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SUBMISSION NUMBER SUBMITTER SUBMISSION CONTENT PROPONENTS RESPONSE  

1 SUBMISSION 12/01/2018  
 

This submission states that the 
proposal will: 

 Have a deleterious impact 
on the viability of the critical 
HAT roost site, 

 Interfere with natural 
processes essential for 
migratory waders , including 
disturbance and loss of 
critical roosting sites, 

 Increased disturbance thru 
intensified land use and 
introduction of domestic 
animals. 

 The submission states that 
a record for Xeromys 
myoides was detected in 
2017 south of the site and 
this contradicts the findings 
of the PER. 

 That the proposal intends 
removal and destruction of 
Sub tropical coastal 
saltmarsh ecosystem and 
restriction or hydrological 
severance of the tidal 
regime, to this ecosystem. 

 That the development will 
have a negative impact on 
the ecological character of 
the RAMSAR 

 That the proposal has 
shown ‘little regard’ to the 
RAMSAR values. 

WADER SPECIES 
The PER Waders Species Management Plan requires a 100-200m buffer from 
the landward edge of these critical sites and any infrastructure, which is 
reflective of recommended buffer distances for sites with sandy substrates and 
intense anthropogenic activities( Harding et al 2005) . The buffer will be fenced 
and public access to the buffer will be restricted.  The proposal will not result in 
the loss of these sites as they will be protected by the buffer. 
The submission offers no rationale or data to substantiate that intensified use 
and domestic animals, will impact the sites even though the sites will be within 
the buffer. 
This submission contends that replanting a vegetated foreshore buffer on the 
landward side of these sites will have a negative impact on wader species.  
The site pre 1770 would have contained its natural regional ecosystem12.2.11 
best described as: 

 ” Corymbia tessellaris +/- Eucalyptus tereticornis, C. intermedia and 
Livistona decora woodland. Other characteristic species include 
Melaleuca dealbata, Callitris columellaris, Petalostigma pubescens, 
E. exserta, Planchonia careya, Leptospermum neglectum and Acacia 
julifera. Melaleuca spp. and E. tereticornis dominate in swales. Vine 
forest species sometimes present as sub-canopy or understorey. 
Occurs on Quaternary coastal beach ridges and swales in the 
northern half of bioregion. ” 

This ecosystem would have provided a significantly dense vegetative buffer 
along the HAT foreshore area with an average width of 30-50m as it graded 
vertically into RE 12.5.4 and therefore an assumption is made that countless 
generations of wader species would have adapted to the presence of this 
natural forest buffer at the site. 
The wader species management plan, therefore intends that the reinstatement 
of this vegetated buffer, will serve to have a positive impact on the species , as 
in time the buffer will remove the line of site to any development and or 
disturbances for the species when they roost during the critical HAT times for 
the migratory season. 
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 That the proposal is not 
‘wise use’ or ‘sustainable 
use’ of the site. 

 Biting midge.  

 Storm tide inundation  

 

Xeromys myoides 
The survey for this species (ECOSURE 2013) was conducted for the potential 
habitat within the title boundaries of the site. The recent record highlighted was 
dated 2017 and this record does not negate the requirement for all potential 
habitat to be protected where it exists within the freehold title of the proposal.  
The PER clearly indicates that’s all potential habitat as detected and mapped 
within the survey, is to be maintained  and protected to provide expansion of 
any nearby viable populations of this MNES. 
 
Sub-Tropical Coastal Salt Marsh  
This ecosystem exists along the HAT interface between the mudflat and the 
terrestrial landscape. The proposal results in a 100-200m buffer between all 
salt marsh and infrastructure and there is no planning requirement for this 
ecosystem to be removed, impacted, damaged or destroyed. 
The proposal does not require any tidal works to be performed that may result 
in any hydrological severance of the tidal prism required to maintain the health 
and vigour of this ecosystem.  
No infrastructure is to be located within the buffer and no removal of salt 
marsh is required. 
Therefore the current extent of this ecosystem is to be maintained into 
perpetuity. 
ECOLOGICAL CHARACTER DESCRIPTION OF THE RAMSAR VALUES 
The PER has shown ‘due regard’ to the ‘significant values’ for the site, as it 
describes and acknowledges the character description and values of the ‘Draft 
ecological character description for the Great Sandy RAMSAR.  
The PER also lists and discusses the ‘acceptable limits of change’ for these 
values and indicates whether the proposed development is likely to result in 
impacts enabling these thresholds to be reached.  
The PER indicates (describes) discusses and concludes that the listed 
‘acceptable limits of change for all Draft ecological character description values 
thresholds’, will not be triggered by the action. 
BITING MIDGES 
The issue of biting midge is not regulated under the EPBC ACT 1999.  
STORM TIDE INNUNDATION MAPPING 
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The PER indicates that no infrastructure is  to be located within the mapped 
(modelled) storm surge area , which equates to the Light  Detection and 
Ranging  25CM contour of 2.5m Above Sea Level , with the modelled 1M 
surge , resulting in the potential storm surge level being the 3.5m contour. 
Figure 37, pp 146 of the PER clearly indicates that no infrastructure is located 
below this contour. 
 
SUMMARY  
This submission summarises that; 

 The proposal is non-compliant with the provisions of the EPBC ACT 
1999, 

 Will have a significant impact on MNES, 

 Puts citizens at risk from storm surge,  

 That exotic pest programmes  should target the site, 

 That the site should be surrendered for conservation outcomes, 
CONCLUSION 
All of the issues raised in this submission have been adequately dealt with by 
the PER, the submitter offers no data to substantiate that the PER has not 
adequately planned for management of potential impacts to MNES, actions 
likely to trigger the thresholds for acceptable limits of change to RAMSAR 
values, the submitter concludes that the site should be surrended for 
conservation management, but fails as a regional Natural Resources Group 
management group, which is dependent on tax payer funding , to  provide any 
detailed analysis of any offer to purchase and/or co-manage the site for MNES 
future outcomes.  
ANSCAPE PL remains open to the potential for the site to be used for 
environmental /conservation outcomes, and looks forward to serious 
engagement and partnership/collaboration with this submitter, for future 
management of the site and its MNES values. As a result of the introduction of 
the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife Reserves) and Other Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is gazetted  an application is to be made 
for the entire tidal area to be placed under a conservation covenant and listed 
as a SWR under, this listing is the equivalent of a private national marine 
park. The rationale behind this listing is to have the sites extreme 
ecological values adequately protected, as the State government is 
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seeking to encourage landowners with extreme ecological values, to 
consider protecting those values into perpetuity. The application will 
require a management plan aimed at future management which will 
include community engagement in on site management. 

2  Annoyance at removal of golf 
course proposal. 
Flooding issues. 
Increased traffic. 
Construction dust. 
Plummeting property values. 
Inadequate protection of 
Macropus giganteus  

The removal of the golf course proposal was considered to reduce the 
likelihood of nutrient impacts to the RAMSAR as a result of the requirement for 
significant application of fertilisers and herbicide/pesticides required for atypical 
course management and operations. 

The Storm Water management plan (Appendix K, 1and 2) is designed on 
modelled flows and all drainage channels are required to be constructed to 
accommodate predicted rainfall intensities. 

Traffic intensities are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme and are not 
regulated by the EPBC Act, unless there is a risk of a significant impact to an 
MNES. 

Appendix G is the construction environment management plan) and is 
designed to deal with dust issues. 

The EPBC ACT does not regulate property values. 

Macropus giganteus is not listed as an MNES under the Act, and it is likely that 
this species will still be able to graze freely on open space areas, including the 
foreshore buffer areas. 

 

3  Failure to mitigate seal level rise 
impacts to the mud pan. 
Social impacts. 
No evidence of illegal entry from 
residents and dogs 
Cat management 
Ambient noise issues 

Contemporary marine scientific research on potential sea level rise 
(https://qldcoastalconference.org.au/2011/Dixon_Johns_and_Beumer_030.pdf) 
indicates that mangrove systems will begin to colonise mudflats as sea level 
rises. Mangroves are protected under the Queensland Fisheries Act 1994 and 
mangroves are listed as an Ecological Character Descriptor value for the 
RAMSAR . 
 

https://qldcoastalconference.org.au/2011/Dixon_Johns_and_Beumer_030.pdf
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Construction monitoring 
Construction noise from blasting 
and pile driving 
Car headlight disturbance to 
residents 
No golf course  
Inappropriate building designs 
Noise from shopping complex 
Plummeting property prices 
Increased traffic 
 

 Unless this legislation is changed, taking some form of action by removing or 
clearing mangrove colonisation, to protect the mudflat and thereby ensure that 
the roosting opportunity for migratory wader species, is continued into 
perpetuity, would be illegal. 
 
 A permit to continuously remove mangroves (a protected marine plant) would 
be unlikely to be approved by the Queensland Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries and Forestry or the Federal Department of Energy and 
Environment... 
 
Therefore ANSCAPE has no ability to mitigate this issue unless future 
Queensland and Australian governments agree to delist the protection of 
mangroves. 
 
The colonisation of the mudflat would be the result of a natural phenomenon 
and not the result of anthropogenic causes and or as a result of any impacts 
from the proposal. This natural alteration will have no impact on the proposal, 
however it may have an impact on the ability for the wader bird’s species to 
continue roosting on the mudflat. 
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately 
protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners 
with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those values into 
perpetuity. The application will require a management plan aimed at 
future management which will include community engagement in on site 
management. 
 
The removal of the golf course proposal was considered to reduce the 
likelihood of nutrient impacts to the RAMSAR as a result of the requirement for 



6 
 

 

significant application of fertilisers and herbicide/pesticides required for atypical 
course management and operations. 
 
The PER provides digital evidence of a local resident who has been observed 
regularly trespassing with his dogs and allowing them to chase wader bird 
species during HAT. This is despite the fact that ANSCAPE has placed 
trespass notice signs along the boundaries of the site. Control of cats is the 
responsibility of the registered owner. Any domestic cats found accessing the 
foreshore will be captured and taken to the FCRC. Any feral cats will be 
captured and euthanized. 
 
The PER lists the social impacts. 

Traffic intensities are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme and are not 
regulated by the EPBC Act, unless there is a risk of a significant impact to an 
MNES. 

5 years of wader bird surveys have occurred during the migratory season from 
the same survey point at grid references, MGA 94 UTM Eastings 490526 
Northings7191683. 
 During all surveys noises such as; 

 Nail guns 

 Music 

 Traffic 

 Hammering 

 Slashing /Mowing 

 Electric Sawing 

 Leaf blowing 

 Model aeroplanes 

 Dog barking 

 Chain sawing 

 Excavation machinery 

 Aeroplanes including commercial jets and helicopters, occur. 
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These continuous noises do not appear to alarm, startle or disturb the roosting 
waders , i.e.; the birds have not been observed reacting to these noises with 
flight or fleeing behaviour, which is suggestive of adaptation to urban noise 
environments. An assumption can be made that anthropogenic noise has 
increased from 1970. The site still supports good numbers of waders during 
the migratory season, which suggests that noise levels are not deterring the 
species from utilising the site. 
 
REMC will monitor this condition of approval and FCRC is currently employing 
2 full time equivalent positions for development approval officers who will be 
directly responsible for reporting on compliance/non-compliance with 
development approval conditions. 

Appendix G is the construction environment management plan and is designed 
to deal with dust issues. 

No blasting or pile driving is required. 

The EPBC ACT  does not regulate building designs 

The EPBC ACT does not regulate property values. 

The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate Planning/zoning issues, these issues 
are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
A traffic report has been completed for the projected level of traffic. Traffic 
movements are assessed by FCRC and are not regulated under the EPBC 
ACT 1999. Aesthetics is not listed as an MNES and or an ecological character 
descriptor for the RAMSAR and hence are is not regulated by the EPBC ACT 
1999. 
 

4  Sewerage Treatment Plant location 
and odour noise issues. 
Storm surge impact 

The Sewerage Treatment Plant will be required to be placed at a suitable 
buffer distance established by the FCRC and QLD Department of Environment 
and Science, which is the regulating agency for the Environmentally Relevant 
Activity permit required. The PER does not deal with property market values. 



8 
 

 

Medication pollution 
Increase in biting midge 
Loss of amenity  
Clay pan destruction 
Loss of green zone 
Slum development 
Increased crime 
Solar farm reflection 
Oppose sheep  
Plummeting property values 

An odour and buffer report is required to be prepared for the FCRC.  
Currently there are > 585 household sewerage treatment plants within 
Turtledove and these systems all drain into the Turtle Cove storm water 
system, carrying all of the constituent elements of typical urban use. At a 
residence ratio of 1-4 household members, this equates to 585-2340  
equivalent people persons generating significant ‘pollution’ which does not 
include the amounts of nitrates and phosphates, fungicides, herbicides, 
insecticides, medical contaminants, vehicle oil pollution, ,pet faeces, etc , 
which are leached during high rainfall events. 
All of this urban pollution currently enters the Great Sandy Ramsar untreated. 
ANSCAPE PL are required by law to ensure that the Plant  meets all lawful 
operational requirements and is capable of producing ‘class A water ‘ which is 
to be stored in the bioretention pond and used to irrigate the open space and 
solar farm and other non-consumption requirements.   
The bioretention pond is designed to meet all modelled rainfall intensities likely 
to occur at the site. 
 The proposal is unlikely to increase mosquito populations. 
Scenic aesthetics are not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
 
The claypan area is to be protected under an environmental covenant and will 
be registered as a Special Wildlife Reserve which is a private Marine National 
Park) under the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife Reserves) and Other 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 and no development is to be located closer 
than 100m to the HAT line ensuring that roosting wader species will have a 
100-200m buffer. 
5 years of wader bird surveys have occurred during the migratory season from 
the same survey point at MGA 94 UTM Eastings 490526 Northings7191683. 
 During all surveys noises such as; 

 Nail guns 

 Music 

 Traffic 

 Hammering 

 Slashing /Mowing 

 Electric Sawing 

 Leaf blowing 
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 Model aeroplanes 

 Dog barking 

 Chain sawing 

 Excavation machinery 

 Aeroplanes including commercial jets and helicopters, occur. 
 
These continuous noises do not appear to alarm, startle or disturb the roosting 
waders , ie; the birds have not been observed reacting to these noises with 
flight or fleeing behaviour, which is suggestive of adaptation to urban noise 
environments. An assumption can be made that anthropogenic noise has 
increased from 1970. The site still supports good numbers of waders during 
the migratory season, which suggests that noise levels are not deterring the 
species from utilising the site. 
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018, once this bill is 
gazetted an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a special wildlife reserve under, 
this listing is the equivalent of a private national marine park. The 
rationale behind this listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values 
adequately protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage 
landowners with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those 
values into perpetuity. The application will require a management plan 
aimed at future management which will include community engagement 
in on site management. 
 
The designated green zone extends from the eastern boundary of Lot 996 , 
therefore the tidal section of Lot 996 is not a green zone. 
The management plan for the Sewerage Treatment Plant is designed to 
ensure that overflows do not occur. 
There will be no destruction of habitat, as the PER is designed to protect all 
areas of MNES habitat. 
The PER provides digital evidence of a local resident who has been observed 
regularly trespassing with his dogs and allowing them to chase wader bird 
species during HAT. This is despite the fact that ANSCAPE has placed 
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trespass notice signs along the boundaries of the site. Control of cats is the 
responsibility of the registered owner. Any domestic cats found accessing the 
foreshore will be captured and taken to the FCRC. Any feral cats will be 
captured and euthanized. 
 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate midge activity. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate public transport and ambulance sirens 
All infrastructure is to be located above all predicted and modelled storm surge 
levels. 
 
All panels are to be non-reflective and the arrays will be located to manage any 
glare issues. 
The Grazing management plan Appendix X regulates sheep numbers. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate property values or aesthetics, these 
issue are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme. 
 
 

5  Increased traffic  
Sewerage Treatment Plant odour 
Retirement village concept is 
inappropriate development  

The EPBC ACT does not regulate traffic issues, unless there is a direct 
significant impact to an MNES. 
The Sewerage Treatment Plant will be required to be placed at a suitable 
buffer distance established by the FCRC and QLD Department of Environment 
and Sustainability, which is the regulating agency for the Environmentally 
Relevant Activity permit required. The PER does not deal with property market 
values. 
An odour and buffer report is required to be prepared for the FCRC.  
Currently there are > 585 household sewerage treatment plants within 
Turtlecove and these systems all drain into the Turtle Cove storm water 
system, carrying all of the constituent elements of typical urban use. At a 
residence ratio of 1-4 household members, this equates to 585-2340 
equivalent people persons generating significant ‘pollution’ which does not 
include the amounts of nitrates and phosphates, fungicides, herbicides, 
insecticides, medical contaminants, vehicle oil pollution,pet faeces, etc , which 
are leached during high rainfall events. 
All of this urban pollution currently enters the Great Sandy Ramsar untreated. 
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ANSCAPE PL are required by law to ensure that the  meets all lawful 
operational requirements and is capable of producing ‘class A water ‘ which is 
to be stored in the bioretention pond and used to irrigate the open space and 
solar farm and other non-consumption requirements.   
The bioretention pond is designed to meet all modelled rainfall intensities likely 
to occur at the site. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate Planning/zoning issues, these issues 
are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate property values or aesthetics, these 
issue are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme. 
 

6   IBID 

7  Fish buffer zones As part of the state assessment approval process, Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries Farming, Queensland National Parks Wildlife Sport Racing was an 
advice agency and therefore assessed all the environmental reports pertaining 
to any potential fish habitat impacts.  
A joint agency meeting was held in Maryborough in 2016 with Department of 
Environment and Science, Department of Local Government Infrastructrue 
Planning, Department of Agriculture Fisheries Farming, Queensland National 
Parks Wildlife Sport Racing staff present to detail any specific concerns.  
When Department of Agriculture Fisheries Farming, Queensland National 
Parks Wildlife Sport Racing staff were informed that a 100-200m buffer was to 
be applied between Highest Astronomical Tide and all infrastructure, and that 
no development works were proposed below, were satisfied that all 
requirements for FreeHold protections had been met Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries Farming, Queensland National Parks Wildlife Sport Racing left the 
meeting. 
The tidal area of Turtle Cove is not a declared Free Hold area. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate fish habitat. 
 The proposal requires a 100-200m buffer between and infrastructure and 
Highest Astronomical Tide this buffer will be revegetated to Regional 
Ecosystem 12.2.11 floristics and strata.   
This buffer width and elements satisfies the requirements of the fish habitat 
buffer guideline. 
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As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018, once this bill is 
gazetted, an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a Special Wildlife Reserve (SWR) 
under, this listing is the equivalent of a private national marine park. The 
rationale behind this listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values 
adequately protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage 
landowners with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those 
values into perpetuity. The application will require a management plan 
aimed at future management which will include community engagement 
in on site management 
 

8  Potential health risks from the 
Sewerage Treatment Plant 
Medication issues  
Traffic increase  
Crime increase 
Plummeting property values  
Opposition to liquor licensing 

The EPBC ACT does not regulate health issues related to Sewerage 
Treatment Plant operations and management, these are the jurisdiction of 
State agencies. The EPBC ACT regulates ‘significant impacts to Matters of 
National Environmental Significance’ , where it is shown that medication issues 
, traffic issues , crime issues , plummeting property values and liquor sales , 
can clearly be seen to lead to a significant impact , as defined under the ACT.  
In respect of the proposal, at the present time, a ‘significant impact to any 
Matters of National Environmental Significance related to the proposal, as a 
direct result of the above issues, is unlikely. 

9  Impacts to marine plants  
Impacts to fish habitat  
Barriers to fishways  
Potential Acid Sulphate Soil  
Impacts to the Great Barrier Reef  

As part of the state assessment approval process, Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries Farming, Queensland National Parks Wildlife Sport Racing  was an 
advice agency and therefore assessed all the environmental reports pertaining 
to any potential fish habitat impacts.  
A joint agency meeting was held in Maryborough in 2016 with Department of 
Environment and Science , Department of Local Government Infrastructrue 
Planning , Department of Agriculture Fisheries Farming, Queensland National 
Parks Wildlife Sport Racing  staff present to detail any specific concerns.  
When Department of Agriculture Fisheries Farming, Queensland National 
Parks Wildlife Sport Racing  staff were informed that a 100-200m buffer was to 
be applied between Highest Astronomical Tide and all infrastructure, and that 
no development works were proposed below, were satisfied that all 
requirements for FreeHold protections had been met Department of Agriculture 
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Fisheries Farming, Queensland National Parks Wildlife Sport Racing left the 
meeting. 
The tidal area of Turtle Cove is not a declared Free Hold  area. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate fish habitat. 
 The proposal requires a 100-200m buffer between and infrastructure and 
Highest Astronomical Tide this buffer will be revegetated to Regional 
Ecosystem 12.2.11 floristics and strata.   
This buffer width and elements satisfies the requirements of the  fish habitat 
buffer guideline. 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted, an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a Special Wildlife Reserve under, 
this listing is the equivalent of a private national marine park. The 
rationale behind this listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values 
adequately protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage 
landowners with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those 
values into perpetuity. The application will require a management plan 
aimed at future management which will include community engagement 
in on site management 
 
Soil testing indicates the presence of Potential Acid Sulphate Soils within the 
proposed development (excavations) area.  
Appendix G Construction Environmental Management Plan contains a generic  
Potential Acid Sulphate Soils and site specific management plan. 

The Storm Water management plan (Appendix K, 1 and 2) are designed on 
modelled flows and all drainage channels are required to be constructed to 
accommodate predicted rainfall intensities. 

The southern jurisdictional boundary for the Great Barrier Reef  is 24º 30´s  , 1 
km north of Baffle Creek , which is 158km north of Turtle Cove. It is therefore 
unlikely that any significant impacts  to the   Great Barrier Reef  would result. 
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10  PASS issues  Soil testing has detected the presence of Potential Acid Sulphate Soils .  

Potential Acid Sulphate Soils are not regulated under the EPBC ACT 1999. 

A generic and site specific Potential Acid Sulphate Soils plan is located in 
Appendix G. 

Appendix W shows that a storage capacity of 18 Megalitres  is required. 

A soil survey and report will be required for FCRC as Potential Acid Sulphate 
Soils  is  regulated under the FCRC Planning Scheme 2014  as council is the 
assessment manager under delegated authority from the Queensland 
Environmental Protection Act 1997. 

Excavation approval under operation works approval from FCRC , will only 
occur if council is satisfied that Potential Acid Sulphate Soils management is 
satisfactory. 

 

11   
PER assumes that it is 
acceptable for the population of 
listed threatened species and 
listed migratory species to drop to 
40% of current levels in three out 
of seven years. 
 
Declining koala numbers. 
 
PER does not demonstrate 
maintenance of ESD for 
RAMSAR or show wise use. 
 

 
The PER has not made an assumption that it is acceptable for a population of 
an MNES to fall to 40% of current levels in 3 out of 7 years, rather the PER has 
stated the ‘level of acceptable change threshold’ for 2 wader species known to 
utilise the site described at section 12.1 on pp 17 of the Draft Ecological 
Character Description  for the RAMSAR. 
 
This level of change threshold % figure of 40% has been designed by the expert 
authors of the Draft Ecological Character Description, some of whom are known 
locally,  not REMC nor ANSCAPE ,  
 
ANSCAPE PL suggest that if this submitter believes that this figure is 
unacceptable, then submissions should be made to authors of that document to 
review that figure. 
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Proposal population numbers are 
inappropriate for river heads. 
 
Proposal includes a 9 hole golf 
course, boat ramp and bundwall. 
 
Cumulative impacts  
 
Proposal does not comply with 
section 45 /46 of Great Sandy 
Management Zoning Plan. 
 
Asserts that salt couch 
community will be removed 
 
Proposed 50m revegetation 
buffer is problematic 
 
Uncontrolled domestic animals 
‘ 
Hydrological changes to flow 
regimes 
 
Impacts to saltmarsh and 
mangrove communities  from 
increased nutrients  
 
Increased impacts from public 
use of mudflat 
 
Increase in Ambulance sirens 
noise 

Phascolarctos cinereus was not detected utilising the vegetation within the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The PER contains a detailed discussion and risk /threat analysis as well as 
scientific surveys, reports and opinions and conclusions from MNES experts. 
 
Xeromys myoides was not detected during the surveys, however potential 
habitat for this species, which is to be protected, was identified. (Wise use) 
This will assist in providing potential migration capability for the species, which 
has been detected south of TurtleCove in 2017. (Wise use) 
The proposal ensures that a 100-200m buffer (as recommended by Harding et 
al 2006) is to be required for protecting the critical foreshore and claypan 
roosting sites which have been identified. (Wise use) 
 
There is no evidence that any MNES marine turtle species utilise the site. 
 
 
 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate population numbers.  
 
The proposal does not include a 9 hole golf course, boat ramp or bundwall. 
 
 
Sections 2.2-3.0 of the PER deal with predicted cumulative impacts to MNES 
The PER has identified that key cumulative impacts to the mangrove and 
samphire systems would occur in the absence of adequate water quality 
management planning. These  would be; 

 failure to meet the water quality objectives  for basin 137 



16 
 

 

 
Proposed use of temporary 
screens is absurd 
 
 
compliance 

 direct and ongoing development impacts ( clearing. Excavations etc) to 
the habitat below highest astronomical tide  

 hydrological alterations to the tidal prism 

 removal of mangrove and samphire communities 

 uncontrolled public and vehicle access to the mudflat 

 absence of exotic predator and domestic pet controls 
 
The marine vegetation systems adjacent to Turtle Cove are dominated by the 
terrestrial discharges from the Mary River. It is evident at the site that these 
mangrove systems are colonising the mudflat which is predicted by 
contemporary marine science, as a result of SLR.  
(https://qldcoastalconference.org.au/2011/Dixon_Johns_and_Beumer_030.pdf) 
This natural cumulative impact is predicted to result in the samphire mudflat 
being replaced by mangrove systems, thereby removing current roosting 
capability for migratory wader species. 
Unless this legislation is changed, attempting to manage this CI taking some 
form of action by removing or clearing mangrove colonisation, to protect the 
mudflat and thereby ensure that the roosting opportunity for migratory wader 
species, is continued into perpetuity, would be illegal. 
 
 A permit to continuously remove mangroves ( a protected marine plant) would 
be unlikely to be approved by the Queensland Department of  Agriculture 
Fisheries and Forestry or the Federal Department of Energy and Environment.. 
 
Therefore ANSCAPE has no ability to mitigate this issue unless future 
Queensland and Australian governments agree to delist the protection of 
mangroves. 
 
The colonisation of the mudflat is a  result of a natural phenomena and not the 
result of ‘anthropogenic causes’ and or as a result of any impacts from the 
proposal. This natural alteration will have no impact on the proposal, however 
it may have an impact on the ability for the wader birds species to continue 
roosting on the mudflat. 
 

https://qldcoastalconference.org.au/2011/Dixon_Johns_and_Beumer_030.pdf
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Contemporary wader species management recommends buffering key 
roosting sites by 50-200m pending the uniqueness of each site ( Harding et al 
2006). The key cumulative impacts for wader species at TurtleCove would be;  

 failure to provide adequate buffering 

 failure to manage exotic predator ( fox/cat) 

 failure to manage public and domestic pet access 

 interference with the cumulative impacts of mangrove/seal level rise 
colonisation 

 
 
S45 of the zoning plan applies to Mon Repos. 
The PER provides management plans for wader species that will ; 

(a) protect shorebirds , particularly migratory shorebirds and their habitats 
and  

(b) minimize harm or distress caused directly or indirectly to shorebirds by 
human activities or domestic animals.( wise use) 

(c) The proposal ensures that a 100-200m buffer (as recommended by 
Harding et al 2006) is to be required for protecting the critical foreshore 
and claypan roosting sites which have been identified. (Recognition of 
the environmental values and Wise use). The PER ensures that the 
following will not occur. 

(d) Navigate a vessel or drive a vehicle thru feeding or roosting shorebirds 
(e) Land or take off in an aircraft  
(f) Cause excessive disturbance to feeding or roosting shorebirds  

 
Roosting requirements have been calculated by 5 years of observation of the 
roosting sites during seasonal roosting time frames.  
The roosting requirement in hours is generated by observation that the waders 
have not been observed occupying the site nocturnally and diurnal surveys 
indicate that the site is utilised from dawn to dusk during the seasonal period. 
Average diurnal roosting was 10 hours per day x 180 days of seasonal time 
frame (October- march) giving 1800 hours of total roosting. 
The critical roosting requirement based on 5 years of observation of the species  
greater than 3.8 M tides at the foreshore , is for an average of 1 HR before and 
1 hour after highest astronomical tide .      
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 Table 18, pp 118 indicates the average required foreshore roosting based on 
Urangan tide tables.  
highest astronomical tide  at the foreshore sites occurs 1 hr post the Urangan 
prediction.  
The use of temporary screen’s (buffering) will be considered during construction 
times to ensure minimum disturbances to roosting. Unless evidence is provided 
to the contrary, the statement that ‘This measure is absurdly impractical”, is not 
substantiated. 

 
The PER contains a pest species management plan including domestic 
animals. 
The proposal does not require the removal of any tidal flora zones and or 
communities dependent of the tidal regime. 
Appendices K, K1 and K 2 deal with hydrological impacts including nutrient 
management. 
Public use of the mudflat is to be restricted. 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate emergency services/ ambulance sirens.  
 
The proposed use of temporary screens for critical highest astronomical tide  
roosting should be seen as a scientific trial to provide useful data  for 
adaptation and flexible management. 
 
REMC is required to monitor compliance. FCRC is also to create to Full time 
equivalentspositions for developmental compliance . 

12  Social impacts only  The EPBC ACT does not regulate social issues , these are best dealt with 
under the FCRC planning scheme. 

13  Application of biting midge 
chemicals  
Construction forms , types and 
materials for ILU’s 
Traffic issues 
Trade waste management 
Buffering  

The application of the treatment is weather dependent , application of the 
treatment is considered optimal every 6 weeks , but this duration is dependent 
upon seasonality. 
 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate construction forms, designs , types and 
materials , unless it can be shown that these will have a direct significant 
impact on an MNES. 
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The EPBC ACT does not regulate traffic issues , these are best dealt with 
under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate trade waste , these are best dealt with under 
the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
Buffering along the foreshore is designed to provide effective restriction of 
wader bird line of sight when they seek to roost at the foreshore sites during  
highest astronomical tide > 3.6m during the migratory season. Buffering of the 
Sewerage treatment plant  is designed to remove the structure from amenity 
view for residents located at slightly higher elevations. The buffering will be in 
the form of vegetation and fencing (vines). 
 

14  Technical Operational aspects of 
the STP. 

The EPBC ACT does not regulate Sewerage treatment plant operations. The 
operational technical aspects of the final Sewerage treatment plant chosen to 
operate can be provided by the chosen supplier. The Sewerage treatment 
plant indicated in the PER is used as an atypical system. The Sewerage 
treatment plant must be licensed by the Queensland Department of 
Environment and Science, and all operational aspects must be regulated as an 
Environmentally Relevant Activity under the Queensland Environmental 
Protection Act 1994.  
All questions of a technical nature concerning  Sewerage treatment plant  
operations are best dealt with under the FCRC Planning scheme 2014 

15  Observing wader birds from 180m  
Wader species hidden by high 
bank  
Loss of pheasant coucal 
Decline in Macropus giganteus  
Disturbance of wader species 
from helicopters 
Loss of amenity  
STP malfunction 
Increased traffic  

The PER acknowledges that wader species utilise different areas of the 
mudflat , 5 years of surveying has determined that there a 3-4 areas of 
foreshore which the birds utilise during the migratory season , when  highest 
astronomical tide is > 3.6m , hence a 200m buffer is to be placed adjacent to 
these sites.  
Pheasant coucal Centropus phasianinus  and Macropus giganteus ( Eastern 
grey kangaroo)  are not  MNES and hence are  not regulated by the EPBC 
ACT. 
Disturbance of the wader species from planes has been noticed. 
Amenity is not regulated by the ACT , Amenity is best managed under the 
FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
Traffic is not regulated by the EPBC ACT. 
The final approval and management plan for the sewerage treatment plant 
must show that an emergency contingency  plan which has been approved by 
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the FCRC  and Queensland Department of Environment and Science  , is in 
place. 

16  Loss of golf course  
Bed numbers for high care facility 
Unsuitability of site for aged care 
Population increase  
STP  
Domestic pets  
Buffering  
Alteration to flows  
Traffic 
Discontent with ‘PER does not 
regulate’  

The removal of the golf course proposal was considered to reduce the 
likelihood of nutrient impacts to the RAMSAR as a result of the requirement for 
significant application of fertilisers and herbicide/pesticides required for atypical 
course management and operations. 
The aged care facility  will contain 120 beds  
The EPBC ACT does not regulate site suitability 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate population levels 
The final approval and management plan for the plant  must show that an 
emergency contingency  plan which has been approved by the FCRC  and  
Queensland Department of Environment and Science , is in place. 
 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate flow related issues ,Appendices K, K1 and K 
2 are designed to ensure that flow management with particular emphasis on 
storm water management and quality, have been designed to meet the 
requirements of the High Ecological Values  of the receiving environment. The 
EPBC ACT does not contain the  , they are derived and regulated under the 
State legislative framework and are used as surrogates to manage all 
proposals in close proximity to the RAMSAR.  
 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate traffic , unless it can be proven that it will 
have a significant direct impact on any MNES related to the proposal. 
All issues which are not captured by the regulatory effect of the EPBC ACT are 
best dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 

17  Plummeting property values 
Welfare style development 
Sheep being washed into the 
RAMSAR during floods 
Acrodipsas illedgii  
Rubbish and littering 
Midge spraying  

The EPBC ACT does not regulate property values. 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate development styles. 
Appendix X manages all grazing issues. 
Acrodipsas illedgii is not an MNES and hence is not regulated by the EPBC 
ACT, nor has it been located at Turtle Cove. 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate the ability for people to litter. 
Appendix O manages all aspects of midge control. 



21 
 

 

18  Ineffectual and limited scientific 
observations 
Scientific assessments are not 
independent 
PER is designed for academic 
assessment not the public  
Traffic impacts 
STP  
STP expertise 
Legionella bacteria in storage 
pond 
Earthquake leading to storage 
failure 
PASS  
Buffering 
Biting midge  
significant impact to MNES 
Projected job numbers    

All scientific surveys have been completed by suitably qualified and 
independent consultants and provide scientifically independent and robust 
assessments of the likely impacts to MNES. 
The observations are effectual, factual and true indicators of the MNES 
habitats and required protection measures to ensure that any ‘significant 
impacts’ to the MNES utilising the site, do not occur . 
The PER conclusions are based on a demonstrable assessment of the risks 
and threats to the MNES and the habitats.  
The required protections and management plans are designed to ensure that 
all MNES habitat is suitably protected. 
Appendices N and W clearly establish that wader MNES utilise the critical 
foreshore roost sites. 
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately 
protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners 
with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those values into 
perpetuity. The application will require a management plan aimed at 
future management which will include community engagement in on site 
management. 
 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate the property demand or siting of 
proposals.  
The EPBC ACT 1999 regulates any potential significant impacts to MNES from 
proposals. 
The sewerage treatment plant  is not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
The plant will require a regulated ( licensed ) operational permit from  Dept of 
Environment and Science  which complies with all safe operational reporting 
requirements.  
On site plants must be licensed to operate within the legislative requirements 
of the state of Queensland. 
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The storage facility must be regularly tested for harmful bacteria . 
The final engineering design for the storage facility must meet stringent 
legislative requirements  for failsafe construction.  
The EPBC Act does not regulate storage from the plant  , this issue is best 
dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
Any storage of generator fuels must be located in a bunded concrete 
impermeable secure site. 
A fuel management plan will be required for the final approval. 
The engineering design of the bioretention pond must meet all required 
operational works approvals and permits  and be modelled to ensure non 
failure including potential for seismic generated failure. 
An accidental spillage and fire management plan will be required for final 
approval. 
There are to be no discharges to the RAMSAR system. 
All stored water will be used to irrigate the solar farm and the open space 
areas. 
The plant  will require a regulated (licensed) operational permit from (Dept of 
Environment and Science ) which complies with all safe operational reporting 
requirements.  
The plant is to be managed by a suitably qualified technician and must have 
an emergency power supply system (generator) on site. The system must be 
maintained and managed accordingly. 
 The plant is not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
The storage bioretention basin must be engineering designed to meet all 
modelled rainfall events to gain operational works approval under the FCRC 
Planning Scheme 2014. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate operational works.  
 

Soil testing has detected the presence of potential acid sulphate.  

potential acid sulphate  are not regulated under the EPBC ACT 1999. 
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A generic and site specific potential acid sulphate  plan is located in Appendix 
G. 

Appendix W shows that a storage capacity of 18 megalitres  is required. 

A soil survey and report will be required for FCRC as potential acid sulphate  is 
regulated under the FCRC Planning Scheme 2014  as council is the 
assessment manager under delegated authority from the Queensland 
Environmental Protection Act 1997. 

Excavation approval under operation works approval from FCRC , will only 
occur if council is satisfied that potential acid sulphate management is 
satisfactory. 

 
The EPBC ACT does regulate amenity 
Appendix O deals with all aspects of biting midge management 
The PER clearly indicates that a ‘significant impact to MNES’ is unlikely to 
occur , however any recent scientific data which has not been assessed will be 
welcomed. 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate job projections. 

19  Significant impact expected 
Importance of numbers 
Failure to consider context 
Recommends 300m buffer 
Conclusions based on limited 
field studies 

The PER acknowledges the conservation status of Numenius 
madagascarienses and also acknowledges the importance of the roosting site.  
The submission claims  ‘ this development has potentially larger impacts 
to sensitive migratory species than any we’ve previously seen; however 
the submitter does not list examples of ‘any we’ve previously seen’ for 
comparison to the proposal, and does not elaborate on or give explicit details 
of , or describe adequately , what specific ‘larger impacts’ , will ‘potentially’ 
occur . 
Claiming that the proposal ‘has’ potentially larger impacts than any 
examples which Birdlife Australia, may have seen, should be substantiated by 
examples that ‘have previously been seen’ , of similar proposals with similar 
infrastructure requirements , RAMSAR factors , species , character 
descriptions and clearly substantiated impacts , rather than a claim which 
cannot be proven due to an absence of data. 
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The submission states that ‘there are examples of ‘where roosts persist 
through management and design in areas of high levels of disturbance’, 
but then  makes a recommendation of the application of a 200-300m Buffer. . 
 
This proposition clearly ignores the discussion by Harding et al 2006, that 
buffers must be designed on the uniqueness of each individual site’. 
The submitter lists the ‘potential’ for an increase in anthropogenic disturbances 
leading to disturbance of the species. 
 
The submission claims that ‘the conclusions are based on limited field studies’. 
 
 The submission appears to draw assumptions without having a clear 
understanding that the PER entailed 3-5 years of detailed field observations 
(data) of both the clay pan and foreshore roosting requirements during the 
seasonal migration , to be able to determine and recommend the best 
management actions to ensure that the roosting requirements can be 
maintained. 
The Wader Management Plan has been based on a minimum of 5 years (not 5 
days) of careful field observations and assessments, to inform the process of 
adequate management. 
 The submission fails to acknowledge that the site is unique due to its 
geomorphology as a mudflat in which public access and disturbances  in the 
form of atypical sandy beach/foreshore anthropogenic activities, are and will be 
absent, as the  proposal recommends a buffer to the foreshore roosting 
requirements of between 100 -250m. 
Data in the management plan clearly substantiates that for ca 97 % of the 
migratory seasonal temporal roosting requirements, the species utilise the 
central area of the clay pan at a distance of ca 300m from the foreshore, 
which is in effect a 300m buffer. 
The Wader Species Management Plan concludes that there may be a slight 
statistical decline in numbers at the site, however without any pre development 
(pre-1950) data on numbers and species utilising the site, it is difficult to draw 
a conclusion that the decline is directly related to and a direct result of, post 
1950 development, rather that habitat destruction in the northern hemisphere 
https://www.voanews.com/a/habitat-loss-seen-as-rising-threat-to-worlds-

https://www.voanews.com/a/habitat-loss-seen-as-rising-threat-to-worlds-migratory-birds/3086670.html
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migratory-birds/3086670.html  "Many of these critical sites have been lost to 
land reclamation owing to urban, industrial and agricultural expansion, and the 
species is undergoing a rapid decline," Runge said.) 

The submitter makes a conclusion that the PER lacks details and analysis of 
the ‘expected significant impact’ to the species, but fails to explain or outline, 
document, describe or substantiate what that ‘expected significant impact’ 
constitutes and how it is likely to occur to wader species, as a result of a 
specific action directly arising from the project, as defined by the EPBC ACT 
1999 Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 - Matters of National Environmental 
Significance. 

The PER clearly indicates that in the absence of any effective management of 
the site, impacts would occur. The wader management plan acknowledges that 
the foreshore roosting sites are critical and therefore proposes  a series of 
management actions aimed at ensuring that the roosting opportunity which 
equates to ca 3% of the temporal migratory season requirements ,  is not 
compromised and can be maintained as a buffer of suitable width is to be 
implemented. 
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately 
protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners 
with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those values into 
perpetuity. The application will require a management plan aimed at 
future management which will include community engagement in on site 
management. 

20  Proximity to claypan 
Buffering 
Impacts to Acrodipsas illedgii 
Chelonia mydas 

The recommendation of a suitable buffer is predicated on atypical sandy beach 
substrates, where intensive anthropogenic activities lead to significant 
disturbances of wader roosting species. A recommendation is not a legal 

https://www.voanews.com/a/habitat-loss-seen-as-rising-threat-to-worlds-migratory-birds/3086670.html
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Dugong dugong 
Xeromys myoides 
Sewerage treatment plant   
TRAFFIC  

requirement, it is a recommendation and has no lawful regulatory jurisdiction, ie 
the assessing authority has not legal power to regulate a recommendation. 
The PER proposes 200m buffering of the critical foreshore roosting sites.  
The PER clearly substantiates that Marine turtle species have not been 
observed utilising the mudflat in the last 5 years and Belldi 2014 indicates that 
the mudflat is not suitable habitat for basking or egg laying. 
The key threat for Dugong dugong is boat strikes and illegal hunting in the 
RAMSAR and nearby waters.  
 
The WQ management plans within the PER have been specifically designed to 
meet the HEV of the receiving environment which includes the Booral sea grass 
beds.  
 
ECOSURE 2014 surveyed the site for Xeromys myoides and did not locate the 
species, however suitable habitat was fund and the PER proposes that this be 
protected. 
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed under 
a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately protected, 
as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners with extreme 
ecological values, to consider protecting those values into perpetuity. The 
application will require a management plan aimed at future management 
which will include community engagement in on site management. 
 
The STP will be required to be placed at a suitable buffer distance established 
by the FCRC and QLD Department of Environment and Sustainability, which is 
the regulating agency for the Environmentally Relevant Activity permit 
required. The PER does not deal with property market values. 
An odour and buffer report is required to be prepared for the FCRC.  
Currently there are > 585 household sewerage treatment plants within 
Turtlecove and these systems all drain into the Turtle Cove storm water 
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system, carrying all of the constituent elements of typical urban use. At a 
residence ratio of 1-4 household members, this equates to 585-2340 
equivalent people persons  generating significant ‘pollution’ which does not 
include the amounts of nitrates and phosphates, fungicides, herbicides, 
insecticides, medical contaminants, vehicle oil pollution,pet faeces, etc , which 
are leached during high rainfall events. 
All of this urban pollution currently enters the Great Sandy Ramsar untreated. 
ANSCAPE PL are required by law to ensure that the STP meets all lawful 
operational requirements and is capable of producing ‘class A water ‘ which is 
to be stored in the bioretention pond and used to irrigate the open space and 
solar farm and other non-consumption requirements.   
The bioretention pond is designed to meet all modelled rainfall intensities likely 
to occur at the site. 
 The proposal is unlikely to increase mosquito populations. 
Scenic aesthetics are not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
 
ANSCAPE PL are required by law to ensure that the STP meets all lawful 
operational requirements and is capable of producing ‘class A water ‘ which is 
to be stored in the bioretention pond and used to irrigate the open space and 
solar farm and other non-consumption requirements.   
The bioretention pond is designed to meet all modelled rainfall intensities likely 
to occur at the site. 
 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate Traffic Planning/zoning issues, these 
issues are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate property values or aesthetics, these 
issue are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme. 
 
The STP is not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
 
The STP will require a regulated ( licensed ) operational permit from the Dept 
of Environment and Science which complies with all safe operational reporting 
requirements.  
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On site  plants must be licensed to operate within the legislative requirements 
of the state of Queensland. 
The storage facility must be regularly tested for harmful bacteria . 
The final engineering design for the storage facility must meet stringent 
legislative requirements  for failsafe construction.  
The EPBC Act does not regulate storage from the plant , this issue is best 
dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
Any storage of generator fuels must be located in a bunded concrete 
impermeable secure site. 
A fuel management plan will be required for the final approval. 
The engineering design of the bioretention pond must meet all required 
operational works approvals and permits  and be modelled to ensure non 
failure including potential for seismic generated failure. 
An accidental spillage and fire management plan will be required for final 
approval. 
There are to be no discharges to the RAMSAR system. 
All stored water will be used to irrigate the solar farm and the open space 
areas. 
The sewerage treatment plant  will require a regulated (licensed) operational 
permit from Dept of Environment and Science  which complies with all safe 
operational reporting requirements.  
The plant  is to be managed by a suitably qualified technician and must have 
an emergency power supply system (generator) on site. The system must be 
maintained and managed accordingly. 
 The plant  is not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
 
 

21  Buffering  
Biting midge  

. The PER identifies and acknowledges the significance of the site and 
adequately plans for ensuring that no significant impacts to MNES as defined 
under the NES guidelines1.1.  
The tidal area of the site is to be placed under a conservation covenant to 
recognise the extreme ecological values, something which the state and 
federal governments have failed to do. 
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A suitable buffer is proposed to ensure that a significant impact to Numenius 
madagascriensis as defined under the NES Guidelines 1.1, will not occur. 

The EPBC ACT does not regulate biting midge . Appendix O deals with all 
aspects of biting midge management. 

As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed under 
a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately protected, 
as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners with extreme 
ecological values, to consider protecting those values into perpetuity. The 
application will require a management plan aimed at future management 
which will include community engagement in on site management. 
 

The PER clearly indicates that in the absence of any effective management of 
the site, impacts would occur. The wader management plan acknowledges that 
the foreshore roosting sites are critical and therefore proposes a series of 
management actions aimed at ensuring that the roosting opportunity which 
equates to ca 3% of the temporal migratory season requirements, are not 
compromised and can be maintained as a buffer of suitable width is to be 
implemented. 
 
5 years of survey by REMC has identified that for 97% of the seasonal roosting 
requirements , the centre of the central claypan is the preferred site and during 
tides > 3.6M during the seasonal migration, there are ca 3-4 sites at the 
sprobolus foreshore which are the preferred roosting sites for ca 1 hour before 
and 1 hour post High tide. 
 
It is accepted that some areas of the claypan are utilised , however survey has 
indicated that the northern claypan is a minimum of 900m from the footprint 
and no High tide  roosting  occurs within the southern claypan. 
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Attachment 1 simply indicates that waders may roost in the southern claypan 
until depth exceeds their comfort level and they then migrate to the preferred 
sprobolus foreshore sites.  
 
A suitable buffer is proposed to ensure that a significant impact to Numenius 
madagascriensis as defined under the National environmental Significance  
Guidelines 1.1, will not occur. 

 

 

22  Loss of golf course  
Bed numbers for high care facility 
Unsuitability of site for aged care 
Population increase  
Property values 
Sewerage treatment plant  
Potential acid sulphate soils  
Domestic pets  
Buffering  
Alteration to flows  
Traffic 
Discontent with ‘PER does not 
regulate’ 
impacts to MNES  
storm surge 

The removal of the golf course proposal was considered to reduce the 
likelihood of nutrient impacts to the RAMSAR as a result of the requirement for 
significant application of fertilisers and herbicide/pesticides required for atypical 
course management and operations. 

The Storm Water management plan (Appendix K, 1and 2 )  is designed on 
modelled flows and all drainage channels are required to be constructed to 
accommodate predicted rainfall intensities. 

Traffic intensities are dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme and are not 
regulated by the EPBC Act , unless there is a risk of a significant impact to an 
MNES. 

 

Appendix G is the construction environment management plan and is designed 
to deal with dust issues. A generic and site specific potential acid sulphate 
soils management plan is provided 

The EPBC ACT does not regulate property values. 
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The EPBC ACT does not regulate development styles 

 Sewerage treatment plants 
are not regulated by the PER and the EPBC ACT 1999. The requirement for 
operation, monitoring and effective management of all aspects of the plant  are 
regulated by the EPA 1994 by Department of Environment an sustanability. 
No releases of treated water are to occur , and an accidental release reaction 
plan must be produced to satify the regulatory requrirements of the state 
regulating agency DES. 
Therefore all of the questiond listed here relating to STP operation , 
management , effectivenes and related impacts to the recieving and 
community environments , are best dealt ith under the FCRC planning 
approval public comments phase. 
 
The PER provides a pest management plan which includes domestic pet 
management strategies. 
 
The  Sewerage treatment plant not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
 
The Sewerage treatment plant  will require a regulated ( licensed ) operational 
permit from  Dept of Environment and Sustainability which complies with all 
safe operational reporting requirements.  
On site plant must be licensed to operate within the legislative requirements of 
the state of Queensland. 
The storage facility must be regularly tested for harmful bacteria . 
The final engineering design for the storage facility must meet stringent 
legislative requirements  for failsafe construction.  
The EPBC Act does not regulate storage from the plant  , this issue is best 
dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
Any storage of generator fuels must be located in a bunded concrete 
impermeable secure site. 
A fuel management plan will be required for the final approval. 
The engineering design of the bioretention pond must meet all required 
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operational works approvals and permits  and be modelled to ensure non 
failure including potential for seismic generated failure. 
An accidental spillage and fire management plan will be required for final 
approval. 
There are to be no discharges to the RAMSAR system. 
All stored water will be used to irrigate the solar farm and the open space 
areas. 
The  Sewerage treatment plant will require a regulated (licensed) operational 
permit from Dept of Environment and Science  which complies with all safe 
operational reporting requirements.  
The plant  is to be managed by a suitably qualified technician and must have 
an emergency power supply system (generator) on site. The system must be 
maintained and managed accordingly. 
 The plat  is not regulated by the EPBC ACT 1999. 
 
Appendices K , K1 and K 2 have been specifically designed to manage storm 
water quantity and quality , generated by the proposal fooprint, Water quality  
event monitoring will  determine that high ecological values  thresholds are 
being met. 
The storm water  quality entering the proposal site ,from the urbanised 
catchment of Turtlecove  is not the legal responsibility of the proponent, 
however it is considered that the proposed water qulity management may 
assist in reducing and treating those inputs. 
 
Storm water  plans must meet the stringent requirements of the FCRC urban 
storm water manual. 
Proposals for urban development must demonstrate that storm water  quantity 
must be effectively managed to not create afflux or sour issues for the 
receiving environment. The final design of the storm water  exist will include a 
level spreader system to ensure the exit velocities do not result in scour 
impacts to the claypan. 
There are to be no discharges of treated water. Storm water  currently enters 
the site at Havenna Road  
The bio retention pond is to be located separate to the storm water  channels 
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The bio retention pond must be located separately to any  management, all 
conveyance channels are to be designed with water sensitive urban design , 
which includes gross pollutant traps and engineering designed retention 
basins. The quality of stormwater entering the site is not the legal responsibility 
of ANSCAPE PL, this poor WQ is the legal responsibility of the up stream 
owners. 
 
 Management is about correct identification of the implications of creating 
impervious surfaces and how best to manage the modelled/calculated 
loadings. 
The area of the solar farm is a pervious surface (grass/pasture), infiltration 
rates will therefore be maximised. Storm water  quality arising from the 
footprint is to be monitored.  
 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate flow related issues, Appendices K, K1 and K 
2 are designed to ensure that flow management with particular emphasis on 
storm water management and quality, have been designed to meet the 
requirements of the High Ecological Values  of the receiving environment.  
 
There are no RAMSAR specific High Ecological Values  , they are derived and 
regulated under the State legislative framework listed under the QLD 
Environmental Protection Policy (WATER) 1997 and are used as surrogates to 
manage all proposals in close proximity to the RAMSAR.  
 
ASS are not regulated under the PER nor the EPBC ACT 1999 , unless it is 
determined that a significant impact to an MNES as defined under the EPBC 
guideline 1.1, has been predicted.  
Appendix G contains a site specific and generic ASS management plan. 
The tidal area of Lot 996 is not a FHAB nor is a green zone, the boundary of 
Marine Park 17, is  the mature mangrove forest at a distance of ca 500m from 
the foreshore. 
The NT claimants were invited to perform a walk the country inspection in 
2013. 
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The PER clearly substantiates that there will be no significant impact to 
Chelonia mydas , Dugong dugong , sea grass beds or Xeromys myoides as 
defined under the EPBC  1.1. 
 
Acrodipsas illedgei is not an MNES  
 
The recommendation of a suitable buffer is predicated on atypical sandy beach 
substrates, where intensive anthropogenic activities lead to significant 
disturbances of wader roosting species. A recommendation is not a legal 
requirement, it is a recommendation and has no lawful regulatory jurisdiction, 
ie the assessing authority has no legal power to regulate a recommendation. 
 
5 years of survey by REMC has identified that for 97% of the seasonal roosting 
requirements , the centre of the central claypan is the preferred site and during 
high tide > 3.6M during the seasonal migration, there are ca 3-4 sites at the 
sprobolus/saltmarsh  foreshore which are the preferred roosting sites for ca 1 
hour before and 1 hour post high tide . 
 
It is accepted that some areas of the claypan are utilised , however survey has 
indicated that the northern claypan is a minimum of 900m from the footprint 
and no HAT roosting  occurs within the southern claypan. 
 
Imagery of wader species in the southern clay pans simply indicates that 
waders may roost in the southern claypan until depth exceeds their comfort 
level and they then migrate to the preferred sprobolus foreshore sites.  
 
A suitable buffer is proposed to ensure that a significant impact to Numenius 
madagascriensis as defined under the NES Guidelines 1.1, will not occur. 
A 200 m buffer is proposed for the critical foreshore roosting sites, combined 
with a public restriction fence and interpretative signage in conjunction with a 
suitably placed bird hide for monitoring assessments.  
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed under 
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a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately protected, 
as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners with extreme 
ecological values, to consider protecting those values into perpetuity. The 
application will require a management plan aimed at future management 
which will include community engagement in on site management. 
 
The tidal area of the site is not a ‘declared fish habitat area’. It is FH title land 
which is inundated daily and is contgious to the Great Sandy Marine Park 17 
green zone. 
 
 
As part of the state assessment approval process, Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries Farming, Queensland National Parks Wildlife Sport Racing  was an 
advice agency and therefore assessed all the environmental reports pertaining 
to any potential fish habitat impacts.  
A joint agency meeting was held in Maryborough in 2016 with Department of 
Environment and Science , Department of Local Government Infrastructrue 
Planning , Department of Agriculture Fisheries Farming, Queensland National 
Parks Wildlife Sport Racing  staff present to detail any specific concerns.  
When Department of Agriculture Fisheries Farming, Queensland National 
Parks Wildlife Sport Racing  staff were informed that a 100-200m buffer was to 
be applied between Highest Astronomical Tide and all infrastructure, and that 
no development works were proposed below, were satisfied that all 
requirements for FreeHold protections had been met Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries Farming, Queensland National Parks Wildlife Sport Racing left the 
meeting. 
The tidal area of Turtle Cove is not a declared Free Hold  area. 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate fish habitat. 
 The proposal requires a 100-200m buffer between and infrastructure and 
Highest Astronomical Tide this buffer will be revegetated to Regional 
Ecosystem 12.2.11 floristics and strata.   
This buffer width and elements satisfies the requirements of the  fish habitat 
buffer guideline. 
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As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted, an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed 
under a conservation covenant and listed as a Special Wildlife Reserve under, 
this listing is the equivalent of a private national marine park. The 
rationale behind this listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values 
adequately protected, as the State government is seeking to encourage 
landowners with extreme ecological values, to consider protecting those 
values into perpetuity. The application will require a management plan 
aimed at future management which will include community engagement 
in on site management 
 
 
 
The tidal area of Turtle Cove is not a declared FH area. 
 
The EPBC ACT 1999 does not regulate fish habitat. 
  
The proposal requires a 100-200m buffer between HAT and infrastructure and 
this buffer will be revegetated to Regional Ecosystem 12.2.11 floristics and 
strata.   
This buffer width and elements satisfies the requirements of the DAFF fish 
habitat buffer guideline 
 
Figure 37 in the PER indicates the application of the predicted storm surge 
level to HAT which correlates to the 2.5m contour. It should be evident from 
this mapping that the predicted storm surge level does not impact any 
infrastructure. 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate storm surge unless it is shown to be capable 
of a significant impact on an MNES and storm surge  is not an anthropogenic 
generated impact. 
 

23  Population  
Traffic 
Limits of acceptable change  

The EPBC ACT does not regulate population figures or traffic issues , these  
issues is best dealt with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
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Pest and domestic animal 
management 
Storm surge  
WQ  
Biting midge  
 

Limits of acceptable change  are listed within the Draft Ecological Character 
Description  for the GSS RAMSAR, these thresholds have been designed by 
the experts listed in the document. 
Any suggested alterations to these limits would need to be directed to the 
authors. 
Appendix I  contains a pest management plan and a  FCRC approved 
domestic animal plan will be designed. 
 
STORM TIDE INNUNDATION MAPPING 
The PER indicates that no infrastructure is  to be located within the mapped 
(modelled) storm surge area , which equates to the  25CM contour of 2.5m 
above sea level  , with the modelled 1M surge , resulting in the potential storm 
surge level being the 3.5m  contour. Figure 37,pp 146 of the PER clearly 
indicates that no infrastructure is located below this contour. 
 
Sewerage treatment plants  are not regulated by the PER and the EPBC ACT 
1999. The requirement for operation, monitoring and effective management of 
all aspects of the plant  are regulated by the Department of Environment and 
science . 
No releases of treated water are to occur , and an accidental release reaction 
plan must be produced to satify the regulatory requrirements of the state 
regulating agency . 
Therefore all of the questiond listed here relating to plant  operation , 
management , effectivenes and related impacts to the recieving and 
community environments , are best dealt ith under the FCRC planning 
approval public comments phase. 
 
The PER provides a pest management plan which includes domestic pet 
management strategies. 
 
The plant  will require a regulated ( licensed ) operational permit from Dept of 
Environment and Science ) which complies with all safe operational reporting 
requirements.  
On site plants must be licensed to operate within the legislative requirements 
of the state of Queensland. 
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The storage facility must be regularly tested for harmful bacteria . 
The final engineering design for the storage facility must meet stringent 
legislative requirements  for failsafe construction.  
The EPBC Act does not regulate storage from plant , this issue is best dealt 
with under the FCRC planning scheme 2014. 
 
Any storage of generator fuels must be located in a bunded concrete 
impermeable secure site. 
A fuel management plan will be required for the final approval. 
The engineering design of the bioretention pond must meet all required 
operational works approvals and permits  and be modelled to ensure non 
failure including potential for seismic generated failure. 
An accidental spillage and fire management plan will be required for final 
approval. 
There are to be no discharges to the RAMSAR system. 
All stored water will be used to irrigate the solar farm and the open space 
areas. 
 
Appendices K , K1 and K 2 have been specifically designed to manage storm 
water quantity and quality , generated by the proposal fooprint, water quality  
event monitoring will  determine that ecological  thresholds are being met. 
The water quality entering the proposal site ,from the urbanised catchment of 
Turtlecove  is not the legal responsibility of the proponent, however it is 
considered that the proposed wtare quality  management may assist in 
reducing and treating those inputs. 
 
Storm water plans must meet the stringent requirements of the FCRC urban 
storm water manual. 
 
Proposals for urban development must demonstrate that Storm water quantity 
must be effectively managed to not create afflux or sour issues for the 
receiving environment. The final design of the Storm water   exist will include a 
level spreader system to ensure the exit velocities do not result in scour 
impacts to the claypan. 
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There are to be no discharges of treated water. Storm water  currently enters 
the site at Havenna Road  
The bio retention pond is to be located separate to the Storm water  channels 
The bio retention pond must be located separately to any management, all 
conveyance channels are to be designed with Water sensitive urban design , 
which includes gross pollutant traps and engineering designed retention 
basins. The quality of stormwater entering the site is not the legal responsibility 
of ANSCAPE PL, this poor water quality is the legal responsibility of the 
upstream owners. 
 
 Storm water management is about correct identification of the implications of 
creating impervious surfaces and how best to manage the modelled/calculated 
loadings. 
The area of the solar farm is a pervious surface (grass/pasture), infiltration 
rates will therefore be maximised.  Quality arising from the footprint is to be 
monitored.  
 
The EPBC ACT does not regulate flow related issues, Appendices K, K1 and K 
2 are designed to ensure that flow management with particular emphasis on 
storm water management and quality, have been designed to meet the 
requirements of the High Ecological Values of the receiving environment.  
 
There are no RAMSAR specific HEV , they are derived and regulated under 
the State legislative framework listed under the QLD EPP (WATER) 1997 and 
are used as surrogates to manage all proposals in close proximity to the 
RAMSAR.  
Appendix O details all biting midge management requirements.  
 

24  Proximity to GSS MARINE PARK The PER acknowledges that the great sandy marine park 17  is contgious to 
the mudflat which forms a significant buffer between the footprint and the  
boundary. 
 
As a result of the introduction of the Nature Conservation Special Wildlife 
Reserves) and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2018,  once this bill is 
gazetted  an application is to be made for the entire tidal area to be placed under 
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a conservation covenant and listed as a SWR under, this listing is the 
equivalent of a private national marine park. The rationale behind this 
listing is to have the sites extreme ecological values adequately protected, 
as the State government is seeking to encourage landowners with extreme 
ecological values, to consider protecting those values into perpetuity. The 
application will require a management plan aimed at future management 
which will include community engagement in on site management. 
 
 

 


