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 Please find attached a document which has been updated, since it was submitted to
the Minister Burke, Gladstone Review.
It outlines numerous key deficiencies in the planning, approval, and monitoring of the gladstone
project.
 
The email chain below, is another example of SEWPAC not responding to information provided
which was demonstrating the presence of ongoing problems in Gladstone, associated with the
dredge spoil ocean dumping site.
The fish in the image was caught by GAWB’s former barramundi hatchery manager, Kurt
Hutchby at the spoil dump ground earlier this year, when dumping was still active.
 
Regards
Matt
 
 
Dr Matt Landos BVSc(HonsI)MACVS
Director, Future Fisheries Veterinary Service Pty Ltd
Honorary lecturer, associate researcher, University of Sydney
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Report for the Senate Committee considering the GBR Bill, 30 May 2013.

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

Director, Future Fisheries Veterinary Service

1. Assessment, monitoring and management of the Western Basin Gladstone Harbour Development





[bookmark: _Toc339466415]	a) Adequacy of pre-dredging assessment

The Australian and New Zealand Environment Conservation Council (ANZECC) and Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ) guidelines suggest that future port development and associated major dredging programs undertake 24 months baseline monitoring (of water, sediment, biota (ie fish, crustacea, cetaceans and shellfish) and ecosystem health) prior to commencement of any activity. No explanation is available for why this did not take place in Gladstone, with the first fish health survey was only carried out after the numerous reports of poor aquatic animal health in August 2011, many months after the project had already commenced. And many months after turtle mass mortality in April-June 2011.

The baselines set for water quality were undertaken in the areas, at the same time as construction dock activities had commenced. Details are in the Condock dredge management plan and the Mariners Notices which describe the ship/dredge movements on the harbour. Thus they were artificially elevated, even though they were supposed to be representing the “natural” state of the harbour. The trigger values that were then developed, based on those artificially high numbers were then even higher. The same applied to metal levels and the triggers.

Subsequently, the absence of bioassay and biomarker testing on the safety of the cocktail of contaminants in the sediments, is a key deficiency, affecting the accuracy of risk projections. This deficiency permits under-estimation of risk, which then flows into overly permissive conditions on dredging, compounded by insufficient monitoring programs to detect impacts. Benedetti, et al. (2012) demonstrates that a multi-disciplinary approach provides a better weight of evidence approach to assessment of risk of sediment toxicity, which can highlight unanticipated toxic additive or synergistic interactions between contaminants. Brinkmann et al. (2010) and Cofalla et al. (2012) looked at using multiple biomarkers to combine hydraulic and toxicological approaches to assess resuspended sediment toxicity. A similar approach has been used in the USA (Schmitt and Dethloff, 2000) for monitoring effects of contaminants on aquatic ecosystems, and given the sensitivity of the area involved in this project (World Heritage Area and productive fisheries), such measures should have been in place. 

The lack of predictive power using international sediment quality guidelines was also illustrated by Buruaem, Hortellani, Sarkis, Costa-Lotufo andand Abessa (2012). The authors were able to better predict toxicity of contaminants in sediments through using geochemical and ecotoxicological approaches. Gerbersdorf, Hollert, Brinkmann, Wieprecht, Schuttrumpf and Manz (2011) provide further weight to the argument that a multi-disciplinary approach is required to understand likely impacts of contaminated sediment toxicity upon resuspension and distribution into a foodweb and smothering a wide area of benthos.

No bioassay or biomarker work has been undertaken as a result of major fish health problems in Gladstone Harbour. Investigation of this event, where dredging was identified as a risk factor for aquatic animal health in the EIS, should have included this type of testing.

The most basic bioassay work has agreed international OECD guidelines, and is a fundamental 101 ecotoxicology test where water based toxicity is suspected. In short, collect some suspect water, and place susceptible animals (eg oysters, prawn larvae, fish larvae) into it, and watch what happens to them. Use progressively lower concentrations of the suspect water, until toxic effects are no longer seen. This work has never been publically published by DERM/GPC or CSIRO, if it was ever performed at all. 

Use of oysters as biomarkers is common in dredging projects, as they act as biomonitors for toxicity, and for accumulation of metal contaminants. They were used in Gladstone historically with the PCIMP program. They were removed from the Harbour and not used during the Western Basin development. It is inexplicable why such fundamental biomonitoring was not done.

Rio Tinto undertook some independent oyster testing in relation to their own effluent streams into the harbour from Yarwun plant, at the time of problems in the harbour to comply to their Qld DERM requirements. Although results are not publically available, I spoke with a scientist involved who advised me that oysters did not fair well in the water at that time. He was unable to provide me a copy of the report due to confidentiality clauses with Rio.

[bookmark: _Toc339466416]	b) Water quality guidelines and monitoring methods

DERM has not used the correct set of Water Quality Guidelines. The current ANZECC water quality guidelines published in 2000 are under review, with the update now due in 2014. 

The most protection of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area values of the Western Basin of Gladstone Harbour and Curtis Island is provided by using a 99% protection level trigger value for water quality. DERM has frequently and arbitrarily used only the 95% protection level, which is less likely to protect exposed aquatic animals. There is no available explanation for this use of different levels of protection. Given the OUV of the GBR WHA, it should have warranted the highest level of protection in my opinion. By choosing to allow more lax standards, greater exceedances were permitted, which allow the potential for more harm to occur.

Vision Environment and DERM’s initial monitoring up to October 2011, failed to test for dissolved metals, as per the prescribed methodology in the ANZECC guidelines. There were exceedances of total metals levels, which should have triggered dissolved metal monitoring. Some compounds were excluded altogether from early DERM/Vision monitoring and testing when fish health was near its worst (July to October 2011). This included TBT, pesticides, and mercury, even though they had been highlighted in historical literature (Andersen L. , 2004; Jones, et al., 2005; Brodie, et al., 2012) as risks specifically identified in Port Curtis. Scientific concerns regarding the adequacy of management practices were not new, as detailed by Brodie and Waterhouse (2012).

Numerous exceedances of the 95% protection level trigger values have been detected by the monitoring program (Department of Environment and Heritage Protection, 2012b, c). However no significant rectifying action has been taken. No evidence is offered as to why these exceedances have been dismissed as "non-toxic" or benign in their impact. 

DERM's interpretation belies the genesis of the ANZECC Guidelines, which are the synthesis of international peer reviewed literature, to arrive at the specified trigger values. If the environmental conditions are maintained below the trigger values then the literature suggests harm is less likely to occur. If however the levels are exceeded, then harm is likely to occur.

As documented in this report, DERM/DEHP does not provide evidence to demonstrate that the elevated levels are safe. Instead, they dismiss this strong evidence that exposed aquatic animals are sick and dying in association with these aggregate stressors related to Gladstone Harbour development. The Entox green turtle contaminant study shows elevated levels of metals in the blood of dying turtles. The contaminants in the blood were the same compounds as those identified in GHD’s EIS sediment study to be elevated above sediment guidelines in certain areas of the harbour which were to be dredged- Appendix L of the EIS.

Environmetrics Australia (2011) noted that the Quality Assurance and Quality Control activities used by Vision Environment (the company employed to monitor water quality during the dredging project) were not up to their own standard. They reported serious anomalies in the benthic light measurement data, whereby equipment failed to register readings on numerous occasions, sometimes for up to one month. Where such missing data points were ignored, they are effectively being allocated a zero value. This can only result in an underestimation of the true values. Where the turbidity values are being used as a regulatory tool for seagrass protection in this project – having no readings is a serious problem. It is evident from the report that the monitoring program was being developed in real time after the commencement of dredging as the methodologies and equipment changed. This happened again in August 2012 with a shift from turbidity monitoring to a light based system. 

The recent change to use of light-based monitors, meant the locations of monitors move substantially away from the primary area of dredge and boat activity. The locations of the turbidity monitoring bouys can be seen at: http://www.westernbasinportdevelopment.com.au/water_quality_monitoring/

SEWPAC’s compliance of dredge conditions, allowed dredging to continue even when turbidity monitoring demonstrated levels exceeded the trigger values set for the project. This included in the middle of the most recent January 2013 flood. A flood which was twice (8m over Awoonga dam wall cf 4m in 2010-11) as big as the 2010-11 flood.

The trigger values on turbidity were supposed to protect the seagrass from having its essential light for survival from being shaded out by resuspended sediment. Yet when a natural flood influx of turbidity pushed levels up, the Commonwealth considered that dredging should continue- driving even more suspended sediment into the water column. It is inexplicable how such an approval could help support the health of seagrass which was already stressed from the flood sediments.

The same process occurred throughout- with dredging continuing irrespective of reported turbidity trigger value exceedances. Invalid excuses such as large tides were used to give permission to continue dredging. However the EIS demonstrates that the turbidity levels caused by large tides were studied before the project, and were substantially lower than those reported from monitoring during dredging. My conclusion is that the tides were not the source of turbidity. The dredging was the cause of the high elevation, and hence should have been stopped, until levels dropped to safer levels for seagrass. 

[bookmark: _Toc339466417]	c) Implementation of conditions of project consent

A development permit (SPDE01443011) was issued by DERM on 11 April 2011 which contained conditions that, if implemented, should have controlled some of the risks acknowledged associated with resuspension of contaminated sediments during dredging operations. The risks had been previously articulated in numerous peer reviewed scientific documents including Eggleton and Thomas (2004), Esslemont, Russell, and Maher (2004), Jones, et al. (2005), Rasheed, Thomas, Roelofs, Neil and Kerville (2003), Vincente-Beckett, Shearer, Munksgaard, Hancock and Morrison (2006) and Apte et al. (2005). 

From emails obtained in an FOI undertaken by Australians for Animals, internal emails within the Commonwealth Dept of Environment, demonstrate staff drafting conditions were not provided with adequate time to prepare conditions, and were ask to finalise them prior to all material about the project being provided by GPC.

The development permit conditions included the creation of a dredge management plan which was to identify all sources of environmental harm, including but not limited to the actual and potential release of all contaminants, the potential harm of these sources and what actions will be taken to prevent the likelihood of environmental harm being caused. The plan within the development permit (SPDE01443011) should have provided for:

 “c) control measures that minimise the potential for environmental harm are in place”.

This requirement appears to have been overlooked, with dredging being permitted on all tides, in all areas, and recently (July–August 2012), under the transitional environmental program (TEP) (LNG Port Dredging and Gladstone Ports Corporation, 2012), irrespective of the turbidity levels and reports of sick aquatic animals and declining seagrass meadows throughout Gladstone Harbour.

The risks of such major operations are reasonably predictable based on published scientific literature and the previous experiences of dredging elsewhere in the world. Some of these risks have been outlined with science based evidence in this report.

Gladstone Conservation Council also identified other breaches of conditions in a document they prepared and sent to UNESCO. I have submitted a copy of that report also in Email 8: to the Senate committee.

[bookmark: _Toc339466418]	d) Methodology for fish kill investigations

The Queensland Government failed to utilise the resources for fish kill investigation that had been developed specifically for the purpose. A prescriptive methodology is outlined in the Fish Kill Reporting and Investigation Manual (Department of Environment and Heritage, 1998) which should have been followed, but was not. Additional fish kill investigation resources have been developed by the Fisheries Research and Development Corporation. (Nowak, Crane, and Jones, 2005). These guidelines for investigation were inexplicably not used by Fisheries Queensland (FQ), or the Queensland, Department of Environment and Resource Management (DERM) when the fish health problems were first reported in May 2011.

Samples sent to the laboratory did not follow the guidelines for submission of diagnostic specimens which are published on the Biosecurity Queensland website (www.daff.qld.gov.au/28_14409.htm). The samples were sent on ice, and were documented to have arrived frequently in excess of 48 hours after death during the critical investigation in September-October 2011(Biosecurity Queensland, 2011c). The result is substantial deterioration of the tissues, due to autolysis, which impairs the ability of the pathologist to interpret the cause of sickness and death. 

No metals testing of crabs has ever been published by GPC, SEWPAC or DERM- even though commercial fishers reported dramatic elevations in shell disease, which had previously been linked to elevated metal exposure after the last major dredging project in the late 90’s. Crabs continued to be available for sale for human consumption.

Metals testing of fish has been extremely limited- and that testing did identify some very high levels of aluminium in the gills of barramundi. CSIRO in its report after its December 2011 sampling recommended that testing of biota (animals) in the harbour be undertaken as a priority. It either has not been done, or the results have never been made public, even though conditions of the project state that results are to be made public.

Biosecurity Queensland failed to deploy veterinarians with aquatic animal experience to undertake the field investigation in Gladstone, in spite of abundant reports of sick animals. When FFVS tried to work collaboratively with Biosecurity Queensland veterinary pathologists, who are colleagues and fellow members of the Australian and New Zealand College of Veterinary Scientists Aquatic Animal Health Chapter, the following response was received: 

"we are not allowed to talk with you about Gladstone as directed by our BQ managers."[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Email 15 June 2012.] 


[bookmark: _Toc339466419]	e) Baseline fish health monitoring

Fisheries Queensland did not undertake any fish health monitoring until after large numbers of aquatic animals were reported to be sick and a closure on the Gladstone Harbour was implemented on 16 September 2011. Fisheries Queensland (2012) used the term ‘baseline studies’ to describe their first surveys. When referring to environmental assessments, baseline studies are intended to describe the status of the population of animals of concern prior to the project impact commencing, not after the impact has already occurred. 

[bookmark: _Toc339466420]	f) Assessment of sound impacts

The Report for Marine Megafauna and Acoustic Survey, 2011 (GHD 2011), stated that the project area was taking place in a “shallow water coastal environment” and flagged that the Gladstone Ports Corporation was aware of the potential and probable impacts of human activity within the Harbour. The report states that between the two survey periods of March 2011 and June 2011, there was an “increase in overall SPL levels in all areas except for morning time in the Narrows”. 

“As construction continues this traffic will be expected to subsequently increase. It has been demonstrated that anthropogenic noise (i.e. Coal terminal, and ferry movements) at the measured ranges is far higher than the background noise for all areas at all times of the day. Anthropogenic noise will therefore be audible by all species at the ranges measured on survey.”

The document articulates that a “potential and probable” observed impact is the “disturbance and displacement from increased noise and/or activity during construction and dredging on the local area”; with “potential and probable” indirect consequences being “noise and vibration impacts to marine fauna from in-water construction or ongoing operational activities”. 

Despite all of the current knowledge of the effects of sound on marine mammals, the GHD report on megafauna (2011), and the recognition of an increase in boating traffic through the Harbour, the Co-ordinator General arrives at the following conclusion in his report:

“5.2.7.3,....However, I do not consider that the construction and operation of the project is expected to have a significant impact on the key marine mammals and reptile species, either in terms of direct disturbance construction noise or potential vessel strike” 

The local Gladstone veterinarian, Dr Scott McAuley was involved in necropsies of several dugong mortalities in mid 2011. He advised FFVS in January 2012, that many of the animals exhibited obvious signs of boat vessel strike, including extensive bruising on the dorsum of the animal. The Co-ordinator General suggested that: 

“The project is not expected to significantly increase the risk of boat strike as the dredging activities are conducted by large, slow moving commercial vessels with conspicuous noise, vibration and lighting.”

Such an observation overlooked the use of high speed ferries moving at in excess of 30 knots to move staff to and from the development on Curtis Island.



I spoke with Dr McAuley who explained that the dead dugong each had around 10kg of seagrass in their stomachs at the time of death. This is the same seagrass which other scientists claim did not exist in Gladstone, and was causing animals to starve to death. The data demonstrates that seagrass was still in the harbour, and in the guts of animals- so starvation was not the cause of turtle, nor dugong deaths in Gladstone.

The Hawkesbill turtle I necropsied in Jan 2012 had mangrove materials in its gut. Again demonstrating that feed sources were available other than seagrass. Hawkesbill can forage on mangroves. Green turtles could easily have swum from the mouth of the Boyne River to the other seagrass meadows in Gladstone only 10km away. It is inconceivable that these animals would chose to stay in an area with no food, and voluntarily starve to death. The blood metal results demonstrate likely toxic levels of metals in their blood. A more plausible explanation of the turtle deaths is the uptake of toxic loads of metals/metalloids from the water and food being contaminated by resuspended contaminated sediments from dredging and ocean dumping. In common language they were being poisoned, lost weight due to circulating toxins in their body, then died. They were simply too sick to swim away and find other seagrass meadows to eat. All the turtles sampled by Entox in July 2011 were killed afterwards as they were too sick to survive. The Harbour was at full salinity by July 2011- that is all flood water was gone. 
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From: Matt Landos [mailto:matty.landos@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, 10 March 2013 11:11 PM
To: 'Kynan.gowland@environment.gov.au'
Cc: 'tony.burke.mp@environment.gov.au'; 'senator.waters@aph.gov.au'
Subject: Issues for your consideration
 
Hi Kynan and Minister Burke and Senator Waters,
 
About the adequacy of responses to fish health problems- see attached document of matters
which relate to the compliance of the Gladstone project to conditions.
Please acknowledge receipt of this information with a return email.
 
Minister Burke, I note that after my meeting with your advisors, and with yourself Kynan, that
there is no demonstrable change to management of the project addressing the key issue of toxic
sediment resuspension.
 
This matter was made abundantly clear, that it needed to be addressed to protect the
remaining: disappearing seagrass meadows; sick fish; dying turtles; displaced and dead dolphins;
and to stop further contamination of the local mudcrab population which is still being sold for
human consumption.
 
Coincidentally, I was sent the attached image of a fish caught adjacent spoil dump grounds by a
GPC employee last week.
Its a reef species- slatey bream.
It did not come over the Awoonga dam wall, and was caught ~ 5nm to sea- in full marine salinity.
It looks the same as fish captured during my survey in January 2012, and documented in
extensive pathology reports.
The problems in my report, are still occurring now.
 
I expect to making more data public in the short term.
 
The impacts are ongoing, without any acceptable mitigation measures in place, and are
impacting the world heritage area values.
 
Please reconsider the adequacy of your non-response at this time.
 
There are options which include:
 
Using silt curtains on all dredges
Only dredging on low velocity tides
Preserving valuable areas
Moving shipping to other ports – eg Bundaberg where excess capacity is available.
Stopping dredging until flood turbidity has declined, to give stressed seagrass a chance.
Setting up another review- is not, a measure that controls the impacts which are actively
occurring.
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From: Matt Landos
To: Committee, EC (SEN)
Cc: Waters, Larissa (Senator); Cameron, Doug (Senator)
Subject: GPC repsonse to Dr Landos report: Email 11
Date: Thursday, 30 May 2013 7:10:07 PM
Attachments: 7_Jan_2013_Response_to_Dr_Matt_Landos_Report.pdf

 
Dear Senators,
 
Please find attached a media release by GPC released after my report was made public, that
contains the following inaccuracies or distortions:
 

1)       The report was not commissioned for a legal case, nor for Law Essentials, nor for
commercial fishermen. It was commissioned for the Gladstone Fishing Research Fund,
which received donations from the public. 7% of donations came from commercial
fishers.

2)       I am not involved in any legal action in association with Gladstone. I have not been
retained nor commissioned by Shine Lawyers on behalf of the commercial fishermen of
Gladstone.

3)       The dredging project began officially when the construction dock work began. This was
back in October 2010. Not as CEO for GPC Leo Zussino states in May 2011. Most of the
dredge spoil reclamation area rock bund wall was constructed prior to May 2011.
Construction of that wall began in January 2011. Its construction exposed acid sulfate
sediments, and led to massive scouring of sediments, creating plumes of resuspended
toxic sediments, prior to monitoring even being done, as seen in satellite images. It is
grossly misleading to suggest the project began in May 2011.

4)       There had been numerous exceedances of ANZECC guideline and of project trigger
values which are known to cause harm, yet these are not mentioned by GPC.

5)       As Prof Jon Brodie outlined, the monitoring program was far from world’s best practice
and would not have passed muster had it been open to international peer review. The
lack of oyster bioassay monitoring is just one of the major flaws. Oysters were used in
the Port of Melbourne dredging, but not Gladstone. Why?

6)       DEHP had one of their water quality reviews scathingly attached by Professor Barry
Hart, as lacking any scientific rigour. Subsequently they asked Prof Jon Brodie to review
one before release- after review it was not released due to the problems identified in
the work by Prof Brodie. Strangely DEHP lost samples for copper and zinc during the key
fish sickness period in late 2011, and never sought to collect replacement samples.

7)       CSIRO’s study in December 2012 took place on the smallest tidal variation of the year,
and took place when dredging activity was reduced. It was well after major problems in
animals were reported in aquatic animals from April –November 2011. The harbour was
shut in September. It is unsurprising they reported the water to be fine. They tested at
the wrong time. And ignored the high levels in their own results, branding them outliers
when they were adjacent the dredging in Grahams Creek.

8)       Biosecurity Qld fish investigation was severely deficient- it largely had inexperienced
non-veterinarians, attempting to declare a fish “healthy” or “sick” based only on
examination of its skin by eye. No pathology testing, not microscopy, no bacterial
testing, no metal toxicology testing. I was on board with them by chance to witness this
sampling. They overlooked key lesions.
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 4 January 2013 
 


CCoommmmeennttss  oonn  DDrr  MMaatttt  LLaannddooss  RReeppoorrtt  
 


The Gladstone Ports Corporation believes Dr Matt Landos final report titled ‘Investigation 
of the causes of aquatic animal health problems in the Gladstone harbour and near-shore 
waters’ is in direct conflict with the growing mountain of scientific and circumstantial 
evidence showing no links between dredging and disease in fish.   
 
Gladstone Ports Corporation (GPC) Chief Executive Officer Leo Zussino said the GPC is 
committed to ensuring the Western Basin Dredging and Disposal Project (WBDDP) continues to 
be conducted within strict conditioning guidelines set by the project approval conditions to ensure 
minimum impact on the marine life in Gladstone harbour. 
 
“The extensive independent environmental water quality monitoring program for the WBDDP 
shows no visible or scientific signs of any negative impact from changes in water quality to date,” 
Mr Zussino said. 
 
“Dr Matt Landos’ report has been commissioned by the Gladstone Fishing Research Fund 
which has been financially supported by a small group of commercial fishers in the 
Gladstone harbour to support a compensation action represented by Shine Lawyers and 
Law Essentials. 
 
“However, the first correspondence from Law Essentials noting wide scale fish health 
issues is dated 20 May 2011, the day the WBDDP began!!.  This clearly shows even by 
their own records that the fish health issues started well before GPC’s dredging project. 
 
“The Water Quality Monitoring Program in the Gladstone harbour is world’s best practice.  
Independent scientists from Vision Environment, University of Technology Sydney and Marine 
Ecology Group collect water quality samples and analyse the results.  Their activity is overseen 
by the Dredge Technical Reference Panel appointed by the Federal Minister for Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities. To date all scientific evidence shows the 
WBDDP is not responsible for the fish health issues on a number of points.” 
 


• The Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) has 
conducted several reviews of water quality data to date.  These updates have all 
concluded there are no changes in water quality attributed to dredging nor given rise to 
fish health issues experienced in Gladstone.  
 


• The latest Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) report 
(September 2012) states monitoring of the Gladstone harbour has shown that the 
dredging is not a major source of dissolved metal concentrations.  
 


• Fisheries Queensland investigation into fish health issues concluded in September 2012 
that “fish health in Gladstone had much improved from 2011,” which was at a time when 
dredging had significantly increased in the Gladstone harbour. 
 


• CSIRO released a report in May 2012 on the results of sampling metal 
concentrations in the Gladstone harbour.  The team of CSIRO scientists reported 


 







they found no evidence of increased dissolved metal concentrations in the areas of 
Port Curtis that are being dredged and total metal concentrations in the seafloor 
sediment samples were below ANZECC guideline values for all metals.  By that 
stage, 4.5 million cubic metres of dredging had occurred. 
 


• Biosecurity Queensland reports have all stated the levels of metals detected in the 
Gladstone harbour were in a normal range and not considered to affect fish and/or 
human health. 
 


• Queensland Health could not find any linkage between fish disease and human health 
concerns, and specifically symptoms identified in the sick fishers. 
 


• The James Cook University (JCU) study by Drs. Caroline Petus and Michelle Devlin 
‘Using satellite maps to document the extent of sediment plumes associated with 
dredging activity in Gladstone Port's western basin,’ was independently reviewed 
by the Australian Institute of Marine Science who concluded that JCU’s approach 
had a number of significant limitations and is irrelevant because the dominant 
natural processes controlling natural variability of suspended sediment 
concentrations were either omitted or represented incorrectly.  Further, the 
analysis which was intended to establish correlations between elevated sediments 
and dredging activities was almost entirely qualitative and did not possess the 
rigour of a thorough statistical analysis. 
 


• In January 2012, the Gladstone Fish Health Scientific Advisory Panel reviewed all 
of the available data and reports for fish health and water quality from the 
Gladstone area and concluded that the data had been appropriately collected and 
analysed and made several recommendations regarding future water and fish 
sampling. It observed that “The addition of an estimated 30,000 large barramundi 
into an already stressed environment (floods) is likely to have caused a general 
environmental impact affecting barramundi and possibly other species as a result 
of increased competition for food, and increased harassment by predators.  The 
panel noted the reports of disease from mud crabs and prawns concluded the 
incidence of bacterial infections and parasites observed were not unusual 
compared to previous studies in Gladstone Harbour and elsewhere.” 


 
“If Mr Landos’ conclusions are correct, with the dredging project past its halfway point, 
why are there no recent reports of sick fish in Gladstone harbour.” 
 
“Indeed in June 2012, 2,700 anglers in Australia’s largest fishing competition in Gladstone 
harbour could not find one diseased fish.  All of the circumstantial evidence from some 
commercial fishers and from recreational fishers is that the seafood in Gladstone harbour 
is healthy.  Several commercial fishers have reported sending significant tonnes of 
seafood from Gladstone harbour to Southern markets over the past six months,” Mr 
Zussino concluded. 
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9)       Biosecurity Queensland did not state all levels of metals in the Harbour were normal.
They reported several over ANZECC guideline.

10)   Qld Health did not get provided the toxic algae report which identified an outbreak of
Lyngbya and other toxic algae which did explain the symptoms of many of the sick
fishers and other members of the public who all had epidemiological links to the toxic
waters of Gladstone Harbour at the time of the harbour development.

11)   The Gladstone Scientific Advisory Panel had key information withheld from them, which
did not enable them to reach a conclusion. They did NOT say, it was not due to dredging.
Most of the 30,000 fish were caught before April and sold by commercial fishers. These
fish had no lesions. It was not until the dredging/ bund wall construction and sediment
resuspension ramped up in April that aquatic animals started getting sick. Those in the
Boyne river were protected by freshwater flowing from the dam until July when this
stopped. At that time, toxic marine water from the harbour penetrated the river and
made resident barramundi sick.

12)   Recreational fishers catch fish that are typically hungry. They do not catch the sick
animals, and in so doing bias their samples. I used non-selective gill nets that catch sick
and healthy animals. The results of a fishing competition where most anglers fished well
outside of Gladstone Harbour are irrelevant.

13)   The reduction in levels of disease (but not elimination of disease), is due to a change in
location of the dredging away from areas of highest contamination. It is also due to
reduced ocean dumping, and due to fixing the hole in the leaking bund wall. The fact
that disease reduced is to be expected, as the factors which induced it all in the first
place were no longer in play to the same extent. The floods played no role at all in my
opinion. Had the harbour development project not occurred, there would have been no
disease reported in gladstone harbour after the floods. Just like the rest of the Qld coast
where no similar massive disease outbreaks occurred.

 
Dr Matt Landos BVSc(HonsI)MACVS
Director, Future Fisheries Veterinary Service Pty Ltd
Honorary lecturer, associate researcher, University of Sydney
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CCoommmmeennttss  oonn  DDrr  MMaatttt  LLaannddooss  RReeppoorrtt  
 

The Gladstone Ports Corporation believes Dr Matt Landos final report titled ‘Investigation 
of the causes of aquatic animal health problems in the Gladstone harbour and near-shore 
waters’ is in direct conflict with the growing mountain of scientific and circumstantial 
evidence showing no links between dredging and disease in fish.   
 
Gladstone Ports Corporation (GPC) Chief Executive Officer Leo Zussino said the GPC is 
committed to ensuring the Western Basin Dredging and Disposal Project (WBDDP) continues to 
be conducted within strict conditioning guidelines set by the project approval conditions to ensure 
minimum impact on the marine life in Gladstone harbour. 
 
“The extensive independent environmental water quality monitoring program for the WBDDP 
shows no visible or scientific signs of any negative impact from changes in water quality to date,” 
Mr Zussino said. 
 
“Dr Matt Landos’ report has been commissioned by the Gladstone Fishing Research Fund 
which has been financially supported by a small group of commercial fishers in the 
Gladstone harbour to support a compensation action represented by Shine Lawyers and 
Law Essentials. 
 
“However, the first correspondence from Law Essentials noting wide scale fish health 
issues is dated 20 May 2011, the day the WBDDP began!!.  This clearly shows even by 
their own records that the fish health issues started well before GPC’s dredging project. 
 
“The Water Quality Monitoring Program in the Gladstone harbour is world’s best practice.  
Independent scientists from Vision Environment, University of Technology Sydney and Marine 
Ecology Group collect water quality samples and analyse the results.  Their activity is overseen 
by the Dredge Technical Reference Panel appointed by the Federal Minister for Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities. To date all scientific evidence shows the 
WBDDP is not responsible for the fish health issues on a number of points.” 
 

• The Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) has 
conducted several reviews of water quality data to date.  These updates have all 
concluded there are no changes in water quality attributed to dredging nor given rise to 
fish health issues experienced in Gladstone.  
 

• The latest Queensland Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) report 
(September 2012) states monitoring of the Gladstone harbour has shown that the 
dredging is not a major source of dissolved metal concentrations.  
 

• Fisheries Queensland investigation into fish health issues concluded in September 2012 
that “fish health in Gladstone had much improved from 2011,” which was at a time when 
dredging had significantly increased in the Gladstone harbour. 
 

• CSIRO released a report in May 2012 on the results of sampling metal 
concentrations in the Gladstone harbour.  The team of CSIRO scientists reported 

 



they found no evidence of increased dissolved metal concentrations in the areas of 
Port Curtis that are being dredged and total metal concentrations in the seafloor 
sediment samples were below ANZECC guideline values for all metals.  By that 
stage, 4.5 million cubic metres of dredging had occurred. 
 

• Biosecurity Queensland reports have all stated the levels of metals detected in the 
Gladstone harbour were in a normal range and not considered to affect fish and/or 
human health. 
 

• Queensland Health could not find any linkage between fish disease and human health 
concerns, and specifically symptoms identified in the sick fishers. 
 

• The James Cook University (JCU) study by Drs. Caroline Petus and Michelle Devlin 
‘Using satellite maps to document the extent of sediment plumes associated with 
dredging activity in Gladstone Port's western basin,’ was independently reviewed 
by the Australian Institute of Marine Science who concluded that JCU’s approach 
had a number of significant limitations and is irrelevant because the dominant 
natural processes controlling natural variability of suspended sediment 
concentrations were either omitted or represented incorrectly.  Further, the 
analysis which was intended to establish correlations between elevated sediments 
and dredging activities was almost entirely qualitative and did not possess the 
rigour of a thorough statistical analysis. 
 

• In January 2012, the Gladstone Fish Health Scientific Advisory Panel reviewed all 
of the available data and reports for fish health and water quality from the 
Gladstone area and concluded that the data had been appropriately collected and 
analysed and made several recommendations regarding future water and fish 
sampling. It observed that “The addition of an estimated 30,000 large barramundi 
into an already stressed environment (floods) is likely to have caused a general 
environmental impact affecting barramundi and possibly other species as a result 
of increased competition for food, and increased harassment by predators.  The 
panel noted the reports of disease from mud crabs and prawns concluded the 
incidence of bacterial infections and parasites observed were not unusual 
compared to previous studies in Gladstone Harbour and elsewhere.” 

 
“If Mr Landos’ conclusions are correct, with the dredging project past its halfway point, 
why are there no recent reports of sick fish in Gladstone harbour.” 
 
“Indeed in June 2012, 2,700 anglers in Australia’s largest fishing competition in Gladstone 
harbour could not find one diseased fish.  All of the circumstantial evidence from some 
commercial fishers and from recreational fishers is that the seafood in Gladstone harbour 
is healthy.  Several commercial fishers have reported sending significant tonnes of 
seafood from Gladstone harbour to Southern markets over the past six months,” Mr 
Zussino concluded. 
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