


PO Box 30

Magnetic Island

Queensland, 4819


To: Port Of Townsville Ltd

dredging@townsvilleport.com.au


Re: Application for a 10 year Sea Dumping Permit 

Dear Port Of Townsville Ltd.


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your application for a 10 year Permit to 
continue to use the current DMPA at the head of Cleveland Bay.


Magnetic Island Nature Care Association (MINCA) is an incorporated voluntary 
conservation group established to support and encourage the protection and sustainable 
use of Magnetic Island and its surrounding waters, all within the Great Barrier Reef World 
Heritage Area (GBRWHA). We are the only island organisation whose primary concern is 
the protection of the natural habitats and species of the island and surrounding waters. 


As you know, MINCA has met frequently with PoTL to express our concerns about the 
continuing impact of dumped dredge spoil on the ecology of Cleveland Bay. We believe 
that much of the dumped spoil is re-suspended by waves and currents and redistributed 
around the Bay and back into the port access channel. Not only does this result in 
excessive maintenance dredging requirements, it settles on reef flats and seagrass beds, 
and reduces the resilience of our marine ecosystems. It definitely moves into the 
surrounding Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.


We believe the modelling used by PoTL fails to reflect this extent and duration of silt 
deposition and light reduction caused by the current DMPA. Silt particles cause 
smothering and biological injury, and the associated turbidity causes a reduction in 
underwater light, and the ability of the biota to recover from environmental stresses.


MINCA believes that:


• sea-dumping at the current Dredge Material Placement Area (DMPA) is having a 
deleterious impact on Matters of National Environmental Significance and that 
these impacts are not addressed by the application. These Matters include:


• World Heritage Properties

• Listed threatened species

• Listed migratory species

• The environment of the Commonwealth marine areas

• National heritage places


• the long-term and cumulative impacts of past and current sea dumping 
practices are neither acknowledged nor addressed in the application.


• the study of alternative deeper water DMPAs is inadequate.
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• The application doesn’t recognise and deliver the environmental, legislative and 
policy objectives for this environmentally significant area.


• Community concerns about continuing impacts have been ignored.


We believe the application (Table 12: Risk Assessment in the Draft 2027-2037 LTMPMD) 
underestimates the risk from the existing DMPA due to inappropriate modelling, so only a 
“high level” risk assessment has been done. This is inadequate for such an 
environmentally significant area.


Due to the inappropriate modelling: 


• the Zone of Impact has not been properly identified, 


• the impacts have been under-rated, and are most likely to be Major, 


• the risk level regarding the impacts of turbidity generated during dredging and 
dumping is more likely High, and 


• the risks from re-suspended and re-distributed spoil from the DMPA have been 
under-estimated.


Given its reliance on modelling, the application should be cognisant of and under-pinned 
by the precautionary principle. This is defined in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act 
(GBRMPA) as the principle 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 environmental damage, as we believe to be the case 
here. We believe that uncertainty regarding the scale and duration of the cumulative 
impacts associated with this DMPA are high, as is the risk, and approval should not be 
granted to the application in its current form.


An alternative deep water site would likely lead to reduced siltation and so reduce future 
dredging requirements, delivering an “improvement” in practice. The reduction in the 
quantity of maintenance spoil could enable consideration of alternative disposal options 
and deliver additional “improvement” required by the governing legislation and policy.


MINCA requests that the application be postponed, and approval sought for the 
existing permit to be varied, to allow independent and comprehensive analysis of the 
environmental impact of alternative DMPAs, and of the costs and benefits of these 
alternative sites. 

As the proposed activity has an impact on the surrounding GBRMP and other Matters of 
National Environmental Significance it requires additional assessment by GBRMPA 
(National Assessment Guidelines for Dredging, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra, 
2009). This was the case in 2013, when GBRMPA enabled an independent assessment of 
alternative DMPAs by SKM that clearly flagged likely sedimentation issues associated with 
the current DMPA.


More detailed study to properly determine the costs and benefits of an alternative 
deepwater DMPA would enable an early response to the World Heritage Committee’s 
recent request for “an assessment of the impact of maintenance dredge spoil dumping 
within the property, to guide and inform enhanced measures to avoid any negative impacts 
of dredge spoil on the OUV including its conditions of integrity”.




The following pages and the attachment expand on our issues of concern.


• Paragraphs proceeded by a page number and in bold are direct quotes from the 
“Information Package port_of_townsville_applic_for_10-
year_sea_dumping_permit_information_pack_final.pdf”. 

• Paragraphs not in bold are MINCA comments. Slides referred to are in the “MINCA to 
PoTL re Sea Dumping 10 yr appn 230826 Attachment


P2 In 2026 the Port is applying for a new sea dumping permit for a 10-year period from 2027 
to 2037 to continue the placement of maintenance dredge material in Cleveland Bay. This 
permit period will provide long-term certainty for port operations, customers, supply chains 
and the general community and is consistent with the permit periods for other Queensland 
ports

While this justifies the logistical basis for PoTL to continue to use the existing DMPA the 
application fails to demonstrate that the existing DMPA is the best long term option for sea 
placement of the spoil. They have failed in this regard by not doing an adequate 
assessment of the alternative sites that their Section 19 Agreement committed them to 
(Slide 1). 


A 2022 report of alternative DMPAs identified clear environmental advantages to deeper 
water and recommended further studies of possible associated environmental risks (Slide 
2). An internal decision was made to make no change to the DMPA, despite subsequent 
public support for a deeper site. The Wild Environmental Consultant’s report regarding 
environmental benefits has not been made publicly available despite assurances it would 
be. No comprehensive assessment of environmental risk associated with the alternative 
DMPAs, including likely sediment resuspension and re-distribution, has been released.


P2 The Port is committed to listening to community views and ensuring concerns are 
understood and considered as part of the permit application process.

Community concerns have been consistently ignored and requests for important 
information deflected. For example the public survey of preferred alternative sites rejected 
the current site in favour of a deeper one, but the detailed public survey results are still 
unavailable. The public opposition to the current site has already been rejected by PoTL in 
this application, so the request for public comments as part of the application process 
could be seen to be simply a box-ticking exercise.


Slides 3 to 5 summarise the results of the alternative DMPA assessment as presented to 
the community in the Alternative Dredge Material Placement Area Update August 2024. 
The community’s preference was ignored in favour of logistical arguments against a move, 
with environmental issues barely mentioned: “minimal new environmental impacts.” 


Slide 6, when viewed in light of the depth contours on Slide 5, indicates how rubbery the 
depth of the DMPA became for public information.


Slide 7 shows that community concerns were ignored as far back as 2013 when it became 
clear that the Channel Capacity Upgrade project would result in increased quantities of 
maintenance spoil. Now that these concerns have been realised, community concerns are 
again being ignored.




P3 Under the Transport Infrastructure Act 1994 (Queensland), the Port is responsible for 
establishing, managing and operating efficient port facilities and services.

This narrow interpretation of the Act ignores its other elements including obligations in 
Chapter 3 9(a)(iii) to “reduce adverse environmental impacts” and in 9A (2) that “any 
significantly adverse environmental impacts resulting from the operation or use of 
transport infrastructure be progressively reduced to the extent that it is practicable to do 
so”. 


P5 The current designated sea DMPA was chosen in 1993, informed by a comprehensive, 
independent, scientific environmental monitoring program in conjunction with government 
agencies, Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA), James Cook University (JCU) 
and Australian Institute of Marine Science (AIMS).

That work warned of "chronic leakage" due to re-mobilisation of the dumped spoil, with 
raised concentrations of suspended sediment to the south-west of the DMPA for "weeks 
to years” (Slide 8). The present DMPA is mostly 11 to 13 metres deep, so is wind 
disturbed about one in every four or five days. Independent sediment modelling by SKM in 
2013 confirms the likelihood of severe sediment impacts on Magnetic Islands Marine 
National Parks and Cleveland Bay important marine habitats (see Slides 9, 10 and 11).


P5 The current DMPA offers the best combination of technical suitability, operational 
efficiency, environmental manageability, and regulatory compliance. Offshore geotechnical 
investigations provided confidence in seabed stability and sediment compatibility, while the 
site’s proximity and existing monitoring programs supported safe and efficient placement 
during dredging.

There is nothing in this argument related to current environmental impacts or of reducing 
them as required by the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act, Reefplan 2050, the State 
Maintenance Dredging Strategy for GBR World Heritage Area Ports, the PoTL Long Term 
Maintenance Dredging Management Plan or the Transport Infrastructure Act mentioned 
above. Specifically:


The Port Exclusion Area and the surrounding Marine Park are all part of the Great 
Barrier Reef Region. The main object the GBRMP Act is to “provide for the long-
term protection and conservation of the environment, biodiversity and heritage 
values of the Great Barrier Reef Region”. Under Section 2A(2) all other objects of 
the Act must be “consistent with the main object” (Slides 12 and 13).


The fundamental Reefplan 2050 Principles in Decision Making are not addressed, 
including (p35): 


• Management is adaptive and continually improving

• Decisions are underpinned by the principles of ecologically sustainable 

development, including the precautionary principle.

• Impacts are avoided and residual impacts mitigated.

• Actions that restore ecosystem health and resilience — delivering an 

overall improvement in the Reef’s condition—are fostered.


The 2016 Maintenance Dredging Strategy for GBRWHA Ports, a key document in 
the application, “is aimed at improving transparency and consistency, and better 
managing and lessening the impacts of maintenance dredging. Through the 
Strategy, it is intended that there will be further improvements in the way 
maintenance dredging is planned, coordinated and regulated to ensure minimal 



impact on the Reef and other marine environments.” There are no improvements 
proposed in this application.

The objectives of the LTMDMP for Ports of Townsville and Lucinda include:

b) Ensuring the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the GBRWHA and 
sensitive receptors surrounding both the Port Townsville and the Port of 
Lucinda are maintained

c) Ensuring a robust, transparent long-term planning approach to the 
management of sediments within Port infrastructure

d) Continue the long-term proactive and environmentally responsible 
management approach of maintenance dredging and material placement at 
the Port of Townsville;


The application fails to meet these basic and crucial legislative, policy and management 
objectives. 


P 5/6 Cleveland Bay is a shallow, north-facing, low energy, turbid embayment, and fine 
sediments placed in shallow water can be easily resuspended by waves, tides, and wind. 
Beyond the 10 metre contour, hydrodynamic energy is more stable, reducing the likelihood 
that placed material will be re mobilised and transported back toward sensitive inshore 
habitats. The DMPA is 12km2 and in deep water (averaging 12.5 to 16 metres deep), which is 
deeper than the channels and underwater infrastructure that is dredged and significantly 
deeper than much of Cleveland Bay.

The “reduced likelihood” of spoil mobilisation from the current site only exists in 
comparison to even shallower sites and does not favour this site in any other way. The 
DMPA applied for is shown on the Bathymetry Chart as being mainly between 11 and 14m 
deep, but averaging about 12m. Under past climatic data this will be disturbed by wind 
driven waves on average at least 70 days in a year or one in every 4 or 5 days (see Slide 
11). Increasing windiness due to climate change will make this re-suspension more 
frequent and the impacts will be exacerbated by the increased quantities of spoil now 
proposed to be dumped.


P6 It is situated within the Port of Townsville exclusion area, a part of Cleveland Bay that 
was excluded from the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park when the marine park boundaries 
were established to allow for the operation and development of an existing commercial port. 
As a result, the DMPA is not located within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.

The proposed DMPA adjoins and is surrounded by the GBRMP, including green, blue, 
yellow and dark blue zones. Its mapped boundaries are not a barrier to silt migration. 

The DMPA is also within the GBRWHA and the Cleveland Bay Dugong Protected Area, and 
as part of the GBR Region is covered by the objectives of the GBRMP Act (Slides 14 and 
15). This high level of protection is being undermined by the dumping of maintenance 
dredge spoil in Cleveland Bay. If there are environmental advantages of the current site 
over alternative sites they must be clearly and comprehensively demonstrated.


P6 Although the Townsville DMPA is outside the GBRMP, its design still aligns with broader 
Reef protection principles to:

• minimise turbidity
• avoid sensitive habitats
• ensure predictable sediment behaviour
• reduce cumulative impacts on the inshore reef.



The proposed DMPA neither aligns with nor delivers outcomes for any of these protection 
principles. The application does not provide evidence to support this statement.


P7 The Port typically undertakes approximately 450,000 m³ of maintenance dredging each 
year. To ensure the permit application provides sufficient capacity ……. the permit 
application will be based on an upper annual dredging volume of 565,000 m³. Over the 10-
year permit period (2027–2037), this equates to 5,650,000 m³ of maintenance dredging 
material.

This increase is largely due to an increase in maintenance spoil as a consequence of the 
Capacity Channel Upgrade project. Public comment on the EIS for that project highlighted 
this issue and requested consideration of a deeper DMPA to explore and ameliorate the 
predicted impacts. (See Slide 7) There were 243 submissions requesting this consideration 
and they were ignored by the Port. Thirteen years later the community is still waiting for 
PoTL to do this proper assessment. Now PoTL is requesting the community’s concerns be 
ignored and approval be granted for the same DMPA.


P8 Cleveland Bay is characterised by fine cohesive sediments, low wave energy, and 
naturally high turbidity. These conditions contribute to ongoing sedimentation within the 
Port’s navigation areas. 

Sediments in the area typically comprise a surface layer of soft, compressible marine silt 
that overlies stiffer sandy clay and clayey sand materials.

Magnetic Island once supported reefs equal to anything on the outer reef and water clarity 
often exceeded 10m (Brown, TW, 1972) (Slides 16 and 17). A coral record from Nelly Bay 
shows negligible sediment prior to 1986 (Slide 18). Previous Port publications clearly show 
Cleveland Bay itself has been dominated by a layer of dredge spoil for many years (Slides 
19, 20 and 21). It is this dredge spoil that continues to circulate in Cleveland Bay and 
around Magnetic Island (Slides 9 and 10). The original bay floor of “stiffer” material is 
overlain by dredge spoil characterised by “dark hue…shell fragments…and some potential 
acid soils” (Slide 22). This overlying layer is indicative of anoxic mud normally underlying 
the naturally bioturbated brown surface deposits (Wolanski, E., Elliott, M. (2015). Estuarine 
Ecohydrology. An Introduction. Elsevier, Amsterdam. pp.114-115).


The Port fails to acknowledge the true nature of the “surface layer”. By denying its origin 
the Port is denying the past and continuing impacts of its current dredging and dumping 
regime, and instead is applying to continue the same regime for another 10 years.


P8 As the Cleveland Bay DMPA is located in deeper water, sediments are generally less 
exposed to wave-driven resuspension than in the shallower areas across much of Cleveland 
Bay. This reduces the likelihood of sediment being transported over long distances and 
helps retain material within the local coastal sediment system. The dredged material settles 
and becomes incorporated into the surrounding seabed.

Again, the relativity of resuspension between the current DMPA and the shallower parts of 
Cleveland Bay is irrelevant. The comparison needs to be made between the current and 
applied for DMPA, and deeper alternative sites. 


The Port has systematically moved the DMPA into ever deeper waters in response to 
environmental damage and community outcry (Slide 20). It has decided for apparently 
logistical reasons that it will move no deeper, despite continuing environmental harm and 
community objections.




P9 The Port has updated the Long-Term Maintenance Dredging Management Plan (LTMDMP) 
for the 2026 sea dumping permit application to cover the period 2027-2037 to align with and 
support the new 10-year sea dumping permit application. The LTMDMP outlines the Port’s 
management approach and framework for continual improvement in environmental 
performance for maintenance dredging and placement.

Following feedback received during the consultation process, the 2027-2037 LTMDMP will be 
finalised and supplied as part of the supporting information to the 10-year sea dumping 
permit application.

The Port is proposing no change to the current regime. There is no “improvement“ in 
environmental outcomes identified. By tying the “review” of the “new” LTMDMP to this 
application for another 10 years of business as usual, the Port is avoiding focussed public 
scrutiny of this important instrument. 


The last Sediment Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared in late 2021. A new SAP should be 
prepared for this 10 year Application and Draft LTMDMP and put to public review prior to 
the application being submitted. This new SAP should include multiple testing sites from 
the Port itself and along the channel due to the changes arising from the completion of the 
Channel Capacity Upgrade project. The deeper and wider channel means that sediment 
disturbed by shipping in the port environs flows more easily out of the port, into the 
channel and then seawards, particularly on falling tides. Given the known heavy metal 
contamination of the port environs these should form part of the analysis, including 
cadmium, nickel and arsenic (National Assessment Guidelines for Dredging 2009).


P9 The findings were combined into an inner-shelf sediment budget for the GBR and 
supported by an independent quantitative technical report prepared by BMT WBM Pty Ltd. 
The report presents a sediment budget for the GBR and surrounding port regions.

This study fails to account for the contribution PoTL’s own dredge spoil has made to the 
sediment budget of the bay. The constant resuspension of this most mobile component 
means that it inevitably finds its way into the shipping channel. The study identifies only 
50,000 t/yr of new sediment into the bay yet by dredging this most mobile component and 
dumping it where it will be resuspended, the Port contributes up to 450,000 t/yr of 
essentially “new sediment”. 


PoTL’s 1993 analysis that resulted in the selection of the current DMPA site says “post-
dredging cores taken at the dump site suggest that no armouring of the dumped material 
had occurred probably because the dumped material contains little coarse-grained 
material. …. There is thus the likelihood of chronic leakage of sediment from the dump site 
for a period of years…Some sediment is likely to be flushed from the bay, but some may 
be deposited in environmentally sensitive areas. Subtidal flats containing seagrass and 
mangrove swamps are the major areas of sediment accumulation in Cleveland Bay” 
(Townsville Port Authority, Capital Dredging Works (1993) Environmental Monitoring 
Program Chap. 9 Data Interpretation Larcombe and Ridd p190 -191). The experience on 
Magnetic Island is that these “subtidal flats” include the reef flats of the fringing reefs 
(Slides 23 to 26).


Major “sediment accumulation” has also occurred on the western side of Magnetic Island, 
with mud flats having replaced sandy beaches. The mudflats fringing the mangrove areas 
on the south-western side of the island continue to expand at a rate of up to 2m a year 
due largely to dredge spoil. (Slides 27 to 30).




P11 After considering environmental, technical, operational and economic factors, sea 
placement within the existing Cleveland Bay DMPA remains the most practical and 
sustainable option for managing the Port’s annual maintenance dredging requirements. The 
existing Cleveland Bay DMPA provides the best balance between environmental outcomes, 
operational efficiency and long-term viability.

The Port rules out new offshore greenfield placement areas on the grounds of “greater 
travel distance, increased costs, increased greenhouse gas emissions, longer dredging 
campaign, potential impacts to undisturbed seabed and benthic communities, Marine Park 
considerations, new impact assessment requirements, new receptor impact pathways, 
operational constraints and reduced certainty.“ However the application provides no 
evidence that the environmental benefits or logistical solutions of alternative deep water 
sites have been comprehensively assessed to support this claim. 


A desktop exercise in 2022 showed clear environmental benefits in moving to deeper 
water (Slide 2) and a subsequent community survey in 2023/24 also clearly showed a 
desire for the spoil to be taken into deeper waters (Slide 3). Neither of these reports are 
publicly available. The Port responded that “..these options are considered currently 
unviable and will not be progressed for further study at this time”. No detailed 
assessments of any of the deep water options or the nature and extent of possible impacts 
appear to have been undertaken. Despite this the application for a new 10 year permit 
declares the current DMPA to provide “the best balance between environmental outcomes, 
operational efficiency and long-term viability”.


P12/13 The significance of Cleveland Bay is recognised through a range of environmental 
protections, including the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area, Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park, Cleveland Bay Dugong Protection Area, Cleveland Bay Fish Habitat Area, Bowling 
Green Bay Ramsar Wetland and Magnetic Island National Park. These protections reflect the 
bay's importance for biodiversity, fisheries, cultural values and community wellbeing.

Despite these sections extolling the environmental and social values of Cleveland Bay and 
Magnetic Island, and the intended protection of these values by declarations, legislation, 
policy and considered management, the protection of these values through improved 
dredge spoil management is not proposed in this application.


P 14 and 15 As the Cleveland Bay DMPA was scientifically assessed when the location was 
determined, the Port is focused on ensuring that all material placed at the Cleveland Bay 
DMPA is suitable for at sea placement.

This site assessment, over 30 years ago, raised concerns about “chronic” leakage from the 
site (Slide 8). Despite this early warning the Port now claims in its application (P14) that 
“the material placed in the area largely remains in the Cleveland Bay DMPA” and its 
dumping there (P15) “protects the marine environments in Cleveland Bay.” There is 
substantial evidence to the contrary.


P16 The modelling framework has been developed and refined over more than a decade and 
incorporates current industry guidance and best-practice methodologies.

The model is not available for review as part of this process, despite assurances it would 
be, so it is not possible to assess the assumptions underlying it. Disturbingly, the model 
predicts very different outcomes from earlier independent modelling such as SKM 2013 
(Slides 9 and 10). 




In the current LTMDMP it is claimed the DMPA has a retention rate of 75% and the turbid 
plumes go no further than 800m. While the 75% retention is dropped from the Draft 
2027-2037 LTMDMP it still proposes the 800m maximum distance prediction. This is 
clearly wrong (Slides 31 to 34).


“The current modelling framework was originally developed by specialist consultants BMT 
between 2012 and 2014 as part of the Port Expansion Environmental Impact Statement” 
(Draft 2027-2037 PoTL LTMDMP). This model is flawed in using consolidated mud for the 
assumed retention rate at the DMPA rather than the liquefied silt and clay sucked up and 
then dumped there by the TSHD. Similarly the erosion rate used is for consolidated mud, 
not liquefied spoil (Slide 35).


Being a dense fluid, the dumped spoil forms a nepheloid layer that is relatively easy to re-
suspend and move by currents and waves (Wolanski et al (1992) Settling of Ocean-
dumped Dredged Material, Townsville, Australia. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 35, 
473-489)


Transparency and public confidence require that independent modelling be done so that 
the environmental impacts of the current DMPA and alternative deep water sites can be 
properly compared. 


P18 The modelling undertaken in 2026 indicates that impacts are:
• Short-term;
• Localised; and
• Primarily confined to dredging and placement areas.

Because impacts are temporary and limited in extent, cumulative impacts from repeated 
maintenance dredging campaigns are not predicted over the proposed 10-year permit 
period.

Again, this is hugely different to earlier studies (for example Slide 9) and cannot be justified 
by the information presented. The 2013 EIS for the Port Expansion project (Appendix H1, 
p. 5-8) says of the current DMPA : “ambient waves and currents have the potential to 
resuspend the dredge material and distribute the sediment more widely”, citing modelling 
and tracing experiments including: 

“The 3D modelling study undertaken by Bode et al (1994) showed that particles 
released from the DMPA tend to drift towards Magnetic Island under prevailing 
south-easterly and southerly winds.”


“The fluorescent tracer experiments conducted by Sinclair Knight Merz (1995) 
indicated that sediments at the DMPA are highly mobile…. possibly 80-90% of silt-
sized material was dispersed beyond the 1.5km square sampling grid within the 
DMPA.”


“The recent fluorescent tracer experiments undertaken by ETS Worldwide 
confirmed that the existing DMPA is dispersive and found that tracer particles were 
transported and deposited in almost all directions.”


This application relies heavily on modelling to justify the continuing use of the current 
DMPA. Independent modelling of all alternative DMPA sites is essential if PoTL is to meet 
its environmental obligations, ensure transparency and maintain public confidence.




The recent 2026 meeting of the World Heritage Committee in Busan, following an 
inspection of the State of the Great Barrier Reef, requested the Federal Government “to 
undertake an assessment of the impact of maintenance dredge spoil dumping within the 
property, to guide and inform enhanced measures to avoid any negative impacts of dredge 
spoil on the OUV including its conditions of integrity, and recalls the recommendation of 
the 2022 joint World Heritage Centre/IUCN Reactive Monitoring mission to undertake the 
comprehensive and transparent scientific assessments recommended in the Maintenance 
Dredging Strategy” (WHC/26/48.COM/7B.Add.2 Paris, 3 July 2026 Great Barrier Reef 
Decision 9).


The PoTL application for a 10 year sea dumping permit will be the first test of the Federal 
Government in meeting the WHC’s request. It is essential that PoTL, the Federal 
Government and the GBRMPA show they are serious about reducing pressures on the 
Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area from the annual dumping of dredge spoil in its 
most sensitive areas. It will also be an early test of the new National Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (NEPA’s) resolve to reduce environmental harm.


We are asking for an independent and comprehensive analysis of the DPMA options 
to be completed prior to NEPA’s consideration of a new permit. 

If the DMPA was moved into deeper water outside Cleveland Bay, less silt would be 
washed back into the channel, there would be less maintenance spoil generated, and 
turbidity and silt deposition around the Bay would be reduced. Subject to independent 
study and modelling, we believe a deeper water DMPA would:


• Deliver long term environmental benefits to the GBRWHA and the 
GBR Marine Park


• Be strongly supported by the community


• Support sustainable tourism and the local economy


• Reduce the costs of maintenance dredging


This would deliver the “improvement” that the governing legislation and policy 
requires. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. If you would like further information on 
any of these comments or suggestions please contact me directly.


regards

Gethin Morgan


President

Magnetic Island Nature Care Association Inc.


23rd August 2026


Attachment: MINCA to PoTL re Sea Dumping 10 yr appn 230826 Attachment.pdf


