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Ball Bay Marine Investigations 
Community Meeting 

Notes and summary of issues raised 
 

20th April 2011 Governors lodge Norfolk Island 

Introduction  
• Norfolk Island Harbour Corporation (NIHC) Secretary Robyn Menghetti presented a summary of 

the NIHC’s aims and objectives and the work of the NIHC to date. It was noted that one of the key 
objectives is to construct a permanent jetty, similar in size and scale to the temporary jetties that 
have been constructed over the years to enable unloading of heavy equipment and machinery 
from time to time, to avoid the need to construct and demolish temporary jetties and save the 
community expense and environmental damage associated with building and demolishing 
temporary jetties 

• Mathew Harvey of Aurecon Consultants introduced the Marine Environmental Values Study and 
the work being undertaken in Ball Bay; and how the Marine Environmental Values Study relates 
to the broader environmental assessment of the proposed jetty and the requirements of the 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Issues raised in discussion 

Aim of the meeting  
• The point of the meeting was questioned: Questions were raised regarding the construction of a 

permanent jetty. There was misunderstanding surrounding the meeting’s purpose. Community 
members used the opportunity to discuss the positives and negatives of a building infrastructure 
in Ball Bay.  

• It was noted that this is a preliminary environmental investigation, a point to get started to gather 
background data that can be further developed to enable a design for a proposed jetty to be 
refined and to enable an environmental assessment of the proposed jetty 

Limits and constraints of the Study  

Comments 

• It would take more than a few days to fully investigate the marine environment of the Bay 
• The study period is too short to get a real idea of the diversity of life in the Bay. All that could be 

obtained in a few days work is a snapshot of life in the Bay at that point in time and it would not be 
an accurate investigation of the marine environment of Ball Bay. Studies should be undertaken 
over a full year 

• It is not possible to get an accurate picture / investigation of the wind and weather patterns in four 
days 

• Suggestion that the study should be longer and broader in area (spatially) and in duration 
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Response 

• It was acknowledged that there are financial, resources and time constraints and that accordingly, 
the investigation would be qualified: based on the methodology the investigation can only identify 
what has been seen in the field work and previously documented and identified in the desk top 
research 

• More funds would be required to undertake a more extensive study 
• The Study would note that the Norfolk Island community would prefer a broader study of the area 

and over years 
• It is envisaged that the investigations would be a continuous process; that information would 

continue to be gathered and documented after the Study is finished to develop a more complete 
and comprehensive documentation on the marine environment of Ball Bay 

Role of the consultants  

Comment 

• Aurecon’s role and work was questioned. It was suggested that Aurecon’s role appears to be that 
Aurecon is engaged to gain approvals; to do environmental assessments and to facilitate 
approvals. There is a perceived conflict of interest amongst some in the community 

• A request was made for consultants to name their qualifications and work experience; which was 
done 

Response 

• It was explained that Aurecon, like any consultant, is engaged with the aim to gain approvals but 
the reporting must be objective, professional, independent and scientifically based. If a rare or 
endangered species is found it would be noted and appropriately recognised. Any documentation 
produced needs to be sufficiently robust: the independence is tested by public scrutiny and public 
comments and independent assessment 

Study Methodology 

Comments 

• The survey methodology was questioned: Diving over and photographing the boulders will not 
reveal what is beneath the boulders 

• Questioned the location of the survey sites and how they were selected. It was suggested that the 
specific sites to be surveyed in the diving are not representative of the environment of Ball Bay as 
they have been modified from previous jetty constructions 

• It was suggested that the area that would be affected by the proposed jetty would be much 
broader than the specific site of the jetty. A broader area within the Bay should be investigated as 
well 

Response 

• It was advised that the sites selected for the dive survey were based on advice from NIHC about 
the possible potential sites for a jetty 

• It was noted that a broader investigation would need to be a totally different study 
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The scope of the Study  

Comment  

• Clarification was sought about the nature of the study: That this is one component of a broader 
environmental assessment. It was noted that the media releases referred to the study being about 
the “environment of Ball Bay”; which some of the attendees felt should encompass the cultural 
heritage and social and economic environment as well as the physical and marine environment 

Response  

• Clarified that this study is on the marine environment only and that cultural heritage , social and 
economic environment would be the subject of separate investigations and studies as the Public 
Environmental Report (PER) is developed; in accordance with the requirements for the PER 
issued by the Commonwealth Department of the Environment.  

Locations for the Proposed Jetty  

Comment 

The following items where raised by the community: 

• Headstone is the best location for a harbour or any additional piers / wharves and not Ball Bay. It 
was suggested that environmental studies should be done at Headstone and not Ball Bay 

• There is a need to first consider where is the best location for an additional jetty. It was suggested 
that people would give more support for an additional jetty at a site other than Ball Bay 

• NIHC should have consulted the community to get a general consensus on where the jetty should 
be located and then undertaken the investigations and approvals. NIHC should hold a meeting 
with the community to discuss suitable sites for an additional jetty. The community and NIHC 
should find an alternative site that is not so pristine 

• Money should be spent on investigations elsewhere 
• Other options were not investigated 
• Have local land owners adjacent to the sites under investigation been consulted to date about the 

proposed jetty 
• In discussion about other sites it was noted that the dive survey was cancelled today because it 

was too rough to get in to Ball Bay but both Cascade and Kingston piers worked today 

Response 

• It was noted that Ball Bay was selected for investigation because temporary jetties have been 
built there several times in the past and the aim is to provide a permanent jetty to remove the 
need to build temporary jetties from time to time as the need arose and at a significant cost to the 
community and environment damage in the Bay  
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Scale and size of the proposed jetty 

Comment 

• It was suggested that the proposed jetty would be 50m x 50m with warehouses on the shore 

Response 

• It was noted that this proposal was in the project description in the EPBC Referral but the plans 
have been modified and the jetty has yet to be designed based on the outcomes of the 
investigations of the marine environment and other factors 

Additional species suggested that should be noted in the study 
• Octopusses,  
• Land crabs 
• Cowrie shells – 7-8 species 
• Turtles (contacts provided to obtain further information)  
• Algaes (contact provided to obtain further information)  

Wave environment 

Comments 

• The shape of the Bay was discussed and the fact that there can be big swells and that it is a high 
velocity wave environment. Noted that previous temporary jetties had been broken up by the 
swells. The boulders on shore currently protect the shoreline from erosion. Modification / removal 
would require some works to prevent erosion of the shoreline. Questioned what would be put in 
place to protect the shoreline from erosion 

• It was suggested that Ball Bay is the best surf break on the Island 

Wind conditions 

Comments 

• It was commented that the prevailing wind in the Bay is south – south easterly; and noted from 30 
years experience that if Cascade and Kingston piers cannot be worked due to weather conditions 
neither can Ball Bay; ships cannot get into Ball Bay in such conditions; so what is the purpose of a 
harbour in Ball Bay. It was also commented that bigger ships would not be able to get into the Bay 
because of the lack of depth 

• The wind in Ball Bay catches ships and turns them; it is not possible to turn the ships around and 
there are no tugs to take them further out to sea 

• Rocks / boulders are constantly moving in the swell so depths shift and change 

Response 

There is no proposal to build a “harbour.” A permanent jetty is proposed to replace the frequently 
constructed and demolished temporary jetties.  

Potential flora and fauna impacts 

Comment 

• It was questioned what would be an acceptable loss of flora and fauna 
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Response 

• It was noted that a judgement on an acceptable level would be made by the government 
department making the environmental assessment of the proposed jetty and by the community 
through the community consultation process 

• It was emphasised that any rare or endangered species would be identified and documented as 
required under the EPBC Act 1999 

NIHC’s environmental policy 

Comment 

• NIHC’s environment policy was questioned 

Response 

• It was noted that the NIHC’s environment policy is to get advice on the environment of Ball Bay. If 
the investigations show that the marine environment is not suitable for a jetty then the project will 
not proceed to other studies 

Objectives of the NIHC 

Comment 

• The objectives of the NIHC were questioned; whether the jetty would be publicly accessible or 
privately owned and operated 

Response 

• It was noted that the NIHC’s objectives are not to build a private consortium jetty; that the 
proposed jetty is intended to be for the community for public use. It was emphasised that the 
NIHC is a not for profit organisation 

Caring For Our Country Grant 

Comment 

• The nature of the “Caring For Our Country” Grant was discussed;  

Response 

• It was noted that the grant program is a community based program and that under the terms of 
the Grant the report would be produced for the community 

Conclusions 
• An undertaking was given by the Chairman of NIHC that that there would be a separate 

community meeting to present and discuss all facets of the proposed jetty 
• Those present were invited to submit additional information to Aurecon by email and it was 

suggested that it could be possible to extend the deadline for the study to ensure that the 
information could be provided 
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Aurecon Australia Pty Ltd 

32 Turbot Street 
Brisbane Qld 4000 
Australia 
T +61 7 3173 8000 
F +61 7 3173 8001 
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Key Contact 
Mat Harvey, 
Senior Ecologist, 
Level 14, 32 Turbot Street BRISBANE QLD 4001 
T +61 7 3173 8178 
E HarveyMa@ap.aurecongroup.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aurecon offices are located in: 
Angola, Australia, Bahrain, Botswana,  
China, Ethiopia, Hong Kong, Indonesia,  
Lesotho, Libya, Malawi, Mozambique,  
Namibia, New Zealand, Nigeria,  
Philippines, Singapore, South Africa,  
Swaziland, Tanzania, Thailand, Uganda,  
United Arab Emirates, Vietnam. 

For more information please visit  
www.aurecongroup.com 

 

 




