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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 1 File Ref: AD0072

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Adoption of Minutes of Previous Meeting

RECOMMENDATION

Submitted for the Board’s information.

BACKGROUND

The adopted process for distributing Board minutes from the previous meeting is:

o Draft minutes will be produced within five working days of a Board meeting, and
posted to Board members on the sixth working day, unless delayed for a valid reason
agreed to between the Chief Executive Officer and the Chairperson.

e Board members are to return their endorsement, or otherwise, of minutes on a pro
forma document provided by the Administration no later than seven working days
after date of posting.

e Seven working days after date of posting, the Board will deem the minutes of the
meeting to be endorsed, subject to any amendments which were received prior to
that date, and agreed for inclusion by the Chairperson.

CURRENT POSITION

Minutes of the June 2016 and August 2016 meeting were distributed to each Board member
and have been endorsed through the above process with amendments.

A copy of the endorsed Minutes is attached.

RECOMMENDATION

Submitted for the Board’s information.

Prepared Belinda Panckhurst Administration Officer

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 2 File Ref: AD0103

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Out of Session Papers — Results.

RECOMMENDATION

Submitted for the Board’s information.

BACKGROUND

Since the last Board Meeting in June 2016, three matters were considered at an out of session
meeting. Of the three matters, one was in open session and two were in closed session.

CURRENT POSITION

Results of ‘Out of Session’ papers since the last Board meeting are shown on the attached
tracking sheet.

RECOMMENDATION

Submitted for the Board'’s information.

Prepared Belinda Panckhurst Administration Officer

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer

Page 1 of 2



OPEN SESSION

No. | Date | Application | Vote | Comment
June 2016
i | | |
July 2016
1 7/07/2016 James Lonergan Approved: LM, Result:

0C2016-27 Installation of wastewater | BN, RP, JR, SS, Approved
management system. CW.

No Response: JK.

August 2016

Nil

Page 2 of 2



Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 3 File Ref: AD0096

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION
ITEM
Actions from Previous Meetings — Status Report.

RECOMMENDATION

Submitted for the Board'’s information.

BACKGROUND

As a matter of process and procedure, a list of actions is prepared after each Board meeting
to ensure that the Board'’s resolutions are systematically carried out by staff.

CURRENT POSITION

A list of actions from decisions of the August 2016 Extraordinary Board meeting, and
previous meetings, is attached for the Board’s information.

RECOMMENDATION

Submitted for the Board'’s information.

Prepared Bill Monks Manager Business & Corporate Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer




Agenda

Actions (refer to full minutes for

Estimated

Progress

Actual Completion Date

Item No. detail) Completion Date
9(v) Long term Funding Chair to pursue recurrent funding for the December 2016 CEO Briefing Note provided
September Arrangements for the PPP. for Chair
2014 PPP
10(iv) Review of the LEP 1. Review the Vegetation November 2016 MECS In progress. No
September 2010 Rehabilitation Plan, and funding available from
2015 2. Seek funding from government DPE to support review

programs to support the LEP of LEP

review process.
8(v) March  LHI Weed Amended draft Weed Management November 2016 CEO In progress
2016 Management Strategy  Strategy be placed on public display for

28 days
12(v) LHI PPP Five Year Amended PPP POM - 5 year self audit July 2017 MECS In progress
March Audit be used for basis for revision of the
2016 plan.
12(vi) LHI PPP Advisory e Establish LHI PPP CAC November 2016 MECS In progress. First
March Committee e Prepare CAC Terms of meeting scheduled for
2016 Reference Nov 2016
e Prepare paper on relationship

and functions of stakeholders
12(viii) WW Strategy Update e Extend deadline for High Risk May 2016 MIES In progress
March Systems for one year to
2016 30/04/2017

e Implement Licence to Operate June 2017

fees for High Risk Systems
from 01/06/2017




Agenda Actions (refer to full minutes for Estimated Progress Actual Completion Date
Item No. detail) Completion Date
12(ix) Shipping Contract e Commence tendering for new September 2016 MIES In progress
March Tender Process contract before middle of 2016
2016 e LHIB staff to manage
procurement
1(i) April Budget 2016/17 Provide report in regard to November 2016 CEO/MECD Not yet commenced
2016 community support options for
Board consideration.
2(i) April Transfer of PL (Krick Investigate options available to the June 2016 MECS Complete
2016 to Wade) LHIB to moderate house prices on
the Island
7(vi) June DA Krick Prepare a paper for the next Board September 2016 MECS In progress. Working
2016 meeting identifying issues and closely with NSW
potential solutions in relation to Spatial Services
property identification. (formerly LPI) in the
development of a
definitive addressing
data base for Lord
Howe Island
9(i) June Finance and Business Review the proposed Utility Vehicle September 2016 MBCS In progress
2016 Management Fee for reasonableness as it was
considered high.
2(i) August  Estate of the late Prepare a paper for the next Board September 2016 MECS In progress.
2016 Patricia Dignam meeting on the heritage listing of Discussion currently
the property and how the matter taking place with
could be advanced in consultation executor of the Estate
with Mr and Mrs Jeremy.
3(i) August  OC Young (convert Consult the applicants in regard to September 2016 MECS In progress. Board
2016 existing garage) possible conditions that may be paper under

imposed and possible changes to
the design that may be more
acceptable to the Board.

consideration




Board Meeting: September 2016

Agenda Number: 4

File Ref: AD0100

Chief Executive Officer’s Report to September 2016 Meeting of the Board

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

The following briefing provides an overview of key issues managed by the Board during the
reporting period, and their status. It is intended that this document be available to the public
as part of the minutes of the meeting. Matters which are subject to confidentiality, business
in confidence or legal action are shaded and are not included in the public copy of the report.

Number of items excluded from this public edition:
Business & Corporate Service Report
Reason: Business in Confidence

MATTER

STATUS

ACTION
REQUIRED
BY BOARD
AT THIS
MEETING

Visit of Minister
for the
Environment

The Minister, the Hon Mark Speakman MP, visited the
Island from 6 to 8 August 2016. The visit was very
successful, with the Minister having the opportunity to gain
a good understanding of the Island’s issues and concerns.

For noting

Draft Financial

The draft Financial Statements for 2015/2016 have been

See agenda

Statements prepared and are before the Board for consideration item 9 (i)
2015/2016
Operations As the Corporate Plan 2016/2019 and the Budget See agenda
Plan 2016/2017 have been adopted by the Board, the draft item 8 (i)
2016/2017 Operations Plan 2016/2017 has now been prepared for

Board consideration.
Community An Island-wide survey was undertaken earlier this year. The | See agenda
Engagement analysis of the survey feedback provides the basis for item 12 (iv)
and development of a Community Engagement and
Communication | Communication Strategy
Survey
Muttonbird The geotechnical assessment of the Muttonbird Track See agenda
Track landslip area has been completed and recommendations item 8 (iv)
Geotechnical made, for Board consideration.
Report
Rodent Under Stage 2: Planning and Approvals, the Federal See agenda
Eradication Department of Environment has determined the REP is a item 12 (i)
Program controlled action and asked for a Public Environment

Report to be prepared under the EPBC Act.




Airport

STEA architects have been engaged and have developed a

See agenda

Terminal design for the airport terminal building redevelopment. With | item 12 (v)
Upgrade the recommended course being a demolition and rebuild,
Strategy an application has been submitted for additional funding.
Renewable The tenders for delivery of the solar panel component of the | See agenda
Energy program are being evaluated. The development application | item 12 (ii)
Program for the wind turbine component of the project is close to

being finalised and submitted.
Prepared Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer




ENVIRONMENT & COMMUNITY SERVICES UNIT

25 May — 9 September2016

General Policy and Planning

Contribute to Corporate Plan, Operations Plan and Annual Report

Draft Scientific Research Policy placed on public exhibition.

Development of biosecurity procedures for the cleaning of second hand vehicles, plant
and equipment.

Nine community members have been selected to participate on LHI Permanent Park
Preserve Plan of Management Advisory Committee. Staff from the Board’'s Environment
and Community Services Unit will represent the Board at Committee meetings; liaise
day-to-day between the Committee and the Board and provide administrative and
general secretarial support to facilitate Committee business. The community
membership of the committee is:

Dean Hiscox Lani Thompson-Tabuavou lan Hutton
Darcelle Nobbs Margaret Murray Dave Gardiner
Kayla Hiscox Caitlin Woods Scott Wilson

Biodiversity Management

Partnership Agreement between the Lord Howe Island Board and North Coast Local
Land Services was developed which identifies opportunities for collaboration, and using
the strength of the partnership to leverage resources and multiply biodiversity and
biosecurity outcomes

Development of service level agreement with OEH for operational support

Develop Saving Our Species (SOS) draft funding agreement and project brief

Erected bunting on Blinky Dune as part of animal hazard management for aerodrome.
Commenced spraying grass for Sooty Tern compensatory nesting areas as part of
license to disturb Sooty Terns from Blinky Dune.

Delivered presentation to Australian Association of Bush Regenerators National
Standards Forum on best practise ecological restoration for Oceanic Islands and
protection of World Heritage values.

Development of ant identification brochure

CSIRO release of Crofton rust at monitoring sites.

The Board has been invited to prepare Draft paper on the recovery of LHI Phasmid for
the National Environment Science Program Threatened Species Hub, which is preparing
a book on successes in threatened species conservation. The book aims to present a
wide range of case studies from across Australia demonstrating that investment in
threatened species recovery can yield positive results and is worth continuing. The LHI
Phasmid was chosen to represent invertebrate recovery. This work is being undertaken
collaboratively with Melbourne Zoo, OEH (Nicholas Carlile) and Dean Hiscox.
Assistance with preparation of funding submission to National Geographic to undertake
a population survey and genetic analysis of LHI Phasmids from Balls Pyramid. This work
is being undertaken collaboratively with Zoos Victoria, Australian Museum, OEH and the
Board.

Editing and publication of Systematic Flora Survey, Floristic Classification and High-
Resolution Vegetation Map of Lord Howe Island



Research & Volunteers

o The Board has prepared a research application in collaboration with Pinetrees Lodge,
Australian Geographic and CSIRO on a citizen science invertebrate survey to be

conducted in October 2016.

The following persons were approved to stay in the Research Station during the reporting

period.
Name No. No. Project Address
People | Nights
Michael Kosh 1 22 Town planning student C/o Sunshine Coast Uni
placement
Louise Morin 1 7 Crofton Rust release CSIRO Canberra
Robert McDougal 1 25 Weed eradication volunteer Lavender Bay Sydney
Dean Portelli, 3 4-30 Biodiversity Benefits — Rodent C/o OEH
Terry O'Dwyer, eradication
Nicholas Carlile
Bushland 4 23 Weed eradication Murwillumbah NSW
Restoration
Services
Australian 3 7 Rodent eradication Sydney
Museum

Pest Management
¢ Revised shoot plan for targeted duck control. Implementation scheduled August —
December 2016.
e LHIB Firearms Annual service completed in June by a gunsmith in Sydney.

e Firearms licence re-applications lodged with NSW Firearms Registry.

Rodent Eradication

e See Agenda Item 12 (i) - Rodent Eradication progress report.

Quarantine

e The draft LHI Biosecurity Strategy 2015 was adopted at March 2016 meeting and minor
amendments incorporated into final strategy. It is now on the Board website and
available at the administration offices.

e Post border interception of 2 species of ant (native to the mainland) on imported
turpentine jetty timbers. Prior to importation the timbers were treated twice with fungicide
and insecticide over a week apart on the mainland. The ants were treated with
insecticide and collected for identification by Dr Ben Hoffman CSIRO and the site
monitored with no further detection. A procedure for future importation of jetty timbers is

required.

e Applications to import plant, mulch/potting medium, dog, livestock and chicken have
been assessed as required and inspections carried out of imports upon arrival.

e Maintenance of boot cleaning stations.

e Perimeter of phytophthora site flagged and boot scrub bays installed. Site treated with
Medley fungicide quarterly as per Royal Botanical Gardens recommendations.




e Liaison with NSW Department of Primary Industries to make LHI a Biosecurity Zone
under the NSW Biosecurity Act 2015. The Board have provided species lists of pest
plant, animal and pathogens currently listed as pests and targeted for eradication or
control on Lord Howe Island or species not on island but considered a risk.

Weed Management

e See Agenda Item 12 (iii) - Environmental Grants progress report.

e The Board is hosting a Green Army program through Skillset. This is the first of three
(six months programs). The team are focusing on training and weed eradication outputs.

o Crofton Rust has been released by CSIRO on the 7 July 2016.

o Helicopter lance spray program completed for this year.

e Teams funded by LHIB recurrent, NCLLS and NSW Environmental Trust are
progressing weed search — currently with a focus on Bridal Creeper locations in the
northern hills and proximity to seabird breeding grounds.

Revegetation

e Draft Revegetation Strategy being revised. Draft Strategy to be reported to the
November 2016 Board meeting

¢ Undertake maintenance of revegetation sites in accordance with Revegetation Work
Schedule. Plantings at top of Pinetrees paddock Transit Hill, northern end Old
Settlement,

e School planting for National Tree day on foreshore

¢ Funding provided by North Coast Local Land Services for restoration of Sallywood
Swamp Forest EEC at the Golf Club. Site planted, maintenance ongoing.

Incident Management
e Assist SES with search and rescue of lost tourist on Goat House Walk / Mutton Bird Pt
Walk — July 2016

Community Programs & Education

e MEWH delivered presentation of LHI Ecological Restoration program planning, progress
and results at the Australian Association of Bush Regenerators (AABR) Society for
Ecological Restoration Australia (SERA) Symposium in Sydney in July 2016. Each
presentation was video recorded for AABR's 'RegenTV' (see
http://www.aabr.org.au/regentv/), an educational video platform that will be disseminated
nationally as an educational tool providing examples of best practise ecological
restoration programs that best portray the Australian Society for Ecological Restoration
National Standards. The presentation provided an overview of the restoration projects
the Board is implementing to protect and restore the islands World Heritage values.

e Contribution to Book chapter - State of Australia’ islands.

e Contribute to Signal and Community Information Bulletin

e Poster presentation for National NRM Conference, at Coffs Harbour

Visitor Infrastructure
e General maintenance of walking tracks, in particular Mt Eliza track, construction of
boardwalk at creek crossing at Boat Harbour boulder beach completed and maintenance
of the North Bay picnic facilities;
e Geotechnical report submitted for Muttonbird Point Track land slip (see report in Agenda
Item 8 (iv)).


http://www.aabr.org.au/regentv/

e Assist with Island wide clean up including the Lagoon Foreshore

Walking Track Strategy Update

e Walking Track Strategy is progressing with the following completed or near completion:
o Atargeted survey of LHI track users has obtained 84 responses to date. The
survey asks for demographic data and feedback on each track’s condition,
alignment, interpretation, directional signage and infrastructure. The survey will
remain open until the end of the 2016/17 peak tourist season.
o Analysis of current and projected tourist numbers and expectations for “product”
and experiences on island.
o Comparison of the facilities, infrastructure and signage on LHI tracks with the
minimum recommended by Australian Standards 2156.1 & 2 Walking Tracks and
the Australian Walking Track Grading System 2010.
o Capture of the current network including infrastructure spatially in the Board GIS.
o Costing of the track network including infrastructure, in 2016 dollars is partially
complete. This will enable improved maintenance and replacement planning and
budgeting in the Board TAM PLAN.
o 2016 track audit planned for early November.
o Five-yearly elevated structural engineer assessment planned for
October/November.
o Draft of the Walking Track Strategy is now scheduled for December 2016/January 2017.
e Commercial Tour Operator Licensing System, in development for operators in the LHI
Permanent Park Preserve

Marine Management / Moorings
e LHIB monthly mooring inspections were completed for May (19) & August (10 & 11), no
yachts visited the Island for the month of July.
e The port navigation marker used for the barge operation during the aerodrome/airstrip
reseal program was removed from the lagoon on 2 June.

Human Resource Management

e Expression of Interest for Field Officer role in ECS Unit awarded to Damien Ball.

e Approval has been given to a further 12 month extension of part-time arrangements for
Christo Haselden working part time (2.5 days per week, Wed — Fri) job share with
Megan Bennett (Mon — Wed) for the Ranger role.

¢ James Lonergan seconded to backfill Manager Environment & Community Services for
6 weeks while David Kelly was on leave

Training
o First Aid

Work Health & Safety
¢ Annual review of Job Safety Analysis and Risk Treatment Plans has been completed in
order to comply with WHS legislation

Environmental Assessment
e Ecological assessments for all OC / DAs
o Tree risk assessments completed.
¢ Review part 5 assessment for installation of electric BBQ



o Prepare draft REF for erosion control works at Windy Point
Land Administration

Agreement with Spatial Services (formerly Land and Property Information (LPI)) to develop a
definitive addressing data base for Lord Howe Island

Progress applications for lease administration:

Transfer of Perpetual Lease 1996.01 (Krick to Wade)

Transfer of Perpetual Lease 1985.02 (Krick to CBA)

Transfer of Perpetual Lease 1985.02 (Rathgeber to Krick)
Transfer PL1985.01 J Lonergan to J and K Lonergan

Transfer of Perpetual Lease (Makiiti to Deacon - Kuilman)
Transfer of Perpetual Lease 1967.01 (Matassoni - Nobbs to WBC)
Transfer of part of Perpetual Lease (Fitzgerald to Van Gelderen)
Transfer of part of Perpetual Lease (B Thompson to L Thompson)
Estate of the Late Ysobel Allen Heffernan

Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick

Estate of the Late Patricia Dignam

Development Assessment

e Provide preliminary planning advice on Lord Howe Island rodent eradication -
assessment and approvals pathway and renewable energy program.
¢ Provide advice regarding satellite dishes and the roll-out of NBN

Assess the following Owner Consent Applications:

0C2016-12 RMS (navigation leads)

0C2016-26 Young (extension to garage)
0C2016-29 Turk (change of use)

0C2016-30 Wade (change of use Loft to Bedroom)
0C2017-01 Lorhiti (waste water)

0C2017-02 Murray (waste water)

0C2017-03 Crombie (waste water)

0C2017-04 Pandanus Rebuild

Assess the following Development Applications:

¢ DAZ2016-19 Gardiner Boatshed — Open
DA2016-26 Owens Infrastructure Building
DA2016-30 Wilson Alterations and Additions to Existing Dwelling
DA2016-31 LHIB Construction of a vessel launching & retrieval facility
MDC2017-01 Owens Cyclone Alley



Strategic Planning

¢ Discussion with Department of Planning & Environment regarding Planning Proposal for
Amendments to the LHI LEP 2010, prior to gateway determination. Formatting and
further information required.

Community Health & Wellbeing

o Expressions of Interest for 2016-17 round of community grants

¢ Communications and Community Engagement Survey Report prepared

e Acquittal of Computer Skills Training and Education Program project supported under
the FRRR ANZ Seeds of Renewal program



INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENGINEERING SERVICES
June 2016 to Auqust 2016

Airport

The Annual Aerodrome Technical Inspection (ATI) was conducted on 1, 2, & 3
August by Graham Oehlerich of Aerodrome Operational Support P/L. During the
survey works it became apparent that the removal of the Windy Point Norfolk Island
(NI) Pine Trees has exposed several other obstacles in the Obstacle Limitation
Surface (OLS), including the NI pines in the old quarry. At the time of writing the ATI
Report had not been received by the Board.

The LHI Aerodrome Manual and the LHI Aerodrome Bird and Animal Hazard
Management Plan were reviewed and reissued, in full, as at 31 July 2016.

The Blinky Dune Bunting for Sooty Tern deterrence was deployed on 4 August 2016.

For the year to date (Friday 26 August) there has been two (2) bird strikes recorded.
One species of bird was unknown as it was struck on approach over the lagoon and
the carcass was unable to be recovered. In this instance the aircraft was grounded
until the following day when an engineer could inspect the aircraft. No damage was
recorded. The second strike involved a pee wee with no disruption to the flight. This
equates to approximately 1.8 bird strikes per 1,000 aircraft movements.

For the corresponding period in 2015 there was two (2) strikes recorded — a Ruddy
Turnstone and a sooty tern. This was equivalent to approximately 2.05 bird strikes
per 1,000 aircraft movements.

Work continues to return the aerodrome to CASA compliant operational status after
the runway reseal works in 2015. Work to reinstate the rock revetment wall was
interrupted to accommodate maintenance on the excavator. It is anticipated to be
completed by the end of August. Fence repair and replacement is ongoing.
Maintenance work on the emergency lighting has also been undertaken.

Work is progressing with the Airport Terminal Upgrade Project. The successful
Consultant for the design and project management is STEA astute architects, a
preeminent regional airport design consultant. During August, Principal architect
Steve Turner has presented the concept plans for a new terminal which were well
received by the stakeholder group.

Building Construction Maintenance and Management

The major building maintenance program recently has been the replacement of the
wall sheeting on the Marine Adventures \ Island Cruisers \ Howea Divers boatshed.

Roads, Parks and Visitor Facilities

Road and pot hole repairs were carried out throughout July and August utilising the
EZ Street cold mix product.

A new 80 metre section of sealed roadway has been completed between Palm
Haven and the powerhouse. The roadway was prepared over 1 week and sealed in
one day.



An enormous amount of hours have been spent by LHIB staff collecting, processing,
packing and shipping of waste generated by the Island Clean Up. This has caused
delays in the completion of some winter projects.

Several dangerous trees were removed from locations on the island within the road
reserve and commercial/residential buildings. The trees were removed without
incident and with the assistance of local arborist Craig Wilson.

Emergency Management

Greg Gibbs of the NSW Office of Emergency Management visited the Island 15-18
June 2016. Greg is a planning Officer for Welfare Services and during his visit, he
met with staff from the LHIB and members of the Adventist Development Relief
Agency to develop a Concept of Operations for welfare assistance in the event of an
Emergency/Disaster impacting the Island.

The Local Emergency Management Committee (LEMC) met on 23 June 2016.
Consequence Management Guides (CMGs) for impacts of storm/flash flooding and
tsunami were tabled. The CMGs form part of the LHI Emergency Management Plan
and are being developed for high risk emergency situations affecting the Island.

The Annual Oil Spill Training Exercise is planned to be held on Monday 31 October
2016, with participants including LHIB staff, Marine Parks Authority staff, LHI
Seafreight personnel, Roads & Maritime staff and NSW Police. As is the usual
practice the exercise will be based on a fuel release during the unloading of the
Island Trader. The exercise will be conducted by Shayne Wilde of Transport for
NSW. During his visit Shayne will also be undertaking a National Competency Based
Equipment Training Course with exercise participants.

Air Ambulance patient retrievals year to date (Friday 26 August 2016) total nine (9),
seven (7) of which were residents and two (2) visitors. Three (3) residents required
treatment for injury and four (4) for illness. Of the visitors, one (1) was for illness and
one (1) for injury. Patient retrievals for the same period in 2015 totalled fourteen (14),
ten (10) of which were residents and four (4) visitors. All required treatment for
illness.

NSW SES Assistant Commissioner Kaylene Jones and regional Controller Stephen
Hart visited the island for a familiarisation and award ceremony. Jack and Cindy
Shick, Audrey Ball and Lindy Cameron all receive 5 year service awards with John
Tofaeono receiving 10 year recognition.

Marine Facilities

High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) and Ultra-high-molecular-weight polyethylene
(UHMWEP) fendering has been operational now for several months with very positive
feedback from the ship’s management and master/s. Board staff completed an
adjustment and maintenance on the fenders mid-August.

The Lagoon pontoon has been removed, serviced and cleaned and is due to be
relocated to its new location, just to the north of the original location, in early
September. The pontoon is being moved to accommodate an increase in distance
between pontoon users and commercial vessels accessing the area.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ultra-high-molecular-weight_polyethylene

General items

Staff continue to monitor drinking water quality for NSW Health compliance.

Staff continue to monitor mosquito larvae as per the Lord Howe Island Mosquito
Surveillance & Vector Monitoring Program.

Staff continue to monitor wastewater at the WMF for EPA licence compliance.

Staff continue to assist residents and businesses with their onsite wastewater
management system installations and/or upgrades.

Planning is underway for the replacement or upgrading of wastewater systems at the
following Board properties in 2016/17:

Doctor and MEWH Houses

Doll's House

Depot \ Admin and Gov House in a cluster with the school and Bowling Club
WMF in October \ November

TC Douglass Drive houses cluster

Jetty shed in September

Finalisation of Public Hall and Electrical Workshop in September \ October

O O0OO0O0O0O0O0

Staff continue to conduct building certification for Construction Certificates as part of
the Development Application process.

6 x new turpentine piles arrived during July, to be used to replace the piles attached
to the commercial vessel boarding stairs. A timing for their replacement is being
planned.

Works to finalise the Windy Point rock wall re-commenced in August and were
completed within about 2 weeks. Erosion protection works will be completed between
the end of the new rock wall to just past the Pinetrees Boatshed during October.

The site of the old powerhouse has had its final level and will now be seeded and left
to stabilise. The last job left to do is to turn on the new substation (located between
the Island Showcase and the Marine Park office, and turn off and demolish the old
switchyard next to the Post office. Following this and when there is a healthy grass,
the site will be reopened.

A Conservation Risk Assessment (CRA) has been prepared and submitted for the
installation of an electric BBQ at the Playground. Upon successful application the
LHIB plans to have the electric BBQ installed and operational by the end of
September. The proposed area has been pegged out at the northern end of the
grassed area at the playground.

Waste Management Facility

A comparison of the 2015/16 year waste data with previous years is provided in the
following table.



WASTE | rotaL %
YEAR CO(“I:'::))ST RE%;:;NG ] AI\-ll-[())FILL AT WMF | DIVERTED
(kes) (kgs) | ANNUALLY
2011-12 | 254,178 132,080 96,500 | 482,758 80%
2012-13 | 304,461 192,411 81,680 | 578,551 86%
2013-14 | 309,349 188,301 96,580 | 594,230 84%
2014-15 | 281,981 226,119 83,730 | 591,830 86%
2015-16 | 239,086 219,089 96,305 | 548,808 83%

APC Waste Consultants (Anne Prince) have prepared contract and tender
documents for the WMF’s new composting system. It is hoped this will go out to
tender in September.

General maintenance and service on all equipment has been undertaken with some
extra low season maintenance on all of the equipment.

The large volume of waste timber collected necessitated the burning of the timber
pile. A permit to burn was issued under the new LHIB/RFS guidelines. The fire was
lit on the 16™ August whilst the WMF was closed to the public to ensure safety. Both
the RFS fire truck and the LHIB water tanker were charged and on station during the
burn.

Two damaged bearings on the VCU discharge system have been replaced and
damaged chains on the discharge system have been repaired.

Summer operating hours will commence the week of 5" September as below:

o0 Monday 7am to 10am
0 Wednesday 7am to 10am
o Friday 7am to 10am
0 Saturday 7am to 10am
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Operation of the Powerhouse and Reticulation System for the reporting period 24" May
2016 to 26" August 2016



Overview of Activities

Routine maintenance on Generating Units 1, 2 and 3 was completed.
Routine maintenance on Generator no.1, 2 and 3 battery banks was completed.

Routine maintenance on Generator no.3 and control board battery chargers was
completed.

Routine maintenance on Generator no.1 and 2 Air Circuit Breakers was completed.

Routine maintenance on Generator no.1 day fuel tank and pumping system was
completed.

Routine maintenance on Substation no.6 Middle Beach Road and associated
distribution pillars was completed.

Routine maintenance on Substation no. 7 Mulley Drive and associated distribution
pillars was completed.

Routine maintenance on Substation no.8 Airport and associated distribution pillars
was completed.

Routine maintenance on Ventilation fan no.1 was completed.

Supply load surveys were carried out on Substations no.6 Middle Beach Road, No.7
Mulley Drive and no.8 Airport along with their associated distribution pillars.
Distribution pillars were monitored for their voltage levels. Substations were
monitored for maximum demand and voltage levels. All maximum demand and
voltage levels in the surveyed areas were within acceptable limits.

Mackies Electrical, Taree provided relief staff for the LHIB to cover powerhouse
duties during the Senior Electrical Officers’ annual leave.

Information for Board Members

Energy demand for the reporting period was 518 000 kWh.

Fuel consumption for the reporting period was 127 600 litres.



560000 145000

551,000
s 539,760 1350 140000
< 540000 ’
2 135000
e —_
2 520000 51 Z’l
§ 130000 §
=

3 g
< 500000 127,600 125000 S
3 2 =@=k\Wh Generated
© 0 S
g 120000 & =@=Fuel Consumption
@ 480000 0
© 119,300 z
Fo 115000
S
£ 460000
3 110000
w

440000 105000

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

24th May - 26th August Each Year

o Fuel energy efficiency for the reporting period was 4.06 kWh/L

Fuel Efficiency
(the higher the better)

4.1

4.05 /

IS
>
(o]
s}
x
o
(o)}

kWH / Litre
w w
00 w ©
(03] (Vo] (0]
w
00
7

G

[o

Ug\

\/
3.8 3.83
3.75
3.7
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

24th May to 26th August each year

e Presently there are 109 kW of privately owned solar panels connected to the
electrical distribution system. An additional 14 kW of approved solar panels were
connected to the system during the reporting period.

e Maximum demand for the period was 452 kW on the 26th June.



e There were no powerhouse supply interruptions during the reporting period. The last
powerhouse supply interruption occurred on 30" June 2015.

e There were seven distribution system supply interruptions during the reporting period.

o0 Four interruptions were the result of localised customer overloading

o0 One interruption was the result of a lightning strike at Skyline Drive

0 Two interruptions were the result of faulty cable connections on customer
meter boards

e A new 250 kVA padmount substation, high voltage / low voltage cabling and
substation earthing was installed on the old powerhouse site as part of the site
refurbishment plan. This padmount substation once connected will allow the removal
of the existing switchyard, provide increased capacity and reliability to the Neds
beach Road area and improve overall HV cable switching capability on the
distribution system. The High Voltage cable connection work will be carried out by
certified cable jointers and is expected to be completed by the end of September
2016.

e There are presently 280 customers connected to the supply system.



Board Meeting: September 2016

Agenda Number: 5

File Ref: CO0008

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

ITEM

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

Report on Vehicle Approvals since last meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

The report is submitted to the Board for information.

BACKGROUND

Since the last Board meeting ten applications to import or transfer motor vehicles were
determined by the Chief Executive Officer under the ‘Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use

Policy’:

CURRENT POSITION

There will be an increase of four vehicles to the island since the last Board meeting.

. Vehicle Preferred L
Applicant Type Y — Use Variation Comment
Bruce Thompson | Honda CTX | No Private 0 Approved 26/05/2.016
Replacement vehicle
NEN Isuzu D- No Commercial N/A Approved 28/05/2016
Max Temporary approval
NEN Nissan No Commercial N/A Approved 28/05/2016
Navara Temporary approval
Approved 31/05/2016
Darrin Nobbs Mazda No Commercial | 0 Replacgment vehlple
Titan (Extension of previous
approval)
Roads & Maritime | Boat Trailer | No Essential 1 Approved 1/06/2016
Lee Kent Lﬁzita No Commercial 1 Approved 15/07/2016
Darcelle . Toyota No Private 1 Approved 15/07/2016
Matassoni Corolla
Bill Shead Box Trailer | No Commercial N/A Approved 26/07/2016
Temporary approval
Steve & Gracey Foton . Approved 26/07/2016
Krick Tunland No Private 0 Replacement vehicle
Ros & Chris Nissan X- .
Wade Trail No Private 1 Approved 4/08/2016
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As at August 2016

Registered Road Vehicles
Essential Commercial Private Hire Plant & Imported Total
Equipment Without
Approval
21 85 140 9 26 74 355

At the May 2010 meeting it was requested that further differentiation in the vehicle statistics to
identify motor vehicles and motor cycles / scooters and trucks separately be presented. This
information is presented below.

Registered Road Vehicles

Car/Utility Bus Motorcycle / Truck Plant & Trailers Total
Scooter Equipment
168 31 49 7 28 72 355

At the June 2016 meeting it was requested that future reports include trends in regards to
vehicles imported without approval and clarification that these are vehicles which pre-date the
Board approval and monitoring process.

The current Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy way adopted at the September 2015
Board meeting.

There have been 74 vehicles which have been imported without approval.

e 72 vehicles were imported without approval prior to 2014. The majority of these
vehicles were trailers.

e One vehicle, a boat trailer, was imported without approval in 2015.

e One vehicle, a trailer, was imported without approval in 2016.

The following table shows further differentiation in the vehicle statistics to identify the types
of vehicles that have been imported without written approval.

Vehicles Imported Without Approval — By Type
Car/Utility Bus Motorcycle Truck Plant & Trailers Total
/ Scooter Equipment
13 2 11 1 3 44 74
RECOMMENDATION

The report is submitted to the Board for information.

Prepared

Belinda Panckhurst Administration Officer

Endorsed

Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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Board Meeting:
September 2016

File Reference:
DA2016-31

Agenda ltem:
7 (iv)

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

Item: DA 2016-31- Vessel launch and retrieval facility - Foreshore adjacent to Lord Howe Island Waste
Management Facility, Lord Howe Island

.0 Summary Assessment Report

Assessment Officer

Mia Fay — Consultant Planner

Address/Property Foreshore adjacent to Lord Howe Island Waste Management
Description Facility, Lord Howe Island

Construct a vessel launching and retrieval facility including two
Proposal concrete bunded work areas, a cradle, electric winch and pollution

control system at the Waste Management Facility

Development Application No

DA2016-31

Applicant

Lord Howe Island Board

Owner Consent Granted

The land is Crown land. Owners consent is granted by virtue of
the LHIB lodging the application.

Estimated Cost of
Development

$700,000

Site Inspections

A site inspection was been undertaken by Mia Fay (Consultant
Planner) on 9 September 2015. Note this was before the concept
was developed.

Zone

Site is currently zoned Zone 9 Marine Park, Zone 7 Environment
Protection and Zone 5 Special Uses. Permissibility is determined
by Clause 35 of the LEP.

Significant Native Vegetation
Map

The site contains Significant Native Vegetation (SNV). The
proposal does not result in the damage or removal of SNV.

Notification

The Development Application was placed on public exhibition
between 3 June — 4 July 2016

Submissions Received

Three submissions were received, including one submission
raising ‘no objection’.

2.0 Consent Authority

The LHIB CEO and Chairperson has delegation to grant consent to development applications subject to the

following conditions:

= The value of the development must not total $150,000 or more (as calculated by the LHIB).

= The development application must not relate to the subdivision of land or the erection of nhew dwellings.

= No more than 3 written submissions received within 14 days of the public exhibition period.

The proposal exceeds the value of development of the CEO and chairpersons delegation. It is also a Board
proposal and for these reasons the application is referred to the Board for determination.
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3.0 Site Description

The site is located in the central part of Lord Howe Island to the south-west of the LHI Aerodrome and
adjacent to the Island’s Waste Management Facility and extends to Cobbys Beach. The site is legally
referred to as unidentified crown land bordered by Lot 108 and 109 DP 757515 to the east and Cobbys
Beach to the west.

The site is shown in Figures 1 and 2 below.

The site currently contains a vehicle access track over the dune from the Waste Management Facility to
Cobbys Beach, vegetated and disturbed dune and a gravel hardstand area associated with the Waste
Management Facility. Note there is a new hardstand area not shown in the images, indicated in Figure 1.
The access track is used by Board excavator to assist with opening of Cobbys Creek and other maintenance
along the section of beach. The hardstand area has been recently used for storage for the airport reseal
project. Mulch has been stored in the foredune. Images of the site are provided in Figures 5 to 9. Note these
were taken during a site visit in September 2015.

The site is accessed via the un-named road to Waste Management Facility. The Facility has a lockable gate
which restricts vehicular access. It is open on the following days / hours:

= Winter, Wed & Sat (6:30am-3pm).

=  Summer, Wed, Fri & Sat (6:30am-3pm).

The land stretches across three zones in the Lord Howe Island Local Environmental Plan 2010 (LEP 2010)
including Zone 9 Marine Park, Zone 7 Environment Protection and Zone 5 Special Uses as shown in Figure
3. It is also mapped to contain Significant Native Vegetation (SNV) on the northern and southern sides of the
access track as shown in Figures 1 and 4. It is not mapped as being flood prone land, but is located within
the Foreshore Building Line as can be seen in Figure 2.

Neighbouring uses beyond the adjacent Waste Management Facility include:

= Portion 108 to the north-east with various industrial uses for the Board such as sheds, wood storage and
bulky goods.

= Portions 183, 21 and 20 to the south-east comprising a residential heritage listed dwelling and studio
garage, held under perpetual lease by the Sinclair / Curtin.

= Further to the east is the Lord Howe Island Airport and Bureau of Meteorology.

Page 2




Now
hardstand

areade

Figure 2 Context of subject site (foreshore building line shown in red)
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Figure 3 Extract from LEP 2010 Zoning Map. Zone 7 Figure 4 Extract from the LEP 2010 Significant
Environment Protection coloured orange. Zone 5 Vegetation Map. SNV coloured green
Special Uses coloured in yellow. Zone 9 Marine Park in
light blue.

Figure 5 View south-west towards proposed location of cradle
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Figure 6 View south-west from location of proposed cradle

Figure 7 View south from the site on the dune

Page 5

RPS




Figure 8 View north from the site on the dune (mulch in foreground)

Figure 9 Cobbys Beach south of the site facing north
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4.0 Proposed Development

Facility.

The proposed development involves the construction of a vessel launching and retrieval facility including two
concrete bunded work areas, a cradle, electric winch and pollution control system at the Waste Management

The applicant has outlined that a vessel launching and retrieval system is required to enable the servicing,
external inspection and surveys of larger private and commercial vessels. Commercial vessels are required

to undertake an annual statutory survey by RMS and are needed to be retrieved from the water to do so.
Pleasure craft on and visiting the island will also be able to make use of the facility.

The proposed facility is located partially on the foredune and area behind and is shown in Figures 10 and 14.
It involves:

A 8m by 15m concrete work area containing the slipway cradle and winch box. A drain is proposed to
support this area and a washdown water pump out collection well. The proposed cradle height is 4.5m.
A 6m by 10m concrete trailer boat washdown area and new gravel adjacent (to the south) to match the
existing.

A gravel car park adjacent to the north.

A cradle swept path into the water.
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Figure 14 Cross section of cradle

The details of the proposed system are set out in Table 1 below.

Table 1 Details of proposed development

Features

Details of proposal

Maximum vessel size

20 tonnes displacement and 1.5m draft. It will be less than 15m in length to fit within the
cradle work area which is 15m.

Vessel loading

The cradle will be taken across the sand to the water to a depth adequate to load by a
tractor or large vehicle with a long yoke. A winch may be incorporated to assist the tow
vehicle. There will be no permanent track on the beach on the seaward side of the dune.

The adequate water depth to retrieve the vessel will be determined by the size of the
vessel. The maximum draft of 1.5m will require a tide level slightly above Mean Sea
Level (which is 1.23m).

Once retrieved onto the cradle, the vessel will be towed by a vehicle or winched by an
electrical winch to the work area.

Accommodating sand
movement

The operation of the facility with a wheeled and/or skidded cradle means the sand height
will not impact its operation.

The tow vehicle will have adequate power, a winch and variations to tyre pressures to
satisfy the demands of sand density, moisture and dune/beach grade.

There may be some sand reinforcement below surface level required. Sand
reinforcement would consist of heavy duty plastic mud boards laid down temporarily

to transit across soft ground. The boards would enable the tow vehicle and \ or cradle to
move over the softer sand without bogging. The extent of these boards would depend on
the areas of soft sand, and also tide levels. The boards would only be in place during
moving of the vessel on the beach, and then stored at the bunded area when not in use.

Long term management of the build of sand will be the responsibility of the operators.

Types of work to be

Washing vessel hulls to remove slime and growth with a high pressure water jet.
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Features

Details of proposal

carried out to vessels

= Application of anti-fouling paint to the underwater area
= Replacement of anodes

= Checking and maintenance of propeller, bearings, rudders, skin fitting and any
woodwork.

= Painting of topsides.

Equipment required for this work is likely to be high pressure water unit, paint scrapers, drills,
sanders, spanners, paint brushes and rollers.

Water for cleaning

Fresh water for cleaning the vessels and hardstand areas is required. It is estimated that the
water flow rate of the unit required to clean the vessel and hardstand 1085L/hour. The time
to clean a vessel is estimated by the applicant to not exceed one hour, and hardstand
washdown being 10 minutes. Smaller vessels would be less. An estimated volume of
required water annually is 20,460L.

Consequently, a 6,000L rainwater tank is proposed (albeit not shown on plan), providing for
six retrievals. Note that such a tank may be approximately 3m by 3m.

Design options

It is proposed for the system to be a cradle, supported on either wheel/tyre axles and
possibly skids. This will be confirmed at the detailed design stage.

Piling or foundations are not in the subject design however, may be required at the detailed
structural design stage. The impact of concrete \ steel piles, if required, will not be additional
to that of the cradle working area excavation and concrete slab placement. The piles are
likely to be constructed from within the footprint of the working area & either driven in with an
excavator or excavated out for concrete placement. They are likely to be placed at the edges
of the cradle work area and spacings to be determined during detailed design.

Waste and pollution
management

= The work area is proposed to be bunded on the sides and end with a grated drain across
the full extent of the work area to collect wash down and cleaning water and debris.

= The polluted water will drain to a pit and be pumped to a settlement tank. As part of the
detailed design process, the slipway will undertake the pre-treatment of the wastewater
and store temporarily before pumping it to the wastewater management system at the
Waste Management Facility. The applicant has advised that:

- Itis expected that a new Waste Water Management System will be installed at the
Waste Management Facility by the time that the subject proposal is operational. This
will incorporate disposal for the slipway waste.

- Should the new system not be installed prior to operation, the existing waste
management system at the Waste Management Facility has the capacity to
accommodate the load.

= The washdown area for smaller trailer boats will have polluted water drain into a control
device. This will likely involve a pit and flow into underground tank where there would be
a level of settlement removal and pumping to the waste management facility.

Landscaping

It is intended to provide landscaping on the dunes subject to the direction of the Board.

= The volume of traffic from the slipway facility is not expected to be a significant increase
or place additional demand on the site. The majority of boats are worked on over winter
when visitor and resident numbers on the Island are at their lowest & patronage of the
Waste Management Facility is also at its lowest.

= Most vessels navigating the waters to the cradle will approach from the north, with some

Access occasionally from the south.
= Access for the Board excavator to would continue with the use of rubber mats or timber.
= Note that the submitted documentation stated the work area is proposed to be fenced
approximately 1m from the work area and winch, however the applicant has confirmed
this no longer forms part of the proposal .
Car parking Car parking is proposed adjacent to the work area to accommodate 3 to 4 vehicles. It will

utilise existing gravel surface.

Expected Usage

= There are approximately 6 vessels that are likely to use the cradle, potentially 3 times a
year. Cradle usage is therefore expected to be about 22 vessels per year.

= Trailer vessels expected to use the smaller washdown area 40 times a year.
= |tis expected that the majority of boats will be worked on over winter.

=  Maximum average tow vehicle frequency of 8 to 10 occasions per month with a duration
of 30 minutes.
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Features Details of proposal
7am to 5pm Monday to Sunday.
Unless it is an emergency, it is expected that the vessel owner and slipway operator will load
Hours and unload the vessel at high tide during daylight hours.
Movement of boats on trailer into the area past the Waste Management Facility would be
arranged for when the Waste Management Facility is closed, to minimise impacts.
The facility will be managed by a community group, responsible for the maintenance of
Management . - X
operational equipment, to be determined by the Board.
= 1 to 2 people will be required to operate the system.
= No vessel is to be retrieved from or enter the water if there is any risk of conflict with
smaller boats operating in the area.
= Before operating the system, members of the public are to be clear for safety.
= Conditions of use will be required to be signed by the owner of a vessel to be slipped.
= Damage and public liability insurance will be required
= Washdown area:
Operational procedures - No work to be undertaken on vessels during rainfall events
- If rain unexpectedly occurs all loose material to be swept from area and removed
from the site.
- Prior to vessel washdown ensure collection tank is empty and bypass outlet valve is
closed
- Turn on wastewater pump and check pump float switch is operational
- Washdown process to cease if pump fails or collection well is full
- Follow clean up procedures on completion of washdown including arranging for the
collection tank to be pumped out.

5.0 Referrals

5.1 Internal referrals

The LHIB has advised that the application was distributed to the relevant internal specialists for review. No
objections to the proposal were raised. Table 2 below Table 2 belowoutlines the issues raised by these
specialists and how these issues are addressed.

Table 2 Comments received from internal specialists

Specialist

Issue

Comment

Manager
Environment —
World Heritage
Hank Bower

The development is located within a disturbed area with an existing vehicular
access track to be used as the access track for vessel retrieval. The existing
access track and vegetation directly adjacent to the concrete work area are not
mapped as Significant Native Vegetation (SNV) and are heavily disturbed. The
proposal will require removal some native vegetation in the location of the
concrete work area, however this is not mapped as SNV. Any vegetation loss
with be offset by conditions for landscaping

The Subiject site supports vegetation and habitat resources that provides known
or potential habitat for at least 8 threatened species being; Knicker Nut
Caesalpinia bonduc, LHI Gecko Christinus guentheri, LHI Skink Oligosoma
lichenigera, LHI Currawong Strepera graculina crissalis, LHI Golden Whistler
Pachycephala pectoralis contempta, LHI Silvereye Zosterops lateralis
tephropleura and Lord Howe Woodhen Gallirallus sylvestris. The disturbed
nature of the Subject site renders it unsuitable for LHI Placostylus Placostylus
bivaricosus.

A single Knicker Nut plant is located in the foredune approximately 20 metres

Noted and
recommended
accordingly.
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Specialist

Issue

Comment

south of the proposed access track. During construction works it will be clearly
flagged and site workers inducted on its location and exclusions.

All other species (except the LHI Placostylus) are considered to potentially use
vegetated habitats at the site, with Woodhen also regularly traversing open

areas and feeding from mulch piles at the WMF. None of these species will have

habitat disturbed or impacted by the proposal and the proposed development

will not result in any significant impacts on any Threatened species, populations
or ecological communities, or their habitats. Subsequently none of these species

have been considered in a 7 part test.

Recommendation

That the development be approved subject to all workers being inducted on
threatened species locations and habitat requirements at the site prior to
commencement.

Landscaping

| suggest we condition the applicant to revegetate the dune directly to the north
of the access track

The approximate area is 65 m long and up to 10 m wide = 650 square metres -
total 440 plants

To be completed by September 2017

Trees to be planted with wetted water crystals, fertilised and screened and site
maintained. Any plants that die are to be replaced

Kate Dignam
Team Leader —
Compliance
and Projects

| have assessed the applicant’'s DA and note the following:

= All construction work is to be carried out and completed in accordance with
the Building Code of Australia.

= Ensure Construction Certificate Plans are the same as the approved
Development Application Plans.

= Prior to the issuing of a Construction Certificate the applicant is to provide
detailed structural engineering plans. These plans are to be certified by an
appropriately qualified Structural Engineer in accordance with AS1170.2.

Wastewater

= |tis noted that the polluted waters from the proposed facility operations are to

be pumped to the wastewater treatment system for the Waste Management
Facility. The applicant is to ensure that the capacity, water treatment levels
and irrigation area of the wastewater treatment system are appropriate for
the expected load from the proposed facility.

Water

= All plumbing work, including any disconnections and connections to the
wastewater system, is to be undertaken by a licensed plumber.

Waste Management

= All construction waste is to be contained within the site and then be recycled

or disposed of at the authorised waste management facility on the Island.
This excludes asbestos waste, if any, which is the responsibility of the

applicant to remove from the Island. No waste shall be placed in any location
or in any manner that would allow it to fall, descend, blow, wash, percolate or

otherwise escape from the site.

= Waste disposal fees will be charged in accordance with the Lord Howe Island

Board’s schedule of fees and charges.
Construction

= All electrical work must be carried out by a licensed electrician and an
Electrical Compliance Certificate issued with the application for Occupancy
Certificate for the building additions and alterations.

= All works are to be undertaken in accordance with approved Construction
Certificate documentation.

= Pre-Commencement meeting to be arranged with the Owner, Builder and

Noted and
recommended
accordingly.

It is noted that
as Crown
Development, a
Construction
Certificate is not
obtained.
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Specialist Issue Comment

Board Personnel prior to any work commencing on site.
Inspections

= The Principal Certifying Authority (PCA) will require the following mandatory
inspections to be undertaken during construction, some of which may be
combined:

- Pre-commencement/set-out for the facility
- Final Inspection prior to Occupation Certificate being issued

Dave Kelly — Comments in relation to coastal sand movements are below. Noted.
Manager of A concrete hardstand is proposed generally in the location of the crest of the
Environment & | gyne, in the location of the existing access way to the beach. The concrete trailer
Community boat hardstand is further to the east and behind the dune in a now disturbed

Services area which was used as a batching plant during the reseal of the airstrip and is

part of the greater Waste Management Facility.

In the Coastal Hazard Study, the site is identified growing in sand volume by
620+ cubic metres / year or moving seaward (prograding) — see Page 29.

Page 76 of the report indicates that site falls within the 2050 hazard line.

The report also states “the location of an asset landward of the Immediate
Hazard Line does not mean it could not be affected by coastal erosion at
present, rather that there is a low probability (in the order of 1% each year) of
erosion extending landward of the Line at present (as of 2011).”

Given the nature of the facility, being a concrete storage tank under the dune, |
believe the overall risk of damage to the infrastructure due to coastal erosion /
recession would be low.

In terms of excavation of the foredune, this would only be required to create a
suitable gradient for winch operations.

5.2 External referrals
Fisheries NSW
The application was referred to Fisheries NSW. It was advised they have no objections to the proposal.

The proposal does include dredging and reclamation and approvals must be obtained from the relevant
public authority for the works to be carried out (s199 Fisheries Management Act 1994).

Section 55 of the Marine Estate Management Act

The application requires the concurrence of the Minister for Primary Industries under Section 55 of the
Marine Estate Management Act. The application was sent for comment on 6 June 2016. A letter of
concurrence and terms of approval has not yet been received, however it is understood a response will be
provided in the next week.

Section 79B(11) of the EP&A Act 1979 allows a development application to be determined without
concurrence if a decision has not been provided from that person within 21 days of the receipt of the last
submission. The last submission was received on 11 July 2016 and this period has therefore expired.

Notwithstanding that the development application can now be determined, the feedback is considered to be
critical to the outcomes of the project and it is recommended that they are obtained and complied with as
part of the deferred commencement consent.

EPBC Referrals

The Board contacted the Commonwealth Department of the Environment to ascertain whether referral of the
application was desired. The response was that the proposal is not a controlled action under section 75 of
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the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) (EPBC Act) and referral is not
required.

5.3 Commonwealth legislation

5.3.1 Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

The EPBC Act provides for the protection of certain matters of national environmental significance (NES)
listed under the Act, which include:

= World Heritage Areas

= National Heritage Places

= Ramsar wetlands of international importance

=  Commonwealth listed threatened species and ecological communities

= listed migratory species

= Commonwealth marine areas

= Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

= nuclear actions.

Under the EPBC Act, Commonwealth approval is required from the Minister of Sustainability, Environment,
Water, Population and Communities (Minister) for any action that will have or is likely to have a significant

impact on a NES, or on the environment of Commonwealth land or on the environment if the action is
proposed to be taken by a Commonwealth agency (known as a ‘controlled action’).

A person proposing to take a controlled action must refer the proposal to the Minister for determination. A
person proposing to take an action that the person thinks is not a controlled action may refer the proposal to
the Minister for the Minister's decision whether or not the action is a controlled action.

Lord Howe Island is a declared World Heritage Property. Section 12 of the EPBC Act requires approval of
actions that involve a significant impact on a declared World Heritage Property.

An Advisory Note has been provided, recommending that the applicant make independent enquiries with the
Australian Government’s Department of Sustainability, Water, Environment, Population and Communities
once the detailed design is confirmed, visual appearance and reflectivity/glare is understood, to confirm
whether this Department considers the proposed actions as detailed in this report are likely to have any
impact on the heritage values of the:

= World Heritage and National Heritage listed Lord Howe Island Group - ID 105085 and 105694

= Register of the National Estate listed Lord Howe Island Group and Marine Environs - ID 201.

5.4 NSW legislation
5.4.1 Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995

The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (NSW) (TSC Act) sets the framework for the listing of
threatened species, populations and ecological communities, and key threatening processes in NSW, and
the preparation and implementation of recovery plans and threat abatement plans.

The TSC Act also provides the mechanism for applying for and obtaining licences to take actions, which
could result in harm to a threatened species, population or ecological community, or their habitat, or damage
to critical habitat.
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The Board’s Manager of Environment/World Heritage advised that the development will not adversely impact
anythreatened species, populations or ecological communities. The recommendations of the Statutory
Ecological Assessment by Naturecall Environmental have also been considered and recommended to
minimise impact. This is discussed further in section 6.2.

5.4.2 NSW Heritage Act 1977

The main objective of the Heritage Act is to encourage the conservation of the heritage of NSW. Pursuant to
Section 91 of the EP&A Act 1979, Section 58 and Section 57(1) of the Heritage Act are triggered by this

application.

The Lord Howe Island Group is listed on the State Heritage Register. Section 57 (1) of the Heritage Act
requires that all applications to carry out development on Lord Howe Island, be referred to and granted

concurrence by the NSW Heritage Office.

On 9 January 2015, the NSW Minister for Heritage published an order under section 57(2) of the Heritage
Act, providing for an exemption to refer specific activities to the Heritage Division, instead requiring referral of
only those applications requiring consent under clause 39 of the LHI LEP 2010. The site does not require
consent under clause 39 as it is not a listed heritage item within the LEP 2010. Therefore referral to the NSW

Heritage Division of this application is not required.

5.4.3

Marine Estate Management Act 2014 No 72

The Marine Estate Management Act 2014 manages marine waters costs and estuaries. The proposal is
within the Lord Howe Island Marine Park and therefore the Act applies. Section 55 of the act contains

provisions for development within marine parks.

Part 4 determination under section 55

Proposal

(1) Before determining a development application under
Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979 for the carrying out of development within a
marine park or an aquatic reserve, a consent authority
must:

(a) take into consideration:

(i) if there are management rules for the marine park or
aguatic reserve, the purposes of the zone within which
the area concerned is situated as specified in those
management rules, and

The Marine Estate Management (Management Rules)
Regulation 1999 contains the Lord Howe Island Marine
Park Management Rules under Part 4.

Any anchoring in the Lagoon is to be in accordance with
Division 8.

Division 8 outlines that a person must not use a
motorised wheeled vehicle in any part of the marine park,
otherwise than at a location designated by the Lord Howe
Island Board as a jetty or vessel launching facility, except
with the consent of the relevant Ministers. The proposal
includes a wheeled vehicle over the sand. This
requirement however does not apply where planning
approval has been granted in accordance with Section 55
of the Marine Estate Management Act 2014.

(ii) the permissible uses of the area concerned under the
regulations or those management rules, and

No prohibited activities under the clause are proposed.

(i) if a management plan for the marine park or aquatic
reserve has been made, the objectives of the marine park
or aquatic reserve, and

The Management Rules to not identify objectives for the
Marine Park.

(iv) any relevant marine park or aquatic reserve
notifications, and

There are no known notifications.

(b) if the consent authority intends to grant consent to the
carrying out of the development, obtain the concurrence
of the relevant Ministers to the granting of the consent.

Concurrence was requested however has not been
obtained within the set period. See comments in section
5.2.
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5.5 Local Statutory Plans and Policies
5.5.1 Lord Howe Island Local Environmental Plan 2010
The LEP 2010 is the principal environmental planning instrument applying to the proposal.

The following summary table details the various LEP provisions relevant to the subject proposal with
assessment and/or comment included as required.

Table 3 LEP 2010 compliance summary table

Compliance

LEP 2010 Clause
Y/N

Comment

Part 1 Preliminary

Each of the aims of the LEP 2010 have been considered in
the assessment of this application.

The proposal is consistent with the aims in that it will
Commencement .
2. . Y enhance the wellbeing and welfare of the current and future
and Aims of Plan . S L . L
community, providing public utilities with minimal
environmental impacts.

Land to which The LEP 2010 applies to the subject site which is part of Lord

3. . Y Howe Island, as defined in Section 3 of the Lord Howe Island
plan applies Act 1953.
Whois the . The Lord Howe Island Board (LHIB) is the relevant consent
6. consent authority Y authorit
for this Plan? Y.
7. Maps Y Noted.

Matters that must All relevant matters are satisfied. Refer to section 5.5.1.1
be satisfied before

11. Y below.
development

consent granted

Part 2 General Provisions applying in particular zones

The land is zoned Zone 5 Special Uses, Zone 7 Environment

12. Land Use Zones Y Protection and Zone 9 Marine Park.
The land is partially zoned special uses. The proposed
facility is not one of the listed permitted uses in the zone,
Zone 5 Special however, is subject to clause 35 of the LEP. Permissibility is
15. U Y therefore assessed under Clause 35. The proposal is not
ses h . . T . o -
inconsistent with the zone objectives in providing utility
services essential to the community’s needs and sympathetic
to the heritage and natural values of the Island.
The land is partially zoned Environment Protection. The
Zone 7 proposed facility is not one of the listed permitted uses in the
17. Environment Y zone, however, is subject to clause 35 of the LEP.
Protection Permissibility is therefore assessed under Clause 35. The
proposal is not inconsistent with the zone objectives.
The site is partially zoned Marine Park. Development for the
purpose of facility is permitted with consent. The assessment
19 Zone 9 Marine of the impacts as outlined in this report deem that the
' Park proposal will not adversely impact the marine ecosystem and

scenic amenity of the Marine Park, and is therefore
consistent with the zone objectives.

Part 3 Special Provisions

Division 2 Provisions that apply to particular land

34 Land adjoining Y The proposal is both on and adjoins Zone 7 land. The
' Zone 7 or 8 proposal involves some revegetation of the dune subject to
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LEP 2010 Clause

Compliance
Y/IN

Comment

the direction of the Board. Conditions have been
recommended to ensure the planting is appropriate and
undertaken in accordance with the Lord Howe Island Board
Vegetation Rehabilitation Plan as per this clause.

Foreshore

35. Development

(a) the proposed development is in the public interest and
does not significantly reduce public access to the
foreshore, and

The proposal is considered to be in the public interest as
discussed in section 6.1.

There is an existing track to the beach where the vessel
launch and retrieval facility is proposed. It is used by the
Board excavator to assist with opening of Cobbys Creek
and other maintenance along the section of beach.
Access across the concrete footing would continue with
the use of rubber mats or timber and is included as a
condition of consent. This is not otherwise utilised by the
public and public access will not be reduced.

(b) the bulk and scale of the proposed development will not
detract from the visual amenity of the foreshore area,
and

The visual impact of the proposal is considered in detail
in section 6.2. It concludes that the visual impact could
be acceptable subject to the recommended conditions.
This includes a deferred commencement
recommendation that the detailed design drawings be
provided to the Board for approval, given the limited
visual details provided with this assessment.

(c) the proposed development addresses any need to
restore lost or disturbed plants that are native to the
Island, particularly if restoring those plants may enhance
visual amenity, and

Revegetation is proposed to improve amenity.
Conditions are recommended to ensure it is appropriate.

(d) there is a demonstrated Island community-based, or
marine-based, business need for it, and

Currently boats too large for a trailer are required to
travel to the mainland for a survey or cease operating. A
vessel launch and retrieval facility is required on the
Island to cater for these locally and support local
commercial businesses that require such vessels. It will
encourage the better maintenance of vessels and
consequential safety and also reduce.

(e) the proposed development will not be adversely
affected by, or adversely affect, coastal processes, and

The interaction of the proposal and coastal processes
has been considered. Comments have been provided by
the Boards Manager of the Environment and Community
Services, with consideration to the Royal Haskoning
Coastline Management Study and further assessment in
section 6.2. It is considered that given the location of the
structures on the dune and that there is an annual
accretion of sand along Cobbys Beach, it is unlikely that
the proposed facility would be structurally impacted by
sand movements. The small excavation amounts of
sand required for the construction and operation of the
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Compliance
LEP 2010 Clause 5 Comment
Y/N
facility are also not expected to adversely affect coastal
processes.

(f) in the case of proposed development involving the
erection of a structure—the purpose of that structure
could not practicably be fulfilled by an existing structure,
and
There are no existing structures on the Island that could
provide for the purpose of this proposal.

(g) inthe case of development proposed to be carried out
on land that is also within Zone 9 Marine Park—the
proposed development is not inconsistent with any
advice about the development that is provided to the
consent authority by the Marine Parks Authority.

A deferred commencement condition is recommended
ensuring that the terms of approval from the Marine
Parks is obtained and complied with prior to the consent
becoming operational.
Division 3 Heritage conservation
Development The subject site is not a listed heritage item within the LEP
39. affecting heritage Y 2010. The proposal is over 200m to the heritage item known
items as Kentia onPortion 21.
Heritage All relevant matters are satisfied. Refer to assessment of
40. Y . . .
assessment heritage impact under section 6.2.
Division 4 Miscellaneous
What DA’s are
41. required to be Y The application has been formally advertised.
advertised?
Requirement for
42. environmental NA The applicant has provided an environmental report.
report

5.5.1.2 Clause || Matters that must be satisfied before development consent sranted

Clause 11 provides that the consent authority must not consent to the carrying out of development unless it
is satisfied of the following matters (to the extent that they are of relevance to the proposed development):

Table 4 Clause 11 Compliance summary table

CLAUSE 11 REQUIREMENT COM\P(I/‘II\IANCE DiscussioN
a) Thtﬁ ?k:opc.)sed c;?xgloplament (ljstﬁonsmtent The proposal meets the objectives of the
with the aims of this plan and the - zones as discussed under clauses 15, 17
objectives of any zone, as set out in the Y
o - . and 19 above.
plan, within which the development is
proposed to be carried out,
The applicant has advised that:
= |tis expected that a new Waste Water
b) There is an adequate area available for Management System will be installed at

the disposal or treatment of any effluent
treatment of any effluent treatment or
disposal system and any such system will
not have any adverse impact on
groundwater quality,

the Waste Management Facility by the
time that the subject proposal is

Y operational. This will incorporate disposal
for the slipway waste.

= Should the new system not be installed
prior to operation, the existing waste
management system at the Waste
Management Facility has the capacity to
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COMPLIANCE

CLAUSE 11 REQUIREMENT Y/N DiscussIioN
accommodate the load.
A condition has been recommended to
ensure the development only proceeds with
the assurance that the existing wastewater
management system has the capacity to
treat the additional waste generated by the
proposal.
c) No part of the proposed development: The proposed development does not involve
i will result in any damage to, or any damage to or removal of SNV. An
removal of, significant native ecological assessment has been carried out
vegetation, or Y which deems that the site will not have
ii. will have a significantly adverse adverse impacts on animals or plants native
impact on the habitat of any plants, or to the island. See sections 5.1 and 6.2 for
animals, that are native to the Island, more information.
d) Accessis, or will be, available to the site
of the proposed development and the
i prowsrleoSnUIct)fir? I;):\; l:j(;hmaacgcg fg V(\)"r”tﬁgt' The proposed road does involve the damage
' removal of, significant nz;tive v to or removal of SNV. A condition is
vegetation’ or recommended to ensure SNV is protected
ii. have a significantly adverse impact during construction.
on the habitat of any plants, or
animals, that are native to the Island,
e) Any proposed landscaping will provide A condition is recommended that
various species of plants that are native to landscaping is to be undertaken in
enhance any significant native vegetation, Vegetation Rehabilitation Plan
f) The proposed development will not be An assessmen.t has been gndertaken of the
adversely affected by any landform proposed location and environmental
limitations, including flooding, landslip Y processes in section 6.2. It is considered that
unstable s'oils and steep slop'es ' it is unlikely the development will be affected
’ by these limitations.
The facility will be managed by a community
group, responsible for the maintenance of
operational equipment, to be determined by
g) Adequate services in respect of the the Board.
proposed development can be provided v Any sand build up which impacts the
without significant additional cost to the operation of the slipway will need to be
Board or the community of the Island, managed by the slipway operators.
The broader build up along the beach will be
the responsibility of the Board.
This is conditioned accordingly.
h) The appearance of the proposed
development (when considered by itself or ghe ?ppearatljce OI the p.rdoposaetd h
in conjunction with existing buildings and Y evelopment IS not considered to have a
works) will not have any significantly significant adverse impact on the locality.
adverse impact on the locality This is assessed in detail in section 6.2.
i)  The proposed development will not cause ) .
any significant overshadowing of adjoining Y Th_er_e_wnl be no shadow impacts on
land, adjoining land.
i)  The proposed development will not cause
any significant reduction in the privacy of Y The proposal will not impact privacy.

occupiers of adjoining land
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5.5.2 Lord Howe Island Development Control Plan 2005

The Lord Howe Island Development Control Plan 2005 (DCP 2005) applies to the subject site. The
provisions primarily relate to the design of buildings (residential in particular) and do not relate to
infrastructure such as that proposed. The objectives of the DCP 2005 include:

(a) to encourage quality design of residential and non residential development;
(b) to assist in achieving the aims and strategies of the REP;
(c) to provide guidelines on appropriate, sustainable building designs and locations;

(d) to promote design solutions which respect the Island character and minimise loss of amenity for
neighbours;

(e) to ensure that the scale and appearance of new development is compatible with the Island
character;

(f) to protect and/or re-establish environmental integrity;
(g) to encourage energy and water efficient designs;
(h) to require and maintain high quality landscaped areas;

(i) to promote a high level of protection from natural hazards in design for both current and future
residents; and

(j) to protect the community’s interests.

The proposal is consistent with these objectives which are addressed in detail by the assessment of
environmental impact in section 6.2.

Section 3.4 provides provisions for development within the Foreshore Building Line. It prevents any more
than 3 slipways to exist on the island at any one time. There is currently 1 operational slipway on the Island,
however this does not comply with relevant Australian Standards and Regulations.
It outlines that slipways are to be constructed and operated so as not to:
= adversely affect public use of beach and dune areas
The proposal is adjacent to the Waste Management Facility and will not adversely impact public use of
the beach and dune area.

= create adverse impacts on natural flora and fauna

See ecology impact assessment in section 6.2.
= cause erosion of dunes, or
See coastal processes impact assessment in section 6.2.
= create an unacceptable visual impact
See visual impact assessment in section 6.2.

It also states that new boatshed or slipway, if approved, is to be located in an area within the foreshore
building line between Ned’s Beach Road and Middle Beach Road. The proposed facility is not within this
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area. There have been various locations considered for the needed slipway, including a proposal at Wilsons
landing in 2012 which was refused. This requirement of the DCP is outdated and was translated across from
the old REP over 10 years ago and is not a mandatory requirement. An alternative location can be justified.
This area, comprising the Boatshed Precinct, has high visitor patronage, is highly visible and co-located with
non-industrial uses. It is considered that it currently would not provide the best location on the island because
of potential land use conflicts, visual impacts, impacts on local amenity (such as noise) and concerns
regarding safety given high usage of the area.

The proposed location has been the subject of detailed study, including a Board appointed community
based working group, who have identified that the Waste Management Facility is a better location in
balancing community needs and environmental impact. An alternative sites analysis was also prepared by
Alan Taylor and Associates and provided as Attachment A to this assessment report.

6.0 Environmental Effects

6.1 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

Under the provisions of section 79C(1) of the EP&A Act, in determining a development application, a consent
authority is to take into consideration the following matters as are of relevance to the development the
subject of the development application.

(8) the provisions of:
i. any environmental planning instrument

ii. any draft environmental planning instrument that is or had been placed on public exhibition
and details of which have been notified to the consent authority, and

iii. any development control plan

iiia any planning agreement that has been entered into under section 93F, or any draft planning
agreement that a developer has offered to enter into under section 93F, and

iv. any matters prescribed by the regulations that applied to the land to which the development
relates

v. any coastal zone management plan (with the meaning of the Coastal Protection Act 1979)

(&)(@) The key relevant planning instrument is the LEP 2010. The proposal has been assessed against the
relevant planning instruments (see Section 7.0) and is found to comply.

(a)(ii) There are no draft instruments for consideration.

(a)(iii) The proposal has been assessed against the LHI DCP in Section 5.5.2 and is found to comply.
(a)(iiia) There are no planning agreements relevant to the application.

(a)(iv) There are no relevant matters prescribed by the regulations.

(@)(v) There are no coastal zone management plans relevant to the application.

(b)  The likely impacts of that development, including environmental impacts on both the natural and
built environments, and social and economic impacts on the locality

The environmental impacts of the proposed development are considered in detail in section 6.2. The
assessment concludes that it is unlikely that there will be significant adverse environmental, social or
economics on the locality.
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(c) the suitability of the site for the development

The site is considered to be suitable for the development. The facility is industrial in nature and located
among other industrial uses. It has adequate access and area for parking to support the users and no
significant adverse impacts have been identified on the surrounds. The suitability of the site from an
environmental perspective, considering matters like coastal processes is further assessed in section 6.2.

(d) any submissions made in accordance with this Act or the regulations
The application was notified and advertised. Three submissions were received, including one submission
raising ‘no objection’. The following concerns were raised in the two remaining submissions:

= The location is not considered to be suitable for the slipway. Would like the Wilsons Landing site
proposed under the original slipway proposal to be reconsidered. If this is not reconsidered, then
Dignam'’s slipway as there are facilities already there.

Comment: An assessment of various locations for the slipway has been undertaken in the site selection
process by the applicant. The Board and the LHI Slipway Association has identified the Waste
Management Facility site as the preferred location. Nothing has been identified which has warranted the
site as being unsuitable. This is discussed further in response to (c) above.

= The Dignam Slipway joint venture is the most practical approach and will not interfere with public use of
the Lagoon.

Comment: As above.
= The function of the slipway may be compromised due to sand movement and weather conditions

Comment: An assessment of coastal processes and sand migration is provided in Section 6.2. It
concludes that it is unlikely the facility will be adversely impacted by these processes.

= Small boats using the boat ramp will be require to use the washdown area, requiring trailered boats to be
driven across the island to the Waste Management Facility.

Comment: The location is suitable in its primarily industrial context. Transportation of trailered boats via
vehicle to the facility is not excessive and considered to be suitable.

(e) the public interest
It is considered that the proposal is in the broad public interest, subject to appropriate conditions being

proposed. It is in the public interest in its purpose to support recreational, commercial and tourist vessels on
the island without adverse impact on its visual qualities. This is assessed in detail in section 6.2 below.

6.2 Likely Environmental Impacts

Ecological

The ecological impacts of the proposal have been considered by the Board’s Manager Environment/World
Heritage and an Environmental Statutory Ecological Assessment prepared by Naturecall. Construction and
operational impacts are considered. Key considerations include:

= Fragmentation of landscape will not significantly change

= Risk of damage to marine life due to anchor drag and the risk is low, with no seagrass or coral in the
area, maritime regulations, natural coastal processes and traffic in the area.

= Noise occurring from the operation is unlikely to disturb fauna near the site, with species having high
tolerance.

= Washdown is to be collected to avoid runoff pollution

= Erosion will need to be monitored and controls considered.
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= A single Knicker Nut plant is located in the foredune approximately 20 metres south of the proposed
access track. During construction works it will be clearly flagged and site workers inducted on its location
and exclusions. All other species (except the LHI Placostylus) are considered to potentially use vegetated
habitats at the site, with Woodhen also regularly traversing open areas and feeding from mulch piles at
the WMF. None of these species will have habitat disturbed or impacted by the proposal and the
proposed development will not result in any significant impacts on any Threatened species, populations
or ecological communities, or their habitats.

Recommendations from the impact assessment include the following, which have been recommended as
conditions of consent:

= The clearing of the site is to be managed as follows:

= The extent of the site/development footprint is to be clearly marked (e.g. via pegging/fencing with
paramesh/flagging) before clearing in order to prevent any inadvertent clearance/rock removal
beyond what is required and has been assessed.

= This fencing/marking is to remain until all clearing and construction is completed. In particular, this
fencing is to designate the edge of the adjacent forest as a “no-go” zone for all equipment and
activities.

= Site induction is to specify that no clearing is to occur beyond the marked area. All vehicles are
only to be parked in designated areas. Similarly, any materials associated with the development
are to be stored outside any retained vegetation and not in close proximity to the adjacent
vegetation.

= To minimise the risk of rat and mice establishment, bait stations are recommended to be set up and
maintained at the site.

= Specific provisions to prevent material and rubbish being blown into adjacent waters are to be provided
(eg waste bins with closable lids) at the site, but not visually prominent. This is so that any such material
must be binned immediately to prevent transport into the lagoon.

= Standard quarantine controls will apply to all imported materials, etc, for the project to ensure pathogens
such as Phytophora and Myrtle Rust are not introduced. No rock base, etc, is to be imported unless it is
certified (eg via VENM protocol). Any imported raw timber must similarly be according to the quarantine
strategy (ie no bark and treated for pathogens prior to importation).

= Any earthmoving machinery, etc, is to be sterilised (eg washdown to removal all soil, vegetative material,
etc, from the track and body) at the mainland departure point prior to importation to LHI. Written
confirmation to the LHIB should be provided.

= The development be approved subject to all workers being inducted on threatened species locations and
habitat requirements at the site prior to commencement.

Navigation, Access & Traffic
It is unlikely that the proposal would not have significant adverse impacts on access, navigation and traffic.

The facility will not generate frequent visitors or the like. Car parking is provided for uses adjacent to the
facility within the Waste Management Facility. There appears to be sufficient area for turning circles,
overtaking of vehicles and alternative areas to park and stop within the Waste Management Facility for
people disposing of their waste. A condition of consent is recommended to ensure that the adopted
operational plan of management includes measures to ensure that the operation of the slipway does not
interfere with people using the Waste Management Facility, including blocking of access and the like.

The works are proposed over an existing track to the beach. This is used by Board excavator to assist with
opening of Cobbys Creek and other maintenance along the section of beach. Access across the concrete
footing would be able to continue with the use of mats or timber.
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The Erscott’'s passage entrance will be the primary passage used to navigate to the proposed slipway site,

with adequate water depth to allow access to the cradle. The applicant has advised that the majority of this

route was tested in 2015 as part of the runway project where tug boats and dumb barges with deeper drafts
than the Island vessels travelled past this point to the end of the runway.

To improve safety, a condition is recommended that vessel owners be provided with clear details of marine
navigation passages and requirements to use the vessel launch and retrieval system. This is to include the
adequate water depth to retrieve the vessel and the required tide level.

Heritage

The subject site is not listed as a heritage item under the LEP 2010 but forms part of the Lord Howe Island
State and World heritage listings.

The site is in the vicinity of one locally listed item “Kentia” (formerly house of A Christian), Lagoon Road,
Portion 111, about 210m to the south-east. The proposed works will not be visible from the heritage item and
will not adversely impact its heritage significance.

The archaeological potential for the site is considered to be low given its location on a sand dune.
Coastal Processes - Sand Migration

Previous slipways located in the lagoon have been made inoperable by being undercut by the erosion of
sand and accretion of sand.

In the Royal Haskoning Coastline Management Study, the 700m length of Cobbys Beach is subject to sand
accretion of 620 cubic meters a year. The applicant has considered the following options to account for the
sand movement:

= Option A: A slipway set at a level above the assessed future sand levels, fully supported on driven piles
founded on rock. This is a high cost option and would have a greater visual and potentially environmental
impact.

= Option B: The work area placed on the existing dunal area and rails supported by sleepers sitting on the
sand at about existing levels. Sand would need to be removed and filled around the rails requiring
ongoing maintenance costs.

= Option C (chosen): A vessel launch and retrieval system with the work area placed on the existing dunal
sand and a cradle sitting on wheels and/or skids travelling on the beach. Risks associated with sand
build up are less as it operates over sand and would require occasional sand and gradient straightening.

Any sand build up which impacts the operation of the slipway will need to be managed by the operators of
the facility. The broader build up along the beach will be the responsibility of the Board. This is conditioned
accordingly. Excavation of the foredune would only be required to create a suitable gradient for winch
operations. This is conditioned to minimise impact.

Moveable plastic (or similar) mats will be placed on the sand and used to enable the tow vehicle and/or
cradle to move over the softer sand without bogging. The extent of these boards would depend on the areas
of soft sand, and also tide levels. The boards are only to be in place during moving of the vessel on the
beach, and then stored at the bunded area when not in use. This will lessen the impact of driving over stand
and is conditioned in the recommendations.

A concrete hardstand is proposed generally in the location of the crest of the dune, in the location of the
existing access way to the beach, minimising the excavation required. The concrete trailer boat hardstand is
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further to the east and behind the dune in a now disturbed area which was used as a batching plant during
the reseal of the airstrip and is part of the greater Waste Management Facility.

The Boards Manager Environment & Community Serviceshas advised that it is considered the overall risk of
damage to the infrastructure due to coastal erosion would be low.

The site falls within the 2050 hazard line however, the Haskoning Report also states ‘the location of an asset
landward of the Immediate Hazard Line does not mean it could not be affected by coastal erosion at present,
rather that there is a low probability (in the order of 1% each year) of erosion extending landward of the Line
at present (as of 2011)".

Visual Impact

The proposed development is located along the foreshore and will be visible from some surrounding public
areas. Its visibility is heightened as development along Cobbys Beach is limited, and hidden behind the
existing dune and vegetation.

Alan Taylor and Associates have prepared a Visual Impact Assessment considering viewpoints identified in
Figure 15. Excerpts of these views are provided in Figures 16 to 18. Rather than displaying the proposed
structures, it shows a boat, and does not indicate its size or the like. The boats that are slipped will vary in
size. There is also a secondary washdown area proposed that is not shown.

It concludes that the visual impact from these viewpoints is low with the exception of Viewpoint 3 from the
water’s edge deemed to be moderate (Figure 17).

B VIEW POINT 2
VIEW POINT 1
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Figure 17 View Point 3 — moderate impact
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Figure 18 View Point 4 — low impact

Though a boat will be notably visible when sitting on the cradle, this will be limited to about 22 occasions per
year, and the permanent structure itself needs to be considered. Drawings provided of the cradle structure is
limited to the section shown in Figure 19 below. The applicant has advised that the cradle arms will be about
4.5m high and will be visible so that boats can navigate their way to the facility. Details of the design are
intended to be finalised post consent and colours and the like of the cradle have not been provided. A
condition is recommended that all permanent construction elements on land to be painted a dark colour to
blend into background existing vegetation to lessen the impact.

It is noted that the documentation also suggests safety fencing is proposed (albeit not shown), however the
applicant confirmed that this is not longer required, its visual impact has not been assessed and is
conditioned accordingly.

It is not intended to operate the cradle at night and therefore no lighting is proposed which would make the
proposal visible at night.

Landscaping is proposed to be carried out on the northern side of the dune which will provide further
buffering of the visibility of the facility. Given the largely industrial nature of the area, location next to the
Waste Management Facility and Airport, the visual impact of the structure in the context is considered to be
acceptable, subject to the provision of the final design details. This is requested as a deferred
commencement condition for final sign off.
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Figure 19 Section of cradle

Reflectivity

The proposal is located adjacent to the Lord Howe Island Airport and runway. It is not expected that the
proposal would have any impact on aviation, however to be sure a condition has been recommended
ensuring that selected materials and finishes do not cause any significant glare as to impact aviation.

Acoustic
The Alan Taylor and Associates Report provides comment on the acoustic impacts. It acknowledges the
following limits on audible noise:

= Acceptable — 55dB(A)
= Recommended Max — 60dB(A)

The proposal will have to following key potential noise sources:
= Tow vehicle — tractor or truck
» About 30 minutes and 8 to 10 minutes
= Boat noise
» Boat engines as they move in and out of the cradle and clanging sounds from rigging on masts
= Boat maintenance and repairs
» Hand pumps, hand held power tools (angle grinders, circular saws, pressure washers) and the like
= Road traffic
» A small number of additional visitors using the existing road

The nearest sensitive receiver is a dwelling at Portion 21, 210m to the north-east and south-east. This
residence is adjacent to the airport and Waste Management Facility and buffered by vegetation.

Noise monitoring has not been undertaken for the purpose of this assessment. The NSW Industrial Noise
Policy outlines the following amenity criteria for noise levels from industrial sources on residents in suburban
amenity areas:

Table 5 Recommended noise levels within suburban areas

Recommended LAeq Noise Level, dB(A)

Acceptable Maximum Recommended
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Time Recommended LAeq Noise Level, dB(A)

Day 55 60
Evening 45 50
Night 40 45

It is noted that there are higher levels for ‘Urban’ and ‘Urban/Industrial Interface’ however, these may not be
appropriate for a low key industrial area with residential interface such as this.

The acoustic impacts should be acceptable provided they comply with the NSW Industrial Noise Policy
above. This is recommended as a condition of consent.

Social & economic

The likely net socio-economic impacts are considered to be positive. There will be economic benefits in
enabling the localised maintenance and safety check of commercial vessels that would have otherwise been
needed to be taken to the mainland at a greater cost. Ease of access to the facility will encourage better
maintenance of larger local vessels and therefore increased public safety, avoiding issues with the vessels.

It will support and encourage visiting vessels to the area for tourism purposes, contributing to the economy.
Construction

Conditions are recommended to ensure that construction is undertaken in accordance with best practice to
minimise any adverse impacts.

7.0 Conclusion

This application has been assessed with regard to the provisions of Section 79C of the EP&A Act, the LEP
2010 and DCP 2005 and the relevant codes and policies of the Lord Howe Island Board.

This assessment has found that the proposal is worthy of approval by the Board subject to the application of
a number of standard and proposal specific conditions.

8.0 Recommendation (Deferred Commencement Approval)

That the Board APPROVE (deferred commencement approval) Development Application No. 2016-31
to construct a vessel launching and retrieval facility including two concrete bunded work areas, a
cradle, electric winch and pollution control system at the Waste Management Facility, Lord Howe
Island, subject to the following conditions:

PART 1 - DEFERRED COMMENCEMENT

(A) The following deferred commencement conditions must be satisfied prior to the consent becoming
operative:

1. Detailed design

Drawings showing the detailed design of the vessel launch and retrieval system are to be provided to the
Board for planning review and sign off, showing all proposed structures with dimensions, materials and
colours. This is also to include:
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a) Details and location of the proposed 6,000L water tank. It is to be in a location which is hidden
behind the dune by vegetation and not visible from the foreshore.

b) Details of any piling, foundations or other structures required that were not provided on the submitted
plans.

c) Details of any excavation and piping required to transport the waste generated to the wastewater
management system at the Waste Management Facility.

The acceptability of the impacts of the above final designs will be considered in the review.
2. Comments from NSW Department of Primary Industries — Lord Howe Island Marine Park

Referral comments from the NSW Department of Primary Industries in relation to the Marine Park are to be
obtained and it is to be demonstrated to the Boards satisfaction that their general terms of approval will be
complied with.

(B) evidence that those matters identified in deferred commencement conditions listed above must be
submitted to the Board within 24 months or the consent will lapse;

(C) the consent will not operate until such time that the Council notifies the Applicant in writing that deferred
commencement consent conditions as indicated in clause (A) above, have been satisfied; and

(D) upon the Board giving written notification to the Applicant that the deferred commencement conditions in
clause (A) above have been satisfied, the consent will become operative from the date of that written
notification, subject to the following conditions of consent and any other additional conditions reasonably
arising from consideration of the deferred commencement consent conditions.

PART 2

This consent cannot operate until such time as the Board is satisfied with the evidence produced in response
to PART 1 and has notified the applicant in writing of the date from which the consent operates.

1. Approved Plans and Supporting Documentation

The development is to be carried out in accordance with the plans and documentation provided with DA
2016-31 as listed below and endorsed with the Lord Howe Island Board’s stamp, except where
amended by other conditions of consent and signed off plans under PART 1.

a) Completed Development Application Form

b) Analysis and Review of Environmental Factors prepared by Alan Taylor and Associates, dated 19
April 2016.

c) Statutory Ecological Assessment, prepared by Naturecall Environmental, dated March 2016
d) Drawings C-13 and C14, Option 4,prepared by Alan Taylor and Associates, dated 30 March 2016

e) Clarified details of the development as set out in this planning assessment report for DA2016-31,
including the details of the proposed development at Table 1.

Reason: To ensure the development is carried out in accordance with the details submitted in the
Development Application.
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2. Facility Usage

This approval is for the use of the facility as follows:

a) The cradle is to hold vessels less than 15m in length so that all waste is confined to the 15m long
bunded area.

b) Approximately 22 vessels using the cradle per year and 40 uses by trailer boats per year.
¢) The majority of boats being worked on over winter.

d) The approved facility is not a storage area for boats. Timing for their positioning on the cradle is to
be minimised, as set out in a Management Plan as per condition 26 of this consent.

Reason: To outline approved usage
3. Sand Movement and Management

e) Any sand movement and build up which impacts the operation of the facility is to be managed and
maintained by the facility operators. The broader build up along the beach is the responsibility of the
Board.

f) Moveable plastic (or similar) boards shall be temporarily placed on the sand and used to enable the
tow vehicle and \ or cradle to move over the softer sand without bogging. The boards are only to be
in place during moving of the vessel on the beach, and then stored at the bunded area when not in
use.

g) Excavation of the foredune is to be limited to create a suitable gradient for winch operations. Details
of the expected required excavation are to be provided to the Board prior to construction and also
outlined in the Management Plan (as per condition 26 of this consent).

h) Any future works requiring lowering the whole concrete work area due to major sand migration will
be subject to the necessary development approvals.

Reason: To ensure impacts relating to sand movement are minimised and managed appropriately.
4. Sighage

No permanent signs approved apart from those required for construction or traffic direction within the
Waste Management Facility.

Reason: To minimise visual clutter and impact.
5. Lighting
No lighting is to be installed to enable the operation of the facility at night
Reason: To minimise visual impact.
6. Fencing
No fencing around the facility is approved.

Reason: To minimise visual impact.
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7. Ecology

a)

b)

f)

9)

The clearing of the site is to be managed as follows:

i. The extent of the site/development footprint is to be clearly marked (e.g. via pegging/fencing
with paramesh/flagging) before clearing in order to prevent any inadvertent clearance/rock
removal beyond what is required and has been assessed.

ii. This fencing/marking is to remain until all clearing and construction is completed. In particular,
this fencing is to designate the edge of the adjacent forest as a “no-go” zone for all equipment
and activities.

iii.  Site induction is to specify that no clearing is to occur beyond the marked area. All vehicles
are only to be parked in designated areas. Similarly, any materials associated with the
development are to be stored outside any retained vegetation and not in close proximity to the
adjacent vegetation.

All workers on the site are to be inducted on threatened species locations and habitat requirements
at the site prior to commencement.

To minimise the risk of rat and mice establishment, bait stations are recommended to be set up and
maintained at the site.

Specific provisions to prevent material and rubbish being blown into adjacent waters are to be
provided (eg waste bins with closable lids) at the site, but not visually prominent. This is so that any
such material must be binned immediately to prevent transport into the lagoon.

Standard quarantine controls will apply to all imported materials, etc, for the project to ensure
pathogens such as Phytophora and Myrtle Rust are not introduced. No rock base, etc, is to be
imported unless it is certified (eg via VENM protocol). Any imported raw timber must similarly be
according to the quarantine strategy (ie no bark and treated for pathogens prior to importation).

Any earthmoving machinery, etc, is to be sterilised (eg washdown to removal all soil, vegetative
material, etc, from the track and body) at the mainland departure point prior to importation to LHI.
Written confirmation to the LHIB should be provided.

The development be approved subject to all workers being inducted on threatened species locations
and habitat requirements at the site prior to commencement.

Reason: To minimise impact on local fauna and flora

8. Reflectivity

Selected materials and finishes are not to cause any significant glare as to impact aviation.

Reason: To ensure the finishes to not cause glare.

9. Colours

All permanent construction elements on land to be painted a dark colour to blend into background existing
vegetation.

Reason: To minimise the visual impact on the landscape.
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10.Access

Access is to be continued to be achievable for an excavator around the proposed facility to maintain the
opening of Cobbys Creek and the beach. This may be achieved through the temporary placement of
rubber mats or the like.
Reason: To ensure access is not compromised by the proposal.

11. Marine Navigation
Vessel owners are to be provided with clear details of marine navigation passages and requirements to
use the vessel launch and retrieval system. This is to include the adequate water depth to retrieve the
vessel and the required tide level.
Reason: To minimise impacts of vessels potentially disrupting the lagoon floor and improve marine safety.

12. Approval under the Fisheries Management Act 1994

Approval is required under Section 199 of the Fisheries Management Act 1994 prior to the carrying out of
dredging and reclamation work.

Reason: This is a legislative requirement.
13.NSW Department of Primary Industries — Lord Howe Island Marine Park

The terms of approval obtained under Part 1 of this consent from the NSW Department of Primary
Industries are to be complied with.

Reason: To minimise impact on the Marine Park
14. Landscaping
a) The applicant is to revegetate the dune directly to the north of the access track subject to the
proposal. The approximate area is 65 m long and up to 10 m wide, 650 square metres and requires

a total of 440 plants. This is to be completed by September 2017

b) Trees must be planted with wetted water crystals, fertilised and screened and site maintained. Any
plants that die are to be replaced.

¢) Planting is to be undertaken in accordance with the Lord Howe Island Board Vegetation
Rehabilitation Plan.

Reason: To facilitate the appropriate revegetation of the dune and improve the visual buffer provided by
vegetation along the foreshore.

15. Significant Native Vegetation

a) This consent does not approve any damage to or removal of any Significant Native Vegetation
(SNV). SNV is to be protected during access to, construction and operation of the facility.

b) Prior to commencement of construction the Board is to be satisfied that the construction
methodology would not damage SNV.
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Reason: Damage to and removal of SNV is prohibited in accordance with the LHI Local Environmental
Plan

16. Structural details

Prior to building work certification the applicant is to provide detailed structural engineering plans. These
plans are to be certified by an appropriately qualified Structural Engineer in accordance with AS1170.2.

Reason: To ensure the design is structurally sound.
17. Waste disposal

c) All waste is to be contained with the site during construction and then be recycled or disposed off at
the authorized waste facility on the Island. No waste shall be placed in any location or in any manner
that would allow it to fall, descend, blow, wash, percolate or otherwise escape from the site. Waste
disposal fees will be charged in accordance with the Lord Howe Island Board’s fees and charges
schedule.

d) Wastewater Management Plan is to be prepared and approved by LHIB and Marine Parks Authority
prior to construction. Details of the method of treatment and disposal of effluent are to be included.
Details of system breakdown alarms must to be included. The plan must incorporate inclusion of an
alarm light or other suitable mechanism that is triggered when there is a pump failure or the holding
is full.

e) Wastewater effluent is not to be disposed of through any residential or commercial wastewater
systems that have not been designed to handle this type of wastewater. Wastewater effluent is to be
tested and if able to be treated through the WMF wastewater system then the effluent can be
disposed of at the WMF Wastewater system. If wastewater effluent is not appropriate for disposal
through the WMF Wastewater system then effluent will need to be disposed through an appropriate
Liquid waste facility on the mainland.

f) The slipway management is to enter into a Servicing Agreement for the management of Wastewater.
The LHIB is to be a party to that agreement and conditions and charges regarding disposal of
effluent at the WMF will apply. The agreement is to be in place prior to the LHIB granting approval
for slipway to operate. A business licence will be required and a condition of this licence would be
existence of a Servicing Agreement.

g) A Wastewater Management Plan and Service Agreement is to be approved prior to operation of
Slipway.

Reason: To ensure waste disposal is carried out appropriately.
18. Certification of works

The building works are to be certified in accordance with the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979. A Construction Certificate is not required to be obtained where Crown Building Work is certified
in accordance with section 109R.

Reason: To comply with NSW building laws.

19. Construction Hours

To limit the impact of the development on adjoining owners, all construction work shall be restricted to
the hours of 7.00am to 6.00pm Monday to Friday and 8.00am to 1.00pm Saturdays. No construction
work shall take place on Sundays or Public Holidays.
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Reason: To limit the potential for any loss of amenity to adjoining owners and/or occupiers associated
with the construction of the approved works.

20. Building Code of Australia

All construction work is to be carried out and completed in accordance with the Building Code of Australia.

Reason: This condition is prescribed under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation
2000.

21. Inspections

The Principal Certifying Authority (PCA) will require the following mandatory inspections to be undertaken
during construction, some of which may be combined:

- Pre-commencement/set-out for the facility
- Final Inspection prior to Occupation Certificate being issued

Reason: To ensure the site and works are appropriate.
22. Erection of construction signs
A sign must be erected in a prominent position on any site on which building work, is being carried out:

a) showing the name, address and telephone number of the principal certifying authority for the work,
and

b) showing the name of the principal contractor (if any) for any building work and a telephone number
on which that person may be contacted outside working hours, and

c) stating that unauthorised entry to the work site is prohibited.

Any such sign is to be maintained while the building work is being carried out, but must be removed
when the work has been completed,

Reason: This condition is prescribed under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation
2000.

23. Construction Waste Management

a) All construction waste is to be contained within the site and then be recycled or disposed of at the
authorised waste management facility on the Island. This excludes asbestos waste, if any, which is
the responsibility of the applicant to remove from the Island. No waste shall be placed in any location
or in any manner that would allow it to fall, descend, blow, wash, percolate or otherwise escape from
the site.

b) Waste disposal fees will be charged in accordance with the Lord Howe Island Board’s schedule of
fees and charges.

Reason: To ensure waste is disposed of appropriately.
24. Plumbing and Electrical Work

Any plumbing and electrical work must be carried out by licensed contractors.
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Any electrical additions must be carried out in accordance with the following requirements:

a) All wiring must be carried out by a licensed electrical contractor to AS/NZS3000.2007 standard. A
signed compliance form for electrical works is required from the contractor within two weeks of
completion of all new electrical works.

b) The advice of the LHIB Senior Electrical Officer must be obtained regarding the location a High
Voltage cable and Telstra Infrastructure prior to any excavation work being undertaken on the

lease.

Any new installations cannot be connected to full supply until all compliance forms have been submitted
and the installation has been inspected by the LHIB Senior Electrical Officer.

Reason: To ensure that plumbing and electrical work is undertaken to an acceptable standard.
25. Acoustic amenity

Any noise emanating from the use at any time shall not have any detrimental effect on local residential
amenity. The operation shall comply with the requirements of the NSW Industrial Noise Policy 2000
considering acceptable noise levels for suburban areas. It shall also not give rise to the transmission of
offensive noise as defined in the Protection of the Environment Operation Act 1997 (NSW).

Reason: To ensure acoustic amenity to neighbouring residents.
26. Management Plan

A Management Plan is to be prepared for the operation of the subject facility outlining as a minimum:

a) The waste management procedures and responsibilities and, vessel launching and retrieval system
operating procedure and Conditions of Use set out in the Analysis and Review of Environmental
Factors prepared by Alan Taylor and Associates.

b) Operational and safety procedures.

c) Arrangements for access to the facility and hours, considering the Waste Management Facility.

d) Details of sand excavation requirements.

e) Limiting the length of time a vessel can use the cradle.

The Management Plan is to be provided to the Board for sign off prior to the commencement of
operation of the facility. The facility is to operate in accordance with the adopted Management Plan.

Reason: To ensure the facility operates appropriately.

Advice to Applicant:

It is recommended that the Board terminate the Permissive Occupancy Agreement for the existing slipway
facility held by Mr Kevin Wilson upon commencement of the new facility. As part of the termination process
the site will need to remediated to a natural dune profile and testing conducted to determine whether there is
a risk of contamination.
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Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

The Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 provides that a person
must not take an action which has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on

A matter of national environmental significance (NES) matter; or Commonwealth land without an
approval from the Commonwealth Environment Minister.

This application has been assessed in accordance with the New South Wales Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act, 1979. The determination of this assessment has not involved any assessment of the
application of the Commonwealth legislation.

It is the proponent's responsibility to consult Environment Australia to determine the need or otherwise for
Commonwealth approval and you should not construe this grant of consent as notification to you that the
Commonwealth Act does not have application.

The Commonwealth Act may have application and you should obtain advice about this matter. There are
severe penalties for non-compliance with the Commonwealth legislation.

Section 97 of the EP&A Act confers on an applicant who is dissatisfied with the determination of a consent
authority a right of appeal to the Land and Environment Court. This right of appeal is only valid for 12 months
from the date of the consent. To determine the extent to which the consent is liable to lapse refer to Section
95 of the EP&A Act.

Report prepared by Approved / Not approved
Mia Fay Penny Holloway

Date: 9 September 2016 Date:

LHI Consultant Town Planner Chief Executive Officer

Lord Howe Island Board
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ATTACHMENT A — ALTERNATIVE SITES ANALYSIS
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4.0 ALTERNATIVE SITES
4.1 General Criteria

Some eight sites for a proposed vessel launching & retrieval system have been assessed
taking into consideration:

e The past performance of slipways at the particular site where applicable

e The proximity of utilities and services

e The location of the moorings of vessels likely to need the facility

e The depth of water

e The likely cost of design and construction

e Forecast longevity of the facility.

4.2 Schedule of Sites Analysed

The following schedule details the sites analysed together with a commentary on each. A
map showing the location of each is shown in Map 1.

Site Benefits Drawbacks/Liability
Ocean View - Good separation from |- Grade at 1:15 with a 1.5m high
Boatshed boat ramp use rail support trestle over rock

- Deep water batter to beach

o 1.5-1.8m excavation for boat
working area
o Need to underpin boat shed
o Need retaining wall at N Pine
trees side
o Probable removal of Pine
trees
o Canopy to be trimmed
- Grade at 1:10 with a 2.7m high
trestle structure over rock batter
to beach
o No excavation at workshop
or trees area
o Reduced threat to tree,
canopy still to be trimmed
- interaction with jetty steps and boat
users, especially in windy weather
- inhibits or sterilises cargo handling
area
- located at stormwater egress from
paved area to lagoon — need for
piping and culvert construction to
keep flow out of work area
- cost of excavation & trestle rail
support
- extra cost of piling through
calcarenite skin
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- Concern that this area has had 3 or
4 slipways before, and none have
stood the test of time.

Johnson Reef — | - deep water - exposed to weather & sea
off Esven Fenton | - minimal tide - excavation quantity
lease dependence - cost of road access from Lagoon

road to work area

- cost of utilities — power/water

- construction cost of lead in structure
from ocean bed to reef

- located long distance from existing

moorings
- cost of piling through coarse sand
coral
Lovers Bay - minimal tide - exposed to wind & sea
dependence - cost of road access construction

- excavation to access beach

- removal of trees/bush

- cost of utilities

- long distance from moorings

- this activity may be considered
unsympathetic with an area called

“Lovers Bay”.
Golf Course #8 |- minimal tide - wind & sea exposed
Hole dependence - long distance from moorings

- cost of utilities

- require Golf Club consent to cut
road through 8" fairway

- cost of road access

- this activity is unsympathetic with
current “golf” use.

WMF Site on - utilities nearby - active sand dune & beach
Cobbys Beach - water depth movement
- use sympathetic with - long distance from moorings
surrounding use - cost of piling through sand to and
through calcarenite if Option 1
required

- previous attempt leaves buried
slipway in area

Windsock at - water depth - utilities a further distance, thus

northern end of increased cost

Cobbys Beach - active sand dune & beach
movement

- previous attempt leaves buried
slipway in area
- long distance from moorings
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cost of piling through sand

closer to airport runway than WMF,
therefore visually more obtrusive to
visitors arriving

Existing Site
Wilsons Slipway
Lagoon Road.
Adjacent to
Environmental
Tours Boatshed

last slipway used
close to existing
moorings

buried in sand, up to 1.8m deep
active sand dune with beach sand
movement

variable support in sand strata

to use slip, sand to be removed by
hydraulic excavator

Hazard of excavator working on
Lagoon Beach, close to tourist
beach activity.

Extensive upgrade costs required
eg control of wash-down
wastewater.

Wilsons Landing

area currently used for
launching smaller
boats & like activities
boat repairers
accessible and
available

open site

site is close to main
population, ready
access for boat repairs
for community.
Minimal excavation
due to bank height
second closest to
existing moorings
cost effective
compared to
alternatives

utilities adjacent
marine theme —
sympathetic with
adjacent uses.

no impact on cargo
handling

easy access to both
facilities (ie boat ramp
& slipway)

adjacent to BBQ area — need to
mitigate negative impact.
Excavation in calcarenite
broadside alignment to wave action
maximum impact on Boat Ramp —
need to ensure safety of small boat
users

impact on walkers along Wilsons
Landing beach area. — Need to
accommodate their requirements.

Lord Howe Island VL & RS
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Map 1: Possible & Suggested Vessel Launching & Retrieval Sites
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Three of the assessed sites have been analysed in detail including site surveys and the
production of concept drawings. This detail work has been completed for sites at:

e Wilsons Landing - Refer Drawing A
e Ocean View Boatshed/Workshop - Refer Drawing B
e Waste Management Facility - Refer Drawings C to H.

Wilsons Landing Site

The Wilsons Landing proposal was subjected to an Ecological Assessment and other
studies and analyses necessary for a Development Application to the LHI Board.

A DA for the development at this site was submitted to the LHI Board in 2012, but was
refused on 12 December 2012. Refer to Drawing A.

The main reasons stated for refusing the application is that “The Consent Authority is
not satisfied that the slipway proposal is in the public interest due to:

a. The identified impacts of the development on the safe operation of the adjoining
public boat ramp, which is used frequently by members of the boating
community.

b. The impact of the slipway on the scope of the planned future upgrading and
reorientation of the public boat ramp to comply with current standards and
desired future requirements.

c. The impacts of the proposed slipway on adjacent areas, including the picnic and
BBQ area, from airborne particulates.

d. The availability of alternative methods to a slipway or alternative sites for a
slipway that are considered likely to result in less impacts to community and
public assets.”

The Board also decided that “The board work cooperatively with the LHI Community
Slipway Association and the island community to identify a viable method to provide for
the maintenance and periodic survey of marine vessels.”

Ocean View Boatshed Site at Wharf
The Ocean View Boatshed site at the wharf was considered unsuitable due to the large

quantity of earthworks and major structure involved as well as the possibility of damage
to the significant pine trees and the boatshed. Refer to Drawing B.

Lord Howe Island VL & RS Page | 10
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Waste Management Facility Site

The Board nominated community slipway working group set up to examine possible
sites met on three occasions and approved, in principle, the establishment of a vessel
launching & retrieval system at the Waste Management Facility site directly opposite
the concrete bins used for waste collection.

Following the decision in 2012 to reject the Wilsons Landing application the Board
commissioned Royal Haskoning DHV to appraise the various alternative sites for a
slipway including the Waste Management Facility site.

Haskoning carried out an investigation of this site and prepared a concept plan for a
suspended slipway 120m long, sitting on 5m long piles. Refer to Drawing C.

The estimated cost of this proposal as determined by Haskoning in June 2014, was
$1.45m.

In 2014 Alan Taylor & Associates was commissioned to undertake an investigation of
the strata in the bed of the lagoon and prepare concept plans for alternative designs at
this WMF site.

Two slipway profiles were considered by Alan Taylor & Associates and noted as Option
1 and Option 2. Option 1 is a design using piling to support the structure and Option 2
was for a concrete work area and rails/sleeper system sitting on the natural sand
surface. Refer to Drawing D for long sections of Options 1 & 2. Drawing C shows the
Haskoning long section noted as Option 3.

An additional option (Option 4) is a cradle mounted on wheels and/or skids travelling on
the sand surface of the beach and lagoon bed. See Drawing G & H.

The concept design now selected for this Development Application is Option 4.
It is to be noted however that the provision of a foundation structure of piers or piles

raised above the existing natural surface would reduce the effect of the known sand
migration issue.

Lord Howe Island VL & RS Page | 13
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 7 (vi) File Ref: PLO036

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION
ITEM
List of Owner’s Consents dealt with under Delegated Authority.

RECOMMENDATION

The report is submitted to the Board for information.

BACKGROUND

The Minster for the Environment has approved delegated authority regarding the issuing of
owners consents by the CEO providing:

1. The development value is not more than $2 million,
2. Does not relate to development for the purpose of a new dwelling, and
3. Complies with any planning instrument in force relating to the Island.

CURRENT POSITION

The following Owner’s Consent applications complied with the above requirements and have
been processed by the CEO since the last Board meeting, as detailed below:

ocC Applicant Site Proposal Zone Decision
0C2016- lan Fitzgerald Portion 277 | Transfer of effluent | Zone 2 Approved
20 to M Fitzgerald's Settlement 14/06/2016
wastewater
treatment system.
0C2016- James Portion 317 Installation of roof Zone 2 Approved
23 McFadyen mounted solar panel | Settlement 25/05/2016
system.

The above applications were forwarded to the Board’'s Planning Consultant who assessed
the proposals and recommended support to the granting of owner’s consent.

RECOMMENDATION

The report is submitted to the Board for information.

Prepared Belinda Panckhurst Administration Officer

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer

Page 1 of 1




Board Meeting: September 2016

Agenda Number: 7 (vii)

File Ref: PLO0O1

ITEM

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

List of Development Applications dealt with under Delegated Authority.

RECOMMENDATION

The report is submitted to the Board for information.

BACKGROUND

The Minster for the Environment, under section 80(1) of the Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act, issued authority to the CEO to determine development applications

providing:

1. The development value is not more than $150,000

2. No more than 3 written objections are received within the exhibition period; and

3 The application has not been called up for full Board determination by any Board
Member. (All Lord Howe Island Board development applications are to be
determined by the full Board)

CURRENT POSITION

The following development applications complied with the above requirements and have been
determined by the CEO since the last Board meeting, as detailed below:

DA Applicant Site Proposal Zone Decision
DA2016-22 | Sharon Van Lot1 Alterations and Zone 2 Approved
Gelderen DP1118575 | additions to existing Settlement | 12/05/2016
dwelling including subject to
relocation of dwelling conditions.
bedroom/ensuite,
bathroom, provision of
transit room, laundry
facilities to support
staff accommodation.
DA2016-28 | Richard & Portion 231 | Installation of Approved
Noelle Hoffman wastewater 7/07/2016
management system. subject to
conditions.

Page 1 of 2



RECOMMENDATION

The report is submitted to the Board for information.

Prepared Belinda Panckhurst Administration Officer

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 8 (i) File Ref: AD0059

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM:
Draft Operations Plan 2016/2017

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the Board adopt the draft Operations Plan 2016/2017.

BACKGROUND:

In August 2016, the Board adopted the three year Corporate Plan 2016 to 2019. The Board
also received a report on the annual review of the Operation Plan 2015/2016 and noted
achievements against KPIs and measures therein.

The Operations Plan for the financial year 2016/2017 has now been developed based on the
structure of Corporate Plan and identified the programs and activities that are to be
undertaken to achieve the first year of the new Corporate Plan.

The Operations Plan has been formulated around the six strategic directions:

. Effective Governance and Leadership
. Strong and Sustainable Economy

. Sound Infrastructure and Services

. Outstanding Environment

° Responsible Land Management

° Strong and Engaged Community

The Operations Plan links the strategies, actions and KRA's to the approved annual budget
allocations.

COMMENT:

Attached is the draft Operations Plan for 2016/2017. The Plan identifies ongoing activities,
programs and services as well as specific projects to be undertaken and completed within
this financial year. Those activities which were not able to be completed in 2016/2016 have
been included in this Plan.

Some of the projects to be undertaken in 2016/2017 include:
- Develop and implement a Customer Service Improvement Plan
- Implement the TRIM electronic records management system.



Undertake a comprehensive visitor survey, jointly funded by Board, LHITA,
QantasLink and Destination NSW.

A new Regular Passenger Transport licence is put in place with Transport for
NSW during 2017 for the period after 1 March 2018.

Finalise and implement the walking track strategy.
Manage design and construction for Airport Terminal Upgrade.
Construction of new composting system at the Waste Management Facility

Design and install new wastewater sludge processing system at the Waste
Management Facility

Undertake asset management maintenance and upgrade works (inc. Board
building upgrades; road resurfacing works, including Lagoon Road from Public
Hall to wharf)

Reduce erosion impacts on the northern edge Old Settlement Creek to reduce
erosion impacts.

Manage Cobby’'s Creeks to reduce flooding impacts on properties and salt
intrusion on the Sally Swamp area.

Hybrid Renewable Energy Project — Construct solar panel component; seek
development consent for wind turbines component

Finalise Stage One and commence Stage Two Review of LHI Local Environment
Plan

Complete planning and approvals stage of rodent eradication program and seek
decision on whether or not to implement the program

Aim to have Electric vehicles conditionally registered on LHI

Develop a program to phase out the sale of plastic water bottles on the Island
Commence review of the LHI Permanent Park Preserve Plan of Management.
Develop a management plan for Stevens Reserve and other vacant crown lands

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Board adopt the draft Operations Plan 2016/2017.

Prepared

Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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Operations Plan 2016-17

Within the Board’s Charter, the Corporate Plan sets the framework and the direction for the Lord Howe Island Board over
the three years from 2016 to 2019.

The key performance indicators measuring the Board’s success against the Plan are incorporated into the Board’s annual
Operations Plan. The Operations Plan identifies specific outputs, activities and measures that will ensure the strategies of
the Corporate Plan are achieved for one year of the Plan.

At the end of each financial year, overall performance against the Operations Plan’s targets and the Corporate Plan’s key
result areas are reported to the Board and the community through the Board’s Annual Report.

PIanning Corporate Plan Operations Plan
. Annual Report

(Three Years) (One Year)

Process
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Strategic Direction: Effective Governance and Leadership

Action 1.1.1 Hold Board meetings on a quarterly basis in public. Four public meetings held per annum. CEO / MBCS
Code of Meeting Practices is adhered to.
Action 1.1.2 Develop and implement appropriate policies and Policies and procedures reviewed in accordance with the ~ MBCS
procedures to ensure decisions are merit based, schedule to ensure currency and completeness.
transparent and defendable.
Action 1.1.3 Ensure all conflicts of interest of Board members and A record is kept of conflicts of interest declared. MBCS
staff are declared and managed in accordance with Declarations of Pecuniary Interests are completed on an
the Board's Code of Conduct. annual basis.
Action 1.14 Ensure appropriate community engagement and Program of meetings and engagement opportunities CEO
consultation opportunities are provided so that undertaken.
community input to decisions and plans is obtained Community input to policy development is sought as
and considered. appropriate.
Action 1.1.5 Implement a level of delegated authority to ensure Appropriate delegations of authority are enacted to CEO
efficient and equitable organisational operations. provide staff with sufficient powers to enforce the LHI Act
and Regulation and other legislation administered by the
Board.

Action 1.2.1 Work with the Audit and Review Committee (ARC) ARC meets four times per year. CEO / MBCS
and auditors. Internal audit work plan completed on time.
Action 1.2.2 Provide relevant and timely advice to Government Prepare briefings and submissions as required to the CEO / MBCS

on matters affecting the management of the island.

] e

Minister, DPE, OLG and Treasury as appropriate.

o

Action 1.3.1  Work with the NSW Government on a sustainable Agreement on sustainable funding is achieved. CEO / MBCS
long term financial plan. Achieve adequate capital funding to fund the total Asset
Management Plan.
Achieve recurrent funding that will allow the Board to
meet its objectives in accordance with the Corporate

Plan.
Action 1.3.2 Levy fees and charges at an appropriate level. Fees and charges are in accordance with the Board's MBCS
decisions.
Action 133 Ensure that the services delivered are provided at Service levels and service delivery monitored and reports  CEO
the appropriate level. provided to the Board on achievement of service levels.
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Action 1.3.4  Seek ongoing funding from the NSW Government for Agreement with the NSW Government on ongoing CHAIR

the care and maintenance of the Permanent Part funding is achieved.
Preserve (PPP)
Action 1.4.1  Implement the risk management policies and Progress against the implementation of policies and MBCS
procedures. procedures is reviewed quarterly.
Action 1.4.2 Regularly review the Risk Register. Risk Register is reviewed quarterly. CEO
Action 1.4.3 Develop Risk Treatment Plans (RTPs) to manage risk ~ RTPs tabled at management meetings. CEO / Unit
impacts. Managers
Action 14.4 Develop and implement a Business Continuity Plan Business Continuity Plan completed and tested by end CEO

to ensure the continuance of Board services shoulda June 2017.
significant event occur.

Action 15.1 Implement ICT policies and procedures. Projects completed on time and on budget. MBCS
Action 1.5.2  Support and maintain corporate ICT. Systems operational 99% of the time during business MBCS
hours.
Action 1.6.1 Review and implement policies and procedures 100% of staff informed of record keeping responsibilities. ~ MBCS
regarding information management.
Action 1.6.2 Implement the TRIM electronic records management TRIM is implemented and relevant staff are trained by MBCS
system. mid-2017.
Action 1.7.1  Ensure organisational structure is aligned to strategic Review undertaken annually. CEO
priorities and legislative requirements and is
adequately resourced.
Action 1.7.2 Attract, develop and retain an effective workforce Required recruitment process implemented. CEO / Unit
that delivers required outcomes. Training programs provided in line with the training Managers
budget.
Action 1.7.3 Provide workplaces that ensure the health, safety Risk Management Policy and Guidelines and all CEO / Unit
and welfare of employees. associated policies and procedures implemented and Managers
reviewed at appropriate intervals.
WH&S Management Plan reviewed annually.
Incidents and injuries are reviewed.
Safe work procedures and training requirements are in
place.
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Develop a training calendar.

Action 1.7.4 Ensure that Work and Development Plans are Work and Development Plans are completed annually, CEO / Unit
completed for all staff. including Customer Service Objectives. Managers
Action 1.7.5 Review and implement actions from the Workforce Establish a Mechanic apprenticeship for 2017/18. CEO / Unit
Plan 2015-18. Create a database of volunteers in appropriate areas. Managers

Lo

T T e e

Action 1.8.1  Develop and implement a Communication / A Communication / Engagement Strategy in place by end  CEO / MECS
Community Engagement Strategy. June 2017.

Action 1.8.2 Promote Board programs and services through All materials prepared as required to a high standard. CEO / Unit
meetings, advertising and written materials. Managers

Action 1.8.3 Maintain information on the Board's website. Number of page views per month. MBCS

o

Review and improve the Work and Development
Planning system

Source and implement appropriate customer service
training.

Review and update Guarantee of Service Policy.
Review processes and procedures to improve customer
service.

Action 1.9.1  Provide appropriate services efficiently and Communication of and access to information improved. CEO / Unit
effectively to the appropriate service level. Efficiency and effectiveness of employees enhanced. Managers
Action 1.9.2 Develop and implement a Customer Service Implement actions from the CSIP, including the following: CEO / Unit
Improvement Plan (CSIP). Develop a Social Media Policy and Procedures. Managers
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Strategy

Action

Action

Action

Action
Action

Action

Action

Strategy
Action
Action
Action

Action

2.1

2.1.1

2.1.2

2,13

2.14

2.15

2.1.6

2.1.7

2.2

221

2.2.2

223

224

Strategic Direction: Strong and Sustainable Economy

Market the island as a tourist destination.

Maintain and enhance the sustainable tourism
‘product’ through the provision of infrastructure,
engineering and environmental services.

Conduct visitor surveys as required, in conjunction
with partners where appropriate, to inform product
planning and destination marketing.

Work in partnership with LHI Tourism Association
(LHITA), Destination NSW and other bodies in the
ongoing implementation of the Destination
Management Plan.

Promote the island in key source markets as
resources allow.
Ensure website content is current and relevant.

Review the Destination Management Plan (DMP)
annually, in consultation with the LHITA.

Ensure efficient and effective visitor information
services are provided.

Foster an environment that supports sustainable
economic development.

Work with business regarding options and plans for
sustainable business growth.

Pursue avenues of funding to implement economic
development projects.

Develop and maintain contemporary policies to aid
sustainable development.

Work with the Nursery lessees to support the
development of a major tourist attraction.

KPI / Measure

Direct feedback from community members and
tourists.

Visitor surveys conducted, analysed and assessed to
inform product planning and destination marketing.

Regular consultation and information sharing takes
place.

Undertake a comprehensive visitor survey, jointly
funded by Board, LHITA, QantasLink and Destination
NSW.

Results of marketing activities are measured.

Website content is refreshed and updated as
necessary.

The DMP is reviewed by December 2016.

Those parts of the DMP for which the Board is
responsible are implemented.

Ensure that the MOU between the Board and the
LHITA is implemented in a manner that achieves this
outcome.

KPI / Measure

Support for local business development provided.
Funding opportunities reported.
Policies regularly reviewed and red tape reduced.

Regular meetings held with the Nursery lessees and
plans developed cooperatively.

Responsible
Officer
CEO

CEO

CEO / MBCS

CEO / MBCS
Manager
Admin

CEO / Unit

Managers

CEO / Unit
Managers

Responsible
Officer

CEO

MBCS

MBCS

MBCS

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

Half Yearly Review
December 2016
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Strategy

Action

Action

Strategy

Action

Strategy

Action

Action

23

23.1

2.3.2

24

24.1

2.5

251

25.2

Effectively manage the Board's business
enterprises.
Operate the LHI Liquor Store.

Operate the island's airport and wharf facilities.

Effectively manage the Board's commercial leases.

Ensure that fair market rental return is achieved on
commercial leases.

Take action to ensure appropriate and adequate
servicing of the island by a major airline.

Support the Air Services Working Group and
negotiate with Qantas and other airlines to ensure
services to the island beyond 2018.

Review the strategy for the future of the airport to
enable continued air services.

KPI / Measure

Budgeted revenue and expenditure targets are met.

Airport and wharf facilities are operational when
required and revenue and expenditure targets are
met.

KPI / Measure

Commercial leases are revalued at least every three
years and annual CPI increases are applied.
KPI / Measure

A new Regular Passenger Transport licence is put in
place with Transport for NSW during 2017 for the
period after 1 March 2018.

The Air services Strategy is updated.

Funding is obtained for a Feasibility Study into the
extension of the runway.

Responsible
Officer

MBCS / Liquor
Store
Manager
MIES / MBCS

Responsible
Officer
MBCS

Responsible

Officer
CEO / MBCS

CEO / MBCS

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

Half Yearly Review
December 2016
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Strategy
Action

Action

Action
Action

Action

Action

Strategy

Action

Action

Action

3.1

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.13

3.1.7

3.1.8

3.1.9

3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

3.23

Strategic Direction: Sound Infrastructure

Provide sound asset management.

Review and update TAMPLAN annually for Board
approval in March.

Develop procedures then undertake and document
preventative maintenance on all assets to reduce
failures.

Plan for implementing Authority Asset Maintenance
System (AMS).

Refurbish rainwater collection at Depot \ Admin,
Gov House and Public Hall to maintain supply levels.
Finalise and implement walking track strategy.

Replacement or new plant items.

Maintain recreational facilities for visitor and
community use.

Maintain and improve standard of recreational
facilities through regular maintenance.

Undertake improvements to Ned’s Beach shed
precinct.

Manage design and construction for Airport
Terminal Upgrade.

KPI / Measure

TAMPLAN is updated annually to support Treasury
CAPEX requests.

Progress of TAMPLAN reported at quarterly Board
meetings.

Planning for implementing Authority AMS completed
by end June 2017.

New steel panel tanks installed at Depot \ Admin
and Public Hall by March 2017.

Draft walking track strategy is placed on public
exhibition by November 2016.

Implement Commercial Tour Operator licensing
system for Mt Gower Walk by 30 June 2017.
Commence works to reopen Mutton Bird Point
Walking Track

New grader and utility vehicle purchased by end
December 2016.

Planning for punt, trailer & outboard purchase in
place so that purchase can occur if funding available.
KPI / Measure

Recreational facilities are available for use.
Electric BBQs installed at Playground by end
December 2016.

New treated water supply system installed at North
Bay by end December 2016.

New gas BBQ installed at Lover’s Bay by end
December 2016.

Minor improvements and maintenance are carried
by end June 2017, including new interps signage
with Marine Parks.

Design and consent completed by end December
2016.

Construction commenced prior to May 2017.

Responsible
Officer
MIES

MIES

MIES / MBCS
MIES

MECS

MIES

Responsible
Officer
MIES

MIES

MIES

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

Half Yearly Review
December 2016
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Strategy

Action

Action

Action

Action

Strategy
Action

Action
Action

Strategy

Action

Strategy
Action
Action
Action
Action

Action

33

33.1

3.3.2

333

334

3.4

34.1

3.4.2
343

3.5

351

3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.63

3.6.4

3.6.5

Operate Aerodrome safely for Regular Passenger
Transport (RPT) services, medical evacuations and
general aviation.

Arrange Annual Aerodrome Technical inspections
and participate in CASA audits.

Review effectiveness Bird and Animal Hazard

Management Plan annually.

Review Aerodrome Manual annually.

Hold Aerodrome emergency exercises annually.

Maintain road network in good condition for all
road users.

Implement road renewals as per TAMPLAN, subject
to budget allocations.

Regular routine road maintenance programmed.
Lagoon Road from Public Hall to wharf is
rehabilitated.

Maintain wharf to serve shipping contractor,
charter operators and visiting boats.

Maintain wharf as per TAMPLAN.

Maintain Board building and property assets.
Maintain Board buildings as per TAMPLAN.

Replace old Electrical Workshop roof and guttering.
Depot shed extension

Research Facility extension

Hospital garage and morgue

KPI / Measure

Annual Aerodrome Technical Inspections and CASA
Audits completed and recommendations acted on.

Bird and Animal Hazard Management Plan
effectiveness reviewed annually.

Strategies to minimise risk of bird strike to aircraft
implemented.

Aerodrome Manual updated annually and
distributed.

Field aerodrome emergency exercise held in
2016/2017.

KPI / Measure

Road renewals completed on budget and within
timeframes.

Standard of roads is maintained or improved.
Work completed by March 2017.

KPI / Measure

Wharf is available 100% of the time when required
and scheduled maintenance and upgrade works are
carried out by end June 2017.

KPI / Measure

Buildings are maintained to an acceptable standard
for commercial and residential purposes.

Electrical Workshop roof and gutter replaced by end
December 2016.

Work designed and consented by end March 2017.
Construction completed by end June 2017.

Work consented by end March 2017.

Construction completed by end June 2017.
Agreement reached with NSW Health on funding
arrangements by end December 2016.

Design completed by end June 2017.

Responsible
Officer

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

Aerodrome
Controller /
MIES
Aerodrome
Controller /
MIES

Aerodrome
Controller /
MIES
Aerodrome
Controller /
MIES
Responsible
Officer
MIES

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

MIES
MIES

Responsible
Officer
MIES

Half Yearly Review
December 2016

Responsible
Officer
MIES

Half Yearly Review
December 2016
MIES

MECS

MECS

CEO / MIES
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Strategy

Action

Strategy
Action

Action

Action
Strategy

Action

Action

Action

3.7

3.71

3.8

3.8.1

3.8.2

3.8.3
3.9

3.9.1

3.9.2

393

Provide facilities in conjunction with Roads and
Maritime Services for all Island boat users to safely
and efficiently launch, retrieve and maintain boats
in an environmentally sound manner.

Undertake detailed design, planning and
construction for upgraded boat ramp and
launch/retrieval system.

Provide reliable and efficient electricity supply.

Maintain electricity generation and distribution
system to provide a reliable and safe supply.
Hybrid Renewable Energy Project continues to
progress.

Old Powerhouse substation removed.

Provide efficient and environmentally sustainable
waste and recycling management services.
Maintain and upgrade the Waste Management
Facility using grants and allocations to improve
composting and waste diversion.

Maintain compliance with EPA licence for waste
management, with regards to PRPs.

Upgrade the wastewater sludge process to increase
capacity

KPI / Measure

Subject to Board decision, upgraded boat ramp and

launch/retrieval system completed by 30 June 2017.

KPI / Measure

Unplanned electricity outages are maintained at
2015/2016 levels.

ARENA funding agreement obligations met.
Construction commences on Stage 1 Solar PV.
Development consent, incl EPBC, obtained for Stage
2 Wind turbines.

Work completed by end December 2016.

KPI / Measure

Construction of new composting system completed
by end June 2017.

Compost is sold back to the community by end June
2017.

> 90% of waste is diverted from landfill.

New wastewater system installed by 30 September
2016, or advice provided to EPA.

New liquid/hazardous storage area constructed by
31 December 2016.

New compost system & sealed hardstand area for
composting installed by 30 June 2017 or advice
provided to EPA by October 2016.

New system designed and installed by 30 March
2017.

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MIES

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MIES

MIES

MIES

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MIES

MIES

MIES
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Strategy

Action

Action

Action

Strategy

Action

Action

Action

Action

Strategy

Action

Strategy

4.1

4.1.1

4.1.2

4.13

4.2

421

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

4.3

43.1

4.4

Strategic Direction: Outstanding Environment

Protect and manage the environment in a manner
that recognises and promotes the World Heritage
values of the Island.

Protect threatened species, populations and
ecological communities, and their habitats through
implementation of LHI Biodiversity Management
Plan (BMP)

In accordance with the LHI LEP, manage
development in order to protect landscape values
and scenic features.

Contribute to World Heritage Area conservation by
being a member of the Australian World Heritage
Advisory Committee (AWHAC).

Work to prevent the introduction of exotic pests
and pathogens to and eradicate exotic pests from
the Island.

Implement biosecurity measures to protect against
the introduction of exotic pests and pathogens to
the Island.

Implement the LHI Weed Management Program.

Eradicate African Big-headed Ants from the Island

Undertake Planning and Approvals stage of Rodent
Eradication Program.

Identify, protect and value heritage items.

Assist the LHI Historical Association and the
community with conservation of heritage items

Improve awareness and understanding of the
environment through education and research.

KPI / Measure

Significant progress against identified actions in the
LHI Biodiversity Management Plan (BMP) is
demonstrated.

Review of the BMP is commenced.

Development applications and activities are assessed
in accordance with relevant environmental
legislation, policies, and procedures.

Active contribution to AWHAC.

KPI / Measure

High priority actions identified in the LHI Biosecurity
Strategy are implemented

Weed Management Strategy 2016 adopted.
Demonstrated progress in landscape scale
reduction/eradication of priority invasive weeds
including the settlement area

African Big-headed Ants are eradicated by December
2016 across Island apart from Lots 208 and 209 (to
be monitored until April 2018)

Planning and approval process to inform the
implementation phase is complete

The technical and non-technical feasibility of the
program is demonstrated.

Decision made to proceed/not proceed

KPI / Measure

Applications for community grants and external
funding for heritage conservation initiatives are
supported.

KPI / Measure

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MECS

MECS

CEO / MEWH

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MECS

CEO

MECS

CEO

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MECS

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
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Action

Action

Action

Strategy

Action

Action

Action

Action

Action

Action

Action

4.4.1

4.4.2

443

4.5

451

4.5.2

453

454

4.5.5

4.5.6

4.5.7

Develop and implement a communication plan to
increase awareness and understanding of the
natural and cultural heritage values of the Island.
Encourage appropriate environmental research
which is of benefit to LHI environment and
community.

Increase opportunities for the community to be
involved in the protection of natural and cultural
heritage.

Improve environmental sustainability of Board
programs and operations (waste disposal;
wastewater; renewable energy).

Develop better knowledge within the resident and
tourist populations of the waste program objectives
activities.

Improve the sustainability of transport on the Island.

Support community in implementing On-site
Wastewater Strategy.

Reduce the environmental impact of wastewater
from Board properties.

Undertake monitoring of LHI groundwater
monitoring well network on annual basis and
establish data management and reporting.
Undertake two waste audits to monitor and record
waste types and volumes received from the
community.

Develop a program to phase out the sale of plastic
water bottles on the Island

Communication plan completed and 25% of actions
completed per year.

Support high priority research.
Survey of LHI Phasmid on Balls Pyramid completed.

Seek EOIs for community involvement in natural and
cultural heritage protection projects

KPI / Measure

Waste data regularly updated at WMF, The Signal
and/or Community Bulletin.

Semi-permanent display on environmental
sustainability located at the Museum.

Electric vehicles can be conditionally registered on
LHI on June 2017.

Covered bike parking area installed at Board offices
for staff and visitors.

Demonstrated progress by commercial and
residential leases to upgrade wastewater systems to
meet Strategy deadlines.

All remaining Board properties which do not meet
the Strategy are upgraded by end June 2017.

Data on quality and levels is collected and data is
managed to enable sensible reporting.

Audits completed by end June 2017.

Install one more water refill station on Island by end
December 2016.

Program prepared for review by Board and
consultation with Island retailers by end June 2017.

MEWH

MECS

MECS /

MEWH

Responsible
Officer

MIES

MIES / CEO

MIES

MIES

MIES

MIES

MIES

Half Yearly Review
December 2016
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Strategic Direction: Responsible Land Management

Entitlement Policy

reviewed

Action 5.1.1  Finalise Stage 1 review of the LHI Local Planning proposal to be placed on public exhibition MECS
Environmental Plan (LEP) by DPE by June 2017

Action 5.1.2  Commence Stage 2 review of the LHI Local Draft Planning proposal completed by June 2017. MECS
Environmental Plan (LEP)

Action 5.1.3 Undertake a review of the Dwelling Allocation and Dwelling Allocation and Entitlement Policy is MECS

review of land tenure and allocation arrangements.

Action 5.4.1 Ensure LHI Permanent Park Preserve is managed in
accordance with Plan of Management.

il

Action 5.5.1  Develop a management plan for Stevens Reserve
and other vacant crown lands.

Allocation review are implemented.

Establish Community Advisory Committee for PPP;
Commence review of the LHI Permanent Park

Preserve Plan of Management.

Draft Stevens Reserve Management Plan is placed
on public consultation by June 2017.

Action 5.2.1 Provide development planning and assessment Contract in place for planning and assessment MECS
through the services of an independent planning services.
consultant. Annual performance reviews of planning contract
undertaken.
Action 5.2.2 Undertake audits of planning and assessment Biannual report of planning and assessment systems  MECS
systems and processing to monitor compliance with and processes undertaken.
legislative and policy matters under the control of
the Board.
Action 5.3.1  Administer leases in accordance with the Act. All necessary administration undertaken accurately MECS
and in a timely manner.
Action 5.3.2 Implement recommendations from independent Priority actions from Land Tenure and Land MECS

MECS

o

MECS
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Strategy

Action

Action

Action

5.6

56.1

5.6.2

5.6.3

Rehabilitate degraded areas.

Undertake rehabilitation of the Old Powerhouse
Precinct to allow alternative uses.

Finalise review of LHI Vegetation Rehabilitation Plan,
2003 and implement high priority actions.

Implement LHI Coastal Study recommendations to
manage erosion and recession risks.

KPI / Measure

Traffic improvements considered and planned for
2017/18.

Post office relocation facilitated.

Public Hall improvements considered as part of grant
funding application in April 2017.

Draft Vegetation Rehabilitation Plan placed on public
exhibition by June 2017.

Measurable improvement of condition and extent of
priority sites.

Erosion protection works at Windy Point and near
Pinetrees Boatshed are completed by end December
2016.

Old Settlement Creek is managed to reduce erosion
impacts on the northern edge.

Cobby’s Creeks is managed to reduce flooding
impacts on properties and salt intrusion on the Sally
Swamp area.

If grant funding received, Sediment Tracing Study
commenced.

Responsible Half Yearly Review
Officer December 2016
MIES

MEWH

MIES
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Strategic Direction: Strong and Engaged Community

il

Action 6.1.1  Support a whole of government approach to the
provision of health, education and other services.

Action 6.2.1 Develop a communication / community engagement
strategy to support an informed and involved
community.

Meetings held with NSW Health, RMS, Police, SES
and RFS every 12 months.

hiskhoc

Communication / community engagement strategy
developed by June 2017.

SMT

CEO / MECS

|

Assurance Program for Board supplies.

implemented and documented fully.

Action 6.3.1 Ensure compliance with public health standards for Scheduled inspection and testing regime is MECS / MIES
LHIB drinking water supplies, wastewater implemented.
management and food safety.

Action 6.3.2 Prepare and implement Drinking Water Quality Drinking Water Quality Assurance Program MIES

for Board assistance.

Action 6.4.1 Make funds available under Community Grants Seek Expressions of Interest for Community Grants MECS
Program for activities or projects that benefit the LHI every 12 months in accordance with Policy.
community.

Action 6.5.1  Make funds available under LHI Scholarship Program  Provide $10,000 pa to LHI Scholarship Program. MECS
to support the completion of tertiary education that
contributes to LHI.

Action 6.5.2 Support community events. Develop event calendar and identify priority events MECS

Action 6.6.1  Arrange quarterly meetings of LEMC. Quarterly meetings of LEMC held. LEMO / MIES

Action 6.6.2 Implement EMPLAN as required and coordinate EMPLAN implemented for any emergencies and LEMO / MIES
annual review. annual review completed.

Action 6.6.3 Install new emergency sirens. Sirens installed by end December 2016. LEMO / MIES
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 8 (ii) File Ref: VEOOO1

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Cruise Ship Policy

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that:
1. The Board maintain the existing Cruise Ship Policy, and
2. the Policy be reviewed three years from now.

BACKGROUND

There is no restriction in the Lord Howe Island Act, 1953 and supporting Regulation
preventing tourists arriving on the Island by Cruise Ship or by aircraft. Lord Howe Island is a
port under the Ports and Maritime Administration Act, 1995 and, unless closed by the
Harbour Master, operates in the same manner as any other port on the NSW coast.

At the September 2012 meeting the Board adopted the current Cruise Ship Policy
(attached). However, in so doing, the Board resolved to review the dates in the policy for the
definition of Shoulder, Low and Peak Season ‘in two years'. The policy in its entirety is also
overdue for review.

CURRENT POSITION

The dates in the policy for the definition of Shoulder, Low and Peak Season have not been
reviewed since September 2012.

The dates applicable to each of the periods identified in the policy are as follows:
o Peak Season: 1 December to 31 January and Easter (one week prior to and one
week following Easter),
e Shoulder season: 1 February to 30 April (excluding the two-week Easter Peak
period), and 1 September to 30 November, and
e Low Season: 1 May to 31 August.

In order to inform consideration of appropriate dates for the definition of Shoulder, Low and
Peak Season, visitor arrival numbers for financial year 2015/16 are provided below.
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Jul 658

Aug 901
Sep 1,306
Oct 1,514
Nov 1,522
Dec 1,860
Jan 1,927
Feb 1,587
Mar 1,792
Apr 1,787
May 1,232
Jun 728
Total 16,811

In view of the above the existing dates for the definition of Shoulder, Low and Peak Season
appear to be appropriate.

Since the policy was adopted in 2012 there have been no changes to external or internal
factors to infer that amendment to the existing policy is required.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that:
3. The Board maintain the existing Cruise Ship Policy, and

4. the Policy be reviewed three years from now.

Prepared Bill Monks Manager Business and Corporate Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
POLICY

TITLE Cruise Ship Policy

DATE ADOPTED March 2005 AGENDA ITEM 9v March 2005
CURRENT VERSION September 2012 AGENDA ITEM 7i September 2012
REVIEW 3 years FILE REFERENCE VEO001

Lord Howe Island Act 1953 (NSW)
Lord Howe Island Regulation 2014 (NSW)
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

fES élc;SAp"rTI-(E)DN Marine Parks Act 1997

Marine Parks (Zoning Plan) Regulation 1999

Marine Parks Regulation 2009

Lord Howe Island Local Environment Plan 2010
ASSOCIATED POLICIES Lord Howe Island Marine Park Operational Plan 2004

1 Introduction
1.1 Title and Commencement
This policy is titled Lord Howe Island Board Cruise Ship Policy. The policy was adopted by the Lord
Howe Island Board (LHIB) at its September 2012 meeting. It replaces the previous document titled
Lord Howe Island Board Cruise Ship Guidelines that was first adopted in March 2005.
1.2  Purpose of the Policy
The purpose of the policy is to provide a clear framework to guide the Board in determining
applications from cruise ship operators to disembark passengers on the island. The provisions of the
policy have been developed to minimise impacts of cruise ship visitation on the island’s environment,
infrastructure, residents and visitors and to satisfy the Board’s regulatory responsibilities.
1.3 Objectives and Coverage of the Policy
The objectives of this policy are:

a) Define the criteria used by the Board to assess applications from cruise ships operators to

visit/disembark Lord Howe Island;
b) Assist cruise ship operators to plan and apply for relevant approvals to visit/disembark the

island;
c¢) To minimise the impact of cruise ship visits on the islands unique ecosystems and limited
infrastructure;
d) To minimise the impact of cruise ship visits on the quality of the island-accommodated visitor
holiday;
Lord Howe Island Board Cruise Ship Policy
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e) To manage cruise ship visitation in accordance with the requirements and objectives of the
relevant legislation and planning instruments.

The Policy is applicable to all proposed landings on the island of vessel passengers by commercial
cruise ships operators.

The Policy does not apply in the following circumstances:

a) Any cruise ship that does not propose to disembark passengers on the island but has obtained
approval from Marine Parks Authority (MPA) to anchor in one of the six MPA roadstead’s.

b) Innocent passage of any cruise ship through Lord Howe Island waters.

c) Visits by Navy, Customs and Police vessels.

1.4 Background to the Policy

Lord Howe Island has an exceptional diversity of spectacular landscapes and unique ecosystems. In
recognition of the island’s environmental significance Lord Howe Island was listed as a UNESCO World
Heritage site in 1982. In recognition of this significant and fragile environment regulatory measures
are in place to minimise the current impact and future growth of activities on the island that may
affect the island’s World Heritage environment. The Lord Howe Island Act 1953 (LHI Act 1953) enables
the Board to control tourist trade and to regulate business activity on the island. The Policy provides
a framework to satisfy the regulatory responsibilities in relation to tourist visitation.

The Marine Parks Act 1997 (MPA Act 1997) allows the ministers to regulate commercial activities (ie
cruise ship visitation) in NSW Marine Parks. The Marine parks (Zoning Plans) Regulation 1999 prohibits
all vessels over 25 metres anchoring within Lord Howe Island Marine Park except at the six allocated
roadstead’s.

2  Policy Statement

The disembarkation of passengers by cruise ship operators onto the island is deemed by the Board to
be a commercial activity requiring consent under section 49 of the Lord Howe Island Regulation 2014
(LHI Regulation 2014). The Board shall consider any application for a cruise ship visit, required under
s49, in accordance with the guidelines provided in the policy.

Operators proposing to include Lord Howe Island on a trip itinerary must obtain the relevant approvals
from Board prior to public promotion of a visit to Lord Howe Island. To seek approval a proponent
must formally apply to the Board providing details of the proposed visit. Proposals must demonstrate
satisfaction of the provisions of the policy.

3  Guidelines
All applications must include information to demonstrate compliance with the following criteria:

a) Proposals must address all criteria outlined in the policy to enable the Board to assess the
application.

b) Approval may only be issued for cruise ships visits that involve the disembarkation of no more
than 80 persons per visit.

c) The maximum duration of stay on the island is eight hours.

d) No approvals will be issued for a cruise ship to visit the island during NSW school holiday
periods or the peak season as defined above.

Lord Howe Island Board Cruise Ship Policy
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e) The Board will only consider approving applications for disembarkation during the shoulder
and low season (excluding NSW School Holidays). The dates applicable to each of the periods
identified in the policy are as follows:

e Shoulder season: 1% February to 30" April and 1%t September to 30" November

e Low Season: 1% May to 31°" August

e Peak Season: 1°t December to 31°% January and Easter (one week prior to and one week
following Easter)

f) The Board may approve a maximum of six cruise ship visits per annum restricted to a
maximum of two per shoulder season and four during low season each year.

g) No staff or crew are permitted ashore except in a work capacity.

h) The operator must demonstrate to the Board a proven history of successful operation in
similar environmental and social contexts and is able to demonstrate compliance with all best
practice standards for the operation of ship based tourism in sensitive natural and cultural
environments.

4  Activities

All on shore activities to be undertaken as part of an organised tour run by a local tourism operator
local licenced under section 49 of the LHI Regulation 2014.

All water based activities within the marine park, except transport directly to and from the cruise ship
and island, will be undertaken as part of an organised tour, run by an approved local tour operator
being the holder of a LHIB Business Licence and MPA Permit where activities occur within the Lord
Howe Island Marine Park.

5  Prior to Arrival

Prior to arrival of any approved voyage the operator must notify the Board 24 hours prior to the
scheduled arrival of the vessel to the island.

The Operator will provide all passengers, prior to disembarking, with any material which the Board
and/or the MPA deem necessary to ensure that passengers are aware of issues such as natural
environment sensitivity, quarantine issues, waste and water management etc.

Where Lord Howe Island is the first port of call in Australia waters, operators will ensure that all
customs and quarantine requirements are met and completed prior to passengers leaving the vessel.
The operator will also comply with any additional quarantine requirement imposed by the Board,
provided to the Operator at least 14 days prior to arrival at Lord Howe Island.

6 Other Approvals

The operator shall obtain all relevant approvals including from the NSW MPA. Any approval issued by
the Board or MPA will be subject to the operator complying with relevant conditions included in the
approval issued by the other agency.

7 Fees and Charges

The cruise ship operator shall pay the standard fee for a licence issued under section 49 of the LHI
Regulation 2014. The Operator shall pay, per head, a levy being an amount equivalent to Lord Howe

Lord Howe Island Board Cruise Ship Policy
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Island Passenger Levy and Lord Howe Island Environmental Levy as approved by the Board under the
published LHIB Fees & Charges Schedule.

8 Right to Vary or Revoke

The LHIB reserves the right to vary or revoke this policy at any time in consultation with relevant

parties.

Lord Howe Island Board Cruise Ship Policy
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 8 (iii) File Ref: AD0069

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Protected Disclosures Policy

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board resolve to appoint the Board’s chairperson, Ms Sonja
Stewart, to the position of Principal Officer in accordance with the Protected Disclosures Act
1994,

BACKGROUND

In 2009 a corporate governance consultant, Mitchell Morley, identified that the Board did not
have an adequate policy in place for dealing with protected disclosures made under the
provisions of the Protected Disclosures Act 1994. Consequently a policy was developed, and
approved at the September 2009 Board meeting.

The object of the Act is to encourage and facilitate the disclosure, in the public interest, of
corrupt conduct, maladministration, serious and substantial waste, government information
contravention and local government pecuniary interest contravention in the public sector by:

(a) enhancing and augmenting established procedures for making disclosures
concerning such matters,

(b) protecting persons from reprisals that might otherwise be inflicted on them because
of those disclosures, and

(c) providing for those disclosures to be properly investigated and dealt with.

CURRENT POSITION

At the September 2009 Board meeting it was resolved to appoint the chairperson of the
Board as Principal Officer.

As Ms Sonja Stewart is now the chairperson, the Policy (attached) requires updating to
reflect her appointment, should the Board so resolve, to the position of Principal Officer.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board resolve to appoint the Board’s chairperson, Ms Sonja
Stewatrt, to the position of Principal Officer in accordance with the Protected Disclosures Act
1994.
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Prepared Bill Monks Manager Business and Corporate Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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LHIB Protected Disclosures Policy

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

POLICY

TITLE LHIB Protected Disclosures Policy

DATE ADOPTED September 2009 AGENDA ITEM | 11(i)

CURRENT VERSION November 2012 AGENDA ITEM | 7 (iv)

FILE
REVIEW Every two years REEERENCE ADO0069
Public Interest Disclosures Act 1994 (NSW)
ASSOCIATED
LEGISLATION Lord Howe Island Act 1953 (NSW)

Independent Commission Against Corruption Act 1988
Code of Conduct for Board Members and Officials

Qgi%?lleS‘TED Code of Ethics and Conduct for NSW Government Sector Employees
Fraud and Corruption Prevention Policy

1. SUPPORT FOR PEOPLE WHO MAKE DISCLOSURES

The Lord Howe Island Board does not tolerate corrupt conduct, maladministration or serious
and substantial waste of public money.

The Lord Howe Island Board is committed to the aims and objectives of the Public Interest
Disclosures Act. It recognises the value and importance of contributions of staff to enhance
administrative and management practices and strongly supports disclosures being made by
staff who disclose corrupt conduct, maladministration, or serious and substantial waste of
public money.

The Lord Howe Island Board will take all reasonable steps to provide protection to staff who
make such disclosures from any detrimental action in reprisal for the making of the disclosure.

2. PURPOSE OF THE POLICY

This policy establishes an internal reporting system for the reporting of disclosures of corrupt
conduct, maladministration or serious and substantial waste of public money by the Lord Howe
Island Board or its staff. The system enables such internal disclosures to be made to the
Disclosure Coordinator or a nominated disclosure officer, as an alternative to the Principal
Officer.

This policy is designed to complement normal communication channels between supervisors
and staff. Staff are encouraged to continue to raise appropriate matters at any time with their
supervisors, but as an alternative have the option of making a protected disclosures in
accordance with this policy.

Lord Howe Island Board September 2016



LHIB Protected Disclosures Policy

3. OBJECT OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST DISCLOSURES ACT 1994

The object of Public Interest Disclosures Act 1994 (the Act) is to encourage and facilitate the
disclosure, in the public interest, of corrupt conduct, maladministration, serious and
substantial waste, government information contravention and local government pecuniary
interest contravention by:
¢ enhancing and augmenting established procedures for making disclosures
concerning such matters, and
e protecting persons from reprisals that might otherwise be inflicted on them because
of those disclosures, and
o providing for those disclosures to be properly investigated and dealt with.

4. DEFINITIONS

Three key concepts in the internal reporting system are 'corrupt conduct' (4.1),
‘maladministration’ (4.2) and 'serious and substantial waste of public money' (4.3).

4.1 Corrupt Conduct

Corrupt conduct is defined in s.8 and 9 of the Independent Commission Against Corruption
Act 1988 (ICAC Act). The definition used in the Act is intentionally quite
broad. Corrupt conduct is defined to include the dishonest or partial exercise of official
functions by a public official. Conduct of a person who is not a public official, when it adversely
affects the impartial or honest exercise of official functions by a public official, also comes
within the definition.

Corrupt conduct can take many forms. Taking or offering bribes, public officials dishonestly
using influence, blackmail, fraud, election bribery and illegal gambling are some examples.

4.2 Maladministration
Maladministration is defined in the Public Interest Disclosures Act as conduct that involves
action or inaction of a serious nature that is:

e contrary to law, or

e unreasonable, unjust, oppressive or improperly discriminatory, or
e based wholly or partly on improper motives (s. 11).

The conduct covered by these terms includes:

e contrary to law, e.g.:
0 adecision or action contrary to law

0 a decision or action ultra vires (i.e. the decision-maker had no power
to make the decision or to do the act)

0 adecision or action contrary to lawful and reasonable orders from people or agencies
with authority to make or give such orders

0 a breach of natural justice or procedural fairness

o0 improperly exercising a delegated power (e.g. a decision or action not authorised by a
delegation or acting under the direction of another)

0 unauthorised disclosure of confidential information
0 a decision or action induced or affected by fraud
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e unreasonable, e.g.:

0 adecision or action inconsistent with adopted guidelines or policies or with a decision
or action which involves similar facts or circumstances not justified by any evidence,
or so unreasonable that no reasonable person could so decide or act (i.e. irrational)

0 an arbitrary, partial, unfair or inequitable decision or action

0 a policy that is applied inflexibly and without regard to the merits
of an individual case

o a decision or action that does not take into account all relevant considerations or that
takes into account irrelevant considerations

serious delays in making a decision or taking action

failing to give notice of rights

giving wrong, inaccurate or misleading advice leading to detriment
failing to apply the law

failing to rectify identified mistakes, errors, oversights or improprieties
a decision or action based on incorrect or misinterpreted information
failing to properly investigate

O 0O O 0 0O oo

* unjust, e.g.:
0 adecision or action not justified by any evidence or that is unreasonable
0 a patrtial, unfair, inequitable or unconscionable decision or action

e oppressive, e.g.:
0 an unconscionable decision or action
o0 where the means used are not reasonably proportional to the ends to be achieved
0 an abuse of power, intimidation or harassment

e improperly discriminatory, e.g.:
o the inconsistent application of a law, policy or practices when there is no reasonable,
justifiable or appropriate reason to do so

o applying a distinction not authorised by law, or failing to make a distinction which is
authorised or required by law

* based wholly or partly on improper motives, e.g.:

o adecision or action for a purpose other than that for which a power was conferred (i.e.
in order to achieve a particular outcome)

a conflict of interest
0 bad faith or dishonesty

seeking or accepting gifts or benefits in connection with performance of
official duties

0 misusing public property, official services or facilities.

4.3 Serious and substantial waste

The term serious and substantial waste is not defined in the Act. The Auditor-General provides
the following working definition:
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“Serious and substantial waste refers to the uneconomical, inefficient or
ineffective use of resources, authorised or unauthorised, which results in a
loss/wastage of public funds/resources”.

In addressing any complaint of serious and substantial waste regard will be had to the
nature and materiality of the waste.

The following delineation of the definition of serious and substantial waste may be of
assistance to public officials and/or public authorities.

Types:

Absolute. Serious and substantial waste might be regarded in absolute terms where the
waste is regarded as significant, for example $200,000.

Systemic. The waste indicates a pattern which results from a system weakness within
public authorities.

Material. The serious and substantial waste is/was material in terms of the public
authority’s expenditure or a particular item of expenditure or is/was material to such an
extent so as to affect a public authority’s capacity to perform its primary functions.

Material By Nature Not Amount
The serious and substantial waste may not be material in financial terms but may be
significant by nature. That is it may be improper or inappropriate. [alternatively, this type

of waste may constitute ‘maladministration’ as defined in the Act]

Note: It is possible that in assessing the seriousness of waste or administrative
conduct for the purposes of whether either is covered by the Act, differences in the
size, budgets, responsibilities of agencies may be taken into account (what is serious
for a small agency may not be so serious for a large agency).

Waste can take many forms, for example:

misappropriation or misuse of public property,
the purchase of unnecessary or inadequate goods and services,

too many staff being employed in a particular area, incurring costs which might
otherwise have been avoided,

staff being remunerated for skills that they do not have, but are required to have under
the terms or conditions of their employment,

programs not achieving their objectives and therefore the costs being clearly
ineffective and inefficient.

Waste can result from such things as:

the absence of appropriate safeguards to prevent the theft or misuse of public property,

purchasing procedures and practices which fail to ensure that goods and services are
necessary and adequate for their intended purpose, and

purchasing practices where the lowest price is not obtained for comparable goods or
services.

5. WHAT DISCLOSURES ARE PROTECTED UNDER THE ACT?

5.1 What disclosures are protected?

Disclosures are protected under the Act if they:

are made:
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0 in accordance with this internal reporting policy, or
0 to the Principal Officer of the Lord Howe Island Board or
0 to one of the investigating authorities hominated in the Act, and

e show or tend to show corrupt conduct, maladministration, or serious and substantial
waste of public money by the Lord Howe Island Board or any of its staff or Board
members, and

e are made voluntarily.
5.2 What disclosures are not protected?

A disclosure is not protected under the Act if it is made by a public official in the exercise of a
duty imposed by or under an Act.
Protection is also not available for disclosures which:

e are made frivolously or vexatiously,

e primarily question the merits of government policy, or

e are made solely or substantially with the motive of avoiding dismissal or other
disciplinary action.

It is an offence to wilfully make a false or misleading statement when making a disclosure.

6. REPORTING UNDER THE INTERNAL REPORTING SYSTEM

The people or positions to whom internal disclosures can be made in accordance with the Act
and this policy are:

e the Disclosure Coordinator, Ms Penny Holloway, Lord Howe Island Board Chief
Executive Officer. Telephone (02) 65632066;

¢ the nominated Disclosure Officer, Ms Jemima Spivey, Lord Howe Island Board
Administration Manager. Telephone (02) 65632066; and

e the Principal Officer, Ms Sonja Stewart, Lord Howe Island Board Chair and Deputy
Secretary, Government, Corporate and Regional Coordination Group, Department of
Premier and Cabinet. Telephone (02) 99954163.

Where a person contemplating making a disclosure is concerned about publicly approaching
the  Disclosure  Coordinator or the nominated Disclosure  Officer  (or
the Principal Officer) they can request a meeting in a discreet location away
from the workplace.

7. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

This internal reporting policy places responsibilities upon staff at all levels within
the Lord Howe Island Board.

7.1 Staff

Staff are encouraged to report known or suspected incidences of corrupt conduct,
maladministration or serious and substantial waste in accordance  with
this policy.

All staff of the Lord Howe Island Board have an important role to play in supporting those who
have made legitimate disclosures. They must abstain from any activity that is or could be
perceived to be victimisation or harassment of any person who has made a disclosure.
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Further, they should protect and maintain the confidentiality of any person they know or
suspect to have made disclosures.

7.2 Nominated Disclosure Officers

Nominated disclosure officers are responsible for receiving, forwarding and/or acting upon
disclosures made in accordance with the policy. Nominated disclosure officers will:

clearly explain to the person making a disclosure what will happen in relation to the
information received,

when requested, make arrangements to ensure that disclosures can be made privately
and discreetly (if necessary away from the workplace),

put in writing and date any disclosures received orally (and have the person making
the disclosure sign the document),

deal with disclosures impartially,

forward disclosures to Ms Penny Holloway, the Disclosure Coordinator, or Ms Sonja
Stewart, Principal Officer, for assessment,

take all necessary and reasonable steps to ensure that the identity of the person who
has made a disclosure, and any person who is the subject of a disclosure, are kept
confidential, and

support any person who has made a disclosure and protect them from victimisation,
harassment or any other form of reprisal.

7.3 Disclosure Coordinator

The Disclosure Coordinator has a pivotal position in the internal reporting system and acts as
a clearing house for disclosures. The Disclosure Coordinator will:

provide an alternative internal reporting channel to nominated disclosure officers and
to the Principal Officer, Ms Sonja Stewart;

impartially assess each disclosure to determine:

o0 whether the disclosure appears to be a protected disclosure within the meaning
of the Act, and

o0 the appropriate action to be taken in relation to the disclosure, for example:
= no action/decline,

= the appropriate person to take responsibility for dealing with the
disclosure,

= preliminary or informal investigation,

= formal investigation,

= prosecution or disciplinary action,

= referral to an investigating authority for investigation or other
appropriate action, or

» referral to the Police Service (if a criminal matter) or the ICAC (if the
matter concerns corrupt conduct).

consult with the Principal Officer

be responsible for carrying out or coordinating any internal investigation arising out of
a disclosure, subject to the direction of the Principal Officer in carrying out their
functions,
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e report to the Principal Officer on the findings of any investigation and recommended
remedial action,

o take all necessary and reasonable steps to ensure that the identity of the person who
has made a disclosure, and any person who is the subject of a disclosure, are kept
confidential, and

e support any person who has made a disclosure and protect them from victimisation,
harassment or any other form of reprisal.

e report actual or suspected corrupt conduct to the Principal Officer in a timely manner
to enable that officer to comply with the ICAC Act.

7.4 Principal Officer

Disclosures may be made direct to the Principal Officer, rather than by way of the internal
reporting system established under this policy. The Principal Officer will:

e impartially assess each disclosure to determine:

o0 whether the disclosure appears to be a protected disclosure within the meaning
of the Act,

0 the appropriate action to be taken in relation to the disclosure, for example:
= no action/decline,

= the appropriate person to take responsibility for dealing with the
disclosure,

= preliminary or informal investigation,
= formal investigation,
= prosecution or disciplinary action,

= referral to an investigating authority for investigation or other appropriate
action, or

= referral to the Police Service (if a criminal matter) or the ICAC (if the
matter concerns corrupt conduct),

e receive reports from the Disclosure Coordinator on the findings of any investigation
and any recommendations for remedial action, and determine what action should be
taken,

¢ take all necessary and reasonable steps to ensure that the identity of the person who
has made a disclosure, and any person who is the subject of a disclosure, are kept
confidential, and

¢ have primary responsibility for protecting any person who has made a disclosure, or
provided information to any internal or external investigation of a disclosure, from
victimisation, harassment or any other form of reprisal,

e be responsible for implementing organisational reform identified as necessary
following investigation of a disclosure, and

e report criminal offences to the Police Service and actual or suspected corrupt conduct
to ICAC (under s.11 of the ICAC Act).

8. ALTERNATIVE AVENUES FOR DISCLOSURES

Alternative avenues available to staff for making a protected disclosure under the Act (other
than by means of the internal reporting system established under this policy for the purpose
of the Act), are as follows:
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to the Principal Officer or

to one of the investigating authorities under the Act (e.g. the Ombudsman,
ICAC, Auditor-General, Police Integrity Commission (PIC), Inspector of the PIC or
Director-General of the DPC), or

to a journalist or a member of Parliament.

Disclosures made to a journalist or a member of Parliament will only be protected if certain
conditions are met:

the person making the disclosure to a journalist or member of Parliament must have
already made substantially the same disclosure through the internal reporting system
or to the Principal Officer or an investigating authority in accordance with the Act,

the responsible officer must have reasonable grounds for believing that the disclosure
is substantially true and disclosure must be substantially true, and

the investigating authority, agency, staff or public official to whom the matter was
originally referred has:

0 decided not to investigate the matter, or

0 decided to investigate the matter but not completed the investigation within six
months of the original disclosure, or

0 investigated the matter but not recommended any action in respect of the
matter, or

o failed to notify the person making the disclosure, within six months of the
disclosure, of whether the matter is to be investigated.

9. RIGHTS OF A PERSON WHO IS THE SUBJECT OF A DISCLOSURE

The rights of any person who is the subject of a disclosure will also be protected. In
this regard:

the confidentiality of the identity of any person who is the subject of a disclosure will
be protected and maintained (where this is possible and reasonable),
all disclosures will be assessed and acted on impartially, fairly and reasonably,

responsible officers who receive a disclosure in accordance with this policy are obliged
to:

0 protect and maintain the confidentiality of the identity of any person who is the
subject of a disclosure,

0 assess the disclosure impartially, and
o0 act fairly towards any person who is the subject of a disclosure,

all disclosures will be investigated as discreetly as possible, with a strong emphasis on
maintaining the confidentiality of both the identity of the whistleblower and any person
who is the subject of a disclosure,

where investigations or other enquires do not substantiate a disclosure, the fact the
investigation/enquiry has been carried out, the results of the investigation/enquiry, and
the identity of any person who is the subject of a disclosure will be kept confidential,
unless they request otherwise,

a person who is the subject of a disclosure (whether a protected disclosure under the
Act or otherwise) which is investigated by or on behalf of an agency, has the right to
be:
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o informed as to the substance of the allegations,

o informed as to the substance of any adverse comment that may be included in
a report/memorandum/letter or the like arising out of any such investigation,
and

0 given a reasonable opportunity to put their case (either orally or in writing) to
the people carrying out the investigation for or on behalf of the agency,

before any final decision/determination/report/memorandum/letter or the like is made,

¢ where the allegations in a disclosure have been investigated by or on behalf of an
agency, and the person who is the subject of any allegations is aware of the substance
of the allegations, the substance of any adverse comment, or the fact of the
investigation, they should be formally advised as to the outcome of the investigation,
regardless of the outcome, and

o where the allegations contained in a disclosure are clearly wrong or unsubstantiated,
the person who is the subject of a disclosure is entitled to the support of the agency
and its senior management (the nature of that support, i.e. what is reasonable and
appropriate, would depend on the circumstances of the case e.g. it could include a
public statement of support or a letter setting out the agency’s views that the
allegations were either clearly wrong or unsubstantiated).

10. PROTECTION AVAILABLE UNDER THE ACT

10.1 Protection against reprisals

The Act provides protection by imposing penalties on a person who takes detrimental action
against another person substantially in reprisal for a protected disclosure. Penalties can be
imposed by means of fines and imprisonment.

Detrimental action means action causing, comprising or involving any of the following:

e injury, damage or loss,

e intimidation or harassment,

¢ discrimination, disadvantage or adverse treatment in relation to employment,

e dismissal from, or prejudice in, employment, or

e disciplinary proceeding.
In any such proceedings the whistleblower only needs to show that they made a protected
disclosure and suffered detrimental action. It then lies on the defendant to prove that the

detrimental action shown to have been taken against the whistleblower was not substantially
in reprisal for the person making the protected disclosure.

Any member of staff who believes that detrimental action is being taken against them
substantially in reprisal for the making of an internal disclosure in accordance with this policy
should immediately bring the allegations to the attention of the Principal Officer, Ms Sonja
Stewart.

If a member of staff who made an internal disclosure feels that such reprisals are not being
effectively dealt with, they should contact the Ombudsman or the ICAC.

If an external disclosure was made to an investigating authority, the authority will either deal
with the allegation or provide advice and guidance to the person concerned.
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10.2 Protection against actions

The Act provides that a person is not subject to any liability for making a protected disclosure
and no action, claim or demand may be taken or made of or against the person for making the
disclosure. This provision has effect despite any duty of secrecy or confidentiality or any other
restriction on disclosure by a public official.

A person who has made a protected disclosure has a defence of absolute privilege in
proceedings for defamation.

A person who has made a protected disclosure is taken not to have committed any offence
against an Act which imposes a duty to maintain confidentiality with respect to any information
disclosed.

10.3 Confidentiality

The Act requires investigating authorities, agencies and public officials to whom protected
disclosures are made or referred, not to disclose information that might identify or tend to
identify any person who makes a disclosure. The exceptions to the confidentiality requirement
are where:

e The person consents in writing to the disclosure of that information, or

e it is essential, having regard to the principles of natural justice, that the identifying
information be disclosed to the person who is the subject of the disclosure, or

e the investigating authority, agency, staff or public official is of the opinion that

disclosure of the identifying information is necessary to investigate the matter
effectively or disclosure is otherwise in the public interest.

Decisions about natural justice, effective investigation and public interest will be made by the
Principal Officer, Ms Sonja Stewart. In all cases the person who made the disclosure will be
consulted before such a decision is made.

Note: If guidance is needed in relation to the requirements of natural justice, effective
investigation and public interest, this may be sought from an investigating authority.

10.4 Government Information (Public Access) exemption

Under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009, a document is exempt from
release if it contains matter the disclosure of which would disclose matters relating to a
protected disclosure within the meaning of the Act.

11. NOTIFICATION OF ACTION TAKEN OR PROPOSED

Any person who makes a protected disclosure must be notified, within six months of the
disclosure being made, of the action taken or proposed to be taken in respect of the disclosure.

If a disclosure is made in accordance with this policy, the Disclosure Coordinator is responsible
for the six month natification to the person who made the disclosure, unless this responsibility
has been retained by or allocated to another staff member by the Principal Officer, Ms Sonja
Stewart.

The notification provided to the person who made the disclosure should contain sufficient
information to demonstrate that adequate and appropriate action was taken, or is proposed to

Lord Howe Island Board September 2016
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be taken, in respect of the disclosure. This should include a statement of the reasons for
the decision made or action taken in response to the disclosure.

The notification should include sufficient information to enable the person who made the
disclosure to make an assessment as to whether the circumstances listed in section 19(3) (a)-
(c) of the Act (relating to disclosures to members of Parliament and journalists) apply, i.e.
whether:
e adecision was made not to investigate the matter, or
e adecision was made to investigate the matter, but the investigation was not completed
within six months of the original decision being made, or
e a decision was made to investigate the matter, but the investigation has not been
completed within six months of the original decision being made, or

e the matter was investigated but no recommendation was made for the taking of any
action in respect of the matter.

One of the purposes of this is to give the whistleblower enough information to be able to
properly assess whether it is appropriate or warranted to make a disclosure to an MP or
journalist.

12. REVIEW

This policy shall be reviewed every two years to ensure that it meets the object of the
legislation, and facilitates the making of disclosures under the Act.

13. APPROVAL

This policy shall be reviewed every two years to ensure that it meets the object of the
legislation, and facilitates the making of disclosures under the Act.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER Date

Lord Howe Island Board September 2016
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 8 (iv) File Ref: RO0001

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Update on Geotechnical report for Muttonbird Point track.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the attached information.

BACKGROUND

In June 2011 a heavy rainfall event led to a landslide that affected the Muttonbird Point track.
An assessment by Coffee Geotechnics in July 2011 recommended track closure and further
assessment of options to reopen the track. In March 2012, the Board engaged consultants
Regional Geotechnical Solutions to undertake a landslide geotechnical assessment for the
site and to provide risk reduction recommendations. Regional Geotechnical Solutions
recommended that the track be re-instated at a bench area approximately 12m upslope from
the existing track within the landslide area. They also recommended that any excavation be
supported by retaining walls. After funding was secured in March 2015, a helicopter
transferred building materials to the landslide area in preparation for upgrade of the track.

In early April 2015 Lord Howe Island experienced a further significant rainfall event.
Unfortunately this caused further landslide movement and resulted in some of the building
materials for the track restoration works being buried and washed down slope. Following this
event, the Board determined at the time that the landslide site was not stable enough to
permit the re-opening of the track given the uncertainty of the stability of the site and
associated risk to the public.

In view of the above sequence of events the Board engaged Jacobs to prepare a
Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) and recommendations for risk reduction measures to
assess the annualised lives risk for users of the track in the landslide area. Due
consideration was given for an assessment of a range of scenarios to enable appropriate
management decisions to be made for consideration of re-opening the track through the
landslide area.

The QRA assessment was required to assess the following scenarios within the landslide
area,;
e Use of the current track alignment without any risk reduction management controls.
e Use of the current track alignment with risk reduction management controls. Such
controls could involve physical site works and non-physical controls such as site
closure during high rainfall periods and a combination of both physical and non-
physical risk reduction measures. With due consideration to the likelihood of ongoing
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movement of the landslide, physical controls under consideration would involve
improvement to site drainage and erosion control such as re-vegetation given that
scour erosion is a critical mode of instability at the site.

o Assessment of geotechnical implications for alternative walking track routes such as
relocating the track upslope and around the back scarp head of the slide.

In July 2016 a draft QRA report was submitted with the final submitted in August 2016.

CURRENT POSITION

The QRA returned an acceptable risk to walkers only if:

1. Drainage works immediately above the track and above the slip site are installed:;

2. That the track can be reinstated near to the original site; and

3. The Board is willing to temporarily close the track immediately following >=50mm rainfall
event within the preceding 24 hour period to allow for track, slip and rain inspection/clearing.

The report identifies there is a risk of further movement although the risk to walkers can be
managed through site remediation (drainage works upslope prior to opening the track),
establishing a rainfall trigger (as stated above), adoption of a monitoring and maintenance
schedule and that this information should be interpreted for the visiting walker as well as
residents through signage and education. This approach accepts that there is a risk that
further slips and interruptions are likely.

The Board administration has prepared a scope of works which is currently being costed. A
budget of $25,000 was allocated to this project at the 2016/17 budget to enable the works to
commence. The Review of Environmental Factors (REF) for the previous Muttonbird Point
track works will be amended with the new information.

It is anticipated that remediation works to enable the track to be re-opened will commence
from November 2016.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the attached information.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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Important note about your report

The sole purpose of this report and the associated services performed by Jacobs is to undertake a Quantitative
Risk Assessment and to review risk reduction options for a recent landslide site along the Mutton Bird Track,
Lord Howe Island. The scope specifically excludes any design advice associated with risk reduction advice. The
work was undertaken for the Lord Howe Island Board in accordance with the scope of services set out in the
Jacob’s proposal and contract between Jacob’s and the Lord Howe Island Board. The scope of services, as
described in this report, was developed with the Lord Howe Island Board.

In preparing this report, Jacobs has relied upon, and presumed accurate, any information (or confirmation of the
absence thereof) provided by the Lord Howe Island Board and/or from other sources. Except as otherwise
stated in the report, Jacobs has not attempted to verify the accuracy or completeness of any such information. If
the information is subsequently determined to be false, inaccurate or incomplete then it is possible that our
observations and conclusions as expressed in this report may change.

Jacobs derived the data in this report from information sourced from the Lord Howe Island Board (if any) and/or
available in the public domain at the time or times outlined in this report. The passage of time, manifestation of
latent conditions or impacts of future events may require further examination of the project and subsequent data
analysis, and re-evaluation of the data, findings, observations and conclusions expressed in this report. Jacobs
has prepared this report in accordance with the usual care and thoroughness of the consulting profession, for
the sole purpose described above and by reference to applicable standards, guidelines, procedures and
practices at the date of issue of this report. For the reasons outlined above, however, no other warranty or
guarantee, whether expressed or implied, is made as to the data, observations and findings expressed in this
report, to the extent permitted by law.

This report should be read in full and no excerpts are to be taken as representative of the findings. No
responsibility is accepted by Jacobs for use of any part of this report in any other context.

This report has been prepared on behalf of, and for the exclusive use of, the Lord Howe Island Board only and
is subject to, and issued in accordance with, the provisions of the contract between Jacobs and the Lord Howe
Island Board. Jacobs accepts no liability or responsibility whatsoever for, or in respect of, any use of, or reliance
upon, this report by any third party
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1. Introduction

This report presents the results of a Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) prepared by Jacobs Group Australia
Pty Ltd (Jacobs) for the Lord Howe Island Board (LHIB) for a landslide site along the Mutton Bird Point Walking
Track to assess lives risk to users of the track. The scope of work for the report was defined in the LHIB brief
(LHIB Contract 2016/03) and Jacobs proposal submitted 23 March 2016. The landslide site is shown in Plate 1
below and is located along the eastern loop of the Mutton Bird Point Walking Track on the south east coast of
the Island.

The site is roughly half way (approx. 300m) between the entrance to the track at Lagoon Road in the north near
the air strip and Mutton Bird Point in the south. The track rises up steeply from Lagoon Road and then runs
along the mid to lower north east facing slopes of Intermediate Hill. The natural slopes are typically of the order
of 30 degrees towards the coast and are thickly vegetated. The track comprises a thin walking trail constructed
predominantly along the contours with minor upslope and down slope deviations. It was originally constructed
with very minor associated earthworks and is in compliance with Class 4 Walking Tracks (as per AS2156).

The landslide was triggered on the 1 and 2 June 2011 after a period of heavy rain which necessitated the
closure of the track in the interests of public safety (refer to Plate 2 below). At the time, over a 3 day period
between 31 May and 2 June 2011, a total of 215mm was recorded. The slide was noted also at the time to have
reached a maximum width of approximately 25m and total length of the order of 100m. It does not seem to have
significantly changed in shape based on our recent inspections. It also appears that the slide was initiated
along the alignment of a natural drainage path most probably exhibiting previous instability (refer to Plate 3
below from a 2005 air photo). It is noted that on the 18 June 1996 the Island recorded 449mm of rain over a 24
hour period and many parts of the track were washed away including the subject landslide site (refer to Plate 4
below).

In March 2012, LHIB engaged consultants Regional Geotechnical Solutions to undertake a landslide
geotechnical assessment for the site and provided risk reduction recommendations. Regional Geotechnical
Solutions recommended that the track be re-instated at a bench area approximately 12m upslope from the
existing track within the landslide area. They also recommended that any excavation be supported by retaining
walls. After funding was secured in March 2015, a helicopter transferred building materials to the landslide area
in preparation for upgrade of the track.

In early April 2015 Lord Howe Island experienced a further significant rainfall event. Unfortunately this caused
further landslide movement and resulted in some of the building materials for the track restoration works being
buried and washed downslope. This period of significant rainfall occurred over a 2 day period on the 22 and 23
April 2015 where a combined rainfall of 220mm fell. Following this event, LHIB determined at the time that the
landslide is not stable enough to permit the re-opening of the track given the uncertainty of the stability of the
site and associated risk to the public.

In view of the above sequence of events in accordance with the LHIB requested Brief, a QRA was to be
undertaken by Jacobs to assess the annualised lives risk for users of the track in the landslide area. Due
consideration was to be given for an assessment of a range of scenarios to enable appropriate management
decisions to be made for consideration of re-opening the track through the landslide area. The QRA
assessment was required to assess the following scenarios within the landslide area;

e Use of the current track alignment without any risk reduction management controls.

e Use of the current track alignment with risk reduction management controls. Such controls could involve
physical site works and non-physical controls such as site closure during high rainfall periods and a
combination of both physical and non-physical risk reduction measures. With due consideration to the
likelihood of ongoing movement of the landslide, physical controls under consideration would involve
improvement to site drainage and erosion control such as re-vegetation given that scour erosion is a
critical mode of instability at the site.
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o Assessment of geotechnical implications for alternative walking track routes such as relocating the track
upslope and around the back scarp head of the slide.

Landslide
Lagoon
Road Mutton
Entrance Bird Point

Intermediate
Hill

North

Plate 1 — Location of land slide along Mutton Bird Point Walking Track.

Plate 2- March 2013 Figure of Mutton Point Walking Track Showing Slip Location
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Landslide

Plate 3- 2005 Aerial Photo Showing Landslide Site

Landslide

Plate 4- March 2013 Aerial Photo Showing Landslide Site
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2. Scope of Tasks

Project co-ordination was provided by Megan Bennett on behalf of the LHIB to assist Steven Rosin, a Senior
Principal Geotechnical Engineer based in Jacobs Sydney office who undertook the risk assessment. The
following tasks were then completed as detailed below;

A background review of available information supplied by LHIB was undertaken which included a range
of past reports, correspondence, aerial photos and plans related to the site.

The estimated number of daily users of the Mutton Bird Point Track required for the QRA was provided
by LHIB based on historical survey data, other data and various assumptions and is provided in
Appendix A.

Prior to the site visit the Jacobs survey team compiled preliminary plans and sections of the landside
area from LIDAR imagery in preparation for the field work. Following the site visit these plans were
further developed in addition to interpretation of the landslide geomorphology as provided in Appendix
B.

A site visit to the Island was undertaken by Steven Rosin from the 26 to the 29 March 2016. Steven
Rosin undertook an initial reconnaissance inspection of the landside site on the 26 March 2016 with
Megan Bennett and then with Christo Haselden of LHIB on the 27 March 2016. A more detailed
inspection was undertaken on the 28 March 2016 in the company of Hank Bower of LHIB when 14
GPS locations were recorded in the field (Sites 1-14). The locations of the sites are provided in
Appendix B in Figures B1 (General Layout for Area) and Figure B2 (Site Layout Plan). In addition to
this, cross sections following a north east downslope trend of the slide are provided in Figure B3
(regional Section A-A) and Figure B4 (Local Section B-B). Cross slope sections are also provided
respectively as Figures B5 to B8 for sections C-C to F-F as shown on Figure B2.

Selected Site photos from various site locations (Sites 1-14) within the landslide have been provided in
Appendix C.

Selected high resolution land slide aerial photos from a drone survey undertaken by Sea to Summit
Expeditions in early May 2016 are provided in Appendix D.

Daily rainfall data from the LHI Aero weather station from November 1988 to Mid May 2016 (27.5 years
of data) was provided by LHIB for analysis of rainfall trends as discussed further in Section 5.3 of the
report.

A QRA assessment was undertaken for the track, based on information on the number of track users,
the size and frequency of landslides and a range of other factors. Example inputs and outputs from the
risk assessment are provided in Appendix E with the results discussed in Section 9.0 of the report.

On the basis of the results of the QRA, a range of slope risk reduction options are discussed in the
Section 10.



Mutton Bird Point Walking Track Landslide Risk
Assessment

3. General Geology

Lord Howe Island is the eroded remnant of a large shield volcano that erupted about 6.9 Ma ago. It is built
adjacent to the boundary between the two major oceanographic features of the region, namely the Lord Howe
Rise to the east and the Tasman Basin to the west. The Lord Howe Rise is a continental crustal block that
became separated from the Australian continent by sea floor spreading of new oceanic crust that forms the
deep Tasman Sea Basin to the west. This episode of sea floor spreading occurred during the late Cretaceous
and early Tertiary period between 60-80 Ma ago. (Mc Dougall et al 1981).

The geological sketch map of Lord Howe Island showing the distribution of the major units is given in Plate 5.

Site

Plate 5 — Generalised Geological Map of Lord Howe Island (after McDougall et al 1981)

Apart from the locally erupted Roach Island Tuff, the oldest formation exposed on the island is the North Ridge
basalts underlying most of the northern half of the island. These rocks consists of typical shield building basalt
lava flows that dip about 5-8 degrees away from the eruptive centre located somewhere in the vicinity of Mount
Lidgbird in the southern part of the island.
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The Mutton Bird Point walking track area is underlain by the next oldest sequence referred to as the Boat
Harbour Breccia (Photo 1) which is a massive and well indurated, unbedded formation that occupies the
country between the south end of Blinky Beach and the northern slopes of Mount Lidgbird.

Photo 1- Exposure of Boat Harbour Breccia along West Coast, South of Salmon Beach (note angular large eruption fragments in
finer ground mass)

These rocks are especially well exposed on the south east coast of the island. Their origin is uncertain but is
most likely of an agglomeratic breccia formed within the main throat of the volcano near Mount Lidgird.

The older rocks on the island, namely the Roach Island Tuff, North Ridge Basalts and Boat Harbour Breccia are
intruded by numerous steeply dipping basaltic dykes, many of which strike towards the Mount Lidgbird eruptive
centre in the south. The dykes average 1-2m in width but may be up to 4m wide. Generally the dykes dip
steeply towards the south west. On the east coast portion of the island the frequency of dykes increases
dramatically and the dips decrease to about 30 degrees (to the SW) to form a basaltic sheet complex indicating
proximity to the major vent.

Most of the dykes in the northern half of the island strike NW —SE whereas the dykes along the south-east coast
to the north and south of Mutton Bird Point strike NE-SW radiating out from the location of eruption in the
vicinity of Mount Lidgbird. This NE-SW trend is consistent with the orientation of the gully feature within the
landslide area and a cove along the coast extension to this strike. This suggesting that the dykes are weaker
and more erodible rock compared to the surrounding Boat Harbour Breccia and its presence is likely to control
the presence of the drainage channel and thus the occurrence of the landside (refer Plate 3).

The Boat Harbour Breccia and associated sheet complex are overlain by the Mount Lidgird Basalts which
occupy the southern one third of the island. Virtually the whole of the Mt Gower —Lidgbird Massive is composed
of the Lidgbird Basalt an essentially flat lying sequence of lavas infilling a large caldera formed by the collapse
of the summit of the shield volcano bring to a close the volcanic history of the island. Subsequently erosion has
modified the volcano profoundly so that only small portions of the original structure remain.

On the island, the youngest formations are all less than a few millions years old and include the coral reef,
beach and alluvial deposits and beach calcarenites. Of particular note are the landslide prone colluvial deposits
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(talus) that mantle the sloping areas throughout the island . This colluvium makes up the bulk of the landslide
debris material as discussed in the next section.
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4. Features Observed after April 2015 Landslide Event

Selected photos mainly from the inspections undertaken by Andrew Logan (LHIB) immediately following the
April 2015 landslide event are presented below to provide an indication of the nature of instability experienced
at the time.

Photo 2- Upslope (south west) of the backscarp of the slide in area of exposed hard rock. Note evidence of gravel and boulder
fragments and vegetation debris washed down slope due to likely high run off from large catchment above.
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Photo 3- Main backscarp area showing two scour channels incised into weathered bedrock (weathered soft dyke materials?) with
overlying mantle of colluvium exposed within the back face of the scarp and transported boulder debris in the foreground.

Photo 4; Further downslope showing gravel, boulders and fine soils with vegetation washed down slope forming debris piles.
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Photo 5; Exposure of north west face of main channel of slide showing upper colluvial mantle containing large boulders and
underlying weathered bedrock in left bottom corner of photo.

Photo 6; Pile of debris containing a mixture of soil and boulders that were either washed down during the 2015 slide or more likely
show erosion of debris materials associated with past larger debris slide events.
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Photo 7 — Erosion channel formed in the vicinity of the walking track showing dislodged construction materials.

Photo 8- Timber beams and debris washed down slope by possibly 25m from proposed construction site to the lower walking
track section to the north west.
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5. General Geotechnical Conditions

51 Landslide Failure Model

There are many different landslide types in nature. However, a review of the slope failure site features indicate
in accordance with landslide terminology (Varnes,1996) that the mechanisms of failure is classified as a “debris
flow slide”. Debris flow slides usually comprise a mixture of fines (clay, silt and sand) and coarse (gravel,
cobbles and boulders) with a variable quantity of water. They are often of a high density 60% to 80% by weight
solids (Varnes 1978).

Debris flow are potentially very destructive as they can cause significant erosion of the substrate over which
they flow, thereby increasing their sediment discharge and further increasing their erosive capabilities. The
density and potentially rapid movement of the debris flow materials can yield a mass with significant energy
which has the ability to pick up and transport large objects thereby giving rise to significant damage.

Two forms of debris flow are distinguishable, based on topographical and geological conditions desribed below
and shown in Plate 6.

e Type a) Hillslope (open-slope) debris flows; These form with their path down valley slopes with the
material eroded from the crest of the slide referred to as the “depletion zone" and the material deposited
further down the slope within the runout lobe refered to as the “accummulation” zone.

e Type b) These follow existing channel type features; e.g. valleys, gullies, deprssions, and often have
high densities and may be associated with larger volumes of water due to formal channel flows in larger
catchments.

Plate 6: General types of debris flow slides (after Nettleton I.M. et al 2005)

The Hillslope Debris flow slide Type (a) — Hillslope Debris Flow model best fits the Mutton Bird Point track slide
site. The triggering events that result in the initiation and mobilisation of hillslope landslides is due to the
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development of transient high pore-water pressures along pre-existing or potential rupture surfaces. High pore-
water pressures are typically generated as a result of extreme antecedent (longer duration) rainfall conditions
and intense rainfall storms, both of which can result in high groundwater levels and perched groundwater
conditions. If the soil becomes fully saturated surface water flows may occur which can result in erosion and
triggering of hillside debris flows.

5.2 Site Topography and Geotechnical Interpretation

With due consideration to the hill slope debris slide flow model mentioned in the previous section, the extent of
the zone of “depletion” in the head scarp area and the zone of “accumulation” is presented in Plate 7 below. In
addition to this, a cross section geological model of the entire slope including the landslide mid slope section is
presented in Plate 8 with the summary characteristics of the slope units presented in Table 1 below.

North

Plate 7; Plan view of slide showing extent of depletion and accumulation zones (run-out lobe)
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Track

Plate 8- Cross section model of the entire slope

Table 1- Characteristics of slope units

Slope Unit

Approximate Elevation Range

(RL mAHD)

Typical slope angle (degrees)

Anticipated geology

Intermediate Hill 190-195 5-10 Hard rock

Escarpment area

Upper Steep Slopes 120-190 34 Hard rock but appears deeply
weathered near contact with back
scarp of landslide

Landslide Section 68-120 28 Backscarp, depletion and
accumulation zones with
underlying weathered bedrock
and dyke intrusions.

Lower Coastal Slopes | 18-68 25 Unknown, but expected to be
hard rock overlain by colluvium
and some slide debris.

Sea cliff 0-18 Near vertical Hard rock coastal cliffs

R0O01
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Key interpretations and findings of the overall topographical and geotechnical interpretation are as follows;

e The extent of the debris slope accumulation zone is far more extensive as shown in Plate 7 than that
described in the Regional Geotechnical Solutions March 2012 report. It is possible that debris could
extend much further down slope than shown on Plate 8 however given site access constraints; such
areas could not be inspected.

e The May /June 2011 land slide initiation event was not a statically very significant rainfall event and thus
it is possible that at the time the normal site drainage pattern in the upslope areas may have changed
and exacerbated the scour problem. For this reason it is most likely that the slide is a very old landform
feature but dramatically changed following the May/June 2011 event.

e The cross sectional model of the entire slope (Plate 8) shows that the “Upper Slope” is steeper than the
“Landslide Section” suggesting that the change in grade may also be causing a “hydraulic jump” in
surface flows and more turbulent flows at the point of change in slope contributing to scour problem in
the back scarp area of the slide.

¢ Field inspections show that directly upslope of the backscarp there is evidence of ongoing colluvial
slope instability and developing tension cracks and local slumping into the landslide channel below. This
demonstrates that if flows cannot be effectively diverted away from the landslide area then the
backscarp will progressively regress upslope over time and enlarge. For this reason re-directing the
track above the slide is not considered a stable viable long term solution for the site.

¢ However, approximately 30m upslope of the backscarp there was both a significant increase in slope
angle and extensive surface outcrop of very high strength bedrock, possibly basaltic flows (refer Photo

2). The outcrop of these rocks may limit the final extent of regression of the slide upslope in the longer
term.

5.3 Trigger Mechanisms and Rainfall Trends
Various trigger mechanisms can initiate slope failures for typical slopes as listed below;

e Intense storm

e Prolonged rainfall events

e Scour erosion from run off down slope from the catchment above

e Tree root jacking and very strong wind

e Earthquakes
The fundamental trigger mechanism for the landslide for this site however is due to specific periods of intense
rainfall most likely in combinations with the addition of prior wet periods and only such events will be considered
for the QRA. Such rainfall related landslide trigger patterns result in a complex inter-relationship between
elevated pore pressure (from both antecedent and short duration intense rainfall) within the slope and high
scour run off. Therefore it is difficult to predict accurately the required rainfall to trigger a landslide at such a site

given the complex environment.

The summary table below of the rainfall preceding the most recent slides however provides some guidance in
rainfall trigger thresholds for the site.
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Table 2 — Rainfall Data For landslide events

Rainfall for Specific Slide Events Daily rainfall Values For Periods

Main slide event initiated during 31 May to 2 June 2011, (total
215mm with 100mm in the preceding week)

»  23/5/2011-3mm
»  24/5/2011-76mm
»  25/5/2011-11mm
»  26/5/2011-10mm
»  27/5/2011-dry

»  28/5/2011-dry

»  29/5/2011-dry

»  30/5/2011-dry

»  31/5/2011-35mm

» 1/6/2011-.125mm

»  2/6/2011- 55mm

Re-Initiation of Slide 22 and 23 April 2015 (total 220mm but »  Relatively dry for preceding two weeks
relatively dry in preceding 2 weeks)
»  22/4/2016-134mm

»  23/4/2016- 86mm

This table shows that the period of intense rainfall for both the 2011 and 2015 failures were very similar (215-
220mm), both occurring over a period of 2-3 days. The difference however is that for the 2011 event in the
preceding week an extra 100mm of rainfall occurred and possibly this was sufficient to elevate pore pressures
within the soils and trigger the initial larger slide event.

Table 3 provides a statistical analysis of the rainfall gauge data to provide some guidance on rainfall protocols
for track closure given the fundamental control that rainfall has as a risk reduction management tool.
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Table 3- Statistical Analysis of Aero Rainfall Gauge Data.

Daily Rainfall Magnitude Event Ranking Over Percentage (%) Time Annual Frequency estimate of
Event (mm) Recorded period (Note 1) Exceeded over recorded event occurrence over
period (Note 2) recorded period (Note 3)
449 1 0.009 0.036
374 2 0.02 0.07
238 3 0.03 0.11
230 4 0.04 0.15
150 6 0.06 0.22
125 12 0.12 0.43
100 17 0.17 0.62
75 42 0.42 1.52
50 114 1.13 4.13
25 382 3.80 13.86
Notes

1) The event ranking extends over rainfall recordings of 10060 days or 27.56 years.
2) Calculated by (column 2 value /10060x100%)
3) Calculated by column 2 value / 27.56 years

54 Slope Failure Hazards

In reviewing the site topography and geological conditions three main slope failure hazards (H1 to H3) have
been identified and considered for incorporation into the QRA as follows;

Small Debris Slide Volumes (<200m®)-H1;The discharge of relatively small saturated debris slide volumes of
less than 200 m® from upslope areas reaching the track. The source of the slide could be from both the back
scarp area and anywhere else upslope of the track. Such slides would most likely be triggered during periods of
high rainfall events but because the slopes are only moderate (about 28 degrees), the debris flows are likely to
be at speeds of “rapid” to “very rapid”( 3m/minute - 2m/second) in accordance with Cruden and Varnes ,1996.
For these reason their likelihood of run out to the track and direct impact of a walker would be “moderate to
high” but the vulnerability associated with direct impact of a walker would be “high” (i.e. high potential for loss of
life on actual impact of slide debris). Maybe the 22 and 23 April 2015 event would fit into the H1 hazard rating.

Large Debris Slide Volumes (200-1500m®)-H2; The discharge of large saturated debris slide volumes from
upslope areas reaching the track. The source of the slide materials again could be from both the back scarp
areas and anywhere else upslope of the track. Such slides would most likely be triggered during periods of very
high rainfall events but because of the increased volumes the speed of the slide would be greater than H1 and
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have been assumed to be “rapid” to “very rapid” (3m/minute to- 2m/second) but more likely at the higher speed
range given the mixture with water entrained in the saturated mass. For these reasons their likelihood of run
out to the track and direct impact of a walker would be “high” and the vulnerability associated with direct impact
of a walker could be “very high” (i.e. greatest potential for loss of life on actual impact). Maybe the 1 and 2" of
June 2011 would fit into the H2 hazard rating.

Individual Rock Falls (H3); The release of individual rock blocks (0.5-1.0m diameter or greater) that may erode
out of the exposed colluvial slopes along batters upslope of the track. Such failures are envisaged to occur at
any time including during relatively dry weather. Examples of potential boulders that could detach are shown in
Photo 5 and Sites 8 and 9 in Appendix C. Because these blocks are quite angular and the general slope within
the landslide floor is only moderately steep (about 28 degrees), for the most part such boulders are expected to
have a low probability of gathering momentum and reaching the track. In addition to this, their speed is
expected to be less than 2m/second classed as “very rapid” with reduced destructive significance. For these
reasons their likelihood of run out to the track and direct impact of a walker would be relatively low given the
small size of the boulders. However with direct impact of a walker, the potential for loss of life would be “high”
(i.e. great potential for loss of life on actual impact).

All of the above factors have been considered in the selection of input parameters for the QRA.
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6. QRA Risk Assessment Methods

6.1 General

The main steps in the QRA approach include hazard assessment, consequence analysis, risk calculation and
risk evaluation.

The risk calculations involve determination of the probability of an event occurring (release of rock) and
reaching the walking track, multiplied by the probability that someone is within the affected area when the failure
occurs, multiplied by the probability that the person is within the failure zone at the time that the failure occurs
(temporal probability), multiplied by the vulnerability of that person (i.e. the probability of being killed if impacted
by the failure), multiplied by the number of people exposed to the rockfall hazard.

Simply, the risk calculation for loss of life can be reduced to the following standard equation as presented in
Australian Geomechanics Society (2007):

ALR = P(H) X P(S;H) X P(T:S) XVXN
Where,

ALR: Annualised life risk (which may be thought of as the annual probability of a fatality occurring for an
element at risk e.g. track users etc.).

P(H): Annual probability of the hazardous event detaching and reaching the element at risk.

P(S:H): Probability of spatial impact (or accident) given the hazardous event reaching the track. Thisis a
function of the spatial relationships between track users and the debris slide/ boulders (H1,H2 &
H3) along its trajectory path, such as the person’s length, walking speed and the number of people
using the track over a specific period of the year.

P(T:S): Temporal probability of the consequence occurring i.e. probability a person being present within
the impact zone for a portion of time throughout the year. If the track is open all year round then the
value would be 1.0 and this value was thus adopted. (If the track is only open for 6 months it would
be 0.5.)

V: Vulnerability of the element at risk (occupants) within the zone of impact due to the hazardous
event. This value varies between 1.0 (certain death) and 0 (no death).The vulnerability value
depend largely on the size and speed of the slide.

N: The elements at risk being the number of persons exposed to the hazard. The element at risk of 2
was adopted in computation. This value assumes that there are 2 person exposed along the track
at the time of the failure. This assumes that walking groups in small clusters are considered to be
conservative.

6.2 Bunce Equation

The risk calculation used for the walking track is based on the method published by Bunce et al. (1996) which

has been developed into an Excel spreadsheet specifically for the project and is an amended form of the AGS
equation described above. It is based on the binomial theorem using the number of failure events, the average
daily number of track users and a measure of the exposure of the track users to hazards reaching the track.
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The equation caters for a range of possible hazard impact scenarios that all need to be summed to compute the
total risk to motorists but can be directly applied to walkers along a track as follows;

e Impact of a falling rock/slide on a stationary walker.
e Impact of a falling rock/slide on a moving walker.
e Impact of a fallen rock/slide on a moving walker.

Only the second scenario has been adopted for the site with respect to the walking track. The other scenarios
are not really applicable, as walkers are generally not stationary along the track in the first instance, and in the
third instance walkers are assumed to generally carefully walk around fallen rock after the event and thus this
scenario is normally not considered in the lives risk assessment.

The computations associated with the impact of a falling
rock on a moving walker are outlined below.

P(S)=1-(1-P(S:H)"™

N ) LV
P(S:H) = 241000
VV
Where,
P(S): Probability that a slide or rock hits a person, the product of P (H) and P(S: H).
P(S: H): Probability of walker being impacted given a slide/rock fall (spacial impact).
Np: Number of people that pass per day (values were provided by the LHIB multiplied by the
percentage of walkers during high/low season and day/night time).
Lp: Average length of a person using the track.
V! Average a person’s speed.

N;: The annual number of rock falls/slides.
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7. Risk Acceptance Criteria
7.1 Societal risk criteria

Societal risk represents the annualised risk to which society in general is exposed by say driving along a road,
living in a residential area or using a walking track. This risk is totally different to a voluntary risk such as
undertaking a high risk activity of mountain climbing or sky diving. Societal risk captures the total geotechnical
risk from each hazard type including to which the traffic volume is exposed at any time.

There are currently no widely agreed limits of unacceptability for Annualised Live Risk (ALR). However the
ANCOLD 2003 guidelines are the most widely used and indicate that for existing structures, risk above 1 x 107
or 1 fatality in 1,000 years (1x107®) is considered unacceptable or intolerable.

Acceptable (target) risks are usually considered to be less than one order of magnitude smaller than intolerable
risks (1x10™). There have been recent changes in various guidelines to assume the limit of acceptability as
either one and a half or two orders of magnitude (1x10°). Ultimately it's the clients decision (LHIB) on the limit of
acceptability for any particular project.

Risk which falls between 1 x 10° and 1 x 10™ should be subjected to the ALARP principle which applies a test
of whether the risks have been reduced As Low as Reasonably Practicable. Risk reduction measures should be
implemented until no further risk reduction is possible without very significant capital investment, major
environmental impact or other resource expenditure that would be grossly disproportionate to the level of risk
reduction achieved.

Societal risks below 1 x 10 are considered acceptable and are referred to as the Target risk level and should
be monitored and managed.

QRA societal risk is also presented as a curve of cumulative frequency of events with deaths (F) versus the
number of fatalities (N) typically referred to as an F-N curve as presented in Plate 9.

The ANCOLD criteria show a general trend of lower tolerance to risk with increasing potential for loss of life.
Plate 9 also indicates actual statistics of various risks to which society is exposed. The societal risk for the
Lawrence Hargrave Drive (LHD) site prior to geotechnical risk reduction works being undertaken for the Sea
Cliffs Bridge section of Wollongong NSW is included in Plate 9 for comparison.
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Plate 9: Societal Risk F-N Chart

7.2 Individual Risk

Individual risk captures the risk imposed on an individual or group of individuals from the geotechnical hazards.
Unlike societal risk, which considers the total traffic volume, individual risk focuses on a single person or group
who uses a facility such as a road or a track most frequently such as the local residents and businesses who
travel along the road almost on a daily basis.

This could also relate, for example, to open pit mine workers or teams exposed to pit slopes on a daily basis
Published individual risk criteria are available for a range of industries. In judging the tolerability of risks to life of
individuals, the increment of risk imposed on any person by a facility such as a road should not be more than a
specified value which is usually a small fraction of the average background risk that the population lives with on
a daily basis (Societal risk).

The proposed limit of tolerability for individual risk as established by the British Health and Safety Executive
(HSE) reference and ANCOLD 1998 is 1 x 10™ (1 fatality in 10,000 years) which is an order of magnitude less
than the societal risk ‘intolerable’ criteria.

For landslides, consensus criteria have also been put forward for the tolerable individual risk for loss of life due
to constructed slopes (Landslide Risk Management, Australian Geomechanics Society, May 2007 provided in
Table 4.
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The AGS Tolerable risk is 1x107 for the person most at risk and is usually adopted for risk assessments as
outlined in the table below and has been adopted as the criteria for this project as ARL of 1x10™ /annum in
reference to note 1 below.

Table 4: Tolerable risk criteria (AGS 2007

Situation Suggested tolerable loss of life risk for the person most
at risk

Existing slope/ existing development 10"/ annum

New constructed slope/ near development/ 10"/ annum
existing landslide

Notes:

1) According to the criteria “existing landslides” have been considered likely to require remedial works and hence would
become a New Constructed slope and require a lower risk. Even where remedial works are not required per se, it would be
reasonable expectation of the public for a known landslide to be assessed to the lower category of 1x10® as a matter of
public safety.
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8. Input Parameters for Risk Assessment

8.1 General

The detailed input assumptions that were adopted following the outcome of the assessment with the results for
various cases presented in Appendix E for the various hazards. The results for the various cases are presented
in Section 9 of this report.

The broad procedure that was adopted in developing the risk event tree involved a logical step wise process as
follows for each element at risk:

e Step 1 - Assign inputs for the computation of event tree analysis, e.g. average daily number of walkers for
high and low seasons, start and end dates of high and low seasons, average number of hours of day and
night, and number of elements at risk at day and night.

e  Step 2 — Assign probability of detachment from the landslide upslope of the track.

e  Step 3 — Assign probability that debris or individual blocks will run out the required distance down slope to
the element at risk along the track.

e  Step 4 — Assign the vulnerability (potential for loss of life) of the various elements at risk if impacted by a
debris or rock block (e.g. a direct impact of a walker).

e Step 5 - Compute the annualised lives risk for walkers for a particular mechanism (e.g. H1, H2 or H3 small
or large debris slide or large boulder).

8.2 Guidance on assigning probabilities

For guidance on assigning conditional probabilities for this project, Table 5 was used (after Barneich et al 1996)
as provided in the AGS slope risk management Guidelines (2007). Experience has shown that this table helps
in obtaining consistent estimates of conditional probabilities within event trees. Thus this table was used for
guidance on assigning probabilities on run out to elements at risk, and probability of impact for the QRA.

Table 5: Guidance on assigning conditional probabilities

8.3 Guidance on Assigning Vulnerabilities

The vulnerability refers to the probability of the event causing death, assuming that the person is within the zone
of influence of the failure or that the vehicle is lost into in to a void caused by the failure etc. The rating scale
definitions which are based on event tree analyses, describe the vulnerability of individuals impacted by rock
falls under a variety of circumstances such as:

e In buildings.
e Inthe open.

e Invehicles directly impacted by a moving boulder or driving into a debris pile on the road from a recent
failure.
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Table 6 provides a guide to vulnerability ratings obtained from the RMS Slope Guide (RTA 2011) and those

adopted for the QRA computation. For further guidance on assigning vulnerabilities reference should be made
to additional tables from this guide.

Table 6 : Vulnerability ratings definitions

Probability

Rating Range Definition
Person in the open unable to evade rockfall or other debris (movement
VI >05 very/extremely rapid), or buried, or engulfed in a building collapse. Vehicle

impacting a block > | m high or lost into a deep, narrow void at highway
speeds.

Partial building collapse. Person in open may be able to evade debris.
V2 0.1 =05 Vehicle impacting a 0.5 — | m high block at highway speeds or a block > | m
high at urban speeds or lost into a shallow void.

Building penetrated, no collapse. Emergency evacuation possible. Most
people in open able to evade debris. Vehicle impacting a 0.5 — | m high
block at urban speeds, or a block > | m high at low speeds. Vehicle
impacting loose or wet mixed soil/rock debris (or crossing a stepped surface
with ¢ 0.1 — 0.2 m steps caused by a developing embankment failure) at
highway speeds.

V3 001 -0.1

Building struck, damaged but not penetrated. Vehicle impacting a block
around 0.2 m high at highway speeds or a 0.5 — | m high block at low
speeds. Vehicle impacting loose or wet mixed soil/rock debris (or crossing a
V4 0.001 — 00! | stepped surface with ¢ 0.1 — 0.2 m steps caused by a developing
embankment failure) at urban speeds. Vehicle interacting with a shallow
void/depression where the guardfence may prevent a vehicle from leaving
the road.

Building struck, only minor damage etc. Vehicle impacting a block around 0.2
m high at urban speeds or a smaller block at highway speeds. Vehicle
V5 <000l impacting loose or wet mixed soil/rock debris at low speeds. Vehicle
traversing an irregular surface formed by soil or small (< 100 mm min
dimension) rock, or by a developing embankment failure, at highway speeds.

For this project it has been assumed that the size of small boulders is within the range 0.3-0.5m and large
boulders greater than 0.5m to equal to 1.0 m. The adopted vulnerability values for small boulder and large
boulders are 0.1 and 0.9 respectively.

8.4 Computation Assumptions

Main assumptions were made for the various elements of risk in the model are as follows and input parameters
for QRA are presented in Table 7 and 8.

Average speed of a person is assumed to be 5.0 km/h.
Average length of a person is assumed to be 1.0 m.

Average daily number of walkers during high season and low season are based on the data provided in
Appendix A of this report and summarised in Table 7. For the purpose of a QRA the total number of
walkers are assumed with no distinction between visitor, resident or persons from the LHIB.

High season starts on the 1 September and ends on the 30 May with the low season from the 1 June to the
30 August each year. This means there are 274 days (75%) during high season and 91 days (25%) during
low season.

Day time starts at 7:00am and ends at 5:00 pm; with the night time from 5pm-7am the following morning
thus, the ratio for day time and night time are 41.5 % to 58% each.

It is noted that prediction of the number of walkers at day time and night time are assumed to be around
95% and 5% respectively in accordance with Table 7.
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e On the basis of review of the landslide history of occurrence and rainfall trends as given in Tables 2 and 3
the annual landslide hazard trigger probability of once every 4 years has been assumed for a small debris
slide (H1), once every 10 years for a large debris slide (H2) and twice a year for a rock fall (H3) as given in
Table 8 below for the QRA

e  The assigned runout probabilities and vulnerabilities assumed for the QRA are also provided in Table 8
below

Table 7; Estimated number of daily users of Mutton Bird Point Track

Season Daily day Time Users (7am-5pm) Daily Night Time Users (5pm-7am)

Low traffic case High traffic case Low traffic case High traffic case

High Season 21.7 36.9 15 1.8
1 Sept.-31 May

(273 days )

Low Season 13.6 24.2 0.65 1.2
1 June -31 August

(92 days)

e On the basis of review of the landslide history of occurrence and rainfall trends as given in Tables 2 and 3
the annual landslide hazard trigger probability of once every 4 years has been assumed for a small debris
slide (H1), once every 10 years for a large debris slide (H2) and twice a year for a rock fall (H3) as given in
Table 8 below for the QRA

e The assigned Runout probabilities and vulnerabilities assumed for the QRA are also provided in Table 8
below

Table 8 :Landslide Input Parameters for QRA

Hazard Description of hazard Annual trigger Run-out probability to Vulnerability
(detachment) element at risk (walker)
probability on the track

1 Small debris slide 0.25 0.9 0.5

2 Large debris slide 0.1 1.0 0.9

3 Rock fall 2 0.01 0.2

Appendix E presents the QRA input values and event tree models for the risk assessment, example output and
the summary charts are presented in the next section.
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9. Results of Risk Assessment for Existing Conditions
9.1 Base Case Without Risk Reduction Measures
The results of the QRA computations are provided for two base case scenarios to demonstrate the sensitivity of
the lives risk to varying daily walker volumes over a 24 hour period. These cases reflect the lower and upper

bound projected estimates of track users provided by LHIB as follows:

9.1.1 Case 1 — Low traffic scenario

Assume 23.2 people per day during high season

Assume 14.24 people per day during low season

9.1.2 Case 2 — High traffic scenario

Assume 38.7 people per day during high season

Assume 25.4 people per day during low season

The results for the two base case scenarios are shown in Plate 10 and 11.

Base Case -Low Traffic Scenario
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Plate 10- Case 1- Base case low traffic scenario
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Plate 11 : Case 2- Base Case- High Traffic Scenario
It is concluded from the base case results shown in Plates 10 and 11 the following;

e The individual ARL for the small debris slide (H1) is greater than for the large landslide (H2) due to the
overriding factor that that the smaller debris slide is assumed to occur more frequently.

e The ARL for the large boulder (H3) has the lowest individual ARL due to the lowest probability of reaching
the track and its lowest vulnerability.

e  The total ARL for the Case 1- Low Traffic (5.78x10°) and Case 2-High Traffic (9.68x107) is above the
acceptability criteria for individual risk at 1x10° and is approaching the ALARP range (1x10™) and for these
combined reasons warrants risk reduction measures.

9.2 Consideration for Risk Reduction Measures

In order to provide guidance on feasible risk reduction measures for the site, consideration has been given to
applying a rainfall threshold track closure management approach which is widely used in the industry and it is
understood is currently applied by LHIB for the Mt Gower Walking Track (LHIB 2013). It is understood that this
track is to be closed associated with rock fall/ landslide risk during inclemental weather considered to be when
50mm of rain has fallen in the previous 24 hour period (as shown on the BOM website). The track is to remain
closed for 24-48 hours subject to the condition of the track assumed based on assessment by a LHIB
representative.

On this basis two 24 hour rain fall threshold scenarios have been considered to provide guidance on the risk
reduction benefit for adopting a rainfall track closure protocol for the Mutton Bird Point track. If it is broadly
assumed that about 320mm of rain is required over a short period (refer Table 2) to trigger a large landslide (H2
event ) as occurred in early June 2011 and about 220mm is required to trigger a smaller slide as appears to
have occurred on the 22 and 23 April 2015 (H1 event). Such information can be used to provide guidance on
risk reduction benefit by closing the track during lessor rainfall events and the following has been assumed;
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e Track closure where 100mm rainfall is exceeded over a short period (say of a few days) would result in
at least 3 times the reduction in detachment probability for H1 and H2. It is assumed that this would
apply for H3 hazards as well, although rockfalls could occur at any time. Erosion, however, associated
with a large rainfall event would be a significant contributor to detachment of large blocks.

e Track closure where 50mm rainfall is exceeded over a short period (say of a few days) would result in at
least 5 times the reduction in detachment probability for a slide. Again it is assumed that that this would
apply for H3 as well, although rockfalls could occur at any time as mentioned above.

Various track closure scenarios have been reviewed by assuming for a certain rainfall event the track would be
closed and this would result in a reduction in the probability of detachment in the model to take into account
reduced exposure to a landslide by walkers. This does not actually mean a failure would not occur but rather a
walker would not be present at the time of the failure. This assumption is made because there is a reduced
chance that a walker would be present if a slide occurs with all other conditions and input values for the QRA
kept unchanged. The computed ARLSs for these scenarios are presented in Plates 12 to 15 below.

Risk reduction 100mm threshold -Low Traffic Scenario
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Plate 12- Risk Reduction 100mm rainfall Threshold — Low Traffic Scenario
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Plate 13- Risk Reduction 100mm rainfall Threshold - High Traffic Scenario
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Plate 14- Risk Reduction 50mm rainfall Threshold — Low Traffic Scenario
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Plate 15- Risk reduction 50mm rainfall threshold — High Traffic Scenario

From the various rainfall threshold criteria shown in Plates 12 -15 the following is concluded;

R0O01

The individual ARL for the small debris slide (H1) is greater than for the large landslide (H2) due to the
overriding factor that that the smaller debris slide is assumed to occur more frequently despite the size of
the slides. Again The ARL for the large boulder (H3) has the lowest individual ARL due to the lowest
probability of reaching the track and its lowest vulnerability.

For the 100mm threshold low traffic case (Plate 12), the total ARL is 1.9 x10™ and the high traffic case (
Plate 13) is 3.35x10™ is above the acceptability criteria for individual risk at 1x10™ and thus warrants
further risk reduction measures.

For the 50mm threshold low traffic case (Plate 14), the total ARL is 1.16 x10” and the high traffic case (

Plate 15) is 1.9x10™ which is just above the acceptability criteria for individual risk at 1x10”° and thus is
approaching acceptability from an individual risk criteria demonstrating such measures are feasible.
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10. Discussion and Recommendations

The following general discussion and recommendations are provided from this risk assessment;

e Based on the QRA, currently the annual lives risk to walkers using the track associated with landslides
is almost at the same level as considered acceptable for Societal Risk and about one order of
magnitude higher than considered acceptable for Individual Risk acceptance criteria. Such criteria are
widely accepted Australian Standards of practice and also adopted internationally for landslides.
Currently Individual Risk is adopted in Australia as the prime criteria for landslides risk assessment as
proposed by the Australian Geomechanics Society and should be adopted for the walking track. For this
reasons life risk reduction measures for users of the track are warranted to reduce the risk to
acceptable levels.

e If the track is to be opened to the public, then the most feasible risk reduction approach is considered to
be to impose a rainfall track closure-re-opening protocol similar to that currently adopted for the Mt
Gower walking track. Various track closure scenarios have been reviewed by assuming for a certain
rainfall event the track would be closed and this would result in a reduction in the probability of
detachment in the model to take into account reduced exposure to a landslide by walkers. This does not
mean a failure would not occur but rather a walker would not be present at the time of the failure. The
analysis shows that if the frequency of failure is reduced by 5 times, assumed to be related to a rainfall
event of 50mm then the total risk would generally fall within the limits of acceptability for individual risk.
It has been assumed that this reduction in population exposure for a 50mm rainfall event would occur
on about 4 occasions during the year (refer Table 3). This is generally a simplistic view as the trigger
potential for debris slides are not only related to intense rainfall events as assumed in the risk model but
also the build-up in pore-pressure within the slope from antecedent rainfall patterns. In any event it is
difficult to conceive that a 50mm rainfall event would trigger a debris slide when past failures seemed to
have occurred during rainfall events of the order of between 200-300mm.

e ltis thus recommended that further analysis of rainfall data be undertaken (given the limited scope of
this study) to better understand rainfall trends in relation to past landslides. This will provided more
justification for the selection of the rainfall track closure and re-opening protocols.

e Re-directing the track around and above the backscarp of the slide from a geotechnical view point does
not appear to be viable given the risk of ongoing instability upslope of the slide and the potential for the
backscarp to retrogress uphill over time.

e Itis rather recommended that surface drainage controls in the form of crestal cut off drains be installed
above the backscarp of the slide to re-direct surface water around the slide to the natural drainage
system. Formalised channel drainage within the slide foot print is also recommended to minimise scour
and better control flows. It is understood that LHIB personnel propose to determine the layout and
design of such works. It is recommended that the adopted design be reviewed by a suitably qualified
hydrologist to ensure that the drainage design is effective and does not exacerbate the scour problem.

e |tis also recommended that the exposed soil batters within the foot print of the landslide be revegetated
with appropriate species to also limit the potential for future erosion.
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Estimated number of daily users of Mutton Bird Point Track

Daily Day time users Daily Night time users
7am —5pm 5pm — 7am
Season . .
max (min) max (min)
Visitor Resident LHIB Visitor Resident LHIB
High season
Sep — May 32.25(20.62) | 4.38(0.97) | 0.26 (0.13) | 1.61(1.03) | 0.22(0.49) | 0.005 (0.0025)
(274)
Low season
Jun — Aug 19.53 (13.02) | 4.40(0.49) | 0.26(0.13) | 0.97 (0.65) 0.22 (0) 0.005 (0.0025)
(91 days)

Historical survey data

2007 Marine Parks Visitor and Expenditure Survey 376 surveys completed for 1476 individuals:

Survey conducted January to April 2007 (120 days of almost half of high season).
There were 6556 net tourist arrivals during that period (Qantas passenger reports to LHIB).
Therefore survey represented 22.5% of visitors which is considered statistically relevant
(when compared to other survey results published)

61% took an unguided walk in the Permanent Park Preserve.

1995 LHIB Walking Track Survey

A walking track survey was conducted for the majority of 1995 and it returned 74

responses. Of those responses 29 indicated that they walked the Blinky Beach to Mutton

Bird Point.

39% of walkers take the Mutton Bird Point Walking Track.

Other data

In 2014/15 14,204 passenger arrivals during the high season and 2323 during low season
(Source: Qantaslink passenger numbers provided to LHIB).
Average 2% annual visitor number growth is 2% (Source: 2014 — 17 LHI Destination

Management Plan).

Weed team on or below the site an average of 38 days per year - high season (28.5) and low

season 9.5) (Source: LHIB Weed Database).

2011 ABS Census Data:

Age category Numbers
Total Persons 360
Total in 0-4; 15-19; 75-84; 85+ 93

Total in other age groups 267




Assumptions:

Applying the 2% growth to 2014/15 passenger data:
0 2015/16 High season arrivals: 14488.08
0 2015/16 Low season arrivals: 2369.46
That users are spread evenly across days of the week.
That 39% (min) - 61% (max) of visitors take the Mutton Bird Point Track unguided spread
evenly through the entire high season period.
That 50% (min) - 75% (max) of visitors take the Mutton Bird Track unguided spread evenly
though the entire low season. Rationale — that visitors are participating in more land based
activities than water based activities due to lower water temperature, and unpredictable
swell and wind conditions.
LHIB undertake:
0 Max 12 annual ad hoc maintenance visits in response to maintenance requests eg
track clearing following wether event — high season (9 days) and low season (3 days).
0 Max 6 monthly cyclic maintenance - high season (1 day) and low season (1 day).
0 Max 1 search and rescue in both seasons.
o Minimum taken as 50% of maximum due to lost time due to weather, absenteeism,
training etc.
5% of walkers take a sunrise/sunset walk/star gazing walk.
That residents aged 0-4; 15-19; 75-84; 85+ do not walk the Mutton Bird Track. Rationale —
those at either end of the age spectrum are not capable of walking the track. The age group
15-19 are also excluded because they are off island for most of the year.
That 50% of capable residents (133.5) walk the track (Source: anecdotal observation):
0 monthly (max)
0 4times per year (min), three times in high season (including a sunset/sunrise/night
time walk) and once in low season.
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Site 1 —Revegetated old debris slide site 300m west of landslide Area on walking track.

Site 2 North western downslope toe area of debris slide looking wests




Site 2- North western downslope toe area of debris slide looking south east and upslope adjacent
to path

Site 2 North western downslope toe area of debris slide looking south east and upslope along
track at base of rope access into main slide area




Site 3 North east side of track looking downslope towards toe of debris slide

Site 4 North western downslope toe area of debris slide looking north west and downslope at top
of rope access along track in main slide area




Site 5 Lower mid slope area of slide looking upslope to the south west towards backs scarp

Site 5 Lower mid slope area of slide looking upslope to the north east towards toe with building
materials from previous proposed works in foreground




Site 6 Midslope of slide looking downslope towards track

Site 6 Midslope of slide looking upslope towards backscarp area with scour channel running along
the base along walking route.




Site 6-exposed floor of mid-slope section of slide showing weathered outcrop of weathered but
competent Boat Harbour Breccia bedrock

Site 7- Mid to upper slope area looking north west to exposed colluvial batters with large rock
“floaters” that could detach down slope towards the track




Site 7 Mid to upper slope area looking south west to exposed colluvial batters with rock “floaters”
that could detach down slope towards the track

Site 7 Mid to upper slope area looking south west towards backscarp area




Site 7 Mid to upper slope area looking towards opposite southeast colluvial batters of slide area

Site 7 Mid to upper slope area looking downslope towards track




Site 8 Upper slope of slide looking upslope to backscarp

Site 8 general view of scour channelling in back scarp area




Site 8 Close up of clolluvial batters with large floaters that could detach downslope towards track.

Site 8 Exposed floor of Upper slope section of slide showing extremely weathered outcrop of very
weak basaltic dyke with soil like fabric and strength




Site 8 Back scarp area looking upslope

Site 8 Backscarp area looking toward the south eastern colluvial batters




Site 8 Backscarp area looking downslope towards track

Site 9 View from backscarp area of southe western batters from top of bank




Site 9 View from backscarp area of western batters from top of bank

Site 9 View from backscarp area of western batters from top of bank further downslope




Site 9 View from backscarp area of western batters from top of bank further downslope

Site 10/ 11/12 Typical View of hard basalt rock outcrop about 20m upslope of slide




Site 14 Typical View Looking Upslope
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INFORMATION

1. BUNCE CALCULATION

1.1 Impact of a falling rock on a moving vehicle

P(S)=1-(1-P(S: H))"

Nv Lv
p(s B 241000

v

where: P(S) Probability that a rock hits a vehicle, the product of P(H) and P(S:H)
P(S H) Probability of vehicle impact given a rock fall
Np Number of peaple that pass per day
L, Average length of a person using the walking track
Ve Average person’s speed (assumed to be 5 km/h)
N; Number of rocks

1.2 Impact of a moving vehicle on a fallen rock

PS)=1-(1-AS: )"

N ? Ld.vi
where: P(S) Probability that a rock hits a vehicle, the product of P(H) and P(S:H)
P(S:H) Probability of vehicle impact given a rock fall
N, Number of vehicles that pass per day
Lgea Length of decision sight distance
Vv, Average vehicle speed (assumed to be equal to the posted speed limit)
N, Number of rocks
\ Initial Vehicle Speed (km/hr)
RT Reaction Time (seconds)
d Coefficient of Longitudinal Deceleration
A Factor based on engineering judgement, distinguishing good, moderate, and

poor line of sight

Notes:

(1) The length of the decision sight distance for a specific vehicle speed (Lyy) is used for the
calculation involving impact of a moving vehicle on a fallen rock or debris

(2) Each initial vehicle speed along with its corresponding coefficient of longitudinal
deceleration are used to calculate the Ldsd values

2. ANNUALISED LIFE RISK

ALR = Py ) x Pgyy X PirgyxV xN

where: ALR Annualised risk, which may be thought of as the annual probability of a fatality
Puy Annual probability of the hazardous event (Hazards H1 to H6)
Psy Probability of spatial impact {or accident) given the hazardous event taking into

account travel distance, given the event

Prs Temporal probability of the consequence occurring, ie probability a vehicle being
present within the impact zone

v Vulnerability of the element at risk (occupants) within the zone of impact due to the
hazardous event

N The elements at risk being the number of persons exposed to the hazard (ie
occupancy of vehicles/buses)

3. PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE
Extract from AGS Commentary on Practice nole Guidelines for landslide Risk Management 2007
Table C7 - Mapping Scheme Linking Description of likelihood to Quantitative probability

Description of Condition or Event ol::.e.:;‘:"il?::a'::; ::;f
Occurrence is virtually certain

Occurrences of the condition or event arc observed in the available database 10"

The occurrence ot the condition or event is not observed. or is observed in one isolated 102
instance. in the available database: scveral potential failure scenarios can be identified.
The occurrence of the condition or ¢vent is not observed in the available database. It is
difficult to think about any plausible failure scenario; however, a single scenario could 107
be identified after considerable effort

The condition or event has not been observed, and no plausible scenario could tx

4
identified. even after considerable effort. 10

4. VULNERABILITY
Extract from RMS Guide to Slope Risk Analysis Version 4
Table 16 - Vulnerability (V) Rating Definitions

Rating Definition
Range

Person in the open unable to evade rockfall or other debris (movement

Vi >05 very/extremely rapid), or buried, or engulfed in a building collapse. Vehicle
impacting a block > | m high or lost into a deep, narmrow void at highway
speeds
Partial building collapse Person in open may be able to evade debris

V2 01-05 Vehicle impacting a 0.5 — | m high block at highway speeds or a block > | m

high at urban speeds or lost into a shallow void

Building penetrated, no collapse Emergency evacuation possible Most
people in open able to evade debris Vehicle impacting a 0.5 - | m high
block at urban speeds, or a block > | m high at low speeds Vehicle
impacting loose or wet mixed soil/rock debris (or crossing a stepped surface
with ¢ 01 — 0.2 m steps caused by a developing embankment failure) at
highway speeds.
Building struck, damaged but not penetrated. Vehicle impacting a block
around 02 m high at highway speeds ora 05 ~ | m high block at low
speeds Vehicle impacting loose or wet mixed soil/rock debris (or crossing a
V4 0.001 —00{ stepped surface with c 0.1 — 02 m steps caused by a developing
embankment failure) at urban speeds Vehicle interacting with a shallow
void/depression where the guardfence may prevent a vehicle from leaving
the road

Building struck, only minor damage etc. Vehicle impacting a block around 0.2
m high at urban speeds or a smaller block at highway speeds Vehicle

V5 < 000! impacting loose or wet mixed soil/rock debris at low speeds Vehicle
traversing an iregular surface formed by soil or small (< 100 mm min
dimension) rock, or by a developing embankment failure, at highway speeds

5. REFERENCES

1. 8unce, C. M., Cruden, D.M., Morgenstern, N.R., 1997, Assessment of the hazard from rock fall on a highway , Canadian Geotechnical Journal, vol. 34, no. 3, pp 344-356.

2. AGS 2007a, Guideline for landslide susceptibility, hazard and risk zoning for land use planning , Australian Geomechanics, vol. 42, no 1, Australian Geomechanics Society.

3. AGS 2007b, Cc ary on guideline for landslide susceptibility, hazard and risk zoning for land use planning, Australian Geomechanics, vol. 42, no 1, Australian Geomechanics Society.
4 AGS 2007c, Practice note guidelines for landslide risk g , Australian Geomechanics, vol. 42, no. 1, Australian Geomechanics Society.

5. AGS 2007d, Commentary on practice note guidelines for landslide risk g , Australian Geomechanics, vol. 42, no 1, Australian Geomechanics Society.

6. AGS 2007e, Australian geoguides for slope management and maintenance , Australian Geomechanics, vol. 42, no. 1, Australian Geomechanics Society.

7 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO} 2001, A policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets , AASHTO, 4th Edition, Washington DC.



JACOBS INPUT PARAMETERS
1. SITE DATA
Site spacific data for each element at risk
@Ned (kmi/hr) 5 ‘The Average of a person's speed
Avg. Person's Length (m) 1 The Average of a person's length
123 INPUT
[Average daily no. of walkers (people) - high season 23.20 Low traffic case scenario
|Average daily no. of walkers (people) - low season 14.3 123 OUTPUT
High season
High season (start date) 1/09/2015
High season (end date) 31/05/2016
High season (days) 273!
Low season(days) 92
High season (%) "75§Z._ The probability that a person occupies the trajectory of the rock at the
Low season (%) A same time as it falls towards the track
Time of event
Day (start) 7:00 AM
Day (end) 5:00 PM
Day (no. of hours) 10:00
Day (%) 41E7%
Night (%) 58.33%.
IN,.. Elements at Risk (no. of walkers):
Day (%) 95%
Night{%) 5%
High season, day (people} 22,04 N = %N x Daily average daily no. of walkers
High season, night (people) 1,16
Low season, day (people) 13.54
Low seascn, night (people) 0.71
2. ANNUAL HAZARD PROBABILITY OF DETACHMENT, REACHING THE ELEMENT AT RISK, AND IMPACTING
Impact of a falling rock on a moving vehicle
Domain 1
dslide ) H2 (Large Landslide ) H2 (Large boulder)
A d Risk Calculation = Low season Highseason |  Low Highseason |  Low
~Day |- ‘Night. Day | MNight | Day | Night Day | MNight | Day [ MNigh
Detachment probabllity, P o 0.10000 2.00000
"‘ out to | at risk, Pg 0.90 1.00 0.01
Annual number of rockfalls, N,=Pp x Py 0.225 e 0.100 0.020
The average daily walkers, Np 22 1 14 1 22 I 1 14 1 22 1 14 1
The average length of a perso‘n, Lp(m) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
The average speed of a person, V, (km/h) 5 ) 5 5 5 o, 5 B 5 (3 5 5
The daily probabllity of Impact given a rock fall /
runout to element at risk, Pa.y) | \e4E-04 | 967E-06 | 1.13E-04 | 594E-06 | 1.84E-04 | 9.67E-06 | 1.13E-04 | 5.94E-06 | 1.84E-04 | 9.67E-06 | 1.13E-04 | 5.94E-06
The daily probability that a person occupies the
[portion of the track affected by a rock fall, Pl_,! A.13E-05 | 2/18E-08 | 2/54E-05 | 1.34E-08 | 1.84E-05 | 9.67E-07 | 1.13E-05 | 5.04E-07 | 1.84E-05 | 9.67E-07 | 1.13E-05 | 5.94E-07
3. VULNERABILITY
Road users
Impact of falling rock on moving vehicle
Small Large Large
Domain landslide  Landslid boulder |time
1 0.5 0.9 0.2 |Day
0.5 09 0.2 [Night




Small landslide

PROBABILITY OF AWALKER \/\, \FRABILITY ~ ELEMENTS AT RISK

RATIO OCCUPIES THE TRACK ALR
v N
P(S)
41 6667% 31.16% Davy 31.16% 4.13E-05 5.00E-01 2 1.29€-05
0 g
TIME OF EVENT §
° )
43.63% T Night 43.63% 2.18E-06 5.00E-01 2 1.80E-05
0
SEASONS
0
10.50% Day 10.50% 2.54E-05 5.00E-01 2 4.34E-06
TIME OF EVENT b
w
0 2
583333% 14.70% S Night 14.70% 1.34€-06 5.00E-01 2 6.08E-06
TOTAL ALR
Landslide
PROBABILITY OF A WALKER
RATIO OCCUPIES THE TRACK VULNERABILITY  ELEMENTS AT RISK ALR
A N
P(S)
31.16% Day 31.16% 1.84E-05 9.00E-01 2 1.03E-05
0 o s
w
TIME OF EVENT §
° 5
43.63% T Night 43.63% 9.67E-07 9.00E-01 2 7.59E-07
0 0
SEASONS
0
10.50% Day 10.50% 1.13E-05 9.00E-01 2 2.13E-06
° 8
TIME OF EVENT 8
“
0 2
14.70% S Night 14.70% 5.94E-07 9.00E-01 2 1.57€-07
0
TOTAL ALR
boulder
PROBABILITY OF A WALKER
RATIO OCCUPIES THE TRACK VULNERABILITY ELEMENTS AT RISK ALR
v N
P(S)
Day 25.0% Day 25.00% 1.84E-05 2.00E-01 2 1.84E-06
0 0 S
g.
High Season Time of Event §
° 5
25.0% T Night 25.00% 9.67E-07 2.00E-01 2 9.67E-08
[
D3 - large BOulder Season
0
50.0% 25.0% Day 25.00% 1.13E-05 2.00E-01 2 1.13E-06
Low Season Time of Event §
0 0 3
Night 25.0% S Night 25.00% 5.94E-07 2.00E-01 2 5.94E-08

TOTAL ALR



Annualised Life Risk (ALR)

Land slide
Small landslide
Large landslide

large boulder

TOTAL ALR

1.00E+00

1.00E-01

1.00E-02

1.00E-03

1.00E-04

1.00E-05

1.00E-06

1.00E-07

1.00E-08

1.00E-09

Small landslide

TOTAL RISK (ALR)
4.13E-05
1.34E-05
3.12E-06
5.78E-05

Intolerable
0.001
0.001
0.001
0.001

Target
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001

Individual
0.00001
0.00001
0.00001
0.00001

Base Case -Low Traffic Scenario

INTOLERABLE

ALARP

TARGET

INDIVIDUAL

Large landslide

landslide type

large boulder

TOTAL ALR



Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 8 (vi) File Ref: PO0011

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Scientific Research Policy 2016

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board adopt the Scientific Research Policy 2016.

BACKGROUND

In December 2009, the Board adopted the current Research Policy to guide research on
Lord Howe Island. The policy outlines the criteria for assessing research applications,
research assistance provided by the Board, and requirements for approved research
projects.

CURRENT POSITION

The Draft Scientific Research Policy has been revised and updated. The key updates

include:

o Reference to the Board’s Biosecurity and Weed Management strategies to guide
identification and priority for research along with the BMP and POM.

e Scientific research knowledge being delivered through Board programs as well as
collaborations with research partners and other organisations.

e Reference to scientific rigour, i.e. process of producing sound and defensible science.

In June 2016, the Board resolved to recommend that the Draft Scientific Research Policy
2016 be placed on public exhibition for a period of 28 days from Friday 24th June 2016.

No submissions were received.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board adopt the Scientific Research Policy 2016.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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1 Introduction

The Lord Howe Island Board (Board) is obligated to manage, protect, restore,
enhance and conserve the Island’s environment and World Heritage values in a
manner that is consistent with and promotes the principles of ecologically sustainable
development, pursuant to the Charter in the Lord Howe Island Act 1953.

Scientific research delivers knowledge and evidence on which the Board can base
management decisions.

The Board also recognises the interest of the broader Australian and global
community in the values of the Island, and recognises the desirability of independent
research, which may or may not contribute directly to the Board's management
programs.

2 Scope of Paolicy

This policy applies to the Lord Howe Island Group as inscribed on the IUCN’s World
Heritage Convention excluding the area designated as the Lord Howe Island
(commonwealth Waters) Marine Park.

3 Objectives

The main objectives of this policy are to:

3.1 Establish a process for identifying and prioritising research that meets existing
or emerging knowledge needs.

3.2 Deliver identified scientific research knowledge through establishment and
maintenance of Board programs.

3.3 Encourage collaboration with research partners and other organisations to
deliver identified knowledge needs.

3.4 Permit and support research that meets the standards of scientific rigour in a
consistent, equitable and transparent manner.

3.5 Manage and share scientific research.

4 Identifying and prioritising research needs

4.1 Biodiversity and conservation knowledge gaps and research needs are
identified during the development of Board strategies and plans e.g:

LHI Biodiversity Management Plan

LHI Permanent Park Preserve Plan of Management

LHI Weed Management Strategy

LHI Biosecurity Strategy

DBraft-Scientific Research Policy Page 2 of 6



4.2 The Board will give first priority to research that is consistent with the actions
and recommendations in the above documents, is critical to the progress and
delivery of the Board’'s Corporate and Operational Plans and makes a
significant contribution to the understanding of the Island’s environmental
values.

4.3 Priority will also be given to research which addresses critical social or
economic information gaps, makes a significant contribution to the
understanding of the Island’s social or economic values and will provide a
tangible and immediate improvement in the social or economic wellbeing of the
Island.

4.4 Research that may not meet the above criteria should also be considered for
approval where the applicant(s) can demonstrate a unique and opportunistic
proposal that contributes to biodiversity management and conservation, social
or economic wellbeing on LHI.

5 Scientific Rigour

Scientific rigour is a process of ensuring sound and defensible science (OEH 2013)
by:

5.1 Appropriate design including:
e establishing a clear objective
selecting a scientifically sound and appropriate method
e ensuring the people involved have relevant skills and experience to
undertake the work
o peer review of the design before implementation

5.2 Meticulous implementation including:
e adhering to the adopted method, and documenting variations
e ensuring data are reproducible, secure, discoverable and accessible

5.3 Obijective analysis and reporting of results, including:
e ensuring evidence supports results and conclusions
e peer review prior to publishing data, results and conclusions
e publishing results in appropriate media.

6 Board programs to address knowledge needs

6.1 The Board will establish and maintain programs to meet knowledge needs
where it can be demonstrated that it is an efficient and effective use of
resources e.g. Annual LHI Woodhen survey; Permanent threatened flora
monitoring; Weed eradication trends.

6.2 A scientific project should only be undertaken or commissioned by the Board if
it will meet standards of scientific rigour.

6.3 A Board Scientific Research Permit is not required for Board staff with
delegation under s171 of the NPW Act to undertake routine management or
incidental actions on LHI.
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6.4 Board staff undertaking coordinated activities such as survey, monitoring or
other research on LHI may require a Scientific Licence under the NPW Act
and/or approval from an Animal Care and Ethics Committee (ACEC) for work
involving animals.

6.5 Volunteers assisting Board staff with research must comply with the Board’s
Volunteer Policy.

7 Collaboration with research partners

7.1 The Board will actively seek partnership with research partners and other
organisations to meet knowledge needs where it can be demonstrated that it is
not efficient and effective use of Board resources, or if the Board does not hold
the required expertise.

8 Permit process

8.1 The Board will approve, under the LHI Act 1953 (LHI Act) and LHI Regulation
2014 (LHI Reg), where relevant and appropriate, bone fide research projects
that meet standards of scientific rigour and that meet the conditions of clause
4.1 and 4.2.

8.2 The Board may approve, under the LHI Act 1953 (LHI Act) and LHI Regulation
2014 (LHI Reg), where relevant and appropriate, bone fide research projects
that meet standards of scientific rigour and that meet the conditions of clause
4.3.

8.3 Scientific research that requires the damage, removal, or export of any flora,
fauna or substances forming part of the Island requires the approval of the
Board under the LHI Reg. A Board research permit satisfies approval under the
LHI Reg.

8.4 The Board may refuse an application or impose conditions that limit access to
sensitive sites and target species, restrict the quantities or volume of flora,
fauna and/or substances proposed to be damaged or removed and otherwise
modify the methods proposed to be used to reduce impact.

8.5 Approval to conduct research on the Island is subject to complying with the
conditions outlined in the LHIB Research Permit including the Code for
Responsible Conduct of Research.

8.6 The Board may make funds and resources available to support and facilitate
scientific research. The Board’s Chief Executive Officer (CEO) is delegated to
approve research, financial assistance and the use of the Board's Research
Facility, without further referral to the LHI Board. Research that requires
financial support exceeding $10,000 including the use of the Board’s Research
Facility will be referred to the LHI Board for consideration.

8.7 In order to satisfy clauses 8.1 and 8.2 researchers must submit a LHIB
Research Application Form. The following factors will be taken into account
when assessing an application for Scientific Research:

o Potential impacts to target and non-target flora and fauna species or
populations, in particular threatened species, populations, ecological
communities and identified critical habitat.
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o Potential impacts to the habitat of flora and fauna species and other site or
ecosystem values, in particular the values of the LHI Permanent Park
Preserve.

o Potential impacts to karst, geodiversity and/or other non-biotic features.

¢ The risk of spreading disease, pathogens, pest species or factors
contributing to a listed Key Threatening Processes.

e Potential impacts to residents or visitors and particularly their businesses
and access and enjoyment of the island, in particular the values of the LHI
Permanent Park Preserve.

8.8 Relevant stakeholders will be consulted, where required, to ensure that the
benefits and risks of an application are fully assessed.

8.9 LHIB Scientific Research Permits are usually issued for a single project. A
project may include multiple parties, species or sites.

8.10 LHIB Scientific Research Permit terms will be up to the discretion of the LHIB
depending on the nature and scope of the proposed activity.

8.11 A Permittee may seek the renewal of a permit subject to completion of any
annual reporting requirements and compliance with the conditions of the LHIB
Scientific Research Permit.

9 Research requiring additional approvals

9.1 Itis the research permit applicant’s responsibility to obtain all relevant
approvals and licences prior to commencement of the project such as:

e a ‘scientific licence’ under section 132C of the National Parks and Wildlife
Act 1974 (NPW Act).

¢ a LHI Marine Parks scientific research approval under the Lord Howe
Island Marine Parks Act 2004 and the Marine Parks Regulation 1999.

¢ an approval from an Animal Care and Ethics Committee (ACEC)
constituted under the Animal Research Act 1985 (AR Act). The key
objective of the AR Act is to protect the welfare of animals used in
connection with research.

10 Managing and sharing scientific research

10.1 The Board will monitor compliance with the conditions of the LHIB research
permit. Failure to comply with the conditions of a permit may result in a
variation, suspension or cancellation of the permit. In severe cases a penalty
infringement notice may be issued or a prosecution initiated.

10.2 Results of the scientific research will be published in appropriate media and
shared with those responsible for relevant management decision-making.

11 Policy Review

The LHIB is responsible for coordinating the review of this policy every 5 years.
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LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Procedure for cleaning second hand vehicles, plant and equipment prior to importation

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board:

a) place the Draft procedure for cleaning second hand vehicles, plant and equipment
prior to importation on public exhibition for a period of 28 days.

b) that the definition of vehicle under Section 11 of the Vehicle Importation, Transfer and
Use Policy 2015 be amended to include second hand plant and equipment as
follows: “If a vehicle (including a trailer, plant and equipment) to be imported is
second hand, the importer must provide a statutory declaration stating that the vehicle
has been inspected and cleaned with a high pressure hose to ensure that no weeds,
seeds, insects, spiders, etc. are transported to the island. Such a declaration is
required to be submitted to the Board prior to the vehicle leaving the mainland”.

BACKGROUND

In March 2016 the Board adopted a revised Biosecurity Strategy 2016 which identified
improved biosecurity measures for the island. The Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use
Policy 2015 is silent in regard to the procedures for cleaning second hand vehicles and the
requirements for importation of second hand plant and equipment, which presents a
biosecurity risk through transport of soil, seeds, plant pathogens and fauna. This biosecurity
risk can be mitigated through amending the definition of a vehicle in Section 11 of the
Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy 2015 to include second hand plant and
equipment and the development of a procedure for proof of cleaning vehicles.

CURRENT POSITION

A draft procedure for cleaning second hand vehicles, plant and equipment prior to
importation has been prepared (Attachment 1) to ensure the Board has proof that imported
second hand vehicles (including trailers and plant and equipment) have been adequately
cleaned prior to import.
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board:

a) place the Draft procedure for cleaning second hand vehicles, plant and equipment
prior to importation on public exhibition for a period of 28 days.

b) amend the definition of vehicle under Section 11 of the Vehicle Importation, Transfer
and Use Policy 2015 to include second hand plant and equipment as follows: “If a
vehicle (including a trailer, plant and equipment) to be imported is second hand, the
importer must provide a statutory declaration stating that the vehicle has been
inspected and cleaned with a high pressure hose to ensure that no weeds, seeds,
insects, spiders, etc. are transported to the island. Such a declaration is required to be
submitted to the Board prior to the vehicle leaving the mainland”.

Prepared

David Kelly Manager Environment & Community Development

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer

Attachment 1:
Draft procedure for cleaning second hand vehicles, plant and equipment prior to importation
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LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
EXTERNAL PROCEDURE

TITLE Proof of cleaning second hand vehicles, plant and equipment prior to
vehicle importation

DATE ADOPTED TBA

REVISED - REVIEW 5 years

FILE REFERENCE PO0008

ASSOCIATED POLICIES & Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy 2015

PROCEDURES Lord Howe Island Biosecurity Strategy 2016

1 Introduction

The importation of used or second hand vehicles to Lord Howe Island requires approval from the
Lord Howe Island Board in accordance with the Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy 2015.
Section 11 of that Policy states “If a vehicle (including a trailer) to be imported is second hand, the
importer must provide a statutory declaration stating that the vehicle has been inspected and
cleaned with a high pressure hose to ensure that no weeds, seeds, insects, spiders, etc. are
transported to the island. Such a declaration is required to be submitted to the Board prior to the
vehicle leaving the mainland”.

1.1 Purpose of the Procedure

To ensure second hand vehicles (& trailers), plant or equipment imported to the island submit a
Statutory Declaration to the Board advising that the vehicle has been cleaned in accordance with the
Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy 2015 prior to being imported.

1.2 Application of the Procedure

Scope — external and internal cleaning

The procedure applies to all residents, contractors and employees given approval from the Board to
import a used or second hand vehicle or plant and equipment to Lord Howe Island.

2 Procedure

a) Importers of vehicles, plant and equipment must, prior to importation:
i Send to the Board (fax — 02 6563 2127 or scanned & emailed -
administration@Ihib.nsw.gov.au) a Statutory Declaration signed by a registered Justice
of the Peace indicating that the vehicle has been cleaned in accordance with Section 111
or 11.2 of the Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy 2015.
ii. Retain a copy the Statutory Declaration in the vehicle for shipping stevedores to sight
prior to loading.
b) Shipping stevedores must not import vehicles, plant or equipment that:
a. Do not have a signed Statutory Declaration, or
b. Have external or internal foreign material e.g. freight, produce, plant or animal material,
and
must notify the Board and importer immediately.

Lord Howe Island Board Proof of cleaning vehicle prior to importation 2016
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c¢) The Manager Environment World Heritage reviews each shipping manifest prior to the ship’s
departure. If the Board has not received a Statutory Declaration for any listed vehicle, plant or
equipment the shipping stevedores and importer will be advised immediately that the vehicle,
plant or equipment can not be imported until condition (a) above has been met.

3  Associated Policies, Procedures and Checklists

e Vehicle Importation, Transfer and Use Policy 2015

e Biosecurity Strategy 2016
4  Procedure Review
The Procedure shall be reviewed at 5 years from the date of approval in accordance with the

timeframe specific in the procedure. The procedure may however be reviewed and amended
anytime within this period as required.

5 Approval
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER Date
Lord Howe Island Board Proof of cleaning vehicle prior to importation 2016
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LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Administration of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick — Perpetual Lease 1970/03

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board recommend to the Minister for the Environment, that Mr lan Petherick as the
Executor of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick be granted approval to hold Perpetual
Lease 1970/03 of Lot 2 in Deposited Plan 1191456 Lord Howe Island until 30 September
2018 to enable him to complete the administration of the estate by either applying to the
Board for a certificate from the Minister that the beneficiaries are entitled to hold the lease or
to sell and transfer the lease.

BACKGROUND

An application has been received from Mr lan Petherick, as executor of the Estate of the
Late Joyce Petherick, requesting that Perpetual Lease 1970/03 of Lot 2 in Deposited Plan
1191456 Lord Howe Island be transferred into the name of the Estate of the Late Joyce
Petherick to allow him to deal with the administration of the estate. A copy of this letter is
attached Tab A.

A copy of the Grant of Probate of the Will of the late Joyce Petherick has been provided,

naming Mr lan Petherick as the executor of the Estate of the Will. Probate for the Estate was
granted on 9 August 2016 (copy attached Tab B)

CURRENT POSITION

All land on Lord Howe Island vests in the Crown and may only be dealt with in accordance
with the provisions of the Lord Howe Island Act, 1953. The Minister may grant perpetual
leases of vacant Crown Land for the purposes of residence (section 21 LHI Act).

Section 23 of the LHI Act governs the transfer of perpetual leases, with subsections (10) to
(13) dealing with the transfer of leases the subject of a will or intestacy.

Section 23(10)(a) provides that “If a lease under this Act devolves under a will or intestacy
upon any person, such person may hold the lease for such period after the death of the
testator or intestate as the Minister on the recommendation of the Board may permit.”

By virtue of section 45 of the Probate and Administration Act 1898 upon the grant of probate
of a Will all real and personal estate of the deceased devolves to the executor of the estate

Page 1 of 2



by operation of law. As probate of Mrs Petherick’ estate has now been granted, perpetual
lease 1970/03 has by operation of law devolved to Mr lan Petherick as the executor of the
estate.

The effect of section 23(10)(a) of the LHI Act is to limit the period of time that the executor of
an estate to whom a perpetual lease had devolved may hold the lease to “such a period as
the Minister on the recommendation of the Board may permit.”

Section 23(10)(b) of the LHI Act then goes on to provide that during the time that the Minister
permits the executor to hold the lease, the executor may either:
e apply to the Board to obtain a certificate from the Minister that they are entitled to
hold the lease; or
o sell or transfer the lease.

It should be noted that if during the period the Minister permits the executor to hold the
lease, the executor does not either obtain a certificate from the Minister that the persons are
permitted to hold the lease or transfer the lease, the lease shall be liable to forfeiture (LHI
Act section 23(10)(d)).

Mr Petherick as the executor of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick has written to the
Board requesting that the current lease be transferred into the name of the Estate of the Late
Joyce Petherick to allow him to deal with the administration of the estate.

The LHI Act does not stipulate the period of time the Minister may approve an executor of an
estate to hold a perpetual lease. The Board’s “Transfer of Perpetual Lease Policy”
recommends that “a maximum of 2 years from the date of probate as a reasonable period of
time to enable an executor to either apply to the Board for a certificate from the Minister that
the beneficiary is entitled to hold the lease or to sell and transfer the lease” (page 4).

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board recommend to the Minister for the Environment, that Mr lan Petherick as the
Executor of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick be granted approval to hold Perpetual
Lease 1970/03 of Lot 2 in Deposited Plan 1191456 Lord Howe Island until 30 September
2018 to enable him to complete the administration of the estate by either applying to the
Board for a certificate from the Minister that the beneficiaries are entitled to hold the lease or
to sell and transfer the lease.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community Services
Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
Attachments:

Attachment A: Letter from Mr lan Petherick dated 12 August 2016
Attachment B: Probate of the Will dated 9 August 2016 (CONFIDENTIAL)
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Ian Petherick

1 Aspect Place
Narangba Qld 4504
12™ August 2016.

Penny Holloway

CEO

Lord Howe Island Board

Bowker Avenue

Lord Howe Island NSW 2898

Dear Penny,

Re: Estate of the late Joyce Petherick — Lot 2 Douglass Drive.

This letter serves to confirm that I am the sole Executor of my late Mother’s Will.

I request that the current Lease be transferred into the name of the Estate of the late
Joyce Petherick to allow me administer the Estate moving forward.

I am currently in possession of the lease document for the abovementioned property.
Can you please confirm that this request is in order?
Thank you in advance.

Regards,

Ian Petherick.
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LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM

Application for consent to transfer part of the land of Perpetual Lease 1961.01 from Mrs
Mavis Fitzgerald to Mrs Sharon Van Gelderen, by way of issuing separate perpetual leases.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board approve the proposed transfer of part of Perpetual Lease
1961.01 from Mrs Mavis Fitzgerald to Mrs Sharon Van Gelderen and if approved:

a) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 30 of DP1222502 to Mrs Mavis Fitzgerald, subject to the
standard perpetual lease conditions.

b) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 2 DP1118575 and Lot 31 of DP1222502 to Mrs Sharon Van
Gelderen, subject to the standard perpetual lease conditions.

BACKGROUND

In March 2016, the Lord Howe Island Board approved a development application (DA2016-
18) for a boundary adjustment (subdivision) of Lots 139 & 156 DP 757515, and Lot 1 DP
1118575 Lagoon Road, Lord Howe Island

On 19 July 2016, the subdivision was registered with the NSW Land & Property Information
and Lot 30 and Lot 31 of DP1222502 were formed (Attachment 1).

The Board has received an application to transfer part of Perpetual Lease 1961.01, being
Lot 31 DP1222502 from Mrs Mavis Fitzgerald to Mrs Sharon Van Gelderen. The residue of
the lease (Lot 30 DP1222502) is to be retained by Mrs Fitzgerald.

Mrs Van Gelderen currently holds Perpetual Lease 2008.01 over Lot 2 DP1118575. Lot 31
will be transferred and included into a new perpetual lease to be held by Mrs Van Gelderen.



CURRENT POSITION

All land on Lord Howe Island is Crown land and may only be dealt with in accordance with
the provisions of the Lord Howe Island Act 1953 (the Act). Pursuant to section 21 of the Act
the Minister may lease vacant Crown lands (of 2 hectares or less) in perpetuity for the
purpose of residence to an Islander (as defined in section 3 of the Act).

Section 23 of the Act prescribes the form and manner by which the whole or part of a
perpetual lease may be transferred. Approval to transfer a lease to an Islander requires the
approval of the Minister (section 23(3)), made on the recommendation of the Board.

The Board has assessed the application to determine that the requirements of the Act have
been satisfied. Mrs Van Gelderen is an Islander within the meaning of Section 3 of the Act
(Attachment 2).

Section 23(1)(a) of the Act provides that the consideration for the transfer of a lease shall not
exceed the fair market value of the interest of the transferor in the unimproved land the
subject of the lease, the fair market value of the improvements on the land at the
commencement of the lease and of any improvements subsequently effected with the
Board’s approval and if used for commercial purposes, the value of the business. Such fair
market values shall be as determined by the NSW Valuer-General. The valuation is
undertaken at arm length from the Board and the Board has no role or influence over the
NSW Valuer-General.

The application includes a certificate of valuation on behalf of the Valuer General
(Attachment 3). The Board has reviewed the transfer consideration and is satisfied that the
sale price does not exceed the value as determined by the Valuer-General.

Section 23(4B) of the Act governs the transfer of part only of the land comprised in an
original lease, where the original lease was a lease under section 21 of the Act and the
residue of the land is retained by the transferor. In these circumstances, separate perpetual
leases are to be issued in respect of the part transferred and the residue of the land
retained, and the original lease shall be delivered up for cancellation.

Should the Minister approve the transfer, in accordance with the provisions of section 23(4B)
of the Act separate perpetual leases are to be issued in respect of the part transferred and
the residue of the land retained, and the original leases (1961.01 & 2008.01) must be
delivered up for cancellation.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board approve the proposed transfer of part of Perpetual Lease
1961.01 from Mrs Mavis Fitzgerald to Mrs Sharon Van Gelderen and if approved:

a) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 30 of DP1222502 to Mrs Mavis Fitzgerald, subject to the
standard perpetual lease conditions.

b) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 2 DP1118575 and Lot 31 of DP1222502 to Mrs Sharon Van
Gelderen, subject to the standard perpetual lease conditions.



Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community
Development

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer

Attachments:
1. Deposited Plan DP1222502 dated 19 July 2016
2. Statutory Declaration from Mrs Sharon Van Gelderen for Islander status
3. Certificate of Valuation (CONFIDENTIAL)
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LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM

Application for consent to transfer part of the land of Perpetual Lease 1972.01 from Mr Bruce
Maxwell Thompson to Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson, by way of issuing separate perpetual
leases; and application for subsequent consent to transfer both Perpetual Leases by way of
mortgage

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board:

1. Approve the proposed transfer of part of Perpetual Lease 1972.01 from Mr Bruce
Maxwell Thompson to Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson, by way of issuing separate
perpetual leases and if approved:

a) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 2 DP 1129296 to Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson, subject to
the standard perpetual lease conditions.

b) recommend to the Minister to grant the transfer of the perpetual lease over Lot 2
DP 1129296 by way of mortgage from Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson to the ANZ
bank

c) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 52 DP 757515 to Mr Bruce Maxwell Thompson, subject to
the standard perpetual lease conditions.

d) recommend to the Minister to grant the transfer of the perpetual lease over Lot
52 DP 757515 by way of mortgage from Mr Bruce Maxwell Thompson to the
Westpac Banking Corporation

2. Approve the registration of the plan of proposed right of way prepared by Martin
Pundyk dated 15 September 2014.



BACKGROUND

Mr Bruce Maxwell Thompson holds the mortgage over Perpetual Lease 1972.01 which is
currently held by way of mortgage by the Westpac Banking Corporation. This lease is
comprised of Lot 2 DP 1129296 and Lot 52 DP 757515 (Attachment 1 and 2).

The Board has received an application to transfer part of Perpetual Lease 1972.01, being
Lot 2 DP 1129296 from Mr Bruce Thompson to Mrs Leilani Thompson (Attachment 3). The
residue of the lease (Lot 52 DP 757515) is to be retained by Mr Thompson.

The proceeds from the sale of Lot 2 DP 1129296 will be used to repay part of the mortgage
with the Bank.

Subiject to the Board receiving all the necessary documentation, Mrs Leilani Thompson has
advised that subject to approval she intends to transfer the newly created perpetual lease to
the ANZ bank, by way of mortgage. This will only proceed if the Board and the Minister
approves the initial transfer of land.

CURRENT POSITION

All land on Lord Howe Island is Crown land and may only be dealt with in accordance with
the provisions of the Lord Howe Island Act 1953 (the Act). Pursuant to section 21 of the Act
the Minister may lease vacant Crown lands (of 2 hectares or less) in perpetuity for the
purpose of residence to an Islander (as defined in section 3 of the Act).

Section 23 of the Act prescribes the form and manner by which the whole or part of a
perpetual lease may be transferred. Approval to transfer a lease to an Islander requires the
approval of the Minister (section 23(3)), made on the recommendation of the Board.

The Board has assessed the application to determine that the requirements of the Act have
been satisfied. Mrs Leilani Thompson is an Islander within the meaning of Section 3 of the
Act (Attachment 4).

Section 23(1)(a) of the Act provides that the consideration for the transfer of a lease shall not
exceed the fair market value of the interest of the transferor in the unimproved land the
subject of the lease, the fair market value of the improvements on the land at the
commencement of the lease and of any improvements subsequently effected with the
Board’s approval and if used for commercial purposes, the value of the business. Such fair
market values shall be as determined by the NSW Valuer-General. The valuation is
undertaken at arm length from the Board and the Board has no role or influence over the
NSW Valuer-General.

The application includes a certificate of valuation on behalf of the Valuer General
(Attachment 5). The Board has reviewed the transfer consideration and is satisfied that the
sale price does not exceed the value as determined by the Valuer-General.

Section 23(4B) of the Act governs the transfer of part only of the land comprised in an
original lease, where the original lease was a lease under section 21 of the Act and the
residue of the land is retained by the transferor. In these circumstances, separate perpetual
leases are to be issued in respect of the part transferred and the residue of the land
retained, and the original lease shall be delivered up for cancellation.



Should the Minister approve the transfer, in accordance with the provisions of section 23(4B)
of the Act separate perpetual leases are to be issued in respect of the part transferred and
the residue of the land retained, and the original leases (1961.01 & 2008.01) must be
delivered up for cancellation.

Dwelling entitlements

Both Lot 2 and Lot 52 have separate dwellings. Lot 2, the subject of the application contains
the original dwelling. In January 2007, development consent was granted for the
construction of a dwelling on Lot 52 under Category A of the Board’s ‘Allocation & Granting
of Dwelling Entitlements Policy’. A condition of consent required the applicant to reside in
the proposed dwelling within 36 months of the lease being granted.

In 2009, the Board obtained legal advice to clarify whether the new dwelling was being
occupied in accordance with the consent. It was found that as Mr Thompson was one of the
applicants and was residing in the new dwelling that this would satisfy the condition (as
worded) and enforcement action would not be able to be taken under the Environmental
Planning & Assessment Act 1979.

The proposed transfer of the part of the land of Perpetual Lease 1972.01 from Mr Bruce
Thompson to Mrs Leilani Thompson addresses the original intention of Category A, albeit to
a different family member.

A plan has been prepared by a registered surveyor to show a right of way across Lot 52 to
Lot 2 (Attachment 6). It should be noted that the proposed right of way follows the existing
formed access and traverses Lot 160 held under Special Lease by Mr Thompson.

A right of carriageway does not require development consent. In accordance with the
Registrar Generals Directions, easements between Crown leases can only be created as
rights stipulated in the terms of the individual leases. Thus the plan of proposed right of
carriageway must be registered and the affected leases must be amended and approved by
the Board and the Minister.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board:

1. Approve the proposed transfer of part of Perpetual Lease 1972.01 from Mr Bruce
Maxwell Thompson to Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson, by way of issuing separate
perpetual leases and if approved:

e) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 2 DP 1129296 to Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson, subject to
the standard perpetual lease conditions.

f) recommend to the Minister to grant the transfer of the perpetual lease over Lot 2
DP 1129296 by way of mortgage from Mrs Leilani Salumi Thompson to the ANZ
bank

g) recommend to the Minister to grant a lease in perpetuity for the purpose of a
residence, over Lot 52 DP 757515 to Mr Bruce Maxwell Thompson, subject to
the standard perpetual lease conditions.



h) recommend to the Minister to grant the transfer of the perpetual lease over Lot
52 DP 757515 by way of mortgage from Mr Bruce Maxwell Thompson to the
Westpac Banking Corporation

2. Approve the registration of the plan of proposed right of way prepared by Martin
Pundyk dated 15 September 2014.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community
Development

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer

Attachments:

Plan for Portion 52

Deposited Plan DP1129296

Application for consent to transfer part of the land of Perpetual Lease 1972.01
Statutory Declaration from Mrs Leilani Thompson for Islander status
Certificate of Valuation (CONFIDENTIAL)

Plan of proposed Right of Way
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RECEIVED (QL%SC,L
30A6206  FOL 12

Lord Howe Island Board
Form 5

Application for consent to transfer a lease or part of a lease

or to sublet a lease
(Clause 39 (1))

Lord Howe Island Act 1953, section 23

RECEIVED the sum of $ % » being the fee required with this application.

Receipt No. wS/Z-(D .........
Date: A0/ OR/\iw

...... CHaldes.

Administration Officer, Lord Howe Island Board

Pursuant to section 23 of the Lord Howe Island Act 1953,

of faddress] .............. AHDERSO(\S R.D ‘VCRD HME \,SLRN,D

the holder of the lease(s) specified in Schedule 1, apply for the consent of the Minister (and the approval of the
Governor) (where required) to transfer such lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s) by way of

(sale, mortgage) .......... QALE.

or sublet such lease(s) [give particulars of subletting] ... ... .
to [proposed transferee or sublessees] ... ... LELW({WHPSD[J
of faddress] ... ANDQQSOMRDMDWE:{sLAQD

Declaration marked “A” has been made by me.

I enclose a certified copy of the original agreement or contract for the sale of such lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s)
and apply for approval of that agreement or contract. [Strike out if there is no written agreement or contract]

I'also enclose a sketch showing the subdivision line or lines and indicating the part(s) of the lease(s) proposed to be
transferred. [Strike out if it is proposed to transfer whole of lease(s)]

Schedule 1

Class of Lease (Perpetual No of Lease Area Portion No
or Special)

PERPETUALY ’72,70) 23,000 5qm | horTy,
PP 1129296

Signature of

Address to which notices are to be sent:
To the Chairperson,

Lord Howe Island Board

Lord Howe Island NSW 2898
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being the holder of the lease(s) specified in Schedule I, solemnly declare and affirm that the answers to the questions in

Declaration “A” by persons proposing to transfer or sublet
L ffull name] ........ BRUCE. MARWEMT HotPEN
of [address] . BRKYAN CARPEY, RIOERSON RO, Lopp Ha=s LSRN0, ...

Schedule 2 are correct in every particular.

Schedule 2

1

What is the date of your birth?

(Pra AR 1944

What are your reasons for wishing to transfer
your lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s) orsublet
your lease(s)? State fully.

TRAUSFER VART OF LEASE T
My PAUGHTER

Are there any improvements on the land
proposed to be transferred? Give brief
particulars and estimated values of the
improvements.

| »

VILUED g7 JI79 000 oo

What is the amount:
(a) of the consideration agreed on?

(b) of the sum for goodwill included in the
consideration?

(a)
(b)

$515 000.00

Have you made any agreement or contract for
the sale of the lease(s) or part(s) of such
lease(s)?

If so, a certified copy should be lodged with this
application.

No .

Is the person to whom you propose to transfer
your lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s) or sublet
your lease(s) an Islander?

YES .

If the person to whom you propose to transfer
your lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s), or sublet
your lease(s), as the case may be, is not an
Islander, is there any Islander residing on the
Island who desires and is in a position to take
such transfer or sublease? Indicate the grounds
for your answer to this question.

I make this solemn declaration as to the above matters according to the law in this behalf made and subject to the

punishment by law prg

S

jded for any wilfully false statement in any such declaration.

Made before me at ... AO.@P,C/W.{ /fé@’do ..........
Thisﬁmfﬁwfﬁ ..... day of .. JLGUST ... ,20.46

Signature of a Justice of the Peace, Cemmissionet-for Affidavits or Notary-Pubtic:

Page 2 of 3

PusClil NG — OMN CONCRETE SLRE.

TUHLBER FRAME . WARDIFLE v CIADDINE]
IR RaOF. A4 BEDROEY! + Ex(5chTE .




Declaration “B” by proposed transferee or sublessee

OF [QEAAFESS .. oot et e e e o it e e e e e e e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e s e et e e

solemnly declare and affirm that [ am the person to whom

[the proposed transferor] 694*&6’(\'{'0”?30”
proposes to transfer the lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s) (or to sublet) the lease(s) particularised in Schedule 1, that the
transaction is entered into in good faith, and that Schedule 3 contains a true statement of all lands now held by me, my
spouse and my children living with me or dependent on me.

Schedule 3
Class of holding No of holding Area Portion No By whom held (spouse or child)
e
If no land is held write “Nil”

I solemnly declare and affirm that my sole object in acquiring the land is in order that [ may hold and use it for my own
exclusive benefit, and that the answers to the questions in Schedule 4 are true and correct in every particular.

Schedule 4

1 | Are you an Islander? If so, state the grounds on

which you claim to be one. \‘(E s TelADER Bt:f PESCEST.
2 | What is the date and place of your birth? 5TH Jdl,j (O27 Tﬂdé(/ﬂ/ — E13L.
3 | (a) What is your marital status? (a) MARRIED

(b) State the age and sex of any children living | (b)
with you or dependent on you.

4 | What is the amount:

(a) of the consideration agreed on? (a) $ 5 | 5 ¥ OCo. O
(b) of the sum for goodwill included in the (b)
consideration?

5 | What are your reasons for wishing to acquire the
subject lease(s) or part(s) of such lease(s)?
Indicate the use you intend to make of the land.

TO0 hwE 1 ORIGIVDAL FAH:L;/ Home.

I make this solemn declaration as to the above matters according to the law in this behalf made and subject to the
punishment by law provided for any wilfully false statement in any such declaration.

Signature of Declarant:

Address to which notices are to be sent:

Thi@mry.r/m.rr‘ .......... day of . AYE0S 7 20.16

.....................................

...... sl TE JPTG

Signature of a [ystice of the Peace, Commissioner for Affidavits or Notary Public:
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STATUTORY DECLARATION
(Oaths Act 1900 (NSW)

L LEILAN SALUM L. THOMPSON _

................................................................................................... i
(Insert full name)

of .. ANDEESON... ROAD, LoD HOWE .. ISLAND, INSW. 293y

(insert address)

»BUSH ..... KEGE’VEKATO‘Q ........ , do solemnly and sincerely declare as follows:

(insert occupation)

1. I reside on Lord Howe Island (“the Island”), continuously and in good faith as my usual
home, without any other habitual residence

AND

2. | have resided on the Island, immediately previously to this time, continuously for a period
of vt d & years;

3. My continuous residence on the Island has not been interrupted other than:
(a) to attend a school, college, university or other educational institution or
(b) to gain experience in a trade, profession or gainful employment for a period
o] CRSRENIN =, SRR — years.

And | make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by virtue
of the provisions of the Oaths Act 1900.

Declared at (a W Zg&é-/f',fdﬁ

{Name ol place) -
Signature of person making declaration ..... 524 &ter
r

Before me, signature of WItness/d‘7/¢c_,//" .........

AUthOfity of WitneSS(JP.f solicitor/ other (please state)). .. Jﬂ ..... JP Registration Number: QO /@ 7
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 10 (iv) File Ref: P-L396

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Application to suspend the condition of residency - Perpetual Lease 1992.01 (ME Shick)

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board approve the suspension of the condition of residence of
Perpetual Lease 1992.01 for a period of 5 years, subject to provision of appropriate medical
certificate/s.

BACKGROUND

Perpetual leases carry a requirement of residency (section 21(7)), which is defined as
‘residing by the person referred to in the context continuously and in good faith ... as his or
her usual home, without any other habitual residence’ (section 3(1)).

The Board (section 21(7)), or the Minister (section 21(7A)) can suspend the condition of
residency or attach conditions, reservations and provisions to the lease (section 21(8)) to
deal with any special circumstances (sections 21(7)-21(8)).

Pursuant to section 21(7) of the Lord Howe Island Act, 1953:

Where the holder or the owner (subject to mortgage) or sublessee of the lease has been or
shall be prevented by sickness of himself or herself or family or other adverse circumstance
from performing such condition, the Board may, upon application as prescribed, and on
sufficient reason being shown, suspend such condition for such period and subject to such
conditions as the Board may approve.

COMMENT

Mr John Whitfield, who holds Power of Attorney for Mrs Shick, has requested that the
residency condition on Mrs Shick’s Perpetual Lease be suspended. Mrs Shick requires 24-
hour care and is currently in a Nursing Home in Brisbane which precludes her from fulfilling
the residency condition on her lease. A copy of the request is provided in Attachment 1.

Mrs Shick’s circumstances are known on the Island and there is no objection raised to
approval of the request. The provisions of Section 21(7) are clearly in place to address such
eventualities. It is suggested however that appropriate supporting medical evidence be
provided.

Page 1 of 2



RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board approve the suspension of the condition of residence of
Perpetual Lease 1992.01 for a period of 5 years, subject to provision of appropriate medical
certificate/s.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community Services
Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
Attachments:

1. Letter from Mr John Whitfield dated 15 July 2016 (CONFIDENTIAL)
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 11 (i) File Ref: AD0109

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

ITEM

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

Attestation Statement for Financial Year Ending 30 June 2016.

BACKGROUND

TPP 15-03 Internal Audit and Risk Management Policy for the NSW Public Sector requires
the head of a statutory body, in accordance with a resolution of the governing body of the
statutory body, to certify compliance with the eight Core Requirements for the prior financial
year (the ‘reporting period’) annually. When reviewing the agency’s compliance with the
Policy, agencies will self-assess and determine whether they have been ‘compliant’, ‘non-
compliant’ or ‘in transition’ in relation to each of the Core Requirements for the reporting
period. A copy of the Attestation Statement must be separately submitted to NSW Treasury
on or before 31 October each year. For any non-compliance with Core Requirements,
agencies are required to also submit a copy of the relevant Portfolio Minister’s exception

approval.

The eight Core requirements are as follows:

1. Risk Management

Core Requirement 1.1:

Core Requirement 1.2:

2. Internal Audit

Core Requirement 2.1.:
Core Requirement 2.2:

Core Requirement 2.3:

The agency head is ultimately responsible and accountable for
risk management in the agency

A risk management framework that is appropriate to the
agency has been established and maintained and the
framework is consistent with AS/NZS 1SO31000:2009

An internal audit function has been established and maintained
The operation of the internal audit function is consistent with
the International Standards for the Professional Practice of
Internal Auditing

The agency has an Internal Audit Charter that is consistent
with the content of the ‘model charter’

3. Audit and Risk Committee

Core Requirement 3.1.:

An independent Audit and Risk Committee with appropriate
expertise has been established

Page 1 of 2



Core Requirement 3.2:  The Audit and Risk Committee is an advisory committee
providing assistance to the agency head on the agency’s
governance processes, risk management and control
frameworks, and its external accountability obligations

Core Requirement 3.3:  The Audit and Risk Committee has a Charter that is consistent
with the content of the ‘model charter’

An Audit and Risk Committee has been established under a Treasury approved shared
arrangement with the following departments / statutory bodies:

DPE (Principal Department).

Building Professionals Board.

Central Coast Regional Development Corporation.
Office of Local Government.

Lord Howe Island Board.

CURRENT POSITION

The Lord Howe Island Board has internal audit and risk management processes in operation
that are compliant with the eight (8) core requirements set out in TPP 15-03 Internal Audit
and Risk Management Policy for the NSW Public Sector.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board resolve to authorise the Chair to sign the Internal Audit
and Risk Management Attestation Statement for the 2015/16 Financial Year.

Prepared Bill Monks Manager Business and Corporate Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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I, Sonja Stewart, on behalf of the Lord Howe Island Board, am of the opinion that the Lord Howe Island

Board has internal audit and risk management processes in operation that are compliant with the eight

(8) core requirements set out in the Internal Audit and Risk Management Policy for the NSW Public

Sector, specifically:
For each requirement, please

Core Requirements specify whether compliant,

non-compliant, or
in transition®

Risk Management Framework

1.1 The agency head is ultimately responsible and accountable for risk management inthe ~ Compliant
agency
1.2 A risk management framework that is appropriate to the agency has been established Compliant

and maintained and the framework is consistent with AS/NZS 1SO 31000:2009

Internal Audit Function

2.1 An internal audit function has been established and maintained Compliant

2.2 The operation of the internal audit function is consistent with the International Compliant
Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing

2.3 The agency has an Internal Audit Charter that is consistent with the content of the Compliant
‘model charter’

Audit and Risk Committee

3.1 An independent Audit and Risk Committee with appropriate expertise has been Compliant
established
3.2 The Audit and Risk Committee is an advisory committee providing assistance to the Compliant

agency head on the agency’s governance processes, risk management and control
frameworks, and its external accountability obligations

3.3 The Audit and Risk Committee has a Charter that is consistent with the content of the Compliant
‘model charter’

Membership
The chair and members of the Audit and Risk Committee are:

1. Brian Blood, Independent Chair - term of appointment: four years starting 1 December
2013;

2. Alan Zammit, Independent Member - term of appointment: three years starting 27
February 2012 and term renewed for a further three years commencing 27 February
2015; and

3. Elizabeth Crouch, Independent Member - term of appointment: three years commencing
21 October 2013.

In accordance with a resolution of the Lord Howe Island Agency Contact Officer

Board at its September 2016 meeting Bill Monks
Manager Business & Corporate Services
Tel: (02)65632066

(Sign and Date)




Board Meeting: Sep 2016 Agenda Number: 12 (i) File Ref: ANO00O4

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Lord Howe Island Rodent Eradication Program Update

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board note the LHI Rodent Eradication Program (REP) update

BACKGROUND

On 18 May 2015, after the community consultation process over late 2014 and early 2015
ending with the community survey, the LHI Board decided to proceed with the planning and
approvals stage of the Program leading towards implementation of the rodent eradication plan,
if the required approvals were received.

The rodent eradication program has now been divided into three stages:
Stage One: Preliminary planning and community consultation

This stage has already been completed. It involved undertaking required initial trials including
captive management and toxin resistance trials as well as initial operational planning. It included
the biosecurity review and progressing of biodiversity outcome monitoring. Finally it included the
community consultation and engagement process and the community survey.

Stage Two: Planning and Approvals
This stage is now underway. The key tasks during this stage are:

o Assemble personnel to undertake the work on the next stages

e Review the Rodent Eradication Plan to ensure that it takes into consideration all new
information since it was drafted in 2009

o Develop individual property and livestock management plans, which will inform the
eradication plan and the approval process. This will involve a detailed property by property
consultation with individual leaseholders and residents.

¢ Undertake any necessary studies required for the approval process, including independent
health assessment
Continue the relevant baseline outcome monitoring

¢ Finalise detailed planning and all necessary risk assessments;
Obtain required permits and approvals,



¢ Update and finalise operational details;
o Prepare tender documentation

Stage Three: Implementation and evaluation of the eradication plan

This Stage will not happen until Stage Two is completed.

After all the necessary approvals are obtained and the required planning is undertaken, the
decision-makers, that is the Commonwealth and State funding bodies and the Board will
consider all the information and make the decision about proceeding to Stage Three.

Stage Three will involve the eradication plan being implemented in winter 2017 over a three
month period.

CURRENT POSITION

1. Approvals Applications Update

Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicine (APVMA) Permit Application

The APVMA initial assessment did not identify any further information that was required. The
modules have been sent to relevant experts for assessment. A decision is expected
approximately November / December 2016.

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act Referral
A decision from the Department of the Environment (DoE) on the referral and the
Assessment Level Decision was received on the 1 July. 62 public submissions were
received with 53 supportive and 9 opposed to the project. The project is considered a
“controlled action” and is to be assessed via a Public Environment Report (PER). DoE has
prepared the Draft PER Guidelines and made them available for public comment. Next
steps are:

e DoE issue Final PER Guidelines
LHIB draft the PER and submit
DoE assess adequacy of PER in addressing Guidelines and approve for publication
Draft PER published with public comment period of 20 business days
LHIB address comments and submit Final PER
DoE prepares the assessment report for the Minister
Minister to make decision within 40 business days of receiving final documents from
proponent

The project is not assessable under the NSW Bilateral Assessment Agreement. However
the PER should also suffice as the NSW Environmental Assessment report.

NSW Approvals
Additional external advice on requirements under the Environment Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 has been received. This concurs with previous NSW Government
advice that the project does not trigger Part 5 of the Act (ie. a Review of Environmental
Factors is not required).

The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage Director General requirements for the Species
Impact Statement (SIS) have been received and are being compared to the draft SIS.



A briefing note to the Minister regarding the NSW Approvals process has been
acknowledged.

DPI Fisheries and Marine Parks have advised that one assessment document can cover
both agencies. The application for a “License to Harm” is 90% complete.

Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA)

The NSW Office of the Chief Scientist and Engineer (OCSE) has accepted the HHRA
engagement. The Expert Panel has been engaged and includes Prof Mary O’Kane (Chief
Scientist), Dr Chris Armstrong (Director, OCSE), Prof Stephen Leader (University of
Sydney), Prof Brian Priestly (Monash University). The Selection Committee has also been
engaged and includes Andrew Walsh and Community Working Group members Dr Frank
Reed and Rob Rathgeber. The Selection Committee is responsible for scope development
and selecting the preferred consultant. The expert panel will oversee and review
consultants’ work. The Request for Quote (RFQ) for consultants has been issued by the
OCSE. The expected timeframe for delivery of report is mid November.

Community Engagement Update
Community Working Group meetings were held on the Island in June and August.

In late July Penny was interviewed on Mid North Coast ABC local radio regarding a range of
LHIB conservation programs including the REP.

Discussions were commenced and quotes received from HUMAN (the LHI Tourism
Association’s public relations contractor) for public relations and media services.
Engagement has been delayed as a result of the primary contact at HUMAN leaving to start
her own consultancy.

Island Cleanup

The island cleanup is approximately 70% complete. To date more than 270m? of hard waste
has been removed from the island with approximately the same volume at the WMF ready
for removal.

Tenders

The Livestock Valuation tender has been awarded to Bill Hoffmann Consulting for a fee of
$15,000. Bill will be on the island from 7 to10 September to complete the valuations with
the final report expected at the end of August.

The Economic Evaluation tender has been awarded to Gillespie Economics for a fee of
$50,000. Dr Robert Gillespie was on the island from 10 to12 August for startup and initial
consultation. The final report is expected by 7 November.

Expressions of Interest for providing workforce accommodation have been received. There
should be sufficient capacity available in winter 2017 to accommodate the project workforce.
The next step is to commence a procurement process to secure bookings.



Expressions of Interest (EOI) for helicopter providers have been received. The next steps
are to assess the EOI responses and then commence a procurement process (no contracts
will be signed until the Final Go / No Go decision is made).

In relation to planning for post eradication monitoring, initial detector dog information has
been received. Detection dogs would only be used as part of a comprehensive monitoring
plan after the eradication has occurred to check if all rodents have been eradicated.

6. Biosecurity
In relation to new legislation and framework for biosecurity in NSW, a consolidated Board on
“Biosecurity Zone” requirements has been sent to the Department of Planning and Industry
(DPI) for consideration.

7. Operational Planning
Taronga Zoo has been re-engaged for the captive management component of the program.

Captive management is proposed for woodhens and currawongs. A construction team site
visit is expected in September.

A Draft project team structure has been prepared.

A discussion paper for the detection and monitoring network has been prepared.

8. Project Timelines

An overall Project Schedule for Stages 2 to 4 has been developed and continues to be
refined. Key milestones for Stage 2 are shown below.

Step ‘ Description ’ Start Date ‘ End Date ‘ Status
1 Assemble resources July 2015 30 Jul 2016
Engage staff to undertake the Planning
and Approvals work:
- Project Manager Nov 2015 Completed
- Asst PM (Community) Oct 2015 Completed
- Asst PM (Operations (PMcL)) Completed
Develop role descriptions for field staff Jun 2016 30 Jul 2016 Draft for SC
comment
2 Community consultation/engagement | May 2015 30 June 2017
Community Engagement Plan developed | Jan 2016 Apr 2016 Complete
Individual Property Management Nov 2015 20 Mar 2016 | 95% complete
discussions
Ongoing consultation May 2015 30 June 2017 | Ongoing
3 Eradication Plan update Dec 2015 20 June 2016
Updated to support NSW approvals. Dec 2015 20 June 2016 | 70% complete




4 Permits and approvals Mar 2016 Jan 2017
Prepare applications for approvals:
o APVMA application submitted 19 Apr 2016 | Complete
e EPBC referral submitted 13 May 2016 | Complete
o PER Environment Report 16 Sept 2016 | In progress
submitted 80% complete
e DA, EA and Species Impact 15 June 2016
Statement submitted Not started
e Other approvals applications 1 Jul 2016
submitted
e All approvals received
Jan 2017
5 Livestock Management Nov 2015 20 Sep 2016
Livestock Management discussions Nov 2015 20 Apr 2016 | 100% complete
Livestock Valuation tender released 28 May 2016 | 100% complete
Livestock Valuation tender awarded 30 Jun 2016 | 100% complete
Livestock Valuation complete 31 Aug 2016 | In progress
6 Human health assessment review 30 Mar 2016 | 30 Nov 2016
Identify and engage appropriate reviewer 15 May 2016 | Complete
Review to be undertaken 30 May 2016 | 30 Nov 2016 | RFQ issued in
Aug. Report due
Nov
7 Biodiversity outcome monitoring 1 July 2015 30 June 2017
Monitoring Plan confirmed 20 Mar 2016 | Complete
Monitoring undertaken May 2016 30 June 2017 | In progress
8 Biosecurity arrangements 1 July 2015 30 June 2017
Finalise Biosecurity Plan 30 Apr 2016 | Complete
Develop implementation plan 30 Oct 2016 | In progress
Implement plan (subject to funding) 30 Jun 2017 | Not started
10 Preparation of contracts 30 Nov 2015 | 24 Feb 2017
Tender documentation prepared for: 24 Feb 2017
e Bait procurement Not started
e Helicopter operations EOI received
e Captive management Pending site
visit
11 Technical, social and financial 04 Jan 2017 | 27 Feb 2017

feasibility assessment




Revised feasibility and risk assessment 04 Jan 2017 | 25 Jan 2017 | Not started
Final Go / No Go Decision made by 27 Feb 2017 | Not started
LHIB, CfoC and ET to proceed to Stage
3
9. Budget
A budget summary as at 30 June 2016 is presented below.
Previous Period Summary FY15/16
di Total Funding Received Total Expenses Opening Balance Funding Recieved Funding Expended Closing
(UL STEe (as at 30 June 2015) (as at 30 June 2015) (1 July 2015) FY15/16 (1 July 2015 to 30 June 2016) Balance
Caring for our Country 4,500,000 740,038| 3,759,962 0 154,231 3,605,731,
NSW Environment Trust 4,542,442 740,038 3,802,404 0 154,231 3,648,173
Activity Generated Income* 610,390 610,390 177,020 0 787,410
Total 9,652,832 1,480,076 8,172,756 177,020 308,462 8,041,314
The program is operating within budget.
RECOMMENDATION
That the Board note the LHI Rodent Eradication Program (REP) update
Prepared Andrew Walsh, Rodent Eradication Project Manager

Endorsed Penny Holloway, Chief Executive Officer
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Renewable Energy Program

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the information.

BACKGROUND

In 2012, the Lord Howe Island Board (the Board) adopted the Lord Howe Island Renewable
Operations — Energy Supply Road-Map (the Road Map), to reduce the Island’s reliance on
diesel fuel for electricity generation. The Road Map was developed with the important
assistance of the community based Sustainable Energy Working Group (SEWG).

The Road Map set the ambitious target for the island of 63% renewable energy by 2017.
Funding for the project is provided through a $4 million grant from the Federal Government
via the Australian Renewable Energy Agency (ARENA), a $5.9 million loan from NSW
Treasury (to be paid back via diesel fuel savings), and $0.5 million from the Board. With
funding secured, work has continued on the next phase of the implementation of the Road
Map. A requirement of the funding from ARENA was that the project achieves a minimum 1
megawatt (MW) of new renewable energy.

Consultants Jacobs were engaged by the Board in 2014 to lead the technical elements of
the project, and community consultation. Jacobs completed a Technical Feasibility Study in
March 2015 which examined the mix of solar panels, batteries and wind turbines. The study
showed that using 450 kW of solar panels (around 2,000 panels), a 400kWh battery and two
small 275kW wind turbines, will reduce the Island’s diesel fuel consumption from 541,000
litres per year to around 180,000 litres per year, a 66% reduction. This combination also
provides 67% of the Island’s annual electricity needs, exceeding the target set in the Road
Map.

CURRENT POSITION

ARENA Funding

A significant variation to the timing and project objectives has been proposed by the Board
and remains under discussion.
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Budget

The cost of the project to date (July 2014 to 31 August 2016) is $1,231,325 (excl GST).
Overall, the project budget remains appropriate. The first major check for the budget will be
the tendered prices for the solar, battery and control system package of work.

Solar, Battery and Control System

The tender for the solar, battery and control system contract package of work was advertised
on NSW e-tendering between 15 June and 24 August. The tenders are now under
assessment, and it is planned for a recommendation to go to the NSW Environment Minister
for approval during October. The most likely start date for on-site construction will be around
March 2017.

Wind Turbines
Environmental Assessment Process

Consultants, NGH Environmental, have prepared a draft Environmental Report to support
the Development Application for the wind turbine component of the project. The report
includes specialist studies in Flesh-footed shearwaters, other sea birds and terrestrial birds,
bats, visual impact assessment and noise. A DA is expected to be lodged in mid-September,
with a 4 week exhibition period, and the aim of having the DA considered at the November
Board meeting. A referral to the Federal Government under the Environment Protection
Biodiversity Conservation Act will occur soon after the DA submission.

Noise

Two noise assessments were undertaken in 2015, measuring the background noise in
summer and winter, and predicting the noise levels at each property on the Island, if two
wind turbines were installed. Another assessment was carried out during April 2016 to
assess an insulated version of the originally proposed Vergnet turbine and another model of
turbine (XANT). Following feedback at the community meeting in May, a noise assessment
was undertaken at Coral Bay in Western Australia (location of 3 Vergnet wind turbines)
during July to assess mechanical noise from gear changing, audible noise and infrasound.

Dr Renzo Tonin is currently reviewing the Coral Bay noise assessment, and the findings of
the assessment will be included in the Environmental Report.

Wind Energy Framework

During August, the NSW Department of Planning and Environment released a Wind Energy
Framework for comment. When finalised, the Framework will replace the Draft NSW Wind
Farm Guidelines (2011). The Framework will not apply to Lord Howe Island because the
project is not classified at State Significant Development. State Significant Development
applies to energy developments, like wind farms, where the capital investment value is more
than $30 million, or a capital investment value of more than $10 million and is located in an
environmentally sensitive area of State significance.

The South Australian Wind Farms Environmental Noise Guidelines (2009) will continue to be
the tool to assess wind farm noise, including for Lord Howe Island. In addition, the visual
impact assessment has taken consideration of the 2011 Draft Guidelines and the recently
released Framework.

Wind Turbine Impacts on Airservices Australia (ASA) Infrastructure

ASA have been concerned about the potential impact of the wind turbines on their
equipment and have requested additional work to understand the potential impact. The first
stage of this further specialist assessment work was completed in August, and then
submitted to ASA for assessment. The conclusion from the assessment by the consultants,
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IDS, indicates little impact from the wind turbines on the ASA infrastructure. Feedback from
ASA is expected in early October.
Project Finances

The financing of the project and the potential debt to the community have emerged relatively
recently as important issues for some of the community. In late August, a householder on
the project funding was issued, taking a lot of detailed background, and distilling it down to
the key messages for the community. The key messages are considered to be:

1. The Board receives recurrent funding from the NSW Government each year, some of
which is used to fund the gap between the cost of electricity supply and the revenue
from users.

2. The $5.9 million loan from the NSW Government will be paid back with savings in
diesel consumption over the 20 year life of the project.

3. The projected diesel savings are expected to more than cover the loan repayment
schedule.

Electricity prices will not rise to pay back the loan.
The loan will be required regardless of whether there are wind turbines.

The project is being built for the medium term, so the current low diesel price needs
to be considered against the prospect of future spikes in prices, and the projected
rise in diesel over the next 20 years.

Community Consultation

Since the May Samoan Circle meeting, Jacobs have assisted with the following community
engagement activities:

e Setting up a Facebook page for the project, and regular updates.
e Providing content for Board website updates.
e Preparation of a householder regarding the project finances.
e Preparation of an updated Environmental Report Summary Booklet.
Wind and Avifauna Monitoring Mast
The wind and avifauna monitoring mast was installed and erected on 13 November 2014.

Data is collected on a weekly basis and sent to Jacobs for analysis.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the above information.

Prepared Andrew Logan Manager, Infrastructure & Engineering
Services
Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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OPEN SESSION

Environmental Grants Progress Report, September 2016

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the attached information.

BACKGROUND

The Board has been successful in obtaining a number of major externally funded grants. A
summary of these grants is shown below:

Funding Body

Project Name

Total Project Value (excl.
GST)

North Coast Local
Land Services
(NCLLS)

2015-18: Progressing the treatment and
eradication of invasive weeds and African
Big-headed Ants (ABhA) from World
Heritage listed Lord Howe Island
(NC00276)

$470,610, being original
grant of $186,610 plus
$54,000 (variation 1) plus
$230,000 (variation 2)

Caring for Our
Country (Australian
Government)

Managing the World Heritage Values of
Lord Howe Island (NSW) A0000010418G

$793,500 (being original Fee
of $530,100 plus an
additional $263,400 + GST)

NSW Environmental
Trust

2015-17: The Tide is Turning - Driving
Weed Eradication on Lord Howe Island
(2014/MG/0005)

$483,946 (+ GST)

Green Army

Accelerating the demise of the five worst
weeds on LHI Project 1(B0340031501G)

$42,000 (+ GST)

CURRENT POSITION

Progress reports for each project for the period between June and September 2016 are
provided in Attachment A. A progress report on the Rodent Eradication is provided in a
separate paper.



RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the attached information.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community
Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer




Attachment A

Program Name:

North Coast Local Land Services (NCLLS)

Project Name:

Progressing the treatment and eradication of invasive weeds and
African Big-headed Ants (ABhA) from World Heritage listed Lord
Howe lIsland

Project Manager

Sue Bower (weeds), Hank Bower (ABhA, Revegetation)

Grant Reference No:

NC00276

Maximum Funding Amount:

$470,610, being original grant of $186,610 plus $54,000 (variation
1) plus $230,000 (variation 2)

Expenditure:

$84,179

Funding Term:

10 June 2015 - 31 May 2018

Brief Description of Project:

This project aims to monitor and treat residual infestations of ABhA,
continue to treat priority invasive weeds and maintain the Island as
‘myrtle rust’ free.

In May 2016 the Board was successful in obtaining an additional
$54,000 from NCLLS, for the following projects.

a) Restoration of Sallywood Swamp Forest Critically Endangered
Ecological Community;

b) Progressing the treatment and eradication of invasive weeds on
Lord Howe Island; and

¢) Removal of Tree Weed Species from Settlement Area on Lord
Howe Island.

In June 2016, the Board was successful in obtaining an additional
$230,000 for the following projects:

d) Propagation of local plants for revegetation at priority sites
e) Additional Grid Search Effort — All Terrain weeding

f) Helicopter Lance Spraying

g) Helicopter Winch Operations

Activities completed during
the reporting period:

Activities completed during the reporting period include:

e Draft Ant Identification brochure commenced (text and high
resolution photos).

e Letters sent to leaseholders to offer assistance in felling of
complex tree weeds (listed noxious) — no response.

e Removed 3 Staghorn ferns from island.

e Helicopter lance spray operation for weeds on cliffs
conducted in the last week of July 2016.

e Ongoing grid search and control of priority weeds.

e Preparation and planting of revegetation site at golf club.
Commenced first sweep of weed control.

e Developed media articles for local publication and for
NCLLS and LHIB website.

In August 2016, a Partnership Agreement between the Lord Howe
Island Board and North Coast Local Land Services was developed
which identifies opportunities for collaboration, and using the
strength of the partnership to leverage resources and multiply
biodiversity and biosecurity outcomes




Program Name:

World Heritage Grants 2013-18

Project Name:

Managing World Heritage Values of Lord Howe Island

Grant Reference No:

A0000010418G

Project Manager

Hank Bower

Maximum Funding Amount:

$793,500 (being original Fee of $530,100 plus an additional
$263,400 + GST)

Expenditure:

($137,032) against $263,400

Funding Term:

January 2014 to 30 June 2016. Extension granted 13 May for
another 2 years (30 June 2018).

Brief Description of Project:

Employment of a Lord Howe Island Group World Heritage Area
Executive Officer (Manager Environment/World Heritage). See
previous reports for further detailed information.

Activities completed during
the reporting period:

This grant secures funding for the MEWH position till 30 June 2018.

The MEWH has been developing and implementing programs to
protect the World Heritage values of the island in accordance with
the position description, grant obligations and legislative
responsibilities. The position coordinates projects within the
Environment & Community Development Unit including the
Rehabilitation Plan, Quarantine Strategy and progresses targets
identified in the LHI Biodiversity Management Plan. The position
undertakes ecological assessments for Development Assessments
and Tree Removal requests. The position also promotes
environmental initiatives and information to the broader community
through newsletters, community forums, media releases and
provides reports to federal, state and regional NRM bodies and key
stakeholders.

Attend AHWAC tele conferences as scheduled.
Submitted end of year progress report and financial statements.

MEWH delivered presentation of LHI Ecological Restoration
program planning, progress and results at the Australian
Association of Bush Regenerators (AABR) Society for Ecological
Restoration Australia (SERA) Symposium in Sydney in July 2016.
Each presentation was video recorded for AABR's 'RegenTV' (see
http://www.aabr.org.au/regentv/), an educational video platform that
will be disseminated nationally as an educational tool providing
examples of best practise ecological restoration programs that meet
the Australian Society for Ecological Restoration National Standard.
The presentation provided an overview of the restoration projects
the Board is implementing to protect and restore the islands World
Heritage values.



http://www.aabr.org.au/regentv/

Program Name: NSW Environmental Trust

Project Name: The Tide is Turning - Driving Weed Eradication on Lord Howe
Island

Project Manager Sue Bower

Grant Reference No: 2014/MG/0005

Maximum Funding Amount: | $483,946

Expenditure $ 191,875 (to date)

Funding Term: 1 July 2015 to 30 June 2017

Brief Description of Project: | This project aims to scope new and improved weed surveillance
and treatment methods and apply adaptive management to improve
the weed eradication program on Lord Howe Island.

Key outputs from this project include:

¢ Reduced impact of invasive weeds across 350 hectares of
accessible terrain.

e Surveillance and detection of invasive weeds from 300
hectares of rugged inaccessible terrain on LHI.

¢ Independent expert review of the LHI Weed Eradication
Program

e Trial of Unmanned Automated Vehicle (UAV), Aero Robot
(AR) and Herbicide Ballistic Technology (HBT) technology for
weed surveillance and control on LHI.

e Control of known infestations of weeds in remote terrain
through helicopter winch access in conjunction with UAV/HBT.

¢ Release of Crofton Weed bio-control Baeodromus eupatorii on
LHI.

¢ Maintain and raise community awareness and participation in
achieving the eradication of weeds from LHI.

e Build and maintain networks with restoration / weed experts
and island conservation programs using LHI project outcomes
as a case study.

Activities completed during ¢ Continuation of weed grid search effort with recent focus on
the reporting period: treating areas prior to the return of breeding seabirds -
Malabar.

e Crofton Rust released on the 7t July 2016 - already showing
signs of localised spread.

e Progress and yearly reports submitted.

e Presentation of LHI Weed Eradication Program results and the
Decade of Opportunity at the Australian Association of Bush
Regenerators (AABR) Society for Ecological Restoration
Australia (SERA) Symposium in Sydney in July 2016.

e Contribution of funding to a few operational hours of the heli
lance spray program.




Program Name:

Green Army

Project Name:

Accelerating the demise of the five worst weeds on LHI Project 1

Project Manager

Sue Bower

Grant Reference No:

B0340031501G

Maximum Funding Amount:

$42,000 (materials and supervisor)

Skillset is the broker of the grant.

$27,000 provided by Skillset for LHIB to employ supervisor, which
includes $3,000 for materials/tools

$15,000 provided through LHIB to top up supervisor wage to meet
award.

Expenditure

$8,000

Funding Term:

25" July 2013 to 315t December 2017

Brief Description of Project:

The Green Army program aims to train and up-skill young people
aged between 17 to 24 in meaningful environmental programs.

The program aims to accelerate the eradication of high priority
invasive weeds including an identified five worse weeds (asparagus
weeds and woody weed species).

Project activities include:
e weed treatment (across 80 ha)
e weed survey and assessment
e community engagement and participation
e seed collection

Activities completed during
the reporting period:

Key outputs from this project include:
e Green Army supervisor engaged
e 5 local participants engaged
e Training in first aid, Work Health Safety, weed control
techniques, botany and weed plant recognition.
e Commencement of weed search at priority sites.
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Communication and Community Engagement Survey Results

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board:
a) note the Communications & Community Engagement Survey Results, and

b) agree to the use of the report as a foundation for the completion of a Communication
and Community Engagement Strategy.

BACKGROUND

The Lord Howe Island Board is preparing a Communication and Community Engagement
Strategy as a framework to improve and strengthen communications with the Island
community.

The strategy will be based on community feedback which will provide the Board with a clear
understanding of the community’s expectations as well as insights into the community’s
desired relationship with the Board in relation to communication and community
engagement.

CURRENT POSITION

The Board through a contract with communications graduate Lena Thompson, prepared a
guestionnaire / survey, in order to gauge the level of community satisfaction and
expectations of the Board in the areas of communication and community engagement.

A key objective of the survey was to gain community feedback in order to understand
community perceptions and opinions of the Board’s current communication processes and
how they could be improved.

The survey was circulated in December 2015 and January 2016, to all members of the
Island community permanent residents, temporary residents and those living off the island
for educational purposes etc.

A total of 101 respondents participated in the survey by the advertised closing date. Five
surveys were made void due to incomplete data sets, meaning there were 96 valid
responses. 68 surveys were filled in manually and handed in either at the Administration
Office or the Post Office. 28 surveys were completed online. This represents approximately
25% of people within the community with a wide cross-section of people including a range of
age and residency groups validating the data sets.



Results from these responses can be seen within this report segmented by age, residency
status and level of community engagement. The report makes a number of
recommendations including:

Improving communication and access to information through:
o Developing a register of interested people and their contact details
¢ Increased use of email for announcements, newsletters etc
e Consideration of public online forums
e Regular updates to the Board website

Improving customer service through:
e Review of Board policy and procedures aimed at improving response times;
e Extended public exhibition periods on important issues
e Communication and customer service training for Board staff
e Targeted consultation with Senior members of the community and those living off
Island
Employment of a Community Liaison Officer
e Greater presence at community events and increased number of information
sessions

These recommendations are to be used as the foundation for the development of a
Communication and Community Engagement Strategy which is scheduled for completion in
June 2017.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board:

a) note the Communications & Community Engagement Survey Results, and

b) agree to the use of the report as a foundation for the completion of a Communication
and Community Engagement Strategy.

Prepared David Kelly Manager Environment & Community
Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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1 LHI Community Survey Feedboack

1.1 Overview of Communications and Community
Engagement Survey

This survey was prepared for the Lord Howe Island Board in order to gauge the level
of community satisfaction and expectations of the Board in the areas of
communication and community engagement. From this survey, it is proposed that a
Communications and Community Engagement Strategy be prepared as a framework
to improve and strengthen communications with the Island community.

A key objective of the survey was to gain community feedback in order to understand
community perceptions and opinions of the Board’s current communication processes
and how they could be improved.

Between Friday 18 December 2015 and Monday 18 January 2016, all members of the
Island community permanent residents, temporary residents and those living off the
island for educational purposes etc., were asked to participate in the survey.

400 householders were printed, with two copies of the survey going to every
household as the average number of people per household on the island is 2.3
according to the listed 2011/12 Census Data (see Appendix One). An online version of
the survey was also provided through Survey Monkey to help disseminate it to off-
island residents, as well as people with serviceable Internet on the island.

A total of 101 respondents participated in the survey by the advertised closing date.
Five surveys were made void due to incomplete data sets, meaning there were 96
valid responses. 68 surveys were filled in manually and handed in either at the
Administration Office or the Post Office. 28 surveys were completed online. This
represents approximately 25% of people within the community participating in the
survey (see Appendix One). This is a reasonable level of participation with a wide
cross-section of people including a range of age and residency groups validating the



data sets. Results from these responses can be seen within this report segmented by
age, residency status and level of community engagement.

Of the 96 valid responses, the number who responded to each question is indicated
by “n=" (sample size).

A copy of the Communications and Community Engagement Survey (Appendix Two),
as well as open-ended question comments (see Appendix Three) and all 30 written
comments are attached (see Appendix Four).

Overall Porticipont Feedback

Q1: Select the age grownp yow belong to-

Figure 1
Select the age group you belong to?

(n=96)

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0% |

27.19
10.0% 19.8%

i?.?

11.5 |
5.0% 4 -
2
0.0%
0.0% 1.0%

Otol4 15to24 25to34 35to44 45to54 55to64 65to74 75to84 85+

This figure shows that most age groups participated in the survey, excluding the 0 to
14 group. The largest group of respondents was the 45 to 54 age bracket with 26
respondents. The second largest group of respondents was the 25 to 34 age group
with 19 participants, then 17 participants from the 55 to 64 age group.



Q2: What v your gender?

Figure 2 What is your gender?
(n=96)

B Male

®Female

Almost two thirds of the respondents (65) were female with only 34 males
participating.

Q3 and Q4: Are yow a permanent or temporory
resident? How long hawve yow been living on Lovd
Howe Island?

Figure 3

Are you a permanent or temporary resident?
(n=96)

Islander (currently
residing on the mainland
for education or other

purposes etc.)
14.6%

= Temporary resident
4.2%



Figure 4

How long have you been living on Lord Howe Island?

(n=96)
Do not live on Less than a
Majority of lif the island ;ia%f 1to 5 years
ajority of life 2.1% 2 8.3%
46.9% o

T

__6to 10years
. 7.3%

Q3 and Q4 were important in order to gain an idea of the demographics of the Island
community, and how the different types of residents would prefer to be
communicated with by the Board. This will be examined further in the discussion
section of this report.

Responses to Q3 and Q4 are both relative to residency, and therefore somewhat
resemble each other. The vast majority of participants classified themselves as either
Islander (34 people) or Permanent Resident (33 people). This correlates with
majority of people stating that they have lived on the Island for majority of their life
or over 10 years in Figure 4. The third largest group of the community is Islanders
currently residing on the mainland (14 people).



QS: What i your employment stotus?

Fyywre s
What is your employment status? (Choose one or more
boxes if applicable)

(n=96)
60.0% 55.2%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0% i : 25.0%
Re 13.5%
iR . 7.3%

1.0%
— _ B
Full-time Employed Part-time Employed Unemployed Full-time student Part-time student

Participants were able to choose more than one option for this question as many
people may have a combination of employment statuses. Over half of the
respondents are employed full-time (55.2%), suggesting that it is important to make
communication accessible to them. This will be considered further in the Discussion
section of this report.

Ten comments were also made within this question; five respondents commented
that they are ‘Retired’, which has been marked as ‘Unemployed’ within the data set.
Two respondents referred to themselves as working off the island part-time, as well
as being business owners part-time on the island.



Q6: If employed, please uindicate yowr ocenpation on
the land?

Fyywre 6
Employment whilst on the Island
(n=70)
Other (please specify) - 10
Contractor or Supplier 1" Business Owner
Employee (Staff)
Employee (Staff) 42 Contractor or Supplier

= Other (please specify)
Business Owner 17
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
It was found amongst respondents (n-=70), that the majority are employees on the

island (42 people), with 17 business owners, 11 contractors or suppliers, and 10
respondents choosing ‘Other’.

Q7: What level of communicotion and community
engagement do- yow want withe the Boord?

Figure 7

Level of communication and community engagement
(n=96)

I don't know I 4.2%

I would like to be more involved in planning and

60.4%
decision making to help improve the Island ?

I only want to be consulted in advance about any key _ 31.3%
decisions that might affect our household or our area . . . =

I don't want to be bothered by the Board I 4.2%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

Very importantly within the results, Q7 provided insight into the preferred
relationship of communication and community engagement between the
respondents and the Board. At one end of the spectrum there were those who did
not want to be bothered by the Board (4.2%) and those who didn’t know (4.2%).



A large number of respondents wanted to be more involved in planning and decision
making, to help improve the Island (60.4%), or only wanted to be consulted in
advance about any key decisions that might affect their household or their area
(31.3%). These results indicate that most of the community, on some level, would
like to be informed, consulted and involved with the Board’s planning and decision-
making.

Q8: How regularly have yow contacted the Board
regording community usues or Boord uinihlatives, un
the past 12 montns?

Fugwre 8
How regularly have you contacted the Board regarding community
issues or Board initiatives, in the past 12 months?
(n=93)

I've never contacted the Board 15.1%

| 16.1%

Once or twice i thelast 12 montrs | 5 '

Mot in the past 12 months

One or twice a month 10.8%
Once a week | | 2.2%
Daily || 1.1%
0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

Among respondents, over half (54.8%) have contacted the Board once or twice in
the last 12 months, however 15.1% have never contacted the Board or haven’t
contacted the Board in the past 12 months (16.1%). On the other end, 1.1% of
respondents contact the Board daily and 2.2% weekly.



Qa: What iy yowr preferred woay of contfacting the
Boowd?

Figure 9

Preferred method of contacting the Board
(n=93)

Online Submission d 1.1%
email | 2°
Letter 16.1%
Telephone _I 3.2%

Talk directly to a Board member 15.1%

Talk with the Board staff 37.6%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

Respondents preferred to contact the Board in a variety of different ways, with
37.6% talking with the Board staff face-to-face, 26.9% preferred email, writing a
letter (16.1%), and talking directly to a Board member (15.1%). Five people chose
‘Other’ and commented. Two people out of the five that chose ‘Other’ stated that

their communication depended on the issue. One stated that their formal

communication was via email and informal via talking with a Board member. Q9

indicates that different people, taking context into account, use different methods of
communication. It also indicates that email is increasingly replacing letter writing as

one of the preferred forms of communication.

10



Q10: Do you have access to the Internet on Lord Howe Island?

Figwre 10

Internet access on Lord Howe Island
(n=93)

Within the (n=93) respondents, the majority of respondents stated that they either
had Internet access at home or somewhere on the Island (77 people). Only 16
people stated that they had no Internet access at all on the Island.

Q11: Have you written letters or participated in petitions directed at
the Board?

Figure 11

Have you written letters or participated in petitions directed to the Board?
(n=93)

None of the above * L0% /
*w

16. 1%

| have written letters and signed petitions

Yes, | have signed a petition |

1

Yes, | have written a letter | 16. /.n ‘ |

0.0%

20.0%

30.0% 40.0%

The (n=93) respondents to question 11 were very active in either writing letters
(16.1%) or signing petitions (16.1%) or partaking in both activities (39.8%). With only
28% being inactive. These results suggest that majority of people are actively
engaging in communication directed to the Board. This will be considered further
within the Discussion section.
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Q12: Do you attend Board meetings or other information sessions?

Figure 12

Attendance of Board meetings and other information sessions
(n=93)

| haven't attended any 37.6%

| have attended them in the past _ 51.6%

| attend them frequently 10.8%

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0%

The majority of respondents have attended meetings or information sessions in the
past (51.6%). A significant minority hasn’t attended any at all (37.6%). Only 10.8% of

respondents attending them frequently. This may be an area for further work, which
will be considered within the Discussion of this report.

Q13: How regularly do you visit the Board’s website?

Figure 13

How regularly do you visit the Board's website?
(n=93)

I've had a look at it, but never really | @ 22.6%

|
Sometimes | % o
Frequently | - 10.8%
1
Very often |02-2%

0.0% B
100% 2909 | -
30.0%

40.0%
Q13 identifies that the Board’s website is rarely used with 87.2% respondents stating
that they never viewed, only sometimes, or have only had a look at it once.
However, statistics may change with the NBN roll out later this year.
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Q14: Do yow attend local events? (E.g. markets,
community events)

Figure 14

Local events attendance (e.g. markets, community events)
(n=93)

| a , '
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| ' . '
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An overwhelming number of respondents occasionally attend (60.2%) or attend the
majority (32.3%) of community events.

Q15: How important is Board-related information to you?

Figure 15

How important is Board-related information to you?
(n=93)

1
Very unimportant ‘l 2.2%

Somewhat unimportant ‘- 5.4%

Neither important or “- 9.7%

unimportant

important | 59.5%
very important | /3.0%
! .

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

The majority of respondents place importance on Board-related information. 40
people find the information very important, and 37 see it as important to them. The
results for Board-related information being unimportant are in the minority.
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QR16: Where do- yow obtoin the majority of your
wnformation abowt e proposed and ongoung Boord
C Vor policies?

Figure 16 a)

b)

Where do you obtain the majority of your
information about the proposed and
ongeing Board initiatives and/or policies?
{Choose one or more boxes if applicable)

Answeored: 81 Skipped- 3
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Answer Options

The Signal

LHIB Community Information Bulletin
Householders via Mail

Information or Fact Sheets
Information and Feedback Sessions
Email

Response
Count
(n=93)
64
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LHIB Website 9

Public Noticeboards 18
Public Meetings 70
Minutes of meetings 10
Focus group meetings 8
Briefings (between internal staff and Board members) 3
/nfo)rma/ engagement with LHIB (face-to-face, phone calls 23
elc.

Community word of mouth 48
/ don't at all 7

In Q16, respondents (n=93) were encouraged to choose one or more options of
where they currently obtain their Board-related information. Results indicated that
information was equally obtained through The Signal (64 respondents) and
Householders via Mail (64 respondents). Following closely was the LHIB Community
Information Bulletin (54 respondents) and community word of mouth (48
respondents). These mediums of communication are quick and easy to access for all
age groups.

Three comments were also made under this question stating that these respondents

work at the Board or are a part of Board meetings, therefore their information is
derived from there.
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Q17: Which of the following do- yow believe iy the
BEST way for tihe Board to- communicate withv e

Figure 17 a)

Which of the following do you believe is the
BEST way for the Board to communicate
with the community in the future? (Choose
one or more boxes if applicable)

Answered: 93 Skipped: 3

The Signal 49
LHIB Community
Information... 56
Househaolders
via Mail 62

Information

and Fact Shests r
Information

and Feedback... 21

Email/Email
Mews|eiters

LHIB Website - 16
Nollcam::;!f - 19
-4 00 R
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28

b)

Answer Options Respofise Count

(n=93)
The Signal 49
LHIB Community Information Bulletin 56
Householders via Mail 62
Information and Fact Sheets 27
Information and Feedback Sessions 21
Email/Email Newsletters 28
LHIB Website 76
Public Noticeboards/Advertisements 79
Public Meetings 32
Informal engagement with community (face-to-face, 27

phone calls etc.)



Results asking respondents (n=93) which method/s they believe are the best way for
the Board to communicate with the Island community were slightly different to the
mediums from which respondents currently receive information.

Householders via Mail were the most popular with 62 respondents choosing this,
closely followed by the LHIB Community Information Bulletin (56 respondents). The
Signal response count dropped to 49 respondents, compared to the 64 currently
obtaining their information from it. A significant response count can be noted for
respondents wanting emails and email newsletters (28 people), information and
feedback sessions (21 people), and public meetings (32 people). The increase in the
choice of these mediums of communication and the five comments within Q17 will
be discussed within the Discussion section of this report.

Q18: How informed do- yow feel about what's
happening on Lord Howe Island in general?

Figure 18

How informed do you feel about what's happening on Lord Howe
Island in general?

(n=93)
Very uninformed Very well informed
6.5% 10.8%
Generally
uninformed

18.3%

Generally informed
64.5%

The majority of respondents (60) feel generally informed about what is happening
on Lord Howe Island. 10 respondents feel very well informed. 17 feel generally
uninformed. 6 feel very uninformed.
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Q19: How satisfied are yow witihv the current level of

communication between tre Board and tire
community?

Figwre 19

Satisfaction with the current level of communication between

the Board and the community
(n=93)

Very Dissatisfied
10.8%

Very Satisfied
4.3%

Dissatisfied Satisfied
18.3% 32.3%

Survey results indicated that the community is predominantly satisfied (32.3%), or
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the current level of communication (34%).

Q20: If yow are not satusfied witiv e cwrrent level of

communication, whot b your reason for this?

Figure 20

If you are not satisfied with the current level of communication, what is your reason for this?

(Choose one or more boxes if applicable)

. Response

Answer Options Percent
There is a lack of communication between the LHIB and 226%
community ’
Information is not disseminated frequently enough 17.2%
Information is not disseminated with enough time for public 24 7%
response
Information disseminated is not clear or easy to understand 710.8%
The methods of communication the Board uses are 75%
insufficient or outdated ’
| am satisfied with the current level of communication 47.3%
Other (please specify)

Answered question

Skipped question

Response
Count

21
16
23
70
7

44
13
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Tabulation of these results shows how the level of current communication
satisfaction is a little higher when respondents are allowed to choose one or more
boxes (44 respondents). This suggests that respondents are generally satisfied with
the current level of communication, however also have chosen a secondary option if
they are not entirely pleased with the level of communication.

The predominant reasons for respondents not being satisfied with the
communication is due to information not being disseminated with enough time for
public response (23) and there is a general lack of communication between the LHIB
and the community (21). 16 respondents also stated that information is not
disseminated frequently enough, and 10 indicated that the information is not clear
or easy to understand. 13 respondents also chose ‘Other’ as an option specifying
their reasons in comments relating to information not filtering down to staff who
live on-site at lodges, as well as a dissatisfaction with the amount of Board
information available to people living off the Island.

Q21: Do you think the Board communicates well with all community
age groups?

Figure 21

Do you think the Board communicates well with all community
age groups?
(n=93)

Strongly Disagree - 8.6%

Neither Agree nor Disagree . % 32.3%)
Agree ‘ 24.7%

Strongly agree @2.2%

10 0%

Majority of respondents (n=93) either disagree (32.3%) or neither agree nor disagree
(32.3%) that the Board communicates well with all community age groups. 24.8%
agree that the Board communicates well with all age groups.
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Q22: How- often hanve yow experienced o community
consulifotion process ruw by the Boord?

Figure 22
How often have you experienced a community consultation process run
by the Board?
I've never had any (n=93)
experience with
communi )
cansu;;a;,-‘g:; | get involved almost
18.3% every time the Board
. have offered it
11.8%

I've never been
provided

opportunities to
comment on /
community issues or

proposed initiatives
6.5%

Q22 indicates that community consultation is quite dependent on respondent’s
interest in certain issues (63.4%). 18.3% have never experienced community
consultation, and 11.8% are on the other end of the spectrum getting involved
almost every time the Board has offered consultation.

Q23: How would yow rote tire effectiveness of the
Boowrd'y consultotion witiv He community before

Figure 23

How would you rate the effectiveness of the Board's consultation
with the community before it makes key decisions?
(n=93)

2.2%

B Very good

B Good

B Neither good or poor
B Poor

B Very poor
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Respondents (n=93) are generally undecided (35.5%) or believe the effectiveness of
the Board’s consultation with the community before it makes key decisions is poor
(23.7%). Therefore work needs to be done in this area. The results also indicated that
an equal number of respondents rated the effectiveness as good (19.4%) or very
poor (19.4%). The effectiveness was only rated very good by 2.2%.

Q24: How satisfied are yow withe the level of tinput
yow have info- the Boordly decision—making processes?

Figure 24

Satisfaction with the level of input respondents have into the
Board's decision-making processes
(n=93)

Very satisfied
3.2% Satisfied
16.1%

Very Dissatisfied
19.4%

Dissatisfied

24.7% Neither Satisfied

nor Dissatisfied
36.6%

Similar to the results of Q23, respondents of Q24 (n=93) were also generally
undecided (36.6%) or dissatisfied (24.7%) with the level of input they have into the
Board’s decision-making processes. Consequently, work needs to be done in this
area in order to build more effective two-way communication with the community.
19.4% were very dissatisfied and 16.1% were satisfied. Yet again, a small section of
respondents (3.2%) were very satisfied with the level of input.
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Q2S5 How well do- yow believe tihe Board stoys un

Figuwre 25

How well do you believe the Board stays in touch with community
needs and expectations?
(n=93)

Extremely well
3.2%

Q25 results show that the Board’s ability to stay in touch with community needs and
expectations is mostly average (44.1%) to good (29%). A slightly smaller amount
stated that they believe it is poor (23.7%).

Q26: Comments and Suggestions

Please view discussion about comments and suggestions within the Discussion
section. The comments can be viewed within APPENDIX 4.

3. Market Segmentation
3.1 Connecting withv the community
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3.1.1 Age Growp — 15 to- 24

= 11 respondents (9 female, 2 male)
= Majority identified themselves as Islanders currently residing on the mainland for educational
purposes etc. (7 people), 2 permanent residents, 1 temporary resident and 1 Islander

Over half (63.6%) have never contacted the Board before

Majority have never attended Board meetings before (72.7%)

Preference when contacting the Board is to talk with Board staff directly (36.4%), or equal
second is via letter, email, or talking directly to a Board member (18.2%).

Internet can be accessed by 100% of respondents — 63.6% at home and 36.4% not at
home

Over half find Board-related information important (54.5%) or very important (18.2%)
The Signal (7 people), Community Word of Mouth (6 people), and Householders via Mail
(5 people) were the three most common ways to obtain Board information for this age
group

Best mediums they believe the Board should use to communicate with in the future: LHIB
Community Information Bulletin (6 people), Householders via Mail (5), The Signal (4),
Email/Email Newsletters (3), and Public Meetings (3).

General feel that the Board doesn’t really communicate well with this age group

72.7% would like to be more involved in planning and decision-making to help improve the Island

Half have never had community consultation experience (54.5%), and over a quarter only get involved
when issues are of interest to them (27.3%)

Majority is neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (45.5%) or dissatisfied (27.3%) with the level of input they
have into the Board’s decision-making processes.
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3.1.2 Age Growps — 25 to- 34

Snapshot of 25 to 34 year olds In our community..

e 36.8% identify as permanent residents, 26.3% as Islanders residing on the mainland, 21.1%
as Islanders, 15.8% as temporary residents

Predominantly prefer to contact the Board by talking with staff (38.9%), or emailing (33.3%)

Equal amount of respondents either have written letters or petitions to the Board (9 people),
or haven’t written anything at all directed to the Board (9 people)

Website is used infrequently by majority of people

Future mediums this age group would like to use to communicate: Householders via Mail
(10), Email/Email Newsletters (9), The Signal (9), and Information and Feedback sessions (6)

61.1% get involved in community consultation when issues are presented that are of interest
to them

44.4% of people believe the Board adequatelystays in touch with community needs and
expectations, 33.3% believe the Board is good, and 22.2% believe it is poor.
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3.1.3 Age Growps — 35 to- 44

Snapshot of 35 to 44 year olds iIn our community..

e 5respondents, (all female)
e 3 permanent residents, 1 identified as Islander and 1 identified as leaseholder
e 3 people are employed part-time, 2 people are employed full-time

Majority of this age group want to be more involved in planning and decision-making

3 people are undecided on their satisfaction with the level of input they have into Board
decision-making, and 2 people are dissatisfied.

This age group prefer to get involved when issues are presented that are of interest to them
All respondents believe that the Board stays in touch adequately (3) or poorly (2) with
community needs and expectations
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3.1.4 Age Growps — 45 to- 54

Segment Stats
e 26 respondents (13 females, 13 males)
e 10Islanders, 10 permanent residents, 5 leaseholders, 1 Islander currently living off island
e 100% are employed — 20 full-time, 6 part-time
e Half are employees (staff), 8 own businesses on the island, 5 are contractors or suppliers

Key Communications Characteristics

45 to 54 year olds are the most active in contacting the Board regarding community issues or Board
initiatives: 15 people have contacted once in the past 12 months, 4 people once or twice in the last
month, 1 person contacts weekly, and 1 person daily. The other 5 haven’t contacted the Board in the
past 12 months, or ever.

Top 3 preferred ways of contacting the Board: talking to Board staff (11), Email (5), talking directly to
a Board member (4)

Majority have access to the Internet, however 5 do not have access at all

Almost all respondents have directed petitions or letters to the Board (23 people)

Almost two thirds of respondents have attended a Board meeting in the past

The Board’s website is rarely used by majority of this age group, however 3 people use it frequently
Events are attended by majority of this group, with only 2 people not attending any

45 to 54 year olds place the highest importance on Board-related information than any other age
(with 15 selecting ‘very important’ and 8 selecting ‘important’)

Most popular ways of obtaining information currently: Householders via Mail (20), Community Info
Bulletin (18), and The Signal (15)

Best ways for future communication with this group: Householders via Mail (19), Community
Information Bulletin (16), The Signal (15), Informal engagement (face-to-face, phone calls) (11),
Information and Fact Sheet (9)

Email/Email Newsletters were chosen by 8 people also as a future communication medium, which
currently only 1 person stated they were using it

Almost all respondents feel either generally informed or very well informed about what'’s
happening on LHI in general

50% of respondents are satisfied with the current communication between the Board and the
community, however the most prevalent answers for dissatisfaction were that there is a general
lack of communication or that information is not disseminated with enough time for public
response

]

AN

Community Engagement Snapshot

e Majority of respondents get involved in community consultation when issues are
presented of interest to them

e Respondents were majorly undecided (10 people), dissatisfied (2), or very dissatisfied (5)
with the level of input they have into the Board’s decision-making processes
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3.1.5 Age Growps — S5 to- 64

Segment Stats
® 17 respondents (9 female, 8 male)
® 9 lslander, 5 permanent resident, 2 leaseholders, 1 Islander living off island
®  Majority have lived on the island there whole life or over 10 years

4

Key Communications Characteristics

Three quarters of respondents have contacted the Board once or twice in the past 12 months
Preferred ways of contacting the Board: talking with Board staff directly (7 people), letter (6), and
email (4)

14 out of 17 respondents have Internet access

Almost all respondents (16) are active in writing letters or signing petitions directed to the Board
Majority of this group have never looked at the Board website, or have looked once but never use it
10 people occasionally attend events, 5 attend majority and 2 don’t attend any

12 out of 17 respondents place importance on Board-related information

Most common current ways of obtaining Board information: Householders via Mail (12), The
Signal (10), LHIB Community Information Bulletin (9), and Community Word of Mouth (7)
Best way to communicate in the future with this age group: Householders via Mail (11), LHIB
Community Information Bulletin (9), Public Meetings (7), and The Signal (7)

52.9% feel generally informed about what’s happening on LHI

Two thirds are satisfied or neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the current level of
communication between the LHIB and community

Main dissatisfaction factors of the level of communication: info is not disseminated with enough
time for public response (5 people), and general lack of communication (4)

Community Engagement Snapshot

e  70.6% get involved in community consultation when issues are presented that are of
interest

e  Over half rate the effectiveness of Board’s consultation with the community as either
good or neither good nor poor

e 76.5% would like to get more involved with planning and decision-making to help
improve the island

e According to this age group, the Board is average (41.2%) or good (35.3%) at staying in
touch with community needs and expectations
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3.1.6 Age Growp — 65 to- 74

Snapshot of 65 to 74 year olds In our community..

® 9 people (6 female, 3 male)
® 4 |slander, 3 permanent residents, 2 leaseholders

Key Communications Characteristics

Community Engagement Snapshot




3.1.7 Age Growp — 75 to- 84

Snapshot of 75 to 84 year olds In our community..

8 respondents (5 female, 3 male)
5 Islander, 2 permanent residents, 1 leaseholder

Key Communications Characteristics

ormatio ot being d en ated w enoug ne 1or pub espo e
e Majority of respondents disagree or are undecided whether the Board communicates well with all
age groups

Community Engagement Snapshot
e  75% get involved in community consultation when issues are presented that are of

interest

62.5% poorly rate the effectiveness of the Board’s consultation before it makes key
decisions

75% only want to be consulted in advance about any key decisions that might affect their
household or area

50% are satisfied with the level of input they have into Board’s decision-making
processes, whilst the other 50% are dissatisfied, very dissatisfied or undecided

62.5% believe the Board is average at staying in touch with community needs and




3.1.8 Age Group — 85+

Snapshot of 85+ year olds In our community..

Key Communications Characteristics

Community Engagement Snapshot
. Likes to get involved in community consultation when issues are presented that are of

interest
Rates the effectiveness of the Board’s consultation with community before it makes key
decisions as neither good nor poor
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the level of input they have into the Board’s
decision-making processes
Believes the Board is good at staying in touch with the communities needs and
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3.2 Market Segmentfation — Residential Stotus

3.2.1 Key communication and engagement differences
between residents Living on the land and residents Living
off the uland

Note: For the purposes of this section of the report, leaseholders will not be included within this section as their
residential status of living on or off the island is unknown.
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More contact the Board regularly than residents off island (58.8% in the past 12 months)

Talk with Board staff directly
Email
Talk to a Board member
Writing letters (more face-to-face contact)
0 Email
0 Talk with Board staff directly
0 Talk directly with a Board member
Majority have Internet access, with only 1 person off the Island not having Internet and 15 on the island. This
may change with the future NBN rollout.
Residents on the island are more active in writing letters and petitions directed at the Board
Board meeting attendance is greater from residents living on the Island rather than residents off the Island —
due to the locality of the meetings
The Board’s website is utilised by more residents living off island, but not very frequently
Almost all residents living on the island attend events either majority of the time or occasionally, most
residents living off island only attend island events occasionally
Over three quarters of residents living on the island place Board-related information as very important or
important — more place it as very important than residents living off island
Larger percentage of residents on the Island are feeling generally informed (67.6%), compared to off island
residents
Greater satisfaction of communication between the Board and the community residents living on the island
Greatest concern for the current level of communication for residents on the island, is that information is
not disseminated with enough time for public response
Residents living off the Island feel that there is a general lack of communication between the Board and
themselves
Residents living on island were split as to whether the Board communicates well with all age groups (22
Disagree, 20 Agree, 20 Neither agree or disagree)
Majority of residents living off island believe the Board does not communicate well with all age groups

~




e  Majority of both residents living on and off the island would like to be more involved in planning and
decision-making, however a larger percentage of residents off island wanted to be more involved 78.6%

33



4. DucunssLon

Response Age

The largest age group to participate in the survey was the 45 to 54 year olds, with 26
respondents. This is illustrative of the Census Data provided by the ABS in Appendix
One, as this age group makes up the largest percentage of the Island’s population at
18.5%. This indicates that the majority of the population is in the 45 to 54 age
bracket, and that they are also active in participating in Board surveys. In order to
gain more results, more encouragement could have been given to the 0 to 14
bracket to participate, as there were no responses made by this age group. This
could be facilitated through possible discussion with parents of older children or the
school.

Residential Status

Q3 was created in order to gain an idea of the demographics of the community, and
how the different types of residents would prefer to communicate with the LHIB.
There were comments (numbers 7 & 18) made that can be seen within Appendix
Four, suggesting that the survey itself contributes to the division of residents, and
guestions asking what residency has to do with community engagement. These
distinctions were put in the survey in order to gain a deeper understanding into the
different types of communication that residents on and off the Island would like.
These categories did overlap however; therefore the wording of the answer options
could have been improved to be less ambiguous.

In Appendix Four, comment 24 was made in relation to the Rodent Eradication issue.
The comment stated that temporary residents (i.e. lodge employees) were
“allowed/desperately encouraged to vote” in the community poll, and that “they
should never have been entitled to vote...as they are not long-term stakeholders” in
the community. Considering the strong participant survey responses from Islanders
and Permanent Residents, it is suggested that the results from this survey will
demonstrate the attitudes and opinions of the long-term community members, as
well as incorporating the short-term and temporary residents’ preferences.

Employment Status

Within Q5, over half of the respondents stated that they work full-time, therefore
important Board meetings or other information sessions may not be held within the
hours when people can attend. The Board needs to consider all residents with
different employment statuses when scheduling Board-related information sessions.
Comments 2, 16 and 30 within Appendix Four all address the issue of Board
meetings not being held at suitable times for all. Therefore the Board could consider
holding meetings after hours, or another option could be to film or audio record
each Board meeting, and have the recording and minutes available online a few days
after the meeting has taken place. This would reduce misunderstanding of
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discussions at Board meetings within the community, and make meetings more open
and transparent.

Q6 shows that the majority of respondents stated they were employees (staff). Due
to the existence of staff accommodation on the island, respondents commented in
Appendix Three, Q17, stating that even though they are interested in Board-related
information, it may not be passed down to them from lodge owners as they only
have one mailbox. It is important that the Board has a means of communication with
these people, as they are an important part of this hospitality and tourism-based
island. It is suggested that an email announcement service be created in order to
communicate with employees/staff working on the island as well as others who
prefer information by email.

Levels of community engagement

Overall it can be said that over half of the community would like to be more involved
in planning and decision-making to help improve the Board and the island, with
60.4% of respondents stating this. The Board needs to harness this positive
feedback, and facilitate two-way communication by providing more ways for the
community to engage with the Board. Within Appendix Four, comments were made
that the Board has hidden agendas, and that the Board makes decisions without
consulting the community often. The Board needs to change this outlook, which
could be done in various ways including a suggestion given by one respondent saying
that there needs to be more ‘community-led’ rather than ‘government-led’ projects
happening (comment 29). A suggestion made in Appendix Four under Q17, number 3
recommended the use of a public forum online whereby the Board can collect email
addresses and whenever an issue arises, the mailing list is sent out a link to the
public forum where the issue can be discussed publicly or anonymously. While this
could lead to some negative comment, there could be an agreement that criticism
can only be constructive and only the issue at hand is to be discussed.

31.3% of respondents only wanted to be consulted in advance about any key issues
that might affect their household or area. This level of community engagement
should be addressed with a different approach i.e. householders or mail outs when
issues are specific to their area, or phone calls at least 48 hours prior to the issue
affecting their area.

It is recommended that the Board provides different community engagement
options for all levels of engagement that are required. People living on and off the
island could nominate what level of community engagement they would like through
on-line registration, then the Board can communicate effectively with all residents
on and off the island.

Preferred methods of contacting the Board

Feedback from the survey showed that email is taking over letter writing as a
preferred method of contact, therefore this should be taken into account.
Comments in Appendix Four suggest that letters and emails are not necessarily being
responded to in a timely fashion. The Board’s current procedure is for a response
within 20 days. This seems too long. To address the feedback about no or tardy
responses to emails, the Board could put in place an auto-response email. It is
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recommended that the Board review its policy and procedures about the methods of
contact with the community, and the time frames for response.

It can also be noted that 37.6% of respondents preferred to contact the Board staff
directly. It is suggested, once the policy and procedures are reviewed, that all Board
staff are briefed on the policy. The comments section indicates that the public are
told to email or write letters. This causes frustration within the community if the
email and letters are then not answered in a timely fashion.

Specific methods of how each age group prefers to contact the Board will be
discussed later within the discussion.

Internet access

The majority of people in the community can access Internet, either at home or
elsewhere; therefore Board information should be regularly disseminated via
Internet options such as email. Survey feedback and comments suggest that emails
and email newsletters are desired by residents living on and off the island, with links
to issues and photographs provided. The rollout of the NBN will also improve the
Internet

Board meetings and information sessions

37.6% of respondents have never attended a Board meeting or other information
session. The percentage of people attending Board meetings could be increased so
that the community is more informed on Board-related matters. As well as people
working full-time on the island, people living off the island are unable to attend the
meetings. This is an argument for audio/video recording of Board meetings, with the
information being put onto the Board website after each meeting. Dates and times
of Board meetings should not only be put on the public noticeboard, they should
also be sent via email to people who are interested.

Letters and petitions directed at the Board

Petitions tend to indicate a level of opposition to a current practice or a proposal,
and are an important gauge of the level of community support, and a means of
including public views into decision making. The petitions that the Board receives are
usually after a decision has been made where there is disagreement. It does not
necessarily indicate that a proposal has not been communicated or the community
has not been engaged adequately. However with 72% of respondents either writing
a letter or signing a petition directed at the Board, or both, this indicates that the
majority of community members has opposed a Board decision at some time. This
statistic could potentially be lowered by involving the community more in decision-
making through more open consultation, online forums to discuss issues, and more
open two-way communication.

Board website

Survey feedback indicates that the Board website is infrequently used by the
majority of respondents. This should slightly change with the NBN rollout. However
there is also a question as to whether the minimal activity presence that the Board
has on the website, is the issue, or whether the community just does not want to use
the website. It is suggested that the Board take more of an active role in
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communicating via the website including weekly updates in the News section, links
to recorded meetings/content, social media presence, leading more community
“traffic” to the forms online by uploading more documents etc. onto the website for
the public to access and use. By the Board increasing the activity, it should
encourage the community to access the website also.

Community Events

Survey feedback shows that over half of respondents occasionally attend events and
32.3% attend the majority of events, indicating that community events have the
potential to be a part of the Board’s strategic communication with the community
living on the island, as well as visitors. There is a question as to whether the
community would like the Board to provide information at these events. However,
pop-ups such as the sustainable energy stall at the community market have been
quite successful, and have provided an opportunity to communicate directly with the
public.

Current level of communication

The satisfaction with the current level of communication by the Board was generally
split. In order to change this perspective, the recommendations of the
Communication and Community Engagement Strategy should be followed. The
recommendation to extend the public response time for serious issues impacting the
community such as rodent eradication, sustainable energy, and the Handley Report.
Appendix 4, comment 5 suggests the employment of a Community Liaison Officer
would be beneficial for the island as the officer could be responsible for coordinating
many communicative tasks which are spread over different departments.

Community Consultation

The very low number of people, who say that they have never had an opportunity to
comment on community issues, shows that the Board regularly undertakes some
level of consultation. However, survey feedback indicates that over half of
respondents only want to get involved when issues are presented that are of interest
to them.

Only a small proportion of the community rates the effectiveness of consultation as
being above average or poor. The level of community consultation could be
improved by training staff in communication and consultation, or outsourcing the
consultation, as well as combining the consultation with vigorous advertising
beforehand to prevent any miscommunication.

A suggestion made in Appendix 4, comment 20 pointed out that people living on the
island where English is their second language , may not understand the Board’s
structure and processes. This respondent did not care about the Board, because they
did not understand. It is recommended that the Board look into holding informative
meetings possibly for those with language difficulties or younger teenagers in order
to educate them on how the Board functions. If these people are informed, they will
become more involved.
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Level of input into Board’s decision-making

Survey feedback suggested that the many respondents were undecided or
dissatisfied with the level of input they have into the Board’s decision-making
processes. It is recommended that the Board look at how the community would like
to be involved in decision-making processes to better understand this. Within
Appendix 4, comment 5 a respondent suggested that an Elders Council
Representative be created “to give voice to cultural identity and history of decision
making for settlement of infrastructure and environment which can assist current
and future planning.” This suggestion would address other comments that were
made regarding the Board not listening to older generations about the historical
importance of certain parts of the land and environment, and would help the Board
understand better the significance it has to older generations.

Age Groups

0-14 years old

No responses were collected within this age group. This could have been addressed
by attending the LHICS and discussing communication and community engagement
with the children. However it is questionable as to whether this age group would
have opinions on the matter.

15-24 years old

The majority of respondents within this age group live off the island for educational
purposes or other reasons, and 100% had Internet access, therefore emails/email
newsletters would be a great way to disseminate Board information to them.
Comment 27 in Appendix Four suggests that the Board needs to invite the younger
generation into the conversation and give them greater opportunities at contributing
to decision-making with the rest of the community. Feedback shows that this age
group want to be more involved in decision-making, however are not active
themselves in contacting the Board or attending Board meetings. It is therefore
important for the Board to reach out to them, in order to facilitate two-way
communication for the future generations. Feedback shows that there is also the
opportunity to communicate with this age group when school or university holidays
are on, at community events/markets. Best ways for communicating with this age
group will be discussed in the recommendation section.

25 to 34 years old

This age group was mixed with residents living on and off the island, with the
majority being employed full-time; therefore meaning they most likely could not
attend Board meetings. This age group has participated in consultations and
meetings more frequently than the 15 to 24 year group and the majority want to be
involved more in the Board’s decision-making. Feedback suggests this age group
likes to be up-to-date with what is happening on the Island and believe that
information is not disseminated frequently enough.
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35 to 44 years old

Within this age group, only females responded to the survey, which means both
genders are not represented for the survey. This age group is not as active in
contacting the Board as other age groups, and when they do, they prefer email.
100% have access to the Internet in some form, however are not frequently using
the Board’s website. Therefore email links to the website should facilitate the usage
of it given that more content is uploaded. 35 to 44 year olds want to be more
involved in planning and decision-making when it comes to the Board, however the
majority only get involved when issues are presented that are of interest to them.

45 to 54 years old

As discussed, this age group had the largest amount of respondents, with 13 males
and 13 females. The majority work full-time and therefore may find it hard to get to
Board or other informational meetings. This age group is also the most active in
letter and petition writing than any other age group, therefore they are more likely
to be in opposition with the Board on issues. tBoard and informational meetings
should be made more accessible to this group, as well as frequent emails sent
outlining the Board’s policies, projects and procedures. Emails are a great option for
this group, as feedback indicated a huge increase in people wanting emails/email
newsletters. The main difference between this age group and others is that feedback
suggests they feel generally informed about what is happening on the island. This
can be attributed to the fact that this age group wants to be more involved and is
also actively engaging in two-way communication in the form of letter/email writing
more frequently in comparison to other age groups. Dissatisfaction with the current
level of communication related to the view that the Board does not give enough
time for public response. It is suggested this should change to cater for the needs of
the community.

55 to 64 years old

The employment status of this age group represents a slight change over all age
groups with more respondents selecting part-time employment. This age group is
active in contacting and writing to the Board, and also has a similar amount of
interest regarding community engagement to the 45 to 54 age group. This shows
that these age groups are of an age where they want to take on Board issues and
policies, and also communicate via written and verbal communication. Majority of
this age group have lived on the island their whole life, so therefore are more
committed to the community.

65 to 74 years old

100% of this age group has lived on the island for over 10 years or the majority of
their life, so therefore have a long-term commitment to the community. Board
information is very important to almost three quarters of this group, however over
half of respondents are very dissatisfied with the level of input they have into
decisions. Respondents in this age group are mostly retired in comparison to other
groups, meaning that these respondents should have more time to attend meetings,
which is evident in the feedback, as over half have attended meetings in the past.
This reflects why 8 out of 9 people in this group feel generally informed about what
is happening on the island. The dissatisfaction with the level of communication in
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this group is to do with response times and frequency of information being
disseminated.

75 to 84 years old

Again, 100% of the 75 to 84 year olds have lived on the island for over 10 years or
the majority of their life. The feedback indicates that they are an active group with
50% attending Board meetings in the past, and 25% attending them frequently. They
are actively involved in contacting the Board, as well as actively directing letters and
petitions to the Board. Board information is very important to them, however 75%
only want to be involved in consultation when the issues affect their household or
area directly.. One thing to note is that this group does not access the Internet as
easily as the other age groups; this may have to do with the fact that they were not
brought up with Internet technology.

85+ years old

Only one person responded from the community in this age group, which therefore
does not provide the feedback with enough accuracy to make pivotal resolutions,
however it does give the Board an indication of this age group. Feedback indicates
that this person is not very active in attending meetings, or contacting the Board at
all, and when they do contact the Board it is via face-to-face contact by directly
talking to staff. This respondent places Board-related information as important to
them, however feels generally uninformed about what’s happening on the island,
and only wants to be involved when issues are of interest to them. In Appendix 4,
comment 10, this respondent made a comment stating that the mental perplexes of
the 85+ age group need longer periods of time as well as face-to-face contact (from
the Board), in order to absorb the information, therefore this is recommended for
future communication.
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5 Recommendations

5.1 Struectwral Recommendations

In the future, in order to gain more accurate representations of the 0 to 14
and 85+ age groups, it is recommended to speak to these groups face-to-face
to help them understand the nature of the survey etc. If the budget was
larger, this could have been undertaken with focus group research.

Wording of residential status questions could have been less ambiguous and
definitions spelt out to the participants

5.2 Overall Recommendations

*Note: it is important that all recommendations align with each other to build an
integrated communication strategy

Board meeting times and online recordings -The Board should ensure that
meetings are accessible to all residents either by holding meetings after
hours for full-time employees, or another option could be to film or audio
record each Board meeting, and have the recording and minutes available
online at least a couple of days after the meeting has taken place for
residents off the island. This would reduce misunderstanding of discussion at
Board meetings within the community, and make meetings more
transparent. Dates and times of these meetings should not only be put on the
public noticeboard, they should also be sent via email to people who are
interested.

Registering the desired level of community engagement — residents on and
off the island should be given the option to register the level of community
engagement they would like with the Board. It is recommended this
information should be compiled from a website link where people can
register if they only want householders, or enter their email for newsletters
etc., and this data can be put into a database for future communication with
those residents. The island is quite small; therefore this would not be a
difficult task.

Email/Email Newsletter services — in order to provide more up-to-date and
efficient communication to residents on and off the island, it is
recommended that the Board create several different email services

O Email newsletter for staff and anyone else who wants to be
communicated with via email — it is recommended that the Board
create and compile an online database of email addresses for staff in
lodge accommodation and any other residents who are wanting to be
updated with an email newsletter. This should include similar things
to the Community Information Bulletin, with clickable links to current
issues/projects, and photographs.

0 Email announcements — it is also recommended that email
announcements be sent out to the community email database when
there are upcoming surveys, consultations, or decision-making
projects that the community may want to participate in.
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0 Automated email response for Board staff —an automated response
email should be implemented for all Board staff members indicating
how long it will take the staff to get back to the email etc.

Public online forum — it is recommended that the Board facilitate more
means for two-way communication, such as a public online forum which can
be linked within email newsletters to issues that are upcoming. The Board
can then obtain the attitudes and perceptions of the community
automatically, and understand what may be contentious topics/questions
during community consultation

Board Website - the Board should take a more active role at communicating
via the website including weekly updates in the News section, links to
recorded meetings/content, social media presence, encouraging the Board
Administration staff to lead community “traffic” onto the forms online by
uploading more documents etc. onto the website for the public to access and
use. By the Board increasing the activity, it should encourage the community
to access the website also

New policy procedure for communication methods — it is recommended that
the Board reviews policy and procedures for communicating with residents,
and ensure that all emails/letters receive a replywithin a 14-day period.
Extend the public response time for community feedback for serious issues
impacting the community

Communication at community events — event pop-ups such as the
sustainable energy market stall have been quite successful, and have
provided an opportunity to communicate directly with the public
Community Liaison Officer — It is strongly recommended that the Board
create a position of Community Liaison Officer - with communications
expertise and experience . The officer would be responsible for a number of
communications tasks that are currently spread between different
departments and ensuring a good level of communication between the Board
and residents and visitors.

Community Consultation Training — It is recommended that training be
provided in communication and consultation to make consultation more
effective Alternatively consultation could be outsourced. Good advertising
should be undertaken before any consultation to ensure a good level of
community understanding and involvement.

Communication training for Board Administration staff — Training should be
provided to staff, in particular front-line staff, in communication and how to
deal with difficult people etc.

Informative educational meetings - It is recommended that the Board hold
informative meetings for people for whom English is not their first language
or younger teenagers in order to educate them on how the Board functions.
If these people are informed, they will become more involved in decision-
making in regard to Board policies etc.

Consultation on decision-making processes — it is recommended that the
Board consult on the level of input into decision-making processes that the
community would like. It is important to involve the community and that the
community is engaged.

Elders Council Representative — it is important to the residents living on and
off the island, that the island’s historical importance remains a concern on
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the Board’s agenda. It is recommended that consultation with a
representative group of the older generation of residents would be of benefit
to the Board in order to gain historical background when land and
infrastructure are issues.

5.3 Age Growp Recommendationy

15 to 24 years old

Important that the Board reaches out to this age group to facilitate two-
way communication
Emails/email newsletters and social media should be used to communicate
as 100% have Internet access
Opportunity to communicate with this group on school holidays via
community event pop-ups
Targeted communication in the future with this age group should be via:

0 LHIB Community Information Bulletin, Householders via Mail, The

Signal, Email/Email Newsletters, and Public Meetings

25 to 34 years old

Important to make Board meetings accessible to this age group as majority
work full-time

Information should be disseminated more frequently to satisfy this age
group
Targeted communication in the future with this age group should be via:
O Householders via Mail, Email/Email Newsletters, The Signal, and
Information and Feedback sessions
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35 to 44 years old

e Important that the Board reaches out to this age group to facilitate two-
way communication

e Emails are a great way to contact this age group as 100% have access, and
they prefer to contact the Board using this method

e Targeted communication in the future with this age group should be via:

0 Public Meetings, Householders via Mail, and LHIB Community
Information Bulletin

45 to 54 years old
e Board and informational meetings should be made more accessible to this
group as they are the largest demographic — majority work full-time
e Emails are a great communication method for this group, as feedback
indicated a huge increase in people wanting emails/email newsletters.
Frequent emails should be sent outlining the Board’s policies, projects and
procedures
e Board needs to give more time for public response feedback from this age
group
e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:
0 Householders via Mail, Community Information Bulletin, The Signal,
Informal engagement (face-to-face, phone calls), Information and Fact
Sheet

55 to 64 years old
e Board should make an effort to respond to this age group as they
communicate face to face or via letter usually — this age group likes to
communicate directly
e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:
0 Householders via Mail, LHIB Community Information Bulletin, Public
Meetings, and The Signal

65 to 74 years old

e This age group and older would be suitable for the recommended Elders
Representative as 100% have lived on the island at least over 10 years or
majority of their life, and they are wanting more input into Board decision-
making

e Response time for feedback and frequency of information being
disseminated is an issue for this age group — it is recommended this be
improved to help facilitate communication with this age group

e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:

0 LHIB Community Info Bulletin, Householders via Mail, The Signal — the
selection was spread for the choice of future communication
methods, compared to the current ways this group is obtaining
information
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75 to 84 years old

e This age group and older would be suitable for the recommended Elders
Representative - 100% of the 75 to 84 year olds have lived on the island for
over 10 years or majority of their life

¢ Internet and email communication is not best suited to this age group as
feedback suggested many didn’t have the technology, or didn’t use it

e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:

0 LHIB Community Info Bulletin, Householders via Mail, The Signal, and
Information and Fact Sheets

85+ years old
e Recommended that the Board spend face-to-face time with this age group

discussing Board issues, policies, projects etc. possibly at Seniors Week
events or even in a meeting — this age group stated that there is not enough
time or mental capacity at their age to absorb the policies etc.
e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:
0 The Signal, LHIB Community Info Bulletin, Householders via Mail,
Information and Fact Sheets

5.4 Resvdential Recommendations

Residents living off the Island
e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:
O Email/Email Newsletters
0 The Signal
e Social media presence by the Board is also recommended for the future in
order to keep residents off island informed easier (i.e. Facebook page)

Residents living on the Island
e Targeted communication in the future with this group should be via:
0 Householders via Mail
0 Community Info Bulletin
0 Information and Fact Sheets
O Email/Email Newsletters
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Appendix One: Snapsihot of the 2011/12
Censuy Dato

&
T 394 people M'i 91 families & 136 households
198 male and 196 female Average c.hildren per Average people per
family 1.7 household 2.3
Average age 46.3 )
] i 152 people (50%) are 106.2 households with
Average in Australia 37.3 married internet access

Data Analysis

People

The median age is 46.3, which is almost 10 years older than the average age in
Australia. This means that the island has an ageing/older population. This age group
(45 to 54) is the largest at 18.5% and made up of the Baby Boomers and Generation
X. The largest group of people was born between 1960 and1970 on LHI. The second
largest percentage was tied between 0 to 14 years and 55 to 64 years group, who
are also Baby Boomers. These generations are of importance for the research and
strategy.

Three largest generation populations on LHI

Baby Boomers — 1946 - 64

Half of this generation was born a while after World War 2. “They grew up in an age
of prosperity and continue to have few qualms about spending on consumer goods
instead of saving for retirement” (Wilcox & Cameron 2012). They share many
concerns with their immediate elders, the seniors. “Austerity was taken over by
technological advancement and increasing freedom (McCrindle 2012).

Generation X — 1965 — 1979

“Gen X is building on what they have already achieved and are searching for
meaning. Potentialism, opportunity, changing, is moving in new directions”
(McCrindle Research).

Generation Z — 1995 - 2009

Fast-moving, complex, digitally engaged, globally focused, educationally
transformed, network influences them socially. Need to possibly engage digitally
with them in order to communicate.

Source: ABS,

2016 http://stat.abs.gov.au/itt/r.jsp?RegionSummary&region=10803&dataset=ABS REGIONAL ASGS
&geoconcept=REGION&datasetASGS=ABS REGIONAL ASGS&datasetLGA=ABS REGIONAL LGA&regio
NLGA=REGION&regionASGS=REGION
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Appendiy Two: Communication and
Community Engagement Survey

How could the Board better
communicate with you? =

Have YOUR say with the... Lovd Howe

Lord Howe
Island Board

Communications
and Community
Engagement
Survey
December, 2015

The Lond Howe Idand Board is seeking srvey, n order to help nform, consult, and
dbout how & il artively engaje our community
fth the ldand ¥ Two axveys have been provided per
The survey be used t p Additiona copies are avallahle
aC ol [ Yy from the Boad Administration Office or
Engagement Srdegy to faditae two-way Boad webste www il nsw gov.al.
communicalion with the 13and comm unity For further information pleese contact Devid
and other ey ddehdders. Kelly (Managey Enironment & Community
The Board isvery B n your v D ent) on (D2) 6563 266 —extension
ymne to paticipaein the 18 or by emal dave kellyighib nsw gov.an

Complete the survey and return to the Post Office or Adminidration Office

Complete it online viathe following link
https//www surveymonkey.com/r/lhibcommunicationssurvey

Pease submit before January 18, 2015
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PO PP nicationi and Conunity Engiget Decarnber, 201

Q12 Do you attend Board meetings or other information sessions?

[ 1 autend them frequently a
l have attended them in the past

Q13 How regularly do you visit the Board's website?

u attend local events? (e.q. markets, community events)

D 1 occasionally atter
g

Q15 How important s Board-related information 1o you?

D - D Somewhat Uni
O mportant ) very unimportant
a

Neither important or unimporant

Q16 Where do you oblain the majority of your inform
ongoing Board initiatives and/or policies? {Ch

about proposed and




Lowad

£ DOO

o0 o0

U

2
t

ooo

Howe 1siann ssarn Communicatior | Community Engagerr rvey, December, 2015

Which of the following do you believe is the best way for the Board to
communicate with the community in the future? (Choose one or more boxes if

le)

applic

LHIB Website

e Signal .
Public Moticeboards/Advertisements
LHIB Community Information Bulletin
i Public Meetings
Haousehalders via Mail

Infarmal eng went with community

Information and Fact Sh (face-t

ace, pt > calls etc.)

mation and Feedback Sessions

Other, please specify

U 0ood

Email/Email Mewsletters

How informed do you feel about what's happening on Lord Howe Island in
general?

Wery well informed | I Cenerally uniformed
I Very uninformed

How satisfied are you with the current level of communication between the
Board and the community?

Cenerally inforr

Yiery Satisfied D Dissatisfied
Satisfied D Very Dissatisfied

Meither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied

If you are not satisfied with the current level of communication, what is your
reason for this? (Choose one or more boxes if applicable)

to understand

There is a general lack of communication
between

1B and community ion the Board

nform s not disseminated freguently

satish with the current level of

. communication
n is not disseminated with
ne for public response D Other, please specify

n disseminat s not clear or

Do you think the Board communicates well with all community age groups?

Strangly Agree D Disagree

Agree D Strangly Disagree

Meither Agree nor Disagree

‘Section Four: CommuNiTy ENGAGEMENT
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LovaA Howe isiann peann Communications and Community Engagement Sumvey, December, 2015

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY AND GIVING THE
BOARD INSIGHT INTO YOUR NEEDS AND EXPECTATIONS.

If you have any other comments/suggestions regarding communication and community engagement
within the Lord Howe lsland community, please leave it in the comment box below.

Compilett and dusigned by Lana Thempson and
Dee Rogers of The Interretive Design Compary
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Appendiy Thaee: Open—ended guestiony and
answers throunghowt survey
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Question | Comment & Comment # Suggested change/improvement
# to communication and
community engagement
Qeé: If Q6 should have included a “retired”
No. Responses .
employed, answer option
please 1 Permanent Part time NSW
indicate 2 Self-employed
your 3 Retired
occupation 4 Retired
on the 5 Retired
island? 6 Retired
7 N/A
Employed off the Island and also business co-
8 owner on Lord Howe Island.
9 and small business owner
10 Retired
Q9: What Communication should be
. Number Responses . .
is your contextualized — different
preferred it depends on the issue. Sometimes communication methods for different
way of personal discussion and letters are issues
contacting 1 needed.
the Board? 2 Depends on the issue.
3 N/A
Formal communication - email. Informal -
4 Board Member
5 talk to executive officer directly
Qie: Number e Q1§ should h.av_e been cIearer_with the
Where do option of “Briefings (between internal
you obtain Board meeting staff and Board members). This was the
the At work at the Board haha. option the people who are employed by
majority of | work at the board so | am aware of the Board should have chosen instead of
your what is going on making the comments in the “Other”
informatio section
n about the
proposed
and
ongoing
Board
initiatives
and/or
policies?
Ql7': R Other (please specify) Phong calls should be made for ma_tters
Which of that directly affect a person or their
the 1 1don't think people really look at noticeboards property directly.
following phone calls if they think that the matter may be
do you G related to me or of interest to me. LHIB should collate a mailing list of
. . 3 Householders for extra-ordinary matters . . .
believe is The LHIB should actively and passionately be residents who wish to be contacted via
the BEST collating a mailing list of email.
way for the ALL Islanders/Residents both on and off the Island.
Board to Emails can be sent regarding issues and each issue Create a public forum on the Board
communica diSCUSS.Ed can have a ) ) ) website to help facilitate two-way
BOLD link that takes them immediately to a public
te with the forum where direct/open messages communication on particular issues
community can be made publicly or anonymously.
in the The conversation can be followed and that way the 5‘2
entire community can be discussing issues together.
future?

Instead of one person with/against the Board, it can

be a conversation between many
Email Newsletters including those residing off the




island who still take an active interest.

Q20:

If you are
not
satisfied
with the
current
level of
communica
tion, what
is your
reason for
this?

Number

10
11

12

13

Other (please specify)

| don't feel the information contains all of the facts
about issues. Often agendas are hidden!

Important government reports (Gleeson, Handley) are
not communicated.

On occasion the Board has hidden agendas

Given the amount of information being disseminated
by the Board or readily available

from the Board (or website etc) the community as a
whole does not seem to be well informed.

Other than the signal, there is a lack of
communication for off island islanders. e.g. emails
would be good etc.

The opinions of the residents counts for nothing

The Board is not interested in resident opinion

I am a staff member living in staff accommodation for
10 years and the board have no way of contacting me.
The lodge owners don't pass on the information

The set out of this is very indicative. Information is not
disseminated, not discussed or consultative —

this goes back to base residents/islanders.

New policies and procedures need to be discussed
BEFORE they are implemented.

Inform the community immediately.

Outdated.

There is no communication at all to those Islanders
who are off the Island,

we need to rely on our families to inform us which is
some cases is bias/not all the facts are presented .
To establish a database to communicate regularly with
those islanders is critical, as many of them will
eventually

reside back on the Island. | believe the Board would
reach the younger generation with much more ease
and

would significantly decrease many communication
barriers and misinformation being circulated.

| personally rely on an informed Board Member to
obtain my information,

| believe that | should be able to access the
information much more transparently,

with the Board taking a proactive role in making
information more accessible.

the methods of dissemination don't filter down to
'staffies' like me even though I'm interested

Board information should be more
transparent.

Important reports should be
communicated better.

Email communication for off-island
residents.

Board should listen to resident opinion.

Lack of communication with staff
members living in staff accommodation
is an issue. Lodge owners need to pass
information on.

New policies and procedures need to be
discussed before they are implemented.
Community should be informed.

Communication database online to
communicate with Islanders off-island
and younger generation. Decreasing
misinformation, barriers and increasing
transparency.
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Appendiyx 4: Q26 Open—-ended
comments/ suggestions

Comment #

Response

Suggested change/improvement
to communication and
community engagement

In the past, The Board has done things like; planting
trees/shrubs in places that are inappropriate without the
community having a say. Things like this affect everybody,
everyday. Other examples are constructing signage, traffic
area, removing bbq areas and placing more and more
restrictions on just about everything we do here. We
actually LIVE in a settlement, not a national park. This
clearly needs to be treated as separate areas. When
complaints/suggestions are made directly to the Board,
they don't listen/act upon them. People who do bother to
questions what the Board does are looked upon as being
"radical" and not taken seriously. This causes discontent in
the community.

Request for further
information and greater levels
of consultation even for day to
day matters such as signs,
BBQs, planting trees

Board meetings: - Should be held at night only so more
members of the Community can attend after working
hours if they choose to. The Board does not update the
community frequently enough on issues such as the
Handley Report progress and how it will affect the Island.
The Board often asks for community engagement and
input on issues such as the Slipway the takes no notice of
what the Community is and saying then makes seriously
worrying and wrong decisions.

Change the Board meeting
times. Update the community
more frequently on important
issues.

1) Overall it seems that new Board members have their
hands tied somehow as soon as they step into office. They
just seem to stop representing issues you voted them in
for... Too much paperwork and bulldust surrounding every
little thing. Just get stuck in and blooming well fix it! 2) The
community just isn't being looked after in general. Public
toilets are not being consistently and thoroughly kept
clean. Board buildings not maintained properly. It took one
kind local husband to get in and fix the holes properly at
the Co-Op to stop the mouse problem. The elderly are not
being taken care of - Ken and Dorothy Ryan's driveway an
outstandingly obvious example. They can't leave their
home after heavy rain, how is an ambulance going to be
able to get to them. Big rutts in the public access driveway
of Joys Shop. Broken glass dumped in the grass from last
roadworks there. The old bottle dump in the sand bank
near Pinetrees took too many years to be attended to
properly by the Board. It was a public health risk all of that
time. Walking tracks are not being maintained unless a
grant is issued for that area. Scotch thistle on public access
areas. Poisons being used everywhere degenerating the
good soil. Board planted bush blocking the view
everywhere. The loo watertank and picnic area has still not
been restored at Blinky, however Thankyou finally for the
viewing platform at Intermediate!

Unfortunately the Signal has turned into a boring woman's
magazine, so | don't buy it anymore.

Raises operational matters
including those on private
land, and the Signal, which is
not owned or operated by the
Board.

Comments shall be passed
onto operational and
infrastructure managers.

History has shown that the LHIB have little interest in
community sentiment. Householders/The Signal are
propaganda sheets for the LHIB with vague info. The
current Rat Eradication Plan is a perfect example.
Decisions are made and then the community is told to

Extensive community
consultation required before
decisions are made i.e. rodent
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'tow the line'. eradication

5 | feel th/ere sf/1ou|d be a Community/Liaison ijicer that Employ a Community Liaison
screens/vets/or assess the enquiry/complaint/or proposal . .
assist the resident in correct procedure i.e. application or Offlcer’ form Elders Council
set up a meeting with correct dept in LHIB or Local Board
members to advance or validate their enquiry. Their
should be an elders counsel representative to give voice to
cultural identity and history of decision making for
settlement of infrastructure and environment which can
assist current and future planning.

6 There should be individual discussion with households, Discussion should be held with
before being told you have to go ahead with some new T
idea. The Board can't take it for granted that the individual leaseholders before
leaseholder can afford what they (The Board) expect us to decisions are made i.e.
pay for these different things e.g. wastewater, when the wastewater
one you already have is working very well). People don't
just have a spare $50,000+ in their top drawer.

7 | am puzzled by Q3. | am perplexed as to how such Related to survey
divisions could possibly be necessary in formulating a . .
community. Communication Strategy - An active questlons/structurlng.
community is not a spontaneous creation. An active Answers to questions could
community is a product of careful planning and nurturing have been less ambiguous’
and engagement. A LHIB survey reflecting and duplicating ..
the subtle Islander apartheid apparent in the wider however these definitions
community is not conducive to an integrated, healthy and reflect the Lord Howe Island
vibrant community. Divisions, such as those demonstrated | Act. These definitions were not
in Q3 are exactly that - divisions! Community engagement . L.
. : " .o used as community divisions;
is not dependent upon being an "Islander", an "Islander
currently residing on the mainland", a "leaseholder" they were used to categorize
etc... 1! the communication used by all

different types of community
members.

8 It would be good to see the Board implement its code of Respond and acknowledge
conduct with regard to responding to letters. LHIB does .
not even acknowledge receipt of a letter let alone answer receipt of letters
one. Letters I've written all have been relevant to issues
that affect our community, they are not time-wasters yet
you (The Board) choose to ignore, so why should | waste
my time and knowledge trying to help you?

q | would love to see a little more engagement with the Share information and
Board and community in terms of informing the T .
community with an overview and objectives of projects. research fmdmgs with the
E.g. sharing research findings and incentives for community th rough more
protection/research initiatives |nsp|r|ng and engag|ng ways
Informal events/gatherings which inspire initiative with
engagement of projects or provide information, e.g.
documentaries, visiting researcher's presentations. Better
understanding of Board decisions translates to more
support, less conflicting information and confusion.

10 | believe that because sometimes the mental perplexes of Face to face communication
the 85+ are slower there are times when they take longer .
to process (and sometimes to store) information and with 85+ age bracket
therefore this group may need more face-to-face
(another) means of communication or longer to absorb it.

11 In general | am happy with the Board's outgoing Respond and acknowledge
communication. However, the response to letters made to .
the Board is not always happening. The community have receipt of letters
always been encouraged to 'put it in writing' so therefore
one does expect an answer in return.

12 Too often the board pretends to listen to community input | More regular updates on

but makes decision's that have already been decide. The
slipway debacle is a good example. More questions than
answers. At times the Board's communication with the
community is good and above board. However at other

projects (note Handley review
being conducted by NSW
Government not the Board)
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times it appears the board is quite happy to keep the
community in the dark on certain issues. Example: -
Handley Report and the recent "Shallows" movie
production on the island.

and increased transparency

13 | feel the LHIB does not have a good grasp of community Raises issue of social /
needs. The community and social health of the island are .
often overlooked or not well considered with most LHIB community health and NSW
projects. Health being responsible
agency not the Board
14 There is currently a lot of information being disseminated Factual information to be
and readily available but there is always room for . .
improvement so hopefully those community members disseminated to counter
who feel they are not being reached can offer some misinformation; good point
proactive feedback to this survey. | think it is important to rega rding disagreement on an
differentiate between lack of/inefficient communication . . .
and communication of things that people may not like or Issue Is not necessarlly poor
disagree with which may also be a source of general communication
dissatisfaction. There is also the issue of misinformation
(both unintentional and deliberate), which causes
confusion within the community - eg when people hear
something second or third hand on the grapevine and take
it as gospel instead of properly informing themselves.
15 | appreciate that the board has a job to do and cannot Role of Elected Board
second-guess or second check every single decision. .
However | feel it is wise to have an open level of members to be clarified
communication, not unlike an ombudsman. The local
board members do NOT do this. The local board members
end up representing the Board to us and not being an
impartial ear for any matters of concern about issues. |
would like to see someone that acts as an impartial neutral
person that can help older residents with matters without
being judged etc.
16 | would like to attend Board meetings, but cannot due to Make Board meetings more
having a child and there is no childcare on the island. | feel .
that the Board will make decisions, regardless of accessible for everyone/
community feedback. Perception that the Board
makes decisions without any
consideration of community
input
17 Would appreciate emails/alerts etc. whilst off island. Email of information to
persons off island
18 | find this survey repetitive. | found Q3 ridiculous what is Community consultation
or how does the compiler and designer of the survey think . ..
a permanent/temporary and islander/ presumably non reqUIred before decisions are
islander is - so many different variables, depending on made, more notice for planned
what is believed or what is true. Hard to contact the staff works (note this was an
when off island. Typical example of lack of communication: .
closure of Hall Sheds notice received in letter box the day emergency, pUb“C health
it should have reopened! i.e. Not before the closure. iSSUG); availability of Board
staff
19 | strongly believe that before any major decisions

regarding Island heritage issues are made Islanders,
particularly "Senior" Islanders, should be consulted. For
example, when discussing the problem of soil erosion on
the bank of the creek which forms part of our boundary, |
became aware of the fact that the LHIB Environmental
staff did not know that this creek is a man made drainage
system established by a work party of Island men led by
Ned King, in order to make available more fertile land of
crops and animals. The original creek line followed the
base of Mt Lidgbird and can still be recognised today by

Listen and respect local
knowledge regarding heritage
(note these have been
captured as part of Community
based Heritage Study in 2012)
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the rushes and other water plants growing along its path.
There have been other examples of LHIB Environmental
staff removing or destroying remnants of Island history.
The bush lemon trees - planted by the palm seeders
generations ago in order to provide refreshment for those
Islanders who spent long hours seeding. Those trees
marked the routes the men took to reach their seeding
areas. The island gardens - still today

Islanders refer to various areas on the island as "Uncle
Jim's garden" or "Uncle Norm's garden"*. These gardens
were important in the lives of Island families a generation
or more in the past and should have been recognised as
part of the Island's history of settlement. *"Uncle Eddy's
garden"

20 As a foreigner | have a little idea about the life here, | get Language barrier for people
the info more likely on a rumour level. The language . .
barrier makes me maybe 60-70% aware of things. If there with EngIISh as second
was a person who kind of introduces me the backgrounds | Ianguage. Possible
would be more interested in the community stuff. Also consultation about Board
feel like I am needing help to find my development . . .
possibilities here other than doing what | can. Some kind information to peOpIe with
of integration or consultation would be helpful for me to English as a second language
feel as | am part of the community. At the moment | feel |
do not care about the Board stuff because | do not
understand it.

21 | strongly believe that before any major decisions Listen and respect local
regarding Island heritage issues are made, Islanders, . .
particularly "Senior" Islanders, should be consulted. There knOWIedge regardlng herltage
have been decisions made by LHIB Staff in the past that (note these have been
have not respected the views or recognised the local captu red as part of Community
knowledge the Island Seniors have. For example; . .
Agapanthus was "found" growing on the slopes of Mt based Heritage StUdy n 2012)
Lidgbird and the Environmental Staff began removing and
destroying agapanthas in the southern settlement area. It
was completely removed from Lil Wilson (nee King)'s
childhood garden. Had any Environmental Staff member
cared to talk to an Island Senior they would have been
made aware of the fact that the Agapanthus growing (not
spreading) on Mt Lidgbird was deliberately planted on the
site of an accident in which Norman Ziska lost his life. His
friends chose to plant the Agapanthus there as a
memorial.

22 | believe the board should inform all the community Request for further
members about all issues and concerns about public area inf . d ter | |
management Information an greater levels

of consultation for public area
management

23 "The Board" has two connotations. 1) The Board = the Clarification needed between
elected and appointed members 2) The Board = The . ,
Administration. This should not have the title "The Board" the ‘Board” and the
which leads often to wrong conclusions. The Admin should ‘Administration’
be called just that.

24 A clear example of the way in which the Board decides

something and then communicates - note, not consults —
after the decision is made is the rat poison drop. Some
decisions do not radically affect the island as a whole, and
clearly no need for wide consultation here. But the rat
poison drop is an excellent example of the way "The
Board" makes a decision and persists with it, willy-nilly.
Temporary residents (lodge employees) and especially
public servants, under employment by Board, and here
only for a couple of years) should never have been entitled
to vote. They are not long-term stakeholders, but
mercenaries. Had they not been allowed/desperately

Extensive community
consultation required before
decisions are made i.e. rodent
eradication
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encouraged by "The Board" to "vote" the result would
have been very different. As it stands, the entire rationale
of the "drop" in the first place, the eradication will replace
the (up till now effective, if properly supervised by the
Board ) rat control is rendered null and void by the
overwhelming genuine resident vote against it. Experience
of rat eradications have demonstrated, unequivocally, that
where even 10% of an island populations is against it, it
can't work as eradication per se. The Board knows this, yet
intends to proceed with a possible "compromise" position,
without acknowledging that non-compliance of even a few
people doesn't just "undermine" the total eradication
idea, it renders the concept null and void. "Eradication" is
total or vitiated.

25

It is very important that the LHIB supplies the community
with clear, concise, accurate and unbias information to not
only fully inform the community but to reduce the 'rumour
mill' credibility.

Factual information to be
disseminated to counter
misinformation

26

The Board decision makers need to: 1) listen to the
community because these are the people who will have to
live with the decision 2) Inform the community if there are
new policies and procedures or if any are amended
(immediately). 3) Listen to the local knowledge 4) Regard
history and cultural aspects of the island 5) Respect local
knowledge and use this when making decisions instead of
placating the community with consultations which are
generally not used when decisions are made 6) Involve the
community in decision making - we have to live with the
result 7) Be sympathetic to unique needs of the
community living in an isolated location

Listen and respect local
knowledge; involve the
community in decision making

27

Our younger generation will one day be the
Grandfathers/Grandmothers of this Island. We need to
invite the younger generation into the conversation and
respect their opinions. Many of us will have unique,
differing and interesting insights outside of what the older
generations may have, and | believe they are just as valid,
important and necessary to come to wholesome and
positive decisions for the greater good of the Island and its
people. PS. Lena is a legend.

Involve greater opportunities
for younger generations in
decision making

28

You can lead a horse to water, but you can't make it drink.
If everyone bothered to read/listen/react to the various
communication avenues the Board uses (and as detailed in
this survey) the level of community
satisfaction/understanding with/of the Board's
communication strategy would be higher. Alas, | don't
know how to address this aspect.

29

| think it is a such a pity that the anti-administration
sentiment on this island has gotten so out of control that
now many conservation initiatives face vitriolic opposition
- simply because they are put forward by the board not
because there is community opposition to the
conservation of this wonderful island itself. | believe the
key is a sense of ownership - i.e. islanders need to feel like
the idea and initiative to protect this wonderful place has
come from them, a sense of ownership and pride for the
conservation of this island will ensure it's continuation and
success long in to the future. Even though the world
heritage listing means the whole world also wants to see
this place preserved, islanders need to feel like the
initiative was theirs, first and foremost, and a sense of
pride for the pristine state of the natural environment will
follow. Currently the opposite situation exists where many
islanders see the conservation initiatives here as someone
else's idea forced on them, and this leads to natural
psychological resistance. In order to give the community a

‘community led’ rather than
‘government led’ projects,
e.g.marine parks discussion
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sense of power over conservation, consultation has to be
undertaken long before plans are even formulated - the
community needs to feel like the scientists and specialists
are working for THEM to deliver what they want (at the
end of the day | do believe most people truly want pristine
ecosystems). The new system of Marine protection being
trialled in NSW is taking this approach - eliciting
community priorities first and building on those (which are
usually along the lines of 'cleaner water, more fish, more
biodiversity, healthy marine life' - the same principals
marine parks are currently based on anyway). maybe the
board could keep an eye on their progress and see what
does/doesn't work in the new 'marine estate' system

30

1. Email needs to be used for regular (at least monthly)
communication. This also allows for photographs and
images to included of relevance to the articles. The
website can be used for people to sign up. When there are
large amounts of detailed photos or images, then links can
put in the email to the images/photographs. 2. The LHIB
currently consists of elected officials and non elected
officials, and employed staff. There needs to be a
segregation between the staff arm, and the elected/non
elected officials. This can be done as simply as having the
LHIB and LHI Administration - the method of separation is
not important, but in this age of communication, it is vital
that segregation is clear, and unambiguous. This survey is
a great example of a failure in communication due to the
current ambiguity — when questions are asked about the
LHIB, do you mean the officials, or the administration? 3.
Public meetings can be and consultation can be webcast
and recorded for later download for those who cant
attend either due to employment, short notice, medical
appointments etc.

Greater use of email and video
conferencing for
communication; clarification
needed between the ‘Board’
and the ‘Administration’

59




Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 12(v) File Ref: AC0152

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Airport Terminal Upgrade Project Update.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the report.

BACKGROUND

The $1,981,604 project has been underway since March 2016. The Project has been split
into two distinct components being:

1. Project and Construction Management, and Design Services; and
2. Construction.

Infrastructure NSW has funded $1.8M of the cost of the project through its Restart NSW
fund. The Board is contributing $181,604 through in-kind funding.

CURRENT POSITION

STEA Astute Architecture P/L were the successful tenderers for the Project and Construction
Management, and Design Services Contract and commenced work on the project at the
beginning of July 2016.

The Constructability Report on refurbishment compared to a new building was delivered by
STEA in late July 2016. The report has stated that refurbishing the existing building is
exceedingly problematic and economically imprudent. A functional area analysis
demonstrated that the modifications required to the existing building fabric and structure to
achieve International Air Transport Association (IATA) standards for regional airports meant
that very little of the existing terminal could be usefully retained.

Further, a refurbishment of the existing terminal would not alleviate the operational
dysfunction as was the desired outcome, and further upgrades would be necessary in the
not too distant future.

The Project Team has therefore elected to pursue the option of a new terminal building. The
new building will be built on the site of the existing terminal.

Concept plans have been prepared and are included as Attachment A. These plans address

the relevant standards, codes of practice for buildings and services, and in particular
regional airport terminals catering for Lord Howe's expected passenger numbers.
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Steve Turner, principal architect of STEA, presented the plans to the Airport Terminal
Consultation Group on Monday 22 August 2016 for review and comment. The plans were
well received with little alteration required.

Preliminary discussions have been held with Andrew Wilson regarding the use of his hangar
building as a temporary terminal during demolition and construction.

The demolition of the existing terminal, construction of the new terminal and provision of
temporary terminal facilities will not be possible within the current project budget.

To manage the budget shortfall, in August the Board applied for a $750,000 grant from the
NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet through the Tourism Demand — Driver
Infrastructure (TDDI) Program. The outcome of the application should be known before the
end of the year.

In addition to seeking additional funding through the TDDI Program, the Project Team is:

¢ Considering alternative procurement options such as early work packages for the
temporary terminal facilities and terminal demolition, utilising majority local labour.
Preparing a more detailed Quantity Surveyor cost estimate.

¢ Reducing the cost of the building through cheaper building materials, until funding
can be sourced / made available.

e Deferring proposed work in the carpark until funding can be sourced/made available.
Utilising some of the existing furniture until funding can be sourced/made available.

¢ Funding of the biosecurity screening capabilities through the Rodent Eradication
project.

e Utilising the Board'’s capital program funding for 2016/17 for appropriate elements of
the project.

The design and documentation for the terminal building is expected to be finalised by 26
September 2016.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the report.

Prepared Andrew Logan Manager Infrastructure & Engineering Services

Endorsed Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer
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Board Meeting: September 2016 Agenda Number: 13 (i) File Ref: PE0042

LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD

Business Paper

OPEN SESSION

ITEM
Work Health and Safety (WH&S) and Public Risk Management Update.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the information provided on WH&S and Public Risk

matters.

BACKGROUND

The Board has requested information on WH&S and Public Risk matters be presented on a

guarterly basis.

CURRENT POSITION

Workplace Health and Safety

The following reports period ending 30/07/2016, as compiled by NSW SICorp, are attached:

¢ Claim Statistics by Policy (by date claim Reported and date claim Occurred)

e Mechanism of Injury

As at end August 2016 seven new claims had been lodged taking the final total for financial

year 2015/16 to nine claims.

1 01/07/2015 Burn L wrist Contact with generator exhaust
pipe

2 10/09/2015 Foreign body R eye Chain sawing palm tree

3 14/09/2015 Laceration/bruising R Fell against rock — backpack
forearm caught in vine

4 14/10/2015 Deep laceration to L Stuck hand with axe splitting
hand timber

5 23/10/2015 Trochanteric bursitis and | Used leg for leverage while
muscle strain L buttock sawing

Medical
expenses
only
Medical
expenses
only
Medical
expenses
only
TBC

Medical
expenses
only
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28/10/2015

04/12/2015

06/05/2016

24/06/2016

Minor tear R medial
collateral ligt of the knee

Skin reaction to rodent
bait

Mild tear L lateral
hamstring

Foreign body R eye

Twisted knee weeding

Skin contact with rodenticide

Slip

Angle grinding corrugated iron

7.6

Medical
expenses
only
Medical
expenses
only

38

As at end August 2016 six new claims had been lodged for financial year 2016/17 to date.

07/07/2016

23/07/2016

23/07/2016

27/07/2016

08/08/2016

11/08/2016

Bruising R arm and R
shoulder

Foreign body R eye
Head laceration

Muscle sprain L shoulder

Severe sprain L knee

Trauma to R ear
canal/foreign body in R
ear canal

Stuck by reversing vehicle

Hosing logs

Stuck by windborne piece of

timber

Lifting

Twisted knee weeding

Stick entered ear while weeding

Medical
expenses
only
Medical
expenses
only
Medical
expenses
only
Medical
expenses
only
TBC

Medical
expenses
only

Actions taken to address the incidence of injury include Workplace WH&S matters being
discussed and addressed at monthly staff meetings, including reviews of Job Safety Analysis

and Hazard Identification.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board note the information provided on WH&S and Public Risk

matters.

Prepared

Endorsed

Bill Monks

Penny Holloway Chief Executive Officer

Manager Business & Corporate Services
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	6.2 A scientific project should only be undertaken or commissioned by the Board if it will meet standards of scientific rigour.
	6.3 A Board Scientific Research Permit is not required for Board staff with delegation under s171 of the NPW Act to undertake routine management or incidental actions on LHI.
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	6.5 Volunteers assisting Board staff with research must comply with the Board’s Volunteer Policy.
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	8 Permit process
	8.1 The Board will approve, under the LHI Act 1953 (LHI Act) and LHI Regulation 2014 (LHI Reg), where relevant and appropriate, bone fide research projects that meet standards of scientific rigour and that meet the conditions of clause 4.1 and 4.2.
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	URECOMMENDATION
	That the Board recommend to the Minister for the Environment, that Mr Ian Petherick as the Executor of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick be granted approval to hold Perpetual Lease 1970/03 of Lot 2 in Deposited Plan 1191456 Lord Howe Island until...
	UBACKGROUND
	An application has been received from Mr Ian Petherick, as executor of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick, requesting that Perpetual Lease 1970/03 of Lot 2 in Deposited Plan 1191456 Lord Howe Island be transferred into the name of the Estate of th...
	UCURRENT POSITION
	Mr Petherick as the executor of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick has written to the Board requesting that the current lease be transferred into the name of the Estate of the Late Joyce Petherick to allow him to deal with the administration of th...
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	10 (i) Tab A - LHI Board Executor Letter - Open

	10 (ii) Transfer of part of Perpetual Lease (Fitzgerald to Van Gelderen) - Open
	10 (ii) Transfer of part of Perpetual Lease (Fitzgerald to Van Gelderen) - Open
	LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
	Business Paper
	OPEN SESSION
	UITEM
	URECOMMENDATION
	UBACKGROUND
	UCURRENT POSITION
	URECOMMENDATION

	10 (ii) Attachment 1 - Plan - DP1222502
	10 (ii) Attachment 2 Stat Dec 

	10 (iii) Transfer of part of Perpetual Lease (B Thompson to L Thompson) - Open
	10 (iii) Transfer of part of Perpetual Lease (B Thompson to L Thompson) - Open
	LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
	Business Paper
	OPEN SESSION
	UITEM
	URECOMMENDATION
	UBACKGROUND
	Mr Bruce Maxwell Thompson holds the mortgage over Perpetual Lease 1972.01 which is currently held by way of mortgage by the Westpac Banking Corporation. This lease is comprised of Lot 2 DP 1129296 and Lot 52 DP 757515 (Attachment 1 and 2).
	Subject to the Board receiving all the necessary documentation, Mrs Leilani Thompson has advised that subject to approval she intends to transfer the newly created perpetual lease to the ANZ bank, by way of mortgage. This will only proceed if the Boar...
	UCURRENT POSITION
	Both Lot 2 and Lot 52 have separate dwellings. Lot 2, the subject of the application contains the original dwelling. In January 2007, development consent was granted for the construction of a dwelling on Lot 52 under Category A of the Board’s ‘Allocat...
	In 2009, the Board obtained legal advice to clarify whether the new dwelling was being occupied in accordance with the consent. It was found that as Mr Thompson was one of the applicants and was residing in the new dwelling that this would satisfy the...
	The proposed transfer of the part of the land of Perpetual Lease 1972.01 from Mr Bruce Thompson to Mrs Leilani Thompson addresses the original intention of Category A, albeit to a different family member.
	A plan has been prepared by a registered surveyor to show a right of way across Lot 52 to Lot 2 (Attachment 6). It should be noted that the proposed right of way follows the existing formed access and traverses Lot 160 held under Special Lease by Mr T...
	A right of carriageway does not require development consent. In accordance with the Registrar Generals Directions, easements between Crown leases can only be created as rights stipulated in the terms of the individual leases. Thus the plan of proposed...
	URECOMMENDATION

	10 (iii) Attachment - Transfer of part Perpetual Lease (B Thompson to L Thompson) - Open & Closed

	10 (iv) Suspension of Residency - M Shick - Open
	10 (iv) Request to Suspend Residency Condition, ME Shick, Perepetual Lease 1992.01
	LORD HOWE ISLAND BOARD
	Business Paper
	OPEN SESSION
	UITEM
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	URECOMMENDATION
	It is recommended that the Board approve the suspension of the condition of residence of Perpetual Lease 1992.01 for a period of 5 years, subject to provision of appropriate medical certificate/s.
	UBACKGROUND
	URECOMMENDATION
	It is recommended that the Board approve the suspension of the condition of residence of Perpetual Lease 1992.01 for a period of 5 years, subject to provision of appropriate medical certificate/s.
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	Attestation Statement for Financial Year Ending 30 June 2016.
	UBACKGROUND
	An Audit and Risk Committee has been established under a Treasury approved shared arrangement with the following departments / statutory bodies:
	 DPE (Principal Department).
	 Building Professionals Board.
	 Central Coast Regional Development Corporation.
	 Office of Local Government.
	 Lord Howe Island Board.
	UCURRENT POSITION
	The Lord Howe Island Board has internal audit and risk management processes in operation that are compliant with the eight (8) core requirements set out in TPP 15-03 Internal Audit and Risk Management Policy for the NSW Public Sector.
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	It is recommended that the Board resolve to authorise the Chair to sign the Internal Audit and Risk Management Attestation Statement for the 2015/16 Financial Year.

	11 (i) Attachment - Attestation Statement

	12 (i) Rodent Eradication Program Update - Open
	Lord Howe Island Board
	Business Paper
	OPEN SESSION
	ITEM
	Lord Howe Island Rodent Eradication Program Update
	RECOMMENDATION
	BACKGROUND
	CURRENT POSITION
	RECOMMENDATION

	12 (ii) Renewable Energy Program - Open
	Lord Howe Island Board
	Business Paper
	OPEN SESSION
	ITEM
	Renewable Energy Program
	RECOMMENDATION
	It is recommended that the Board note the information.
	BACKGROUND
	In 2012, the Lord Howe Island Board (the Board) adopted the Lord Howe Island Renewable Operations – Energy Supply Road-Map (the Road Map), to reduce the Island’s reliance on diesel fuel for electricity generation. The Road Map was developed with the i...
	The Road Map set the ambitious target for the island of 63% renewable energy by 2017.
	Funding for the project is provided through a $4 million grant from the Federal Government via the Australian Renewable Energy Agency (ARENA), a $5.9 million loan from NSW Treasury (to be paid back via diesel fuel savings), and $0.5 million from the B...
	Consultants Jacobs were engaged by the Board in 2014 to lead the technical elements of the project, and community consultation. Jacobs completed a Technical Feasibility Study in March 2015 which examined the mix of solar panels, batteries and wind tur...
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	It is recommended that the Board note the above information.
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	Residents living on the island (incl. people who classified themselves as permanent resident, temporary residents or Islanders living on the island) (n= 71)
	Residents living off the island (incl. people who classified themselves as Islanders living off the island) (n =14)
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	4. Discussion
	5 Recommendations
	5.1 Structural Recommendations
	5.2 Overall Recommendations
	5.3 Age Group Recommendations
	5.4 Residential Recommendations

	Appendix One: Snapshot of the 2011/12 Census Data
	Appendix Two: Communication and Community Engagement Survey
	Appendix Three: Open-ended questions and answers throughout survey
	Appendix 4: Q26 Open-ended comments/suggestions


	12 (v) Airport Terminal Upgrade Project Update - Open
	12 (v) Airport Terminal Upgrade Project Update
	Lord Howe Island Board
	Business Paper
	OPEN SESSION
	UITEM
	Airport Terminal Upgrade Project Update.
	URECOMMENDATION
	It is recommended that the Board note the report.
	UBACKGROUND
	UCURRENT POSITION
	URECOMMENDATION
	It is recommended that the Board note the report.
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