. rationalisation of camping sites;

. regulatory signage;

. orientation signage and vehicle control; and
. rationalisation of vehicle movements.

Beach access (several foredune locations)
« dune stabilisation; and
. clear sighage.

lllegal structures (several locations)

. clear seizure and natifications as per act;

. safety signage where hazards identified;

. erosion restoration and control

. drainage works; and

. removal of all rubbish and building materials

The above projects are consistent with the
interim management statement.






At the meeting of 30 October 2012, it was noted that the Commonwealth’s response is
still outstanding and unlikely to be available until mid-November. I encourage you to
continue your dialogue with the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water,
Population and Communities and as discussed, it is my intent to also raise the proposal
in my regular intergovernmental forum.

The issue of condition compliance was also raised at the meeting. It is acknowledged
that offset negotiations have been complex and protracted. The significant progress that
the Monte Christo proposal offers in satisfying offset conditions is encouraging, and I am
pleased to reiterate my support for this initiative. It is my intent to continue compliance
monitoring, to ensure offset conditions are met.

With regard to resolution of the outstanding matters, please contact Mr Ainsleigh
Reffold, Project Manager, Resource Sector Facilitation Division, Department of State
Development, Infrastructure and Planning on 3406 2195, who will be pleased to provide

further assistance.

Yours sincerely

Barry Broe
Coordinator-General

Enc
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Attachment 1

Joint LNG Proponent Monte Christo Offset Proposal
Matters Requiring acceptance and/or further negotiation:

Proponents”:

«  Final impediment checks (third party interests) by the State which could inhibit the transferral of Lots
4 on CP860403 and the two freehold parcels 297 and 298 on DT4023 to Protected Area Estate
(Conservation Park).

It is my understanding that the above interests have already been reviewed by the Department
of Environment and Heritage Protection (DEHP) and the Department of National Resources and
Mines (DNRM) and that there are no major impediments present. Additionally, it is understood
that DNRM will offer no objection (with respect to mining and petroleum interests) to the
transferral of these areas to Protected Area Estate (valid for three years from 11 October 2012).
Both DEHP and DNRM have also provided in principle agreement to the transfer of these
allotments. It should be noted that native title will still require further negotiation.

= Any balance of offsets following acquittal of downstream impacts may only be used against future
residual impacts (i.e. following implementation of appropriate avoidance, minimisation measures )
associated with downstream works approved under the scope of the existing GLNG environmental
impact statement and Coordinator-General evaluation report.

Accordingly, the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) has advised that the
remaining tidal habitat offset balance (103.02 ha within Lot 4 CP860403 and Lot 298 DT4023,
following on-ground validation of the extent of such values) will be considered in regard to
future marine fish habitat development decisions, which fall under the above mentioned scope
of works.

«  Offsets for flora identified as endangered, vulnerable and near threatened under the Nature
Conservation Act 1992 are to be addressed outside the scope of the proposal.

= Further discussion must be entered into with regard to DAFF’s request for compensation for timber
harvesting rights foregone by the proposed offset component of Lot 4 on CP860403.

«  Finalisation of the agreement with the landholder regarding property acquisition.
«  Finalisation of management actions which address the enhancement and management of terrestrial,
aquatic and marine values (inclusive of marine fish habitat values) within the offset site, including

relevant responsibilities.

«  Securement of funding with the Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and Racing
(DNPRSR).

State:

= The proposed new tourism lease is finalised to ensure that conditions around its size and purpose are
as consistent as possible with the surrounding Projected Area Estate, following further negotiation
between DNRPSR, DAFF and DNRWM, the landholder and LNG proponents.

«  Finalising the boundary of the required 200 hectare Reserve for Strategic Land Management under
the Land Act 1994 to be retained for future commercial quarrying purposes, located within the
northern part of Lot 4 on CP860403.

«  Final sign off by the Queensland Government for the acquittal of offsets associated with downstream
impacts.
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g\ Australian Government

Xe Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities

Ref: 2013/01647

Ms Tracey Winters

Vice President Environment
QGC Pty Ltd

Queensland Curtis LNG Pty Ltd
Tracey.Winters@bg-group.com

Mr Kim Barber

General Manager, Sustainability
SANTOS
Kim.Barber@santos.com

Steven Findlay

HSE Manager,

Australia Pacific LNG Pty Limited
Steven.Findlay@aping.com.au

Dear Ms Winters, Mr Barber and Mr Findlay
Joint LNG Proponent Monte Christo Offset Proposal

Thank you for your joint letter of 26 April 2013 providing information in response to the
department’'s comments on the earlier Monte Christo Offset Proposal. In addition, your
companies’ representatives met with the department in Canberra on 21 May 2013 and
participated in a teleconference on 7 June 2013 to discuss the proposal.

Based on the information provided, the joint Monte Christo Offset Proposal appears
sufficient to achieve the objectives of the following approval conditions regarding LNG
plant offsets:

“to offset direct impacts, securing by the proponent of an offset property:

that contains attributes or characteristics at least corresponding with those of the
LNG facility site; and

at a ratio of no less than 5:1 of the LNG facility site area, excluding the proposed
reclamation area;”

“a commitment by the proponent to use its best endeavours to secure National Park
status for the offset property. At a minimum the proponent must ensure the retention
and management for conservation purposes, under a secure permanent land tenure
arrangement, of the offset property.” and

“... any property that is purchased or otherwise retained under a secure land tenure
arrangement for the purposes of the Environmental Offsets Plan must be located
within the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area, preferably on Curtis Island or
nearby.”

GPO Box 787 Canberra ACT 2601 » Telephone 02 6274 1111 » Facsimile 02 6274 1666
www.environment.gov.au



On this basis | encourage you to proceed to secure the properties and leases comprising
the Monte Christo Offset Proposal.

| understand that the Monte Christo Offset Proposal is also envisaged to address offset
requirements which have been identified in species management plans in relation to
species which are impacted in the vicinity of the coast, particularly the Water Mouse.

There remains some uncertainty that the Monte Christo Offset Proposal will sufficiently
address the offset requirements for Water Mouse, as the quality and extent of potential
Water Mouse habitat on the Monte Christo property has not been adequately confirmed.
| appreciate that your plans to undertake this work earlier this year were frustrated by
unusually wet conditions. However, you will appreciate that | will not be able to confirm
that the proposal satisfies the requirement to offset Water Mouse habitat until the
relevant information is provided. | therefore request that you include in the revised joint
Monte Christo Offset Proposal a commitment to provide, within 12 months of your
purchase of the property, details of the extent and quality of Water Mouse habitat on the
property based on the results of ground surveys.

The information your representatives have provided indicates that considerable potential
Water Mouse habitat may occur in the intertidal zone adjacent to the Environmental
Management Precinct, State Forest and existing Conservation Parks all of which are
intended to benefit from your proposal. However, as these areas are without tenure, they
are unable to satisfy the Environmental Offsets Plan condition that:

“At a minimum the proponent must ensure the retention and management for
conservation purposes, under a secure permanent land tenure arrangement, of the
offset property.” :

In relation to other obligations in respect of ‘downstream’ offsets, | would appreciate your
advice of progress in respect of the strategy for contributions to field management and visitor
awareness of the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area.

| recommend that you proceed to submit a formal proposal which incorporates the additional
information you have provided, and which responds to my above requests.

Should you require further information on this matter, please contact Mr Dieter Kluger,
A/g Director, Approvals Monitoring - Coal Seam Gas Section, on 02 6274 2683 or by
email to: dieter.kluger@environment.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

S Cadbles

Shane Gaddes

A/g Assistant Secretary

Compliance and Enforcement Branch
/2 July 2013



GLNG, Australia Pacific LNG (APLN-000-EN-R01-D-15326) and Queensland Curtis LNG
Monte Christo Offset Proposal
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APPENDIX E: STATE RATIONALE FOR THE SELECTION OF DIRECT LAND
BASED OFFSETS

Provided to GLNG by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection in May
2012.

© Ecofund Queensland Pty Ltd 2013 a Page 105 of 109



STATE RATIONALE FORTHE SELECTION OF DIRECT LAND BASED
OFESETS

1. Consistency with the OLD Government Environmental Offsets Policy

Principle 3:  Offsets must achieve an equivalent or better environmental outcome.

Principle 4:  Offsets must provide environmental values as similar as possible to
those being lost.

Principle 5:  Offset provision should minimise the time-lag between the impact and
delivery of the offset.

Principle 6:  Offsets must provide additional protection to environmental values at
risk, or additional management actions to improve environmental
values.

Principle 7:  Offsets must be legally secured for the duration of the offset
requirement.

2. General Rationale in Regards to the Principles Noted Above

State values to be offset:

e Endangered/Of Concern regional ecosystems (Guidance using vegetation
Management Offsets, 2009);

e Essential Habitat (Guidance using Policy for Vegetation Management Offsets,
2009);

e Wetlands (Guidance using Draft Policy for Biodiversity Offsets, 2009, DERM);

e Conservation significant fauna and flora habitat (Guidance using Draft Policy
for Biodiversity Offsets, 2009, DERM);

e Protected plants (Guidance using Draft Policy for Biodiversity Offsets, 2009,
DERM);

e Marine Plants and Fish Habitat ( Compliance with Mitigation and Compensation
for Works or Activities Causing Marine Fish Habitat Loss, 2002, DEEDI);

Offset Requirements

e Metrics to be derived from relevant specific issue policies;

e Offsets should in part focus on the securing of unprotected vegetation
reflective of impacted values (note: preferably regrowth will reflect ‘mature
regrowth’” which is likely to be identified as HVR/remnant within 10?? years,
or will be self-maintaining at the end of the management period);

e Location of offsets is preferably within the same subregion, adjoining
subregions or bioregion (in order of priority) as the impacted value;

Strategic Approach
e Rather than the acquisition of multiple individual parcels, a smaller number of
larger parcels should be acquired which offer significant strategic values in
terms of landscape connectivity, contiguity, resilience and/or other ecological
criteria.

Outcomes reflect ‘Like for Like’ to the greatest extent possible
e Given that a more strategic approach is to be adopted, the acquisition of
parcels which provide a precise ‘like for like’ outcome, is not required.



However, the selection and final acceptance of parcels should still focus
significantly upon those which acquit to the greatest extent the impacted
values (in a like for like manner);

Notwithstanding, and particularly in the event that a selection of parcels that
contain the greater portion of impacted values cannot be acquired, parcels
which do not contain like for like values but which house either values of a
similar conservation status, or are of significant ecological value (and which
meet the other rationale included in this document) may be considered.

Preferred protection mechanism

Consideration of impediments/secondary interests over parcels and the
subsequent impacts on securing the preferred conservation mechanism:
o National Park, Conservation Park, Forest Reserve,
0 Nature Refuge,
o Covenant or other means.

Miscellaneous

Where possible, proposed parcels should acquit both state and federal
requirements;

Preferably, parcels which acquit both terrestrial and marine impacts are
preferred, as they provide a greater level of security and protection at the
interface of the marine/terrestrial environ;

Parcels and associated values which are already afforded a significant level
of protection under legislation, or through a legally binding mechanism
should generally not be considered as suitable offsets. Furthermore, some
legislated arrangements and tenure afford protection to values (i.e. as does
state land under licence with appropriate management in place), and such
areas are generally not considered appropriate as offset proposals.



DERM CONTACT LIST

Primary DERM Contacts: Kate Wall (APLNG Project Manager), Rod Kent (Director Gas and
Petroleum), Stephen Trent (Senior Env Officer));

Please note, all correspondence should be directed through the primary contacts noted above.
Parks: Jason Jacobi, Wade Oestreich.

Biodiversity Offsets: Peter Jamieson



State Offset Approval Process (Guide Only):

Offset Strategy —
.| Developed and submitted

to DERM for review

Internal Review - Strategy assessed
against the CG conditions, QGEOP and
specific issue offset policies. Consultation
with internal DERM groups (e.g. Parks,

Regional Officers, Vegetation
Management).

v

A
A 4

Consultation - Comments,
recommendations and
preferred position sought
from DEEDI & SEWPaC

Formal Response — Approved/

feedback provided to the Approved Offset
Strategy — CG’s

A 4

applicant with respect to issues, ) ~
recommendations, comments office notified

and concerns raised

v

DERM for review

Detailed Offset Programs -
Developed and submitted to |«

/

Internal Review — Plan(s) assessed against the approved
strategy and CG conditions. Consultation with internal groups
(e.g. Parks, Regional Officers, Vegetation Management).

Proposed sites assessed based upon (including, but not limited
to):

e the ability to acquit multiple/majority impacted >

values;

e additional ecological values within the site;

e the proposed protection mechanism and the presence
of any constraints with respect to securing the site;

e priority of sites with respect to protected area estate
acquisition;

e management and funding requirements

e other rationale outline on page 1.

\ 4

Consultation - Comments,
recommendations and
preferred position sought
from DEEDI & SEWPaC

Where offsets
cannot be
satisfactorily
secured

Formal Response — Plan(s) approved, -

or feedback provided to the applicant .| Detailed Offset
with respect to issues, recommendations, "| Plan(s) Approved —
comments and concerns raised in regards CG’s office notified

Secure
Offsets

A 4

to the plan and proposed sites.
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APPENDIX F: AUSTRALIA PACIFIC LNG IMPACTS

Extract from Appendix C of the Australia Pacific LNG Offset Strategy Version 8:
e Table3

e Table4d
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Australia Pacific LNG Environmental Offset Strategy

Strategy

Appendix C Summary of State Significant Values Expected to be Disturbed

Revised Draft Clearing Calculations 10/1/2012 (Based on modified TDA version 4 footprint. Gas field HVR and Essential
Habitat 28/10/2011, Gas field remnant vegetation 1/02/2011. Rev D pipeline 9/8/11 and LNG facility 6/01/12)

GAS FIELD? PIPELINE LNG PLANT
VALUE State Commonwealth’ State Commonwealth' State Commonwealth’
RE (ha) |HVR(ha) | Status? | Clearing (ha) [ Status®|  RE (ha) HVR (ha) Status? [ Clearing (ha) [ Status®| Clearing (ha) [ Status?[ Clearing (ha) [ Status®
EPBC & VM ACT COMMUNITIES
11.1.2 (Estuarine wetland) 11.71 LC
11.1.4 (Estuarine wetland - Mangroves) 3.54 LC
11.10.1 53.07 4.52 LC 52.65 0.73 LC
11.10.11 61.89 LC 11.00 LC
11.10.13 0.00 LC 31.28 LC
11.10.4 0.00 LC 0.22 LC
11.10.7 206.36 LC 11.11 LC
11.10.9 161.97 LC 12.44 2.37 LC
11.11.10 0.00 ocC 0.52 ocC
11.11.15 0.00 LC 29.27 19.64 LC
11.11.15a LC 0.02 LC
11.11.18 0.00 E 0.31 E E
11.11.3 0.00 LC 3.78 2.39 LC
11.11.4 0.00 LC 6.38 1.53 LC
11.11.4a LC 0.29 LC
11.11.4c LC 1.65 LC
11.12.1 0.00 LC 39.35 33.33 LC
11.12.17 E 4.58 E
11.12.2 0.00 LC 5.36 9.24 LC
11.12.21 E 0.01 0.02 E 0.02[ E
11.12.2b LC 0.49 LC
11.12.3 E 3.06 2.64 LC
11.12.6 LC 14.70 1.44 LC
11.3.1 0.40 E 0.40| E 5.26 E 5.26| E
11.3.14 66.26 2.08 LC 5.23 LC
11.3.16 0.17 LC
11.3.17 18.08 oC 1.70 oC
11.3.18 7.57 LC 3.38 LC
11.3.19 LC
11.3.2 76.58| 4.60| OC 8.95| 2.36 ocC E*
11.3.25 172.03 2.86 LC 25.55 2.69 LC
11.3.26 0.24 LC 19.29 11.21 LC
11.3.27 1.17 LC 1.09 LC
11.3.3 1.24 0.64| OC 0.10 oC
11.3.39 0.92 LC
11.3.4 9.19 7.24| OC 6.58| 11.85 oC
11.3.6 LC 0.02 LC
11.4.10 E 0.00{ E
11.4.12 2.22 1.09 E 1.10 E
11.4.3 15.33 0.76 E 16.09] E 1.23 0.21 E 1.44| E
11.4.7 0.21 E 0.21| E 1.50 E 1.50| E
11.5.1 2085.12 42.59 LC 119.29 2.83 LC
11.5.1a 396.19 8.26 LC 1.04 LC
11.5.20 171.41 0.25 LC 47.29 LC
11.5.21 LC 30.91 LC
11.5.4 246.60 0.60 LC 45.06 LC
11.5.4a 337.13 LC
11.5.5 (Threshold regional ecosystem) 171.47 0.87 LC 23.26 LC
11.5.9 LC 0.04 LC
11.7.1 1.67 LC 0.60 0.16 LC
11.7.2 255.10 2.68 LC 48.95 0.59 LC
11.7.4 762.09( 38.46 LC 159.31 14.09 LC
11.7.5 187.08 1.84 LC 13.20 0.51 LC
11.7.5b 0.01 LC
11.7.6 38.73 1.27 LC 34.54 LC
11.7.7 702.45 5.23 LC 52.12 1.00 LC
11.9.1 1.05 E 1.05|E
11.9.10 7.45 1.74] OC 1.01 0.30 oC
11.9.4 oC E 0.38 oC 0.38 E
11.9.4a 3.41 OoC 3.41 E 1.45 OoC
11.9.4b 0.95 oC 095 E
11.9.5 59.47 3.19 E 62.66| E 3.74 3.04 E 6.78| E
11.9.6 0.07 E 0.07[ E
11.9.7 1.26 ocC 6.11 10.46 ocC
11.9.9 LC 1.88 6.51 LC
12.1.2 (Salt pan) LC 27.31| LC
12.1.3 (Mangrove shrubland) LC 0.35 LC 2.6| LC
12.11.14 oC 0.06 oC 42.25| OC
12.11.6 LC 9.28 LC 89.86| LC
12.3.11 oC 0.56 oC 27.66] OC
12.3.7 LC 1.30 LC 1.38] LC
Other
Seagrasses 2.8 13.09
Bare substrate 5.9 15.42
Totals RE HVR
Total 6282.23| 131.02 925.35| 152.03 219.57 7389.94 283.06
Threatened Ecological Community 83.72 16.50 0.00 100.21
Endangered 77.63 5.03 12.91 12.91 0.00 90.54 17.94
Of Concern 118.14| 14.22 25.97 26.42 69.91 214.02 40.65
Least Concern 6086.46( 111.77 877.77] 116.40 6964.23 228.17
Essential habitat 119.06 40.92 29.03 189.01
Seagrasses 2.80 13.09 15.89
Bare substrate 5.90 15.42 21.32

Controlled Document numbers Q-LNGO01-15-EA-0021

Released on 12™ March 2012 - Version 8

Once printed, this is an uncontrolled document

unless issued and stamped Controlled Copy.

APLN-000-EN-R01-D-10201
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Australia Pacific LNG Environmental Offset Strategy  Strategy

Revised Draft Clearing Calculations 10/1/2012 (Based on modified TDA version 4 footprint. Gas field HVR and Essential
Habitat 28/10/2011, Gas field remnant vegetation 1/02/2011. Rev D pipeline 9/8/11 and LNG facility 6/01/12)

GAS FIELD? PIPELINE LNG PLANT
VALUE State Commonwealth’ State Commonwealth' State Commonwealth'
RE (ha) [HVR (ha) | Status? [Clearing (ha)[Status®]  RE(ha) [ HVR(ha) [ Status® [Clearing (ha)][Status®| Clearing (ha) [ Status?[Clearing (ha) [ Status®

EPBC & NC Act Species - Gas Fields

Clearing (ha) Clearing (ha)®| Status® [Clearing (ha)|[ Status’ Clearing (ha)® | Status® | Clearing (ha) | Status” | Total NC Act | Total EPBC Act
Brigalow Scaly-foot 774.22 Vv 774.22 Vv 96.84 Vv 96.84 \ 871.06 871.06
Dunmall's Snake 262.49 Vv 262.49 \ 18.28 Vv 18.28 V 280.77 280.77
Yakka Skink 73.44 \Y 73.44 \Y 8.91 \Y 8.91 \Y 82.35 82.35
Common Death Adder 261.50448 NT 55.79 NT 317.30
Glossy Black-Cockatoo 23.810901 V 14.33 \ 38.14
Golden-tailed Gecko 801.6962| NT 95.65| NT 897.35
Grey Snake 46.557464 E 6.19 E 52.75
Rough Frog 45.291697 NT 5.58 NT 50.88
Woma 346.6769| NT 31.70| NT 378.38
Water Mouse 15.60 V 15.60 V 1.18] V 1.18] V 16.78 16.78|
Cycas megacarpa 23.50 E 23.50 E 23.50 23.50
Acacia pedleyi 6.50 Vv 6.50
Acacia calantha 14.50 NT 14.50

'With the exception of Brigalow regrowth, all Commonwealth listed Endangered Ecological Communities also have Endangered or Of Concern Status under State legislation. The Commonwealth listed Vulnerable fauna
2E=Endangered Regional Ecosystem, OC=0Of Concern Regional Ecosystem and LC=Least Concern Regional Ecosystem under the VM Act.

SE=Endangered Ecological Community under the EPBC Act

4Only where this RE supports Weeping Myall communities that meet Endangered Ecological Community criteria

6E=Endangered, V=Vulnerable, NT=Near Threatened species under the NC Act
7E=Endangered, V=Vulnerable species under the EPBC Act

Controlled Document numbers Q-LNGO01-15-EA-0021 APLN-000-EN-R01-D-10201
Released on 12" March 2012 - Version 8

Once printed, this is an uncontrolled document
unless issued and stamped Controlled Copy. Page 52 of 57
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APPENDIX G: QCLNG IMPACTS
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NARROWS

Table 4 - Western Section marine plant distribution and disturbance

MARINE FACILITIES

Project Area Marine Plant Type Area (m?) Hectares (Ha) Project Area Marine Plant Type Area (m?) Hectares (Ha)
o . Saltpan 88,229 8.83 Early Beach Landing mangrove 0.03 mangrove mangrove
Total distribution area within - [Ci5sed Mixed 13,070 131 0.03 saltpan
Western Section Water and Terrestrial 2,048 0.20 ISA/Con Dock salt couch 0.08 saltpan seagrass
Closed Rhizophora 40,423 4.04 mangrove 2.1 mangrove total marine plants
seagrass habitat 4.86 seagrass benthic
. o Saltpan 50,425 5.04 saltpan muddy bottom 3.85 benthic
Actual clearing extent within  [Giosed Mixed 7,507 0.75 mangroves 10.88
works footprint area Water and Terrestrial 0 0.00 - MOF mangrove 1.88 mangrove
Closed Rhizophora 24,981 2.50 mangroves muddy bottom 40.04 benthic
43.95
Total marine plants disturbance 8.29 Tidal Area Infrastructure salt couch 9.32 saltpan
Table 5 - Central Section marine plant distribution and disturbance mangrove 0.64 mangrove
Project Area Marine Plant Type Area (m?) Hectares (Ha) 9.96
Total marine plant distribution Saltpan . 114,009 14.40 LNG Jetty mangrove 0.18 mangrove
area within Central Section Closed Ceriops 11,121 111 0.18
Z. Capricorni 54,382 5.44 Temp RO/STP salt couch 0.16 saltpan
mangrove 0.29 mangrove
Saltpan 103,572 10.36 saltpan seagrass habitat 1.43 seagrass
Actual clearing extent within Closed Rhi_zophora 516 0.05 mangroves )
works footprint area Closed Ceriops 5,981 0.60 mangroves muddy bottom 10.43 benthic
Z. Capricorni, H. Ovalis, H. Decipiens, H. Spinulosa 54,397 5.44 seagrass
Z. Capricorni 24,443 2.44 seagrass
Total marine plants disturbance 18.89 Total Muddy bottom 54.32
Table 6 - Eastern Section marine plant distribution and disturbance Permanent Marine plants 18.76 (subtracted 2.21 from ISA)
Project Area Marine Plant Type Area (mz) Hectares (Ha) Temp Marine plants 2.21
Total marine plant distribution Z. Capricorni, H. Ovalis, H. Decipiens and H. Spinulosa 22,587 2.26
area within Eastern Section Closed Rhizophora 5,347 0.53 Grand Total
Saltpan 900 0.09
Permanent Marine plants 18.76
. L Z. Capricorni, H. Ovalis, H. Decipiens and H. Spinulosa 7 0.00 Muddy bottoms 54.32
Actual clearing extent within -
PR —— Closed Rhizophora 3,686 0.37 mangroves .
Saltpan - - Temporary Marine plants 15.99
Muddy bottoms 12.00
Total marine plants disturbance 0.37 RE Approved limit for PFL 11 Actual Approved limit for PPL 155  JActual Totals Source
12.1.2 (LC) saltpan 9 7.35 0 0 7.35|EA and disturbance
12.1.3 (LC) mangroves 5 3.2 0.45 0.45 3.65|EA and disturbance
Total - marine plant disturbance for Narrows (Ha) 27.55 12.3.3 (E) 45 42.76 3.77 3.77 46.53|EA and disturbance
Muddy Bottom 24.00 12.3.11 (OC) 2 1.65 6.715 6.72 8.37|EA and disturbance
12.11.6 (LC) 83 73.62 21.2 21.2 94.82|EA and disturbance
QGC Share (50%) 12.11.6/12.11.14 (LC/OC) (3:1 (75%:25%)) 45 44.76 3.37 3.37 14.56|EA and disturbance
12.11.14 (OC) 2 85] 0 0 1.5|EA and disturbance
Total - marine plant disturbance for Narrows (Ha) 13.78 Species Disturbance Source
Muddy Bottom 12.00 Koala Phascolarctos cinereus 44|Unidel ecological
GTP Coastal Sheathtail bat Taphozous australis 9|Unidel ecological
Marine Water mouse Xeromys myoides Included in 12.1.3 EMP Rev 5
19.02
LNG Facility Shorebirds 23|MSBMP Rev B

4.88

5.12
9.56
6.29
20.97
14.28
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APPENDIX H: GLNG GTP MARINE IMPACTS BY LOCATION

LOCATION AREA DISTURBED AREA DISTURBED
(KP from Alignment DESCRIPTION (Zone A - Below HAT | (Zone B - Above HAT
Sheets) m?) m?)

Humpy Creek

KP 406.8 (northern minor 317 54
tributary of creek)

KP 407.5 Mudflat / Saltpan Area 71 566

KP 407.8 Humpy Creek 62 91
(southern creek line)

KP 408.17 Drainage Feature 840 133

KP 408.4 Oxbow adjacent 94 37
Targinnie Creek

KP 408.5 Targinnie Creek 574 274
Curtis Island -

KP415.1 Drainage feature to 30 173
Graham Ck

TOTAL AREA (Curtis Island and Mainland) 2,554 1,328
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