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7th January 2011

Ms Jane Flynn, Senior Environment Officer

Mineral Resources, Industry & Investments NSW

PO Box 344

Hunter Regional Mail Centre NSW 2310

RE:  Environmental Impact Statement -- Catherine Hill Bay Jetty 

 I wish to make the following objections to the proposed demolition of the Catherine Hill Bay Jetty:

1. “The beach with the jetty” is how many people know Catherine Hill Bay. The jetty is the symbol of the Bay and is loved by surfers, fishers, scuba divers, locals and visitors alike. It was listed as an item of heritage significance in the Lake Macquarie Local Environment Plan in 2004, and voted an icon by the people of the Hunter Region in 2006.

2.  It is the sole remaining ocean coal-loading jetty in Australia – the sole representative of what was once a common activity, especially on the south coast of NSW. The need to address the ongoing use of the jetty does not require finalisation until 2017; which provides sufficient time to further identify appropriate uses.

3. It is a rare example of a type of industrial site, and is the most significant visible piece of infrastructure left from the 100-year mining history of the Wallarah Peninsula.
 An Expression of Interest prepared by GML in 2010 notes:

Statement of Significance

“The Catherine Hill Bay Jetty is an iconic structure that represents the history of mining along the NSW Central Coast and associated settlement since the late nineteenth century. The Jetty is an outstanding feature which evokes a ‘sense of place’ and embodies the history and spirit of the village as the critical link between land (coal) and sea (transport). It is around this relationship that the village of Catherine Hill Bay was born and evolved.

The Environmental Impact Study 5.4 Summary Statement of Significance is not consistent with this document and downplays the significance of the Jetty. Statements such as “some would view the jetty as significantly degrading the view of an essentially undeveloped coastline” is inconsistent with the Heritage NSW Assessment guidelines. 

Statements such as 5.3.4. Criterion D “The jetty does not have a strong or special association with a particular community in NSW” fails to acknowledge its importance to the CHB community, the Hunter Region as evidenced by its selection as a Hunter regional Icon in 2006, its importance to the surfing community, its importance to various heritage communities such as the National Trust NSW, National Trust Hunter Region and Marine Archaeology.

4. The Community Consultation documents included in Appendix G of the EIS, which invited the community to comment about the proposed removal of the jetty, have never been sighted by the community. This is an important part of the process as acknowledged in the EIS document and needs to be appropriately addressed.

5.  While it is recognised that there will be costs involved in upgrading and maintaining the jetty for the future the existing documentation has not appropriately addressed a wide range of options. No consideration has been given to establishing a Trust, similar to those for lighthouses around the Australian coast, and ordering Lake Coal to contribute to this Trust an amount no less than the estimated cost of demolition ($3 million). Other donors should be sought and commercial and non-commercial activities explored in order to secure the survival of this precious item of our industrial and regional heritage.

6. The EIS is incorrect in regard to its discussion of Lake Coal’s obligations regarding the jetty:

a.  Lake Coal’s EIS misrepresents the company’s obligations under Mining Purpose Lease 211 signed in 1916 by asserting that “Condition 9 of MPL 211 requires that upon conclusion of the mining lease, the lease holder shall remove infrastructure on MPL 211 associated with the mine, subject to approval by the Minister”. (EIS p.1) In fact Condition 9 of the lease states that the lease holder “shall remove from the surface such buildings, machinery, plant equipment, constructions and works as may be directed by the Minister”. The Minister has not yet directed removal of any such infrastructure. Yet the EIS informs us that Lake Coal has already removed the remains of the conveyor and ship loader, which have “reduced the aesthetic contribution from an industrial heritage perspective. (EIS, Appendix H, Historic Heritage Assessment p.13 and p.16). 

b.   The 2003 Mine Closure Plan approved by the then Department of Industry and Investment proposed that the jetty be left in situ. Yet the EIS informs us that “The jetty has not been used since 2002 and has been maintained in a manner suitable for the original intention of complete demolition”. (EIS, Appendix C, Condition Report, ) The decision to carry out minimal maintenance not only presumed that the lease holder will be directed to remove the jetty, but has meant that the condition of the jetty has been severely degraded during the elapsed eight year period of minimal maintenance, thereby jeopardising prospects for continuing adaptive use of the structure by the state after the expiry of the lease.

The conclusion of the EIS is inconsistent with the overall EIS report. While noting that “[t]he Jetty is an item of local significance” it concludes “the demolition of the Jetty would not constitute a significant adverse environmental impact”. (EIS p.95). Clearly this is not the case.
For the above reasons, we request Industry & Investments NSW reject this current demolition proposal and appropriately explore a range of possible adaptive uses and methods of administration for the jetty prior to any consideration of its demolition.
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