not  be allowed in Green Zones such as Geoffrey and Florence Bays, and the relatively  wilderness  setting of the Yellow 
Zone in Arthur Bay. The alternative sites at Picnic, Nelly and Horseshoe Bays present less damaging options, with fewer risks to the Island World Heritage 
Values (WHVs). Sites such as Picnic Bay also offer more suitable complementary facilities, such as parking and toilets and are less likely to impose higher 
project costs. 
 
SUMMARY COMMENTS: 
 
The Comments below are a summary and the next section is a further expansion of each of those comments. 
 
1. The proposed project will negatively impact the future protection and management of the Geoffrey Bay (Green Zone) area. We submit that the MOUA 
project will jeopardize the Green Zone objectives, specifically the protection of the natural integrity and values of Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. 
2. The proposed project is likely to have significant impact on the Values of the Marine Park or significant impact on the MNES of Geoffrey Bay, including 
World Heritage Values (WHVs). Therefore, we question the compliance of the MOUA self-assessment and request that further to the 2009 Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between GBRMPA and DAWE that GBRMPA refer the action (the MOUA PIP) to the Minister (under section 71 of the EPBC Act). 
When considering MNES, it is important to also consider the WHVs of the GBRWHA that are present on Magnetic Island, that lie both within and outside 
the GBRMP. 
 
3.Points 1 and 2 above are also a significant concern at  the  proposed  alternative locations of Florence Bay (Green Zone) and Arthur Bay (Yellow  Zone in 
a wilderness natural setting accessible only via the National Park) and to a slightly lesser extent at the built-up areas of Picnic Bay, Horseshoe Bay and 
Nelly Bay. 
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134 This comment relates only to the project proposal for Magnetic Island. 
 
We understand that the purpose of the 10 May 2021 PIP is to gain the relevant approvals under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975, Regulations 
1983 and Zoning Plan 2003, for Stage 3. The PIP states that "based on the studies and consultation to date...Geoffrey Bay is the preferred location (for the 
underwater sculptures) at Magnetic Island." 
 
Geoffrey Bay was the first Marine National Park (Green) Zone (6.92 [MNP-19-1094]) on Magnetic Island. Itis a high conservation location, and the first 
place in the world that synchronised coral spawning was recognised. 
 
GBRMPA ACTION REQUESTED 
 
We request that in response to  this PIP, that GBRMPA: 
 
1.  Does not approve the installation by MOUA of underwater sculptures in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. 
 
2. Refers the action (the MOUA PIP) to the Minister (under section 71 of the EPBC Act further to the 2009 GBRMPA - DAWE Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU). This is because we suggest compliance of the MOUA self-assessment is questionable. 
 
We state that this project is being progressed without adequate community consultation. We do not consider that a 20-minute presentation by MOUA to a 
small number of ratepayers represents adequate or suitable community consultation. However, if this project is to be progressed at Magnetic Island, then 
we submit that MOUA should  not  be allowed in Green Zones such as Geoffrey and Florence Bays, and the relatively  wilderness  setting of the Yellow 
Zone in Arthur Bay. The alternative sites at Picnic, Nelly and Horseshoe Bays present less damaging options, with fewer risks to the Island World Heritage 
Values (WHVs). Sites such as Picnic Bay also offer more suitable complementary facilities, such as parking and toilets and are less likely to impose higher 
project costs. 
 
SUMMARY COMMENTS: 
 
The Comments below are a summary and the next section is a further expansion of each of those comments. 
 
1. The proposed project will negatively impact the future protection and management of the Geoffrey Bay (Green Zone) area. We submit that the MOUA 
project will jeopardize the Green Zone objectives, specifically the protection of the natural integrity and values of Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. 
2. The proposed project is likely to have significant impact on the Values of the Marine Park or significant impact on the MNES of Geoffrey Bay, including 
World Heritage Values (WHVs). Therefore, we question the compliance of the MOUA self-assessment and request that further to the 2009 Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between GBRMPA and DAWE that GBRMPA refer the action (the MOUA PIP) to the Minister (under section 71 of the EPBC Act). 
When considering MNES, it is important to also consider the WHVs of the GBRWHA that are present on Magnetic Island, that lie both within and outside 
the GBRMP. 
 
3.Points 1 and 2 above are also a significant concern at  the  proposed  alternative locations of Florence Bay (Green Zone) and Arthur Bay (Yellow  Zone in 
a wilderness natural setting accessible only via the National Park) and to a slightly lesser extent at the built-up areas of Picnic Bay, Horseshoe Bay and 
Nelly Bay. 
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4. Tourism claims: 
The PIP assertions about Tourism, are not supported as outlined below: 
(a)  Underwater sculptures and tourist attraction are not listed in the Great Barrier Reef Zoning Plan 2003 (section 2.7.4) as being allowed in a Marine 
National Park (Green) Zone. They are therefore likely to be inconsistent with the Zone's objectives. 
 
(b)  It is only an assumption in the PIP that an Underwater Sculpture Installation on Magnetic Island would be a tourism asset or attraction. 
 
(c)  The proposed Underwater Sculptures on Magnetic Island in a Green Zone are unlikely to be a major tourist attraction because the established island 
tourism profile is one of a natural World Heritage destination. 
 
(d)  The PIP provides no evidence of its tourism aims and assumptions. 
 
(e)  If MOUA tourism expectations are correct, there is a high risk that with increased tourism the location (Geoffrey Bay) would be "LOVED TO DEATH"! 
 
5.      Consultation was inadequate. 
 
6.      Monitoring and Maintenance are Questionable. 
 
7.      Site Selection is Questionable. 
 
*    Multicriteria Analysis 
 
*    Field assessment data to support preferred site 
 
*    The infrastructure impacts 
 
*     Above water level exposure of sculptures 
 
EXPANDED COMMENTS: 
 
1.      The proposed project could negatively impact on the future protection and management of the Geoffrey Bay (Green Zone) area. We note that the 
Objectives of a Marine National Park (Green) Zone are: 
 
(a)    To provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the  Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities; and 
 
(b)    Subject to the objectives mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the Values of the 
Marine Park, to be undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas. 
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We submit that the MOUA project will jeopardise the Green Zone objectives, specifically the protection of the natural integrity and values of Geoffrey Bay, 
Magnetic Island, and the opportunity for those values to be presented to the public in their NATURAL state. 
 
Further, the project could only present the Values of the Marine Park if this message is provided accurately to visitors by the tourism sector (see following 
paragraph 4). 
 
The natural integrity and Values of Geoffrey Bay are multifaceted: 
 
•      The very features of Geoffrey Bay (high water visibility, abundant biodiverse coral, depth, and abundant and biodiverse marine life) that make it 
MOUA’s preferred location are among the values that the green zoning aims to protect and present.  
 
•     These values currently draw significant numbers of tourist snorkellers for a low-key experience to interact with these values in their NATURAL setting. 
The existence of MOUA sculptures would detract from this. 
 
•      Adjacent to the Marine National Park Green Zone of Geoffrey Bay are the beauty of a near natural beach - the  most picturesque of Magnetic Island's 
urban bays, and intact headlands (Bremner Point and Hawkings Point), displaying the natural bushland of the surrounding Magnetic Island National Park. 
These assets protect the island's terrestrial World Heritage Values and are also part of the reason the Bay itself is a declared Marine National Park. 
 
•      The adjacent terrestrial environment, which also contributes to the World Heritage Values (as noted above), currently caters for mostly pedestrian 
visitors.   There is no infrastructure for increased vehicle parking on the fragile dune systems (which themselves support nationally listed ecosystems such 
as vine thickets on sand dunes). 
 
•      The proposed sculptures would intrude on the natural underwater ecosystems  and landscapes protected by the zoning. Central areas of the Bay 
provide support for seagrass meadows sustaining dugong and marine turtle species, the  beach and tidal flats host a large variety of vulnerable and 
critically endangered  migratory bird species including turtle nesting, the shallows are a nursery ground for many vulnerable shark and ray species. 
 
•      In addition, the Bay hosts diverse and beautiful marine life, century old coral assemblages and has added heritage value as the  site of the world's first 
discovery in 1981 of mass coral spawning, as noted above. 
 
2.   The proposed project at Geoffrey Bay is likely to have significant impact on Matters of National Environmental Significance, including the World Heritage 
Values of the GBRWHA that occur in Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Therefore, we question the compliance of the MOUA self-assessment and request that further to the 2009 Memorandum  of Understanding  (MOU) 
between GBRMPA and DAWE, that GBRMPA refers the action (the MOUA PIP) to  the  Minister (under section 71 of the  EPBC Act). 
 
The World Heritage Values (WHVs) of the  Great Barrier Reef and the contribution of Magnetic Island to these WHVs are defined in EPBC Policy Statement 
5.1 -  Region Magnetic Island ( 2010). This Statement identifies MNES present on Magnetic Island. 
 
The Statement: 
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Evidences (p14) that "Many natural heritage values of the GBRWHA are present on Magnetic Island", including a diversity of environmental  assets such as 
forests, coral reefs, seagrass beds and mangroves; habitat for several rare, threatened, and endemic species; and exceptional natural beauty. 
 
Informs (Table 1 [pp 8-12]) that threatened species, ecological communities, and migratory species, both terrestrial and marine, found on or near Magnetic 
Island, several of which occur in Geoffrey Bay (turtles, dugong, and migratory birds). 
 
Lists (Table 2 [pp 18-30]) examples of actions with the potential to have significant impacts on MNES and possible avoidance, reduction and mitigation 
measures.  Several of these occur in Geoffrey Bay (listed or threatened species and ecological communities, listed migratory species). 
 
Provides examples of actions that may have significant impacts. Inclusions relevant to the MOUA project proposal  are: 
 
o       "Changes to amenity that notably diminish aesthetic value" (values are listed in the Statement Appendix). 
 
o         "New tourism developments, including resorts, marinas and floating hotels". 
 
For the tourism developments, the issue of scale is fundamental - the relative scale required of a tourism development on a Green zoned bay that will cause 
significant impact.  In addition, an artificial art installation in a location with acknowledged exceptional natural beauty, will impact the amenity and diminish 
aesthetic value. 
 
Any assessment of impact would need to consider each of the World Heritage Values referred to above. 
 
We note that the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Assessment and Decision Guidelines  (Section 44 page 10) outline in general, the  assessment approach 
for  a Public Information Package: 
 
"The managing agencies have identified that the proposed activity is likely to pose a Medium risk to the values of the Marine Park or significantly impact 
matters of National environmental significance. In addition, there may be an impact to the public's reasonable use of the Marine Park or Traditional Owner 
heritage values". 
 
Nevertheless, The PIP does not refer to policy statement 5.1, even though the PIP says that an EPBC self-assessment has been conducted. 
 
The PIP does not  include a cohesive comment addressing the  four questions for Self-Assessment contained in the EPBC Significant Impact Guidelines 
1.1  (2013) on the DAWE  Website. 
 
The PIP references or makes assertions about impacts, but  provides no detail, and provides only limited information on the assessment of MNES and 
impacts on MNES. 
 
On PIP Page 21  it  is stated that: 
 
"Site assessments of potential locations of underwater sculptures at Magnetic Island were conducted between 2017 and 2021. Six potential sites were 
assessed: Horseshoe Bay, Florence Bay, Arthur Bay, Geoffrey Bay, Nelly Bay and Picnic Bay. Following consultation with Traditional Owners, the 
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We submit that the MOUA project will jeopardise the Green Zone objectives, specifically the protection of the natural integrity and values of Geoffrey Bay, 
Magnetic Island, and the opportunity for those values to be presented to the public in their NATURAL state. 
 
Further, the project could only present the Values of the Marine Park if this message is provided accurately to visitors by the tourism sector (see following 
paragraph 4). 
 
The natural integrity and Values of Geoffrey Bay are multifaceted: 
 
•      The very features of Geoffrey Bay (high water visibility, abundant biodiverse coral, depth, and abundant and biodiverse marine life) that make it 
MOUA’s preferred location are among the values that the green zoning aims to protect and present.  
 
•     These values currently draw significant numbers of tourist snorkellers for a low-key experience to interact with these values in their NATURAL setting. 
The existence of MOUA sculptures would detract from this. 
 
•      Adjacent to the Marine National Park Green Zone of Geoffrey Bay are the beauty of a near natural beach - the  most picturesque of Magnetic Island's 
urban bays, and intact headlands (Bremner Point and Hawkings Point), displaying the natural bushland of the surrounding Magnetic Island National Park. 
These assets protect the island's terrestrial World Heritage Values and are also part of the reason the Bay itself is a declared Marine National Park. 
 
•      The adjacent terrestrial environment, which also contributes to the World Heritage Values (as noted above), currently caters for mostly pedestrian 
visitors.   There is no infrastructure for increased vehicle parking on the fragile dune systems (which themselves support nationally listed ecosystems such 
as vine thickets on sand dunes). 
 
•      The proposed sculptures would intrude on the natural underwater ecosystems  and landscapes protected by the zoning. Central areas of the Bay 
provide support for seagrass meadows sustaining dugong and marine turtle species, the  beach and tidal flats host a large variety of vulnerable and 
critically endangered  migratory bird species including turtle nesting, the shallows are a nursery ground for many vulnerable shark and ray species. 
 
•      In addition, the Bay hosts diverse and beautiful marine life, century old coral assemblages and has added heritage value as the  site of the world's first 
discovery in 1981 of mass coral spawning, as noted above. 
 
2.   The proposed project at Geoffrey Bay is likely to have significant impact on Matters of National Environmental Significance, including the World Heritage 
Values of the GBRWHA that occur in Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Therefore, we question the compliance of the MOUA self-assessment and request that further to the 2009 Memorandum  of Understanding  (MOU) 
between GBRMPA and DAWE, that GBRMPA refers the action (the MOUA PIP) to  the  Minister (under section 71 of the  EPBC Act). 
 
The World Heritage Values (WHVs) of the  Great Barrier Reef and the contribution of Magnetic Island to these WHVs are defined in EPBC Policy Statement 
5.1 -  Region Magnetic Island ( 2010). This Statement identifies MNES present on Magnetic Island. 
 
The Statement: 
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Evidences (p14) that "Many natural heritage values of the GBRWHA are present on Magnetic Island", including a diversity of environmental  assets such as 
forests, coral reefs, seagrass beds and mangroves; habitat for several rare, threatened, and endemic species; and exceptional natural beauty. 
 
Informs (Table 1 [pp 8-12]) that threatened species, ecological communities, and migratory species, both terrestrial and marine, found on or near Magnetic 
Island, several of which occur in Geoffrey Bay (turtles, dugong, and migratory birds). 
 
Lists (Table 2 [pp 18-30]) examples of actions with the potential to have significant impacts on MNES and possible avoidance, reduction and mitigation 
measures.  Several of these occur in Geoffrey Bay (listed or threatened species and ecological communities, listed migratory species). 
 
Provides examples of actions that may have significant impacts. Inclusions relevant to the MOUA project proposal  are: 
 
o       "Changes to amenity that notably diminish aesthetic value" (values are listed in the Statement Appendix). 
 
o         "New tourism developments, including resorts, marinas and floating hotels". 
 
For the tourism developments, the issue of scale is fundamental - the relative scale required of a tourism development on a Green zoned bay that will cause 
significant impact.  In addition, an artificial art installation in a location with acknowledged exceptional natural beauty, will impact the amenity and diminish 
aesthetic value. 
 
Any assessment of impact would need to consider each of the World Heritage Values referred to above. 
 
We note that the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Assessment and Decision Guidelines  (Section 44 page 10) outline in general, the  assessment approach 
for  a Public Information Package: 
 
"The managing agencies have identified that the proposed activity is likely to pose a Medium risk to the values of the Marine Park or significantly impact 
matters of National environmental significance. In addition, there may be an impact to the public's reasonable use of the Marine Park or Traditional Owner 
heritage values". 
 
Nevertheless, The PIP does not refer to policy statement 5.1, even though the PIP says that an EPBC self-assessment has been conducted. 
 
The PIP does not  include a cohesive comment addressing the  four questions for Self-Assessment contained in the EPBC Significant Impact Guidelines 
1.1  (2013) on the DAWE  Website. 
 
The PIP references or makes assertions about impacts, but  provides no detail, and provides only limited information on the assessment of MNES and 
impacts on MNES. 
 
On PIP Page 21  it  is stated that: 
 
"Site assessments of potential locations of underwater sculptures at Magnetic Island were conducted between 2017 and 2021. Six potential sites were 
assessed: Horseshoe Bay, Florence Bay, Arthur Bay, Geoffrey Bay, Nelly Bay and Picnic Bay. Following consultation with Traditional Owners, the 
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community and key stakeholders, the potential sites for further assessment were Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay (Figures 15 and 16). The PIP focuses on the 
26 Reef Health Impact Surveys conducted in Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay, respectively. More detailed site and habitat assessments are described in Reef 
Ecologic (2021) and in Appendix 1 ". 
 
However, Appendix 1 is a site assessment identifying only depth and habitat. Yet we note that the EPBC Assessment and Decision Guidelines require that 
an assessment is not just of the immediate area where the action is taken. 
 
Also noting that 'the area of the  proposed action' is broader than the immediate location, where the  action is undertaken, consideration is whether there 
are any MNES adjacent to  or downstream from the immediate location that may potentially be impacted. In addition, to be considered, is the potential for 
direct, indirect, flow- on, cumulative and consequential impacts (S 121 page 24). 
 
This wider impact is not considered in the PIP even though Geoffrey Bay, the suggested preferred site, is a Green Zone. A Green zone is a no take zone. 
 
GBRMPA  online information on zones  informs that no take zones have been found to: 
 
•    Protect spawning areas and nursery grounds. 
 
•    Minimise damage to important habitats. 
 
•    Provide refuge for protected species, such as turtles and dugongs. 
 
•    Boost species numbers, which helps the food web as a whole. 
 
•    Increase the abundance of fish. 
 
•   Build the resilience of the reef against threats such as climate change and water pollution. 
 
The PIP does not include a cohesive report of an assessment of impact on these broader area considerations such as habitat, species, fish, and resilience 
(including water quality). 
 
Similarly, the PIP does not  include assessment  on the  other issues identified  in the Guidelines: 
 
•   Measures to avoid or reduce impacts on MNES and the effectiveness of the measures to reduce impact below significant. 
 
•   Potential indirect impacts, and 
 
•   Mitigation. 
 
The PIP includes (Page 25)  a comment that : 
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community and key stakeholders, the potential sites for further assessment were Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay (Figures 15 and 16). The PIP focuses on the 
26 Reef Health Impact Surveys conducted in Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay, respectively. More detailed site and habitat assessments are described in Reef 
Ecologic (2021) and in Appendix 1 ". 
 
However, Appendix 1 is a site assessment identifying only depth and habitat. Yet we note that the EPBC Assessment and Decision Guidelines require that 
an assessment is not just of the immediate area where the action is taken. 
 
Also noting that 'the area of the  proposed action' is broader than the immediate location, where the  action is undertaken, consideration is whether there 
are any MNES adjacent to  or downstream from the immediate location that may potentially be impacted. In addition, to be considered, is the potential for 
direct, indirect, flow- on, cumulative and consequential impacts (S 121 page 24). 
 
This wider impact is not considered in the PIP even though Geoffrey Bay, the suggested preferred site, is a Green Zone. A Green zone is a no take zone. 
 
GBRMPA  online information on zones  informs that no take zones have been found to: 
 
•    Protect spawning areas and nursery grounds. 
 
•    Minimise damage to important habitats. 
 
•    Provide refuge for protected species, such as turtles and dugongs. 
 
•    Boost species numbers, which helps the food web as a whole. 
 
•    Increase the abundance of fish. 
 
•   Build the resilience of the reef against threats such as climate change and water pollution. 
 
The PIP does not include a cohesive report of an assessment of impact on these broader area considerations such as habitat, species, fish, and resilience 
(including water quality). 
 
Similarly, the PIP does not  include assessment  on the  other issues identified  in the Guidelines: 
 
•   Measures to avoid or reduce impacts on MNES and the effectiveness of the measures to reduce impact below significant. 
 
•   Potential indirect impacts, and 
 
•   Mitigation. 
 
The PIP includes (Page 25)  a comment that : 
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"MOUA has assessed whether the proposal is likely to impact Matters of National Environmental Significance protected under the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and Commonwealth marine environment, World Heritage properties and Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. Our 
findings are that through extensive planning, consultation, site selection, installation methods and mitigation the proposed Stage 2 and 3 facilities at 
Magnetic Island and Palm Island have a smaller impact than Stage 1 and that the project will not have a significant impact on MNES." No supporting 
evidence is included for this conclusion and no comment is provided on the effectiveness of mitigation measures, and whether impacts are likely to be 
significant. 
 
3.   Points 1 and 2 above also apply to all proposed locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
This is especially the case for the alternative locations of Florence Bay which is also a Green Zone, and Arthur Bay which while it  is the lesser protection of 
a Yellow Zone, it  is set in a wilderness natural setting accessible only via pedestrian access through the National Park.  Both Arthur and Florence Bays are 
popular snorkelling locations, where residents and visitors come to experience the reef’s values in a NATURAL setting. Artificial sculptures would detract 
from the current exceptional presentation of the values. 
 
4.    Tourism claims: 
 
The PIP assertions about tourism are not supported. 
 
* Underwater Sculptures and tourist attractions are not listed in the Great Barrier Reef Zoning Plan 2003 (Section 2.7.4) as being allowed in a Marine 
National Park (Green) Zone. They are therefore likely to be inconsistent with the zone's objectives. 
 
Installation of the proposed sculptures is not "conducting a tourism program" as described in Section 2.7.4.  Any tourism visitation would be contingent on 
subsequent promotion by the tourism sector. 
 
* It is only an assumption in the PIP that an Underwater Sculpture Installation on Magnetic Island would be a tourism asset or attraction. The Underwater 
Sculptures would only become such a tourism asset/attraction/ experience if promoted by the tourism sector - ranging from local island tourism operators to 
several agencies. 
 
These include the Local Government Authority  (Townsville City Council)  as well as the  network of tourism bodies ranging from the Local Tourism 
Organizations (Tourism Magnetic Island, member tourism operators particularly dive shops, snorkelling equipment hire, accommodation providers, the 
Regional Tourism Organisation -Townsville Enterprise Ltd, the State tourism body - Tourism and Events Qld, and the Australian government tourism 
agency Tourism Australia). Endorsement and promotion by all these agencies are assumed in the PIP. Therefore, the supposed tourism benefits are at best 
anticipated. 
 
*  The proposed Underwater Sculptures on Magnetic Island in a Green Zone are unlikely to  be a major tourist attraction because the  established island 
tourism profile is one of a natural World Heritage destination described by TCC9 as offering "the natural beauty and serenity of an untouched paradise 
within a thriving community." 
 
Similarly, TEL's 2018 Townsville North Queensland Official Visitor Guide 10 repeatedly, refers to the pristine nature or unspoilt nature experiences of 
Magnetic Island. 
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The established tourism market for this profile is indicated by the  Bureau of Tourism  Research 2019  Austrade/Deloitte Report on Regional Visitor 
Dispersal, that 32% of domestic travellers and 42% of international travellers said that an "ideal holiday" would involve natural experiences -wildlife, nature, 
and beautiful scenery. 
 
Further TEQ statistics of Tourist Visitation to National Parks (2018) recorded 289,000 combined overnight and day-tripper visitors to national parks in 
Townsville. TEQ notes that World class natural beauty and wildlife' is the third most important factor for domestic travellers, when choosing a holiday 
destination. 
 
We are not aware of any tourism statistics on the appeal of an experience such as the Underwater Sculptures.  It is perilous to develop a new tourism 
experience which can damage the  very attractions that bring visitors to Magnetic Island. 
 
* The PIP provides no evidence of its  tourism aims and assumptions.  The PIP (page 6)  maintains that the "global public art  and marine tourism/ 
education attraction for Townsville" will differentiate it  from other destinations and consolidate Townsville, Magnetic Island, Palm Island, and the Great 
Barrier Reef (GBR) into a single visitor experience attract socially  responsible  visitors, and to increase public awareness  and knowledge  of the 
importance  of stewardship and conservation of the Reef and the  region . However, the PIP provides no evidence of these tourism aims and assumptions. 
 
*  If MOUA tourism expectations  are correct, there is a high risk that with increased tourism the location (Geoffrey  Bay)  would be LOVED TO DEATH! It  is 
not  surprising that this tenet has informally underpinned Great Barrier Reef management over many years in the  face of increasing recreational  use. 
 
5.      Consultation was inadequate 
 
The PIP (page 10) refers to "detailed consultation on art concepts and locations with the Magnetic Island community in 2020". 
 
This project is being progressed without adequate community consultation. We do not consider that a 20-minute presentation by MOUA to a small number 
of ratepayers represents adequate or suitable community consultation.  We are also advised that consultation with Traditional Owners consisted of only one 
general discussion. 
 
It is only now in the PIP that the nature of the proposed installation for Magnetic Island is provided, and this only a short time before the anticipated approval 
and installation. 
 
6.      Monitoring and Maintenance are Questionable 
 
Although the PIP proposes a detailed Environment Management Plan (EMP) and this is to include a monitoring and maintenance schedule (detailed at 
Appendix 5, page 62). This schedule includes uncertainties. Appendix 5 refers to "annual" site monitoring, but monitoring is described on page 41 as "at 
least annual". We submit that annual monitoring cannot effectively monitor ongoing and cumulative environmental and socio-economic impact of the 
project. 
 
The PIP states (page 21) that: 
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*      The Underwater Sculptures have a 25-year design life. 
 
*      The EMP will address a current maintenance and monitoring plan. 
 
*       The sculptures will be regularly checked  with annual inspections by a Registered Professional  Engineer Queensland (RPEQ) for  corrosion, damage, 
and growth of marine life and 
 
*       MOUA will provide a Decommissioning plan if the sculptures are determined to be unsafe for divers/snorkelers or if the sculptures are assessed as a 
high risk of damage to the marine environment. 
 
However, there is no indication of how & by whom these will be funded and managed. 
 
7.      Site Selection is Questionable. 
 
*     Multi-Criteria Analysis: 
 
The PIP provides only summary and partial information on a finding that the preferred location for the sculpture installation is Geoffrey Bay, a Green Zone 
and a high conservation location. 
 
The PIP includes in Table 4 (page 34) a rating scale (good, average, and poor) for multi-criteria analysis of seven potential locations on Magnetic Island, 
stating on page 35 that this information is provided so that the community and stakeholders can provide feedback on the methodology and summaries. 
However, no information is provided on how this rating scale is applied to the locations. 
 
Table 5 (pages 35, 36} colour charts the  assessment  of each location apparently using these criteria and identifies Geoffrey Bay as the  preferred site. The 
graphics of this 'assessment process' show an unsubstantiated qualitative conclusion, not a transparent data-based assessment. 
 
Further, a feasibility assessment of the Geoffrey Bay site in PIP Table 1 is based on multi-criteria analysis in Tables 4 and 5. That conclusion is simply "yes" 
to the objectives of the project. A feasibility assessment should take all relevant factors into account, not be a simple 'yes' or 'no' exercise. 
 
No meaningful community comment can be provided on this supposed assessment because the assessment is not meaningful. 
 
*     Field assessment data to support preferred site: 
 
The PIP, in  outlining where and when the  underwater sculptures are proposed to be installed (page 10), states that "Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay and Florence 
Bay are designated green zones or Marine National Park Zones" and that "Consultation with a conservation group indicated concerns about intertidal birds 
and World Heritage Values of Geoffrey Bay." Nevertheless, Geoffrey Bay is the preferred location. This appears to be based on "26 Reef Health Impact 
Surveys conducted in Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay, respectively" and "More detailed site and habitat assessments" described in Reef Ecologic (2021) and 
in Appendix 1. 
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The PIP records that "The primary underwater habitat at Geoffrey Bay is a mosaic of coral reef, rubble and sand (Figure 17)  associated with an existing 
snorkel trail." and that "Reef Check Australia assessed live coral cover at Geoffrey Bay between 2016-2020 as consistently  high (44-58%) compared to 
other survey sites around Magnetic Island (Figure 19). Survey locations are close to the snorkel trail at the eastern end of the bay." (Page 23) and that "The 
water visibility at Magnetic Island is generally poor (2 to 8m) and varies according to location, season, wind, waves and rain. The northern and eastern 
sides of Magnetic Island generally have higher water visibility than the southern areas. We collated three data sets of water visibility from Pleasure Divers 
(Figure 20 }, Australian Institute of Marine Science and our own measurements between January  and March 2021 (Figure 21). This data supported this 
pattern and indicated that water visibility at Geoffrey Bay is higher than Picnic Bay, with average 5m (range 4 to 8) compared to average 2.7m (range 2.4 to 
3m)". (Page 25). 
 
This data confirms that Geoffrey Bay is a healthy marine environment and therefore at risk of cumulative impact from increased use such as snorkelling and 
tourism visitation. 
 
*     The infrastructure impacts: 
 
This seems to remain undecided (PIP page 41). Figure 30 details proposed stairs to be installed at the barge landing. However, we understand that while 
this proposal has been discussed there is as yet no agreement with the ferry company holding a permit for use of this site. 
 
The assumption of snorkeler access to the installation has impact on the access location. As indeed shown in the  PIP (page 39), Bremner Point is part of 
the Magnetic Island National Park and faces the  most natural and undisturbed of the Magnetic Island Urban Bays, Geoffrey Bay, which is of course a 
protected Green zone. 
 
Increased tourism numbers will inevitably impact on the adjoining protected area landscape of Bremner Point, where carparking and the lack of facilities 
(e.g., toilets/change rooms) for the tourist/snorkelers would be a substantial operational problem. 
 
It is puzzling that the PIP Table 5 colour chart analysis records Geoffrey Bay as good for tourism support and snorkelling use, indicating that the PIP 
analysis is not sufficiently comprehensive. It is of interest that this charting also records only average community support for a Geoffrey Bay location. 
 
*     Above water level exposure of sculptures: 
 
The tidal range at Geoffrey Bay where the fringing reef flat is often exposed means that the proposed sculptures often would be above the water level. This 
would have a substantial impact on the unspoiled viewscape of Geoffrey Bay. 
 
GBRMPA  ACTION  REQUESTED 
 
We request that in response to this PIP, that GBRMPA: 
 
1)   Does not approve the installation by MOUA of 'underwater' sculptures in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. 
 
2) Refers the action (the MOUA PIP) to the Minister (under section 71 of the EPBC Act further to the 2009 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
GBRMPA and DAWE. This is because we suggest that the compliance of the MOUA self- assessment is questionable. 
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135 I am writing to express my opposition to the sculpture project being proposed by the Museum of Underwater Art at Geoffrey Bay.  
 
Geoffrey Bay is a Green Zone under the Reef zoning plan. The first objective of a Green Zone according to GBMPA regulations is to “(a) Provide for the 
protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities;” 
 
I do not understand how erecting eight sculptures is compatible with protecting the natural values of Geoffrey Bay.  

136 I would like to respond to the recent proposal for the Museum of Underwater Art to place suggested artworks as underwater sculptures. 
 
To put it bluntly, I think this is a preposterous idea! 
 
I have noticed over time the degeneration of the coastal area including shorelines and sea. The water quality of our seas is getting worse - this is in the 
marinas - on mainland and Island, and especially the port/ferry terminal area of the creek, plus around the Islands' beaches and shores. These things not 
only look unsightly but also affects our wildlife i.e. dugongs, dolphins, seabirds and fish populations - if it’s on the rocks, it’s even worse in the sea!  Some 
tend to think that the sea is there to use and abuse - it is not - it is a living organism. 
 
Have you noticed that fishermen do not catch the big fish numbers that they use to, and there are close to nil sightings of fish, dugongs, or dolphins let 
alone seabirds catching fish when you are in a boat or on a ferry - this includes the Port and beach areas (Pallerenda, Rowes Bay, and the Island). I feel 
this all has to do with the 'pressures' that it (the sea) faces on a daily basis, so why add to it?  These pressures (to my 'untrained' eye) are...over fishing, 
increased boating traffic (ferries included) around Tsvl and Island areas, Industry and Port run-offs and dust fall-out from ships and machinery into sea, 
creek and river urban run-off (street litter and oil from cars and roads), boaties irresponsibly cleaning their boats in marinas or fishermen - and shipping 
companies - emptying their rubbish at sea, pollution from - cars and airplane exhausts - to name a few. 
 
The Island was once known for its beautiful corals and beaches - now there is nothing - it is covered with sludge.   It is still 'pretty' to the untrained eye from 
the beach, but I feel it is very 'unhealthy'.  Apart from a build up of silt and sludge and the loss of many beautiful corals, Geoffrey Bay has green slime on 
the shore (in hot weather), same as Horseshoe Bay...this is not normal!  When Covid hit last year I noticed that without all the boat traffic and people in 
Horseshoe and at Nelly there were turtles and beautiful leopard rays coming back, let alone more dugongs and fish.   
 
To put these supposed 'artworks' in and around this beautiful Island is just placing MORE rubbish in the sea...pretending it is a positive!  There are already 
manu natural formations for tourists to look at and visit (ie lovely rock formations in the bays, some corals that have survived, and an old rusty boat hull at 
Picnic - that is already very 'artistic'.)   If need be (to appease the corporations put one at Nelly, or Picnic, but we don't need eight - and not at Geoffrey or 
Horseshoe or Arthur or Alma.  Also if the subjects are 'scientists' - and if they are/were really interested and dedicated to their subjects (i.e. reef) they would 
not want to cause the destruction and interruption of the sea beds and  sea areas that they have previously spent many hours studying and protecting. 
Please note also - I feel that it is an oxymoron (or even a 'conflict of interest') that the organisations (some not all) that are 'donating' money are the ones 
that have caused the damage in the first place. The other thing is - what do they know of art?  Big lumps of metal dumped on a beach or sea bed (so to 
speak) is not art! 
 
What these proposers and their sponsors need to do is put their money into cleaning up the waterways and areas  - not to add more 'rubbish'. They also 
need to stop the dredging or at least change their methods, improve their waste controls and run offs from their job sites - so the 'fall out' isn’t so drastic for 
wildlife. 
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We all know it is easier to do something like this (proposal with pseudo art) than to actually 'do' something worthwhile for the community or environment.   
We need to 'clean up our act' to improve the state of reefs and seas. We could employ more scientists to make change (not to research corals that can 
stand heat from global warming - we just need to fix the problem at hand - sorry scientists!). Its easy to just blame farmers too but we need to promote 
better educational ideas on how land developers, industry, and people (the average suburban-ite or Island visitor) can actually do something to help in their 
own back yards. 

137 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal Stage 2 and 3 plans for art installation for Palm Island and the waters 
surrounding.  
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal is not culturally and spiritually safe for the Bwgcolman people. The waters around Palm Island have always 
been hunting grounds, and people have enjoyed over 100 years of connection with the island and the sea.  The proposed areas for MOUA art sculptures 
are important places where families hunt and have recreation, they have always been a place of culture and spirituality for emotional, mental and cultural 
health.  
 
Palm Island is not a place for these art structures, they don't belong to our culture or community, they were created by the artist Jason deClaries Taylor and 
Mr Adam Smith and they brought them to Palm Island to see if we liked them, we were not involved in creating them from the start. This is wrong, many 
people are saying that these art sculptures are not our culture and will bring us torment by being in our water.  
 
We don't feel our voice is being heard by the MOUA, because they don't talk to the people properly, they are only talking to small groups of Manbarra and 
others, this is not representative of the Bwgcolman people.  Palm Island should be leading the way in what we want to develop, we don't want an outside 
organisation coming in and telling us what we should do and what is best for us in the community and our economy. The government has done this for 
generations to us, and the MOUA is doing the same.  
 
The MOUA is not working in true partnership with the people, but they are saying they are having Bwgcolman consultation. There has never been a 
community consultation of MOUA with the Bwgcolman people. 
 
I am asking that the GBRMPA Assessment Team do not approve the MOUA plan for Stages 2 and 3 for Palm Island or for future plans for Palm Island. 
Please support our voice of saying No to MOUA art installations for Palm Island or any enterprise dealings with Palm Island, and support our right to self-
determination to make our own decision for our community. 

138 I wish to register my strong opposition to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art installation in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. Geoffrey Bay is an 
important part of the GBR Marine Park and the first Green Zone declared on Magnetic Island. Despite its proximity to relatively urbanised areas, the bay 
remains a place of very significant natural values reflecting its Green Zone status. The proposed Museum installation is a completely inappropriate initiative 
for such an area and does not meet the mandatory required criteria as described in the Assessment and Decision Guidelines for approval under the 
GBRMPA permit system. 
 
In particular, the proposal clearly does meet the required criteria outlined in: 
 
• Consideration A: Objects of the Zone 
Artificial tourist attractions, including underwater sculptures, are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore inconsistent 
with the zone’s objectives. This proposal explicitly represents an artificial tourist attraction and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of the Bay’s Green 
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We all know it is easier to do something like this (proposal with pseudo art) than to actually 'do' something worthwhile for the community or environment.   
We need to 'clean up our act' to improve the state of reefs and seas. We could employ more scientists to make change (not to research corals that can 
stand heat from global warming - we just need to fix the problem at hand - sorry scientists!). Its easy to just blame farmers too but we need to promote 
better educational ideas on how land developers, industry, and people (the average suburban-ite or Island visitor) can actually do something to help in their 
own back yards. 

137 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal Stage 2 and 3 plans for art installation for Palm Island and the waters 
surrounding.  
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal is not culturally and spiritually safe for the Bwgcolman people. The waters around Palm Island have always 
been hunting grounds, and people have enjoyed over 100 years of connection with the island and the sea.  The proposed areas for MOUA art sculptures 
are important places where families hunt and have recreation, they have always been a place of culture and spirituality for emotional, mental and cultural 
health.  
 
Palm Island is not a place for these art structures, they don't belong to our culture or community, they were created by the artist Jason deClaries Taylor and 
Mr Adam Smith and they brought them to Palm Island to see if we liked them, we were not involved in creating them from the start. This is wrong, many 
people are saying that these art sculptures are not our culture and will bring us torment by being in our water.  
 
We don't feel our voice is being heard by the MOUA, because they don't talk to the people properly, they are only talking to small groups of Manbarra and 
others, this is not representative of the Bwgcolman people.  Palm Island should be leading the way in what we want to develop, we don't want an outside 
organisation coming in and telling us what we should do and what is best for us in the community and our economy. The government has done this for 
generations to us, and the MOUA is doing the same.  
 
The MOUA is not working in true partnership with the people, but they are saying they are having Bwgcolman consultation. There has never been a 
community consultation of MOUA with the Bwgcolman people. 
 
I am asking that the GBRMPA Assessment Team do not approve the MOUA plan for Stages 2 and 3 for Palm Island or for future plans for Palm Island. 
Please support our voice of saying No to MOUA art installations for Palm Island or any enterprise dealings with Palm Island, and support our right to self-
determination to make our own decision for our community. 

138 I wish to register my strong opposition to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art installation in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. Geoffrey Bay is an 
important part of the GBR Marine Park and the first Green Zone declared on Magnetic Island. Despite its proximity to relatively urbanised areas, the bay 
remains a place of very significant natural values reflecting its Green Zone status. The proposed Museum installation is a completely inappropriate initiative 
for such an area and does not meet the mandatory required criteria as described in the Assessment and Decision Guidelines for approval under the 
GBRMPA permit system. 
 
In particular, the proposal clearly does meet the required criteria outlined in: 
 
• Consideration A: Objects of the Zone 
Artificial tourist attractions, including underwater sculptures, are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore inconsistent 
with the zone’s objectives. This proposal explicitly represents an artificial tourist attraction and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of the Bay’s Green 
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Zone status. The proposal, involving the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and disrupt 
healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
 
• Consideration E: Feasible and prudent alternatives 
Guidelines indicate that when faced with options, the option that would have the least impact to the values of the Marine Park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued. Alternatives therefore need to be considered and assessed. There are feasible alternative 
locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are unlikely to impose higher costs on the 
project. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP 
does not do this. 
 
While these alternative options may be less detrimental than Geoffrey Bay, they will still involve significant negative impacts on the marine environment 
surrounding Magnetic Island. 
 
• Consideration F: Written comment received 
An assessment must consider public perceptions and sentiment. In terms of the social assessment, this includes aesthetics, equity, empowerment, and 
historical considerations. The support of local communities is vital to the conservation of biodiversity and ecological integrity in sensitive areas such as 
Geoffrey Bay, with specific social values being highly dependent on healthy habitats, species and ecological communities. This proposal will foster division 
and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas 
system. 
 
• Consideration G: Relevant impacts 
The PIP suggests that a risk assessment of Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in low or very low risk scores. However, the evidence does not support this 
assertion. On the contrary, a risk assessment is likely to return a medium score. For such risk situations, the guidelines require the consideration of whether 
the activity could be done differently or in a different location. Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. A 
goal of no harm to the marine environment of Magnetic Island would require an outright denial of this activity. 
 
• Consideration H: Avoid, mitigate, offset 
Despite the requirements to do so, the PIP as it currently stands does not seriously consider feasible and prudent alternatives. Therefore regardless of 
intentions regarding avoidance, mitigation or offset measures, the proposal should not be considered or approved. 
 
• Consideration P: Any other matters 
Permission for the proposed activity, particularly in a Green Zone, would set an unwelcome precedent for this type of activity, and for similar activities in 
other green zones around Magnetic Island and other parts of the Marine Park. This is incompatible with the goal of the future protection and management of 
these vulnerable and valued areas. The assessment does not consider the adverse effects from setting such a precedent, when clearly this should be 
central to any assessment of this type. 
 
Drawing on a wide range of local marine and natural resource expertise, community groups on Magnetic Island have therefore identified a number of key, 
overarching problems with the MoUA proposal. These include: 
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• Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
 
• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
 
• Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented.  
 
• There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project.  
 
• It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures.  
 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome.  
 
Given these issues and the lack of compliance with GBRMPA’s assessment criteria, I call upon the authority to reject any application for the establishment 
of an MoUA installation in Geoffrey Bay, or, indeed, in any of the marine environments surrounding Magnetic Island. 

139 Introduction  
This short submission to GBRMPA is not designed to address every aspect of the Museum of Underwater Art’s (MOUA’s) proposal to erect concrete 
statues in the sea waters of Magnetic Island. Rather, it has been prepared quickly to note some major concerns in time to meet the submission deadline. 
The writer notes that GBRMPA’s previous attempts for public consultation in 2020 were disrupted by COVID concerns and thus has been considered 
inadequate given the potential impacts of the proposal. It is good that GBRMPA has given this new opportunity to provide inputs.  
 
Magnetic Island is a very special place. Most of the land is protected as a National Park with extensive sections of its shores and waters zoned as Marine 
National Parks or Conservation Parks. Of major concern is MOUA’s proposal to erect statues within the island’s designated protected marine zones. It is 
hard to believe that any of the scientists being recognised in statue form would have liked, or would now like, the idea of their images being erected in these 
protected areas! Most of these bays show little or no degradation due to human development or interference and therefore, are special environmental 
areas. The exception is the ongoing issues noted at Geoffrey Bay that have arisen since the development at Bright Point at Nelly Bay (addressed in detail in 
Part A and Part B of this submission). As such, these bays should be protected as much as possible and far into the future.  
 
The island’s proximity to one of North Queensland’s major cities makes it accessible to tourists seeking, and valuing, well preserved natural aesthetic 
values. Of major concern is the ambiguity around the visibility of the proposed statues and the impact that this will have to the island’s natural aesthetics. 
This concern is founded on the installation of a statue along The Strand at Townsville’s main beach. The visibility of statues within protected marine zones, 
even if this is only at very low tides, is considered inappropriate and out of character with the island’s existing tourism drawcard – its natural beauty.  
 
This submission comprises three parts:  
Part A – Protected Marine Zones (Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay, Florence Bay, Picnic Bay and Arthur Bay)  
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• Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
 
• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
 
• Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented.  
 
• There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project.  
 
• It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures.  
 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome.  
 
Given these issues and the lack of compliance with GBRMPA’s assessment criteria, I call upon the authority to reject any application for the establishment 
of an MoUA installation in Geoffrey Bay, or, indeed, in any of the marine environments surrounding Magnetic Island. 

139 Introduction  
This short submission to GBRMPA is not designed to address every aspect of the Museum of Underwater Art’s (MOUA’s) proposal to erect concrete 
statues in the sea waters of Magnetic Island. Rather, it has been prepared quickly to note some major concerns in time to meet the submission deadline. 
The writer notes that GBRMPA’s previous attempts for public consultation in 2020 were disrupted by COVID concerns and thus has been considered 
inadequate given the potential impacts of the proposal. It is good that GBRMPA has given this new opportunity to provide inputs.  
 
Magnetic Island is a very special place. Most of the land is protected as a National Park with extensive sections of its shores and waters zoned as Marine 
National Parks or Conservation Parks. Of major concern is MOUA’s proposal to erect statues within the island’s designated protected marine zones. It is 
hard to believe that any of the scientists being recognised in statue form would have liked, or would now like, the idea of their images being erected in these 
protected areas! Most of these bays show little or no degradation due to human development or interference and therefore, are special environmental 
areas. The exception is the ongoing issues noted at Geoffrey Bay that have arisen since the development at Bright Point at Nelly Bay (addressed in detail in 
Part A and Part B of this submission). As such, these bays should be protected as much as possible and far into the future.  
 
The island’s proximity to one of North Queensland’s major cities makes it accessible to tourists seeking, and valuing, well preserved natural aesthetic 
values. Of major concern is the ambiguity around the visibility of the proposed statues and the impact that this will have to the island’s natural aesthetics. 
This concern is founded on the installation of a statue along The Strand at Townsville’s main beach. The visibility of statues within protected marine zones, 
even if this is only at very low tides, is considered inappropriate and out of character with the island’s existing tourism drawcard – its natural beauty.  
 
This submission comprises three parts:  
Part A – Protected Marine Zones (Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay, Florence Bay, Picnic Bay and Arthur Bay)  
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Part B – Nelly Bay (preferred site for the MOUA)  
Part C – Recommendations  
 
Summary of major concerns:  
1. The possible erection of statues within Marine National Parks and Conservation Parks.  
 
2. The impact on the island’s aesthetic and natural beauty if statues are visible above water.  
3. The impact to island’s established tourism reputation as a place of natural beauty. 
4. The lack of  effective consultation.  
 
 
Part A – Protected Marine Zones 
Marine National Parks – Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay and Florence Bay 
Conservation Parks – Arthur Bay and Picnic Bay 
Geoffrey Bay, Alma Bay and Florence Bay are Marine National Parks and noted as green zones under the Commonwealth Government’s Great Barrier 
Reef Marine Park zoning. The MOUA is proposing to place statues within a Magnetic Island Marine National Park in Geoffrey Bay. Green zones have the 
highest marine conservation protection and are defined as “no take” areas where “fishing and collecting are prohibited” and uses are “limited to low impact 
activities such as boating, swimming, snorkelling and sailing”. It is inappropriate that “foreign” concrete statues be erected anywhere within a green zone as 
their presence is inconsistent with the purpose of the conservation designation. 
 
Alma and Florence Bay are in very good condition. Both bays have a natural beauty that would be best protected from any form of human development in 
their waters, particularly structures that could be seen at any time above water. 
 
Arthur Bay and Picnic Bay are Conservation Parks and noted as yellow zones. Whilst these areas are not defined as “‘no take’” areas they do have limited 
extraction use and are still set aside for the purpose of conservation. Both bays are in very good condition and should not be considered as suitable sites 
for MOUA’s proposal. 
 
The proposed sites for the MOUA statues in Geoffrey Bay lies well inside the Marine National Park boundary which runs from the tip of Bremner Point to the 
tip of Bright Point. The waters seem to be quite shallow suggesting that the statues would be visible with the national park. For many visitors these would be 
an eyesore. 
 
Past conservation protection failings 
Of major concern is the impact that previous “inappropriate” development approvals have had, and continue to have, to the island’s national parks, 
specifically at Geoffrey Bay Marine National Park. To add an unnatural installation at this bay, which is exhibiting signs of significant change and stress, is 
considered irresponsible and incompatible with its conservation designation. 
 
The Bright Point development in Nelly Bay was supposedly assessed for environment impact and approved by all levels of Government. It is an unfinished 
eyesore and an environmental and economic flop that has not only caused major erosion and environmental damage in Nelly Bay but also in adjacent 
Geoffrey Bay. I note that this has only occurred since the Bright Point development. Anecdotally, this may have something to do with the massive extraction 
of sand in the preparation for the development, as well as the interruption of tidal flow (of both sea and sand) caused by the associated rock wall at Nelly 
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Bay. It would be too simple to deny this possibility and blame something else given that other bays – Picnic Bay, Alma Bay, Arthur Bay and the beautiful 
Florence Bay – have not had a similar fate even though they more or less face the same direction as Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Conflict with existing recreational uses 
The bays of Magnetic Island are loved for their natural beauty and are a major drawcard for tourists enjoying appropriate recreation activities such as 
walking, swimming, boating and snorkelling. Alma Bay and Picnic Bay are popular swimming sites for families where life saver services are located. These 
leisure spots are where visitors can sit in the adjacent parks, or on the beach, to watch family members and friends swim, and/or to take in peaceful views 
of the sea, Cape Cleveland or Townsville, and the granite rock formations either side of these bays. 
Concrete statues, particularly if they are exposed to any degree during low tides, will interfere with the peaceful serenity that the bays offer. There have 
been extensive efforts to clean Alma Bay of man-made intrusions, namely swimming enclosures that once crossed the bay. One was made from steel 
railway lines erected like a picket fence. It rusted and fell apart to remain an eyesore for many years. The second enclosure was made with old anti-
submarine netting from World War II suspended from a cable across the bay. It also decayed and fell apart over the years. Remnants of both structures 
were eventually removed, and Alma Bay looks infinitely better. This is evidence of the value that people have placed on having an unobstructed natural 
view over the bays. 
Florence Bay is a popular destination for boating, picnicking and swimming. Access to this bay and the nearby Arthur Bar is less accessible than Alma Bay 
with the road in poor condition, particularly for Florence Bay which has 4WD access only. As previously mentioned, along with the concerns about erecting 
statues within protected zones, the access issue to Florence and Arthur bays should also exclude these locations from consideration. To reap tourism 
patronage, the success of the MOUA’s proposal will be reliant on it being easily accessible, by land, not just water, as it is a niche tourist activity. 
 
Part B – Nelly Bay – A Preferred Site for the MOUA if It Proceeds 
Nelly Bay would be the best site for the MOUA given the facilities it already has: 
• the island ferry terminal; 
• a range of accommodation options for visitors; 
• a range of restaurants and shopping centres; 
• plenty of car parking options and bus services; and 
• a snorkelling trail on the southerly end of the island. 
 
Furthermore, Nelly Bay has already suffered destruction of much of its environment, landforms and scenic qualities. This destruction took place when Bright 
Point was developed as the main boat terminal and marina with various forms of relatively high-density accommodation facilities. The writer believes that it 
was the result of poor policies and planning by different levels of governments and their public agencies; and supported by various parties in the private 
sector who believed there was potential for large returns on investment in the development. GBRMPA would have records of all the players, from both the 
public and private sectors, that were involved in the Nelly Bay development and the arguments for and against the development before it started. Clearly 
some of the arguments were right and others wrong. 
 
Part C – Recommendations 
1. If the MOUA goes ahead in waters around Magnetic Island, it should be situated in waters beside the rock wall / breakwater that separates the Nelly Bay 
harbour and the rest of the bay. This wall has the helicopter pad and car parks for visitors to be able to get close to the concrete structures by land. Other 
visitors could get easy access by sea if they prefer. (Horseshoe Bay could be considered because, like Nelly Bay, it not a Marine National Park or a 
Conservation Park. However, care would have to be taken to ensure the safety of visitors who use a wide range of watercraft in the bay.) 
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2. Bays that have been designated as Marine National Parks should not be considered for the MOUA and thus protected from unsuitable interference with 
the environment that the parks were created to protect for now and for future generations. 
3. Bays that have been designated as Conservation Parks should ideally not be considered either as there are other options. 

140 We wish to offer our support for the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) Public Information Package stage 2 and 3. 
Townsville North Queensland is the global centre of excellence for marine science, education and research. MOUA is the first of its kind in Australia and the 
southern hemisphere, and a catalytic tourism project that will enhance the State’s tourism offerings. The next two stages of the project will strengthen the 
region’s art and reef experiences to leverage global tourism trends and ready the region for when global markets reopen. It will give Townsville North 
Queensland new offerings to promote and help reattract domestic visitors to the region to experience something new – a huge asset during the current 
COVID environment. 
 
The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) is establishing a world class underwater art, science and educational experience for visitors on the Great Barrier 
Reef, and already stage 1 (Ocean Siren and John Brewer Reef) has been hugely successful. When it first launched August 2020, amidst the global 
pandemic, the initial campaign to encourage visitation generated almost $100,000 in bookings, reached more than 3 million people across digital assets 
and generated close to 20,000 clicks to the booking website. These figures continue to grow, boosting the profile of the region and state. 
 
We welcome the additional MOUA experiences to the region and hopes that the economic recovery of the tourism industry can continue to be led by 
innovative projects like this one, and its next two stages. We support the Public Information Package for stages 2 and 3. 

141 I am writing regarding the proposal for a Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) on Magnetic Island, and specifically what appears the favoured site at 
Geoffrey Bay. 
 
What draws most visitors and residents to the island is its natural beauty. Geoffrey Bay needs no artificial enhancement as it is already the most natural and 
beautiful of our urban bays. It was the first Marine National Park (green zone) on Magnetic Island, recognised for its outstanding natural values and 
protected by its listing.  
 
Surely consideration of a MOUA in this area goes against GBRMPAs own decision guidelines. The creation of numerous concrete structures, no matter 
how artistic, will detract from the natural integrity and values of the area. The guidelines specifically mention activities which may be incompatible with the 
green zone, such as large numbers of underwater facilities and the interruption of the natural scenic vista both above and below the waterline. On these 
grounds alone MOUA’s proposal should be rejected. 
 
In addition, there is no clarity about the harm that may eventuate as a result of the installation of the MOUA. Geoffrey Bay is ecologically important. Its 
beach and tidal flats host vulnerable and endangered migratory birds; its shallows are a nursery ground for vulnerable sharks and rays; some areas of the 
bay contain sea grass meadows which sustain dugong and marine turtle species and the corals are diverse. Why has there been no independent formal 
environmental impact assessment? I have no confidence in the limited assessment outlined in the Public Information Package as it was conducted by Reef 
Ecologic whose Managing Director is also Deputy Chair of the MOUA Board. There appears to be a conflict of interest here. Surely, on these grounds 
alone, the proposal should be rejected. 
 
The social impact of such a proposal also should be considered. There are practical infrastructure issues such as increased traffic along an awkward 
access road and inadequate parking. Granting permission for such an installation at Geoffrey Bay would undermine trust in the governance of the Marine 
Park and set a dangerous precedent for future development in other green zones. There is also resentment among island residents that this proposal for a 
tourist attraction has been foisted upon the island and Geoffrey Bay by outside commercial interests. 
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Bay. It would be too simple to deny this possibility and blame something else given that other bays – Picnic Bay, Alma Bay, Arthur Bay and the beautiful 
Florence Bay – have not had a similar fate even though they more or less face the same direction as Geoffrey Bay. 
 
Conflict with existing recreational uses 
The bays of Magnetic Island are loved for their natural beauty and are a major drawcard for tourists enjoying appropriate recreation activities such as 
walking, swimming, boating and snorkelling. Alma Bay and Picnic Bay are popular swimming sites for families where life saver services are located. These 
leisure spots are where visitors can sit in the adjacent parks, or on the beach, to watch family members and friends swim, and/or to take in peaceful views 
of the sea, Cape Cleveland or Townsville, and the granite rock formations either side of these bays. 
Concrete statues, particularly if they are exposed to any degree during low tides, will interfere with the peaceful serenity that the bays offer. There have 
been extensive efforts to clean Alma Bay of man-made intrusions, namely swimming enclosures that once crossed the bay. One was made from steel 
railway lines erected like a picket fence. It rusted and fell apart to remain an eyesore for many years. The second enclosure was made with old anti-
submarine netting from World War II suspended from a cable across the bay. It also decayed and fell apart over the years. Remnants of both structures 
were eventually removed, and Alma Bay looks infinitely better. This is evidence of the value that people have placed on having an unobstructed natural 
view over the bays. 
Florence Bay is a popular destination for boating, picnicking and swimming. Access to this bay and the nearby Arthur Bar is less accessible than Alma Bay 
with the road in poor condition, particularly for Florence Bay which has 4WD access only. As previously mentioned, along with the concerns about erecting 
statues within protected zones, the access issue to Florence and Arthur bays should also exclude these locations from consideration. To reap tourism 
patronage, the success of the MOUA’s proposal will be reliant on it being easily accessible, by land, not just water, as it is a niche tourist activity. 
 
Part B – Nelly Bay – A Preferred Site for the MOUA if It Proceeds 
Nelly Bay would be the best site for the MOUA given the facilities it already has: 
• the island ferry terminal; 
• a range of accommodation options for visitors; 
• a range of restaurants and shopping centres; 
• plenty of car parking options and bus services; and 
• a snorkelling trail on the southerly end of the island. 
 
Furthermore, Nelly Bay has already suffered destruction of much of its environment, landforms and scenic qualities. This destruction took place when Bright 
Point was developed as the main boat terminal and marina with various forms of relatively high-density accommodation facilities. The writer believes that it 
was the result of poor policies and planning by different levels of governments and their public agencies; and supported by various parties in the private 
sector who believed there was potential for large returns on investment in the development. GBRMPA would have records of all the players, from both the 
public and private sectors, that were involved in the Nelly Bay development and the arguments for and against the development before it started. Clearly 
some of the arguments were right and others wrong. 
 
Part C – Recommendations 
1. If the MOUA goes ahead in waters around Magnetic Island, it should be situated in waters beside the rock wall / breakwater that separates the Nelly Bay 
harbour and the rest of the bay. This wall has the helicopter pad and car parks for visitors to be able to get close to the concrete structures by land. Other 
visitors could get easy access by sea if they prefer. (Horseshoe Bay could be considered because, like Nelly Bay, it not a Marine National Park or a 
Conservation Park. However, care would have to be taken to ensure the safety of visitors who use a wide range of watercraft in the bay.) 
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2. Bays that have been designated as Marine National Parks should not be considered for the MOUA and thus protected from unsuitable interference with 
the environment that the parks were created to protect for now and for future generations. 
3. Bays that have been designated as Conservation Parks should ideally not be considered either as there are other options. 

140 We wish to offer our support for the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) Public Information Package stage 2 and 3. 
Townsville North Queensland is the global centre of excellence for marine science, education and research. MOUA is the first of its kind in Australia and the 
southern hemisphere, and a catalytic tourism project that will enhance the State’s tourism offerings. The next two stages of the project will strengthen the 
region’s art and reef experiences to leverage global tourism trends and ready the region for when global markets reopen. It will give Townsville North 
Queensland new offerings to promote and help reattract domestic visitors to the region to experience something new – a huge asset during the current 
COVID environment. 
 
The Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) is establishing a world class underwater art, science and educational experience for visitors on the Great Barrier 
Reef, and already stage 1 (Ocean Siren and John Brewer Reef) has been hugely successful. When it first launched August 2020, amidst the global 
pandemic, the initial campaign to encourage visitation generated almost $100,000 in bookings, reached more than 3 million people across digital assets 
and generated close to 20,000 clicks to the booking website. These figures continue to grow, boosting the profile of the region and state. 
 
We welcome the additional MOUA experiences to the region and hopes that the economic recovery of the tourism industry can continue to be led by 
innovative projects like this one, and its next two stages. We support the Public Information Package for stages 2 and 3. 

141 I am writing regarding the proposal for a Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) on Magnetic Island, and specifically what appears the favoured site at 
Geoffrey Bay. 
 
What draws most visitors and residents to the island is its natural beauty. Geoffrey Bay needs no artificial enhancement as it is already the most natural and 
beautiful of our urban bays. It was the first Marine National Park (green zone) on Magnetic Island, recognised for its outstanding natural values and 
protected by its listing.  
 
Surely consideration of a MOUA in this area goes against GBRMPAs own decision guidelines. The creation of numerous concrete structures, no matter 
how artistic, will detract from the natural integrity and values of the area. The guidelines specifically mention activities which may be incompatible with the 
green zone, such as large numbers of underwater facilities and the interruption of the natural scenic vista both above and below the waterline. On these 
grounds alone MOUA’s proposal should be rejected. 
 
In addition, there is no clarity about the harm that may eventuate as a result of the installation of the MOUA. Geoffrey Bay is ecologically important. Its 
beach and tidal flats host vulnerable and endangered migratory birds; its shallows are a nursery ground for vulnerable sharks and rays; some areas of the 
bay contain sea grass meadows which sustain dugong and marine turtle species and the corals are diverse. Why has there been no independent formal 
environmental impact assessment? I have no confidence in the limited assessment outlined in the Public Information Package as it was conducted by Reef 
Ecologic whose Managing Director is also Deputy Chair of the MOUA Board. There appears to be a conflict of interest here. Surely, on these grounds 
alone, the proposal should be rejected. 
 
The social impact of such a proposal also should be considered. There are practical infrastructure issues such as increased traffic along an awkward 
access road and inadequate parking. Granting permission for such an installation at Geoffrey Bay would undermine trust in the governance of the Marine 
Park and set a dangerous precedent for future development in other green zones. There is also resentment among island residents that this proposal for a 
tourist attraction has been foisted upon the island and Geoffrey Bay by outside commercial interests. 
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I urge you to reject this proposal for Geoffrey Bay.  Clearly it does not meet your own assessment criteria. If any other locations are considered as 
alternatives, please insist on independent formal impact assessments for each site which are publicly available. 

142 We hereby express our objection to the proposed installation of artworks (“statues”) within and near to the fringing reef of Picnic Bay. The rationale behind 
our objection includes the following information: 
 
1. Should the Picnic Bay proposal go ahead, the inadequate water depth in the proposed artwork (“statues”) installation locations will result in unacceptable 
boating and navigation hazards. The only way to properly manage this risk, is by elimination of the hazard. 
2. The corals of the Picnic Bay fringing reef within the proposed artworks (“statues”) locations have suffered negative impacts since the mid-1900s 
(including extreme damage caused by dredge spoil silt and bleaching caused by increased water temperatures). Additional disturbance to the Picnic Bay 
fringing reef system by the installation of artworks (“statues”) will place an already fragile environment at further risk of detrimental harm; both during and 
post installation.    
3. The current visual picture over the waters of Picnic Bay at all tide level times, is that of a very pleasing sight. The artworks (“statues”) proposed for 
location in the intertidal zones of the Picnic Bay fringing reef will present as unpleasant items of “visual pollution” when viewed from both near and far. This 
would potentially result in a detracting effect on tourist visitation, rather than being an attraction.  

143 I am opposed to the installation of sculptures in Geoffrey Bay proposed by MOUA for the following reasons: 
 
Geoffrey Bay is a beautiful bay despite the obvious overuse of foreshores, and deteriorating water quality due in the main, to Townsville Port dumping the 
dredge spoil in Cleveland the bay.  Despite the poor management, the bay still a relatively undisturbed and aesthetically exceptionally appealing. 
 
Giving permission to MOUA to erect eight large sculptures will greatly diminish this appeal.  It is unclear in the PIP where these are to be located.  But it 
would appear that parts of these structures will be revealed on low tide, not completely underwater as MOUAs name would imply.  Underwater or revealed 
at low tide these manmade structures will greatly impact the outstanding universal values of the bay. 
 
This bay has been designated Marine Park Green Zone since 1985.  This higher level of protection is justified and must not be lost.  To approve these 
structures would not be consistent with the values articulated in this zoning.  This will inevitably downgrade the integrity of Green Zoning in the GBR with 
consequent lower public understanding and expectations of good management of these Green Zone areas. 
 
MOUA hopes to attract more tourists to the site.  This will lead to further degradation of the world heritage values of the bay.  Having set a precedent, it 
raises expectations that approval will be given to more built attractions. 
 
Tourists visit the Great Barrier Reef for its natural outstanding universal values.  The Green Zones on Magnetic Island are very accessible to visitors making 
it easier to gain a greater understanding of these natural values.  But these do not need enhancing.  Artificial sculptures do not add to these values.  People 
value the Great Barrier Reef as one of the most significant natural wonders of the world. The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority have a duty to 
protect these values, particularly in this time of rapid change. 
 
An alternative site for these structures could be adjacent to the rockwall at Nelly Bay.  A bay with many alterations to its natural environment.  The 
interpretive signs could be on the ferry terminal for all visitors to read as they leave the ferry.  Identifying Magnetic Island as World Heritage as soon as you 
arrive would encourage a better understanding of the significance of the place, its own uniqueness within the Great Barrier Reef.  A place to be respected 
and protected. 
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144 Our comments address the MOUA proposed installations at Magnetic Island. We respectfully defer primarily to the Manbarra Traditional Owners and also 
the Bwgcolman community at Palm Island regarding design and location of any installations there. 
 
1. Referral for impacts on MNES – EPBC Act. 
We are well aware that many world heritage values are presented on Magnetic Island, and some values are significant at the scale of the entire World 
Heritage Area. In addition to World Heritage Values, many other Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) also occur there. The Australian 
Government recognised this and development a special place-based policy guideline for the application of the EPBC Act there. We are amazed that the 
proponent’s self-assessment in the PIP concluded that the MOUA installations will not have any significant impact on MNES. We believe that this self-
assessment was inadequate, and the PIP does not include detailed assessments. E.g. where does the PIP consider the impact of establishing a tourist 
attraction in the preferred location of Geoffrey Bay, on the migratory wading birds (MNES) that forage in that bay during their annual migration from Europe? 
We understand that GBRMPA’s assessment is restricted to impacts (and MNES) in the marine park. Therefore, we encourage GBRMPA to refer the project 
to the DAWE, for a thorough assessment on the potential impacts of this project on all MNES. 
 
2. General support – using public art to raise public awareness 
In general, we support the concept of using art to raise public awareness of issues facing the environment including the Great Barrier Reef. 
 
3. Location 
We are strongly opposed to the MOUA installations going ahead in any green zone, any yellow zone which provides a ‘wilderness’ amenity. This means we 
are opposed to the installations going ahead in Geoffrey Bay, Florence Bay or Arthur Bay. We believe that a MOUA installation would be a conflict with the 
green zone purpose (essentially ‘look but don’t touch or alter’ principle) and will impact on natural, social and aesthetic values. Although Arthur Bay is a 
yellow zone, it still provides a nature-based experience being accessible only by pedestrians through the national park or by boat, where visitors go for a 
reef experience unspoilt by infrastructure. Geoffrey, Arthur and Florence Bays support extremely beautiful and biodiverse marine life that attracts locals and 
the 10% of visitors who are snorkellers or divers, and who go there for specifically for those natural values. 
 
We believe underwater art has the potential to be very underwhelming and may completely detract from one’s own experience with the surrounding reef 
scape.  
 
We are also concerned about the lack of supporting infrastructure at Geoffrey, Florence or Arthur Bays given the prediction that MOUA will attract large 
numbers of extra tourists. Where will they park? What about wheelchair access? Where will the visitors go to the toilet? We are also concerned about 
impacts on populations of migratory birds that use Geoffrey Bay to rest and feed. Some of these issues may be MNES and planning issues out of scope for 
GBRMPA’s assessment – but they are part of the holistic picture that we are very concerned about.  
 
We urge GBRMPA to not approve the MOUA installation at Geoffrey, Arthur or Florence Bays. 
 
We also understand that Geoffrey Bay holds particular cultural significance the Wulgurukaba community,. The PIP assures us that Traditional Owners have 
been consulted, but we urge GBRMPA to discuss this independently with the relevant Cultural Authority holders within the Wulgurukaba community. 
 
Of the other bays under consideration, the location that we fully support is Picnic Bay, in the sand zone on either or both sides of the jetty. Dinghy traffic and 
jetty fishing are also uses at the site which could be managed to avoid conflict. Impacts on natural and aesthetic values would be aligned to the existing built 
infrastructure of the jetty, pedestrian mall and foreshore built environment. 
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I urge you to reject this proposal for Geoffrey Bay.  Clearly it does not meet your own assessment criteria. If any other locations are considered as 
alternatives, please insist on independent formal impact assessments for each site which are publicly available. 

142 We hereby express our objection to the proposed installation of artworks (“statues”) within and near to the fringing reef of Picnic Bay. The rationale behind 
our objection includes the following information: 
 
1. Should the Picnic Bay proposal go ahead, the inadequate water depth in the proposed artwork (“statues”) installation locations will result in unacceptable 
boating and navigation hazards. The only way to properly manage this risk, is by elimination of the hazard. 
2. The corals of the Picnic Bay fringing reef within the proposed artworks (“statues”) locations have suffered negative impacts since the mid-1900s 
(including extreme damage caused by dredge spoil silt and bleaching caused by increased water temperatures). Additional disturbance to the Picnic Bay 
fringing reef system by the installation of artworks (“statues”) will place an already fragile environment at further risk of detrimental harm; both during and 
post installation.    
3. The current visual picture over the waters of Picnic Bay at all tide level times, is that of a very pleasing sight. The artworks (“statues”) proposed for 
location in the intertidal zones of the Picnic Bay fringing reef will present as unpleasant items of “visual pollution” when viewed from both near and far. This 
would potentially result in a detracting effect on tourist visitation, rather than being an attraction.  

143 I am opposed to the installation of sculptures in Geoffrey Bay proposed by MOUA for the following reasons: 
 
Geoffrey Bay is a beautiful bay despite the obvious overuse of foreshores, and deteriorating water quality due in the main, to Townsville Port dumping the 
dredge spoil in Cleveland the bay.  Despite the poor management, the bay still a relatively undisturbed and aesthetically exceptionally appealing. 
 
Giving permission to MOUA to erect eight large sculptures will greatly diminish this appeal.  It is unclear in the PIP where these are to be located.  But it 
would appear that parts of these structures will be revealed on low tide, not completely underwater as MOUAs name would imply.  Underwater or revealed 
at low tide these manmade structures will greatly impact the outstanding universal values of the bay. 
 
This bay has been designated Marine Park Green Zone since 1985.  This higher level of protection is justified and must not be lost.  To approve these 
structures would not be consistent with the values articulated in this zoning.  This will inevitably downgrade the integrity of Green Zoning in the GBR with 
consequent lower public understanding and expectations of good management of these Green Zone areas. 
 
MOUA hopes to attract more tourists to the site.  This will lead to further degradation of the world heritage values of the bay.  Having set a precedent, it 
raises expectations that approval will be given to more built attractions. 
 
Tourists visit the Great Barrier Reef for its natural outstanding universal values.  The Green Zones on Magnetic Island are very accessible to visitors making 
it easier to gain a greater understanding of these natural values.  But these do not need enhancing.  Artificial sculptures do not add to these values.  People 
value the Great Barrier Reef as one of the most significant natural wonders of the world. The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority have a duty to 
protect these values, particularly in this time of rapid change. 
 
An alternative site for these structures could be adjacent to the rockwall at Nelly Bay.  A bay with many alterations to its natural environment.  The 
interpretive signs could be on the ferry terminal for all visitors to read as they leave the ferry.  Identifying Magnetic Island as World Heritage as soon as you 
arrive would encourage a better understanding of the significance of the place, its own uniqueness within the Great Barrier Reef.  A place to be respected 
and protected. 
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144 Our comments address the MOUA proposed installations at Magnetic Island. We respectfully defer primarily to the Manbarra Traditional Owners and also 
the Bwgcolman community at Palm Island regarding design and location of any installations there. 
 
1. Referral for impacts on MNES – EPBC Act. 
We are well aware that many world heritage values are presented on Magnetic Island, and some values are significant at the scale of the entire World 
Heritage Area. In addition to World Heritage Values, many other Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) also occur there. The Australian 
Government recognised this and development a special place-based policy guideline for the application of the EPBC Act there. We are amazed that the 
proponent’s self-assessment in the PIP concluded that the MOUA installations will not have any significant impact on MNES. We believe that this self-
assessment was inadequate, and the PIP does not include detailed assessments. E.g. where does the PIP consider the impact of establishing a tourist 
attraction in the preferred location of Geoffrey Bay, on the migratory wading birds (MNES) that forage in that bay during their annual migration from Europe? 
We understand that GBRMPA’s assessment is restricted to impacts (and MNES) in the marine park. Therefore, we encourage GBRMPA to refer the project 
to the DAWE, for a thorough assessment on the potential impacts of this project on all MNES. 
 
2. General support – using public art to raise public awareness 
In general, we support the concept of using art to raise public awareness of issues facing the environment including the Great Barrier Reef. 
 
3. Location 
We are strongly opposed to the MOUA installations going ahead in any green zone, any yellow zone which provides a ‘wilderness’ amenity. This means we 
are opposed to the installations going ahead in Geoffrey Bay, Florence Bay or Arthur Bay. We believe that a MOUA installation would be a conflict with the 
green zone purpose (essentially ‘look but don’t touch or alter’ principle) and will impact on natural, social and aesthetic values. Although Arthur Bay is a 
yellow zone, it still provides a nature-based experience being accessible only by pedestrians through the national park or by boat, where visitors go for a 
reef experience unspoilt by infrastructure. Geoffrey, Arthur and Florence Bays support extremely beautiful and biodiverse marine life that attracts locals and 
the 10% of visitors who are snorkellers or divers, and who go there for specifically for those natural values. 
 
We believe underwater art has the potential to be very underwhelming and may completely detract from one’s own experience with the surrounding reef 
scape.  
 
We are also concerned about the lack of supporting infrastructure at Geoffrey, Florence or Arthur Bays given the prediction that MOUA will attract large 
numbers of extra tourists. Where will they park? What about wheelchair access? Where will the visitors go to the toilet? We are also concerned about 
impacts on populations of migratory birds that use Geoffrey Bay to rest and feed. Some of these issues may be MNES and planning issues out of scope for 
GBRMPA’s assessment – but they are part of the holistic picture that we are very concerned about.  
 
We urge GBRMPA to not approve the MOUA installation at Geoffrey, Arthur or Florence Bays. 
 
We also understand that Geoffrey Bay holds particular cultural significance the Wulgurukaba community,. The PIP assures us that Traditional Owners have 
been consulted, but we urge GBRMPA to discuss this independently with the relevant Cultural Authority holders within the Wulgurukaba community. 
 
Of the other bays under consideration, the location that we fully support is Picnic Bay, in the sand zone on either or both sides of the jetty. Dinghy traffic and 
jetty fishing are also uses at the site which could be managed to avoid conflict. Impacts on natural and aesthetic values would be aligned to the existing built 
infrastructure of the jetty, pedestrian mall and foreshore built environment. 
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There is enough reef biodiversity in Picnic to support recruitment of coral and other reef life to the sculptures.  
Picnic Bay also has carparking, toilets, and a greater range of businesses (a pub, cafes, restaurants) who 
would benefit from the presence of the project there – visitors would be held in Picnic Bay for 
longer. 
 
4. Emergent? Intertidal? Or completely submerged? 
The PIP proposes that all sculptures will be underwater and not closer to the surface than 1m at low tide, so as to be accessible to snorkellers. Visitor 
surveys have shown that less than 10% of island visitors snorkel or dive, so these fully submergent sculptures would not be accessible to the remaining 90+ 
%. They would miss out on experiencing the work. We understand and agree that in unspoilt and non-urban bays it is important to avoid above-water 
aesthetic impacts by having sculptures completely submerged and not visible at low tide. And we  
certainly do not support completely intertidal sculptures anywhere, because it would encourage foot traffic to view the sculptures, trampling the fragile 
seagrass and reef flat communities. However, partially emergent sculptures would be acceptable at Picnic Bay where, as noted above, the sculptures would 
be compatible with existing above-water infrastructure such as the jetty. 
 
Partially emergent sculptures would also encourage alternative viewing opportunities from the jetty itself, thereby creating access for non-snorkellers and 
those with mobility issues. The artist's pallet could extend from partially emergent to deeper sites next to and even under the jetty.  Viewing platforms in 
addition to the existing jetty deck could provide a range of viewing options, without having to snorkel or dive. Any emergent components would be quickly 
covered in oysters and barnacles, further adding to the amenity and aesthetics of the existing infrastructure. Therefore, if the MOUA installation is to 
proceed at Picnic Bay, we ask GBRMPA to discuss partially emergent sculptures with the proponent. 

145 I wish to make a submission on the proposal to install 8 statues underwater on Magnetic Island. 
 
OBJECTS OF THE ZONE 
 
The proposal to install 8 substantial man-made structures is inconsistent with the objects of the GBR Zoning Plan 2003 for MNP 1094 (Geoffrey 
Bay). 
It is noted that the proposal states that Geoffrey Bay is MOUA’s preferred Magnetic Island location. These man-made sculptures are inconsistent with the 
Marine National Park (green zone) protection status under the GBRMP zoning plan. Geoffrey Bay attracts such a high level of protection as it is an iconic 
bay on Magnetic Island, with superb natural amenity. This location is a beautiful untouched vista in one of the most beautiful areas of the GBR World 
Heritage Area. Its green zone status has historically (been imposed particularly in the light of that amenity, including under the previous GBRMPA Central 
Section Zoning Plan from about 1988. The 2003 Report on the GBR zoning plan for MP MNP-19-1094 states “MNP-19-1094 (Geoffrey Bay) reflects the 
previous MNPZ at Geoffrey Bay. The zone recognises these bays for their non-extractive tourism and recreational values”. It is submitted that MNP 19-
1094 zoning status is not consistent with the extractive nature of the proposed construction of: “Eight underwater statues of ‘reef scientists’—2.4m High x 
2m wide x 2m deep constructed from pH neutral EFC Geopolymer Concrete 40MPA+, reinforced with 316 Stainless and or Basalt rebar. Sculptures will be 
fixed to the seabed using galvanised star pickets.” The installation of such man-made substantial structures of its nature involves extractive activities during 
construction. The eight 2.4 x 2m x 2m statues “will be fixed to the seabed using 316 galvanised star pickets.”  It is inevitable that fixing of many heavy 
structures by means of many galvanised star pickets involves extraction of portions of the substrate, and associated turbidity. This proposal is not low 
impact. The extent to which the structures can be considered a tourist activity of low Impact is inconsistent with the 2003 Zoning Plan. It is implicit that 
because only low impact activities are permitted as of right in green zones, any tourist program must itself be low impact. 
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IMPACTS  
The marine area values of Geoffrey Bay has been the subject of a detailed Resource Inventory Study by P. Outridge, J. Gall, D. Tarte and P. Shanco in 
1983. Because of its historical green zone statues, there has been no marine development, and little associated impact from land development since 1983.  
The 1983 Resource Inventory remains essentially valid today as an inventory, although Geoffrey Bay’s condition had arguably been subject to increased 
turbidity and loss of coral cover since 1983. Outridge et al reported: “Coral cover only averages 5% on the reef flat and crest.   There is extensive back reef 
sand/mud flats . mainly Goniastrea aspera, Platyqyra sinensis and Montipora ramosa, with Porites australensis, P. solida, P. lobata, Symphyllia recta, 
Goniastrea favulus, Platyqyra pini and Turbinaria mesenterina”. The relative rarity of coral in Geoffrey Bay does not encourage an increase in reef walking 
and/or snorkelling by tourists (as the proposal would most likely involve).  Any such increase in reef walking (including reef walking en route to snorkelling) 
is likely to result in increased coral damage, which is undesirable, and are contrary to GBRMPA Responsible Reef Practices “Although divers and 
snorkellers have had minimal impact upon the Great Barrier Reef so far, there are times when some divers and snorkellers can get a little too close and 
may stress the marine life or crush and break corals. Most damage occurs as a result of those who are unable to maintain good control in the water (for 
example, through fighting a current, or trying to get a closer look, or taking photographs).” While the coral cover in Geoffrey Bay is not extensive, it is 
representative of coral on Magnetic Island generally. Only some 5% of the Bay has coral cover, but there are many corals represented, which from a 
representative perspective, warrant protection.   
 
FEASIBLE AND PRUDENT ALTERNATIVES 
Underwater sculptures are unlikely to be a tourism drawcard at this location.  It would be better to allow people to be encouraged to observe the 
extraordinary range of marine life (for example, the pleasure of watching the black tip reef sharks that patrol the shallows here is educational, uplifting and 
natural). In the sense that statues are objects which a tourist might observe and enjoy, the extent to which actual tourists to Geoffrey Bay (and indeed 
Magnetic Island as a whole) are able to enjoy structures that are below the waterline is of questionable tourism value. The tourist who stands on the shore 
can at best imagine what the structures might look like, but in a very real sense, at best, it lacks actual or even virtual experience, and is merely an 
imagined experience. As such, the structures are unlikely to offer a meaningful tourism experience to land observers. Outridge et al have reported that 
Geoffrey Bay has a narrow slope: “The reef slope extends over 150 m from the reef crest, behind which the reef flat extends a further 150 m. The 
structures, submerged as they are, will not be able to be perceived by a walker before reaching in the order of some 200 m from shore, and then is 
practically really only visible on low tide. In addition, Geoffrey Bay is, after a short stretch of some 35 m of fine sand beach, comprised substantially 
thereafter of mud flat, which on low tide makes for a long walk, which will be an indifferent experience for many, especially children and older people with 
mobility issues, especially walking through irregular coral cover and mud. For those visitors who venture into the shallows, there may be some observable 
experience, but on the current proposal it is likely to be a long walk to enter sufficiently close to the structures. Further, the coral cover in Geoffrey Bay is not 
extensive, but is variable and to an extent representative of coral on Magnetic Island generally. Only some 5% of the Bay has coral cover, but there are 
many coral represented.  As Outridge et al have observed: “Coral cover only averages 5% on the reef flat and crest There is extensive back reef sand/mud 
flats . mainly Goniastrea aspera, Platyqyra sinensis and Montipora ramosa, with Porites australensis, P. solida, P. lobata, Symphyllia recta, Goniastrea 
favulus, Platyqyra pini and Turbinaria mesenterina”. 
 
IS THERE A NEED FOR A FURTHER MARINE SCIENCE TRAIL IN GEOFFREY BAY? 
The Geoffrey Bay area already has a very low impact, free, non interactive tourist activity, being the snorkel trail established in 2009 by Dr Rick Braley. Dr 
Braley’s snorkel trail is located at the eastern end of Geoffrey Bay, and provides an underwater circuit for snorkellers to observe corals and marine life at 
that part of Geoffrey Bay.  It has minimal infrastructure above, such infrastructure being limited to a small number of surface floats, adjacent the old car ferry 
terminal which closed in 2003. Tourists are self guided along a series of subsurface floats, and are informed by hand held waterproof interpretative swim 
cards which shows the snorkel trail route, basic coral and fish identification information, and environmental care material.  Its popularity comes about 
precisely because it is low impact, and provides a truly representative experience of the natural values of Geffrey Bay. The need for a second marine 
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There is enough reef biodiversity in Picnic to support recruitment of coral and other reef life to the sculptures.  
Picnic Bay also has carparking, toilets, and a greater range of businesses (a pub, cafes, restaurants) who 
would benefit from the presence of the project there – visitors would be held in Picnic Bay for 
longer. 
 
4. Emergent? Intertidal? Or completely submerged? 
The PIP proposes that all sculptures will be underwater and not closer to the surface than 1m at low tide, so as to be accessible to snorkellers. Visitor 
surveys have shown that less than 10% of island visitors snorkel or dive, so these fully submergent sculptures would not be accessible to the remaining 90+ 
%. They would miss out on experiencing the work. We understand and agree that in unspoilt and non-urban bays it is important to avoid above-water 
aesthetic impacts by having sculptures completely submerged and not visible at low tide. And we  
certainly do not support completely intertidal sculptures anywhere, because it would encourage foot traffic to view the sculptures, trampling the fragile 
seagrass and reef flat communities. However, partially emergent sculptures would be acceptable at Picnic Bay where, as noted above, the sculptures would 
be compatible with existing above-water infrastructure such as the jetty. 
 
Partially emergent sculptures would also encourage alternative viewing opportunities from the jetty itself, thereby creating access for non-snorkellers and 
those with mobility issues. The artist's pallet could extend from partially emergent to deeper sites next to and even under the jetty.  Viewing platforms in 
addition to the existing jetty deck could provide a range of viewing options, without having to snorkel or dive. Any emergent components would be quickly 
covered in oysters and barnacles, further adding to the amenity and aesthetics of the existing infrastructure. Therefore, if the MOUA installation is to 
proceed at Picnic Bay, we ask GBRMPA to discuss partially emergent sculptures with the proponent. 

145 I wish to make a submission on the proposal to install 8 statues underwater on Magnetic Island. 
 
OBJECTS OF THE ZONE 
 
The proposal to install 8 substantial man-made structures is inconsistent with the objects of the GBR Zoning Plan 2003 for MNP 1094 (Geoffrey 
Bay). 
It is noted that the proposal states that Geoffrey Bay is MOUA’s preferred Magnetic Island location. These man-made sculptures are inconsistent with the 
Marine National Park (green zone) protection status under the GBRMP zoning plan. Geoffrey Bay attracts such a high level of protection as it is an iconic 
bay on Magnetic Island, with superb natural amenity. This location is a beautiful untouched vista in one of the most beautiful areas of the GBR World 
Heritage Area. Its green zone status has historically (been imposed particularly in the light of that amenity, including under the previous GBRMPA Central 
Section Zoning Plan from about 1988. The 2003 Report on the GBR zoning plan for MP MNP-19-1094 states “MNP-19-1094 (Geoffrey Bay) reflects the 
previous MNPZ at Geoffrey Bay. The zone recognises these bays for their non-extractive tourism and recreational values”. It is submitted that MNP 19-
1094 zoning status is not consistent with the extractive nature of the proposed construction of: “Eight underwater statues of ‘reef scientists’—2.4m High x 
2m wide x 2m deep constructed from pH neutral EFC Geopolymer Concrete 40MPA+, reinforced with 316 Stainless and or Basalt rebar. Sculptures will be 
fixed to the seabed using galvanised star pickets.” The installation of such man-made substantial structures of its nature involves extractive activities during 
construction. The eight 2.4 x 2m x 2m statues “will be fixed to the seabed using 316 galvanised star pickets.”  It is inevitable that fixing of many heavy 
structures by means of many galvanised star pickets involves extraction of portions of the substrate, and associated turbidity. This proposal is not low 
impact. The extent to which the structures can be considered a tourist activity of low Impact is inconsistent with the 2003 Zoning Plan. It is implicit that 
because only low impact activities are permitted as of right in green zones, any tourist program must itself be low impact. 
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IMPACTS  
The marine area values of Geoffrey Bay has been the subject of a detailed Resource Inventory Study by P. Outridge, J. Gall, D. Tarte and P. Shanco in 
1983. Because of its historical green zone statues, there has been no marine development, and little associated impact from land development since 1983.  
The 1983 Resource Inventory remains essentially valid today as an inventory, although Geoffrey Bay’s condition had arguably been subject to increased 
turbidity and loss of coral cover since 1983. Outridge et al reported: “Coral cover only averages 5% on the reef flat and crest.   There is extensive back reef 
sand/mud flats . mainly Goniastrea aspera, Platyqyra sinensis and Montipora ramosa, with Porites australensis, P. solida, P. lobata, Symphyllia recta, 
Goniastrea favulus, Platyqyra pini and Turbinaria mesenterina”. The relative rarity of coral in Geoffrey Bay does not encourage an increase in reef walking 
and/or snorkelling by tourists (as the proposal would most likely involve).  Any such increase in reef walking (including reef walking en route to snorkelling) 
is likely to result in increased coral damage, which is undesirable, and are contrary to GBRMPA Responsible Reef Practices “Although divers and 
snorkellers have had minimal impact upon the Great Barrier Reef so far, there are times when some divers and snorkellers can get a little too close and 
may stress the marine life or crush and break corals. Most damage occurs as a result of those who are unable to maintain good control in the water (for 
example, through fighting a current, or trying to get a closer look, or taking photographs).” While the coral cover in Geoffrey Bay is not extensive, it is 
representative of coral on Magnetic Island generally. Only some 5% of the Bay has coral cover, but there are many corals represented, which from a 
representative perspective, warrant protection.   
 
FEASIBLE AND PRUDENT ALTERNATIVES 
Underwater sculptures are unlikely to be a tourism drawcard at this location.  It would be better to allow people to be encouraged to observe the 
extraordinary range of marine life (for example, the pleasure of watching the black tip reef sharks that patrol the shallows here is educational, uplifting and 
natural). In the sense that statues are objects which a tourist might observe and enjoy, the extent to which actual tourists to Geoffrey Bay (and indeed 
Magnetic Island as a whole) are able to enjoy structures that are below the waterline is of questionable tourism value. The tourist who stands on the shore 
can at best imagine what the structures might look like, but in a very real sense, at best, it lacks actual or even virtual experience, and is merely an 
imagined experience. As such, the structures are unlikely to offer a meaningful tourism experience to land observers. Outridge et al have reported that 
Geoffrey Bay has a narrow slope: “The reef slope extends over 150 m from the reef crest, behind which the reef flat extends a further 150 m. The 
structures, submerged as they are, will not be able to be perceived by a walker before reaching in the order of some 200 m from shore, and then is 
practically really only visible on low tide. In addition, Geoffrey Bay is, after a short stretch of some 35 m of fine sand beach, comprised substantially 
thereafter of mud flat, which on low tide makes for a long walk, which will be an indifferent experience for many, especially children and older people with 
mobility issues, especially walking through irregular coral cover and mud. For those visitors who venture into the shallows, there may be some observable 
experience, but on the current proposal it is likely to be a long walk to enter sufficiently close to the structures. Further, the coral cover in Geoffrey Bay is not 
extensive, but is variable and to an extent representative of coral on Magnetic Island generally. Only some 5% of the Bay has coral cover, but there are 
many coral represented.  As Outridge et al have observed: “Coral cover only averages 5% on the reef flat and crest There is extensive back reef sand/mud 
flats . mainly Goniastrea aspera, Platyqyra sinensis and Montipora ramosa, with Porites australensis, P. solida, P. lobata, Symphyllia recta, Goniastrea 
favulus, Platyqyra pini and Turbinaria mesenterina”. 
 
IS THERE A NEED FOR A FURTHER MARINE SCIENCE TRAIL IN GEOFFREY BAY? 
The Geoffrey Bay area already has a very low impact, free, non interactive tourist activity, being the snorkel trail established in 2009 by Dr Rick Braley. Dr 
Braley’s snorkel trail is located at the eastern end of Geoffrey Bay, and provides an underwater circuit for snorkellers to observe corals and marine life at 
that part of Geoffrey Bay.  It has minimal infrastructure above, such infrastructure being limited to a small number of surface floats, adjacent the old car ferry 
terminal which closed in 2003. Tourists are self guided along a series of subsurface floats, and are informed by hand held waterproof interpretative swim 
cards which shows the snorkel trail route, basic coral and fish identification information, and environmental care material.  Its popularity comes about 
precisely because it is low impact, and provides a truly representative experience of the natural values of Geffrey Bay. The need for a second marine 
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science trail in the Geoffrey Bay green zone is questionable, given that the MOUA will essentially serve the same class of tourists. The existing snorkel trail 
already provides a low impact, safe and informative experience for snorkellers, with much less environmental footprint or impact.    
 
NAVIGATION AIDS AND SIGNAGE ISSUES 
While navigation issues fall outside the permit requirement matters to be considered, it is likely that the eight proposed statues will present a likely 
navigational hazard for watercraft using Geoffrey Bay, and will most likely require the installation of buoys, signage or navigational aids within Geoffrey Bay.  
Any such structures are likely to significantly impact on the amenity of Nelly Bay, when installed, and are therefore within the broad scope of the current 
GBRMPA permit decision, after consultation with MSQ. 

146 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal by MOUA to establish a snorkel trail on  
Magnetic Island based on a series of underwater structures. 
 
Not Geoffrey Bay 
 
The Public Information Package released by the proponents shows a clear preference for the proposed sculptures to be placed within the Geoffrey Bay 
Green Zone, despite also mentioning Picnic Bay, and indicating that most other bays on the island had also been considered. 
 
The Geoffrey Bay Marine National Park (Green Zone) was declared to protect representative marine environments, and for people to visit to see these 
natural environments. Geoffrey Bay has some infrastructure already, but it is either "essential" such as to enable the safe use of the area for barge landings 
(a use which pre-dates the green zone declaration), or to support viewing of the natural environment, such as the snorkel trail floats. 
 
In contrast, the proposed MOUA is a tourist attraction in its own right. Allowing it to be placed  here would be a very bad precedent for the island's small and 
precious Green Zones. We strongly  oppose the use of Geoffrey Bay for this purpose, and believes it is clearly against the intent and purposes of the 
GBRMP zoning plan. 
 
If MOUA is to go ahead on Magnetic Island the sculptures would be better placed where the zoning allows for multiple uses, and where there is already 
adequate land based infrastructure to support the projected increase in tourist numbers. 
 
Not Needed or Wanted 
 
Before commenting in further detail on why the proposal should be rejected for Geoffrey Bay by GBRMPA, it has to be said that the project is neither 
needed nor wanted by the majority of local residents. It is instructive that a petition by Picnic Bay residents opposed to it being located in that bay raised 
over 300 signatures in a matter of days. Most residents see the low key presentation of island’s natural World Heritage values as its major attraction, and 
artificial attractions are in conflict with this market. 
 
As far as need is concerned, the project’s ambition, as outlined in the PIP, does not marry with actual project as described: “It is firstly a project that raises 
awareness about the state of the reef and what we can do to  
reduce impacts and implement positive actions.” The PIP makes it clear that the proposed structures will be “public artworks (if approved) and be freely 
available to recreational visitors and commercial tourism operators”. It says “underwater sculptures are artworks that are placed underwater on the sea9loor 
to provide fascinating visual,  
emotional and physical experiences for visitors”. 
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science trail in the Geoffrey Bay green zone is questionable, given that the MOUA will essentially serve the same class of tourists. The existing snorkel trail 
already provides a low impact, safe and informative experience for snorkellers, with much less environmental footprint or impact.    
 
NAVIGATION AIDS AND SIGNAGE ISSUES 
While navigation issues fall outside the permit requirement matters to be considered, it is likely that the eight proposed statues will present a likely 
navigational hazard for watercraft using Geoffrey Bay, and will most likely require the installation of buoys, signage or navigational aids within Geoffrey Bay.  
Any such structures are likely to significantly impact on the amenity of Nelly Bay, when installed, and are therefore within the broad scope of the current 
GBRMPA permit decision, after consultation with MSQ. 

146 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal by MOUA to establish a snorkel trail on  
Magnetic Island based on a series of underwater structures. 
 
Not Geoffrey Bay 
 
The Public Information Package released by the proponents shows a clear preference for the proposed sculptures to be placed within the Geoffrey Bay 
Green Zone, despite also mentioning Picnic Bay, and indicating that most other bays on the island had also been considered. 
 
The Geoffrey Bay Marine National Park (Green Zone) was declared to protect representative marine environments, and for people to visit to see these 
natural environments. Geoffrey Bay has some infrastructure already, but it is either "essential" such as to enable the safe use of the area for barge landings 
(a use which pre-dates the green zone declaration), or to support viewing of the natural environment, such as the snorkel trail floats. 
 
In contrast, the proposed MOUA is a tourist attraction in its own right. Allowing it to be placed  here would be a very bad precedent for the island's small and 
precious Green Zones. We strongly  oppose the use of Geoffrey Bay for this purpose, and believes it is clearly against the intent and purposes of the 
GBRMP zoning plan. 
 
If MOUA is to go ahead on Magnetic Island the sculptures would be better placed where the zoning allows for multiple uses, and where there is already 
adequate land based infrastructure to support the projected increase in tourist numbers. 
 
Not Needed or Wanted 
 
Before commenting in further detail on why the proposal should be rejected for Geoffrey Bay by GBRMPA, it has to be said that the project is neither 
needed nor wanted by the majority of local residents. It is instructive that a petition by Picnic Bay residents opposed to it being located in that bay raised 
over 300 signatures in a matter of days. Most residents see the low key presentation of island’s natural World Heritage values as its major attraction, and 
artificial attractions are in conflict with this market. 
 
As far as need is concerned, the project’s ambition, as outlined in the PIP, does not marry with actual project as described: “It is firstly a project that raises 
awareness about the state of the reef and what we can do to  
reduce impacts and implement positive actions.” The PIP makes it clear that the proposed structures will be “public artworks (if approved) and be freely 
available to recreational visitors and commercial tourism operators”. It says “underwater sculptures are artworks that are placed underwater on the sea9loor 
to provide fascinating visual,  
emotional and physical experiences for visitors”. 
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The PIP also makes it clear that with “complementary interpretation centres, trained guides and thoughtful design of both artworks and experiences, 
underwater art can convey important messages about the threats to ocean systems, our deep-rooted dependency on healthy ecosystems, and the 
opportunities to act to improve their outlook. The PIP also makes it clear that there is no interpretation centre, no trained guides accompanying most 
visitors, and the sculptures are not much more than shapes which will soon be covered in algae. The educational value is at best marginal. 
 
Secondly, it is a project that has locally, nationally and globally significant tourism and edu-tourism attraction and generates signi'icant pride, jobs and 
revenue for the Townsville region. The PIP suggests an increase in visitor “experiences” of 50,000 a year, and 10-15,000 “divers/snorkelers across all sites, 
once fully operational”. Given Magnetic Island already attracts around 300,000 visitors a year, the proposal, with all its associated impacts and precedents, 
will perhaps increase visitors to the island by 3%. This is hardly nationally or globally significant in any sense. The local impacts would appear to be mostly 
negative for a small economic impact. 
 
“Thirdly, the project facilitates and communicates scientific research with surveys, equipment and experiments currently occurring or proposed…” There is 
no indication that the project has stimulated any significant research in its formulation, largely drawing on existing information. Nor does it, nor can it, 
guarantee what future research  
may occur as a result of the proposal. 
 
An Inadequate PIP 
 
To confound this ambitious spin, the PIP is almost entirely lacking in information that would enable GBRMPA, or local residents, to understand the likely 
impacts the project will have, the significance of these impacts, or how these unidentified impacts will be avoided or mitigated. These are minimum 
requirements of the V2 Assessment and Decision Guidelines and the PIP does not meet them. 
 
The PIP does not even identify the proposed location of the “sculpture trail”. None of the “possible” sites indicated on the PIP maps meet the substrate and 
depth requirements that the PIP itself claims to be meeting. In fact, despite repeated public assurances from the proponents and statements in the PIP that 
the structures would not be visible at low tide, a posting on MOUA’s Facebook page on 2nd July claimed “the Marine Science Trail will be accessible by 
snorkelers and pedestrians alike…” It’s hard to avoid the impression that MOUA will say whatever is necessary, and as little as possible, to get the project 
over the line. Their final intentions remain unclear. 
 
Key issues regarding the MOUA Proposal for Geoffrey Bay 
 
Geoffrey Bay was the first Marine National Park (Green Zone) on Magnetic Island, and the first place in the world that synchronised coral spawning was  
recognised. It remains the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays. 
 
The existing snorkel trail and the wreck of the Moltke, and its accessibility, make it a popular dive site. It does not need another “attraction”. Those two sites 
alone already cause concentrations of visitors in a small bay. A third and arti]icial attraction in the same small area is patently unnecessary. 
 
Key issues associated with the proposal that do not meet the mandatory criteria of the assessment guidelines as they relate to Geoffrey Bay include: 
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•  It is the most natural and undisturbed of the urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures with major implications for parking and infrastructure on the sensitive and largely natural Geoffrey Bay foreshore. 
 
•  There will be unavoidable impacts on endangered and threatened migratory birds that use the tidal ]lats. These include the Critically Endangered  Eastern 
Curlew, Endangered Whimbrels, Bar-tail Godwits and Golden Plovers, and ‘threatened’ wader species such as Common Sandpiper and Grey Tail Tattlers. 
 
•  Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
 
•  The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity and natural appearance of the 
Green Zone. 
 
•  By encouraging an un-necessary increase in use by visitors for reasons other than appreciating the green zone’s “natural” values, the proposal will also 
disrupt healthy ecological processes. Of particular concern is disruption of habitat use by marine mammals, reptiles and larger fishes, sharks and rays, all 
species known to be easily disturbed by human presence. 
 
•  The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation are the likely outcome. 
 
•  Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of both relevant and independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data 
that is provided. 
 
•  If this proposal goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay it will foster division and resentment in the local community, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park Representative Areas system. 
 
•  Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent for this type of activity, and for similar 
activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, vulnerable and 
valued areas. 
 
•  There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. These are not adequately assessed and considered. The proponents have an unnecessary and 
unreasonable preoccupation with placing the structures in Geoffrey Bay. 
 
•  Relocating the proposal to a multiple use zone is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. 
 
Assessment of the MOUA Proposal under the Assessment and Decision Guidelines. 
 
The mandatory considerations in Section 103 of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Regulations 2019 are discussed below as they relate to the MOUA 
proposal. 
 



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

145

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

•  It is the most natural and undisturbed of the urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures with major implications for parking and infrastructure on the sensitive and largely natural Geoffrey Bay foreshore. 
 
•  There will be unavoidable impacts on endangered and threatened migratory birds that use the tidal ]lats. These include the Critically Endangered  Eastern 
Curlew, Endangered Whimbrels, Bar-tail Godwits and Golden Plovers, and ‘threatened’ wader species such as Common Sandpiper and Grey Tail Tattlers. 
 
•  Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
 
•  The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity and natural appearance of the 
Green Zone. 
 
•  By encouraging an un-necessary increase in use by visitors for reasons other than appreciating the green zone’s “natural” values, the proposal will also 
disrupt healthy ecological processes. Of particular concern is disruption of habitat use by marine mammals, reptiles and larger fishes, sharks and rays, all 
species known to be easily disturbed by human presence. 
 
•  The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation are the likely outcome. 
 
•  Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of both relevant and independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data 
that is provided. 
 
•  If this proposal goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay it will foster division and resentment in the local community, and undermine trust in the governance of the 
Marine Park Representative Areas system. 
 
•  Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent for this type of activity, and for similar 
activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, vulnerable and 
valued areas. 
 
•  There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. These are not adequately assessed and considered. The proponents have an unnecessary and 
unreasonable preoccupation with placing the structures in Geoffrey Bay. 
 
•  Relocating the proposal to a multiple use zone is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. 
 
Assessment of the MOUA Proposal under the Assessment and Decision Guidelines. 
 
The mandatory considerations in Section 103 of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Regulations 2019 are discussed below as they relate to the MOUA 
proposal. 
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The Public Information Package for this proposal actually contains little useful information regarding the environmental values of the proposed sites, or of 
the likely impacts the proposal will have. Despite this lack of detail, the project can be assessed against the following core criteria from the Regulations and 
the Guidelines. 
 
103(a) If the proposed conduct will take place in a zone – the objectives (if any) of the zoning plan for the zone 
 
Geoffrey Bay Marine National Park green zone was selected as part of a representative reserve system across the GBR Marine Park. The primary aim of 
the reserve system is to maintain biological diversity and ecological processes and systems, and allow species to evolve and function undisturbed. 
 
The specific objectives of the green zone are to: 
 
(a) Provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities; and 
 
(b) Subject to the objective mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the values of the Marine 
Park, to be undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas. 
 
The guidelines state that zones such as the Marine National Park Zone are highly protected and have strict limitations on activities which may be permitted. 
 
Activities not listed as being allowed with or without permission in a zone have a greater likelihood of being inconsistent with the objectives of that zone. 
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. 
 
Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ 
appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline, large amounts of underwater facilities in the area, which interrupt the natural 
scenic vista below the waterline, and facilities which are clearly visible and detract from the natural appearance of the area. 
 
MOUA’s proposal explicitly fits these activities and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of Geoffrey Bay’s Green Zone. 
 
The objectives of the Marine Park Zone provide for the protection of the “natural integrity and values” of areas of the Marine Park and subject to this, to 
provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the values of the Marine Park, to be undertaken in “relatively undisturbed areas”. 
 
The ‘natural integrity’ of a place or ecosystem is defined in the Zoning Plan as meaning ‘the degree to which the place or ecosystem retains its natural 
biodiversity and geodiversity and other natural processes and characteristics’. 
 
Where the objective of the zone refers to ‘generally/relatively undisturbed’, this means areas where natural vistas and ecological processes are preserved 
and dominant, both above and below water. ‘Relatively undisturbed’ may have some evidence of human activities but still retain an overall natural 
appearance and healthy ecological processes. 
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Number 

Summary 

The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna. 
 
103(d) the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment 
in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry. 
 
Subsection 37AA(2) of the Act defines harm for the purposes of section 37AA to include ‘any adverse effect; direct or indirect harm; [or] harm to which the 
person’s use or entry has contributed, to any extent (whether or not other matters have contributed to the harm)’. 
 
When determining whether all reasonable steps have been taken by the applicant to minimise harm from the proposed activity, subregulation 37AA(3) of 
the Act requires consideration of the following: 
•     the nature of the harm to the environment that might or will result from the person’s use or entry; 
•     the risk of harm from the person’s use or entry; 
•     the sensitivity of the environment that might or will be affected by the person’s use or entry; 
•     if the person is using or entering a zone—any objectives specfied for the zone in its zoning plan; 
•     the practicalities, including cost, of steps that will prevent or minimise the harm; 
•     whether or not the person’s use or entry complies with the laws applying in the Marine Park in relation to the environment or natural resources; 
 
The PIP contains insufficient information to enable these issues to be properly considered or addressed. Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of 
independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented. 
 
In any case, the disturbance to the natural integrity of the zone and the increased level of use the proponents intend to cause will invariably and 
unnecessarily increase the risk of disturbance and harm to this sensitive environment. The PIP makes no attempt to address this unavoidable harm. 
 
103(e) whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct. 
 
Evaluating feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposal is an important early step in the application and assessment process. This is considered at a 
whole-of- project or proposal level. In general the option that would have the least impact to the values of the Marine Park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued. 
 
The PIP does not seriously consider alternative locations on the island for the proposal. Only two sites, Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay are presented in any 
detail. 
 
A particular concern is that the evaluation matrix (Tables 4 and 5) used to compare the biodiversity, social, economic and heritage impacts of possible 
locations is superficial and misguided. For example the “protection” criteria rates the Green Zone as the most suitable location for the project, not the most 
sensitive. The matrix only determines the suitability of the site for the purposes of the proponents. It is not an assessment of potential harm associated with 
the different sites. 
 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. 
 
There is no attempt to assess the comparative risks or impact to the values of the Marine Park of these feasible alternatives, nor of the relative costs and 
bene]its. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP 
does not do this. 
 
103(f) any written comments received under Division 3 in connection with the application. 
 
The Social Value Assessment Guidelines provide guidance on how public perceptions and sentiment are considered. Social assessment includes 
aesthetics, equity, empowerment, and historical considerations. Issues of significance here include: 
 
•  Geoffrey Bay was the first place in the world that synchronized coral spawning was recognised, and should be retained intact without significant human 
intrusion. 
 
•  It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures. 
 
•  Wildlife disturbance occurs from human use and seabirds and shorebirds are particularly sensitive to disturbance. Marine mammals and marine reptiles 
are also known to be disturbed by human activities. The increased level of use that this project is designed to encourage will lead to unnecessary disruption 
of natural patterns of habitat use by these important species. 
 
•  The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 
 
Social values are highly dependent on healthy habitats, species and ecological communities, so the support of local communities are vital to the 
conservation of biodiversity and ecological integrity. This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey 
Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas system. 
 
The proponents claim that by putting the sculptures on sand they will somehow avoid having a direct impact on the ecological integrity of the green zone 
and its habitats. The PIP says they “have carefully selected the sites for the location of underwater sculptures to prevent any damage to aquatic habitats 
such as coral or seagrasses”. Sandy bottoms are clearly not seen by MOUA as an important component of the habitats of the green zone. 
 
However “ecological integrity” is defined in the guidelines as “the living and non- living parts and processes necessary to maintain an ecosystem and allow it 
to recover from disturbances. Integrity includes living parts (biodiversity), non- living parts (such as water and sand), and natural processes (such as waves, 
winds and predation).” Sandy bottoms have their own biota and are a significant and unique habitat within the representative area system. 
 
MOUA’s apparent ignorance of this is an indication of why they intend to treat the green zone in such a cavalier manner. 
 
103(g) the relevant impacts of the proposed conduct 
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The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna. 
 
103(d) the requirement in section 37AA of the Act for users of the Marine Park to take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimise harm to the environment 
in the Marine Park that might or will be caused by the user’s use or entry. 
 
Subsection 37AA(2) of the Act defines harm for the purposes of section 37AA to include ‘any adverse effect; direct or indirect harm; [or] harm to which the 
person’s use or entry has contributed, to any extent (whether or not other matters have contributed to the harm)’. 
 
When determining whether all reasonable steps have been taken by the applicant to minimise harm from the proposed activity, subregulation 37AA(3) of 
the Act requires consideration of the following: 
•     the nature of the harm to the environment that might or will result from the person’s use or entry; 
•     the risk of harm from the person’s use or entry; 
•     the sensitivity of the environment that might or will be affected by the person’s use or entry; 
•     if the person is using or entering a zone—any objectives specfied for the zone in its zoning plan; 
•     the practicalities, including cost, of steps that will prevent or minimise the harm; 
•     whether or not the person’s use or entry complies with the laws applying in the Marine Park in relation to the environment or natural resources; 
 
The PIP contains insufficient information to enable these issues to be properly considered or addressed. Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of 
independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented. 
 
In any case, the disturbance to the natural integrity of the zone and the increased level of use the proponents intend to cause will invariably and 
unnecessarily increase the risk of disturbance and harm to this sensitive environment. The PIP makes no attempt to address this unavoidable harm. 
 
103(e) whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed conduct. 
 
Evaluating feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposal is an important early step in the application and assessment process. This is considered at a 
whole-of- project or proposal level. In general the option that would have the least impact to the values of the Marine Park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued. 
 
The PIP does not seriously consider alternative locations on the island for the proposal. Only two sites, Geoffrey Bay and Picnic Bay are presented in any 
detail. 
 
A particular concern is that the evaluation matrix (Tables 4 and 5) used to compare the biodiversity, social, economic and heritage impacts of possible 
locations is superficial and misguided. For example the “protection” criteria rates the Green Zone as the most suitable location for the project, not the most 
sensitive. The matrix only determines the suitability of the site for the purposes of the proponents. It is not an assessment of potential harm associated with 
the different sites. 
 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. 
 
There is no attempt to assess the comparative risks or impact to the values of the Marine Park of these feasible alternatives, nor of the relative costs and 
bene]its. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP 
does not do this. 
 
103(f) any written comments received under Division 3 in connection with the application. 
 
The Social Value Assessment Guidelines provide guidance on how public perceptions and sentiment are considered. Social assessment includes 
aesthetics, equity, empowerment, and historical considerations. Issues of significance here include: 
 
•  Geoffrey Bay was the first place in the world that synchronized coral spawning was recognised, and should be retained intact without significant human 
intrusion. 
 
•  It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures. 
 
•  Wildlife disturbance occurs from human use and seabirds and shorebirds are particularly sensitive to disturbance. Marine mammals and marine reptiles 
are also known to be disturbed by human activities. The increased level of use that this project is designed to encourage will lead to unnecessary disruption 
of natural patterns of habitat use by these important species. 
 
•  The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome. 
 
Social values are highly dependent on healthy habitats, species and ecological communities, so the support of local communities are vital to the 
conservation of biodiversity and ecological integrity. This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey 
Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas system. 
 
The proponents claim that by putting the sculptures on sand they will somehow avoid having a direct impact on the ecological integrity of the green zone 
and its habitats. The PIP says they “have carefully selected the sites for the location of underwater sculptures to prevent any damage to aquatic habitats 
such as coral or seagrasses”. Sandy bottoms are clearly not seen by MOUA as an important component of the habitats of the green zone. 
 
However “ecological integrity” is defined in the guidelines as “the living and non- living parts and processes necessary to maintain an ecosystem and allow it 
to recover from disturbances. Integrity includes living parts (biodiversity), non- living parts (such as water and sand), and natural processes (such as waves, 
winds and predation).” Sandy bottoms have their own biota and are a significant and unique habitat within the representative area system. 
 
MOUA’s apparent ignorance of this is an indication of why they intend to treat the green zone in such a cavalier manner. 
 
103(g) the relevant impacts of the proposed conduct 
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Once a particular location is determined to be the most appropriate location with regard to the protection of the values of the marine park, the GBRMP 
Authority adopts a risk-based approach in its management and decision making using the Risk Assessment Procedure. The PIP does not present sufficient 
information for such an assessment, particularly for alternative sites to Geoffrey Bay.  
 
On the basis of available information the risk assessment for Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in a medium score, not the very low and low scores the PIP 
suggests. 
 
For medium risks, the guidelines suggest considering whether the activity could be done differently or in a different location, to reduce the risk. The 
apparent likely harms, as outlined in this submission, are unavoidable in Geoffrey Bay. Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go 
ahead with least harm. 
 
103(h) options for avoiding, mitigating and offsetting those relevant impacts. 
 
The PIP does not seriously consider impacts, let alone whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid them. The Authority should not consider 
approval in Geoffrey Bay whether or not it is subject to avoidance, mitigation or offset measures. An alternative site is required if the impacts are to be 
avoided. 
 
103(p) any other matters relevant to the proposed conduct and either: 
 
(i) achievement of the objects of the Act; or 
(ii) orderly and proper management of the Marine Park. 
 
Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in a Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for similar activities 
in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, vulnerable and valued 
areas. 
 
MOUA has argued that a precedent for such a project in a Green Zone has been set by their  Whitsunday projects, however it can be argued that there is 
more contemporary information and the MOUA project is not really comparable with the Whitsunday installations. The projects are quite different. 
 
The assessment should consider any adverse effects from setting such a precedent on Magnetic Island. It does not. 
 
By focussing so single-mindedly on Geoffrey Bay, MOUA has neglected to properly consider feasible alternatives. This could include, for example Nelly Bay 
Harbour. The structures could be tidal and march up the enclosed beach. 
 
They would be highly visible to arriving visitors and the Nelly Bay Terminal could be used to display educational material related to the project. No doubt 
other alternatives exist if MOUA was to approach their project with an open mind and engage more meaningfully with the local community. 

147 I protest the proposed MOUA Art State 2 Underwater installation. The MOUA Board have not engaged with, informed, or consulted the Bwgcolman people 
in an acceptable manner. I do not agree with the art installations in any capacity within the waters of Great Palm Island surrounding island groups. I strongly 
maintain the economic development enterprises of our Great Palm Island group should be developed by the Bwgcolman people for the Bwgcolman People.  
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Once a particular location is determined to be the most appropriate location with regard to the protection of the values of the marine park, the GBRMP 
Authority adopts a risk-based approach in its management and decision making using the Risk Assessment Procedure. The PIP does not present sufficient 
information for such an assessment, particularly for alternative sites to Geoffrey Bay.  
 
On the basis of available information the risk assessment for Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in a medium score, not the very low and low scores the PIP 
suggests. 
 
For medium risks, the guidelines suggest considering whether the activity could be done differently or in a different location, to reduce the risk. The 
apparent likely harms, as outlined in this submission, are unavoidable in Geoffrey Bay. Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go 
ahead with least harm. 
 
103(h) options for avoiding, mitigating and offsetting those relevant impacts. 
 
The PIP does not seriously consider impacts, let alone whether there are feasible and prudent alternatives to avoid them. The Authority should not consider 
approval in Geoffrey Bay whether or not it is subject to avoidance, mitigation or offset measures. An alternative site is required if the impacts are to be 
avoided. 
 
103(p) any other matters relevant to the proposed conduct and either: 
 
(i) achievement of the objects of the Act; or 
(ii) orderly and proper management of the Marine Park. 
 
Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in a Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to this type of activity, and for similar activities 
in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and management of these small, vulnerable and valued 
areas. 
 
MOUA has argued that a precedent for such a project in a Green Zone has been set by their  Whitsunday projects, however it can be argued that there is 
more contemporary information and the MOUA project is not really comparable with the Whitsunday installations. The projects are quite different. 
 
The assessment should consider any adverse effects from setting such a precedent on Magnetic Island. It does not. 
 
By focussing so single-mindedly on Geoffrey Bay, MOUA has neglected to properly consider feasible alternatives. This could include, for example Nelly Bay 
Harbour. The structures could be tidal and march up the enclosed beach. 
 
They would be highly visible to arriving visitors and the Nelly Bay Terminal could be used to display educational material related to the project. No doubt 
other alternatives exist if MOUA was to approach their project with an open mind and engage more meaningfully with the local community. 

147 I protest the proposed MOUA Art State 2 Underwater installation. The MOUA Board have not engaged with, informed, or consulted the Bwgcolman people 
in an acceptable manner. I do not agree with the art installations in any capacity within the waters of Great Palm Island surrounding island groups. I strongly 
maintain the economic development enterprises of our Great Palm Island group should be developed by the Bwgcolman people for the Bwgcolman People.  

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
I formally reject the MOUA proposal to establish the underwater museum in and around the Great Palm Island Group of Island. My objection is one of (712) 
residents who have formally lodged their voices also via a documented petition sent to the House Of Representative within the Australian Federal 
Government. 
 
The community of Bwgcolman people were not respectfully and culturally consulted, with the exception of some adock half bake effort perform by a resident 
who had congeniality waive this plans in front of a select group of 72 people for the Corroboree structure and 57 people for the storyteller people 
configuration which in total represent just 9% of the population. This preplanned debacle cannot and should not be seen as a true reflection of a majority of 
Bwgcolman people's voice on this subject matter.  
 
Given the absence of a proper MOUA consultation with the Bwgcolman people, we have undertaken a petition calling for the Federal Government to stop 
the MOUA proposals for Palm Island. Although GBRMPA may not accept petitions, I argue on the basis that Palm Island people may not write individual 
letters of concern, but they have used their agency in making an informed decision that they do not want the MOUA proposal for Palm Island now, or in the 
future. This petition represents over 700 Bwgcolman people living on Palm Island and represents nearly a third of the population and 10 times more of the 
initial MOUA consultation numbers in 2019. Please accept these signatures as the genuine agency of the voice of the Bwgcolman people. 
 
I know this proposed project is not in the best interest of our community going forward in pursuit of tourism activity in and around our sacred traditional 
water ways. Any form of tourism in, around and on our spiritual homeland must be driven from the ground up paying absolute attention to cultural protocol. 
We will not be taken advantage of by someone who wants to just come here and make a quick buck with other outside vested interested groups looking to 
capitalize also by exploiting the vulnerability of the First Nation Bwgcolman Sovereign Nation.  
 
I therefore call upon GBRMPA to support the expressed written opinion of the Bwgcolman Tribal Peoples formulated petition in its entirety. 

148 I write to you as I am very concerned about the MOUA proposal to put submerged and partly submerged sculptures at Geoffrey Bay on Magnetic Island.  
 
The bay is naturally a beautiful spot, and it is a Green Zone.  
 
Green Zones are to protect marine environments, and for people to see these environments in their natural state.  
 
Any manmade structures at Geoffrey Bay should only be essential or to support the appreciation of the natural environment. Geoffrey Bay is already 
showing signs of over use and degradation, this proposal will only exacerbate this.  Geoffrey Bay is the least disturbed of our accessible urban bays, and it 
therefore needs our care and protection more than ever. An artificial tourism development is just not appropriate.  
 
The idea of multiple sculptures (like some kind of theme park!) and with it, thousands more visitors and infrastructure to accomodate the influx, is in my 
mind abhorrent, as it goes against the very ethos of a Green Zone.  
 
I am also very concerned about the precedence that will be set if GBRMPA approves MOUA. What’s to stop more artificial tourism related developments on 
our precious and limited Green Zones?  Artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in Marine National Park Zones or part of the objectives. 
Therefore GBRMPA should not approve this proposal.  
 
The island already has a healthy tourism industry. This is despite dredging in Cleveland Bay causing untold damage on our fringing reefs.  
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I’m incredulous to understand why the proponent has chosen a Green Zone when there are other sites that are already disturbed and have tourist 
infrastructure (parking etc.).  
 
However, my preference is for there to be no MOUA on or below the waters of Magnetic Island. The Island does not need artificial tourist attractions.   
 
I think this proposal will have significant negative impact on the shore birds that use the bay. Namely Siberian Plovers (criticaly endangered) and  Eastern 
Curlews. More people equals more pressure and disturbance for these kinds of birds that are already struggling to survive.  
 
In a nutshell Green Zones are to be protected and should not have, and do not need, manmade adornments. The bay is beautiful in its natural state it does 
not need sculptures to enhance the view.  
 
Green Zones are about celebrating and appreciating the beauty and wonder of nature. A rare and much needed experience and one that GBRMPA should 
be making sure exists for future generations.  
 
The vast majority of Magnetic Islanders do not want this proposal to go ahead. To give this project the go ahead will only cause divisions and undermine 
trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas system.   
 
For the above reason, please do not approve the MOUA project for Magnetic Island. 

149 I believe that no permits should be issued to the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) or any other entity in connection with MOUA’s proposed installations in 
the waters surrounding Palm Island, on the basis that the public of Palm Island has not been properly consulted and therefore has not given authentic 
agreement to the project.  
 
MOUA’s Public Information Package submission to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority dated 10 May 2021 fails to document meaningful or 
statistically relevant consultation with all the people of Palm Island.  
 
Further, I understand that more than 700 adult Palm Island residents have raised objections to the project through a petition sent to the Australian House of 
Representatives.  
 
I support the people of Palm Island in expecting an authentic and inclusive consultation process that respects their cultural and economic agency. 

150 I write to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within the Palm Island waters.  
My concern is that the MOUA; 
• Have not undertaken a full Palm Island community consultation with the Bwgcolman people to date;  
• There is no community approval or consent given to the MOUA to place these structures in Palm Island waters; 
• The proposed MOUA art structures are not Bwgcolman designed or created, they are models thrust upon Palm Island without adequate consultation and 
genuine engagement in what Bwgcolman people want; 
• Installing the art structures in Palm Island waters will profoundly impact on the Palm Island community’s social, emotional, cultural, and spiritual wellbeing 
in perpetuity. 
  

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

I acknowledge that a very small group of people were consulted in 2019 on Palm Island about the then art structures proposed for Palm Island. However, 
the concern is that Palm Island people were approached to vote on these structures during a time when the community was in profound grief and 
bereavement, due to the high number of deaths (50 deaths which included a significant number of suicides) in 2019. To ask the Bwgcolman people 
experiencing extreme grief and loss to consider and vote on something that will forever change the community and the lives of the people in perpetuity is 
amoral.  Furthermore, any person asked to make a decision under duress does not constitute informed consent from an ethical and legal point of view.  
 
Additionally, the number of those consultations was not significantly representative of the current population (2016 ABS Palm Island population data). Below 
are approximate number of consultations. I have calculated the statistical meaning which is below. 
 
• The Corroboree was 72 people - (5% of the adult population) 
• The Dreamtime was 62 people - (4% of the adult population) 
• The Storyteller was 57 people - (3.7% of the adult population) 
 
These numbers, even as approximates, are not statically or anecdotally representative of the Bwgcolman people’s unanimous decision or consent. 
Additionally, the number of hits on the MOUA social media page for the Palm Island project does not represent consent and approval of the project by the 
Bwgcolman people. 
 
I am aware that the Dreamtime (Heads in the Sand art structure is now been left out of the ongoing MOUA plans) and the current MOUA proposal Stage 2 
and 3 is for the Corrobboree structure for three sites Palm Island / North East Bay, northeast shore, Palm Island / Wallaby Point, north western most point 
of peninsula, Palm Island Coolgaree Bay, west shore (p. 8). The sites are not acceptable to the Bwgcolman people, as they are cultural hunting grounds 
and a source of cultural and spiritual wellbeing.  
 
The health of the Palm Island community is priority, and the ongoing health and well-being of the Palm Island people is paramount to any community 
development for Palm Island. In particular Challenger Bay is a sacred historical, spiritual and cultural, place for individuals and families; it is a century old 
line of connection both spiritual and cultural to family ancestors the ‘Old People’ who were forcibly removed from their country and exiled on Palm Island by 
the Government. Bwgcolman people have lived with the burdens of the past, and now is the time for much needed healing.  
 
The Bwgcolman people do not need these art sculptures to portray their history, and culture, and open their doors to an international community when their 
voices are not respected. I reiterate that I, and many others are not against tourism, we want Bwgcolman people to take the lead in a meaningful way that 
honours the Bwgcolman people. Bwgcolman strongly believe and will argue that Challenger Bay needs to be kept for the Bwgcolman people, their place of 
healing, as their Old People fought for it to be.  
 
The beauty and life of Palm Island’s Challenger Bay is the pristine beach and sea and all that it encompasses for Palm Island’s holistic health. It is the 
Bwgcolman peoples heritage, and speaks to the life, survival and resilience of the people of Palm Island and the self-determination of their knowledge and 
skills, and its application that brings hope and life to the community. 
 
The MOUA make their case for working with Manbarra , but dismiss the Bwgcolman people based on the native title claims not applying to most residents 
of Palm Island as “they are not the original inhabitants of the land, the general community (Bwgcolman people) do have a strong historical connection to the 
land, most having been born there. Having "historical" (as opposed to "traditional") rights recognised is a legal grey area”. The use of native title status has 
always been contentious for the Palm Island community.  
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I’m incredulous to understand why the proponent has chosen a Green Zone when there are other sites that are already disturbed and have tourist 
infrastructure (parking etc.).  
 
However, my preference is for there to be no MOUA on or below the waters of Magnetic Island. The Island does not need artificial tourist attractions.   
 
I think this proposal will have significant negative impact on the shore birds that use the bay. Namely Siberian Plovers (criticaly endangered) and  Eastern 
Curlews. More people equals more pressure and disturbance for these kinds of birds that are already struggling to survive.  
 
In a nutshell Green Zones are to be protected and should not have, and do not need, manmade adornments. The bay is beautiful in its natural state it does 
not need sculptures to enhance the view.  
 
Green Zones are about celebrating and appreciating the beauty and wonder of nature. A rare and much needed experience and one that GBRMPA should 
be making sure exists for future generations.  
 
The vast majority of Magnetic Islanders do not want this proposal to go ahead. To give this project the go ahead will only cause divisions and undermine 
trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas system.   
 
For the above reason, please do not approve the MOUA project for Magnetic Island. 

149 I believe that no permits should be issued to the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) or any other entity in connection with MOUA’s proposed installations in 
the waters surrounding Palm Island, on the basis that the public of Palm Island has not been properly consulted and therefore has not given authentic 
agreement to the project.  
 
MOUA’s Public Information Package submission to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority dated 10 May 2021 fails to document meaningful or 
statistically relevant consultation with all the people of Palm Island.  
 
Further, I understand that more than 700 adult Palm Island residents have raised objections to the project through a petition sent to the Australian House of 
Representatives.  
 
I support the people of Palm Island in expecting an authentic and inclusive consultation process that respects their cultural and economic agency. 

150 I write to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within the Palm Island waters.  
My concern is that the MOUA; 
• Have not undertaken a full Palm Island community consultation with the Bwgcolman people to date;  
• There is no community approval or consent given to the MOUA to place these structures in Palm Island waters; 
• The proposed MOUA art structures are not Bwgcolman designed or created, they are models thrust upon Palm Island without adequate consultation and 
genuine engagement in what Bwgcolman people want; 
• Installing the art structures in Palm Island waters will profoundly impact on the Palm Island community’s social, emotional, cultural, and spiritual wellbeing 
in perpetuity. 
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I acknowledge that a very small group of people were consulted in 2019 on Palm Island about the then art structures proposed for Palm Island. However, 
the concern is that Palm Island people were approached to vote on these structures during a time when the community was in profound grief and 
bereavement, due to the high number of deaths (50 deaths which included a significant number of suicides) in 2019. To ask the Bwgcolman people 
experiencing extreme grief and loss to consider and vote on something that will forever change the community and the lives of the people in perpetuity is 
amoral.  Furthermore, any person asked to make a decision under duress does not constitute informed consent from an ethical and legal point of view.  
 
Additionally, the number of those consultations was not significantly representative of the current population (2016 ABS Palm Island population data). Below 
are approximate number of consultations. I have calculated the statistical meaning which is below. 
 
• The Corroboree was 72 people - (5% of the adult population) 
• The Dreamtime was 62 people - (4% of the adult population) 
• The Storyteller was 57 people - (3.7% of the adult population) 
 
These numbers, even as approximates, are not statically or anecdotally representative of the Bwgcolman people’s unanimous decision or consent. 
Additionally, the number of hits on the MOUA social media page for the Palm Island project does not represent consent and approval of the project by the 
Bwgcolman people. 
 
I am aware that the Dreamtime (Heads in the Sand art structure is now been left out of the ongoing MOUA plans) and the current MOUA proposal Stage 2 
and 3 is for the Corrobboree structure for three sites Palm Island / North East Bay, northeast shore, Palm Island / Wallaby Point, north western most point 
of peninsula, Palm Island Coolgaree Bay, west shore (p. 8). The sites are not acceptable to the Bwgcolman people, as they are cultural hunting grounds 
and a source of cultural and spiritual wellbeing.  
 
The health of the Palm Island community is priority, and the ongoing health and well-being of the Palm Island people is paramount to any community 
development for Palm Island. In particular Challenger Bay is a sacred historical, spiritual and cultural, place for individuals and families; it is a century old 
line of connection both spiritual and cultural to family ancestors the ‘Old People’ who were forcibly removed from their country and exiled on Palm Island by 
the Government. Bwgcolman people have lived with the burdens of the past, and now is the time for much needed healing.  
 
The Bwgcolman people do not need these art sculptures to portray their history, and culture, and open their doors to an international community when their 
voices are not respected. I reiterate that I, and many others are not against tourism, we want Bwgcolman people to take the lead in a meaningful way that 
honours the Bwgcolman people. Bwgcolman strongly believe and will argue that Challenger Bay needs to be kept for the Bwgcolman people, their place of 
healing, as their Old People fought for it to be.  
 
The beauty and life of Palm Island’s Challenger Bay is the pristine beach and sea and all that it encompasses for Palm Island’s holistic health. It is the 
Bwgcolman peoples heritage, and speaks to the life, survival and resilience of the people of Palm Island and the self-determination of their knowledge and 
skills, and its application that brings hope and life to the community. 
 
The MOUA make their case for working with Manbarra , but dismiss the Bwgcolman people based on the native title claims not applying to most residents 
of Palm Island as “they are not the original inhabitants of the land, the general community (Bwgcolman people) do have a strong historical connection to the 
land, most having been born there. Having "historical" (as opposed to "traditional") rights recognised is a legal grey area”. The use of native title status has 
always been contentious for the Palm Island community.  
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Number 
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Nevertheless, the Bwgcolman people have over 100 years of connection to community, land, and sea. The cultural and moral law of relationship to land and 
sea is a deeper construct than the letter of the law of native title. Moreover, MOUA demonstrates their disrespect to the Bwgcolman people by paying lip 
service to the other significant group of people who call Palm Island home and have done so since 1918. Not acknowledging the identity as the Bwgcolman 
people with intimate connection of over 100 years to Palm Island in effect dismisses those persons, and their voice to speak out in protest.  
 
The Bwgcolman people have their own cultural knowledge and ways to tell multiple stories and have yarning circles, the Corrobboree art structure does not 
represent Bwgcolman people. I believe the Old People would balk at such a structure going up in front of the community and spoiling the landscape of Palm 
Island. They left this legacy for today’s people and today’s people need to leave the same legacy for their children and their children. The ocean in front of 
the community is far too precious to be thrown away on a structure that does not represent who the Bwgcolman people are.  
An integral protective factor of community Indigenous wellbeing is affording respect, and being heard, and for 
outsiders to deeply listen to the Bwgcolman people’s voice; especially in circumstances that will forever change the community and impact on the wellbeing 
of the people. Integrity is so important when working with Indigenous Australians. 
 
The MOUA Ltd, states that their organisation is bound by Constitutional objectives that include the advancement of first nations economic development 
opportunities. However, they have not genuinely demonstrated this objective to the Bwgcolman people of Palm Island who are the largest population group 
living in the community.  
 
I am requesting that the GBRMPA Assessment Team do not approve the MOUA plan for Stages 2 and 3 for Palm Island or any other plans in the future for 
Palm Island. Please hear the Bwgcolman voice, we are saying No to MOUA art installations for Palm Island or any enterprise dealings with Palm Island and 
support our right to self-determination to make our own decision for our community. A recent petition has been conducted to send Bwgcolman objections to 
the Federal Government which has seen over 700 Bwgcolman people (nearly 1/3 of the population) put forward their voice to say no. Please take this into 
consideration in your assessment of the MOUA proposal. 

151 I wish to submit reasons for my objections to the awful idea of artificial statues in the waters of Geoffrey Bay, Arcadia. 
 
1. The bay is a beautiful natural Green Zone, which should preclude it from being a site to house any commercial Disneyland-like structures. A Marine Park 
green zone is there purely for the preservation of the natural ecology.  These underwater sculptures do not appear in the list of items allowed in a Marine 
National Park Zone and therefore should not be countenanced. This installation is likely to set an unwanted and irreversible precedent for Magnetic Island 
Green Zones as well as creating community ill will. 
 
2. The 2.5m high structures will no doubt protrude from the water at extra low tides and ruin the natural beauty of the reef and bay. Surely a deeper site 
elsewhere is logical. 
 
3. There is no infrastructure for visitors, (other than for essential barge landing and snorkel trail buoys), nor should there be. The bay provides turtle nesting 
sites as well as important reef and beach area for migratory birds as well as nesting sites for local ground and tree nesting birds. We do not want large 
numbers people traipsing all over the reef disturbing the fragile ecosystem.  Surely a site with existing infrastructure would be a better choice! 
 
4. Not enough information in the PIP, where is the independent information?? How can an informed decision be made? 
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Number 

Summary 

We do not need this beautiful natural green zone bay nor even the beautiful island put under any more pressure, surely there is a better site on the 
mainland with existing infrastructure which would be more suitable. 

152 I wish to submit reasons for my objections to the awful idea of artificial statues in the waters of Geoffrey Bay, Arcadia. 
 
1. The bay is a beautiful natural Green Zone, which should preclude it from being a site to house any commercial Disneyland-like structures. A Marine Park 
green zone is there purely for the preservation of the natural ecology.  These underwater sculptures do not appear in the list of items allowed in a Marine 
National Park Zone and therefore should not be countenanced. This installation is likely to set an unwanted and irreversible precedent for Magnetic Island 
Green Zones as well as creating community ill will. 
 
2. The 2.5m high structures will no doubt protrude from the water at extra low tides and ruin the natural beauty of the reef and bay. Surely a deeper site 
elsewhere is logical. 
 
3. There is no infrastructure for visitors, (other than for essential barge landing and snorkel trail buoys), nor should there be. The bay provides turtle nesting 
sites as well as important reef and beach area for migratory birds as well as nesting sites for local ground and tree nesting birds. We do not want large 
numbers people traipsing all over the reef disturbing the fragile ecosystem.  Surely a site with existing infrastructure would be a better choice! 
 
4. Not enough information in the PIP, where is the independent information?? How can an informed decision be made? 
 
We do not need this beautiful natural green zone bay nor even the beautiful island put under any more pressure, surely there is a better site on the 
mainland with existing infrastructure which would be more suitable. 

153 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 
 
• That the bay is naturally beautiful and these sculptures will be exposed at low tide which amounts to environmental vandalism 
• Underwater sculptures and other artificial tourist attractions are not mentioned as permissible uses in Green Zones 
• More tourists will drive onto the delicate beachfront of Geoffrey Bay in hire cars, further endangering turtle nesting grounds 
• The increased number of people will impact on the delicate corals and the surrounding ecosystem/s of Geoffrey Bay 
• There has been a lack of independent information and detailed assessment of the sites 
• This is a GREEN zone. It is an absolute disgrace that this project has got to this stage and Geoffrey Bay is still being considered as a site for these 
sculptures, especially when the community sentiment (outside of the usual tourism at all costs parties) is against it 
• If this project goes ahead and the installation is approved within a GREEN zone, it will undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA 
and set an unfavourable precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island. 
I do NOT support this installation. 

154 I write regarding the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) proposal for Magnetic Island. While I’m a fan of sculpture, the placement of such objects at 
Geoffrey Bay is inappropriate for several reasons including because the proposed MOUA project is incompatible with the objectives of Geoffrey Bay’s 
Green Zone. Such artworks would interrupt the natural scenic vista above the waterline, cause disturbance during the construction phase on an already 
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Nevertheless, the Bwgcolman people have over 100 years of connection to community, land, and sea. The cultural and moral law of relationship to land and 
sea is a deeper construct than the letter of the law of native title. Moreover, MOUA demonstrates their disrespect to the Bwgcolman people by paying lip 
service to the other significant group of people who call Palm Island home and have done so since 1918. Not acknowledging the identity as the Bwgcolman 
people with intimate connection of over 100 years to Palm Island in effect dismisses those persons, and their voice to speak out in protest.  
 
The Bwgcolman people have their own cultural knowledge and ways to tell multiple stories and have yarning circles, the Corrobboree art structure does not 
represent Bwgcolman people. I believe the Old People would balk at such a structure going up in front of the community and spoiling the landscape of Palm 
Island. They left this legacy for today’s people and today’s people need to leave the same legacy for their children and their children. The ocean in front of 
the community is far too precious to be thrown away on a structure that does not represent who the Bwgcolman people are.  
An integral protective factor of community Indigenous wellbeing is affording respect, and being heard, and for 
outsiders to deeply listen to the Bwgcolman people’s voice; especially in circumstances that will forever change the community and impact on the wellbeing 
of the people. Integrity is so important when working with Indigenous Australians. 
 
The MOUA Ltd, states that their organisation is bound by Constitutional objectives that include the advancement of first nations economic development 
opportunities. However, they have not genuinely demonstrated this objective to the Bwgcolman people of Palm Island who are the largest population group 
living in the community.  
 
I am requesting that the GBRMPA Assessment Team do not approve the MOUA plan for Stages 2 and 3 for Palm Island or any other plans in the future for 
Palm Island. Please hear the Bwgcolman voice, we are saying No to MOUA art installations for Palm Island or any enterprise dealings with Palm Island and 
support our right to self-determination to make our own decision for our community. A recent petition has been conducted to send Bwgcolman objections to 
the Federal Government which has seen over 700 Bwgcolman people (nearly 1/3 of the population) put forward their voice to say no. Please take this into 
consideration in your assessment of the MOUA proposal. 

151 I wish to submit reasons for my objections to the awful idea of artificial statues in the waters of Geoffrey Bay, Arcadia. 
 
1. The bay is a beautiful natural Green Zone, which should preclude it from being a site to house any commercial Disneyland-like structures. A Marine Park 
green zone is there purely for the preservation of the natural ecology.  These underwater sculptures do not appear in the list of items allowed in a Marine 
National Park Zone and therefore should not be countenanced. This installation is likely to set an unwanted and irreversible precedent for Magnetic Island 
Green Zones as well as creating community ill will. 
 
2. The 2.5m high structures will no doubt protrude from the water at extra low tides and ruin the natural beauty of the reef and bay. Surely a deeper site 
elsewhere is logical. 
 
3. There is no infrastructure for visitors, (other than for essential barge landing and snorkel trail buoys), nor should there be. The bay provides turtle nesting 
sites as well as important reef and beach area for migratory birds as well as nesting sites for local ground and tree nesting birds. We do not want large 
numbers people traipsing all over the reef disturbing the fragile ecosystem.  Surely a site with existing infrastructure would be a better choice! 
 
4. Not enough information in the PIP, where is the independent information?? How can an informed decision be made? 
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We do not need this beautiful natural green zone bay nor even the beautiful island put under any more pressure, surely there is a better site on the 
mainland with existing infrastructure which would be more suitable. 

152 I wish to submit reasons for my objections to the awful idea of artificial statues in the waters of Geoffrey Bay, Arcadia. 
 
1. The bay is a beautiful natural Green Zone, which should preclude it from being a site to house any commercial Disneyland-like structures. A Marine Park 
green zone is there purely for the preservation of the natural ecology.  These underwater sculptures do not appear in the list of items allowed in a Marine 
National Park Zone and therefore should not be countenanced. This installation is likely to set an unwanted and irreversible precedent for Magnetic Island 
Green Zones as well as creating community ill will. 
 
2. The 2.5m high structures will no doubt protrude from the water at extra low tides and ruin the natural beauty of the reef and bay. Surely a deeper site 
elsewhere is logical. 
 
3. There is no infrastructure for visitors, (other than for essential barge landing and snorkel trail buoys), nor should there be. The bay provides turtle nesting 
sites as well as important reef and beach area for migratory birds as well as nesting sites for local ground and tree nesting birds. We do not want large 
numbers people traipsing all over the reef disturbing the fragile ecosystem.  Surely a site with existing infrastructure would be a better choice! 
 
4. Not enough information in the PIP, where is the independent information?? How can an informed decision be made? 
 
We do not need this beautiful natural green zone bay nor even the beautiful island put under any more pressure, surely there is a better site on the 
mainland with existing infrastructure which would be more suitable. 

153 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters. 
 
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef. 
 
My main concerns overall are: 
 
• That the bay is naturally beautiful and these sculptures will be exposed at low tide which amounts to environmental vandalism 
• Underwater sculptures and other artificial tourist attractions are not mentioned as permissible uses in Green Zones 
• More tourists will drive onto the delicate beachfront of Geoffrey Bay in hire cars, further endangering turtle nesting grounds 
• The increased number of people will impact on the delicate corals and the surrounding ecosystem/s of Geoffrey Bay 
• There has been a lack of independent information and detailed assessment of the sites 
• This is a GREEN zone. It is an absolute disgrace that this project has got to this stage and Geoffrey Bay is still being considered as a site for these 
sculptures, especially when the community sentiment (outside of the usual tourism at all costs parties) is against it 
• If this project goes ahead and the installation is approved within a GREEN zone, it will undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA 
and set an unfavourable precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island. 
I do NOT support this installation. 

154 I write regarding the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) proposal for Magnetic Island. While I’m a fan of sculpture, the placement of such objects at 
Geoffrey Bay is inappropriate for several reasons including because the proposed MOUA project is incompatible with the objectives of Geoffrey Bay’s 
Green Zone. Such artworks would interrupt the natural scenic vista above the waterline, cause disturbance during the construction phase on an already 
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fragile environment, and generally detract from the natural appearance of the area. Their permanence is vastly different from, say, the Ephemera which 
takes place for a limited time every two or so years. 
 
I don’t believe that in the long term the sculptures would necessarily work to attract any more tourists than the usual visitor numbers; however, if they were 
to be placed as proposed at Geoffrey Bay the Bremner Point parking area and area opposite and in the vicinity of the Arcadia pub, newsagent and other 
retail could become congested at times due to visitors staying longer than they already do. There could also be vehicle impact on the foreshore area, where 
I notice there is already an area that is being eroded. But if visitor numbers were to increase, the access road to Bremner Point (not sure if it has a name) 
would likely require increased maintenance at a minimum, if not traffic control (it’s basically the width of one lane in parts) or widening. I am aware of the 
environment and native species in the area and am critically aware of the negative impact that many infrastructure ‘improvement’ programs can have in 
such a sensitive environment and important habitats. I understand there is weeding and revegetation programs in the coastal area directly along Geoffrey 
Bay and some low-level, temporary fencing to help protect certain areas; however, I’d be further concerned if changes as a result of the MOUA project 
threaten this in any way. I don’t know if such concerns have been taken into account but these are outcomes that might only become obvious in the long 
term. There could well be other unintended outcomes that could be anticipated through an independent study or environmental risk assessment. 
 
If statues were to be placed anywhere on the island to revere marine scientists, I would suggest that an alternative would be for the proposer and GBRMPA 
to liaise with the general community about potential dry land site for a smaller creation. This arrangement may be more palatable than ruining Geoffrey 
Bay’s natural state and would open up more possibilities for ways to ‘Engage the community in the cultural stories of land and sea’ (one of the MOUA vision 
statements) in that people including Traditional Owners would have the opportunity to contribute perspectives to tourists and locals through human 
interactions, interpretive materials etc. Also, I’d find it more supportive if a local artist or artists were to have the opportunity for a commission of such land-
based sculpture/s. The artist attached to this project, Jason deCaires Taylor, is undoubtedly very talented; however, I feel that with two installations already 
he has had enough work and the so-called underwater theme is exhausted. 
Further installations are potentially taking public art funding away from emerging and established local talent. Given our pandemic times, this factor seems 
especially worthy of consideration. 
 
At Geoffrey Bay (and at Nelly Bay) there is already an ‘underwater experience which inspires reef conservation’ (another of the MOUA vision statements) in 
that the whole area is available for swimming (as are many other bays including nearby Alma Beach) and there is already a snorkel trail right there at 
Geoffrey Bay, where, when conditions are calm enough, people can follow the trail and see the giant clams among other things in the marine environment. 
There are also already a number of dive schools on the island and tour operators that offer on-water experiences that include snorkelling. 
 
In summary, I don’t believe that the MOUA proposal for Magnetic Island should go ahead, especially not in Geoffrey Bay, one of the island’s areas 
recognised as being of ecological importance and already under threat. I believe that protection and conservation of the natural environment should be 
valued more highly than the potential satisfaction of the tourist experience, and further, that the priority for funding allocation should be in ameliorating the 
effects of the dredging program to try to protect the health of the fringing reefs in the Cleveland Bay area. That is my preferred future for all life on earth. 

155 I write to convey my concern that the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) has not conducted an appropriately inclusive consultation with the stakeholders of 
Palm Island about its proposed installation(s) there. Certainly MOUA’s public information submission dated 10 May 2021 describes a ‘consultation process’ 
that is severely lacking.  
 
Therefore it is my view that no permits should be issued now that would enable MOUA to proceed in any way. 

156 I am opposed to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) development in Geoffrey Bay - or, any of the other Marine National Park zones on 
Magnetic Island mentioned in the proposal’s Public Information Package. 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

Marine National Park green zones have been selected as part of a representative reserve system across the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. The primary 
aim of the reserve system is to maintain biological diversity and ecological processes and systems, and allow species to evolve and function undisturbed.  
The specific objectives of the green zone are to:  
(a) Provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities; and 
(b) subject to the objective mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the values of the Marine 
Park, to be undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas.  
The management guidelines for these zones state that Marine National Park Zones are highly protected and have strict limitations on activities which may 
be permitted. Activities not listed as being allowed with or without permission in a zone have a greater likelihood of being inconsistent with the objectives of 
that zone.  
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and therefore, should not be 
considered to be consistent with the zone’s objectives.  
Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ 
appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline, large amounts of underwater facilities in the area, which interrupt the natural 
scenic vista below the waterline, and facilities which are clearly visible and detract from the natural appearance of the area.  
MOUA’s proposal explicitly fits these descriptions and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of Geoffrey Bay’s Green Zone. By creating the presence of 
numerous artificial structures, the MOUA proposal will detract from the Bay’s natural integrity and natural appearance. By encouraging visitors for reasons 
other than “presenting” the natural values, the proposal will disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by 
larger marine fauna.  
In addition to their status as Green Zones within the current Great Barrier Reef Zoning Plan, Geoffrey Bay and the other Marine National Park Zone areas 
on Magnetic Island have status as a Marine National Parks as part of the Queensland Government's Great Barrier Reef Coastal Marine Park, section MNP 
19-1094. 
  
While there are no explicit linkages in the Qld Marine Parks Act to the Qld Nature Conservation Act 1992-2020, logical consistency demands that the 
management of Marine National Parks should be consistent by the Cardinal Principle of Management for National Parks in Queensland defined in Section 
17 1(a) of the Nature Conservation Act viz - "to provide , to the greatest possible extent, for the permanent preservation of the area's natural condition and 
the protection the area's cultural resources and values". In this case, one could also argue that the MOUA proposals for Geoffrey Bay are also inconsistent 
with section 17 1(e) of the Nature Conservation Act that says that National Parks are to be managed to "provide opportunities for ecotourism in a way 
consistent with the area's natural and cultural resources and values".   
  
Geoffrey Bay's status as a Marine National Park Zone, is the second highest level of protection under the 2017 Qld Marine Park Regulations. Given this 
and the fact that the purpose of the Marine Parks Act is to provide for the conservation of the marine environment (Section 5 (1)), the proposals seem to be 
clearly incompatible with the area's zoning status under State Legislation. This would seem to particularly be the case given that section 5(2) of the Marine 
Parks Act which says that "Purpose of the Act" is to be achieved by a comprehensive and integrated strategy that involves, amongst other things the 
application of the precautionary principle (2-h), that lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing a measure to prevent 
degradation of the environment where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage. 

157 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters.  
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef.  
My main concerns overall are:  
• -The installation will go against the core factors of what makes a Green zone and the natural beauty of the island.  
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fragile environment, and generally detract from the natural appearance of the area. Their permanence is vastly different from, say, the Ephemera which 
takes place for a limited time every two or so years. 
 
I don’t believe that in the long term the sculptures would necessarily work to attract any more tourists than the usual visitor numbers; however, if they were 
to be placed as proposed at Geoffrey Bay the Bremner Point parking area and area opposite and in the vicinity of the Arcadia pub, newsagent and other 
retail could become congested at times due to visitors staying longer than they already do. There could also be vehicle impact on the foreshore area, where 
I notice there is already an area that is being eroded. But if visitor numbers were to increase, the access road to Bremner Point (not sure if it has a name) 
would likely require increased maintenance at a minimum, if not traffic control (it’s basically the width of one lane in parts) or widening. I am aware of the 
environment and native species in the area and am critically aware of the negative impact that many infrastructure ‘improvement’ programs can have in 
such a sensitive environment and important habitats. I understand there is weeding and revegetation programs in the coastal area directly along Geoffrey 
Bay and some low-level, temporary fencing to help protect certain areas; however, I’d be further concerned if changes as a result of the MOUA project 
threaten this in any way. I don’t know if such concerns have been taken into account but these are outcomes that might only become obvious in the long 
term. There could well be other unintended outcomes that could be anticipated through an independent study or environmental risk assessment. 
 
If statues were to be placed anywhere on the island to revere marine scientists, I would suggest that an alternative would be for the proposer and GBRMPA 
to liaise with the general community about potential dry land site for a smaller creation. This arrangement may be more palatable than ruining Geoffrey 
Bay’s natural state and would open up more possibilities for ways to ‘Engage the community in the cultural stories of land and sea’ (one of the MOUA vision 
statements) in that people including Traditional Owners would have the opportunity to contribute perspectives to tourists and locals through human 
interactions, interpretive materials etc. Also, I’d find it more supportive if a local artist or artists were to have the opportunity for a commission of such land-
based sculpture/s. The artist attached to this project, Jason deCaires Taylor, is undoubtedly very talented; however, I feel that with two installations already 
he has had enough work and the so-called underwater theme is exhausted. 
Further installations are potentially taking public art funding away from emerging and established local talent. Given our pandemic times, this factor seems 
especially worthy of consideration. 
 
At Geoffrey Bay (and at Nelly Bay) there is already an ‘underwater experience which inspires reef conservation’ (another of the MOUA vision statements) in 
that the whole area is available for swimming (as are many other bays including nearby Alma Beach) and there is already a snorkel trail right there at 
Geoffrey Bay, where, when conditions are calm enough, people can follow the trail and see the giant clams among other things in the marine environment. 
There are also already a number of dive schools on the island and tour operators that offer on-water experiences that include snorkelling. 
 
In summary, I don’t believe that the MOUA proposal for Magnetic Island should go ahead, especially not in Geoffrey Bay, one of the island’s areas 
recognised as being of ecological importance and already under threat. I believe that protection and conservation of the natural environment should be 
valued more highly than the potential satisfaction of the tourist experience, and further, that the priority for funding allocation should be in ameliorating the 
effects of the dredging program to try to protect the health of the fringing reefs in the Cleveland Bay area. That is my preferred future for all life on earth. 

155 I write to convey my concern that the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) has not conducted an appropriately inclusive consultation with the stakeholders of 
Palm Island about its proposed installation(s) there. Certainly MOUA’s public information submission dated 10 May 2021 describes a ‘consultation process’ 
that is severely lacking.  
 
Therefore it is my view that no permits should be issued now that would enable MOUA to proceed in any way. 

156 I am opposed to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) development in Geoffrey Bay - or, any of the other Marine National Park zones on 
Magnetic Island mentioned in the proposal’s Public Information Package. 
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Marine National Park green zones have been selected as part of a representative reserve system across the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. The primary 
aim of the reserve system is to maintain biological diversity and ecological processes and systems, and allow species to evolve and function undisturbed.  
The specific objectives of the green zone are to:  
(a) Provide for the protection of the natural integrity and values of areas of the Marine Park, generally free from extractive activities; and 
(b) subject to the objective mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide opportunities for certain activities, including the presentation of the values of the Marine 
Park, to be undertaken in relatively undisturbed areas.  
The management guidelines for these zones state that Marine National Park Zones are highly protected and have strict limitations on activities which may 
be permitted. Activities not listed as being allowed with or without permission in a zone have a greater likelihood of being inconsistent with the objectives of 
that zone.  
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and therefore, should not be 
considered to be consistent with the zone’s objectives.  
Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ 
appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline, large amounts of underwater facilities in the area, which interrupt the natural 
scenic vista below the waterline, and facilities which are clearly visible and detract from the natural appearance of the area.  
MOUA’s proposal explicitly fits these descriptions and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of Geoffrey Bay’s Green Zone. By creating the presence of 
numerous artificial structures, the MOUA proposal will detract from the Bay’s natural integrity and natural appearance. By encouraging visitors for reasons 
other than “presenting” the natural values, the proposal will disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by 
larger marine fauna.  
In addition to their status as Green Zones within the current Great Barrier Reef Zoning Plan, Geoffrey Bay and the other Marine National Park Zone areas 
on Magnetic Island have status as a Marine National Parks as part of the Queensland Government's Great Barrier Reef Coastal Marine Park, section MNP 
19-1094. 
  
While there are no explicit linkages in the Qld Marine Parks Act to the Qld Nature Conservation Act 1992-2020, logical consistency demands that the 
management of Marine National Parks should be consistent by the Cardinal Principle of Management for National Parks in Queensland defined in Section 
17 1(a) of the Nature Conservation Act viz - "to provide , to the greatest possible extent, for the permanent preservation of the area's natural condition and 
the protection the area's cultural resources and values". In this case, one could also argue that the MOUA proposals for Geoffrey Bay are also inconsistent 
with section 17 1(e) of the Nature Conservation Act that says that National Parks are to be managed to "provide opportunities for ecotourism in a way 
consistent with the area's natural and cultural resources and values".   
  
Geoffrey Bay's status as a Marine National Park Zone, is the second highest level of protection under the 2017 Qld Marine Park Regulations. Given this 
and the fact that the purpose of the Marine Parks Act is to provide for the conservation of the marine environment (Section 5 (1)), the proposals seem to be 
clearly incompatible with the area's zoning status under State Legislation. This would seem to particularly be the case given that section 5(2) of the Marine 
Parks Act which says that "Purpose of the Act" is to be achieved by a comprehensive and integrated strategy that involves, amongst other things the 
application of the precautionary principle (2-h), that lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing a measure to prevent 
degradation of the environment where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage. 

157 I wish to formally submit my opposition to the Museum of Underwater Art proposal for installation within Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island, or any other marine 
park green zone within Magnetic Island waters.  
In particular, I am concerned that this proposal does not meet the objectives and purpose of the marine park, which is to protect and conserve the Reef.  
My main concerns overall are:  
• -The installation will go against the core factors of what makes a Green zone and the natural beauty of the island.  
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

• -This is a sacred place to the indigenous owners of the land and sea country, the Wulgurukaba people  
• -The disruption it will have towards marine life and endangered migratory shore birds that occupy this area.  
• -Hazards to the general population if the Museum is placed at Geoffrey Bay as the channel and boat ramp are still operational.  
•  
I believe the MOUA will impact the community negatively as there is not the infrastructure to support the influx of tourism that will come from this installation. 
It will also take away from local tour operators that work incredibly hard to showcase and connect people to the natural history and elements of Magnetic 
Island. This project goes against the values of why the “Great Barrier Reef” is world heritage listed.   
 
The location chosen at Geoffrey Bay frequently undergoes harsh conditions with the dry season trade winds we experience from the South-east. With the 
combination of the sediment from the dredging that occurs in Townsville and strong winds and swell the visibility can be quite limited to zero visibility at 
times and this may not be clear for visiting tourists.   
 
MOUA at Geoffrey Bay has the Potential to undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA if the installation is approved within a green 
zone and has the potential for setting a precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island. 

158 I would like to make a submission against the Museum of Underwater Art (MUOA) proposed for Magnetic Island.  I have serious concerns about the 
environmental, social, economic and heritage impacts resulting from the installation of the eight large concrete sculptures which it is proposed to install in 
one Magnetic Island’s bays.  believe that it is the natural beauty of the island and being able to see the native wildlife, the fringing reefs and the marine life 
that live on these reefs that visitors particularly enjoy. I also have concerns about a possible conflict of interest as I understand that the impact assessment 
was conducted by Reef Ecologic, whose Managing Director is also Deputy Chair of the MOUA board. 
The preferred location is along the existing snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay, but this is a Green Zone, the oldest green zone on the island. The bay is home to 
diverse and beautiful marine life, century old coral assemblages and was the site of the world’s first discovery of mass coral spawning in 1981. It contains 
the wreck of the Molke, a three-masted barque built in 1870 which is encrusted in both hard and soft coral and hosts a wide range of underwater life. There 
is also a WWII aeroplane propeller and engine block (from a CW-22B Curtiss Falcon) sitting on the ocean floor. People wishing to dive and snorkel in 
Geoffrey Bay already have lots to see.  
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects 
leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline.The MOUA proposal, by creating the presence 
of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, through encouraging visitors for reasons other than 
“presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by marine mammals, reptiles and 
larger fishes, sharks and rays. The installation of such a tourist “attraction” would also have major implications for parking and infrastructure on the Geoffrey 
Bay foreshore and impact on endangered and threatened migratory birds that use the tidal flats. 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity, which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of Magnetic Island’s urban bays but is already showing 
signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores.  
 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park 
representative areas system. Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to 
this type of activity, and for similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and 
management of these small, vulnerable and valued areas.  

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
While Picnic Bay has been proposed as an alternative site, I understand there is considerable opposition from residents who do not want these structures to 
be installed there either.  
 
 As there is already an existing sculpture, the Ocean Siren installed alongside the Strand Jetty in Townsville, consideration should be given to installing the 
sculptures proposed for Magnetic Island to an adjacent under water location. 

159 We do hereby declare that we do not want or need the MOUA. This is in direct contradiction to the Bwgcolman culture. We are very capable people and 
choose to develop our own industries and other economic development enterprises by ourselves. We will protect our future and that of our children and 
grandchildren. 
We have capable Nurses, Doctors, Teachers, Lawyers, and many skilled tradesmen. Please allow us to develop our island and keep it unique to 
Bwgcolman by our self-determination. We are the island in the Great Green Way and must be supported to develop our community for our own future, 
please do not approve the MOUA proposal Stage 2 and 3 for Palm Island. 

160 I think sites at Palm and Magnetic Island would be an asset if the correct sites are selected and if the local community and stakeholders are onboard with 
the sites. I think the sites should be in sandy patches near to coral reefs so visitors can snorkel both the artwork and explore local reefs. 
 
On Palm Island North West bay has large sandy patches and the possibility to explore the beautiful surrounds (weather dependent). I think the visibility is 
better in this location rather than in front of the community, where it can be a bit more turbid. I think the project could provide some good opportunities, 
provided everyone works together and are on the same page.  
On Magnetic Island I think Geoffrey Bay is ideal as it already has a dredged channel, so sculptures could stay in the sand, however, only if locals support 
this decision. Alternatively, Arthur Bay has large areas of sand and reef of could be a good alternative site.  
 
I think these projects will be monitored to ensure they don’t impact the reef and could potentially bring more tourism opportunities to this region but I also 
think the social and environmental science on these two island projects are equally important.  I support the project and think with more community 
consultation and involving locals in the decision making is key to having local residents benefit from the art, science and tourism it can attract. 

161 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
The MOUA is a non-profit organisation with a mission to promote and educate people about reef conservation, research, indigenous culture, art, and 
increase eco-tourism in Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef, and Queensland. 
The recently installed sculptures, "Ocean Siren" on the Strand and "Coral Greenhouse" at John Brewer Reef, are world-class attractions that will positively 
benefit our community and reef. 
 
I am aware that the MOUA has received substantial support through funding and advertisement from the Queensland and Australian government, as well 
as local businesses and continues to draw in more tourists and locals every day. 
 
The proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Islands have undergone extensive environmental assessments over several years, and it has been determined 
that the sculptures have been built on bare sand with no negative environmental consequences. 
 
The redesigned art concepts of 'Reef Scientist' and 'Corroboree' received high support during the community consultation in 2020. I applaud that the 
community feedback led in some revisions from potential intertidal areas to completely submerged locations, which I support because they will be fantastic 
snorkelling locations and I believe, they will enhance reef restoration and citizen science. 
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

• -This is a sacred place to the indigenous owners of the land and sea country, the Wulgurukaba people  
• -The disruption it will have towards marine life and endangered migratory shore birds that occupy this area.  
• -Hazards to the general population if the Museum is placed at Geoffrey Bay as the channel and boat ramp are still operational.  
•  
I believe the MOUA will impact the community negatively as there is not the infrastructure to support the influx of tourism that will come from this installation. 
It will also take away from local tour operators that work incredibly hard to showcase and connect people to the natural history and elements of Magnetic 
Island. This project goes against the values of why the “Great Barrier Reef” is world heritage listed.   
 
The location chosen at Geoffrey Bay frequently undergoes harsh conditions with the dry season trade winds we experience from the South-east. With the 
combination of the sediment from the dredging that occurs in Townsville and strong winds and swell the visibility can be quite limited to zero visibility at 
times and this may not be clear for visiting tourists.   
 
MOUA at Geoffrey Bay has the Potential to undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park by GBRMPA if the installation is approved within a green 
zone and has the potential for setting a precedent for further development within other green zones across Magnetic Island. 

158 I would like to make a submission against the Museum of Underwater Art (MUOA) proposed for Magnetic Island.  I have serious concerns about the 
environmental, social, economic and heritage impacts resulting from the installation of the eight large concrete sculptures which it is proposed to install in 
one Magnetic Island’s bays.  believe that it is the natural beauty of the island and being able to see the native wildlife, the fringing reefs and the marine life 
that live on these reefs that visitors particularly enjoy. I also have concerns about a possible conflict of interest as I understand that the impact assessment 
was conducted by Reef Ecologic, whose Managing Director is also Deputy Chair of the MOUA board. 
The preferred location is along the existing snorkel trail at Geoffrey Bay, but this is a Green Zone, the oldest green zone on the island. The bay is home to 
diverse and beautiful marine life, century old coral assemblages and was the site of the world’s first discovery of mass coral spawning in 1981. It contains 
the wreck of the Molke, a three-masted barque built in 1870 which is encrusted in both hard and soft coral and hosts a wide range of underwater life. There 
is also a WWII aeroplane propeller and engine block (from a CW-22B Curtiss Falcon) sitting on the ocean floor. People wishing to dive and snorkel in 
Geoffrey Bay already have lots to see.  
 
Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives. Activities specifically mentioned in the Guidelines which might be incompatible with the green zone includes objects 
leading to a ‘cluttered’ or ‘crowded’ appearance which interrupts the natural scenic vista above the waterline.The MOUA proposal, by creating the presence 
of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, through encouraging visitors for reasons other than 
“presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by marine mammals, reptiles and 
larger fishes, sharks and rays. The installation of such a tourist “attraction” would also have major implications for parking and infrastructure on the Geoffrey 
Bay foreshore and impact on endangered and threatened migratory birds that use the tidal flats. 
There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity, which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project. Geoffrey Bay is the most natural and undisturbed of Magnetic Island’s urban bays but is already showing 
signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores.  
 
This proposal will foster division and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park 
representative areas system. Granting permission for MOUA to erect a tourist attraction in the Geoffrey Bay Green Zone would set a precedent in relation to 
this type of activity, and for similar activities in green zones elsewhere on Magnetic Island. This is clearly untenable for the future protection and 
management of these small, vulnerable and valued areas.  

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
While Picnic Bay has been proposed as an alternative site, I understand there is considerable opposition from residents who do not want these structures to 
be installed there either.  
 
 As there is already an existing sculpture, the Ocean Siren installed alongside the Strand Jetty in Townsville, consideration should be given to installing the 
sculptures proposed for Magnetic Island to an adjacent under water location. 

159 We do hereby declare that we do not want or need the MOUA. This is in direct contradiction to the Bwgcolman culture. We are very capable people and 
choose to develop our own industries and other economic development enterprises by ourselves. We will protect our future and that of our children and 
grandchildren. 
We have capable Nurses, Doctors, Teachers, Lawyers, and many skilled tradesmen. Please allow us to develop our island and keep it unique to 
Bwgcolman by our self-determination. We are the island in the Great Green Way and must be supported to develop our community for our own future, 
please do not approve the MOUA proposal Stage 2 and 3 for Palm Island. 

160 I think sites at Palm and Magnetic Island would be an asset if the correct sites are selected and if the local community and stakeholders are onboard with 
the sites. I think the sites should be in sandy patches near to coral reefs so visitors can snorkel both the artwork and explore local reefs. 
 
On Palm Island North West bay has large sandy patches and the possibility to explore the beautiful surrounds (weather dependent). I think the visibility is 
better in this location rather than in front of the community, where it can be a bit more turbid. I think the project could provide some good opportunities, 
provided everyone works together and are on the same page.  
On Magnetic Island I think Geoffrey Bay is ideal as it already has a dredged channel, so sculptures could stay in the sand, however, only if locals support 
this decision. Alternatively, Arthur Bay has large areas of sand and reef of could be a good alternative site.  
 
I think these projects will be monitored to ensure they don’t impact the reef and could potentially bring more tourism opportunities to this region but I also 
think the social and environmental science on these two island projects are equally important.  I support the project and think with more community 
consultation and involving locals in the decision making is key to having local residents benefit from the art, science and tourism it can attract. 

161 I strongly support the proposal by the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) for stages 2 Palm Island and stage 3 Magnetic Island (Yunbenun). 
 
The MOUA is a non-profit organisation with a mission to promote and educate people about reef conservation, research, indigenous culture, art, and 
increase eco-tourism in Townsville, the Great Barrier Reef, and Queensland. 
The recently installed sculptures, "Ocean Siren" on the Strand and "Coral Greenhouse" at John Brewer Reef, are world-class attractions that will positively 
benefit our community and reef. 
 
I am aware that the MOUA has received substantial support through funding and advertisement from the Queensland and Australian government, as well 
as local businesses and continues to draw in more tourists and locals every day. 
 
The proposed sites at Magnetic and Palm Islands have undergone extensive environmental assessments over several years, and it has been determined 
that the sculptures have been built on bare sand with no negative environmental consequences. 
 
The redesigned art concepts of 'Reef Scientist' and 'Corroboree' received high support during the community consultation in 2020. I applaud that the 
community feedback led in some revisions from potential intertidal areas to completely submerged locations, which I support because they will be fantastic 
snorkelling locations and I believe, they will enhance reef restoration and citizen science. 
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Response 
Number 

Summary 

 
I agree with MOUA's assessment process, which looked at seven sites on Magnetic Island between 2017 and 2021 and chose Geoffrey Bay for many 
profound reasons, including an existing snorkel trail, clear and sheltered waters, protection from potentially conflicting activities, sandy substrate, and 
healthy adjacent coral reefs. I note that MOUA assessed Picnic Bay as not suitable for an underwater snorkel trail due to low water visibility and low coral 
cover compared to other locations at Magnetic Island. 
 
In comparison to other locations on Magnetic Island, MOUA rated Picnic Bay as unsuitable for an underwater snorkel route due to minimal coral cover and 
low water visibility. Selecting Professor Charlie Veron (the godfather of coral), Sir Maurice Yonge, Dr Rick Braley, and Molly steer as local and international 
scientists to be replicated in statue form on the snorkel trail was an amazing choice. 
 
I agree with MOUA's assessment process in collaboration with Manbarra Traditional Owners which looked at eight locations on Palm Island between 2017 
and 2021 to identify NE Bay as the desired site for many reasons. These reasons including sandy substrate, clear and sheltered waters, and healthy 
adjacent coral reefs.  
 
I am a large supporter of the world-renowned artist Jason deCaires Taylor's collaboration with the traditional indigenous owners and local Palm Island 
artists to create cultural story-telling sculptures for the tourists, locals and tertiary and school students to see and be inspired by. 

162 I am FIRMLY OPPOSED to the proposed installation. 
 
I believe that any such installation is NOT in compliance with the objectives of a marine park.  The purpose of designating parks should be to preserve the 
marine area in as pristine condition as possible. 
 
This proposed installation would do exactly the opposite - it would begin a process of turning the park into a Disneyland. 
 
By all means the proponents should be able to have a museum of underwater art anywhere they like in Queensland - anywhere, that is, except in our 
precious marine parks.  Please PRESERVE OUR PARKS as the natural wonderlands which they are. 

163 I wish to register my strong opposition to the proposed Museum of Underwater Art installation in Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic Island. Geoffrey Bay is an 
important part of the GBR Marine Park and the first Green Zone declared on Magnetic Island. Despite its proximity to relatively urbanised areas, the bay 
remains a place of very significant natural values reflecting its Green Zone status. The proposed Museum installation is a completely inappropriate initiative 
for such an area and does not meet the mandatory required criteria as described in the Assessment and Decision Guidelines for approval under the 
GBRMPA permit system. 
 
In particular, the proposal clearly does meet the required criteria outlined in: 
 
• Consideration A: Objects of the Zone 
Artificial tourist attractions, including underwater sculptures, are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore inconsistent 
with the zone’s objectives. This proposal explicitly represents an artificial tourist attraction and is clearly incompatible with the objectives of the Bay’s Green 
Zone status. The proposal, involving the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and disrupt 
healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
 
• Consideration E: Feasible and prudent alternatives 

 

 

Response 
Number 

Summary 

Guidelines indicate that when faced with options, the option that would have the least impact to the values of the Marine Park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued. Alternatives therefore need to be considered and assessed. There are feasible alternative 
locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are unlikely to impose higher costs on the 
project. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP 
does not do this. 
 
While these alternative options may be less detrimental than Geoffrey Bay, they will still involve significant negative impacts on the marine environment 
surrounding Magnetic Island. 
 
• Consideration F: Written comment received 
An assessment must consider public perceptions and sentiment. In terms of the social assessment, this  includes aesthetics, equity, empowerment, and 
historical considerations. The support of local communities is vital to the conservation of biodiversity and ecological integrity in sensitive areas such as 
Geoffrey Bay, with specific social values being highly dependent on healthy habitats, species and ecological communities. This proposal will foster division 
and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas 
system. 
 
• Consideration G: Relevant impacts 
The PIP suggests that a risk assessment of Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in low or very low risk scores. However, the evidence does not support this 
assertion. On the contrary, a risk assessment is likely to return a medium score. For such risk situations, the guidelines require the consideration of whether 
the activity could be done differently or in a different location. Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. A 
goal of no harm to the marine environment of Magnetic Island would require an outright denial of this activity. 
 
• Consideration H: Avoid, mitigate, offset 
Despite the requirements to do so, the PIP as it currently stands does not seriously consider feasible and prudent alternatives. Therefore regardless of 
intentions regarding avoidance, mitigation or offset measures, the proposal should not be considered or approved. 
 
• Consideration P: Any other matters 
Permission for the proposed activity, particularly in a Green Zone, would set an unwelcome precedent for this type of activity, and for similar activities in 
other green zones around Magnetic Island and other parts of the Marine Park. This is incompatible with the goal of the future protection and management of 
these vulnerable and valued areas. The assessment does not consider the adverse effects from setting such a precedent, when clearly this should be 
central to any assessment of this type. 
 
Drawing on a wide range of local marine and natural resource expertise, community groups on Magnetic Island have therefore identified a number of key, 
overarching problems with the MoUA proposal. These include: 
 
• Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
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Guidelines indicate that when faced with options, the option that would have the least impact to the values of the Marine Park and would also deliver the 
outcomes required by the proponent should be pursued. Alternatives therefore need to be considered and assessed. There are feasible alternative 
locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are unlikely to impose higher costs on the 
project. Under Section 101 of the Guidelines the applicant must provide justification if the preferred option has higher risks than other alternatives. The PIP 
does not do this. 
 
While these alternative options may be less detrimental than Geoffrey Bay, they will still involve significant negative impacts on the marine environment 
surrounding Magnetic Island. 
 
• Consideration F: Written comment received 
An assessment must consider public perceptions and sentiment. In terms of the social assessment, this  includes aesthetics, equity, empowerment, and 
historical considerations. The support of local communities is vital to the conservation of biodiversity and ecological integrity in sensitive areas such as 
Geoffrey Bay, with specific social values being highly dependent on healthy habitats, species and ecological communities. This proposal will foster division 
and resentment in the local community if it goes ahead in Geoffrey Bay, and undermine trust in the governance of the Marine Park representative areas 
system. 
 
• Consideration G: Relevant impacts 
The PIP suggests that a risk assessment of Geoffrey Bay is likely to result in low or very low risk scores. However, the evidence does not support this 
assertion. On the contrary, a risk assessment is likely to return a medium score. For such risk situations, the guidelines require the consideration of whether 
the activity could be done differently or in a different location. Relocating the proposal is the only realistic alternative if it is to go ahead with least harm. A 
goal of no harm to the marine environment of Magnetic Island would require an outright denial of this activity. 
 
• Consideration H: Avoid, mitigate, offset 
Despite the requirements to do so, the PIP as it currently stands does not seriously consider feasible and prudent alternatives. Therefore regardless of 
intentions regarding avoidance, mitigation or offset measures, the proposal should not be considered or approved. 
 
• Consideration P: Any other matters 
Permission for the proposed activity, particularly in a Green Zone, would set an unwelcome precedent for this type of activity, and for similar activities in 
other green zones around Magnetic Island and other parts of the Marine Park. This is incompatible with the goal of the future protection and management of 
these vulnerable and valued areas. The assessment does not consider the adverse effects from setting such a precedent, when clearly this should be 
central to any assessment of this type. 
 
Drawing on a wide range of local marine and natural resource expertise, community groups on Magnetic Island have therefore identified a number of key, 
overarching problems with the MoUA proposal. These include: 
 
• Underwater sculptures and artificial tourist attractions are not listed as being allowed in a Marine National Park Zone and are therefore more likely to be 
inconsistent with the zone’s objectives.  
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• The MOUA proposal, simply by creating the presence of numerous artificial structures, will detract from the natural integrity, natural appearance, and, 
through encouraging visitors for reasons other than “presenting” the natural values, disrupt healthy ecological processes including the relatively undisturbed 
use of the area by larger marine fauna.  
 
• Not only is the PIP inadequate, the absence of independent information means that it is difficult to have any confidence in the little data that is presented.  
 
• There clearly are feasible alternative locations for the proposed activity which support fewer values than the green zones, which have less risk, and are 
unlikely to impose higher costs on the project.  
 
• It is the most natural and undisturbed of our urban bays but is already showing signs of overuse and degradation on its foreshores. This proposal will 
inevitably lead to increased pressures.  
 
• The proposal has the potential to lead to a significant and long lasting change in use from the historic low key celebration of Geoffrey Bay’s natural values 
to one where over-use and degradation is the likely outcome.  
 
Given these issues and the lack of compliance with GBRMPA’s assessment criteria, I call upon the authority to reject any application for the establishment 
of an MoUA installation in Geoffrey Bay, or, indeed, in any of the marine environments surrounding Magnetic Island. 
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ATTACHMENT B - MATTERS OF NATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE GUIDELINES

Matters of National  
Environmental Significance
Significant impact guidelines 1.1 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
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1

Introduction
The purpose of these guidelines is to assist any person who proposes to take an action to decide whether or not 
they should submit a referral to the Australian Government Department of the Environment (the Department) 
for a decision by the Australian Government Environment Minister (the minister) on whether assessment and 
approval is required under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)1.  

Under the EPBC Act an action will require approval from the minister if the action has, will have, or is 
likely to have, a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

These guidelines outline a ‘self-assessment’ process, including detailed criteria, to assist persons in deciding 
whether or not referral may be required. Important terms and phrases are explained in the shaded boxes. The 
appendix to the guidelines provides further assistance for specific industry sectors. 

These guidelines may also assist members of the public or interest groups who wish to comment on actions which 
have been referred under the EPBC Act. 

1 Note that an action does not require approval under the EPBC Act if it meets the criteria for the ‘prior authorisation’ or ‘continuing use’ 
exemptions. These criteria are explained in the Practice Guide entitled Prior Authorisation and Continuing Use Exemptions – Sections 43A 
and 43B, available on the Department’s web site at: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/exemptions.html

 Further exemptions include:  
•	 certain activities allowed in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park “as of right” (that is, without a permission) under a Great Barrier Reef 

Marine Park Act 1975 (GBRMP Act) zoning plan (EPBC Act section 43)
•	 certain forestry operations in Regional Forestry Agreement Areas (EPBC Act section 42), and 
•	 certain actions requiring separate authorisation by an Australian Government agency or employee and subject to an alternative 

assessment and advice process under section 160 of the EPBC Act
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Introduction
The purpose of these guidelines is to assist any person who proposes to take an action to decide whether or not 
they should submit a referral to the Australian Government Department of the Environment (the Department) 
for a decision by the Australian Government Environment Minister (the minister) on whether assessment and 
approval is required under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)1.  

Under the EPBC Act an action will require approval from the minister if the action has, will have, or is 
likely to have, a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

These guidelines outline a ‘self-assessment’ process, including detailed criteria, to assist persons in deciding 
whether or not referral may be required. Important terms and phrases are explained in the shaded boxes. The 
appendix to the guidelines provides further assistance for specific industry sectors. 

These guidelines may also assist members of the public or interest groups who wish to comment on actions which 
have been referred under the EPBC Act. 

1 Note that an action does not require approval under the EPBC Act if it meets the criteria for the ‘prior authorisation’ or ‘continuing use’ 
exemptions. These criteria are explained in the Practice Guide entitled Prior Authorisation and Continuing Use Exemptions – Sections 43A 
and 43B, available on the Department’s web site at: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/exemptions.html

 Further exemptions include:  
•	 certain activities allowed in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park “as of right” (that is, without a permission) under a Great Barrier Reef 

Marine Park Act 1975 (GBRMP Act) zoning plan (EPBC Act section 43)
•	 certain forestry operations in Regional Forestry Agreement Areas (EPBC Act section 42), and 
•	 certain actions requiring separate authorisation by an Australian Government agency or employee and subject to an alternative 

assessment and advice process under section 160 of the EPBC Act

2 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

What is an action? 

‘Action’ is defined broadly in the EPBC Act and includes: a project, a development, an undertaking, an 
activity or a series of activities, or an alteration of any of these things. 

Actions include, but are not limited to: construction, expansion, alteration or demolition of buildings, 
structures, infrastructure or facilities; industrial processes; mineral and petroleum resource exploration 
and extraction; storage or transport of hazardous materials; waste disposal; earthworks; impoundment, 
extraction and diversion of water; agricultural activities; aquaculture; research activities; vegetation 
clearance; culling of animals; and dealings with land. 

Actions encompass site preparation and construction, operation and maintenance, and closure and 
completion stages of a project, as well as alterations or modifications to existing infrastructure. 

An action may have both beneficial and adverse impacts on the environment, however only adverse impacts 
on matters of national environmental significance are relevant when determining whether approval is 
required under the EPBC Act.

What are matters of national environmental significance? 

The matters of national environmental significance are: 

•	 world heritage properties

•	 national heritage places

•	 wetlands of international importance (often called ‘Ramsar’ wetlands after the international treaty under 
which such wetlands are listed)

•	 nationally threatened species and ecological communities

•	 migratory species

•	 Commonwealth marine areas

•	 the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

•	 nuclear actions (including uranium mining)

•	 a water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development.  

A person who proposes to take an action that will have, or is likely to have, a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance must refer that action to the minister for a decision on whether assessment 
and approval is required under the EPBC Act. Substantial penalties apply for taking such an action without 
approval (civil penalties up to $5.5 million or criminal penalties up to seven years imprisonment). 

What is a significant impact? 

A ‘significant impact’ is an impact which is important, notable, or of consequence, having regard to its 
context or intensity. Whether or not an action is likely to have a significant impact depends upon the 
sensitivity, value, and quality of the environment which is impacted, and upon the intensity, duration, 
magnitude and geographic extent of the impacts. You should consider all of these factors when determining 
whether an action is likely to have a significant impact on matters of national environmental significance. 
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When is a significant impact likely? 

To be ‘likely’, it is not necessary for a significant impact to have a greater than 50% chance of happening; it 
is sufficient if a significant impact on the environment is a real or not remote chance or possibility. 

If there is scientific uncertainty about the impacts of your action and potential impacts are serious or 
irreversible, the precautionary principle is applicable. Accordingly, a lack of scientific certainty about 
the potential impacts of an action will not itself justify a decision that the action is not likely to have a 
significant impact on the environment. 

What is a referral? 

‘Referral’ of an action involves filling out a referral form and sending it to the Department of the 
Environment. A referral identifies the person proposing to take the action and includes a brief description 
of the proposal, the project location, the nature and extent of any potential impacts, and any proposed 
mitigation measures. The EPBC Act referral process is outlined in more detail at the end of these guidelines. 

If you represent a Commonwealth agency or you propose to take an action which is either situated on 
Commonwealth land or which may impact upon Commonwealth land, you should also refer to the Significant 
impact guidelines 1.2: Actions on, or impacting upon, Commonwealth land and actions by Commonwealth agencies. 
However, if referral is necessary, you need only submit one referral that includes all relevant matters. 

Determining whether an action is likely to have a significant 
impact on a matter of national environmental significance 
These guidelines are intended to assist you in undertaking a ‘self-assessment’ to decide whether or not your action 
is likely to have a significant impact on any matters of national environmental significance. Your self-assessment 
should be as objective as possible and based on sufficient information to make an informed judgement. If you 
complete a self-assessment and you are still unsure whether the action you propose to take is likely to have a 
significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance then you should refer the action to the 
Department of the Environment. In considering taking this step, you may like to discuss the matter with the 
Department’s referral business entry point. The referral business entry point can be contacted through the 
Department’s community information unit on 1800 803 772 or by emailing epbc.referrals@environment.gov.au 
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When is a significant impact likely? 

To be ‘likely’, it is not necessary for a significant impact to have a greater than 50% chance of happening; it 
is sufficient if a significant impact on the environment is a real or not remote chance or possibility. 

If there is scientific uncertainty about the impacts of your action and potential impacts are serious or 
irreversible, the precautionary principle is applicable. Accordingly, a lack of scientific certainty about 
the potential impacts of an action will not itself justify a decision that the action is not likely to have a 
significant impact on the environment. 

What is a referral? 

‘Referral’ of an action involves filling out a referral form and sending it to the Department of the 
Environment. A referral identifies the person proposing to take the action and includes a brief description 
of the proposal, the project location, the nature and extent of any potential impacts, and any proposed 
mitigation measures. The EPBC Act referral process is outlined in more detail at the end of these guidelines. 

If you represent a Commonwealth agency or you propose to take an action which is either situated on 
Commonwealth land or which may impact upon Commonwealth land, you should also refer to the Significant 
impact guidelines 1.2: Actions on, or impacting upon, Commonwealth land and actions by Commonwealth agencies. 
However, if referral is necessary, you need only submit one referral that includes all relevant matters. 

Determining whether an action is likely to have a significant 
impact on a matter of national environmental significance 
These guidelines are intended to assist you in undertaking a ‘self-assessment’ to decide whether or not your action 
is likely to have a significant impact on any matters of national environmental significance. Your self-assessment 
should be as objective as possible and based on sufficient information to make an informed judgement. If you 
complete a self-assessment and you are still unsure whether the action you propose to take is likely to have a 
significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance then you should refer the action to the 
Department of the Environment. In considering taking this step, you may like to discuss the matter with the 
Department’s referral business entry point. The referral business entry point can be contacted through the 
Department’s community information unit on 1800 803 772 or by emailing epbc.referrals@environment.gov.au 

4 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

To make a decision as to whether or not to refer an action to the 
Minister, you should consider the following: 
1. Are there any matters of national environmental significance located in the area of the proposed action 

(noting that ‘the area of the proposed action’ is broader than the immediate location where the action is 
undertaken; consider also whether there are any matters of national environmental significance adjacent 
to or downstream from the immediate location that may potentially be impacted)?  

2. Considering the proposed action at its broadest scope (that is, considering all stages and components of 
the action, and all related activities and infrastructure), is there potential for impacts, including indirect 
impacts, on matters of national environmental significance?  

3. Are there any proposed measures to avoid or reduce impacts on matters of national environmental 
significance (and if so, is the effectiveness of these measures certain enough to reduce the level of impact 
below the ‘significant impact’ threshold)? 

4. Are any impacts of the proposed action on matters of national environmental significance likely to be 
significant impacts (important, notable, or of consequence, having regard to their context or intensity)?

1.  Are there any matters of national environmental significance located in 
the area of the proposed action? 

The EPBC Act protected matters search tool allows you to search for matters of national environmental 
significance in an area where you propose to take an action2. The search tool is located on the Department’s web 
site: www.environment.gov.au/erin/ert/epbc/index.html  

Lists of threatened species and ecological communities can be accessed from the following web page: 
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/species-communities.html

A list of migratory species can be accessed from the following web page:  
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/migratory.html

A list of Australia’s Ramsar Wetlands and a map showing their location can be accessed from the following web 
page: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/wetlands.html

Information about the Commonwealth marine environment can be found at:  
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/marine.html   

A list of Australia’s World Heritage properties and a map showing their general location can be found at: 
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/heritage.html

A list of National Heritage places and a map showing their general location can be found at:   
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/heritage.html  

Information about the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park can be found at www.gbrmpa.gov.au 

Information about a water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development 
can be found at www.environment.gov.au/epbc/about/water-trigger.html.

2 In relation to listed threatened species and ecological communities and listed migratory species, the EPBC Act protected matters search 
tool is intended to be of guidance only and should not be regarded as definitive. Surveys in the area where you propose to take an 
action can assist in verifying the results of the EPBC Act protected matters search tool. It is also important to note that some species 
may be detectable at certain times of the year only. Surveys should be timed appropriately, and undertaken for a suitable period by a 
qualified person. 
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2.  Considering the proposed action at its broadest scope, is there potential 
for impacts on matters of national environmental significance? 

If there are matters of national environmental significance in the vicinity of your proposed action, you need to 
consider whether there is potential for your proposed action to impact upon those matters. 

The proposed action should be considered at its broadest possible scope. This includes all stages and components 
of the action, all related activities, and all related infrastructure such as roads and powerlines, if applicable. 

If the action consists of a series of activities or a number of related activities, you should consider the impacts of 
each activity, and then consider the combined impacts of those activities. 

It is also necessary and important to consider off-site and indirect impacts of your proposed action on matters of 
national environmental significance (refer to shaded box on page 6). 

3.  Are there any proposed measures to avoid or reduce impacts on matters 
of national environmental significance? 

It is important to consider the environmental impacts of the proposed action early in the planning of the 
proposal. Careful planning of the action can avoid, or reduce, the likelihood of a significant impact on matters of 
national environmental significance. Where possible and practicable it is best to avoid impacts. If impacts cannot 
be avoided then they should be minimised or mitigated as much as possible. 

You should consider impacts on matters of national environmental significance in relation to the following: 

•	 site selection and the location of buildings or activities on the selected site 

•	 the timing of the action or its component activities, and 

•	 the design of any buildings, or other structures or infrastructure. 

However you should not conclude that a significant impact is not likely to occur because of management 
or mitigation measures unless the effectiveness of those measures is well-established (for example through 
demonstrated application, studies or surveys) and there is a high degree of certainty about the avoidance of 
impacts or the extent to which impacts will be reduced. 

4.  Are any impacts of the proposed action on matters of national 
environmental significance likely to be significant impacts? 

In order to decide whether an action is likely to have a significant impact, it is necessary to take into account the 
nature and magnitude of potential impacts. In determining the nature and magnitude of an action’s impacts, it is 
important to consider matters such as: 

•	 the sensitivity of the environment which will be impacted 

•	 the timing, duration and frequency of the action and its impacts 

•	 all on-site and off-site impacts 

•	 all direct and indirect impacts

•	 the total impact which can be attributed to the action over the entire geographic area affected,  
and over time 

•	 existing levels of impact from other sources, and 

•	 the degree of confidence with which the impacts of the action are known and understood. 
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2.  Considering the proposed action at its broadest scope, is there potential 
for impacts on matters of national environmental significance? 

If there are matters of national environmental significance in the vicinity of your proposed action, you need to 
consider whether there is potential for your proposed action to impact upon those matters. 

The proposed action should be considered at its broadest possible scope. This includes all stages and components 
of the action, all related activities, and all related infrastructure such as roads and powerlines, if applicable. 

If the action consists of a series of activities or a number of related activities, you should consider the impacts of 
each activity, and then consider the combined impacts of those activities. 

It is also necessary and important to consider off-site and indirect impacts of your proposed action on matters of 
national environmental significance (refer to shaded box on page 6). 

3.  Are there any proposed measures to avoid or reduce impacts on matters 
of national environmental significance? 

It is important to consider the environmental impacts of the proposed action early in the planning of the 
proposal. Careful planning of the action can avoid, or reduce, the likelihood of a significant impact on matters of 
national environmental significance. Where possible and practicable it is best to avoid impacts. If impacts cannot 
be avoided then they should be minimised or mitigated as much as possible. 

You should consider impacts on matters of national environmental significance in relation to the following: 

•	 site selection and the location of buildings or activities on the selected site 

•	 the timing of the action or its component activities, and 

•	 the design of any buildings, or other structures or infrastructure. 

However you should not conclude that a significant impact is not likely to occur because of management 
or mitigation measures unless the effectiveness of those measures is well-established (for example through 
demonstrated application, studies or surveys) and there is a high degree of certainty about the avoidance of 
impacts or the extent to which impacts will be reduced. 

4.  Are any impacts of the proposed action on matters of national 
environmental significance likely to be significant impacts? 

In order to decide whether an action is likely to have a significant impact, it is necessary to take into account the 
nature and magnitude of potential impacts. In determining the nature and magnitude of an action’s impacts, it is 
important to consider matters such as: 

•	 the sensitivity of the environment which will be impacted 

•	 the timing, duration and frequency of the action and its impacts 

•	 all on-site and off-site impacts 

•	 all direct and indirect impacts

•	 the total impact which can be attributed to the action over the entire geographic area affected,  
and over time 

•	 existing levels of impact from other sources, and 

•	 the degree of confidence with which the impacts of the action are known and understood. 

6 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

Indirect and offsite impacts 

When considering whether or not an action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance it is relevant to consider all adverse impacts which result from the action, 
including indirect and offsite impacts. 

Indirect and offsite impacts include: 

a. ‘downstream’ or ‘downwind’ impacts, such as impacts on wetlands or ocean reefs from sediment, 
fertilisers or chemicals which are washed or discharged into river systems; 

b. ‘upstream impacts’ such as impacts associated with the extraction of raw materials and other inputs 
which are used to undertake the action; and 

c. ‘facilitated impacts’ which result from further actions (including actions by third parties) which are 
made possible or facilitated by the action. For example, the construction of a dam for irrigation water 
facilitates the use of that water by irrigators with associated impacts. Likewise, the construction of basic 
infrastructure in a previously undeveloped area may, in certain circumstances, facilitate the urban or 
commercial development of that area3.  

Consideration should be given to all adverse impacts that could reasonably be predicted to follow from 
the action, whether these impacts are within the control of the person proposing to take the action or not. 
Indirect impacts will be relevant where they are sufficiently close to the proposed action to be said to be 
a consequence of the action, and they can reasonably be imputed to be within the contemplation of the 
person proposing to take the action. 

It may be helpful to consider the following: 

•	 ‘But for’ the proposed action would the indirect impacts occur? 

•	 Is the proposed action a ‘material and substantial’ cause of the indirect impacts? 

•	 Are the potential impacts of any subsequent or third party actions known, or would they be expected to 
be known, by the person proposing to take the action (particularly where the subsequent or third party 
actions are an intended outcome of the proposed action)? 

If the answer to these questions is ‘yes’, then it is necessary to consider whether these impacts are likely 
to occur, and whether they are likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental 
significance. If so, as much information as possible should be provided to assist the minister in determining 
whether the impacts are relevant, and whether approval under the EPBC Act is required.

Notes: 

•	 When deciding whether or not a proposed action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance, the precautionary principle is relevant. Accordingly, where there is a risk of 
serious or irreversible damage, a lack of scientific certainty about the potential impacts of an action will 
not itself justify a decision that the action is not likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

•	 When deciding whether or not a proposed action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance, you should consider only the adverse impacts that the action is likely to have. 
Beneficial impacts cannot be offset against adverse impacts. For example, a hydro-electricity scheme may have 
both beneficial and adverse impacts on the environment, however, only the adverse impacts are relevant when 
determining whether approval is required under the EPBC Act. If a project does require approval, beneficial 
impacts are considered during the assessment and approvals stages of the process. 

3 Note that consideration of the impacts of ‘facilitated actions’ during the assessment and approval of the original action has no effect 
on the requirement of the proponent of the facilitated action to make a referral when that action eventuates, if that action will have, or 
is likely to have, a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance.  
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Significant impact criteria
The ‘significant impact criteria’, set out on the following pages, for each matter of national environmental 
significance, are intended to assist you in determining whether the impacts of your proposed action on any matter 
of national environmental significance are likely to be significant impacts. 

The criteria are intended to provide general guidance on the types of actions that will require approval and the 
types of actions that will not require approval. They are not intended to be exhaustive or definitive. If you are 
still unsure whether the action you propose to take is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance you should refer the action to the Department of the Environment for a binding 
decision on whether approval is required. 

The particular facts and circumstances of a proposed action will need to be taken into account in determining 
whether that action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 
Remember that the general test for significance is whether an impact is ‘important, notable or of consequence, 
having regard to its context or intensity’. 



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

1717

Significant impact criteria
The ‘significant impact criteria’, set out on the following pages, for each matter of national environmental 
significance, are intended to assist you in determining whether the impacts of your proposed action on any matter 
of national environmental significance are likely to be significant impacts. 

The criteria are intended to provide general guidance on the types of actions that will require approval and the 
types of actions that will not require approval. They are not intended to be exhaustive or definitive. If you are 
still unsure whether the action you propose to take is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance you should refer the action to the Department of the Environment for a binding 
decision on whether approval is required. 

The particular facts and circumstances of a proposed action will need to be taken into account in determining 
whether that action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 
Remember that the general test for significance is whether an impact is ‘important, notable or of consequence, 
having regard to its context or intensity’. 

8 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

Listed threatened species and 
ecological communities
An action will require approval if the action has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on a species 
listed in any of the following categories: 

•	 extinct in the wild 

•	 critically endangered 

•	 endangered, or 

•	 vulnerable. 

An action will also require approval if the action has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on an 
ecological community listed in any of the following categories: 

•	 critically endangered, or 

•	 endangered. 

Notes: 

•	 Species in the extinct and conservation dependant categories of species listed under the EPBC Act, and listed 
ecological communities in the vulnerable category of ecological communities listed under the EPBC Act, are 
not matters of national environmental significance for the purposes of Part 3 of the EPBC Act (requirements 
for environmental approvals). 

•	 Species and ecological communities listed under the EPBC Act may differ from those listed under State and 
Territory legislation. This is due to the different status of some species and ecological communities in the 
different States and Territories, and nationally. 

Extinct in the wild species 

Significant impact criteria 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on extinct in the wild species if there is a real chance or possibility 
that it will: 

•	 adversely affect a captive or propagated population or one recently introduced/reintroduced to the wild, or 

•	 interfere with the recovery of the species or its reintroduction into the wild. 
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Critically endangered and endangered species 

Significant impact criteria 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there is a real 
chance or possibility that it will: 

•	 lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

•	 reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

•	 fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

•	 adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

•	 disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

•	 modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

•	 result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species becoming 
established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

•	 introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

•	 interfere with the recovery of the species. 

What is a population of a species? 

A ‘population of a species’ is defined under the EPBC Act as an occurrence of the species in a particular 
area. In relation to critically endangered, endangered or vulnerable threatened species, occurrences include 
but are not limited to: 

•	  a geographically distinct regional population, or collection of local populations, or 

•	  a population, or collection of local populations, that occurs within a particular bioregion. 

What is an invasive species? 

An ‘invasive species’ is an introduced species, including an introduced (translocated) native species, which 
out-competes native species for space and resources or which is a predator of native species. Introducing 
an invasive species into an area may result in that species becoming established. An invasive species may 
harm listed threatened species or ecological communities by direct competition, modification of habitat 
or predation. 



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

1739

Critically endangered and endangered species 

Significant impact criteria 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there is a real 
chance or possibility that it will: 

•	 lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

•	 reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

•	 fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

•	 adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

•	 disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

•	 modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

•	 result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species becoming 
established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

•	 introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

•	 interfere with the recovery of the species. 

What is a population of a species? 

A ‘population of a species’ is defined under the EPBC Act as an occurrence of the species in a particular 
area. In relation to critically endangered, endangered or vulnerable threatened species, occurrences include 
but are not limited to: 

•	  a geographically distinct regional population, or collection of local populations, or 

•	  a population, or collection of local populations, that occurs within a particular bioregion. 

What is an invasive species? 

An ‘invasive species’ is an introduced species, including an introduced (translocated) native species, which 
out-competes native species for space and resources or which is a predator of native species. Introducing 
an invasive species into an area may result in that species becoming established. An invasive species may 
harm listed threatened species or ecological communities by direct competition, modification of habitat 
or predation. 

10 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

What is habitat critical to the survival of a species or 
ecological community? 

‘Habitat critical to the survival of a species or ecological community’ refers to areas that are necessary: 

•	 for activities such as foraging, breeding, roosting, or dispersal 

•	 for the long-term maintenance of the species or ecological community (including the maintenance of 
species essential to the survival of the species or ecological community, such as pollinators) 

•	 to maintain genetic diversity and long term evolutionary development, or 

•	 for the reintroduction of populations or recovery of the species or ecological community. 

Such habitat may be, but is not limited to: habitat identified in a recovery plan for the species or ecological 
community as habitat critical for that species or ecological community; and/or habitat listed on the Register 
of Critical Habitat maintained by the minister under the EPBC Act. 

Vulnerable species 

Significant impact criteria 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a vulnerable species if there is a real chance or possibility that 
it will: 

•	 lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of a species 

•	 reduce the area of occupancy of an important population 

•	 fragment an existing important population into two or more populations 

•	 adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species

•	 disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population

•	 modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species 
is likely to decline

•	 result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species becoming established in the vulnerable 
species’ habitat

•	 introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

•	 interfere substantially with the recovery of the species. 

What is an important population of a species? 

An ‘important population’ is a population that is necessary for a species’ long-term survival and recovery. 
This may include populations identified as such in recovery plans, and/or that are: 

•	 key source populations either for breeding or dispersal 

•	 populations that are necessary for maintaining genetic diversity, and/or 

•	 populations that are near the limit of the species range. 
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Critically endangered and endangered ecological communities 

Significant impact criteria 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered ecological community if 
there is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

•	 reduce the extent of an ecological community 

•	 fragment or increase fragmentation of an ecological community, for example by clearing vegetation for roads 
or transmission lines 

•	 adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of an ecological community 

•	 modify or destroy abiotic (non-living) factors (such as water, nutrients, or soil) necessary for an ecological 
community’s survival, including reduction of groundwater levels, or substantial alteration of surface water 
drainage patterns 

•	 cause a substantial change in the species composition of an occurrence of an ecological community, including 
causing a decline or loss of functionally important species, for example through regular burning or flora or 
fauna harvesting 

•	 cause a substantial reduction in the quality or integrity of an occurrence of an ecological community, 
including, but not limited to: 

 – assisting invasive species, that are harmful to the listed ecological community, to become established, or 

 – causing regular mobilisation of fertilisers, herbicides or other chemicals or pollutants into the ecological 
community which kill or inhibit the growth of species in the ecological community, or 

•	 interfere with the recovery of an ecological community. 

Further information on listed threatened species and ecological communities 

The following information on listed threatened species and ecological communities is available on the 
Department’s web site: 

•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/index.html 

•	 Copies of recovery plans and threat abatement plans:  
www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/recovery.html   
www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/tap/index.html 

•	 Species profile and threats database (information about individual listed threatened species and ecological 
communities): www.environment.gov.au/sprat 
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Critically endangered and endangered ecological communities 

Significant impact criteria 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered ecological community if 
there is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

•	 reduce the extent of an ecological community 

•	 fragment or increase fragmentation of an ecological community, for example by clearing vegetation for roads 
or transmission lines 

•	 adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of an ecological community 

•	 modify or destroy abiotic (non-living) factors (such as water, nutrients, or soil) necessary for an ecological 
community’s survival, including reduction of groundwater levels, or substantial alteration of surface water 
drainage patterns 

•	 cause a substantial change in the species composition of an occurrence of an ecological community, including 
causing a decline or loss of functionally important species, for example through regular burning or flora or 
fauna harvesting 

•	 cause a substantial reduction in the quality or integrity of an occurrence of an ecological community, 
including, but not limited to: 

 – assisting invasive species, that are harmful to the listed ecological community, to become established, or 

 – causing regular mobilisation of fertilisers, herbicides or other chemicals or pollutants into the ecological 
community which kill or inhibit the growth of species in the ecological community, or 

•	 interfere with the recovery of an ecological community. 

Further information on listed threatened species and ecological communities 

The following information on listed threatened species and ecological communities is available on the 
Department’s web site: 

•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/index.html 

•	 Copies of recovery plans and threat abatement plans:  
www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/recovery.html   
www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/tap/index.html 

•	 Species profile and threats database (information about individual listed threatened species and ecological 
communities): www.environment.gov.au/sprat 

12 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

Listed migratory species
An action will require approval if the action has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on a listed 
migratory species. Note that some migratory species are also listed as threatened species. The criteria below are 
relevant to migratory species that are not threatened. 

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on a migratory species if there is a real chance or possibility that 
it will: 

•	 substantially modify (including by fragmenting, altering fire regimes, altering nutrient cycles or altering 
hydrological cycles), destroy or isolate an area of important habitat for a migratory species 

•	 result in an invasive species that is harmful to the migratory species becoming established in an area of 
important habitat for the migratory species, or 

•	 seriously disrupt the lifecycle (breeding, feeding, migration or resting behaviour) of an ecologically significant 
proportion of the population of a migratory species. 

What is important habitat for a migratory species? 

An area of ‘important habitat’ for a migratory species is: 

a. habitat utilised by a migratory species occasionally or periodically within a region that supports an 
ecologically significant proportion of the population of the species, and/or 

b. habitat that is of critical importance to the species at particular life-cycle stages, and/or 

c. habitat utilised by a migratory species which is at the limit of the species range, and/or 

d. habitat within an area where the species is declining. 

What is an ecologically significant proportion? 

Listed migratory species cover a broad range of species with different life cycles and population sizes. 
Therefore, what is an ‘ecologically significant proportion’ of the population varies with the species (each 
circumstance will need to be evaluated). Some factors that should be considered include the species’ 
population status, genetic distinctiveness and species specific behavioural patterns (for example, site fidelity 
and dispersal rates).

What is the population of a migratory species? 

‘Population’, in relation to migratory species, means the entire population or any geographically separate 
part of the population of any species or lower taxon of wild animals, a significant proportion of whose 
members cyclically and predictably cross one or more national jurisdictional boundaries including Australia. 

Further information on Listed Migratory Species 
•	 General information on listed migratory species is available on the Department’s website:  

www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/migratory.html 
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Wetlands of international Importance
Approval is required for an action occurring within or outside a declared Ramsar wetland if the action has, will 
have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the ecological character of the Ramsar wetland. 

A ‘declared Ramsar wetland’ is an area that has been designated under Article 2 of the Ramsar Convention or 
declared by the minister to be a declared Ramsar wetland under section 16 of the EPBC Act. 

The ‘ecological character’ is the combination of the ecosystem components, processes and benefits/ services 
that characterise the wetland at a given point in time. The phrase ‘at a given point in time’ refers to the time of 
designation for the Ramsar List. 

Descriptions of the ecological character of listed Ramsar wetlands can be obtained from the  
Australian wetlands database at: www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/database/index.html  

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the ecological character of a declared Ramsar wetland if there is 
a real chance or possibility that it will result in: 

•	 areas of the wetland being destroyed or substantially modified 

•	 a substantial and measurable change in the hydrological regime of the wetland, for example, a substantial 
change to the volume, timing, duration and frequency of ground and surface water flows to and within 
the wetland 

•	 the habitat or lifecycle of native species, including invertebrate fauna and fish species, dependant upon the 
wetland being seriously affected 

•	 a substantial and measurable change in the water quality of the wetland – for example, a substantial change in 
the level of salinity, pollutants, or nutrients in the wetland, or water temperature which may adversely impact 
on biodiversity, ecological integrity, social amenity or human health, or 

•	 an invasive species that is harmful to the ecological character of the wetland being established (or an existing 
invasive species being spread) in the wetland. 

Further information on Ramsar wetlands 

The following information on Ramsar wetlands is available on the Department’s web site: 
•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/wetlands.html
•	 Ramsar wetlands fact sheet (including list and general location map):  

www.environment.gov.au/water/publications/environmental/wetlands/ramsar.html

•	 Australian wetlands database (including location maps and information for individual wetlands):  
www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/database/index.html    
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Wetlands of international Importance
Approval is required for an action occurring within or outside a declared Ramsar wetland if the action has, will 
have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the ecological character of the Ramsar wetland. 

A ‘declared Ramsar wetland’ is an area that has been designated under Article 2 of the Ramsar Convention or 
declared by the minister to be a declared Ramsar wetland under section 16 of the EPBC Act. 

The ‘ecological character’ is the combination of the ecosystem components, processes and benefits/ services 
that characterise the wetland at a given point in time. The phrase ‘at a given point in time’ refers to the time of 
designation for the Ramsar List. 

Descriptions of the ecological character of listed Ramsar wetlands can be obtained from the  
Australian wetlands database at: www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/database/index.html  

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the ecological character of a declared Ramsar wetland if there is 
a real chance or possibility that it will result in: 

•	 areas of the wetland being destroyed or substantially modified 

•	 a substantial and measurable change in the hydrological regime of the wetland, for example, a substantial 
change to the volume, timing, duration and frequency of ground and surface water flows to and within 
the wetland 

•	 the habitat or lifecycle of native species, including invertebrate fauna and fish species, dependant upon the 
wetland being seriously affected 

•	 a substantial and measurable change in the water quality of the wetland – for example, a substantial change in 
the level of salinity, pollutants, or nutrients in the wetland, or water temperature which may adversely impact 
on biodiversity, ecological integrity, social amenity or human health, or 

•	 an invasive species that is harmful to the ecological character of the wetland being established (or an existing 
invasive species being spread) in the wetland. 

Further information on Ramsar wetlands 

The following information on Ramsar wetlands is available on the Department’s web site: 
•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/wetlands.html
•	 Ramsar wetlands fact sheet (including list and general location map):  

www.environment.gov.au/water/publications/environmental/wetlands/ramsar.html

•	 Australian wetlands database (including location maps and information for individual wetlands):  
www.environment.gov.au/water/wetlands/database/index.html    

14 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

The Commonwealth marine environment
An action will require approval if:

•	 the action is taken in a Commonwealth marine area and the action has, will have, or is likely to have a 
significant impact on the environment, or 

•	 the action is taken outside a Commonwealth marine area and the action has, will have, or is likely to have a 
significant impact on the environment in a Commonwealth marine area. 

A ‘Commonwealth marine area’ is defined in section 24 of the EPBC Act. Maps showing Commonwealth marine 
areas are available through the Department’s website at www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/marine.html or 
by contacting the Department’s community information unit on 1800 803 772. 

Marine protected areas are marine areas which are recognised to have high conservation value. Actions in or near 
marine protected areas, or other areas with high conservation value, have a greater likelihood of significant impacts 
on the Commonwealth marine environment. A map of marine protected areas is available on the Department’s 
web site:  
www.environment.gov.au/coasts/mpa/index.html

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the environment in a Commonwealth marine area if there is a 
real chance or possibility that the action will: 

•	 result in a known or potential pest species becoming established in the Commonwealth marine area 

•	 modify, destroy, fragment, isolate or disturb an important or substantial area of habitat such that an adverse 
impact on marine ecosystem functioning or integrity in a Commonwealth marine area results 

•	 have a substantial adverse effect on a population of a marine species or cetacean including its life cycle (for 
example, breeding, feeding, migration behaviour, life expectancy) and spatial distribution 

•	 result in a substantial change in air quality4 or water quality (including temperature) which may adversely 
impact on biodiversity, ecological integrity; social amenity or human health 

•	 result in persistent organic chemicals, heavy metals, or other potentially harmful chemicals accumulating in 
the marine environment such that biodiversity, ecological integrity, social amenity or human health may be 
adversely affected, or 

•	 have a substantial adverse impact on heritage values of the Commonwealth marine area, including damage or 
destruction of an historic shipwreck. 

Further information on Commonwealth marine areas 

The following information relevant to Commonwealth marine areas is available on the Department’s web site: 

•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/marine.html 
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World Heritage properties
Approval under the EPBC Act is required for any action occurring within or outside a declared World Heritage 
property that has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the World Heritage values of the 
World Heritage property. 

A ‘declared World Heritage property’ is an area that has been included in the World Heritage list or declared 
by the minister to be a World Heritage property. World Heritage properties are places with natural or cultural 
heritage values which are recognised to have outstanding universal value. 

Example of World Heritage values – Kakadu National Park World Heritage property 

The Kakadu National Park World Heritage property, located in the far north of Australia’s Northern 
Territory, has both natural and cultural World Heritage values. These values include:  

•	 diverse, expansive and relatively undisturbed natural landscapes, including coastal areas, river systems 
and floodplains, lowlands, wetlands, plateau complexes, escarpments and outliers 

•	 diverse and relatively unmodified vegetation types, including open mangrove swamps, forest and 
woodlands, lowland and sandstone rainforests, shrubland and heath, wetland, riverine, floodplain and 
coastal vegetation 

•	 diverse, endemic, relict and abundant plant and animal species

•	 extensive and diverse habitats, including open forest and woodlands, monsoon rainforest areas, heaths 
and shrublands, freshwater wetlands, mangrove and estuarine areas, foreshore and beach areas

•	 significant plant associations and plants with conservation significance 

•	 animals with conservation significance, including mammals, reptiles, birds, invertebrates and fish

•	 exceptional natural beauty

•	 outstanding, diverse, unique and ancient Indigenous archaeological remains and rock art recording a 
continuous cultural development and environmental change, and 

•	 a rich collection of Indigenous cultural sites with strong spiritual associations and connections to 
continuing practice of traditional beliefs. 

A more comprehensive description of the World Heritage values of Kakadu National Park World Heritage 
Area can be found at: www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/kakadu/values.html

4 The Commonwealth marine area includes any airspace over Commonwealth waters.  
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World Heritage properties
Approval under the EPBC Act is required for any action occurring within or outside a declared World Heritage 
property that has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the World Heritage values of the 
World Heritage property. 

A ‘declared World Heritage property’ is an area that has been included in the World Heritage list or declared 
by the minister to be a World Heritage property. World Heritage properties are places with natural or cultural 
heritage values which are recognised to have outstanding universal value. 

Example of World Heritage values – Kakadu National Park World Heritage property 

The Kakadu National Park World Heritage property, located in the far north of Australia’s Northern 
Territory, has both natural and cultural World Heritage values. These values include:  

•	 diverse, expansive and relatively undisturbed natural landscapes, including coastal areas, river systems 
and floodplains, lowlands, wetlands, plateau complexes, escarpments and outliers 

•	 diverse and relatively unmodified vegetation types, including open mangrove swamps, forest and 
woodlands, lowland and sandstone rainforests, shrubland and heath, wetland, riverine, floodplain and 
coastal vegetation 

•	 diverse, endemic, relict and abundant plant and animal species

•	 extensive and diverse habitats, including open forest and woodlands, monsoon rainforest areas, heaths 
and shrublands, freshwater wetlands, mangrove and estuarine areas, foreshore and beach areas

•	 significant plant associations and plants with conservation significance 

•	 animals with conservation significance, including mammals, reptiles, birds, invertebrates and fish

•	 exceptional natural beauty

•	 outstanding, diverse, unique and ancient Indigenous archaeological remains and rock art recording a 
continuous cultural development and environmental change, and 

•	 a rich collection of Indigenous cultural sites with strong spiritual associations and connections to 
continuing practice of traditional beliefs. 

A more comprehensive description of the World Heritage values of Kakadu National Park World Heritage 
Area can be found at: www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/world/kakadu/values.html

4 The Commonwealth marine area includes any airspace over Commonwealth waters.  

16 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the World Heritage values of a declared World Heritage 
property if there is a real chance or possibility that it will cause: 

•	 one or more of the World Heritage values to be lost 

•	 one or more of the World Heritage values to be degraded or damaged, or 

•	 one or more of the World Heritage values to be notably altered, modified, obscured or diminished. 

Examples 

The following examples provide an indication of levels of impact on World Heritage values that are likely to be 
significant. They are not intended to be exhaustive. 

World Heritage properties with natural heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on natural heritage values of a World Heritage property if there is a 
real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 damage, modify, alter or obscure important geological formations in a 
World Heritage property

•	 damage, modify, alter or obscure landforms or landscape features, for example, by 
excavation or infilling of the land surface in a World Heritage property 

•	 modify, alter or inhibit landscape processes, for example, by accelerating or increasing 
susceptibility to erosion, or stabilising mobile landforms, such as sand dunes, in a 
World Heritage property

•	 divert, impound or channelise a river, wetland or other water body in a 
World Heritage property, and

•	 substantially increase concentrations of suspended sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, 
hydrocarbons, or other pollutants or substances in a river, wetland or water body in a 
World Heritage property.
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•	 reduce the diversity or modify the composition of plant and animal species in all or part of 
a World Heritage property 

•	 fragment, isolate or substantially damage habitat important for the conservation of 
biological diversity in a World Heritage property 

•	 cause a long-term reduction in rare, endemic or unique plant or animal populations or 
species in a World Heritage property, and

•	 fragment, isolate or substantially damage habitat for rare, endemic or unique animal 
populations or species in a World Heritage property. 
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•	 involve construction of buildings, roads, or other structures, vegetation clearance, or other 
actions with substantial, long-term or permanent impacts on relevant values, and

•	 introduce noise, odours, pollutants or other intrusive elements with substantial, long-term 
or permanent impacts on relevant values.

World Heritage properties with cultural heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on cultural heritage values of a World Heritage property if there is 
a real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially alter the fabric5 of a 
World Heritage property 

•	 extend, renovate, refurbish or substantially alter a World Heritage property in a manner 
which is inconsistent with relevant values 

•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially disturb archaeological deposits or 
artefacts in a World Heritage property 

•	 involve activities in a World Heritage property with substantial and/or long-term impacts 
on its values 

•	 involve construction of buildings or other structures within, adjacent to, or within 
important sight lines of, a World Heritage property which are inconsistent with relevant 
values, and 

•	 make notable changes to the layout, spaces, form or species composition in a garden, 
landscape or setting of a World Heritage property which are inconsistent with 
relevant values. 

5  ‘Fabric’ means physical material including structural elements and other components, fixtures, fittings, contents and items with 
historic value
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•	 involve construction of buildings, roads, or other structures, vegetation clearance, or other 
actions with substantial, long-term or permanent impacts on relevant values, and

•	 introduce noise, odours, pollutants or other intrusive elements with substantial, long-term 
or permanent impacts on relevant values.

World Heritage properties with cultural heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on cultural heritage values of a World Heritage property if there is 
a real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially alter the fabric5 of a 
World Heritage property 

•	 extend, renovate, refurbish or substantially alter a World Heritage property in a manner 
which is inconsistent with relevant values 

•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially disturb archaeological deposits or 
artefacts in a World Heritage property 

•	 involve activities in a World Heritage property with substantial and/or long-term impacts 
on its values 

•	 involve construction of buildings or other structures within, adjacent to, or within 
important sight lines of, a World Heritage property which are inconsistent with relevant 
values, and 

•	 make notable changes to the layout, spaces, form or species composition in a garden, 
landscape or setting of a World Heritage property which are inconsistent with 
relevant values. 

5  ‘Fabric’ means physical material including structural elements and other components, fixtures, fittings, contents and items with 
historic value
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•	 restrict or inhibit the existing use of a World Heritage property as a cultural or ceremonial 
site causing its values to notably diminish over time; 

•	 permanently diminish the cultural value of a World Heritage property for a community or 
group to which its values relate 

•	 alter the setting of a World Heritage property in a manner which is inconsistent with 
relevant values 

•	 remove, damage, or substantially disturb cultural artefacts, or ceremonial objects, in a 
World Heritage property, and 

•	 permanently damage or obscure rock art or other cultural or ceremonial features with 
World Heritage values. 

Notes: 

•	 The above examples are general examples and their application will depend on the individual values of each 
World Heritage property. Alteration or disturbance which is small in scale may have a significant impact 
if a feature or component of a World Heritage property embodies values that are particularly sensitive 
or important. 

•	 To have a significant impact on World Heritage values, it is not necessary for an action to impact upon the 
whole of a World Heritage property, all of the values of a World Heritage property, or a whole value of a 
World Heritage property. It is sufficient if an action is likely to have a significant impact on a part, element, 
or feature of a World Heritage property, which embodies, manifests, shows, or contributes to the values of 
that property. 

Further Information on World Heritage properties 

The following information on World Heritage properties is available on the Department’s web site: 

•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/heritage/about/world/index.html  
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National Heritage places
Approval under the EPBC Act is required for any action occurring within, or outside, a National Heritage place 
that has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the National Heritage values of the National 
Heritage place. 

The National Heritage List contains places or groups of places with outstanding heritage value to Australia – 
whether natural, Indigenous or historic6 or a combination of these. 

Example of National Heritage values—Brewarrina Aboriginal fish traps 
(Baiames Ngunnhu) 

The Brewarrina Aboriginal fish traps on the Barwon River in New South Wales, have indigenous National 
Heritage values. These values include: 

•	 providing an example of a dry-stone fish trap of rare size, design and complexity 

•	 demonstrating an unusual and innovative development in pre-European Aboriginal technology, which 
exhibits a thorough understanding of dry stone wall construction techniques, river hydrology and 
fish ecology 

•	 providing a strong social, cultural and spiritual association with Aboriginal people 

•	 demonstrating a delineation of responsibility for use and maintenance of particular traps between 
different aboriginal groups under Aboriginal law in accordance with the wishes of the ancestral creation 
being, Baiame 

•	 historical and current use as a significant meeting place for Aboriginal people with connections to the 
area, and 

•	 demonstrating an unusual aspect of Indigenous tradition, arising from the association between an 
ancestral being and the creation of the built structures of the fish traps. 

A more comprehensive description of the National Heritage values of the Brewarrina Aboriginal Fish Traps 
can be found at: www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/national/brewarrina/index.html

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the National Heritage values of a National Heritage place if 
there is a real chance or possibility that it will cause: 

•	 one or more of the National Heritage values to be lost 

•	 one or more of the National Heritage values to be degraded or damaged, or 

•	 one or more of the National Heritage values to be notably altered, modified, obscured or diminished. 

6 For historic built heritage places in the National Heritage List that are within the Australian jurisdiction, approval will be required 
where an action that has, will have or is likely to have a significant impact on the National Heritage values of the place will be 
taken by: a constitutional corporation; the Commonwealth or a Commonwealth agency; or a person for the purposes of trade or 
commerce between Australia and another country, between States, between Territories, or between a State and a Territory. There are 
no restrictions on the application of the EPBC Act in relation to natural or Indigenous heritage places in the National Heritage List, or 
places in a Commonwealth area or Territory, or outside the Australian jurisdiction.  
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National Heritage places
Approval under the EPBC Act is required for any action occurring within, or outside, a National Heritage place 
that has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the National Heritage values of the National 
Heritage place. 

The National Heritage List contains places or groups of places with outstanding heritage value to Australia – 
whether natural, Indigenous or historic6 or a combination of these. 

Example of National Heritage values—Brewarrina Aboriginal fish traps 
(Baiames Ngunnhu) 

The Brewarrina Aboriginal fish traps on the Barwon River in New South Wales, have indigenous National 
Heritage values. These values include: 

•	 providing an example of a dry-stone fish trap of rare size, design and complexity 

•	 demonstrating an unusual and innovative development in pre-European Aboriginal technology, which 
exhibits a thorough understanding of dry stone wall construction techniques, river hydrology and 
fish ecology 

•	 providing a strong social, cultural and spiritual association with Aboriginal people 

•	 demonstrating a delineation of responsibility for use and maintenance of particular traps between 
different aboriginal groups under Aboriginal law in accordance with the wishes of the ancestral creation 
being, Baiame 

•	 historical and current use as a significant meeting place for Aboriginal people with connections to the 
area, and 

•	 demonstrating an unusual aspect of Indigenous tradition, arising from the association between an 
ancestral being and the creation of the built structures of the fish traps. 

A more comprehensive description of the National Heritage values of the Brewarrina Aboriginal Fish Traps 
can be found at: www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/national/brewarrina/index.html

Significant impact criteria 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the National Heritage values of a National Heritage place if 
there is a real chance or possibility that it will cause: 

•	 one or more of the National Heritage values to be lost 

•	 one or more of the National Heritage values to be degraded or damaged, or 

•	 one or more of the National Heritage values to be notably altered, modified, obscured or diminished. 

6 For historic built heritage places in the National Heritage List that are within the Australian jurisdiction, approval will be required 
where an action that has, will have or is likely to have a significant impact on the National Heritage values of the place will be 
taken by: a constitutional corporation; the Commonwealth or a Commonwealth agency; or a person for the purposes of trade or 
commerce between Australia and another country, between States, between Territories, or between a State and a Territory. There are 
no restrictions on the application of the EPBC Act in relation to natural or Indigenous heritage places in the National Heritage List, or 
places in a Commonwealth area or Territory, or outside the Australian jurisdiction.  

20 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

Examples 

The following examples provide an indication of levels of impact on National Heritage values that are likely to be 
significant. They are not intended to be exhaustive. 

National Heritage places with natural heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on natural heritage values of a National Heritage place if there is a 
real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 damage, modify, alter or obscure important geological formations in a 
National Heritage place 

•	 damage, modify, alter or obscure landforms or landscape features, for example, by clearing, 
excavating or infilling the land surface in a National Heritage place 

•	 modify, alter or inhibit landscape processes, for example, by accelerating or increasing 
susceptibility to erosion, or stabilising mobile landforms, such as sand dunes in a National 
Heritage place 

•	 divert, impound or channelise a river, wetland or other water body in a  
National Heritage place, and

•	 substantially increase concentrations of suspended sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, 
hydrocarbons, or other pollutants or substances in a river, wetland or water body in a 
National Heritage place; permanently damage or obscure rock art or other cultural or 
ceremonial features with World Heritage values. 
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•	 modify or inhibit ecological processes in a National Heritage place 

•	 reduce the diversity or modify the composition of plant and animal species in a  
National Heritage place

•	 fragment or damage habitat important for the conservation of biological diversity in a 
National Heritage place

•	 cause a long-term reduction in rare, endemic or unique plant or animal populations or 
species in a National Heritage place, and 

•	 fragment, isolate or substantially damage habitat for rare, endemic or unique animal 
populations or species in a National Heritage place.
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•	 involve construction of buildings, roads or other structures, vegetation clearance, or other 
actions with substantial and/or long-term impacts on relevant values, and

•	 introduce noise, odours, pollutants or other intrusive elements with substantial and/or 
long-term impacts on relevant values.

National Heritage places with cultural heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on historic heritage values of a National Heritage place if there is a 
real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially alter the fabric7 of a National 
Heritage place in a manner which is inconsistent with relevant values 

•	 extend, renovate, refurbish or substantially alter a National Heritage place in a manner 
which is inconsistent with relevant values 

•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially disturb archaeological deposits or 
artefacts in a National Heritage place 

•	 involve activities in a National Heritage place with substantial and/or long-term impacts on 
its values 

•	 involve the construction of buildings or other structures within, adjacent to, or 
within important sight lines of, a National Heritage place which are inconsistent with 
relevant values, and 

•	 make notable changes to the layout, spaces, form or species composition of a garden, 
landscape or setting of a National Heritage place in a manner which is inconsistent with 
relevant values. 
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•	 restrict or inhibit the continuing use of a National Heritage place as a cultural or 
ceremonial site causing its values to notably diminish over time 

•	 permanently diminish the cultural value of a National Heritage place for a community or 
group to which its National Heritage values relate 

•	 destroy or damage cultural or ceremonial, artefacts, features, or objects in a National 
Heritage place, and

•	 notably diminish the value of a National Heritage place in demonstrating creative or 
technical achievement.

7  ‘Fabric’ means physical material including structural elements and other components, fixtures, fittings, contents and items with 
historic value
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•	 involve construction of buildings, roads or other structures, vegetation clearance, or other 
actions with substantial and/or long-term impacts on relevant values, and

•	 introduce noise, odours, pollutants or other intrusive elements with substantial and/or 
long-term impacts on relevant values.

National Heritage places with cultural heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on historic heritage values of a National Heritage place if there is a 
real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially alter the fabric7 of a National 
Heritage place in a manner which is inconsistent with relevant values 

•	 extend, renovate, refurbish or substantially alter a National Heritage place in a manner 
which is inconsistent with relevant values 

•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially disturb archaeological deposits or 
artefacts in a National Heritage place 

•	 involve activities in a National Heritage place with substantial and/or long-term impacts on 
its values 

•	 involve the construction of buildings or other structures within, adjacent to, or 
within important sight lines of, a National Heritage place which are inconsistent with 
relevant values, and 

•	 make notable changes to the layout, spaces, form or species composition of a garden, 
landscape or setting of a National Heritage place in a manner which is inconsistent with 
relevant values. 
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•	 restrict or inhibit the continuing use of a National Heritage place as a cultural or 
ceremonial site causing its values to notably diminish over time 

•	 permanently diminish the cultural value of a National Heritage place for a community or 
group to which its National Heritage values relate 

•	 destroy or damage cultural or ceremonial, artefacts, features, or objects in a National 
Heritage place, and

•	 notably diminish the value of a National Heritage place in demonstrating creative or 
technical achievement.

7  ‘Fabric’ means physical material including structural elements and other components, fixtures, fittings, contents and items with 
historic value
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National Heritage places with Indigenous heritage values 
An action is likely to have a significant impact on Indigenous heritage values of a National Heritage place if there 
is a real chance or possibility that the action will: 
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•	 restrict or inhibit the continuing use of a National Heritage place as a cultural or 
ceremonial site causing its values to notably diminish over time 

•	 permanently diminish the cultural value of a National Heritage place for an Indigenous 
group to which its National Heritage values relate 

•	 alter the setting of a National Heritage place in a manner which is inconsistent with 
relevant values 

•	 remove, destroy, damage or substantially disturb archeological deposits or cultural artefacts 
in a National Heritage place 

•	 destroy, damage or permanently obscure rock art or other cultural or ceremonial, artefacts, 
features, or objects in a National Heritage place 

•	 notably diminish the value of a National Heritage place in demonstrating creative or 
technical achievement 

•	 permanently remove, destroy, damage or substantially alter Indigenous built structures in a 
National Heritage place, and

•	 involve activities in a National Heritage place with substantial and/or long-term impacts on 
the values of the place.

Notes: 

•	 The above examples are general examples and their application will depend on the individual values of each 
National Heritage place. Alteration or disturbance which is small in scale may have a significant impact 
if a feature or component of a National Heritage place embodies values that are particularly sensitive 
or important. 

•	 To have a significant impact on National Heritage values, it is not necessary for an action to impact upon 
the whole of a National Heritage place, all of the values of a National Heritage place, or a whole value of a 
National Heritage place. It is sufficient if an action is likely to have a significant impact on a part, element, 
or feature of a National Heritage place which embodies, manifests, shows, or contributes to the values of 
that place. 

Further information on National Heritage places 

The following information relevant to National Heritage places is available on the Department’s web site: 

•	 General information: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/protect/heritage.html  

•	 Australian heritage places inventory: www.heritage.gov.au/ahpi 
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Nuclear actions
A nuclear action will require approval if it has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on 
the environment. 

Significant impact criteria 
All nuclear actions, as detailed in section 22 of the Act, should be referred to the Department of the Environment 
for a decision on whether approval is required. 

These actions are: 

•	 establishing or significantly modifying a nuclear installation or a facility for storing spent nuclear fuel 

•	 transporting spent nuclear fuel or radioactive waste products arising from reprocessing; 

•	 establishing or significantly modifying a facility for storing radioactive waste products arising 
from reprocessing

•	 mining or milling uranium ore

•	 establishing or significantly modifying a large-scale disposal facility for radioactive waste 

•	 de-commissioning or rehabilitating any facility or area in which an activity described above has been 
undertaken, or 

•	 establishing, significantly modifying, decommissioning or rehabilitating a facility where radioactive materials 
at or above the activity level specified in regulation 2.02 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Regulations 2000 (EPBC Regulations) are, were, or are proposed to be stored. 

Electronic copies of the EPBC Act and EPBC Regulations can be accessed from the Department’s web site at: 
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/about/index.html 
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Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
An action will require approval if:

•	 the action is taken in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and the action has, will have, or is likely to have a 
significant impact on the environment, or

•	 the action is taken outside the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and the action has, will have, or is likely to have 
a significant impact on the environment in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is established under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975. Maps 
showing the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park are available from www.gbrmpa.gov.au.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is an area recognised to have high conservation value. 

What is the Environment?

‘Environment’ is defined in the EPBC Act as:

a. ecosystems and their constituent parts including people and communities (‘ecosystem’ is defined in the 
EPBC Act as ‘a dynamic complex of plant, animal and micro-organism communities and their non-living 
environment interacting as a functioning unit’

b. natural and physical resources

c. qualities and characteristics of locations, place and areas

d. heritage values of places (‘heritage value’ is defined in the EPBC Act as including ‘the place’s natural and 
cultural environment having aesthetic, historic, scientific or social significance, or other significance, for 
current and future generations of Australians.’ ‘Indigenous heritage value’ is defined as meaning ‘ a heritage 
value of the place that is of significance to Indigenous persons in accordance with their practices, observances, 
customs, traditions, beliefs or history’), and

e. the social, economic and cultural aspects of a thing mentioned in paragraphs (a), (b) or (c).

Significant impact criteria
An action is likely to have a significant impact on the environment of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park if there 
is a real chance or possibility that the action will:

•	 modify, destroy, fragment, isolate or disturb an important, substantial, sensitive or vulnerable area of habitat 
or ecosystem component such that an adverse impact on marine ecosystem health, functioning or integrity in 
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park results

•	 have a substantial adverse effect on a population of a species or cetacean including its life cycle (for example, 
breeding, feeding, migration behaviour, life expectancy) and spatial distribution

•	 result in a substantial change in air quality or water quality (including temperature) which may adversely 
impact on biodiversity, ecological health or integrity or social amenity or human health

•	 result in a known or potential pest species being introduced or becoming established in the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park

•	 result in persistent organic chemicals, heavy metals, or other potentially harmful chemicals accumulating in 
the marine environment such that biodiversity, ecological integrity, or social amenity or human health may be 
adversely affected, or

•	 have a substantial adverse impact on heritage values of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, including damage 
or destruction of an historic shipwreck.
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Other protected matters potentially relevant to the Great Barrier Reef

•	 The values of World Heritage properties – The Great Barrier Reef is a World Heritage property

•	 The values of National Heritage places – The Great Barrier Reef is a National Heritage place

•	 The ecological character of a Ramsar wetland – a number of Ramsar wetlands are located adjacent to the 
Marine Park, including Shoalwater and Corio Bays and Bowling Green Bay

•	 Listed threatened species and ecological communities – a number of listed threatened species are located in 
the Marine Park

•	 Listed migratory species – a range of listed migratory species are found in the Marine Park

•	 Commonwealth land – a number of islands within the Marine Park are Commonwealth land

•	 The environment of a Commonwealth marine area – The majority of the Marine Park is within the 
Commonwealth marine area, and

•	 Nuclear actions.

Further information on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
•	 Further information on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is available on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 

Authority (GBRMPA) website: www.gbrmpa.gov.au

•	 General information: www.gbrmpa.gov.au

Note: 

For actions/activities taken within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park a permission may be required under the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 1975 (GBRMP Act). A permission under the GBRMP Act may be required 
even if significant impact on the environment of the Great Barrier Reef is not likely. Further information is 
provided on the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park web site at www.gbrmpa.gov.au
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Protection of water resources from coal 
seam gas development and large coal 
mining development

Information on the protection of water resources from coal 
seam gas development and large coal mining development 
The draft Significant Impact Guidelines: Coal seam gas and large coal mining developments—Impacts on water 
resources provides further details on the protection of water resources from coal seam gas and large coal mining 
developments website: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/about/water-trigger.html.
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The referral, assessment and 
approval process

Referral process 
If after undertaking a self-assessment you conclude that your action is likely to have a significant impact on a 
matter of national environmental significance, or if you are unsure, you should refer the action to the Australian 
Government environment minister. Substantial penalties apply for taking an action that has, will have or is likely 
to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance without approval. 

Referral forms and a guide to assist in filling out the referral form can be obtained from the Department’s 
community information unit on 1800 803 772, or from the Department’s website at:  www.environment.gov.
au/epbc/assessments/referral-form.html. The EPBC Act referral process is summarised in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: EPBC Act referral process 

Is the action likely to have a significant impact on the environment and/or a matter of 
national environmental significance?

Matters of national environmental significance are:

•	 world heritage properties

•	 national heritage places

•	 wetlands of international importance (often called ‘Ramsar’ wetlands after the 
international treaty under which such wetlands are listed)

•	 nationally threatened species and ecological communities

•	 migratory species

•	 Commonwealth marine areas

•	 the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

•	 nuclear actions (including uranium mining)

•	 a water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal 
mining development. 

‘Self-assessment’ by person proposing to take the action

Approval is not required from 
the Australian Government 
environment minister.No

Person proposing to take the action makes a referral to the Australian Government 
environment minister. The Minister makes a decision within 20 business days on whether 
approval is required under the EPBC Act. 

Yes

Action is subject to the 
assessment and approval 
process under the 
EPBC Act.

Approval is not required 
if the action is taken 
in accordance with 
the referral.

Approval is not required 
if the action is taken 
in accordance with the 
manner specified.

Controlled action Not controlled action 
‘Particular Manner’

Not controlled action
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After receiving a referral, the minister will decide whether the action is likely to have a significant impact on a 
matter of national environmental significance: 

•	 if the minister decides that the action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance, then the action requires approval under the EPBC Act  
(it is a controlled action), and 

•	 if the minister decides that the action is not likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance, then the action does not require approval under the EPBC Act (it is a not 
controlled action).8 

The minister may also decide that an action is not likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance, and does not require approval under the EPBC Act, because it will be taken in a 
‘particular manner’. However, the action must be undertaken in a way that is consistent with the manner specified 
in this decision, or penalties apply.9  

The minister is generally required to make a binding decision on whether an action requires approval within 
20 business days of receiving a referral. If the minister’s decision is that an action does not require approval, a 
person will not contravene the Act if the action is taken in accordance with that decision. 

Assessment and approval process 
If the minister decides that an action requires approval, then an environmental assessment of the action must 
be carried out. If a bilateral agreement is in place the action may be assessed by the state or territory in which 
the action is to be undertaken, using the processes accredited under the bilateral agreement. If a ministerial 
declaration is in place accrediting another Australian Government assessment process, the action may be assessed 
by the process accredited under that declaration. Otherwise, the assessment will be undertaken by one of a range 
of assessment approaches outlined under the EPBC Act. An assessment report will then be prepared. 

After considering the environmental assessment report, the Australian Government Environment minister decides 
whether to approve the action, and what conditions (if any) to impose. The EPBC Act assessment and approval 
process is summarised in Figure 2. 

8 Please note that, regardless of whether approval is required under the EPBC Act, separate environmental assessment and approval may be 
required under state/territory and/or local government legislation. 

9 More information about particular manner decisions can be found in the Practice Guide entitled Application of ‘Particular Manner’ decision 
making under the EPBC Act, available on the Department’s web site at: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/manner.html
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Figure 2: EPBC Act assessment and approval process 

Proponent prepares documentation in keeping with the requirements of the level of 
assessment determined by the Australian Government Environment Minister.

Australian Government Environment Minister decides on approval and conditions. 
A decision must be made within 30 business days.

Public comment on information included in documentation.

The Department prepares an assessment report.

Action to be assessed by:
•	 An accredited state 

process; or

•	 An accredited Australian 
Government process.

State or Australian 
Government prepares 
assessment report.

Can the action be assessed using:

•	 A state/territory assessment process accredited under a bilateral  agreement?

•	 A state/territory assessment process accredited on a case-by-case basis?

•	 An Australian Government assessment process accredited under a 
ministerial declaration?

No

Yes
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General information
A range of other EPBC Act policy statements are available to assist you in determining whether you are likely to 
have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

EPBC Act Policy Statements can be obtained from the Department’s community information unit on 1800 803 
772 or can be downloaded from the Department’s web site at: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/
guidelines.html

The Australian Natural Resources Atlas provides national, state and regional information about a range of 
environmental and land-use attributes: www.anra.gov.au/

Please note that the Department does not hold all of the information that may be required to assess the impacts 
of your action. state and territory government agencies also have a range of information that may be useful, 
including geographic information. 

The sectoral information contained in the Appendix to these guidelines is intended to illustrate the application of 
the criteria for matters of national environmental significance in relation to specific industry sectors, and should 
be read in the context of, and in conjunction with, the significant impact criteria in these guidelines. 
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Appendix – Information for 
industry sectors
The purpose of this Appendix is to provide more detailed assistance in relation to whether, and in what 
circumstances, some selected sectoral activity is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

The examples in this appendix should be read in conjunction with the significant impact criteria in the 
guidelines and should not be taken to be conclusive. 

This guidance relates to the following sectoral activities: 

•	 mineral exploration 

•	 urban development 

•	 local government, and 

•	 marine activities. 

EPBC Act policy statements which provide further guidance in relation to specific industry sectors10  are available 
from the Department’s community information unit or the Department’s web site:  
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/guidelines.html 

Mineral exploration activity 

Terrestrial exploration 

Surface geological mapping examining rock outcrops and exposures, which may involve the taking 
of small samples, would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

Surface geochemical sampling, using both regular grid pattern and irregular pattern methods to collect 
small samples, would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

Surface geophysical surveys including airborne surveys, gravity, magnetic and electromagnetic surveys, would 
not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Other geophysical surveys that include seismic surveys would not normally be expected to have a significant 
impact on matters of national environmental significance. However, an action involving seismic surveys (shot 
hole method or vibroseis) may have a significant impact on an endangered or critically endangered species if, 
for example, it is likely to damage habitat critical to the survival of the species or disrupt the breeding cycle of 
a population of the species. Such an action may also have a significant impact on listed threatened ecological 
communities where, for example, it adversely impacts on habitat. (See the criteria relating to endangered and 
critically endangered species and ecological communities.) 

10 Industry-specific guidelines that have been, or are being, developed include guidelines for offshore seismic operations, offshore 
aquaculture, wind farms, agricultural land clearance, urban development, and actions undertaken by local government.
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Mineral exploration activity 

Terrestrial exploration 

Surface geological mapping examining rock outcrops and exposures, which may involve the taking 
of small samples, would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

Surface geochemical sampling, using both regular grid pattern and irregular pattern methods to collect 
small samples, would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

Surface geophysical surveys including airborne surveys, gravity, magnetic and electromagnetic surveys, would 
not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Other geophysical surveys that include seismic surveys would not normally be expected to have a significant 
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All exploratory drilling (including new field, wildcat, and appraisal drilling, auger, rotary air blast (RAB), 
open hole percussion, reverse circulation (RC), diamond drilling and wide diameter drilling), including 
the construction of drill pads, would not be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance where the discharges, emissions and waste from the drilling are contained and 
managed in an environmentally sensitive manner. However, an action involving exploratory drilling may have a 
significant impact on an endangered or critically endangered species if, for example, it is likely to damage habitat 
critical to the survival of the species or disrupt the breeding cycle of a population of the species. Such an action 
may also have a significant impact on listed threatened ecological communities where, for example, it adversely 
impacts on habitat. (See the criteria relating to endangered and critically endangered species and ecological 
communities.) Such an action may also have a significant impact if it occurs within a National Heritage place, 
for example, if it disturbs Indigenous burial grounds or artefacts with National Heritage values. It will also be 
necessary to consider the Ramsar criteria if the exploratory drilling is to occur in or immediately adjacent to a 
Ramsar wetland. 

Costeaning and trenching (small scale) would not be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance where small trenches are excavated using hand tools. However, an action 
involving costeaning and trenching (small scale) may have a significant impact on an endangered or critically 
endangered species if, for example, it is likely to damage critical habitat for the species or disrupt the breeding 
cycle of a population of the species. Such an action may also have a significant impact on listed threatened 
ecological communities where, for example, it adversely impacts on habitat. (See the criteria relating to 
endangered and critically endangered species and ecological communities.) It will also be necessary to consider 
the National Heritage criteria and the Ramsar criteria if the costeaning or trenching is to occur in or immediately 
adjacent to a National Heritage place or a Ramsar wetland. 

Costeaning and trenching (large scale), surface bulk sampling (such as establishing a trial pit, sinking shafts 
or driving decline tunnels deep into the target) and underground exploration and development (such as 
underground sampling, drilling and mine construction): whether or not these exploration activities are likely 
to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance will depend upon the particular 
facts and circumstances of the proposed activity. It is necessary to apply the criteria in the guidelines to assist 
in determining when an action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental 
significance. For example, if surface bulk sampling occurs in an area that is not in or near a Ramsar wetland, 
and if it is not damaging the habitat of a threatened species or important habitat for a migratory species, then 
the proposed exploration activity is not likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental 
significance. However, if the proposed activity will result in the pollution of a Ramsar wetland then it is likely to 
have a significant impact on the ecological character of the Ramsar wetland. 

Offshore exploration 

Aerial surveys and diving for samples would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter 
of national environmental significance. 

Offshore exploratory drilling would be expected to have a significant impact if it is undertaken in an area that 
contains habitat for threatened or migratory species and the seismic activity is likely to interfere with breeding, 
feeding or migration, or if habitat critical to the survival of the species (or important habitat for a migratory 
species) is damaged by the drilling. Offshore exploratory drilling would also be expected to have a significant 
impact on a Ramsar wetland or the Commonwealth marine environment if drilling occurs in a sensitive area (for 
example, sea mounts and other areas with high biodiversity value or which contain important habitat). Offshore 
exploratory drilling may also potentially have a significant impact on historic shipwrecks in the Commonwealth 
marine area. 
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Other issues 

The above discussion does not address issues associated with mineral exploration activity in a World Heritage 
property or National Heritage place. In addition, it does not take into account any impacts associated with 
gaining access to the exploration site, especially where heavy machinery is used. 

Urban development 
Repairing, maintaining, or making alterations to commercial and domestic buildings and properties would not 
be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance, unless the repairs, 
maintenance or alterations are being made to a World Heritage property or a National Heritage place and are 
inconsistent with the values of the property or place. 

Repairing and maintaining existing distribution infrastructure for utilities for power, water and sewage would 
not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance, unless 
there is a substantial expansion or modification of these utilities. 

Establishing a new subdivision in an existing suburb, with established infrastructure designed to manage 
environmental impacts, upstream of a large Ramsar wetland (such as the Moreton Bay Ramsar wetland) would 
not be expected to have a significant impact on the wetland. 

By contrast, establishing a new subdivision in the vicinity of a smaller Ramsar wetland is likely to have a 
significant impact on the wetland if it involves extensive vegetation clearing, clearing riparian vegetation, 
modifying the flow of water to or within the wetland, or if it will result in significant discharges of pollutants into 
the wetland. 

Establishing a new subdivision within or adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, a World Heritage 
property or a National Heritage place is likely to have a significant impact on the World or National heritage 
values of that property or place. 

Building a house on land in an existing subdivision in the vicinity of a Ramsar wetland or a World 
Heritage property would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on these matters of national 
environmental significance. 

However, building a house in close proximity to a National Heritage place may have a significant impact on the 
values of the place, in particular where the place is located in a non-urban environment or where the proposed 
development would obstruct or detract from the viewing axes of the heritage place, where applicable. 

Proposed urban development for a housing subdivision or an industrial estate on an area which contains 
nationally listed threatened species or ecological communities, or immediately adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park, is likely to be significant under the EPBC Act and should be referred to the minister. 
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34 / Significant impact guidelines 1.1

Local government 
Maintaining existing facilities such as visitor centres and roadside facilities would not be expected to have a 
significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Routine vegetation management to maintain existing roads in or adjacent to a World Heritage property, a 
National Heritage place, a Ramsar wetland or a listed threatened species or ecological community would not 
normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

A proposed new road through a World Heritage property, a National Heritage place, or a Ramsar wetland 
or a road that would require clearing of native vegetation that contains nationally listed threatened species or 
ecological communities is likely to be significant under the EPBC Act and should be referred to the minister. It 
will also be necessary to consider the environment of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park if the proposed new road 
occurs immediately adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.

Where road verge maintenance is carried out regularly (for example, every one or two years) it would not be 
expected to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered plant species. 

On the other hand, if a population of a critically endangered or endangered plant species becomes established 
on a road verge (because the verge has not been graded or weeded for a number of years), then clearing that road 
verge is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Widening an existing road would not normally be expected to be significant under the EPBC Act where the 
road verge has previously been cleared or the vegetation beside the road has been heavily modified. However, if 
road widening would require removal of native vegetation that contains critically endangered or endangered plant 
species or ecological communities, it is likely to have a significant impact and should be referred to the minister. 

Development of a tourist resort in or adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, a World Heritage 
property or a National Heritage place is likely to be significant under the EPBC Act and should be referred 
to the minister. However, a residential development such as a block of units or other accommodation in an 
existing city or coastal town would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on an adjacent World 
Heritage property. 

Marine activities 
Otherwise lawful recreational fishing and recreational boating would not normally be expected to have a 
significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Routine ship transits where appropriate precautions have been taken against translocating potential pest species 
would not normally be expected to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Ballast water operations from vessels in Australian waters, undertaken in accordance with an approved 
Australian Government arrangement for the management of ballast water, would not normally be expected to 
have a significant impact on the Commonwealth marine environment. 

Small scale infrastructure projects such as new jetties within an existing port would not normally be expected to 
have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Large scale infrastructure projects such as a large pontoon, new aquaculture proposals, construction of a jetty, 
or a tourist facility (for example, a marina) in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park may have a significant impact 
on the environment of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and should be referred to the minister.
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Expansion of an existing port which requires land reclamation or spoil disposal in a World Heritage property, 
a National Heritage place, in or adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, a Ramsar wetland or an area 
containing nationally listed threatened species or ecological communities, or which involves modifying an area 
of important habitat for a nationally listed migratory species, is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance. 

Construction of a new port in a Commonwealth marine area, in or adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park, a World Heritage property, or a National Heritage place is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance. 

Dredging of a new shipping channel through a World Heritage property, a National Heritage place, through or 
next to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, a Ramsar wetland, or an area containing nationally listed threatened 
species or ecological communities, or which involves modifying an area of important habitat for a nationally listed 
migratory species, is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. 

Dredging to maintain existing navigational channels would not normally be expected to have a significant impact 
on the environment where the activity is undertaken as part of normal operations and the disposal of spoil does 
not have a significant impact. 
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Expansion of an existing port which requires land reclamation or spoil disposal in a World Heritage property, 
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ABSTRACT
Climate change poses substantial risks to natural and human
systems and effective response is essential. Underwater
sculptures have been installed at multiple global locations to
restore damaged reefs, increase tourism and educate visitors.
There has been limited research that evaluates the
environmental, social, cultural and economic costs of impacts
such as cyclones and interventions such as underwater
sculptures. Thisresearch investigated the social acceptance of
underwater sculptures in Australia’s Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park. Following three months of planning and consultation, four
sculptures were temporarily deployed at several habitats to
facilitate action research on underwater sculptures and tourism.
Respondents were supportive of installing sculptures in subtidal
zones. The consultation and ‘proof of concept’ action research
informed environmental assessment processes for installing
permanent subtidal underwater sculptures. We report that tourist
satisfaction of coral reefs damaged by a cyclone was low and
following an intervention and installation of underwater
sculptures satisfaction was high.
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Introduction

The Great Barrier Reef (GBR) is approximately 350,000 km2 in size, stretches about
2,300 km along the Queensland coast, and is composed of more than 400 types of
coral, 10 percent of the world’s fish species, 2,900 individual reefs, and 900 islands.
The reef is listed as world heritage, has an economic asset value of $56 billion (Deloitte
Access Economics, 2017), supports 64,000 jobs (39,000 direct jobs) and contributes A$6.4
billion to the Australian economy. The majority of these jobs (59,000) come from
tourism activities generated within the GBR, with tourism contributing A$5.7 billion
in economic value and supporting the social fabric of adjacent local communities.

Coral reefs are particularly vulnerable ecological systems and their strong relationship
to tourism economies and local communities (Cater & Richardson, 2017; Garrod &
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Gössling, 2007; Le et al., 2019; Marshall et al., 2016) means that post disaster management
responses and longer-term strategies towards resilience are of considerable importance
(Crosweller & Tschakert, 2021). This was emphasised in March 2017, following
damage to the coral reef when severe ex-Tropical Cyclone (TC) Debbie made landfall
in the Whitsunday Region (TEQ, 2019). The impact of ex-TC Debbie on the region’s
environmental and socio-economic values highlighted the need for the coastal tourism
industry to become more resilient to these kinds of events and to develop strategies
that are able to respond quickly to them. Average coral cover in the Whitsundays
region declined from high in the 1990s to low in 2017 with an average loss of 55% attrib-
uted to Cyclone Debbie (AIMS, 2021; Williamson et al., 2019). Whitsunday Reef Recover
and Public Art Project aimed to ‘link existing tourism products and attractions with new
experiences involving marine public art installations combined with reef rehabilitation
projects’ (Reef Ecologic, 2019).

Within the marine context, researchers are increasingly recognising that sustainable
management of our oceans and reefs requires a better understanding and appreciation
of the emotional bond that people have with marine systems (van Putten et al., 2018;
Vergés et al., 2020). The deployment of underwater sculptures is a novel way of providing
a restorative response to vulnerable or damaged marine ecologies and maintaining or
enhancing marine tourism experiences (Brennan, 2018; Chambers & Baines, 2015;
Chan et al., 2012; Lemmin-Woolfrey, 2020; Meyers, 2017; Wang, 2020). Art installations
in Mexico, Spain, Maldives, the Caribbean, Indonesia, and Australia have demonstrated
that sculptures can perform the functions of an artificial reef that hosts marine species,
provide an alternative visitor site in the case of natural rehabilitation, and promote
environmental awareness and stewardship among visitors (deCaires Taylor, 2014;
Geiling, 2014; Picken, 2015, 2016; Smith et al., 2017).

Scholars, contributing to the broad field of environmental art, have identified, in these
sunken installations, a unique collaboration between nature and culture (art) in the pro-
duction of ecological solutions, and new ways of comprehending human agency and
activity within contemporary environmental realities (DeLoughrey, 2017; Meyers,
2018; Simão, 2018). Links have been drawn between the symbolism and messaging of
underwater sculptures and the anthropocene, in the spectacle of a living oceanic environ-
ment enfolding and ‘overtaking’ the statues in a triumph of restorative environmental
justice (Brennan, 2018; DeLoughrey, 2017; Picken, 2016; Wilkinson, 2015). As an exten-
sion of marine tourism activity, undersea art installations seek to diversify existing
natural attraction experiences, provide a substitute experience for pressured or
damaged natural environments, and form an appreciation and, ultimately, a relationship
of stewardship with oceanic ecologies. For adjacent coastal communities, they aim to
sustain visitation numbers in an ecologically sensitive way and provide relief in post-dis-
aster settings.

While the emphasis of art installations in marine environments is to reduce the
pressure on natural areas by extending the reach of substrata, marine-life and
tourism attraction, there are few studies that seek to evaluate, and therefore, support
this strategy with an evidence base (Franklin 2018). Most of the evidence supporting
the benefits to community and visitors rests upon personal experience and the objec-
tives embedded in vision statements rather than the testimonies of tourists and locals
who interact with them or scientists collecting research and monitoring information.

2 A. K. SMITH ET AL.
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What we do know from previous related studies is that shipwrecks are more successful
visitor attractions than substrata formed on the more functional basis of concrete slabs
or rubble (Leeworthy et al., 2006). We also know, from review sites like TripAdvisor,
that visitor experiences with underwater sculptures are rated highly but are also
highly influenced by turbidity and other oceanic variables; accessibility, and underwater
competencies like diving, swimming or snorkelling abilities; the presence of marine
wildlife and the compatibility of expectations (Santamaría Arroyo, 2016). Emerging
knowledge suggests that these kind of artificial marine attractions ought to be successful
attractions that are interesting in and of themselves and that they will be well received
by local residents, visitors and tourism managers (Polak & Shashar, 2012; Sutton &
Bushnell, 2007). More work is needed to understand the success of these ventures in
greater detail and in particular in terms of the effects on visitor attitudes, satisfaction
and behaviour (Pert et al., 2020). It is this gap in knowledge that stymies any reliable
assessment of these new sites of marine ecotourism. This paper begins to address
this problem by reporting the findings of the public consultation, tourism satisfaction
and survey process that evaluated resident and visitor attitudes towards underwater
sculptures associated with recovery from Tropical Cyclone Debbie in the Great
Barrier Reef in Australia.

Methodology: the Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art project

Framework

The framework for this action research project responds to the post-disaster landscape
wrought by cyclonic events in 2017 and to the call for positive interventions in restoring
this landscape by the tourism industry and government.

The study is primarily based on quantitative and secondary data collection methods.
The Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art Project was conducted over an 18 month
period involving planning, ecological research, social and cultural research on public art,
creation and installation of structures, permit assessments and community, stakeholder
and government consultation (Figure 1).

Consultation was conducted between May 2018 and April 2019 (12 months) for the
design of the Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art project. In response to govern-
mental and tourism stakeholders’ advice, a small-scale action research project was
designed that proposed the temporary installation of multiple sculptures at one location
to test the concept and undertake targeted social research.

Figure 1. The key elements of the Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art project with highlighted
(in grey) components of public art research, permit assessment, installation of underwater sculptures
and community and stakeholder consultation.

JOURNAL OF ECOTOURISM 3
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Satisfaction of tourists

To test if there was a change in satisfaction of tourists before and after the installation of
sculptures we compared historical research on tourism satisfaction from the GBR and
specific questions such as ‘The coral reefs in my region are in good condition’ from
2017 Social and Economic Long Term Monitoring Program (SELTMP) (Marshall &
Curnock, 2019) with the same question in our 2018 survey, and similar questions associ-
ated with coral reefs (The site had an abundance and diversity of healthy coral) and
underwater art (The underwater artwork contributed to an improved visitor experience
of the Great Barrier Reef).

Selection and installation of underwater art research

Four sculptures were selected by researchers and purchased from local artist Adriaan
Vanderlugt (Vanderlugt & Vanderlugt, 2020) because of their marine theme, cost,
materials, portability and availability (Table 1 and Figure 2).

The sculptures were installed at Langford Bird Reef (−20.086632°, 148.877676°),
Whitsundays, Queensland between 6 August and 14 November 2018 and moved on a
monthly basis between three habitats: land, intertidal and underwater (Table 2 and
Figure 3).

Public consultation

Between May 2018 and April 2019, we conducted formal and informal public consul-
tation on the design of the project, preferred locations, sculpture design and materials,
risks, costs and benefits. Between March and April 2019, a Public Information Package
(Reef Ecologic, 2019) containing information about the proposed Whitsunday Reef
Recovery and Public Art Project was widely circulated and communicated through
website, advertising, newspaper, social media and direct mail and phone calls to key sta-
keholders. Interested persons and stakeholders were encouraged to provide written
feedback.

A total of 580 separate consultation actions involving a total of 2,265 participants were
undertaken to obtain comments on the Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art
project. These consultation actions included presentations, meetings, field visits,
emails, phone calls and newsletters. All stakeholders and actions were recorded in a sta-
keholder consultation database.

Seven written submissions were received by the GBRMPA during the formal Public
Information Package process. A summary of the written submissions was provided to
the proponent and included five comments from North Queensland (Townsville and

Table 1. Details of Adriaan Vanderlugt’s sculptures installed at Langford Reef.
Sculpture name Dimensions (cm) Weight (kg) Materials

Boxfish (on stand) 61 × 134 × 65 70 Aluminum
Nudibranch 190 × 65 × 55 500 Limestone
Soldier crab 320 × 280 × 95 50 Aluminum and copper
Boxfish 45 × 64 × 48 200 Chillagoe marble

4 A. K. SMITH ET AL.
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Whitsundays) and two from abroad (USA and Netherlands). In general, no negative
comments were provided nor concerns raised about the proposed Whitsunday Reef
Recovery and Public Art project and there was a general appreciation for the high
level of consultation provided.

Social surveys

The target audience for surveys was residents and tourists in the Whitsunday region of
the Great Barrier Reef, Queensland. The survey was designed to answer three primary
questions: ‘Does underwater art enhance the visitor experience to the GBR?’, ‘What
sort of person appreciates underwater art?’ and ‘What is the preferred location, size
and number of underwater sculptures?’. Between August and November 2018, research-
ers conducted face-to-face and online surveys with tourists and residents in theWhitsun-
days Region.

The survey comprised a structured questionnaire with 10 questions regarding atti-
tudes towards underwater artwork displayed at Langford Bird Reef, using 10-point
scales ranging from 1 = very strongly disagree to 10 = very strongly agree. (Appendix
1) It also elicited demographic information, dive experience and existing environmental
interest. Finally, it invited respondents to report any additional thoughts or advice on the
topic range of the survey in an open-ended section at the end of the survey. Signage on

Figure 2. Adriaan Vanderlugt’s underwater art at Langford Reef: Boxfish (on stand), nudibranch,
soldier crab and boxfish.

Table 2. Dates of installation of sculptures at three habitats at Langford Bird Reef.
Location Start Finish # Days

Land 6/8/18 7/9/18 32
Intertidal 7/9/18 9/10/18 32
Underwater 9/10/18 14/11/18 35

JOURNAL OF ECOTOURISM 5
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the beach provided an explanation as to the purpose of the art installations and directed
visitors to online facilities to complete the surveys.

Permits and installation of permanent underwater sculptures

The action research and public consultation over a 12-month period were essential in the
environmental assessment process and permit decision. Permits were received on 10 July
2019 and four permanent underwater sculptures (6.5 × 6×2 m stainless steel Turtle
Dream, 3.85 × 0.6 × 2.7 m Aluminium Maori Wrasse, 6 × 2×1.7 × 0.3 m concrete
Migration of the Mantas and 3.8 × 3.8 × 1.2 m Aluminium Manta Ray) were installed
at three locations in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (Figure 4).

Results

Satisfaction of tourists

We compared historical surveys of a total of 935 tourists who responded to questions
between 2013 and 2017 about satisfaction with the condition of coral reefs (before
Cyclone Debbie) with tourists between 2018 and 2021 in the Whitsundays region of
the Great Barrier Reef. The majority of responses (833) were from 2017 and less than
50 responses from each of 2018, 2019 and 2021. The satisfaction of tourists was 3.85–
4.86 out of 10 for 2017–18 (before installation of underwater sculptures) and 8.10–
8.53 out of 10 for 2019–21 (Figure 5). Tourists rated the beauty under water (7.4–7.6)
lower than underwater art (7.86–7.95).

Figure 3. Locations of art installations at Langford Island on land, intertidal and underwater habitats.

6 A. K. SMITH ET AL.
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Figure 4. Four underwater sculptures, Turtle Dream, Maori Wrasse, Migration of the Mantas and
Manta Ray, were permanently installed in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.

Figure 5. Satisfaction of tourists on the condition of coral reefs in the Whitsundays region between
2013 and 2021.

JOURNAL OF ECOTOURISM 7
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Tourists views on benefits of underwater art

Four hundred and twenty survey responses were received with 23% of respondents from
the Whitsunday region, 37% of all respondents were Australian, and 63% were inter-
national visitors. Sixty per cent (265 respondents) were female and 40% (176 respon-
dents) were male. Respondents to the survey were skewed towards very experienced
divers (mean = 6.65) with 65% rating their level of experience (>5) and those who
were very interested in the environment (mean = 8.61) with 92% rating their level of
interest (>5).

A summary of the low, medium and high support of respondents to the ten survey
questions is in Figure 6.

Two hundred and ninety-nine (71.36%) respondents agreed (>5) that installing art at
damaged GBR sites is a good idea for assisting reef restoration and encouraging tourism
(Figure 7). Tourists had a higher level of agreement (mean = 6.23, SE = 0.09) with instal-
ling art sculptures at damaged GBR sites for tourism and reef restoration when compared
to locals (mean = 5.04, SE = 0.41), but qualified this with the requirement that the art
sculptures were only a good idea if they raised awareness about the GBR (mean = 8.48,
SE = 0.11). Residents rated this qualification as less important (mean = 6.56, SE =
0.42). Tourists were also more likely to visit an area on the GBR if it had art installations
(mean = 3.83, SE = 0.09) when compared to locals (mean = 3.31, SE = 0.35) (Figure 7).

Figure 6. Percentage of level of agreement/disagreement with statements (1–10 scale) where
responses 1–3 were low or rather they strongly disagree with the statement, responses 4–7 were
medium or respondents neither agreed or disagreed, and responses 8–10 were high or respondents
strongly agreed with the statements.

8 A. K. SMITH ET AL.
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Statistical analyses (t-tests) were performed to compare local versus all respondents’
views on underwater art. There was no significant difference between locals and all
respondents for Q1: Installing art sculptures at damaged Great Barrier Reef sites is a
good idea for assisting tourism and reef restoration (Figure 6, p-value 1.34961E-05).
There was a significant difference between locals and all respondents for Q6: Art installa-
tions in the GBR are only a good idea if they also raise awareness about the reef (Figure 7,
p-value 1.40173 E-09). There was also a significant difference between locals and all
respondents for Q8: I would be more likely to visit an area on the GBR if it had art instal-
lations (Figure 7, p-value 0.039788).

There was no significant difference between females and males in regards to Q1 (p-
value 0.217587 (not significant)), Q6 (p-value 0.097726 (not significant)) and Q8 (Q8.
p-value 0.423359 (not significant)).

Location, size and number of underwater sculptures

The preferred location for installations of the art was underwater. There was less support
for intertidal and beach installations (Figure 8). Both locals and tourists thought the best
place for art installations was underwater followed by the intertidal zone, then on the
beach. The preferred size of underwater art ranged from 1 to 10 m and averaged
2.25 m and the preferred number of underwater artworks ranged from 1 to 10 and aver-
aged 4.5.

Additional comments

One hundred and sixty people responded to the question ‘Do you have any other com-
ments on art installations or this project?’ Of these, one hundred and thirty-six respon-
dents (85%) provided positive comments such as ‘Fantastic’, ‘Great idea’, ‘it should help
coral growth’ and ‘art can be wonderful for raising awareness and providing habitat to sea

Figure 7. A comparison of local Whitsunday residents compared to all participants on survey ques-
tions associated with art installation in the Great Barrier Reef.
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creatures’. Twenty-four respondents (15%) provided negative comments such as ‘waste
of money’, and ‘any form of artificial structure detracts from the experience’.

Discussion

The study addressed the social acceptance of tourists to underwater sculptures in Austra-
lia’s Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. Results indicated that respondents were strongly
supportive of installing marine sculptures in subtidal zones. Tourist satisfaction of
coral reefs damaged by a cyclone was low and following an intervention and installation
of underwater sculptures satisfaction was high.

Underwater art installations cannot have immediate benefits for tourism, individuals,
communities and biodiversity devastated by cyclones and other crises (Robidoux &
Kovacs, 2018; Solis-Weiss et al., 2018), because of the 12 month plus timeframe for
project funding, consultation, environmental and social assessment and installation.
But beginning the process of consultation, co-design and action can restore indicators
such as tourism satisfaction (Bujniewicz, 2019; Padgett, 2015).

Bringing together the theory of crisis management, process of intervention and the
lessons learned and social benefits from this research we have collated Figure 9. This
figure indicates that the human recovery from the crisis was successful because of inter-
vention and it took 12 months for funding and 30 months to complete the intervention.
The environmental recovery is likely to be much longer, typically 5–10 years for coral
reefs (Vaughan, 2021). Figure 9 indicates three phases the community and related
tourism businesses pass through during this project: Crisis, Response and Recovery.
Of note is that the human recovery measured by tourism satisfaction was comparable
to baseline almost immediately the intervention of permanent sculptures was installed,
despite the damage and slow recovery of the natural coral reef.

Figure 8. Response to questions associated with preference for underwater, intertidal and beach
location of underwater art installations (+SE).

10 A. K. SMITH ET AL.
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Interventions

The rising incidence and consequences of natural disasters, global economic crises,
climate change, and socio-political upheavals have raised interest in resilience, particu-
larly in small economies. The small size and high tourism-dependency make the Whit-
sunday region vulnerable to such disruptions (Bangwayo-Skeete & Skeete, 2021). Within
the study area, there are numerous ecological interventions that have been trialled and
implemented in marine protected areas that benefit tourists, including coral reef restor-
ation, seaweed removal, Crown of Thorns Starfish removal, mangrove and seaweed
planting, removal of marine debris, cooling and shading of habitats and shark control
(GBRMPA, 2020). There are also numerous infrastructure and human interventions
including ports, dredged channels, marinas, pontoons, jetties, moorings, reef protection
markers, snorkel trails, Fish Attraction Devices (FAD’s) and artificial reefs (GBRMPA,
2020). Many of these interventions are well studied, socially acceptable and widely
adopted. Underwater sculptures are a growing global phenomenon but are still relatively
new and unknown by tourists, scientists and managers. This research on underwater art
as a potential positive intervention for tourism is novel in the Great Barrier Reef region.
Subsequently, there has been interest and support for other interventions, including
research and installation of The Museum of Underwater Art, Townsville (MOUA, 2021).

Social license

Although some have lamented that social license to operate is intangible (Thomson &
Boutilier, 2011), as with any social scientific concept, numerous measurement options
exist (Devine-Wright et al., 2017; Gehman et al., 2017). One perspective known as the
Overton Window is that ideas can be categorised through a continuum of unthinkable,

Figure 9. A timeline of the key stages in crisis management and a model of the human and environ-
mental responses associated with a tropical cyclone and underwater sculptures.
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radical, acceptable, sensible, popular and policy (Mackinac Center, 2021). The magnitude
of support for art installations in theWhitsundays was popular (76-85% in the pilot study
and 100% in public consultation), compared with several other social surveys on issues
relevant to the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and internationally. For example, seventy
percent of recreational fishers believed that rezoning the marine park was a good idea
(Sutton, 2008). Seventy-seven per cent of Australians are concerned about the impacts
of climate change on the GBR (Goldberg et al., 2016), while 65.1% of Australians
opposed or strongly opposed Indian mining company Adani building the new coal
mine in Queensland (Massola, 2018). Thus, the public support for underwater art of
between 76% and 100% support is greater than Australian concern about climate
change effects on the reef, rezoning the marine park, and opposition to coal mining.
In contrast, an underwater sculpture Coralarium was destroyed by the Maldivian govern-
ment because of ‘significant public sentiment’ against the artwork.

The majority (77%) of survey participants were tourists comprising 63% international
and 14% Australian visitors, with 23% of respondents from the Whitsunday region. The
results of the social survey of underwater art indicated very strong support by tourists for
the installation of underwater sculptures if they raise awareness about the reef, support
tourism and reef restoration. The social survey research, combined with the extensive
consultation activities over a 12-months period involving 580 events, 2,265 people and
formal public consultation under the Great Barrier Reef Mark Park permit process, indi-
cated that there has been strong support for the collaborative process and design of the
Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art project.

Resilience and tourism satisfaction

Measuring resilience or adaptive capacity to withstand shocks is important for several
reasons including social, environmental and economic values (Coghlan, 2012; Ince &
Bowen, 2011; Marshall & Curnock, 2019). There are many different methods to
measure satisfaction and we adopted SELTMP (Marshall & Curnock, 2019) based on his-
torical data availability and use by marine park managers. The mean satisfaction scores
for tourism on the Great Barrier Reef declined from 2003 by 50% in the Whitsundays
region in 2017–18 (Figure 5). This decline has been attributed to the impacts of
cyclone Debbie which destroyed coral habitats, reduced water visibility and the aesthetic
beauty of the underwater snorkelling locations. Other studies of diver satisfaction have
rated 4.88–9.0 (Uyarra et al., 2009) and 8.66 (Lucrezi et al., 2019) (scored out of 10).
The beauty of underwater scenery is characterised by three biological factors: diversity,
colour and water quality (Marshall et al., 2019) and rarely by manmade installations. Fol-
lowing, installation of underwater sculptures, tourism satisfaction of degraded reefs
increased to high levels, attributed to both natural factors and underwater sculptures.

Consultation and empowerment

Over the last decade, approaches to public consultation have ranged from short-term
programmes to meet the regulatory requirements to a longer-term focus on relationship
building and proactive risk management. Tourists responses to questions on different
sculpture themes, sizes and locations informed the purpose, design and location of
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future permanent installations. It was important to find that the preferred location for
sculptures was underwater compared to intertidal or land positions. The ideal size of
underwater art is 2 m (but comments were also received that bigger is better and that
they must have a ‘wow factor’). It is interesting to note that the ideal size of 2 metres
for underwater art was larger than the four sculptures installed. The ideal number of
sculptures was found to be between one and six artworks for the underwater region
under surveillance. These initial survey results were useful for designing the Whitsunday
Reef Recovery and Public Art project where five underwater sculptures, one intertidal
sculpture, and no sculptures on land were commissioned, permitted, and installed.

In contrast to the large number of social research surveys completed (446), consul-
tation activities (580), and people involved in consultation (2,265), only a small
number (seven) of written public comments were received during formal public consul-
tation under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act. This is despite extensive advertising
in newspapers, websites and on social media. One of the challenges for the tourism indus-
try and managers is to identify the most effective methods to consult stakeholders about
projects in a transparent, cost-effective and timely fashion. To put this project in context,
the researchers expended 12 months and significant time and resources (estimated at A
$200,000 or 20% of total project costs) on public consultation and engagement processes
prior to obtaining the relevant management agencies’ decision for the installation of
underwater sculptures. This metric reminds us of the saying ‘Good consultation costs
money, but poor consultation costs more’.

One of the positive benefits of the underwater sculptures was the consultation and
empowerment of aboriginal artists in the design and co-design of several sculptures and
the rediscovery of Traditional Owner language of the Ngaro people. The co-naming of the
artworks such as Turtle (Diwaia), Manta Ray (Munguna) was possible because of historical
research by Whitley (1936). Subsequently, the sculpture trail has been named the Whitsun-
days Ngaro Underwater Sculpture Trail to recognise these multiple heritages and empower
greater sections of the community. This is an important contribution to cultural and eco-
tourism and has created new products and business opportunities.

Future research

Underwater sculptures are a relatively recent intervention and there has been very limited
research on its multiple dimensions including politics, environmental sustainability,
broader tourism psychology, culture, economic, architecture and marine park manage-
ment. We have suggested broad research topics, advantages and disadvantages in
Table 3. We also focus in more detail on two future research and management areas: ter-
minology and annual monitoring.

Terminology
In order to understand the potential positive and negative outcomes, there is a need for
clarity around terminology. There are different views of terminology of ‘underwater art
\sculptures’ by artists, proponents, tourists and managers. Several terms have emerged
from different disciplines, including ‘sculptures’, ‘museums’, ‘artificial reefs’, ‘human-made
reefs (HMR)’, ‘anthropogenic reefs’, ‘underwater structures’ and ‘anthropogenic structures
at sea’, some of which may bias perceptions and assessment of HMR (Tickell et al., 2019).

JOURNAL OF ECOTOURISM 13



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

215

Underwater sculptures in Australia are described and assessed by some managers and reg-
ulators as ‘sea dumping’ and ‘modules’ (Australian Government, 2021) and\or ‘facilities’
or ‘artificial reef’ (GBRMPA, 2011). The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
(GBRMPA) considers artificial reefs to be any structure that people build or put in place
on the seafloor, in the water column or floating on the sea surface for the purpose of
either creating a new attraction for divers or to concentrate or attract plants and animals
for the purpose of fishing.

Annual monitoring
As part of the legislative approval, the GBRMPA requires annual research and monitor-
ing of tourists’ attitudes, motivations, and behaviours associated with visiting underwater
sculpture installations. Two annual monitoring surveys have been completed since instal-
lation (Cook et al., 2021; Smith et al., 2020). Research questions associated with monitor-
ing include aesthetics, accessibility, safety, education and tourism (e.g. ‘The underwater
sculptures contribute to an improved visitor experience in this part of the GBR’). The
responses to these questions will be important for future decisions on the appropriate-
ness of underwater art and whether to propose new underwater sculptures, or to
remove existing ones. One challenge is how to find a balance between scientists’ needs
for detailed social surveys of tourist views that are relevant to management agencies,
and simple, accessible reviews such as TripAdvisor. Recommended future management
action includes collaboration between government and stakeholders to develop a
common typology and purpose for underwater sculptures.

Conclusion

The tourism industry is highly exposed to numerous disruptions such as global economic
disturbances, COVID-19, extreme natural disasters, climate change, political and social
upheavals. Yet, the industry is the primary engine of economic growth in many small
island economies and the Great Barrier Reef. The resilience or adaptive capacity to with-
stand and respond to crisis is fundamental to their sustainable development,

Table 3. Recommended priorities for future research and management on underwater sculptures, and
potential advantages and disadvantages and lessons learned.

Advantages Disadvantages Whitsundays Lessons learned

Typology Common language and
management between
community and government

Legislation difficult
to change

$10,000 fee for Sea Dumping
application of ‘artificial reef’

Satisfaction Compare tourists satisfaction over
time and natural and underwater
art site

100% increase in satisfaction from low
to high

Stewardship Use, aesthetics, benefits, citizen
science, conservation

Not always easy to
measure.

Social survey, Trip Advisor

Operational Size, number and longevity of
underwater sculptures, number
of tourists, sustainability

Limits Moorings would make sculptures
easier to locate

Multidisciplinary
research

Link research objectives to
management

Involve environmental, social
scientists, traditional owners, citizen
scientists, engineers, artists
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Underwater sculptures can be interesting, transformational and a game changer for
the marine environment, tourists, businesses and towns that rely upon tourism
(Boldery, 2017; deCaires Taylor, 2014). Planning, designing, installing and managing
an underwater sculpture facility is a major project that requires considerable multi-dis-
ciplinary skills, partnerships and resources. There has been limited research regarding the
political, environmental, social, and cultural costs and benefits of underwater sculptures
anywhere in the world. This research addresses this lack of knowledge through the
implementation of the Whitsunday Reef Recovery and Public Art project, including
action research, perceptions and satisfaction of visitors and other stakeholders and a
detailed examination of the recovery and legislative process.

Social acceptance is a key but often unqualified factor in supporting innovative pro-
jects (Devine-Wright et al., 2017; GBRMPA, 2020) and a key part of successful sustain-
able tourism strategies. Innovative action based research combined with over 400 survey
responses associated with the installation of small scale, temporary underwater sculp-
tures in three habitats in the Whitsundays, combined with twelve months community
consultation and one-month formal consultation, quantified the strong support (76–
100%) of respondents for underwater art installations. This also offers some of the first
attitudinal surveys of visitors to the growing number of these novel marine attractions.

Underwater sculptures are likely to be a future attraction and source of knowledge
about marine life and the reef for tourists visiting the GBR that also works to assist and
restore the environment (Cook et al., 2019; Gocova, 2013; Reef Ecologic, 2019). People
seek new ways of experiencing and learning about the natural world and new ways are
sought to present this information (Day et al., 2014; Díaz et al., 2018; Dudzińska-Przes-
mitzki & Grenier, 2008; Ferit, 2017; Francis, 2018; Jacobson et al., 2016; Soren, 2009).
The challenge for proponents, stakeholders and decision makers faced with new ideas
such as underwater sculptures is to make collaborative decisions based on planning,
robust science, consultation, resources, risk and benefits (GBRMPA, 2020).
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Appendix 1. Brief social survey of attitudes toward art installations in the
GBR

In this survey we would like to gain insights into your attitudes and perceptions relating to art
installation in the Great Barrier Reef (GBR). Your name and details are not required, and you
do not need to answer every question. Your responses will enable us to develop better experiences
for people when visiting the GBR.

Could you please rate the following statements on a scale of 1–10, where 1 = very strongly dis-
agree and 10 = very strongly agree. Questions 9 & 10 circling the number that represents your
answer.

1. Installing sculptures at damaged Great Barrier Reef sites is a good idea to
assist tourism and reef restoration?

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

2. I think art installations should be interactive so that people can actively
touch, swim and engage

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

3. The best place for art installations is underwater 1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

4. The best place for art installations is on the beach 1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

5. The best place for art installations is in the intertidal zone (partly covered
at high tide)

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

6. Art installations in the GBR are only a good idea if they also raise
awareness about the Reef

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

7. Art installed in the GBR should be primarily an art experience and not
about the Reef

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

8. I would be more likely to visit an area on the GBR if it had art installations 1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

20 A. K. SMITH ET AL.
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9. The ideal size for art installations in metres (largest dimension) is: 1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

10. The ideal number of artworks at each site is: 1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4
- - - 5 -

- 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9
- - - 10

A bit about you

1. What is your nationality?
2. What is your postcode, if you live in Australia?
3. In what year were you born?
4. Are you: male / female / non-binary
5. How would you rate your level of experience with snorkelling/diving on a scale of 1–10 where

1 = not at all experienced, and 10 = very experienced?

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4 - - - 5 - - 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9 - - - 10

6. How would you rate your level of environmental interest on a scale of 1–10 where 1 = not at all
interested, and 10 = very interested?

1 - - - 2 - - - 3 - - - 4 - - - 5 - - 6 - - - 7 - - - 8 - - - 9 - - - 10

Do you have any other comments on art installations or this project?
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Facebook in the last 12 months (from Jan 27, 2021 to Jan 26, 2022)

Pages likes has grown 7% to 6,446 (representing 435 new page likes)

Total organic reach 196,885 

Total organic impressions 244,932 

Instagram: (can only go back 90 days on Instagram insights)

Followers increased by 5% to 7,243 (representing 320 new followers)

Engaged accounts +73% to 1,154 accounts (973 of those followers, 181 non-followers)

Content interactions +66.7% t0 3,011 interactions (i.e. likes, comments, saves and shares)

Key Statistics

 

SOCIAL MEDIA

Museum Of Underwater Art Limited

ABN: 30 624 327 224 info@moua.com.au
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CCoonntteexxtt  
 

Goals and Objectives 
 

The survey was undertaken by Tourism Magnetic Island in partnership with the Townsville City Council 
in order to encourage and include Magnetic Island resident input into a variety of tourism and 
community planning activities.  The survey questionnaire was designed, administered and analysed 
by Drs Moscardo and Murphy from James Cook University. 

 

Key Features of Contemporary Tourism Governance 
 

In the last decade there has been a major shift in approaches to tourism planning away from a focus 
on identifying destination resources and the needs of tourism businesses to emphasizing destination 
residents and their wellbeing or quality of life. The future of tourism increasingly includes stakeholder 
engagement, community-shared values and a keen focus on what and how the industry contributes 
to the life of locals. This Magnetic Island resident survey reflects this new approach to tourism 
planning which places destination resident needs and aspirations at the centre of the planning 
process. 

This approach is also relevant to the current COVID situation which has demonstrated the need for 
tourism marketers to rethink their approaches to markets and to re-examine their reliance on markets 
from more distant source regions.  The key lesson from COVOD is that destination marketing needs to 
start with local and regional residents as their first and core market and consider tourists from more 
distant locations as high risk bonus target markets only.  
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TThhee  MMaaggnneettiicc  IIssllaanndd  RReessiiddeenntt  SSuurrvveeyy  
 

When asked how residents would like to be more engaged in tourism decisions, one respondent 
summed it by stating: 

“More questionnaires like this and the knowledge that our input is being recorded” 

Key Points 
 419 Magnetic Island residents completed the survey 
 Demographic profile matches ABS details 
 Good spread of ages, length of residence and occupations  

 
Implications for Tourism Planning 
 Sound data that we can be confidently use 
 Represents a diverse range of residents 
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The survey was distributed as an online 
questionnaire.  Posters were placed in public 
locations displaying the QR code for the online 
questionnaire. The survey link was also 
distributed via electronic newsletter 
communications and on various community 
websites.  Hard copies were also made 
available from a number of commercial 
businesses and transport hubs on Magnetic 
Island. Appendix A contains a copy of the 
questionnaire. 

 

Who Answered the Survey?  
 

A total of 456 people completed the survey, 
with 37 excluded from most questions as they 
were holiday makers. The remaining 419 
included 51 non-resident property owners.  
Respondents were more likely to be women 
(66%) but this is not surprising as mostly we 
would expect one person in each family or 
household to complete the survey and that is 
generally a task taken up by women.  This is a 
very good sample as there are approximately 
1000 resident households on Magnetic Island 
according to the ABS (2019). 

  

More than one third of the residents (37%) had 
lived on MI for 10 years or more, with another 
35% having lived there for between 1 and 10 
years (see Figure 1).  

There was a good distribution across the age 
ranges (see Figure 2) and the median age was 
54 years, the same as listed by the ABS (2019). 

 There was also a good distribution across 
different employment categories with 16% 
saying they work in tourism, 20% saying they 
work in an area which benefits from tourism, 
20% were retired, 27% work in other areas and 
the rest are unemployed or students (see 
Figure 3). 

 

  

I work in 
tourism, 

16%

I work in 
an area 
which 

benefits 
from 

tourism, 
20%

I work in another area, 27%

Retired, 
20%

Student, 
unemployed, 

other, 17%

Figure 3: Employment Status
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9%

12%

4%

4%

18%

17%

37%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

I am here on holidays

I am a non- resident property
owner

 less than 6 months

 6 month to less than 12
months

 1 year to less than 5 years

5 years to less than 10 years

10 years or more

Figure 1: Length of residence on 
Magnetic Island



234

Community Consultation Response Report

7 
 

HHooww  DDoo  RReessiiddeennttss  FFeeeell  AAbboouutt  LLiivviinngg  oonn  MMaaggnneettiicc  IIssllaanndd??  
 

According to a typical resident respondent: 

“I love the island very much but I feel sad for the natural values we have lost” 

Key Points 
 Majority love living on Magnetic Island and have specifically chosen to live there 
 Key features that contribute to their Quality of Life are the pristine and unique natural 

environment (especially the beaches, bays and ocean), small friendly supportive 
community, the relaxed peaceful laidback lifestyle (especially the lack of development, 
crowds and commercialisation). 

 Five areas relevant to government policy makers that are important to residents are a 
safe and reliable road network, access to health services, public spaces for leisure and 
recreation, safe and reliable public transport and support for National Park management. 
 

Implications for Tourism Planning 
 Magnetic Island residents have a strong sense of community and ownership and so are 

likely to care much more than many other destination communities about tourism 
development. 

 Roads, health services, public transport, public recreation spaces and National Park 
management all need to be supported, protected or enhanced by tourism. Any tourism 
activity that contributes to these in a positive way is going be seen as desirable by the 
residents and tourism activity that is seen as threatening to these will be opposed. 
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Nearly three quarters (73%) of the 
respondents state that they love living on MI, 
and that they couldn’t think of anywhere else 
they’d rather live.  A further 21% enjoy living 
on MI but they can think of other comparable 
options.  Less than 1% (2 people) would prefer 
to live somewhere else. 

When asked to list three things that are special 
about living on Magnetic Island and that 
contribute in a positive way to their Quality of 
Life, respondents overwhelmingly nominated 
the pristine, natural environment,  the 
laidback, relaxed uncrowded lifestyle and the 
small supportive and friendly community as 
the most important features of life on 
Magnetic Island.  Table 1 provides more 
details. 

Table 1: Three things that are special about 
living on Magnetic Island and contribute 

positively to my quality of life. 

Theme Total % 
Natural Environment  in total 

- Nature in general 
- Beaches/bays/ocean 
- Birds/wildlife 
- Unique scenery/landscape 
- National park specifically 

mentioned 
 

47% 
(16%) 
(16%) 
(7%) 
(5%) 
(3%) 

Relaxed/peaceful/laidback 
lifestyle 

- Lifestyle in general 
- Low density, limited 

development, not too 
commercial specifically 
mentioned 

 
 

21% 
(15%) 
(6%) 

Small/cohesive/friendly 
community 

17% 

Opportunities for outdoor 
recreation 

6% 

Clean/pollution free/eco-
sustainable 

3% 

Safe 3% 
Good services and infrastructure 3% 

Note: Respondents were asked to give three things for a total 
of 1017 responses overall 

People were asked to rank ten specific items 
(chosen because of their relevance to 
government policy makers) in terms of how 
important these are to their Quality of Life on 

Magnetic Island (see Table 2).  Nearly everyone 
in the sample listed at least one of the top five 
items (roads, medical services, transport, 
public leisure and recreation spaces, and 
National Park Management) in their personal 
top three priorities. One-third included at least 
two of the top three items (roads, medical 
services and transport) in their personal top 
three.  Appendix B provides more details on 
responses to this question. 

Table 2: Ranking of ten items on how 
important each are to maintaining or 

enhancing the quality of life of residents of 
Magnetic Island 

Overall 
Rank 

Item Mean 
Rank 

1 Safe and reliable road 
network 

3.54 

2 Access to medical and 
health services 

3.57 

3 Public spaces for leisure 
and recreation 

4.17 

4 Safe and reliable public 
transport 

4.42 

5 Adequate support for 
management of national 
park 

4.83 

   
6 Opportunities for 

employment 
5.86 

7 Access to schools and 
educational 
opportunities 

6.03 

8 Support for efforts to 
develop opportunities for 
arts and cultural 
activities 

7.36 

9 Support for efforts to 
increase awareness of 
indigenous culture 

7.64 

10 Support for efforts to 
develop and attract 
festivals and events 

7.57 

Note of caution - people are saying these things are 
important for their current Quality of Life, this 
question alone doesn’t tell us if respondents 
believe these items are currently lacking or a 
problem.  These items are important and it is 
possible that respondents believe that current 
conditions of these items are fine.   
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PPeerrcceeiivveedd  TToouurriissmm  IImmppaaccttss  oonn  MMoosstt  IImmppoorrttaanntt  AAssppeeccttss  ooff  QQuuaalliittyy  ooff  
LLiiffee  

One resident summed up views of tourism noting the main positive and negative 
impacts: 

If [tourism generated] resources were put into road improvement, sustainable 
transport options (eg electric and hybrid vehicles, safe walking tracks on roads). 
Promote MI as Clean and Green holiday destination. Reduce motor vehicles by 

increasing reliable public transport. 

Key Points 

 Magnetic Island residents are overall generally positive about tourism impacts on the five 
most important aspects of their quality of life (roads, health services, public transport, 
public leisure and recreation spaces and National Park management) and see possibilities 
for tourism having a positive impact on these things – especially if tourists can be shifted 
more towards public transport and there are opportunities for tourism to provide direct 
and indirect financial support for maintenance and increase of these key services and 
facilities 

 Although the respondents overall were positive about tourism there are clear concerns 
about pressure from tourists on facilities and infrastructure 

 Major concerns about negative tourism impacts on these five areas are crowding, damage 
and pollution 

 Comments make it clear that road repair is a major issue of concern and residents have a 
clear preference for limiting tourist traffic by expanding pedestrian options away from the 
main roads and by expanding a shuttle bus system rather than increasing the number of 
rental vehicles 

Implications for Tourism Planning 
 Any tourism planning needs to be very clear on how increased tourism will be used to 

leverage greater support for maintaining and improving facilities and infrastructure 
 It is clear that residents recognise the importance of tourism and its potential positive 

contributions, but they want tourism to be environmentally and socially responsible 
 Developing more pedestrian and cycle paths, and shifting tourists into a shuttle bus 

system, are desired features of future tourism developments 
 Need to think about ways to avoid or manage crowding hotspots and/or peak times 
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The respondents were generally positive about tourism recognising that increasing visitor numbers 
offers direct economic opportunities for local residents and businesses and indirectly supports the 
extension and maintenance of facilities and services, “Everyone's life. No tourists, no work, no services. 
That's how I see it. It is all connected”. They did however, note that crowding and increased use caused 
damage to these same services and facilities, “Can lead to better facilities for everyone, but also can 
make areas noisy, crowded and negative environmental impacts”. 

  

Table 3: Perceived Tourism Impacts on Top 5 Items Important for Resident Quality of Life 

Quality of Life Item Type of Impact % Reasons for Impact 
 
 
 

Safe & reliable road network 

Negative 35% Extra vehicles cause damage & inconvenience, 
tourists don’t obey rules 

No Impact 10%  
Maintains it 12%  
Improves it 14% Increase pressure to improve roads 
Could improve it 29% Increases pressure for more public transport, 

especially shuttles to decrease traffic 
 

 
 

Access to medical & health 
services 

Negative 5% Pressure on services at peak tourism times 
No Impact 12%  
Maintains it 31%  
Improves it 15% Increased users supports increased services made 

available for all Could improve it 37% 
   

 
 

Public spaces for leisure and 
recreation 

Negative 23% Tourists create crowding, leave rubbish, damage 
environment and some behave badly 

No Impact 0%  
Maintains it 23%  
Improves it 23% Tourism supports Island economy and indirectly 

supports maintenance Could improve it 31% 
    
 

Safe & reliable public transport 
Negative 13% Tourists crowd buses at peak times 
No Impact 13%  
Maintains it 19%  
Improves it 13% Increased support for public transport, especially 

a shift to more frequent smaller shuttle buses Could improve it 44% 
    
 

Adequate support for National 
Park Management 

Negative 30% Tourists create crowds, rubbish and 
environmental damage 

No Impact 0%  
Maintains it 26%  
Improves it 
Could improve it 

8% 
36% 

Tourism supports Island economy and indirectly 
supports maintenance of National Park support 
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SSppeecciiffiicc  VViieewwss  ooff  MMaaggnneettiicc  IIssllaanndd  TToouurriissmm  FFuuttuurreess  
 

How one resident summed it up:  

“MI should be an ecotourism location. It could be a model community where solar 
power and sustainable water solutions are highlighted. Tourism developments 

should put environmental management in the forefront. The Island should 
provide a clean, safe and sustainable holiday option for families where a slower 

way of life and less consumerism are promoted.” 

 

Key Points 
 Majority (87%)  are happy with tourism on MI but 20% want no more growth and 28% 

want further growth to focus on different styles of development 
 There is a clear preference for overnight visitors using holiday houses and apartments 

rather than resorts and a clear preference for local and domestic tourists.   
Implications for Tourism Planning 
 Magnetic Island residents are supportive of tourism but again they want tourism 

developments to be low key/small scale, eco or environmentally responsible, more family 
focussed, and that contributes directly to expansion and maintenance of roads, walking 
trails and facilities in recreational spaces. 

 A focus on developing local and domestic markets is a clear preference 
 There is evidence of a willingness to focus on attracting mature international markets as 

opposed to more young international backpackers 
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Magnetic Island residents fall into three groups  

 those who are happy with the way 
tourism is developing and want to see 
it continue to grow  (39%) 

 those who are happy with the way 
tourism has developed but don’t want 
to see it grow anymore (20%) 

 those who want more growth but with 
a different style of development (28%) 

Only 5% want less tourism. 

A further 8% responded with the “Other” 
option and their written comments were 
primarily concerned with:  

 tourism and the risk of COVID 19 
infection, “the threat of COVID 19 is 
real, more tourism = more risk and we 
should not be trying to attract tourists 
right now”; 

 the need to specifically avoid large 
resort style options, “Tourists are 
great, but we can’t have the island as 
just another tourist hole like Hamilton 
Island, etc”; and 

 the need to address current 
infrastructure problems before 
thinking about any further tourism 
development, “I am happy to see 
tourism grow but would like to see it 
matched by better supporting 
infrastructure” “The infrastructure we 
have now barely caters for the 
residents much less encouraging more 
tourism”. 

 

Source: TEL 

 

Source: TEL 

The 28% who want a different style of 
development consistently described options 
that: 

 Were low key/small scale, eco or 
environmentally responsible. “growth 
that is sustainable over the long term 
(environmentally and economically). 
Investment in sustainable 
development options with more cycle 
paths and less cars” (51% of this group 
of respondents); 

 Contributed to and were based on a 
completed network of walking trails, “I 
would love to see a walk constructed to 
the five bays (west of horseshoe) which 
would link up to the existing tracks to 
Balding and Radical Bay.  If these were 
all linked this would be a unique 
coastal walk that would attract nature 
loving tourists” (23%); 

 Contributed to improved recreational 
facilities for locals “well managed 
tourism with good supporting 
infrastructure that can benefit locals” 
(20%); 

 Were more family focussed, “more 
ecotourism, bike riding, hiking, 
camping, family activities and 
education” (18%); and 

 That encouraged road maintenance 
and greater use of smaller buses in a 
more extensive public transport 
system, “need smaller and more 
frequent buses”, ”we need fewer cars 
reducing the impact on the roads” 
(16%). 



240

Community Consultation Response Report

13 
 

 

These general views on tourism are consistent 
with responses to the question about the 
desirability of different types of tourists.  There 
is a clear preference for overnight visitors using 
holiday houses and apartments and a clear 
preference for local and domestic tourists.   

 

Table 4: Perspectives on Different Types of 
Future Tourists 

Types of Tourists Don’t 
know/ 
no 
opinion 

More Same Fewer 

Overnight, short 
stay TSV 
residents 

4% 63% 29% 4% 

Domestic holiday 
house tourists 

4% 57% 33% 6% 

Domestic resort 
tourists 

4% 55% 30% 11% 

TSV resident day 
trippers 

7% 52% 36% 5% 

International 
tourists (not 
backpackers) 

4% 45% 39% 12% 

Other 45% 34% 14% 7% 
International 
backpackers 

5% 29% 46% 21% 

 

Those who suggested other types of tourists 
identified four main groups;  

 Niche or specialist groups focused on 
environmental activities (22% of 
responses), 

 Families (13%), 
 Grey nomads or older retired self-drive 

Australians (13%), and  
 Educational groups (13%) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: TEL
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RReessiiddeenntt  PPeerrcceeppttiioonnss  ooff  TToouurriissmm  DDeecciissiioonn  MMaakkiinngg  

Respondents say: 

“Our community needs to be asked a lot more about the future of our island.” 

Key Points 
 Being involved in tourism decisions is very (28%) or extremely (42%) important to the 

majority of the respondents. 
 Most are satisfied with their current ability to influence tourism decisions but nearly one 

quarter are not and they generally want more transparency and opportunity to provide 
input  

 
Implications for Tourism Planning 
 Any tourism planning needs to find ways to continue and expand engagement with local 

residents in a meaningful way – it would be desirable to develop a specific community 
engagement plan as an ongoing element of any tourism planning process  

 Responsibility for specific actions need to be made very clear in any tourism proposals 
 The results of the present survey should be made as widely available as possible 

 

 

 

42%

28%

26%

3%

1%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Extremely Important

Very Important

Moderately Important

Slightly Important

Not at all Important

Figure 4: How important is  the opportunity to contribute to decisions 
about the future of tourism on Magnetic Island?

11%
31%

35%
16%

8%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Extremely satisfied
Somewhat satisfied

Neither
Somewhat dissatisfied
Extremely dissatisfied

Figure 5: How satisfied are you with the opportunities currently 
available for you to contribute to decisions about the future of 

tourism on Magnetic Island?
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Not surprisingly a large majority (70%) of 
respondents stated that the opportunity to 
contribute to decisions about the future of 
tourism on Magnetic Island was very or 
extremely important to them (see Figure 4). 

Overall more respondent are satisfied (42%) 
than dissatisfied (24%) with the current 
opportunities to contribute to tourism 
decisions, but nearly one-quarter would like 
more opportunities to have some involvement 
in tourism decision making. 

Themes that emerged in suggestions for how 
to improve resident opportunities for 
contributing to tourism decision making 
included; 

 Support for surveys like this one but 
only if the results are made public and 
it is clear how they are used (27% of 
respondents) 

 More community meetings, possibly 
more informal and social in nature 
(16%) 

 More consultation in general (15%) 
 More formal and informal connections 

between TMI and other groups and 
committees on Magnetic Island (12%) 

 Opportunities for input in multiple 
media and in multiple locations (12%) 

 More direct engagement and interest 
from City Council (8%) 

 Concerns about proposals made in the 
past that were supported but then not 
implemented (4%) 

These responses are consistent with 
contemporary approaches to public/resident 
engagement in community planning which 
emphasize the need for transparent, multi-
media based, and continuous consultation 
which includes both social and community 
capacity building components (see Moscardo, 
2019 for more detail). 
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SSppeecciiffiicc  HHiigghhlliigghhttss  aanndd  SSuuggggeessttiioonnss  ffoorr  MMaaggnneettiicc  IIssllaanndd  LLooccaattiioonnss  
 

How residents summed it up:  

“No more development”, “Maintain the village atmosphere. Encourage more 
shops and more seating. Maintain the unique trees”, “Keep it nature based, 

ensure plenty of shade” 

 

Key Points 
 Residents identified attractions specific to each location, as well as a common theme of 

low key, unspoiled nature as a key attraction for Magnetic Island as a whole.  
 Suggestions for improvements were focussed on road repair, enhancing and extending 

walkways and cycle paths, controlling and limiting tourism development, increasing 
environmental management and upgrading and extension of public facilities, especially in 
public recreation spaces. 

 
Implications for Tourism Planning 
 The answers to these questions further reinforced the desire for tourism developments to 

be low key/small scale, eco or environmentally responsible, more family focussed, and 
that contributes directly to expansion and maintenance of roads, walking trails and 
facilities in recreational spaces. 

 Planning should consider the major bays as distinct precincts - with Nelly Bay the service 
hub, Picnic Bay the quieter family friendly precinct, Arcadia linked to safe swimming and 
unique Magnetic Island social activities, and Horseshoe Bay a centre for water sports and 
dining. 
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Respondents were asked to list the top 
attraction/activities in different Magnetic 
Island areas for their desirable type of tourist.  
The following are the most common responses 
for the five areas included. Please note most 
respondents gave at least 2 items. The relaxed, 
low key lifestyle and absence of traditional 
coastal resort style development, the walking 
trails, and the wildlife were noted as a key 
attractions.  It was also evident that each of the 
major bays were associated with a different 
style - with Nelly Bay the service hub, Picnic 
Bay the quieter family friendly precinct, 
Arcadia linked to safe swimming and unique 
Magnetic Island social activities, and 
Horseshoe Bay a centre for water sports and 
dining. 

 

Top Attractions 
Nelly Bay 

 Restaurants/dining (38% of 
respondents) 

 Shops/services (27%) 
 Access to walking tracks/trails (24%) 

Picnic Bay 

 Jetty (60% of respondents) 
 Beach/foreshore/swimming enclosure 

(34%) 
 Dining (28%) 

Arcadia 

 Alma Bay/safe swimming (52% of 
respondents) 

 Walks/Gabul Way (23%) 
 Rock wallabies (22%) 
 Pub and its activities including toad 

races and bingo (22%) 

Horseshoe Bay 

 Watersport opportunities (53% of 
respondents) 

 Restaurants/dining (42%) 
 Beach/swimming enclosure (38%) 
 Walks in the area including Butterfly 

walk (26%) 

Other Locations 

 Forts Walk (26% of respondents) 
 Walks in general (20%) 
 Unspoiled, uncrowded, undeveloped, 

pristine, secluded nature of Magnetic 
Island as a whole (19%) 

 West Point (17%) 
 Arthur Bay (15%) 
 Florence Bay (15%) 
 Radical Bay (15%) 

 

They were then asked for suggested 
improvements for each location. Again 
respondents often made more than 
suggestion. Once again comments reflect the 
consistent theme of wanting tourism to 
contribute facilities and services for local 
residents and for limited, controlled, low key, 
ecologically responsible tourism development. 
A desire to encourage tourists to walk, cycle or 
use public transport to ease pressures on road 
systems was also clear in the suggested 
improvements. 

Suggested Improvements 
Nelly Bay 

 Fill in/fix/remove “the hole” and other 
abandoned development in and near 
ferry terminal (22% of respondents) 

 Increase /reorganise car parking for 
ferry terminal (14%) 

 Beautify gardens in and around ferry 
terminal and marina (12%) 

 Increase shops/dining/nightlife 
options (12%) 

 Improve walkways to other bays with 
upgraded footpaths, more shade and 
lighting (10%) 

 Address beach erosion (6%) 
 Improve information signage (6%) 

Picnic Bay 

 More shops/dining (29% of 
respondents) 

 Clean up/remove/finish abandoned 
construction (23%) 
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 Improve pedestrian walkways (9%) 
 No more development/leave as 

is/keep low key and quiet (9%) 
 Improve the jetty (5%) 

Arcadia 

 No more development/leave as is 
(15% of respondents) 

 Improve walking tracks with up graded 
footpaths and signage (15%) 

 Improve management and protection 
of snorkel trail/coral reefs (11%) 

 More shops/dining (11%) 

Horseshoe Bay 

 Improve/increase parking (22% of 
respondents) 

 Improve pedestrian walkways and 
cycle paths (13%) 

 Improve beach restoration and 
environmental management (11%) 

 No more or less development (11%) 

Other Locations 

 Improve road access to 
Arthur/Florence/Radical Bays (31% of 
respondents) 

o 10% want access improved but 
they did not specific what type 
of access 

o 8% do not want road access 
they specifically want access 
restricted to walkers/cyclists 
or boats only 

 Connect and improve walking trails 
(15%) 

 Nothing/no further development/ 
keep low key and natural (12%) 

 More toilets/bins in high use areas 
(8%) 

 Repair roads in general (8%) 

 

 

 

 

Some suggestions were repeated across all five 
questions and while they may not appear to be 
that important within each location, their 
repeated inclusion suggests that they are 
important for Magnetic Island overall.  
Suggestions repeated across all locations 
included: 

 Improve and complete walking 
trails/paths/tracks (47% of 
respondents) 

 Increased use of bicycle/bicycle 
hire/bicycle path creation (26%) 

 Signage (13%) 
 Dog park/dog control (11%) 
 Public swimming pool/waterpark (8%) 
 Smaller or shuttle buses/public 

transport improvements (8%) 
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OOtthheerr  CCoommmmeennttss  TThhaatt  EEmmeerrggeedd  ffrroomm  tthhee  OOppeenn--EEnnddeedd  OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess    
 

Summarised by one respondent: 

Australia and the world is in need of more models of sustainable living and 
development.  Magnetic Island is a unique location with a strong community base 

that wants to support its future growth but in a manner sensitive to the 
environment, cultural history and sustainable lifestyles for its residents. 

 

Key Points 
 Unusually, nearly all respondents made additional comments in spaces provided to 

explain “other” answers, as well as in the actual open-ended questions offering a rich and 
detailed set of ideas and concerns 

 These could be summarised into four main themes;  
– those stressing the importance of low key responsible tourism as highlighted in 

other sections,  
– those broadly positive about tourism,  
– those with concerns about achieving the right level and types of tourism 

development, and  
– those suggesting specific tourism development options 

 
Implications for Tourism Planning 
 Resident views on tourism futures are clear and consistent and while they are generally 

supportive of tourism, they want a very specific and controlled approach 
 There is clear support for further development of walking/trekking style experiences, boat 

or vessel based ecotourism/educational tourism, and attention to be paid to the transport 
system to discourage tourist use of cars 
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Question 6 asked people to provide further 
details on why they felt that future tourism on 
Magnetic Island should be more, the same, less 
and/or different to the present.  This 
generated a lot of detailed information on 
resident perspectives on tourism.  In addition, 
many respondents used the open-ended 
spaces provided for “other” categories to also 
offer comments about tourism in general 
rather than just explaining why they had 
chosen the “other” category.  This is unusual in 
this type of community survey where such 
spaces are most often left blank and 
demonstrates that tourism is an area of major 
of interest for the respondents, who have very 
clear and detailed views on how it should be 
managed. 

The comments fall into four main categories:  

 Statements highlighting the importance of 
the type of low key, small scale, domestic, 
family friendly responsible tourism that 
was stressed in almost every set of 
answers throughout the survey (85% of all 
respondents); 

 Those broadly positive about tourism and 
its importance of the local economy and 
support for services and facilities (28%); 

 Those with concerns about current levels 
and types of tourism focussed mainly 

o on crowding and excessive use of 
facilities and infrastructure (29%), 

o with a particular focus on cars and 
roads (45%); and 

 Very specific suggestions for tourism 
development options 

o Walking trails and trekking based 
activities (85%) 

o Eco/ educational tours, especially 
delivered by boat or walking (39%) 

o Limits on cars and a shift to smaller 
shuttle buses (29%) 

o Public swimming pool/waterpark 
(11%). 
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AAppppeennddiicceess  
 
Appendix A: Questionnaire 
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Appendix B: Ranking of Items Important for Quality of Life 
 

Statement 

(1=Most important to 10=Least Important) 

Average Median % placing 
in their 
top 3 

% placing 
in their 

bottom 3 

Safe and reliable road network 3.5 3.0 63% 11% 

Access to medical and health services 3.6 3.0 58% 9% 

Public spaces for leisure and recreation 4.2 4.0 39% 8% 

Safe and reliable public transport 4.4 4.0 42% 10% 

Adequate support for management of national park 4.8 5.0 29% 14% 

Opportunities for employment 5.9 6.0 21% 29% 

Access to schools and educational opportunities 6.0 6.0 20% 30% 

Support for efforts to develop opportunities for arts 
and cultural activities 

7.4 8.0 9% 59% 

Support for efforts to increase awareness of 
indigenous culture 

7.6 8.0 10% 67% 

Support for efforts to develop and attract festivals 
and events 

7.6 8.0 9% 60% 
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Page 1 of 10 • ESR/2015/1631 • Version 2.00 • Effective: 07 NOV 2016 ABN 46 640 294 485

Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011

Decision to amend a general approval of a resource—
Coal Combustion Products

This Notice is issued by the chief executive to advise of a decision made under section 172 of the Waste Reduction and
Recycling Act 2011 (WRR Act) to amend a general approval for a resource for beneficial use.

This notice amends and replaces general approval referenced ENBU01043609 issued on 12 June 2014 and is
a general approval of coal combustion products as a resource of which everyone has the benefit where they are
able to meet the conditions imposed on the approval. This approval is subject to the following conditions
imposed in accordance with s. 166 of the WRR Act and remains in force until 31 December 2018 (the period of
the approval).

The granting of this approval does not warrant or imply the lawfulness of the activity under all legislation, or that
approvals necessary under other legislation have or will be approved. It is the responsibility of each person
operating under this approval to identify and obtain all other approvals necessary for the proposed activity.

The granting of this approval also does not remove the obligation to take all reasonable and practicable
measures to prevent and/or to minimise the likelihood of environmental harm being caused (the ‘general
environmental duty’ in accordance with s. 319 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act)).

Environmental harm is any adverse effect, or potential adverse effect (whether temporary or permanent and of
whatever magnitude, duration or frequency) on an environmental value, and includes environmental nuisance. It
also does not remove the obligation to comply with the notification provisions contained in the EP Act where an
event causes or threatens to cause serious or material environmental harm.

Advice about this general approval

Persons wishing to use the resource under this general approval must comply with the approval conditions. Any
resource that is not used as stated in the conditions of this approval is considered a waste and must be
managed in accordance with the Environmental Protection Act 1994 and Waste Reduction and Recycling Act
2011, and their subordinate legislation.

This general approval is limited to the State of Queensland. Waste transport and tracking requirements must be
complied with, if transporting the material outside of Queensland. Any use of coal combustion products outside
of Queensland must be conducted in accordance with the law of the relevant jurisdiction.

Failure to comply with a condition of this approval is an offence carrying a maximum penalty of 1665 penalty
units for an individual, and 8325 penalty units for a corporation.
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Notice
Decision to Approve an Application for a Specific Approval of a Resource

Page 2 of 10 • ESR/2015/1631 • Version 2.00 • Effective: 07 NOV 2016 Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

Approved by:
Chris Hill
Director, Industry and Development
Delegate of the chief executive
Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011
Date: 28 October 2016

Enquiries:
Permit and Licence Management
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection
Ph: 13 QGOV (13 74 68)
Fax: (07) 3896 3342
Email: palm@ehp.qld.gov.au
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CONDITIONS

Contents
Contents .............................................................................................................................................3
Section 1—General conditions .........................................................................................................4
Section 2—Additional conditions for generators ............................................................................6
Section 3—Additional conditions for transporters..........................................................................7
Section 4—Additional conditions for suppliers...............................................................................8
Section 5—Additional conditions for users .....................................................................................8
Section 6—Definitions.......................................................................................................................9



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

259

General Approval Number ENBU01043609

Page 4 of 10 • ESR/2015/1631 • Version 2.00 • Effective: 07 NOV 2016 Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

Section 1—General conditions

Limits on the resource

1. The approved resource is limited to coal combustion products for use in Queensland (Table 1: Beneficial
uses for the resource) and that complies with the associated quality characteristics for the use (Table 2:
Resource quality characteristics).

Table 1: Beneficial uses for the resource

1 Standard areas mean land use including residential, parks, recreational play fields, open spaces and commercial and
industrial sites; excluding waters and the bed and banks of waters.

2 A soil ameliorant must have a property that corrects an identified agronomic deficiency in land to which it is applied.

Class of beneficial use Description of beneficial use

Bound applications The resource can be used in manufacturing processes and applications which
encapsulate or chemically transform and incorporate the resource into a final product that
complies with relevant Australian Standards for that product. Final products for the
purpose of this approval are limited to:

a. cementitious mixes
b. cement products
c. concrete products
d. asphalt
e. binder for road stabilisation pavements
f. rigid and composite pavements structures
g. ceramic products
h. insulators
i. varnishes, plastics, ceramics, ultra-light concrete and metal alloys
j. paints, coatings and adhesives
k. geopolymers
l. rubbers.

Unbound
applications

The resource can be used in the following applications on standard areas1:
a. pipe bedding materials
b. sub-surface drainage
c. selected backfill for structures
d. road pavement, base, sub-base and subgrade structures
e. structured and engineered fill
f. select layers which act as working platforms at the top of earthworks
g. fill for reinforced soil structures (including geo-grid applications).

Soil ameliorant2 The resource can be used:

a. as a soil ameliorant for direct application to land in agricultural and
horticultural activities throughout Queensland.

b. in manufacturing a compost, soil conditioner or soil product.
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Table 2: Resource quality characteristics

NA = Not applicable
NS = Not specified (monitoring of each element is still required).
* measured using reference test methods
**measured using hot CaCl2 method

Applicability of conditions

2. Any person operating under this approval must comply with the general conditions and all additional
conditions relevant to their role(s) and class of beneficial use. Roles specified in this approval are:

a) generator
b) transporter
c) supplier
d) user

Notification of operation under this approval

3. Any generators, suppliers and users operating under this approval must notify the chief executive of their
name, address, contact information and details of intended resource usage, in writing using the approved

Quality
characteristic

Limits for specific uses * Limit type

Bound
applications

(mg/kg)

Unbound applications
Soil

ameliorant
applications

(mg/kg)

Total
Concentration

(mg/kg)

TCLP
Leachable

Concentrati
on (mg/L)

Arsenic (total) NS 100 0.5 20 maximum

Barium NS NS 10 NS maximum

Beryllium NS 60 NS 60 maximum

Boron NS 4500 NS 10** maximum

Cadmium NS 20 0.05 1 maximum

Chromium (total) NS NS 0.5 100 maximum

Chromium (III) NS NS NS 100 maximum

Chromium (VI) NS 100 NS 1 maximum

Cobalt NS 100 NS 100 maximum

Copper NS 6000 10 100 maximum

Lead NS 300 0.5 150 maximum

Manganese NS 3800 NS 3800 maximum

Mercury NS 10 0.01 1 maximum

Molybdenum NS NS NS 10 maximum

Nickel NS 400 0.5 60 maximum

Selenium NS 200 0.1 5 maximum

Vanadium NS NS NS NS maximum

Zinc NS 7400 50 200 maximum

Electrical
conductivity
(dS/m)

NS NS NA 10 maximum

pH (pH units) NS 5 - 14 NA 5 – 14 range
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form3 within 10 business days of beginning supply of or using the resource (whichever is applicable) under
this general approval.

Preventing environmental harm

4. The resource must not be released directly or indirectly to land, air, or waters in a way that causes or may
cause actual or potential environmental nuisance or environmental harm.

5. As soon as the relevant person becomes aware of any release of the resource that causes or may cause
actual or potential environmental harm, the release must be stopped, and any actual or potential
environmental harm must be rectified as soon as practical with the necessary equipment and remediation
methods, and all reasonable actions taken to prevent a recurrence of the release.

Storage

6. The resource must be stored in a way that will not cause actual or potential environmental harm, or
environmental nuisance.

Exception reporting

7. Any breach of a condition of this approval must be reported to the chief executive within 24 hours of
becoming aware of the breach, and full details of the breach and any subsequent actions and results
recorded.

Records

8. The following information must be recorded for each load4 of the resource transported by a person
occupying the relevant role5:

a) origin of the resource
b) quantity of the resource
c) quality characteristics of the resource (for at least the parameters stated in Table 2)
d) date of the collection of the resource
e) destination of the resource.

9. All records required by the conditions of this approval must be kept for at least five (5) years and provided
to the chief executive on request.

Other

10. If any supplied resource is surplus to user requirements, it must be returned to the generator, or supplier or
disposed of to a waste management facility suitably licensed to accept and manage such material.

Section 2—Additional conditions for generators

Monitoring of the resource

11. Monitoring of the resource quality characteristics to determine compliance with condition 1 (including TCLP
leachable concentration testing) must be conducted for the quality characteristics in Table 2: Resource

3 The approved form is available on the chief executives website at www.ehp.qld.gov.au.
4 The volume of resource put in or on something for conveyance or transportation, carried at one time. A truck and trailer

carrying the resource is considered as one load as well as multiple bins travelling by rail. Where the resource is
transported via conveyor systems, information should be recorded on a daily basis until the transfer ceases.

5 As described in condition 2.
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quality characteristics not less frequently than specified in Table 3: Resource monitoring frequency, and
records kept.

Table 3: Resource monitoring frequency

Resource variability Frequency

Proven resource6—Where statistical analysis has been undertaken that
demonstrates no significant (at minimum 95% Confidence Interval)
difference in the mean and standard variation of contaminant
concentrations and TCLP leachable concentrations with 80% statistical
power (chance of detecting a significant difference).

Annually

Unproven resource—Not a proven resource as above. Once every 500 tonnes
or every three months,

whichever is more
frequent.

12. In addition to the monitoring conducted in accordance with condition 11, where the composition of the
resource has changed or is likely to change, more frequent monitoring must be conducted sufficient to
detect and characterise the extent of any change.

13. All determinations of the quality of the resource must be carried out on appropriately representative
samples.

14. Analysis of samples taken as a requirement of a condition of this approval must be undertaken by a
National Association of Testing Authorities (NATA) accredited laboratory or one holding an equivalent
certification.

Information to be provided

15. The generator, supplier and transporter of the resource must provide any person to whom they provide the
resource (i.e, whichever is relevant - transporters, suppliers or users), information detailing the contaminant
concentrations and TCLP leachable concentrations of the resource for at least the characteristics listed in
Table 2, a safety data sheet7.

Section 3—Additional conditions for transporters

16. The resource must be transported in a manner that prevents the release of the resource to the
environment.

17. Should the resource not be accepted at its destination, it must be returned to the generator, supplier or a
facility that can lawfully receive the material as soon as practicable.

18. Any resource residue that comes off the vehicle when cleaning, must be returned to the load or taken to a
facility that can lawfully accept the material.

6 Any resource that was determined to be a ‘proven resource’ under specific approval ENBU00682907 while the approval
was in force (effective from 22 January 2008, expiring 30 June 2014) is taken to be a ‘proven resource’ under this general
approval only in relation to bound and unbound applications.

7 A Safety Data Sheet (SDS) is a document that provides information on the properties of hazardous chemicals and how
they affect health and safety in the workplace. SDS shall be compliant with Safe Work Australia’s code of practice for
production of SDS.
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19. Information about the date of delivery must be recorded for each load8 of the resource.

Section 4—Additional conditions for suppliers

Information to be provided

20. The suppliers of the resource must provide any person to whom they provide the resource, a safety data
sheet9 and information detailing the concentration (Total and TCLP, whichever is applicable) of
contaminants in the resource for at least the characteristics listed in Table 2.

21. Information about the date the resource is received must be recorded for each load10.

Section 5—Additional conditions for users

22. In addition to condition 1, the resource must not have any properties nor contain any other contaminants
at concentrations which may cause environmental harm11 when used in accordance with the conditions of
this approval.

23. Information about the date the resource is received must be recorded for each load12.

24. The use of the resource must be undertaken in accordance with written procedures that:

a) identify potential risks of environmental harm for the use of the resource during routine operations
and emergencies;

b) establish and maintain control measures that minimise the potential for environmental harm;
c) ensure, where the resource is incorporated into a product, the product complies with the relevant

Australian Standards (where applicable); and
d) ensure reviews of environmental performance are undertaken at least annually.

Unbound applications

25. Users undertaking an unbound application must not use the resource:

a) below the groundwater table

b) within 50m of a water supply bore.

8 The volume of resource put in or on something for conveyance or transportation, carried at one time. A truck and trailer
carrying the resource is considered as one load as well as multiple bins travelling by rail. Where the resource is
transported via conveyor systems, information should be recorded on a daily basis until the transfer ceases.

9 A Safety Data Sheet (SDS) is a document that provides information on the properties of hazardous chemicals and how
they affect health and safety in the workplace. SDS shall be compliant with Safe Work Australia’s code of practice for
production of SDS.

10 The volume of resource put in or on something for conveyance or transportation, carried at one time. A truck and trailer
carrying the resource is considered as one load as well as multiple bins travelling by rail. Where the resource is
transported via conveyor systems, information should be recorded on a daily basis until the transfer ceases.

11 See section 14 of Environmental Protection Act 1994. Environmental harm includes any adverse effect or potential
adverse effect on public amenity and safety, waters, and health of stock grazed and plants grown on land ameliorated by
the resource.

12 The volume of resource put in or on something for conveyance or transportation, carried at one time. A truck and trailer
carrying the resource is considered as one load as well as multiple bins travelling by rail. Where the resource is
transported via conveyor systems, information should be recorded on a daily basis until the transfer ceases.
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Soil ameliorant use

26. Users undertaking soil ameliorant applications must only apply the resource to the land where the:

a) resource applied contains elements, compounds or other qualities that have been identified as
being deficient in the relevant land and cropping system to which it will be applied by an
appropriately qualified person

b) application is conducted at an agronomic loading rate calculated to correct the deficiency identified
in clause (a), considering the resource composition, crop and soil characteristics, having been
determined by an appropriately qualified person

c) application does not cause an adverse impact on the vegetation or soil characteristics or any stock
grazing on the land

d) quality of groundwater and stormwater runoff is not adversely affected.

27. Users undertaking soil ameliorant applications involving resource application to land (excluding
application of a soil ameliorant material in which the resource has been used, as described in condition 26)
must keep the following records of each resource application to land:

a) details of the land on which the application occurs
b) date when the resource is applied
c) the application rate.

28. Users undertaking soil ameliorant applications may only mix, blend, or otherwise incorporate the
resource into a material to be used as a soil ameliorant for supply to another user where the material to be
provided complies with Australian Standard 4454: Composts, soil conditioners and mulches, or Australian
Standard 4419: Soils for landscaping and garden use, including monitoring and keeping records of product
quality.

Section 6—Definitions
Words and phrases used throughout this approval are defined below. Where a definition for a term used in this
approval is sought and the term is not defined within this permit the definitions provided in the relevant
legislation shall be used.

"appropriately qualified person" means a person who has professional qualifications, training, skills or experience
relevant to the nominated subject matter and can give authoritative assessment, advice and analysis on performance
relating to the subject matter using the relevant protocols, standards, methods or literature.

"cenosphere(s)" means inert, hollow, essentially thin-walled glass spheres of approximately 10–350 microns having
a typical density of 0.4–0.8g/cm3, comprised largely of silica and alumina and filled with air and/or gasses which are
formed from coal combustion ash when in a molten state.

"chief executive” means the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection or its successor.

"contaminant concentration" means the specific contaminant concentration of any chemical contaminant in the
resource, expressed as milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), and quality parameters of pH (expressed in pH units) and
electrical conductivity (expressed in decisiemens per metre (dS/m)).
"coal combustion products" means fly ash, furnace bottom ash and cenospheres produced primarily from the
combustion of coal within coal fired power stations.

"environmental value" as defined in Chapter 1 of the Environmental Protection Act 1994.

"fly ash" means solid material extracted from the flue gasses of a boiler fired with pulverised coal, consisting
essentially of the oxides of silicon, aluminium, iron and some calcium of which particle sizes range from less than 1µm
(micrometre) to 200µm and are irregular to spherical shape.

"furnace bottom ash" means the agglomerated particles formed at the bottom of the furnace. Bottom ash is typically
grey to black in colour, is quite angular, and has a porous surface structure.

"generator" means a person who generates the resource to be used.
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“relevant approval” means the relevant permit, authority, certificate, licence, warrant or document that lawfully
authorises the carrying out of an activity.

"relevant person" means a generator, supplier, transporter or user.

"reference test methods"—The reference test methods for determining both the contaminant and TCLP leachable
concentration are as described in the most recent version of the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s
Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods [available December 2013 at
www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/test/sw846.htm, also known as SW-846]. The following procedures for leachate
preparation are recommended:

1. AS 4439.1–1999: Wastes, Sediments and Contaminated Soils – Preparation of Leachates, Preliminary
Assessment (Australian Standard 1999b).

2. AS 4439.3–1997: Wastes, Sediments and Contaminated Soils – Preparation of Leachates, Bottle Leaching
Procedure (Australian Standard 1997a).

3. AS 4439.2–1997: Wastes, Sediments and Contaminated Soils – Preparation of Leachates, Zero Headspace
Procedure (Australian Standard 1997b).

4. The standard pH for the leaching solutions used must be either 4.93 ± 0.05 if the pH of the waste sample is
less than 5.0, or 2.88 ± 0.05 if the pH of the waste sample is greater than 5.

5. To determine the pH of the waste sample, use the test method specified in Clause 7.5 (Selection of Leaching
Fluid) of AS 4439.3–1997 (above).

"site" means the land on which the resource is being used in accordance with the conditions of this approval.

"supplier" means a person who receives the resource and provides it to another supplier or user, or further
processes the resource (under the relevant approval) to supply to another supplier or user.

"surface water" means waters excluding groundwater.

"TCLP Leachable Concentration" is the leachable concentration of any chemical contaminant using the toxicity
characteristics leaching procedure (TCLP), expressed as milligrams per litre (mg/L).

"transporter" means a person who is transporting the resource.

"user" means a person who uses the resource, whether in a raw or processed state, for uses specified in Table 1.

"waters" includes river, stream, lake, lagoon, pond, swamp, wetland, unconfined surface water, unconfined water,
natural or artificial watercourse, bed and bank of any waters, dams, non-tidal or tidal waters (including the sea),
stormwater channel, stormwater drain, roadside gutter, stormwater run-off, and groundwater and any part-thereof.

END OF CONDITIONS
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SSiittee  iinnssppeeccttiioonn  ooff  JJoohhnn  BBrreewweerr  RReeeeff  
 
 
TTiimmee:   11:30:12:10pm 
DDaattee:  21 December 2021 
 
PPeeooppllee:  Dr Adam Smith  Reef Ecologic 
  Richard Woodgett Reef Ecologic Associate 
 
OObbjjeeccttiivvee:  
To provide more information on possible sites for installation of small sculptures at John Brewer Reef. 
The sculptures of scientist are 2.3m height and have a base of approx. 2.5m width 
 
CCoonnddiittiioonnss:  
Very good. Sea was calm with low swell and less than 5 knots of wind. Slight current. Tide high at 
1032am and 3.12m and low at 1713pm and 1.73m. Tide range 1.39m. According to Willy weather the 
tide was 3m at 11:52am at the time of the survey (see graph). Water visibility was 15m. 

 

AAccttiivviittyy::    
Two snorkellors used a survey tool comprising a 2.3m pipe (to replicate the height of the sculpture) 
with a weight at the bottom and a float at the top to investigate five potential sites for underwater 
sculptures. Water depth was measured at each site and a description of the habitat. Photographs 
were taken. 
 
 
Table 1. Description of survey sites 

NNuummbbeerr  LLaatt\\LLoonngg  DDeepptthh  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  

HHeeiigghhtt  ooff  
22..33mm  
ssccuullppttuurree  
bbeellooww  MMLLWW  

RReeccoommmmeennddeedd  

1 S18. 36 825 
E147. 04 147 

6.6 Sand & rubble with less 5% 
coral  

1.3 Yes x 2 

2 S18. 36 822 
E147. 04 149 

6.9 Sand & rubble with less 5% 
coral 

1.7 Yes x 2 

3 
S18. 36 833 
E147. 04 153 7.1 

Sand & rubble with less 8% 
coral 1.8 Yes x 2 

4 
S18. 36 833 
E147. 04 173 

4.8 
Sand & rubble with less 8% 
coral 

NA Too shallow 



268

Community Consultation Response Report

                                                                         

5 S18. 36 817 
E147. 04 137 

7.8 Sand & rubble with less 
15% coral 

2.5 Too deep 

 

 
 
FFiigguurree  11.. Map of John Brewer Reef site plan (GBRMPA 2021) 
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5 S18. 36 817 
E147. 04 137 

7.8 Sand & rubble with less 
15% coral 

2.5 Too deep 

 

 
 
FFiigguurree  11.. Map of John Brewer Reef site plan (GBRMPA 2021) 
 
 

 

                                                                         

 
FFiigguurree  22.. Map of five potential sites for installation of small sculptures at John Brewer Reef 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FFiigguurree  33.. Map of proposed three locations for six sculptures in relation to boundary of John Brewer 
Reef site plan 
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FFiigguurree  44.. Habitat at site 1 

 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FFiigguurree  55.. Habitat at site 2 
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FFiigguurree  44.. Habitat at site 1 

 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FFiigguurree  55.. Habitat at site 2 
 
 

                                                                         

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FFiigguurree  66.. Habitat at site 3 
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FFiigguurree  77..  Artist impression of reef scientist sculpture and proposed side view profile at John Brewer 
Reef 
 
 
 
 
RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  
  

1. Total of 6 sculptures installed at John brewer Reef with two sculptures at each of sites 1, 2 
and 3 on bare substrate and depth suitable for snorkellors at John Brewer Reef inside the 
boundaries of the John Brewer Reef site plan. 
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FFiigguurree  77..  Artist impression of reef scientist sculpture and proposed side view profile at John Brewer 
Reef 
 
 
 
 
RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  
  

1. Total of 6 sculptures installed at John brewer Reef with two sculptures at each of sites 1, 2 
and 3 on bare substrate and depth suitable for snorkellors at John Brewer Reef inside the 
boundaries of the John Brewer Reef site plan. 
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(a)

(b) (c)

Three images of Wulgurukaba Sea country (a) Cleveland Bay looking towards Townsville, (b) Herald

Island, and (c) Backnumbers Reef .
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(a)

(b) (c)

Three images of Wulgurukaba Sea country (a) Cleveland Bay looking towards Townsville, (b) Herald

Island, and (c) Backnumbers Reef .

3

(a)

(b)

Two images of Wulgurukaba Sea country (a) West Point, (b) Geoffrey Bay.
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Glossary of marine species, locations and activities

English Wulguru English Wulguru
Bird yida Mangrove tree roots albar
Boat ngurra Mullet dhanduru
Canoe ulgurra, wulgurru, wurru Mushroom coral duraldural, girangiran
Clam shell gubiru Mussels bamuy
Cockle shell gugagay, umbumbu Oyster gumunbaygan, ngayay
Cockle, small rhugulugul Oyster (meat) duljana
Coral dhambi Oyster (flesh) arangu
Coral reef mu(u)gar Rattlesnake Island balaran
Country bul Ross River galbidira
Cowrie shell durun, rhalbar Rough (sea) guburu
Crab mudhuur Row yungun
Creek bunga, mandiganla Salt water andha, dalinggin da, ngandha
Dive burubul, nguma Salt water eel bagariyan
Diver yuwangana Salt water beach manggulanga
Dolphin galgun, gandaru Salt water turtle yangugan
Estuary magani Sand adgakadgak, bunarhu, dhangal
Fish guya, mujura, ngujur, rhugana Sea mada
Fish hook minggi Sea water arunda
Fish net mirum, mugaru, munda Seaweed bugurga
Fish shells diyanggala Shallow water barambaram
Fishing line rharha Shark bururu
Flood tide unggi Shell baba, bundumbu
Harpoon miluran Shell, small long gugurwayri
Heavy sea guluwi Shrimp mugur
High water galany Stingray spine dulmbu
Hunt ungura Swim ananga, wirragu
Lagoon gawru Tail (fish) wara (ngujur)
Launch a boat irgarayma Townsville gurambilburu
Low water ngabingala Trepang dumbala, dunbala, rhuwa
Magnetic
Island

Danulagan, Yunbanun Turtle egg gugu ana

Mangrove aguny Turtle shell minggi
Mangrove tree barur Waves, sea spray ngabinngabin
Mangrove
shrub

dalbanu Whale dugaru

6
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Introduction

Aboriginal People have developed their own systems of knowledge and understanding of their ecology
which is representative of a living symbiotic relationship with the land and waters of their traditional
homeland estates. This knowledge includes biodiversity, climate, land, culture and people. Studies of
traditional resource management practices have shown how local resource users have knowledge that
can be useful for ecological research and environmental management decisions (George et al. 2004,
Lauer and Aswani 2010, Lyons et al. 2019).

Land and Sea (also known as Country) is the basis of all Aboriginal relationships, economies, identities
and cultural practices. Despite the loss of land through dispossession, people maintain their connections
with lands and waters through storytelling, ceremony and political activism. The fight for recognition of
rights to land, island, and sea is a continuous struggle for recognition and respect.

This report is the first desktop assessment of biological and cultural values of Wulgurukaba Sea Country.
It documents cultural knowledge and recent marine scientific research. We have used Wulguru language
names for key marine habitats and species (from Donahue 1977) to recognise and share traditional,
cultural and scientific knowledge.

We summarise available knowledge on Sea Country condition, pressures, risks and effectiveness of
current management for the Wulgurukaba Sea Country area. The desktop assessment of eight
habitats\species from three regions (inshore reefs and shoals, islands, offshore reefs and shoals)
indicated good condition for offshore reefs and islands and poor condition for islands and inshore reefs
and shoals. For species and habitats we assessed the condition of mangrove and seaweed as very good
and coral, fish and dugong as poor. A desktop assessment of management effectiveness of traditional
use of marine resources is poor. An outlook assessment of the region by 2030 predicts medium
knowledge, very poor condition, medium risk and medium resilience under a business as usual scenario.
A Strength Weakness Opportunity Threat (SWOT) analysis identifies opportunities for the future,
including a Traditional Use of Marine Resources Agreement (TUMRA) and Wulgurukaba Sea Country
rangers.

Wulgurukaba Sea Country

The Wulgurukaba people call their country “Gurambilbarra”. Wulgurukaba means “canoe people”. An
important symbol of the Wulgurukaba people is the carpet snake. Wulgurukaba’s creation story tells the
story of the creation snake that comes down from the Herbert River, went out to sea, creating the
Hinchinbrook Channel, and down to Palm and Magnetic Islands. His body broke up, leaving parts along
the coast. The tail of the snake is at Halifax Bay, his body is at Palm Island, while his head rests at Arcadia,
Magnetic Island.

The Gurambilbarra Wulgurukaba Mada Native Title Claim (QC2020/002) was filed on 5/6/2020 (National

Native Title Tribunal 2020). The application area is located in the Coral Sea and covers approx. 4316 sq

km to the northeast of Townsville, including Magnetic Island and parts of the Great Barrier Reef. The

claim extends from the centreline of Ross Creek on the southern side of Townsville to the centreline of

Rollingstone Creek at the northern end of Townsville, and includes all lands (and islands), coastal and

7
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the coast. The tail of the snake is at Halifax Bay, his body is at Palm Island, while his head rests at Arcadia,
Magnetic Island.

The Gurambilbarra Wulgurukaba Mada Native Title Claim (QC2020/002) was filed on 5/6/2020 (National

Native Title Tribunal 2020). The application area is located in the Coral Sea and covers approx. 4316 sq
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marine waters within that area, and further extending out to the Australian continental shelf in 200m

depth of water (Gurambilbarra and Wulgurukaba Sea Claim (2020), Figure 1). The distance from the

shore to the 200m depth is approximately 65Nm.

The sea claim contains 3 islands (Rattlesnake, Herald, Magnetic), 5 shoals (Virago, Paluma, Thread,

Thimble, Cotton) and 23 reefs (Keeper, Grub, Yankee, Bowl, Glow, Arc, Coil, Dip, Myrmidon, Faraday,

Needle, Arab, Westmoreland, Backnumbers, Braggs, Hopkinson, French, Helix, Middle, Bramble Rock

Reef, Rattlesnake Island Reef, Lorne Reef, Cordelia Rocks Reef) (Figure 1, 2).

Figure 1. Traditional Owners claim on behalf of the Gurambilbarra Wulgurukaba People for the area of

Magnetic Island and surrounding waters (red) and Great Barrier Reef Marine Park zoning maps relevant

to the area. Numbers represent the reefs, islands and shoals in this report.

Most of our Sea Country is contained within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and the Great Barrier

Reef Coast Marine Park below the line of the highest astronomical tide (HAT). Some of the Sea Country

area is associated with the Port of Townsville navigation channel and sea dumping site. These locations

are excluded from the GBRMP (Port of Townsville, 2020) but remain part of Gurambilbarra Wulgurukaba

Sea Country.

8
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Figure 2. The Wulgurukaba sea claim includes twenty three coral reefs and three islands.

Places of special cultural significance

Land areas bounding Cleveland Bay contain tangible archaeological evidence for Aboriginal use and

occupation. Cleveland Bay and Magnetic Island are situated in a broad cultural landscape that retains

significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values. Listed heritage values consist of both tangible and

non-physical elements of Aboriginal cultural significance and Traditional Owners have expressed a view

that both Land and Sea Country remain as a component of the region’s Aboriginal cultural landscape.

The Cultural Heritage Database and Register of the Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

Partnership (DATSIP) records a total of 97 cultural heritage sites at Magnetic Island (Figure 3, Appendix

3). This includes 48 shell middens, 34 artefact scatter, 8 paintings, 2 quarry sites, 2 scarred/carved trees,

a burial site, hearth/oven, and landscape feature. The first cultural site was recorded in 1970 and the

latest record was in 2011.

9
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Figure 2. The Wulgurukaba sea claim includes twenty three coral reefs and three islands.

Places of special cultural significance

Land areas bounding Cleveland Bay contain tangible archaeological evidence for Aboriginal use and

occupation. Cleveland Bay and Magnetic Island are situated in a broad cultural landscape that retains

significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values. Listed heritage values consist of both tangible and

non-physical elements of Aboriginal cultural significance and Traditional Owners have expressed a view

that both Land and Sea Country remain as a component of the region’s Aboriginal cultural landscape.

The Cultural Heritage Database and Register of the Department of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

Partnership (DATSIP) records a total of 97 cultural heritage sites at Magnetic Island (Figure 3, Appendix

3). This includes 48 shell middens, 34 artefact scatter, 8 paintings, 2 quarry sites, 2 scarred/carved trees,

a burial site, hearth/oven, and landscape feature. The first cultural site was recorded in 1970 and the

latest record was in 2011.
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Figure 3. Map of cultural heritage sites at Yunbenun (Magnetic Island).

Shell middens are large quantities of shell remnants that indicate Indigenous people lived in the area

(Figure 4). They are mostly found on coastal areas but can also be inland on rivers and lakes. Shell

midden sites often have other artefacts such as tools for carving and opening shells (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Aboriginal shell middens (left) and stone flake artefacts found in Magnetic Island (right) Source:

Arcadia Coast Care).
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Species of special cultural significance
A range of marine animal and plant species are culturally significant for food or materials. These include

dugongs, turtles, stingrays, fish, crayfish, clams, shells, mudcrabs and birds (Figure 5). We have assessed

8 species / groups in this report.

Figure 5. Wulgurukaba connection and use of Sea Country resources. © Reef Ecologic

Condition and trends

Monitoring and information sources

There are currently over 90 monitoring programs operating in the Reef World Heritage Area and

adjacent catchment (Schaffelke et al. 2020). We have focussed on a selected number that are relevant to

the Wulgurukaba Sea Country and these have been conducted by AIMS, JCU, Reef Ecologic, Reef Check

Australia, Townsville City Council, Port of Townsville and NQ Dry Tropics (Appendix 1).

The condition and trend for the Great Barrier Reef was assessed as very poor and deteriorating (GBRMPA

2019). In contrast, a regional study by NQ Dry Tropics assesses the condition of habitat as moderate and

water quality as moderate to good (Figure 6). Further, in recent years the condition of several coral reefs

has increased (Appendix 1). There are differences in methodology, timing and data collected by different

organisations and results are not directly comparable. Where there are data gaps we have supplemented

by literature review, personal observations, expert assessment and interviews.

The Townsville Dry Tropics Report Card (2019) describes 7 regions of which three are relevant to this

report and summarised in Figure 5. The report card scores habitat, water quality and litter using a 5 point

scale.
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Arunda (Sea water)

For Halifax Bay Inshore, decreased water quality was caused by poor nutrient concentrations at Pelorus

Island and Pandora Reef. Scores for macroalgae and hard coral composition varied from very poor to very

good across the surveyed reefs. Overall, coral was in a moderate condition. Litter increased in Halifax

Bay, with large quantities occurring in Picnic Bay. For Cleveland Bay all sites had high nutrient

concentrations, with the enclosed coastal waters being highly turbid. High levels of macroalgae and low

recruitment of coral larvae led to coral reefs being in a poor to moderate condition. The area of coastal

seagrass meadows was similar to that of previous year. Litter decreased at all sites around Magnetic

Island, except for Alma Bay and Geoffrey Bay. Offshore water quality was very good, with low

concentrations of suspended solids within the offshore waters. Coral cover was low, however the

abundance of juvenile corals was scored as very good (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Status of habitats, water quality and litter in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country area (data from

Townsville Dry Tropics Report Card 2019).
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Aguny (Mangrove)

Mangrove communities represent diverse communities growing in the intertidal zone of tropical to

temperate coastal rivers, estuaries and bays (Figure 7). They are most extensive in the southern portion

of Cleveland Bay between Sandfly and Cocoa Creeks, Magnetic Island and in the Ross River. Smaller,

structurally simpler mangrove stands occur in Rowes Bay and at Three Mile Creek. At least 12 species of

mangrove have been recorded in the region.

Figure 7. Photo of Aguny (Mangrove) in intertidal zone.

Seagrass

Seagrass meadows are extensive in the eastern portion of Cleveland Bay. Smaller beds occur across the

Strand, Kissing Point, Pallarenda Beach and some bays fringing Magnetic Island (Wells & Rasheed 2017).

The primary locations within Cleveland Bay for seagrasses tend to be in areas that are less than 4m in

depth, between the mainland and Magnetic Island, and adjacent to Cape Cleveland. Cleveland Bay,

historically, also contains ephemeral deep-water seagrass beds. The dominant species in shallow waters

include Halophila ovalis, Halodule uninervis, Zostera muelleri, and Cymodocea serrulata. The reef flats

surrounding Magnetic Island support areas of Thalassia hemprichii. Long-term monitoring of seagrass in

five locations within the Wulgurukaba Sea Country showed declining trends from 2001 - 2014 for most
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sites with good conditions at Shelley Beach (Source: seagrasswatch.org). Recent monitoring by McKenna

et al. in 2019 showed 2 locations with poor status, 7 sites with satisfactory status and only 1 in good

condition (Figure 8).

Figure 8. Seagrass monitoring data from seagrasswatch.org (top): red (poor), yellow (fair) and green

(good) and Tropwater (below) from McKenna et al. (2019): orange (poor), yellow (satisfactory) and green

(good).
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Bugurga (Seaweed)

The seaweed or macroalgae of the Great Barrier Reef are a very diverse and complex group of species

and forms (Figure 9). They occupy a variety of habitats, including shallow and deep coral reefs,

inter-reefal areas, sandy bottoms, seagrass beds, mangrove roots, and rocky intertidal zones (Diaz-Pulido

and Cook, 2008). In addition to the “positive” roles, macroalgae also play critical roles in reef

degradation, particularly in ecological “phase shifts” where abundant reef-building corals are replaced by

abundant fleshy macroalgae.

Figure 9. Brown seaweed from Nelly Bay, Yunbenun (left) and green seaweed from the outer reef (right).

Green seaweed photo from Gaia guide.

Dhambi (Coral)

About 600 different types of coral can be found in the Great Barrier Reef, and all of them come in a

variety of shapes, sizes and colours (Figure 10). Eighty-two species of hard coral and five species of soft

corals were recorded in a baseline study at Magnetic Island by Mapstone et al. (1992). Corals around

Magnetic Island are influenced by continual or episodic terrigenous sediment inputs, fluctuating

salinities (24–36ppt), and reduced water quality through increased nutrient and pollutant delivery from

urban and agricultural runoff. Corals in some basys around Magnetic Island exhibit relatively high live

coral cover (>30%) and have distinctive community assemblages dominated by fast growing (Acropora,

Montipora) and/or sediment tolerant species (Turbinaria, Goniopora, Galaxea, Porites) (Browne et al.

2012).
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Figure 10. Coral from the inshore shoals in Cleveland Bay and the outer reefs at Dip Reef.

Baba (Shell)
There are potentially hundreds of species of shells in this region (Figure 11). A list of some shells

observed at Shelly Beach was noted by Wildlife Preservation Society of Queensland (2016). Reefcheck

Australia undertook generic surveys of invertebrates and reported several giant clams and Trochus in the

region (Andrews et al. 2007, Cook et al. 2020). Important species for traditional owners are oysters,

cockles and clams.

Figure 11. Cockles, oysters and giant clams in the intertidal zone. Cockle photo from Nathalie Fernbach

ABC .

16



290

Community Consultation Response Report

Guya (Fish)

The Great Barrier Reef contains an estimated 1625 species of fish, including 1400 coral reef species

(Figure 12). A survey of fish at John Brewer Reef reported 55 species (Smith et al. 2021). An online

species identification guide contains 33 families and 148 species of fish, sharks and rays observed at

Magnetic Island (Reef Ecotours, 2010).

Figure 12. Golden snapper (fingermark) from inshore shoals (left) and Blue spotted coral trout from the

outer reefs (right).

Angugan (Turtle)

The Townsville coast is home to six of seven species of sea turtle found on our planet. Cleveland Bay is

recognised as a key foraging area for the flatback turtle (Natator depressus) and a key feeding and

nesting area for the green turtle (Chelonia mydas) (Figure 13). The waters and beaches around

Townsville (including Magnetic Island), while not defined as major nesting sites, are regularly used

(Figure 14).

Figure 13. Hawksbill turtle from Cleveland Bay and a green turtle from the outer reef.
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Figure 14. Map of turtle and dugong sightings in Cleveland Bay between 2008 and 2012 (from Port of

Townsville, 2020).
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Yaman (Dugong)

Dugong (Dugong dugon) and other marine mammals are occasionally observed in nearshore areas.

Monitoring undertaken for the Port of Townsville found that dugongs were most often in areas with

greater concentration of seagrass in Cleveland Bay (Figure 14). In 2011, a total of 240 dugong strandings

were reported all over Queensland with 23% attributed to indigenous hunting, 2.5% to other human

activities, and the rest from unidentified causes (Meager et al. 2012) (Figure 15).

Figure 15. Dugong strandings within and adjacent to the Wulgurukaba Sea Country in 2011 (Source:

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection 2011).
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Summary

Based on the desktop research and interviews with Traditional Owners and key stakeholders we

conducted an expert panel assessment of the status of eight marine habitats and species in the

Wulgurukaba Sea Country area between 2010-2020 (Table 1, Figure 16).

Table 1. Expert panel assessment of status of selected marine habitats and species in the Wulgurukaba
Sea Country area between 2010-2020.
Key: Very Good, Good, Poor, Very Poor, Not enough information, NA- Not Applicable

Indigenous name Scientific
common name

Inshore reefs and
shoals

Offshore reefs
and shoals

Islands

Aguny Mangrove NA NA VG

Seagrass G NA G

Bugurga Seaweed VG G VG

Dhambi Coral P G P

Baba Shell G G G

Guya Fish P G P

Angugan Turtle G G G

Yamun Dugong P NA P

Average P G P

Figure 16. Summary of the condition of three regions of the Wulgurukaba Sea Country. Green- good,

pink- poor. © Reef Ecologic
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Pressures

The Great Barrier Reef, like all coral reef ecosystems globally, is vulnerable to climate change and ocean

acidification, and is under significant direct pressure from human activities (GBRMPA 2019, Schaffelke et

al. 2020).

To understand the state and trends of the Sea Country, it is necessary to consider both the historical

pressures that have had a profound impact, and the contemporary pressures that directly and indirectly

influence the Sea Country.

Many of the contemporary pressures on Sea Country have increased over time as the drivers of

population change and economic activity have increased the demand for food, minerals, land, transport

and energy, and have increased our waste generation.

Climate change

Climate projections for the reef show that sea and air temperatures will continue to increase, sea level is

rising, the ocean is becoming more acidic, intense storms and rainfall will become more frequent, and

ocean currents will change. The prognosis for the reef is very poor and critical (GBRMPA 2019).

Unusually warm sea temperatures have already caused serious and lasting damage to approximately

50% of the GBR over the past 30 years (Figure 17). The 2020 bleaching event was locally significant and

caused high bleaching at Magnetic Island and low to moderate bleaching for coral reefs offshore

Townsville.
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Figure 17. Intertidal coral reefs at Geoffrey Bay, Magnetic island in 1995 (top). Copyright Commonwealth

of Australia (GBRMPA) compared to 2020 (bottom)

Coastal development and habitat modification

Cleveland Bay and surrounding coastal areas have been extensively modified over time. The port lands

have been increased significantly by land reclamation and the placement of both maintenance and

capital dredge material, dating back to the establishment of the port in 1864. The surrounding

waterways have also been modified: Ross River has been dammed, along with the installation of three

instream weirs; and Ross Creek has been shortened and no longer connects with Ross River. The Strand

Beach is a significant coastal feature located immediately west of the Port. It is a man-made public area

which was redeveloped in 2000, with the construction of five beach units separated by artificial rocky

headlands, to control the natural longshore transport of sand. The Strand Beach has large grain-sized

imported sands and steep beach fronts, again to minimise the loss of these constructed areas (Port of

Townsville, 2020).

Oyster reefs were a major component of subtidal benthic communities until they began to decline from

the mid-19th century onwards, firstly due to dredging and mining activities, and then from increased

siltation and eutrophication (Thurstan et al. 2020).

Water quality and pollution

Water quality in the bay is the result of a number of factors, particularly the source of incoming waters,

which include the chemical and physical characteristics and the historic contamination of water bodies;

stormwater discharge and runoff from the wider catchment; groundwater impacts; as well as product
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handling operations and accidental spillage, both at the Port of Townsville and from industries upstream

of the bay. Townsville is a long-established township with a history of urbanisation and industrial

activities in the Ross River and Ross Creek drainage systems. Contaminants liberated by industrial

activities may be transported by stormwater to port areas and Cleveland Bay, particularly during the wet

season. Areas of potential contaminants in Townsville include refineries, manufacturing and repair

facilities, old rail sidings and industrial areas. Multiple industrial sites are licensed to discharge waste

streams into Cleveland Bay east of Ross River (refineries, sewage treatment plant, meatworks etc.) and

several landfills (both operating and rehabilitated) are also present in the Ross River catchment.

The Townsville Dry Tropics Report Card 2019 (the Report Card) indicates that overall, water quality across

the Townsville region is moderate to very good. Cleveland and Halifax Bays both have room for

improvement, scoring a C (Moderate) for Water Quality and Habitat. The offshore marine environment

scored the only A (Very Good) in the Report Card, for water quality.

Port and shipping
The Port of Townsville was established in 1864 and has involved building of infrastructure such as jetties,

wharfs, breakwaters, buildings, road and rail connections (Figure 18). The Port of Townsville has eight

berths servicing the export needs of North Queensland’s minerals, agricultural and pastoral sectors, and

facilitates the import of petroleum products, cement, mining consumables, project cargo, containerised

and general cargo. The port has a cruise ship terminal and also services the Defence force. Townsville is a

high value commodity port, handling 10 million tonnes of cargo worth more than $10 billion to

Queensland each year. In recent years there has been community concern about the impacts of channel

dredging, in water disposal of dredge spoils and reclamation of land.

Figure 18. Townsville Port Authority infrastructure and maintenance dredging of the navigation channel.
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Tourism
Marine tourism includes sailing, kayaking, jetski, boating, swimming, snorkelling, and SCUBA.

Townsville’s tourism economy is valued at more than $1 billion and supports a small reef tourism

industry based around Magnetic Island, day and multi-day trips to the reef. It is estimated that the five

commercial dive tourism operators transport approximately 8-10,000 dive tourists per annum. A similar

number of snorkeling and SCUBA tourists use the waters around Magnetic Island. The primary locations

and activities for marine tourism are swimming on The Strand, swimming at Alma, Horseshoe and Picnic

Bay and snorkelling at Geoffrey, Florence, Alma and Nelly Bay at Magnetic Island and snorkelling and

SCUBA at John Brewer and Lodestone Reefs.

Fishing

Fishing is a common practice in the Townsville region undertaken by Traditional Owners, commercial and

recreational fishers within the tidal creeks and estuaries, around islands, shoals, wrecks and reefs. Prawn

trawling, coastal net setting and crab pot fishing occurs on a commercial scale, in and beyond Cleveland

Bay. The net and crab pot fisheries target species such as mud crabs, barramundi, threadfin salmon,

grunter and flathead. Target recreational fishing species in inshore waters include barramundi, mangrove

jack, threadfin salmon, queenfish, grunter and mud crabs. Target recreational species in offshore waters

include coral trout, Spanish mackerel and large mouth nannygai.

Indigenous fishing and harvesting

Indigenous information passed down from generation to generation and archaeological records show

that Aboriginal people occupied, used and managed coastal land and sea environments within the

Region for many thousands of years before the current sea level stabilised about 5-7000 years ago.

Aboriginal people caught and ate large numbers of fish and shellfish species in and around the mangrove

mudflats and coastal areas along the Queensland coast (Figure 19). Often they would cook the meat and

use the shells for a number of different purposes, or dispose of the shells in large dump sites. These sites

are mapped in Figure 2 and Appendix 1 and tell the story of Aboriginal peoples’ diet, food sources for

Magnetic Island, what species were available, the impact of biodiversity, environmental changes and

marine ecosystems (Murgha, 2012). We could find no published record or recent (2010-2020) indigenous

fishing or harvesting.
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Figure 19. Indigenous fishers with a large Painted sweetlip (photo from OzOutback)

Marine debris

Marine debris is rubbish that finds its way into the marine environment. Debris can make its way to the

Wulgurukaba Sea Country area through stormwater drains, during severe weather events, from

international waters, and accidental or deliberate littering from shipping or boating activities. It can be

made up of wood, metal, shopping containers, foam, rubber, glass and plastic. Volunteers collected and

reported more than 67,000 litter items around Townsville and Magnetic island between 2008 and 2017.

62% of the items were plastic (Figure 20).
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Figure 20. Marine debris in the Wulgurukaba region is dominated by plastics

Risks

We have undertaken a desktop risk assessment of the cumulative pressures on key habitats and species

in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country region and the risks vary from low to very high. Of major concern is the

very high risk to coral and the high risk to dugongs in the next ten years (Table 2). A summary of the risks

to three habitats in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country is in Figure 21.

Table 2. Expert panel assessment of risks to marine species in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country area
between 2020-30.
Key: VH- Very High, H- High, M- Medium, L- Low, VL- Very low, NA- Not Applicable

Indigenous name Scientific
common name

Inshore reefs and
shoals

Offshore reefs
and shoals

Islands

Aguny Mangrove NA NA L

Seagrass M NA M

Bugurga Seaweed VL L L

Dhambi Coral VH H VH

Baba Shell H M H

Guya Fish M L M

Angugan Turtle M L M

Yamun Dugong H NA H

Summary M L M
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Figure 21. Summary of the risks of three habitats in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country region in 2020. Green-

medium, Orange- Low. © Reef Ecologic

Resilience

Ecosystems that have relatively high diversity tend to be more resilient to external pressures, largely

because of high variability in their population densities and their ability to maintain properties, such as

nutrient cycling or food web functioning.

The relative resilience of areas in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country region varies from high to low and our

assessment is: offshore reefs and shoals have high resilience, islands have medium resilience and inshore

reefs and shoals have low resilience.

Effectiveness of current management

Spatial management

There are many federal, state, local government, NGO’s, businesses, community and indigenous groups

who have an actual or potential role in management of the Wulgurukaba Sea Country region. The key

groups and management tools are outlined in Table 3 and Figure 22.
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groups and management tools are outlined in Table 3 and Figure 22.

27

Table 3. Selected organisation and management tools used in the Wulgurukaba Sea Country region.

Organisations Management tools

Gurambilbarra Wulgurukaba Mada

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA)
GBRMPA and Department of Environmental Services
Fisheries Queensland
Fisheries Queensland
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service
Port of Townsville
Port of Townsville
Townsville City Council
RAMSAR

Native title
World Heritage Area
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Dugong Protected Area
Fish Habitat Area
National park
Master plan
Port overlay
Local government area
Wetlands

A search for Matters of National Environment Significance for the Townsville City Council region on 23

June 2021 results in the following matters that occur in the area:

World Heritage Properties: 2

National Heritage Places: 3

Wetlands of International Significance: 1

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park: 41

Commonwealth Marine Area: 1

Threatened Ecological Communities: 9

Threatened Species: 69

Migratory Species: 74
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Figure 22. Map of jurisdictional boundaries of management authorities (from GBRMPA 2019).

On a reef-wide scale, GBRMPA (2019) concluded that the region is managed effectively in most areas of

activity. The GBRMPA (2019) recognised that management effectiveness remains strongest for topics of

limited scale or complexity. Management of traditional use of marine resources for the entire Great

Barrier Reef was assessed as good to very good (GBRMPA 2019). However, the Wulgurukaba Sea Country

region does not have a local TUMRA in place. Consequently our desktop assessment of management

effectiveness of traditional use of marine resources for this region is poor.
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Figure 22. Map of jurisdictional boundaries of management authorities (from GBRMPA 2019).

On a reef-wide scale, GBRMPA (2019) concluded that the region is managed effectively in most areas of

activity. The GBRMPA (2019) recognised that management effectiveness remains strongest for topics of

limited scale or complexity. Management of traditional use of marine resources for the entire Great

Barrier Reef was assessed as good to very good (GBRMPA 2019). However, the Wulgurukaba Sea Country

region does not have a local TUMRA in place. Consequently our desktop assessment of management

effectiveness of traditional use of marine resources for this region is poor.
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Species management

A number of threatened species and migratory species use Cleveland Bay and the surrounding area. A

protected matters search conducted on 23 June 2021 identified 4 mammals (whales) , 6 reptiles (turtles)

and 4 shark species that are listed as threatened species and potentially occurring in the area. 123

marine species are listed (including birds, fish, mammals (dugong), reptiles, whales and cetaceans.

Summary, outlook and opportunities

We have summarised the available knowledge, condition, risk and resilience of three regions and the

entire Wulgurukaba Sea Country in Table 4. There is a medium level of knowledge (but see Appendix 1

for gaps), poor condition, medium level of fish and medium level of resilience

Table 4. Summary of the assessments for condition, risk and resilience of three regions of Wulgurukaba

Sea Country. KEY: P- Poor, G- Good, L- Low, M- Medium, H- High

Inshore reefs and
shoals

Offshore reefs
and shoals

Islands Wulgurukaba Sea
Country

Knowledge L M M M

Condition P G P P

Risk M L M M

Resilience L H M M

We predict that the status of the Sea Country was likely very good during the thousands of years of

indigenous care, management, and stewardship before European settlement of Townsville (Table 5). If

we predict the outlook for the future it is likely that there will be some positive changes in the

short-term (10 years) such as improvement in cultural knowledge and condition will not change or may

deteriorate further due to long-term global factors. If we predict hundreds or thousands of years into the

future we hypothesise that there may be improvements in knowledge, condition and resilience
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Table 5. Summary of the history and potential Outlook for knowledge, condition, risk and resilience with

different types of management of Sea Country for 2021-2130. KEY: VP- Very poor, P- Poor, M- Medium, G-

Good, VG- Very Good, VL- Very Low, H- High

TIMING 1850
(pre-European)

10 yr FUTURE (2030 ) 100 yr FUTURE
(2120)

Management
scenario and
indicators

Wulgurukaba
Sea Country
Management

Business As
Usual

Wulgurukaba
Sea Country
Management

Wulgurukaba
Sea Country
Management

Knowledge G M M G

Condition VG VP P G

Risk VL M M M

Resilience H M M H

A comparison of the current condition (2020) (top), risks (middle) and potential condition of three

habitats in Wulgurukaba sea country in 2030 (bottom) is in Figure 23.
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CONDITION

RISK

OUTLOOK

Figure 23. An infographic comparison of the condition (top), risk (middle) of three habitats in the

Wulgurukaba Sea Country region in 2020 and potential outlook in 2030 (below) under a business as usual

approach. Orange- Low, Green- medium, Red- high. © Reef Ecologic
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The main types of co-management arrangements, worldwide, are shared management of a species,

usually migratory, on land or in sea; shared management of an area; a combination of these (e.g.

management of a species or its habitat, on certain types of land or water). The most common forms of

co-management are between government agencies and other parties, but agreements are possible

between non-government parties, for instance Indigenous people with an industry. The opportunities for

solving both Indigenous and non-Indigenous management and access desires in the Great Barrier Reef

probably lie in some combination of area, species and multi- purpose agreements (George et al. 2004).

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples’ management and co-management of land and

sea heritage and natural resources are expanding, both on their own lands and on private, State and

Australian Government lands. These groups have primarily been community-based and focused on

providing opportunities for local people to take active roles in the management of Land and Sea Country

as a means of maintaining strong spiritual links with their traditional homelands (i.e. establishing rangers

to look after the country).

We undertook a Strength, Weakness, Opportunity and Threat analysis of Wulgurukaba Sea Country

management (Table 6).

Table 6. SWOT analysis of current (Strength, Weakness) and future (Opportunity, Threat) Wulgurukaba

Sea Country management

STRENGTH
Long connection to Sea Country (6,000+ yrs)
TO’s in NRM management positions
Marine Park
Dugong Protected Area

WEAKNESS
Limited number of Traditional Owners (100’s)
Limited knowledge of individual reefs/shoals
Declining condition of reef
Increasing pressures
Lack of Traditional Owner recognition.

OPPORTUNITY
Traditional Use of Marine Resources Agreement
Wulgurukaba Sea Country rangers
Joint Management: Wulgurukaba and GBRMPA
Capacity development
Funding
Restoration

THREAT
Declining health of habitats
Declining health of species
Long-term pressures such as Port of Townsville
Loss of Cultural Connection

The Wulgurukaba Sea Country assessment identified three primary areas where Traditional Owner skills,

interests and aspirations lay in the future:

1. Involvement in improving management practices to care for Wulgurukaba Sea Country

2. Involvement in science and knowledge about local reefs, shoals and islands

3. Capacity development of reef rangers.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Assessment of monitoring of coral habitats at specific islands, reefs and shoals in the

Wulgurukaba Sea Country area. Reef Ecologic references are personal observations. KEY. NA- Not

available

Map ID Location Habitat
Condition and
trend (5 years)

Reference

1 Rattlesnake Island 5% decrease Reef Ecologic
2 Herald Island 5% decrease Reef Ecologic
3 Magnetic Island 10-30% coral increase AIMS
4 Keeper Reef 20-89% increase Reef Ecologic
5 Grub Reef 11% coral increase AIMS
6 Yankee Reef NA
7 Bowl Reef NA
8 Glow Reef NA
9 Arc Reef NA

10 Coil Reef NA
11 Dip Reef 19% coral increase AIMS
12 Myrmidon Reef 38% increase AIMS
13 Faraday Reef 5% Reef Ecologic
14 Needle Reef NA
15 Arab Reef NA
16 Westmoreland

Reef
20% increase Reef Ecologic

17 Backnumbers Reef 20% increase Reef Ecologic
18 Braggs Reef 20% Reef Ecologic
19 Hopkinson Reef 20% Reef Ecologic
20 French Reef 20% Reef Ecologic
21 Helix Reef 50% coral increase AIMS
22 Middle Reef 10% decrease Reef Check
23 Bramble Rock Reef 5% decrease Reef Ecologic
24 Rattlesnake Island

Reef
5% decrease Reef Ecologic

25 Lorne Reef 10% decrease Reef Ecologic
26 Cordelia Rocks Reef 5% decrease Reef Ecologic
27 Virago Shoal 2% decrease Reef Ecologic
28 Paluma Shoals 2% decrease Reef Ecologic
29 Thread Shoal NA
30 Thimble Shoal NA
31 Cotton Shoal NA
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Appendix 2. Timeline of key dates or events related to indigenous people, science and the Townsville

region.

Date Key events

40000BC Indigenous people living in region

2000BC Yunbenun - Aboriginal people living on Magnetic Island (based on dates from Shell

Middens)

1770 James Cook names Magnetic Island

1819 Alan Cunningham and Captain Phillip Parker King were the first Europeans to record a

landing in Cleveland Bay

1864 Townsville city founded

1865 Townsville port founded

1872 Townsville population was approximately 2000 people

1914 WW1 commenced

1920’s Wulgurukaba people forced from land to missions

1939 Townsville airport founded

1942 WW2 commenced

1970 James Cook University founded

1974 AIMS commenced at Pallarenda

1975 Great Barrier Reef Marine Park declared

1987 Reef Wonderland (now Reef HQ) founded

2020 Gurambilbarra and Wulgurukaba Sea Claim
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Appendix 3. Geographic locations of cultural heritage sites at Magnetic Island derived from the DATSIP

database.

Site ID Attribute Record Date Latitude Longitude

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 23-Jan-81 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 1-Nov-00 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 23-Jan-81 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 1-Nov-00 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A48 Artefact Scatter 19-Jan-81 -19.152708 146.841997

FK:A49 Artefact Scatter 24-Jan-81 -19.174701 146.831003

FK:A49 Artefact Scatter 9-Nov-00 -19.174701 146.831003

FK:A50 Artefact Scatter 24-Jan-81 -19.175008 146.83066

FK:A50 Artefact Scatter 9-Nov-00 -19.175008 146.83066

FK:A51 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.131021 146.874388

FK:A51 Artefact Scatter 30-Oct-00 -19.131021 146.874388

FK:A52 Artefact Scatter 25-Jan-81 -19.164784 146.818487

FK:A52 Artefact Scatter 25-Jan-81 -19.164468 146.818649

FK:A53 Artefact Scatter 27-Jan-81 -19.160378 146.810303

FK:A96 Artefact Scatter 20-Dec-89 -19.148409 146.8607

FK:A96 Artefact Scatter 1-Dec-00 -19.148409 146.8607

FK:B01 Artefact Scatter 1-Jan-87 -19.162553 146.858261

FK:B01 Artefact Scatter 14-Jun-95 -19.162553 146.858261

FK:C26 Burial(s) 1-Aug-01 -19.159287 146.856592

FK:C92 Hearth/Oven(s) 9-Nov-00 -19.119331 146.844827
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Appendix 3. Geographic locations of cultural heritage sites at Magnetic Island derived from the DATSIP

database.

Site ID Attribute Record Date Latitude Longitude

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 30-Jan-74 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 23-Apr-74 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Artefact Scatter 29-Oct-00 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 23-Jan-81 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 1-Nov-00 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 23-Jan-81 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A47 Artefact Scatter 1-Nov-00 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A48 Artefact Scatter 19-Jan-81 -19.152708 146.841997

FK:A49 Artefact Scatter 24-Jan-81 -19.174701 146.831003

FK:A49 Artefact Scatter 9-Nov-00 -19.174701 146.831003

FK:A50 Artefact Scatter 24-Jan-81 -19.175008 146.83066

FK:A50 Artefact Scatter 9-Nov-00 -19.175008 146.83066

FK:A51 Artefact Scatter 6-Feb-81 -19.131021 146.874388

FK:A51 Artefact Scatter 30-Oct-00 -19.131021 146.874388

FK:A52 Artefact Scatter 25-Jan-81 -19.164784 146.818487

FK:A52 Artefact Scatter 25-Jan-81 -19.164468 146.818649

FK:A53 Artefact Scatter 27-Jan-81 -19.160378 146.810303

FK:A96 Artefact Scatter 20-Dec-89 -19.148409 146.8607

FK:A96 Artefact Scatter 1-Dec-00 -19.148409 146.8607

FK:B01 Artefact Scatter 1-Jan-87 -19.162553 146.858261

FK:B01 Artefact Scatter 14-Jun-95 -19.162553 146.858261

FK:C26 Burial(s) 1-Aug-01 -19.159287 146.856592

FK:C92 Hearth/Oven(s) 9-Nov-00 -19.119331 146.844827
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FK:C82 Landscape Feature 24-Aug-05 -19.141187 146.830307

FK:A47 Painting(s) 23-Jan-81 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Painting(s) 1-Nov-00 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Painting(s) 23-Jan-81 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A47 Painting(s) 1-Nov-00 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A54 Painting(s) 8-Feb-81 -19.155324 146.858457

FK:A96 Painting(s) 20-Dec-89 -19.148409 146.8607

FK:A96 Painting(s) 1-Dec-00 -19.148409 146.8607

FK00000009 Painting(s) 23-Nov-11 -19.159617 146.856757

FK:C94 Quarry(s) 31-Oct-00 -19.139802 146.856837

FK:C94 Quarry(s) 31-Oct-00 -19.138274 146.856562

FK:A97 Scarred/Carved Tree 5-May-89 -19.120091 146.875602

FK:B23 Scarred/Carved Tree 24-Jan-89 -19.158938 146.857503

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 30-Jan-74 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 23-Apr-74 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 6-Feb-81 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 29-Oct-00 -19.122613 146.876532

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 30-Jan-74 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 23-Apr-74 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 6-Feb-81 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 29-Oct-00 -19.122049 146.877256

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 30-Jan-74 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 23-Apr-74 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 6-Feb-81 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 29-Oct-00 -19.121706 146.877761

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 30-Jan-74 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 23-Apr-74 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 6-Feb-81 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A08 Shell Midden(s) 29-Oct-00 -19.120093 146.878863

FK:A47 Shell Midden(s) 23-Jan-81 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Shell Midden(s) 1-Nov-00 -19.136596 146.848804

FK:A47 Shell Midden(s) 23-Jan-81 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A47 Shell Midden(s) 1-Nov-00 -19.13618 146.848586

FK:A49 Shell Midden(s) 24-Jan-81 -19.174701 146.831003

FK:A49 Shell Midden(s) 9-Nov-00 -19.174701 146.831003

FK:A50 Shell Midden(s) 24-Jan-81 -19.175008 146.83066

FK:A50 Shell Midden(s) 9-Nov-00 -19.175008 146.83066

FK:A51 Shell Midden(s) 6-Feb-81 -19.131021 146.874388

FK:A51 Shell Midden(s) 30-Oct-00 -19.131021 146.874388
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FK:A52 Shell Midden(s) 25-Jan-81 -19.164784 146.818487

FK:A52 Shell Midden(s) 25-Jan-81 -19.164468 146.818649

FK:A53 Shell Midden(s) 27-Jan-81 -19.160378 146.810303

FK:A59 Shell Midden(s) 30-May-70 -19.136998 146.78923

FK:A59 Shell Midden(s) 8-Nov-00 -19.136998 146.78923

FK:A59 Shell Midden(s) 30-May-70 -19.136427 146.78712

FK:A59 Shell Midden(s) 8-Nov-00 -19.136427 146.78712

FK:A60 Shell Midden(s) 27-Jan-71 -19.180014 146.836808

FK:A72 Shell Midden(s) 27-Mar-86 -19.153517 146.858459

FK:A72 Shell Midden(s) 1-Jun-89 -19.153517 146.858459

FK:A72 Shell Midden(s) 14-Jun-95 -19.153517 146.858459

FK:A97 Shell Midden(s) 5-May-89 -19.120091 146.875602

FK:A98 Shell Midden(s) 4-May-89 -19.124611 146.878451

FK:A99 Shell Midden(s) 6-May-89 -19.117381 146.877505

FK:C42 Shell Midden(s) 3-May-01 -19.170527 146.829436

FK:C43 Shell Midden(s) 3-May-01 -19.170719 146.83189

FK:C43 Shell Midden(s) 3-May-01 -19.170717 146.830169

FK:C43 Shell Midden(s) 3-May-01 -19.170636 146.830483

FK:C44 Shell Midden(s) 3-May-01 -19.172019 146.830224

FK:C44 Shell Midden(s) 3-May-01 -19.171874 146.830339

FK:C45 Shell Midden(s) 27-Jul-01 -19.181369 146.835941

FK:C93 Shell Midden(s) 9-Nov-00 -19.120688 146.84589
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Can indigenous knowledge save the reef?

By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Indigenous Australians have been looking after the Great Barrier Reef for millennia – and are now

inviting travellers to gain insight into their ancestral knowledge.

"Only a few hundred people have seen this place," said our Aboriginal guide, Balngarrawarra man

Vince Harrigan, as we gazed at a sandstone rock shelter plastered with plump barramundi, cross-

hatched crocodiles and eerie spirit figures painted by his ancestors long ago.

The ancient rock art galleries we'd hiked to is one of hundreds – perhaps even thousands – of

Aboriginal cultural sites hidden in the wild, tropical savannah of Normanby Station, a sprawling cattle

farm near Cooktown on Queensland's Cape York Peninsula, Australia's closest mainland port to the

Great Barrier Reef.

By sharing this one with tourists as a guide with Culture Connect, Harrigan doesn't only provide his

family with a sustainable income stream. With half of the full-day Rock Art & Ranger Tour dedicated to

visiting Balngarrawarra ranger projects, it's also an opportunity to showcase how traditional

knowledge is being used to prevent sediment runoff from being flushed down the Normanby River

and onto the World Heritage-listed reef – where it's thought to create the ideal environment for coral-

eating crown-of-thorns starfish to thrive.

"After more than 100 years of cattle and feral animals roaming this country, the erosion gullies have

been getting bigger and bigger," explained Harrigan, who has been working alongside erosion

experts from Queensland's Griffith University to remediate them. "We’ve been using traditional land

management techniques like burning to get native grasses growing back to stabilise the soil."

The Balngarrawarra rangers are supported by the Queensland Government's Indigenous Land and

Sea Ranger Program, which provides jobs and training to bolster stewardship activities that have been

conducted by the 70-odd traditional custodian groups living alongside the 2,300km-long Great Barrier

Reef for tens of thousands of years. An increasing number of these custodians are now inviting

travellers to gain insight into their ancestral knowledge through tourism, showcasing the importance

of reef protection for cultural as well environmental reasons.
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Can indigenous knowledge save the reef?

By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Among them are the Gudjuda Land and Sea Rangers from the Burdekin region, 650km south of

Cooktown, who are also working alongside scientists to combat another threat to the world's largest

coral reef system in the form of fibropapillomatosis, a turtle-specific herpes virus first observed in the

Great Barrier Reef's turtles in the 1970s.

"Our ancestors never knew about this disease, so it's important for us to understand it so we can help

educate our people about it," said Eddie Smallwood, elder and chairperson of the Gudjuda Reference

Group based in Home Hill, which works in partnership with Queensland's James Cook University and

the World Wildlife Fund, amongst other environmental action groups.

Thought to be caused by marine pollution, fibropapillomatosis isn't only a threat to turtles, resulting in

tumours that can blind them, but also to the reef's cultural heritage. "Turtle has been a food source for

our people for thousands of years, but after what I've seen, I don't eat it anymore," rued Smallwood.

As part of their extensive turtle monitoring program, Gudjuda rangers conduct periodic turtle rescue

and tagging excursions called "turtle rodeos". And in the coming months, visitors will be able to join

these lively catch-and-release data collection events with Gudjuda Tours.

"The tours will give us a chance to show people how we look after turtles, and the important role of

turtles in the ecosystem, and in our culture," said Smallwood.

Just a short hop north, in the Townsville region, the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) also

showcases indigenous conservation themes in its series of aquatic installations released in several

stages.

Rising out of the water 30m from Townsville's foreshore, Ocean Siren, the first stage of MOUA

unveiled in 2019, features a sculpture modelled on then-12-year-old Wulgurukaba girl Takoda Johnson

that changes colour to reflect real-time ocean temperatures on the Great Barrier Reef. Facing outward

towards the reef, the sculpture hints that climate change doesn't only threaten the reef, which has lost

half its coral since 1995, but also the indigenous culture and spirituality tied to it for generations.
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Can indigenous knowledge save the reef?

By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Indigenous Australians have been looking after the Great Barrier Reef for millennia – and are now

inviting travellers to gain insight into their ancestral knowledge.

"Only a few hundred people have seen this place," said our Aboriginal guide, Balngarrawarra man

Vince Harrigan, as we gazed at a sandstone rock shelter plastered with plump barramundi, cross-

hatched crocodiles and eerie spirit figures painted by his ancestors long ago.

The ancient rock art galleries we'd hiked to is one of hundreds – perhaps even thousands – of

Aboriginal cultural sites hidden in the wild, tropical savannah of Normanby Station, a sprawling cattle

farm near Cooktown on Queensland's Cape York Peninsula, Australia's closest mainland port to the

Great Barrier Reef.

By sharing this one with tourists as a guide with Culture Connect, Harrigan doesn't only provide his

family with a sustainable income stream. With half of the full-day Rock Art & Ranger Tour dedicated to

visiting Balngarrawarra ranger projects, it's also an opportunity to showcase how traditional

knowledge is being used to prevent sediment runoff from being flushed down the Normanby River

and onto the World Heritage-listed reef – where it's thought to create the ideal environment for coral-

eating crown-of-thorns starfish to thrive.

"After more than 100 years of cattle and feral animals roaming this country, the erosion gullies have

been getting bigger and bigger," explained Harrigan, who has been working alongside erosion

experts from Queensland's Griffith University to remediate them. "We’ve been using traditional land

management techniques like burning to get native grasses growing back to stabilise the soil."

The Balngarrawarra rangers are supported by the Queensland Government's Indigenous Land and

Sea Ranger Program, which provides jobs and training to bolster stewardship activities that have been
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By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Among them are the Gudjuda Land and Sea Rangers from the Burdekin region, 650km south of

Cooktown, who are also working alongside scientists to combat another threat to the world's largest

coral reef system in the form of fibropapillomatosis, a turtle-specific herpes virus first observed in the

Great Barrier Reef's turtles in the 1970s.

"Our ancestors never knew about this disease, so it's important for us to understand it so we can help

educate our people about it," said Eddie Smallwood, elder and chairperson of the Gudjuda Reference

Group based in Home Hill, which works in partnership with Queensland's James Cook University and

the World Wildlife Fund, amongst other environmental action groups.

Thought to be caused by marine pollution, fibropapillomatosis isn't only a threat to turtles, resulting in

tumours that can blind them, but also to the reef's cultural heritage. "Turtle has been a food source for

our people for thousands of years, but after what I've seen, I don't eat it anymore," rued Smallwood.

As part of their extensive turtle monitoring program, Gudjuda rangers conduct periodic turtle rescue

and tagging excursions called "turtle rodeos". And in the coming months, visitors will be able to join

these lively catch-and-release data collection events with Gudjuda Tours.

"The tours will give us a chance to show people how we look after turtles, and the important role of

turtles in the ecosystem, and in our culture," said Smallwood.

Just a short hop north, in the Townsville region, the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) also

showcases indigenous conservation themes in its series of aquatic installations released in several

stages.

Rising out of the water 30m from Townsville's foreshore, Ocean Siren, the first stage of MOUA

unveiled in 2019, features a sculpture modelled on then-12-year-old Wulgurukaba girl Takoda Johnson

that changes colour to reflect real-time ocean temperatures on the Great Barrier Reef. Facing outward

towards the reef, the sculpture hints that climate change doesn't only threaten the reef, which has lost

half its coral since 1995, but also the indigenous culture and spirituality tied to it for generations.
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Can indigenous knowledge save the reef?

By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Now, in the lead-up to the installation of the third stage of MOUA at Palm Island, currently scheduled

for 2022, an indigenous guides training programme has been launched to equip local indigenous

people with the skills to lead tours of MOUA and their ancestral lands beyond.

From experience, having been left wanting for personalised cultural context following my own recent

dive at the Coral Greenhouse (the second and largest stage of MOUA that opened in mid-2020 at

John Brewer Reef off Townsville), the indigenous guides will no doubt also help visitors connect to

MOUA on a deeper level.

By experiencing MOUA – and the wider Great Barrier Reef – with indigenous guides, said Manbarra

woman, MOUA board member and indigenous guides mentor Vicki Saylor, travellers have an

opportunity to conserve the reef by supporting the preservation of indigenous culture, which centres

on the concept of caring for country (ancestral lands).

On a tour with an indigenous guide, everybody learns how to have more respect for the land and sea,

as well as each other

"Back in the day, we weren't allowed to practice our culture, so the guides programme is an amazing

opportunity for our people to rediscover their culture and share that proudly with visitors," said Saylor

when we caught up via Zoom during the new recruits' scuba diving training. "On a tour with an

indigenous guide, everybody learns how to have more respect for the land and sea, as well as each

other."

Among the eight new recruits, Saylor added, are two grandchildren of the late indigenous land rights

pioneer Eddie Kioki Mabo, who moved to Townsville as a young man in 1959 after growing up on Mer

(Murray) Island in the Torres Strait. "Koiki went through a lot for our people, and now his grandchildren

are going to bring more to the table," Saylor said proudly.

 

BBC Travel

Museum Of Underwater Art Limited

ABN: 30 624 327 224 info@moua.com.au

https://www.bbc.com/travel/article/20211128-can-indigenous-knowledge-save-the-reef

Can indigenous knowledge save the reef?

By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Further up the coast, in the main reef tourism hub of Cairns, visitors can also learn how the Great

Barrier Reef's traditional custodians have lived in harmony with the natural icon for millennia on a day

trip with Dreamtime Dive & Snorkel. Recruited from four indigenous groups, its sea rangers share

lessons from their ancestors via evocative storytelling sessions and traditional dance and music

performances after welcoming guests on board with a cultural smoking ceremony.

Launched in 2018, Cairns' first indigenous-led reef operator is also involved in various reef protection

initiatives, including the Australian Government Reef Trust Partnership Kul-Bul ("Spirit of Sea Country"

in the Yirrgay dialect of the Yirrigungji people), which aims to combine Western biological knowledge

with traditional indigenous ecological knowledge to create a holistic approach for stewardship in

Yirrganydji sea country.

Dreamtime harnesses this approach on its snorkelling tours, said Mandingalbay Yidinji woman Reggie

Morey, a Dreamtime sea ranger and newly qualified scuba diver. "If we see a mushroom coral, for

example, our marine biologist will talk about how it works; why it gets slimy when it gets flipped over,"

she said. "Then we'll talk about how we traditionally used it – as a sunscreen!"

sitors can also learn about Aboriginal culture and reef conservation projects led by Gidarjil Sea

Rangers from the Bundaberg region on a brand-new pontoon near Lady Musgrave Island at the

southern end of the Great Barrier Reef. Opened in September 2021, the Lady Musgrave HQ features

an underwater observatory that morphs into a bunkhouse sleeping 20 by night. While the Sea

Rangers already join reef trips on a regular basis and share their traditional stories as part of the on-

board reef presentations and island walks, they'll now be able to stay overnight and add to the

traditional owner experience.

Despite the Great Barrier Reef narrowly avoiding an "in danger" diagnosis by Unesco in 2021,

scientists claim its conservation requires action well beyond the remit of the reef's traditional

custodians. But with more opportunities than ever for visitors to connect with the reef's indigenous

conservation story, and actively participate in it, it doesn't only offer new hope for the reef, but a

transformative way to experience it, too.
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Can indigenous knowledge save the reef?

By Sarah Reid29th November 2021

Now, in the lead-up to the installation of the third stage of MOUA at Palm Island, currently scheduled

for 2022, an indigenous guides training programme has been launched to equip local indigenous

people with the skills to lead tours of MOUA and their ancestral lands beyond.

From experience, having been left wanting for personalised cultural context following my own recent

dive at the Coral Greenhouse (the second and largest stage of MOUA that opened in mid-2020 at

John Brewer Reef off Townsville), the indigenous guides will no doubt also help visitors connect to

MOUA on a deeper level.

By experiencing MOUA – and the wider Great Barrier Reef – with indigenous guides, said Manbarra

woman, MOUA board member and indigenous guides mentor Vicki Saylor, travellers have an

opportunity to conserve the reef by supporting the preservation of indigenous culture, which centres

on the concept of caring for country (ancestral lands).

On a tour with an indigenous guide, everybody learns how to have more respect for the land and sea,

as well as each other

"Back in the day, we weren't allowed to practice our culture, so the guides programme is an amazing

opportunity for our people to rediscover their culture and share that proudly with visitors," said Saylor
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example, our marine biologist will talk about how it works; why it gets slimy when it gets flipped over,"

she said. "Then we'll talk about how we traditionally used it – as a sunscreen!"

sitors can also learn about Aboriginal culture and reef conservation projects led by Gidarjil Sea
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southern end of the Great Barrier Reef. Opened in September 2021, the Lady Musgrave HQ features

an underwater observatory that morphs into a bunkhouse sleeping 20 by night. While the Sea

Rangers already join reef trips on a regular basis and share their traditional stories as part of the on-

board reef presentations and island walks, they'll now be able to stay overnight and add to the

traditional owner experience.

Despite the Great Barrier Reef narrowly avoiding an "in danger" diagnosis by Unesco in 2021,

scientists claim its conservation requires action well beyond the remit of the reef's traditional

custodians. But with more opportunities than ever for visitors to connect with the reef's indigenous

conservation story, and actively participate in it, it doesn't only offer new hope for the reef, but a

transformative way to experience it, too.

 

BBC Travel

Museum Of Underwater Art Limited

ABN: 30 624 327 224 info@moua.com.au
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ABN: 30 624 327 224 info@moua.com.au
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Site inspection of Nelly Bay 
 
Time:   12:10-1:10pm 
Date:  25 October 2021 
 
People:  Dr Adam Smith  Reef Ecologic 
  Joanne Stacey  Reef Ecologic 
 
Objective:  
We met several members of the local community at Nelly Bay to discuss the MOUA project and public 
comments. Following the meeting and to respond to comments from the community about potential 
location for underwater art at Nelly Bay we investigated in more detail the potential site at Nelly Bay. 
 
Conditions:  
Good. Sea was calm with low swell and less than 10 knots of wind. High at 12:04 at  2.49m. Water 
visibility was 4-6m. 
 
Activity:  
Snorkelled from Base Backpackers along the sand\reef line and then north along snorkel trail. Swam 
approximately 350m along reef. The snorkel trail is approximately 200m offshore (red line in Figure 1). 
 
Observations: 
The southern area offshore from Base Backpackers is dominated by macroalgae (Sargassum sp) and 
very low coral. As we swam north towards snorkel trail coral was more abundant and diverse. There 
were several sparse sand patches near marker buoy number 4. Water depth between 4 and 5m. Several 
photographs were taken of the substrate (Figure 2) and nearby reef (Figure 3). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. Map of Nelly Bay snorkel trail and marker buoy number 4. 

  Boundary. 19.10.229.  146.50.946   
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Figure 2. Underwater habitat at recommended site 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Underwater habitat in vicinity of recommended site 
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TARMAC.COM 
  
Tarmac Trading Limited Registered in England and Wales. Company No. 453791 

Tarmac Cement and Lime Limited Registered in England and Wales. Company No. 66558 

Tarmac Services Limited Registered in England and Wales. Company No. 8197397 

Registered address for all companies: Portland House  Bickenhill Lane  Solihull  Birmingham  B37 7BQ 
 
‘Tarmac’ and the ‘circle logo ’are registered trademarks. ©2015 Tarmac Trading Limited. Tarmac Trading Limited is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority for consumer credit. 

 

Portland House  Bickenhill Lane  
Solihull  Birmingham  B37 7BQ 

0800 1 218 218  enquiries@tarmac.com 
 

Tarmac Cement 
National Laboratory 
Yelsway Lane 
Waterhouses 
Staffordshire 
ST10 3AZ 
 
7/7/2021 
 

Composition of Fly ash 
 

Tudela Fly ash  
EN 450-1 LOI Cat. B, Fineness Cat.N 

0099-CPR-A95-0019 
 
Based on the May 2021 monthly composite sample: 
 

Property Value BS EN 450-1 Limit 
Fineness (Residue) 45µm % 18.1 Declared Value 15% ± 10% 

(Tested in accordance with BS EN 450-1 cl. 5.3.1) 
APD g/cm³ 2.48 < 200kg/m3 from declared value 
28 Day Activity Index – Apr sample % 80.18 >75% 
90 Day Activity Index – Mar sample % 93.39 >85% 
Sulfate SO3 % 1.71 ≤ 3.0% 
Loss on Ignition LOI % 3.08 ≤ 7.0% 
Chloride Cl- % 0.008 ≤ 0.1% 
Calcium Oxide CaO % 6.35 ≤ 10.0% 
SiO2 + Al2O3 + Fe2O3 - % 82.43 ≥ 70.0% 
Free Lime - % 1.05 ≤ 1.5% 
Alkalis Na2Oeq % 1.17 ≤ 5.0% 
Declared Mean Alkali 
Content Na2Oeq % 1.50 - 

Declared Maximum 
Chloride Content Cl- % 0.05 - 

*BS EN 933-10:2009 method replacing the 63 µm sieve with a 45 µm sieve 
 
For and on behalf of Tarmac Cement: 
 

S.Chudley 
 
Simon Chudley 
 
National Commercial Technical Manager 
Tarmac Cement 
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Earth Friendly Concrete
Reduce your project’s  
carbon footprint

T H E  C O N C R E T E  P E O P L E



If a reduced carbon footprint is an  
important part of your project’s  
specification then Earth Friendly  
Concrete will help you achieve  
your goals.

Earth Friendly Concrete (EFC®) /  
Geopolymer Concrete is a cement-free 
concrete which typically offers between a 
75% and 87% saving in embodied carbon 
compared to standard concrete mixes and 
helps to reduce the carbon footprint  
associated with concrete use in  
construction projects.

EFC® does not use Portland Cement, 
using GGBS and Fly Ash instead  
and saving typically 180 kg+ of  
carbon per metre of concrete. 
 

EFC® can be used for the same  
applications as traditional concrete.

Save 180 tonnes  
(on a grade C32/40 concrete mix)  

of embodied carbon on an average 
1000m3 pour by using EFC®

It has excellent mechanical and structural  
properties and offers the highest chemical  
protection, with low shrinkage rates. In addition, 
EFC® has a low thermal gradient providing very 
low temperature rises in cast deep sections.

Contents

What Is EFC® Concrete?  ..............................................................  4

Applications  ........................................................................................  5

Benefits And Features  ...................................................................  6-7

Building A Highly Successful Track Record .......................  8-11

Let’s Get Technical  ..........................................................................  12-13

Calculating Embodied CO2 And Carbon Footprints  ......  14

Cement production accounts for  
of all global Carbon Emissions
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What Is EFC®

EFC® is Earth Friendly Concrete supplied by 
Capital Concrete under an agreement with 
Australian company, Wagner Group, within the 
Greater London area. It is more sustainable 
than traditional concrete, typically 75 - 87%  
less embodied CO2 or -180kg CO2 per  
cubic metre, helping your project reach  
sustainability targets.

Geopolymer concrete is made from a binder consisting of 75% 
Ground Granulated Blast Furnace Slag (GGBS), 25% Pulverized 
Fuel Ash (PFA) with zero Portland Cement, this is combined with 
normal constituent materials of the concrete mix including aggregate 
types and weight and Alkali Activators together with a super  
plasticizing admixture with or without extended open life as  
required for any project.

The Geopolymer binders are usually derived from waste
products, such as Ground Granulated Blast Furnace Slag (GGBS),
Pulverized Fuel Ash (PFA) and may include rice husk ash, palm oil
and fuel ash, which are high in aluminosilicates and are activated
by adding a strong alkali solution to produce an aluminosilicate gel
which is the usual chemical reaction produced by Portland Cement.

To place an order or to talk to us about the 
requirements for your project please call  

our team on 020 3974 0520.

EFC® may be utilised in all applications where  
traditional concrete is used, for example, slabs, 
walls, columns, footings etc., traditional slip form 
paving including machine paving, deck units and 
tunnel segments in major infrastructure projects.

Applications

EFC® has special advantage 
over traditional concrete in tunnel 
segment manufacture where early 
strength development is required 
as well as providing a high  
fire resistance. 

EFC® has been shown  
to perform better than  
traditional concrete in  
marine applications.
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Sustainable
Zero Portland Cement
Typical carbon content of up 
to 87% less embodied CO2 or 
-180kg CO2 per cubic metre
Reuses industry waste  
by-products slag and fly ash

Reliable
40% less shrinkage  
(typically 350 µξ)
Very low heat development  
(circa ~15°C)
Less susceptible to cracking

Looks Great
Natural off-white colour
Clean off-form finish
Compatible with colour pigments 
and oxides

Easy To Work With
Batched in a concrete plant
Delivered in an agitator/ 
traditional concrete mixer
Placed by pump, chute or  
pre-cast
Can be disposed of under  
European Waste - Catalogue 
code 17 01 01 (concrete)
 

* when compared with traditional concrete.

Key Features

Performs better than traditional concrete in marine  
situations with a high chloride resistance rate.

Aggregate proportions are typically the same as  
traditional concrete.

All commercial grades: 10 to 65 MPa compressive  
strength can be achieved. 

EFC® Concrete is supplied by Capital Concrete from batching 
plants which are all third party accredited by QSRMC

To place an order or to talk to us about the 
requirements for your project please call  

our team on 020 3974 0520.

Structural
Same compressive strength as 
standard concrete
30% higher flexural tensile 
strength
High early strength and good final 
strength gain

High Durability
Acid and sulphate resistant
Fire resistant to  
AS1530 Part 4 2005 
Chloride ion ingress resistant
High permeability resistance and 
reduced water ingress

Benefits And Features* Of Using EFC®
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Wagner has been developing EFC® over the past 12 
years. The first commercial use in permanent works 
was in 2012 where it was used in floor beams for the 
Global Change Institute in Brisbane.

Recent Projects
Capital Concrete’s dedicated team has over 150 
years’ experience in the concrete industry and has 
worked on some of London’s most prestigious and 
complex projects.   

We understand construction in London, so not only 
are you in good hands, chances are you already  
know some of us well. We have been supplying EFC® 
since January 2020 in the Greater London area for 
numerous temporary and permanent works. 

Building A Highly  
Successful Track Record

Temporary Works

Byrne Brothers at Wood Wharf, London E14. 
Grades C32/40 & C40/50

Skanska, Costain and Strabag. 
High Speed 2, Granby Terrace, 
Euston. Piling Mat grade C32/40

“EFC® was a very successful choice on this high profile
project as it has the same compressive strength as
standard concrete with 40% less shrinkage and is less
susceptible to cracking. It provided HS2 with a saving
of 180kgs CO2/m3 on the 3,000m3 of EFC®

delivered by Capital Concrete.”

Luke Smith, Managing Director, Capital Concrete

Sustainable
Zero Portland Cement
Typical carbon content of up 
to 87% less embodied CO2 or 
-180kg CO2 per cubic metre
Reuses industry waste  
by-products slag and fly ash

Reliable
40% less shrinkage  
(typically 350 µξ)
Very low heat development  
(circa ~15°C)
Less susceptible to cracking

Looks Great
Natural off-white colour
Clean off-form finish
Compatible with colour pigments 
and oxides

Easy To Work With
Batched in a concrete plant
Delivered in an agitator/ 
traditional concrete mixer
Placed by pump, chute or  
pre-cast
Can be disposed of under  
European Waste - Catalogue 
code 17 01 01 (concrete)
 

* when compared with traditional concrete.

Key Features

Performs better than traditional concrete in marine  
situations with a high chloride resistance rate.

Aggregate proportions are typically the same as  
traditional concrete.

All commercial grades: 10 to 65 MPa compressive  
strength can be achieved. 

EFC® Concrete is supplied by Capital Concrete from batching 
plants which are all third party accredited by QSRMC

To place an order or to talk to us about the 
requirements for your project please call  

our team on 020 3974 0520.

Structural
Same compressive strength as 
standard concrete
30% higher flexural tensile 
strength
High early strength and good final 
strength gain

High Durability
Acid and sulphate resistant
Fire resistant to  
AS1530 Part 4 2005 
Chloride ion ingress resistant
High permeability resistance and 
reduced water ingress

Benefits And Features* Of Using EFC®
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Temporary Works

Keltbray Piling Projects: 
Nova East. Hallsville Quarter, 
Ropemaker Street.

Keltbray Structures at  
Charterhouse Place and  
Gateway Central.

“The reduction in the carbon footprint achieved by using 
EFC® gave us a competitive advantage. Our thanks to  
Capital Concrete who made the whole supply process on 
this new and innovative product run smoothly.”   

Stuart Norman, Managing Director, Keltbray Piling

Permanent Works

November 2020 for British Land 
and Piling Contractor Keltbray  
at Canada Water, Southwark, 
London. Grade C32/40

December 2020 for  
Canary Wharf Contractors  
and Byrne Brothers at  
Wood Wharf, London. 
Grade C50/60

“Our successful trials and use of EFC® have furthered our  
ambition to promote and use this novel low carbon concrete 
more widely. Capital Concrete’s support and expertise,  
alongside their close relationship with Wagners has really 
helped us raise aspirations for using EFC® in structural  
applications, which is beginning to translate into opportunities 
for our business. EFC®’s technical performance has been  
impressive, with our testing supporting existing evidence of  
rapid strength gain to high final strength and a low  
heat of hydration.”

Simon Houska, Technical Manager, Bryne Brothers
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Let’s Get Technical

EFC® vs UK cement blends kg CO2 per tonne

EFC®OPC

912 kg

117 kg
50% GGBS

475 kg

EFC® uses between 75% and 87% less embodied CO2  
when compared to UK 100% OPC and UK 50% GGBS mixes. 

EFC® and Existing Standards * 
Earth Friendly Concrete is a relatively new novel  
product to the UK however, it has achieved compliance 
with DIN EN 196-2 and DI  1045-2 in Germany and  
is subject to rigorous ongoing testing across its  
use globally.

In the UK EN 206 and BS8500 govern the  
specification, performance, production and conformity 
requirements for concrete, and are based on a  
general and historic assumption that concrete  
mixes include CEM I. 

Alkali-activated cementitious material (AACM) and  
geopolymer binders in concretes may be used in  
compliance with BS PAS 8820. 

EFC® mix design approval is assisted by the use of test 
data for a route to specification, and Wagners together 
with Capital Concrete can help you achieve this.

*Byrne Brothers: “Wagners’ Earth Friendly Concrete® - an evaluation of our use to date.”

Temporary Works

Keltbray Piling Projects: 
Nova East. Hallsville Quarter, 
Ropemaker Street.

Keltbray Structures at  
Charterhouse Place and  
Gateway Central.

“The reduction in the carbon footprint achieved by using 
EFC® gave us a competitive advantage. Our thanks to  
Capital Concrete who made the whole supply process on 
this new and innovative product run smoothly.”   

Stuart Norman, Managing Director, Keltbray Piling

Permanent Works

November 2020 for British Land 
and Piling Contractor Keltbray  
at Canada Water, Southwark, 
London. Grade C32/40

December 2020 for  
Canary Wharf Contractors  
and Byrne Brothers at  
Wood Wharf, London. 
Grade C50/60

“Our successful trials and use of EFC® have furthered our  
ambition to promote and use this novel low carbon concrete 
more widely. Capital Concrete’s support and expertise,  
alongside their close relationship with Wagners has really 
helped us raise aspirations for using EFC® in structural  
applications, which is beginning to translate into opportunities 
for our business. EFC®’s technical performance has been  
impressive, with our testing supporting existing evidence of  
rapid strength gain to high final strength and a low  
heat of hydration.”

Simon Houska, Technical Manager, Bryne Brothers
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Sales office
020 3974 0520
enquiries@capitalconcrete.co.uk 
www.capitalconcrete.co.uk

Capital Concrete
Brett House, St Michael’s Close,  
Aylesford, Kent ME20 7XE

Plant locations
1. Bow  
Chapman Road, Bow, London E9 5DW
2. Cricklewood  
Cricklewood Railway Yard, 
400 Edgware Road, London NW2 6ND 
3. Croydon
Endeavour Way, Beddington Farm Road,  
Croydon, Surrey CR0 4TR
4. Enfield 
Jeffreys Road, Enfield EN3 7UA
5. Feltham 
Falcon Way Trading Estate, Feltham  
TW14 0UQ

 
6. Rainham 
Launders Lane, Rainham, Essex RM13 9GJ
7. Romford  
Hainault Road, Little Heath, Romford,  
Essex RM6 5SS 
8. Silvertown 
Peruvian Wharf, North Woolwich Road,  
Silvertown E16 2AB
9. Staines
Ashford Road, Laleham, Middlesex TW18 1QF
10. Wembley
Neasden Rail Siding, The Rail Yard, Drury Way, 
London NW10 0JJ

Calculating Embodied CO2 
And Carbon Footprints

Taking a typical C50/60 concrete mix in the UK 
with 420kg/m3 cementitious content containing 
30% GGBS i.e. a CEM IIB-S, table 1 shows 
that the ECO2 of the binder content of 1m3 of 
this type of concrete would be approximately 
263kg/m3. EFC® concrete with a similar binder 
content of 420kg/m3 would have a ECO2  
value of 49kg/m3 therefore a reduction of  
approximately 214kg of embodied carbon in 
each cubic metre of concrete – 81% saving.

CO2 contents for CEM I, GGBS blends and EFC® concrete
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Capital Concrete
Brett House, St Michael’s Close, Aylesford, Kent ME20 7XE

www.capitalconcrete.co.uk    020 3974 0520 

To place an order or to talk to us about the 
requirements for your project please call  

our team on 020 3974 0520.
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13 January 2022 
 

 
To whom it may concern 
 
Townsville Enterprise is the peak Economic Development organisation, Regional Tourism Organisation and 
Convention Bureau for Townsville North Queensland. It is a not-for-profit, apolitical, membership-based 
organisation that exists to connect, grow and promote Townsville North Queensland. Key areas of the 
organisation focus on Tourism and Events, Investment Attraction, Business Development and Advocacy in 
line with the Townsville Enterprise Limited Strategic Plan. 
 
We wish to offer our support for the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) Magnetic Island Board Resolution, 
following community consultation that sites Alma Bay as the proposed new location for installation of six (6) 
sculptures and John Brewer Reef as the second location for the remaining sculptures. 
 
Townsville Enterprise Limited recognises the detailed community consultation the Museum of Underwater 
Art has engaged in to understand feedback on environmental concerns, cultural recognition and supporting 
tourism activity, and has found resolution in proposing a new site for the sculptures. We believe this new 
recommended site alleviates the main concerns of the submissions MOUA and the Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park Authority (GBRMPA) received and allows the Museum of Underwater Art to continue with its vision of 
establishing a world-class attraction on the Great Barrier Reef that promotes education, cultural diversity and 
inspires reef conservation. 
 
Townsville Enterprise Limited is leading the State Government-funded Magnetic Island Masterplan, which 
looks at the long-term, strategic planning that is vital for a sustainable future on the island. As the island 
continues to grow in popularity and demand as domestic and international markets reopen, we are focused 
on developing a dedicated strategy to secure future essential infrastructure and private investment. We 
strongly believe the MOUA Magnetic Island stage plays a huge role in elevating the island and will enhance 
the visitor experience, as well as create opportunities for local operators in the region – complementing our 
vision for Magnetic Island. 
 
The Museum of Underwater Art has already had a significant impact on the Townsville North Queensland 
region, with some commercial tourism operators saying that offering trips to the ‘Coral Greenhouse’ ensured 
their business made it through the toughest parts of the global pandemic, amidst lockdowns and restrictions. 
Townsville Enterprise Limited welcomes the additional MOUA experience to the region and hopes that the 
economic recovery of the tourism industry can continue to be led by innovative projects like this one. 
 
Townsville Enterprise Limited supports the Museum of Underwater Art’s Board Resolution for the Magnetic 
Island stage, following in-depth community consultation. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Claudia Brumme-Smith 
Chief Executive Officer 
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Dr Laurie Murphy 
 
BA, MSc, PhD 
Associate Professor 
Work Integrated Learning 
Coordinator 
College of Business Law and 
Governance 
Telephone (07) 4781 4347 
International +61 7 4781 4347 
 
Email Laurie.Murphy@jcu.edu.au 
JCU Townsville 
Bebegu Yumba campus 
Douglas 
Townsville QLD 4811 Australia 

CRICOS Provider Code 00117J 

 

 

 
 
17 January 2021 
 
 
Paul Victory 
MOUA Ltd Chair 
C/- Captive Communications 
PVW Partners 
52 Walker St 
Townsville 4810 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I am writing in support of the amended scope and location for the MOUA installation on Magnetic Island.  The 
preferred location of Alma Bay ensures easy access to the site which is supported by existing amenities and 
complements current use of the Bay.  The reduction in the number of sculptures will contribute to minimizing 
any impacts on the environment.   
 
I commend the board in taking on feedback from the community and their efforts to find a suitable resolution. 
 
 
Regards 
 

 
Laurie Murphy 

Associate Professor 
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From: Lisa M Raikaki
To: Paul Victory; saylav@outlook.com.au
Cc: Adam Smith; Fiona Montgomerie
Subject: RE: Letter of Support
Date: Wednesday, 19 January 2022 8:42:59 AM
Attachments: image005.png

image006.png
image007.png
image008.png

Good Morning Paul,
 
We are more than happy to Support you in this.
 
Kind Regards
 
Lisa Raikaki| Cultural Transition Officer   
Cleveland Youth Detention Centre | Youth Justice | Department of Children, Youth Justice and
Multicultural Affairs
27-79 Old Common Road, Belgian Gardens, Townsville, Qld, 4810 
T: 07 4421 5186 | Ext: 5186  | M:  E: lisa.raikaki@cyjma.qld.gov.au
 

 

 

I acknowledge the traditional owners and custodians of the land on which I live, work and walk upon. I
acknowledge their continuing connection to land, culture and community. I pay my respect to Elders

past,
present and future.
 
This email and any attachments may contain confidential, private or legally privileged information and

may be protected by copyright. You may only use it if you are the person(s) it was intended to be sent
to and if you use it in an authorised way. No one is allowed to use, review, alter, transmit, disclose,
distribute, print or copy this email without appropriate authority.

 

 
 
From: Paul Victory <paul.victory@sealink.com.au> 
Sent: Tuesday, 18 January 2022 2:31 PM
To: saylav@outlook.com.au; Lisa M Raikaki <Lisa.Raikaki@cyjma.qld.gov.au>
Cc: Adam Smith <adam.smith@reefecologic.org>; Fiona Montgomerie
<Fiona.Montgomerie@pvwpartners.com>



Permit Application G44851.1 / File No: P013532

343

EXTERNAL SENDER: This email originated from outside the organisation. Please be
vigilant with any external email you receive and use caution before responding. Do
not click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the
content can be trusted.

Subject: Letter of Support
 

Hi Vicki & Lisa,
 
I write to you as Board Chair of the Museum of Underwater Art (MOUA) Ltd and thank you for
your amazing contributions to date in the proposed MOUA installations. The MOUA Board is
seeking your support.
 
MOUA is a not for profit, charitable organisation committed to developing an important
educational tourism infrastructure program for North Queensland, through an artistic sculpture
installation promoting Great Barrier Reef science, education and conservation. The perspective
and role of traditional owners and cultural knowledge is integral to MOUA’s vision and planning.
 
As you know we are again preparing a response to GBRMPA on the plans for Magnetic and Palm
Island. As you know we have struck some hurdles on engaging with the MEC and Wulgurukaba
even though we have reached out many times.
 
I feel we need a letter of support expressing your experience with the MOUA Board’s willingness
to openly engage on indigenous matters and opportunities around MOUA? The MOUA Board
seeks your support through a short response letter addressed to MOUA, so as to pass onto
GBRMPA as part of our final Response Plan for permit approval. I am happy that is a general
letter and not necessarily related to just Palm Island.
 

This letter should be addressed as per below, by Wednesday 26th January 2022:
Paul Victory
MOUA Ltd Chair
C/- Captive Communications
PVW Partners
52 Walker St
Townsville 4810

 
 
Thank you in anticipation.
 
Paul Victory
MOUA Ltd Chair
M 0408157154
 
 
DISCLAIMER: The information contained in the above e-mail message or messages
(which includes any attachments) is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is
intended only for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the
addressee any form of disclosure, copying, modification, distribution or any action taken
or omitted in reliance on the information is unauthorised. Opinions contained in the
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