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Executive summary 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Background 

Niche Environment and Heritage Pty Ltd (Niche) were engaged by Jacobs, on behalf of Hughenden 
Irrigation Project Corporation (HIPCo), to carry out an assessment of terrestrial flora and fauna values 
relevant to the Hughenden Irrigation Project (the project). A Preliminary Business Case (PBC) was 
completed in February 2020 to outline a concept, including net costs and benefits, for the project.  

This Ecological Assessment (EA) is intended to inform the Detailed Business Case (DBC) being completed for 
the project, including the identification of terrestrial ecological constraints and approval requirements 
relevant to the project. This EA includes an investigation of the existing environment in the study area 
(defined as the direct and indirect impact areas of the project) to assess the potential impacts to matters of 
national, state and local significance relating to flora, fauna and ecosystems. Recommended avoidance and 
mitigation measures have also been proposed. 

Methods 

Methods for the assessment included a desktop review of all existing data and field surveys carried out for 
26,972.21ha of land within and adjacent to the dam, infrastructure and irrigation areas (the study area). 
Due to the large size of the study area, the field surveys were limited to a rapid assessment of vegetation 
and fauna as well as a number of targeted surveys for potentially occurring fauna. 

The initial surveys in April 2021 involved ground-truthing of vegetation communities and fauna habitats 
across as much of the study area as could be accessed. In accordance with relevant Commonwealth survey 
guidelines, seasonal surveys were proposed to be carried out for the project (including one during the wet 
season and one during the dry season) to confirm presence / absence of potentially occurring threatened 
species within the study area. Targeted dry season surveys were conducted in August/September 2021, wet 
season surveys were unable to be completed prior to submission of the DBC given project timeframes. The 
dry season field surveys incorporated the assessment of fauna habitats and targeted surveys for threatened 
flora, threatened mammals, reptiles and birds. 

Existing environment 

Review of desktop mapping indicates the following relevant constraints: 

• Least Concern regional ecosystems (REs) regulated under the Vegetation Management Act 1999 (VM 
Act)  

• Category B (remnant) and Category X (other, not generally regulated) vegetation regulated under the 
VM Act  

• No threatened ecological communities, listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) were identified. 

 

Field survey results indicate: 

• Seven vegetation communities were present within the study area including;  
 Astrebla lappacea and Panicum decompositum Tussock Grassland (RE 4.9.1c) (64%) 
 Astrebla squarrosa and Iseilema vaginiflorum Tussock Grassland (RE 4.3.15) (1%) 
 Eucalyptus coolabah Low Woodland (RE 4.3.4x2d) (23%) 
 E. coolabah and E. camaldulensis Riverine Wetland (RE 4.3.2c) (2%) 
 Corymbia terminalis and E. coolabah Open Woodland (RE 4.3.10c) (3%) 
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 Mixed Low Open Woodland (RE 4.3.23) (5%) 
 Acacia cambagei woodland on scree slopes (RE 9.8.6) (1%) 
 As well as some cleared / cropped farmland (non-remnant) (1%) 

• Six broad fauna habitat types were identified for the study area, based on site observations and the 
stratification of vegetation communities. These included  
 Open grasslands (65%) 
 Mixed low open woodlands (6%) 
 Coolabah low woodland (23%) 
 Corymbia riverine forest (3%) 
 Riverine wetlands (2%)  
 Basalt scree foothills (1%) 

• Animal breeding places recorded during the survey include hollow-bearing trees, stags, stick nests, 
hanging nests, burrows and potential rock crevice areas. 

• Key habitat for all fauna is likely to depend on the availability of water given the ephemeral nature of 
many of the waterways within the study area. The riparian vegetation along Flinders River and some of 
its tributaries represents key habitat for a number of species including birds and mammals.  

• The Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi, EPBC; V, NC; E), is obligate in Mitchell grass (Astrebla 
spp.) tussock grasslands with deep cracking clay soils within treeless or lightly timbered rolling plains 
(i.e. RE 4.9.1c and 4.3.15). 

 

The following threatened (EPBC or NC act listed) flora and fauna species were assessed during the desktop 
and field assessment: 

• Three (3) EPBC and NC listed flora species have a moderate to high likelihood of occurrence (LoO). 
Targeted surveys carried out for Acacia crombiei (Pink Gidgee)) during the dry season surveys did not 
locate any individuals. Further survey effort is required to confirm presence/ absence of threatened 
flora species. 

• Eleven (11) EPBC and NC listed fauna species have a moderate to high LoO and two species a low LoO 
within the study area. Targeted surveys for during the dry season surveys located two species, the 
Squatter Pigeon (Geophaps scripta scripta) and Short-Beaked Echidna (Tachyglossus aculeatus).  

• Twelve (12) listed EPBC, NC, migratory terrestrial species and migratory wetland species are likely to 
have a transient LoO given high mobility and availability of marginal habitats. No migratory species 
were recorded during the surveys. No essential habitat is mapped in the study area.  

 

Impact Assessment  

Approximately 26,972.21ha of land may be subject to impacts as a result of the project. The preliminary 
project footprint and study area identified for the assessment incorporates a ‘worst-case’ extent of project 
impacts based on the proposed scope of works which may be subject to further change as a part of ongoing 
design development. Any changes to the project footprint are to be addressed through a revised 
assessment carried out during future project stages where relevant. If the project was to proceed based on 
the current design options and the preliminary project footprint, project impacts to terrestrial ecology are 
summarised below and include: 

• Matters of National Environmental Significance: 
o Loss of habitat for 16 EPBC listed Fauna Species 
o Loss of habitat for three EPBC listed Flora Species 

• Matters of State Environmental Significance: 
o Direct loss of 14,896.22ha of native vegetation  
o Potential indirect impacts to 12,076ha of native vegetation 
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o Potential impacts to animal breeding places for threatened and Special Least Concern species. 
• Other impacts: 

o Fauna injury / mortality 
o Habitat disturbance from dust, noise and light 
o Weeds, pests and pathogens 
o Impacts to water quality and hydrology (and groundwater dependant ecosystems) 
o Impacts to habitat connectivity and corridors 

 

Significant Impact Assessments 

An impact assessment was carried out in accordance with the Commonwealth Significant Impact Criteria 
1.1 (DoE, 2013) for the species with a moderate to high LoO. Based on the assessment, the project has the 
potential to significantly impact to the following EPBC Act listed species:  

• Star Finch (eastern/southern - Neochmia ruficauda ruficauda, EPBC: E, NC: E) 
• Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta, EPBC: E, NC: E) 
• Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi, EPBC: V, NC: E) 
• Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Acacia crombiei (Pink Gidgee, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Dichanthium queenslandicum (King Blue-grass, EPBC: E, NC: V) 
 

Mitigation measures, approvals and further assessment requirements  

Mitigation measures, approvals and further assessment requirements are presented in Section 6 and 
include: 

• Consideration of design opportunities to avoid and minimise impacts to MNES/ MSES 
• Undertake additional targeted surveys to confirm the presence/ absence of potentially occurring 

threatened flora and fauna species. This should include survey during the wet season.  
• A Commonwealth referral is required for the project in relation to likely significant impacts to 

threatened species.   
• A high-risk Species Management Program (SMP) may be required  
• A low risk SMP will be required for impacts to animal breeding places for Least Concern species 
 

Potential Offsets 

Using the Queensland Government offset calculator a cost estimate for direct and indirect impacts from the 
project has been proved. Full details of the potential offset obligation for direct and indirect impacts to 
MNES with residual impacts potentially requiring offsets (vegetation) is provided in Section 7.  
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Glossary and list of abbreviations 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Term or abbreviation Definition 

“The project” The Hughenden Irrigation Project  

“The study area” Incorporates land within the direct footprint of the proposed Saego Dam, Weir and 
irrigation area, as well as land located adjacent to and downstream (up to 20km) of 
the project footprint. It contains areas like to receive direct and indirect impacts.   

“Direct impact areas” Direct impacts have been based on the current proposed project footprint including 
associated infrastructure elements (i.e., Saego Dam, Weir and Irrigated area). See 
Figure 13. 

“Indirect impact area” Indirect impact area captures the adjacent areas and areas up to 20km downstream 
of the project footprint. This has been informed by hydrological modelling carried 
out as a part of the PBC (Engeny, 2020) and associated potential changes in 
inundation for modelled flow events. (This area includes the dam wall, pipelines, 
diversion channel and associated infrastructure such as access roads and 
construction laydown facilities, once these areas are confirmed they will be included 
in calculations of direct impacts). See Figure 13. 

ARIS Australian Soil Resource Information System 

ASS Acid sulphate soils 

Biosecurity Act Biosecurity Act 2014 

DAF Department of Agriculture and Fisheries 

DAWE Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment (formerly DoE, 
DEWHA) 

DBC Detailed Business Case 

DES Department of Environment and Science 

DEWHA Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (now DAWE) 

DoE Former Commonwealth Department of Environment (now DAWE) 

DoR Queensland Department of Resources 

DSEWPC Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
(formerly DEWHA) 

EA Ecological Assessment 

EHP Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (now DES) 

EIU Einasleigh Uplands Bioregion 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1994 

EPBC Act Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

FSL Full Supply Level 

GDEs  Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems 

GIS Geographic Information Systems  

GUP Gulf Plains Bioregion 

ha Hectares 

HES High Ecologically Significance 
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Term or abbreviation Definition 

HIPCo Hughenden Irrigation Project Corporation 

km Kilometres 

Koala Plan Nature Conservation (Koala Conservation) Plan 2017 

Koala SAT Koala Spot Assessment Technique  

LoO Likelihood of occurrence  

m Metres 

MGD Mitchell Grass Downs Bioregion 

mm Millimetres 

MNES Matters of National Environmental Significance 

MSES Matters of State Environmental Significance 

NC Act Nature Conservation Act 1992 

NJKHTs Non-juvenile Koala Habitat Trees 

Offsets Act Environmental Offsets Act 2014 

PASS Potential acid sulfate soils 

PBC Preliminary Business Case 

Planning Act Planning Act 2016 

Planning Reg Planning Regulation 2017 

PMST Protected Matters Search Tool 

Project footprint The project footprint includes the Saego Dam, Weir, irrigation area, dam wall and 
associated infrastructure including pipelines and diversion channel. 

REs Regional Ecosystem, regulated under the Vegetation Management Act 1999 

SARA State Assessment and Referral Agency 

SAT Spot Assessment Technique, as detailed in Phillips & Callaghan (2011) 

SDPWO Act State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 

SMP Species Management Program 

TEC Ecological Communities listed under the Commonwealth Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  

Threatened  Species that are: 
1. Listed as Critically Endangered (CE), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V) under 

the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 EPBC Act. 

2. and/or Listed as Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V), 
Near Threatened (NT) and Special Least Concern (SL) under the Queensland 
Nature Conservation Act 1992. 

 

TSL Temporary Supply Level 

VM Act Vegetation Management Act 1999 

Water Act Water Act 2000 

WoNS Weeds of National Significance  
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1. Introduction 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1.1 Background 
Niche Environment and Heritage were engaged by Jacobs, on behalf of Hughenden Irrigation Project 
Corporation P/L (HIPCo), to carry out an assessment of terrestrial flora and fauna values relevant to the 
Hughenden Irrigation Project (‘the project’). The project aims to establish a large-scale reliable water 
source to support irrigated agricultural enterprises within the district of Hughenden, Queensland (Figure 1). 

A Preliminary Business Case (PBC) was completed in February 2020 to outline a concept, including net costs 
and benefits, for the project. A desktop review carried out as a part of the PBC identified the following 
potential terrestrial ecology constraints for the project: 

• Ecosystems – Wetlands, insufficient information requiring field surveys as local landowners accounts do 
not always accord with the scientific record; 

• Flora – Mapped regulated vegetation needs clarification, some species with conservation status known 
within 50km of the site. Field surveys will be required; and 

• Fauna - species with conservation status known within 50 kilometres of the site. Field Surveys will be 
required. 

 

Consequently, a Detailed Business Case (DBC) has been commissioned for the project. This Ecology 
Assessment (EA) is intended to inform the DBC, and provides further detail regarding terrestrial ecological 
constraints, approval and offset requirements relevant to the project. Constraints associated with aquatic 
species and habitats are to be documented separately in relation to the project. 

 

1.2 Project description 
The Hughenden Irrigation Project comprises a large capacity dam (Saego Dam) on Stewart Creek and Back 
Valley Creek approximately 45km to the north-west of the township of Hughenden, Queensland. Gravity 
diversion infrastructure is proposed on the Flinders River and a delivery system to irrigation areas is 
proposed to the south of the Flinders River. Key infrastructure elements for the project include:  

• In-stream diversion weir on the Flinders River downstream of the confluence with Betts Gorge Creek. 
• Excavated diversion channel to facilitate gravity diversions of water out of the Flinders River (upstream 

of the diversion weir) into the Saego Dam. 
• Large storage capacity Saego Dam on the lower reaches of Stewart Creek and Back Valley Creek  
• Irrigation delivery system to supply water from Saego Dam to agricultural areas of up to 11042.7ha on 

the southern side of the Flinders River, comprising:  
 Irrigation delivery offtake structure at Seago Dam  
 Inverted siphon (gravity pipeline) under the Flinders River channel and floodplain  
 Gravity open channel distribution system to supply water to farms within the lower parts of the 

irrigation area  
 Pumping system (pump station and rising main) to lift water into the channel distribution 

system supplying water to higher parts of the irrigation area  
 Gravity open channel distribution system to supply water to farms within the higher parts of 

the irrigation area.  
 

The general infrastructure arrangement for the project is shown in Figure 1. 
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1.3 Scope of this document 
The purpose of this EA is to: 

• Document the methods and results of desktop and field biodiversity investigations completed for the 
study area as a part of the DBC;  

• Assess the likely presence of Commonwealth and State listed threatened and/or migratory species 
within the study area; 

• Assess habitat connectivity and existing threatening processes; 
• Assess the potential project impacts to 13 threatened species listed under the EPBC Act, in accordance 

with the Commonwealth Significant Impact Criteria 1.1 (DoE, 2013) (EPBC Act self-assessment). These 
assessments will then inform of any Commonwealth referral requirements; 

• Outline recommendations for avoiding and minimising project impacts, requirements for regulatory 
approvals, offsets and additional survey works; and 

• Provide an estimate of potential project offset requirements under the EPBC Act and/or Environmental 
Offsets Act 2014 (QLD). 

 

1.4 Document authors 
This document has been prepared by suitably qualified consultants and professionals, as documented in 
Table 1. 
 

Table 1: Document authors 

Consultant name Role Qualifications and experience 

Chani Wheeler 

Senior Consultant, 
Ecology 

BSc, MConsBiol, MEIANZ 

Accredited BAM Assessor 

Technical lead, desktop review, field 
surveys and reporting 

Chani is a terrestrial ecologist with over 
eight years’ experience in the 
assessment and delivery of development 
projects across a number of sectors. She 
brings a strong working knowledge of 
State and Commonwealth legislation 
and an understanding of strategies for 
biodiversity risk management across 
small to highly constrained projects.    
Chani offers a breadth of expertise in 
the areas of environmental assessment, 
risk management and biodiversity 
planning including terrestrial 
biodiversity assessment, constraints 
analysis, threatened species 
management, environmental approvals 
and biodiversity offsets. 

Barry Patrick 

Associate – Ecology 

BSc, MSc 

Technical lead, desktop review, field 
surveys and reporting 
 
 
 

Barry has over 14 years’ experience in 
consulting and has worked across a 
range of sectors including energy, 
transport, industry, water, utilities, 
residential, mining, tourism and 
conservation. He has excellent 
knowledge of Local, State and 
Commonwealth legislation relating to 
Queensland’s environment including 
vegetation management, regional 
ecosystems, biosecurity and offsets. He 
has strong expertise in the areas of plant 
identification, impact assessment, 
biodiversity offsets, habitat restoration, 
and threatened species. Barry’s 
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Consultant name Role Qualifications and experience 

methodical approach ensures our clients 
receive advice that is timely and 
accurate. 

Lauren Eade 

Ecologist 

BSc 

Technical assistance, field surveys and 
reporting 

Lauren is an ecologist with 5 years’ 
experience in north Queensland and 
NSW with flora, fauna and habitat 
identification skills. Her experience 
includes working with a variety of 
different environmental projects and 
clients. Lauren holds a Bachelor of 
Science majoring in Ecology and is a 
member of EIANZ. 

Rebecca Rowlingson 

Discipline Manager – Environment  

BAppSc 

Approvals scoping, technical review and 
QA 

Rebecca has over 15 years’ experience 
with environmental impact assessment 
and has managed multidisciplinary 
environmental approvals for large 
resource and infrastructure projects 
(including a tungsten mine in north QLD 
and high voltage transmission lines and 
substations throughout QLD). 
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2. Regulatory context 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

This section outlines State and Commonwealth legislation relevant to the project. The information 
presented has been informed by pre-lodgement advice obtained from the State Assessment and Referral 
Agency (SARA) on the 27 August 2020 (Attachment G). 

 

2.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) applies to those actions 
which are likely to have a significant impact on matters of national environmental significance (MNES). An 
EPBC Referral is triggered by undertaking an action that will have or is likely to have a significant impact on 
MNES or other protected matters. MNES relevant to the project include: 

• Listed threatened species1; and 
• Migratory species. 

Where assessment and approval of a project is required under Part 3 of the EPBC Act, this can be 
undertaken through the State administered Environmental Impact Assessment (EIS) process under the 
bilateral agreement. If an EIS is not be prepared for the project and assessment is under the Planning Act 
2016) the bilateral agreement will not apply. 

 

2.2 State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 
The State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 (SDPWO Act) provides a framework for 
coordinated and environmentally responsible infrastructure planning and development to support 
Queensland's economic and social progress. The SDPWO Act provides the Queensland Coordinator- 
General with the power and responsibility to assess and authorise the most significant and complex 
projects where declared a 'coordinated project'. Niche understands this is the preferred approval pathway 
for the project.  

A ‘coordinated project’ declaration does not exempt the project proponent from the need to: 

• Obtain necessary development approvals (e.g., local and State government approvals under the 
Planning Act). 

• Comply with relevant planning and environment laws and planning instruments. 

There are two types of ‘coordinated project’ declarations, those requiring an EIS and those requiring an 
Impact Assessment Report (IAR). Further consultation with the Coordinator-General’s office is required to 
determine which pathway is most appropriate for the project.  

 

2.3 Planning Act 2016 
The Planning Act 2016 (Planning Act) and associated Planning Regulation 2017 (Planning Reg) is 
Queensland’s principal planning and development legislation. It provides a framework for integrated and 
coordinated assessment of development activities to ensure impacts are managed in a way that is 

 
1 Species that are: 

1. Listed as Critically Endangered (CE), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V) under the Commonwealth Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 EPBC Act. 

2. and/or Listed as Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V), Near Threatened (NT) and Special 
Least Concern (SL) under the Queensland Nature Conservation Act 1992. 
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ecologically sustainable. Permits associated with other specific legislation including the Vegetation 
Management Act 1999, Coastal Protection and Management Act 1995 and Fisheries Act 1994 are triggered 
under the Planning Act. 

 

2.4 Vegetation Management Act 1999 
The Vegetation Management Act 1999 (VM Act) regulates the clearing of native vegetation in Queensland.  
Vegetation regulated under the VM Act is considered a Matter of State Environmental Significance (MSES) 
and includes the following categories:  

• Category A (compliance or offset areas);  
• Category B (remnant vegetation);  
• Category C (high value regrowth vegetation); and  
• Category R (regrowth within 50m of a watercourse of the Great Barrier Reef Catchment).  

The VM Act regulates vegetation clearing in Queensland. Vegetation is a native tree or plant other than the 
following (Part 2, section 8, VM Act): 

• Grass or non-woody herbage; 
• A plant within a grassland regional ecosystem prescribed under a regulation; 
• A mangrove. 

Clearing of native vegetation is defined under the VM Act as any of the following activities: 

• Remove, cut down, ringbark, push over, poison or destroy the vegetation in any way including by 
burning, flooding or draining; but 

• Does not include destroying standing vegetation by stock or tree lopping. 

Where the clearing of native vegetation is necessary, VM Act requirements for the clearing works are 
addressed under Schedule 10 of the Planning Reg. A development approval to clear native vegetation is 
generally required (i.e., assessable development), unless the clearing meets the definition of exempt 
clearing work or can address the criteria of an accepted development vegetation clearing code.  

Prior to submitting an application to clear native vegetation, a proponent must first confirm the proposed 
works meet the definition of a ‘relevant purpose’ under Section 22A of the VM Act. Subject to the chosen 
approval pathway, the following provisions may be relevant to the project: 

• A project declared to a coordinated project under the SDPWO Act, section 26. 
• For relevant infrastructure activities 2 and clearing for the development cannot reasonably be avoided 

or minimised. 

Where the above provisions do not apply to the project and the proposed clearing is not considered 
exempt clearing or accepted development, the clearing works are considered prohibited development.   

Grassland Regional Ecosystems (REs) that are prescribed under Schedule 5 of the Vegetation Management 
Regulation 2012 (VM Reg) are not regulated under the VM Act and do not trigger any clearing permit 
requirements. This includes RE4.9.1c and 4.3.15 mapped within the study area. Furthermore, clearing 

 
2 As per the VM Act, ‘Relevant infrastructure activities means (a) establishing and maintaining a necessary fence, 
firebreak, road or vehicular track; or (b) constructing or maintain necessary built infrastructure’, such as a building or 
other structure built or used for any purpose. 
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native vegetation associated with the construction of water management facilities (including the dam, weir 
and diversion channel) may be considered ‘exempt clearing work’: 

• Under Schedule 21, Part 1, item (14) of the Planning Reg, where for the construction or maintenance of 
infrastructure stated in Schedule 5, if carried out on designated premises. 

• Under Schedule 21, Part 2, item 2(d) of the Planning Reg, where carried out within freehold land and 
within a Category X area. 

Where vegetation clearing is considered assessable development, the clearing application must address the 
relevant provisions of the State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP) State code 16: Native 
vegetation clearing. This includes undertaking a land suitability assessment justifying the proposed site 
location and detailing how environmental factors such as erosion and salinity will be addressed over the life 
of the development.   

 

2.5 Nature Conservation Act 1992 
The Nature Conservation Act 1992 (NC Act) and associated regulations provides for the conservation and 
protection of wildlife and their habitats within Queensland. All flora and fauna species native to 
Queensland are protected under the NC Act and are allocated a class of conservation significance, including 
Least Concern, Near Threatened, Vulnerable, Endangered, or Critically Endangered.  

Under the NC Act, activities that impact on breeding places of protected fauna species require a Species 
Management Program (SMP) to be prepared and approved by the Department of Environment and Science 
(DES). Animal breeding places are defined under the Nature Conservation (Animals) Regulation 2020 and 
include: 

• A bower, burrow, cave, hollow, nest or other thing that is commonly used by the animal to incubate or 
rear the animal’s offspring. 

Section 89 of the NC Act also regulates the taking (i.e., clearing) of threatened plants3 in Queensland. A risk-
based approach has been adopted through the use of a Protected Plants Flora Survey Trigger Map which 
identifies High Risk Areas for protected plants. These include lands situated within a 2km radius of a 
validated threatened plant record. Where clearing works are proposed within a mapped High Risk area, a 
flora survey must be carried out to confirm the presence/ absence of protected plants and any Protected 
Plants Clearing Permit requirements.  

 

2.6 Nature Conservation (Koala Conservation) Plan 2017 
The Nature Conservation (Koala Conservation) Plan 2017 (Koala Plan) is administered by means of the 
Planning Act and regulates activities that involve the clearing of koala habitat within assigned Koala Districts 
in Queensland. The study area is located within Koala District C and outside of a Koala Priority Area, under 
the Koala Plan.  

 

 
3 Species that are: 

1. Listed as Critically Endangered (CE), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V) under the Commonwealth Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 EPBC Act. 

2. and/or Listed as Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V), Near Threatened (NT) and Special 
Least Concern (SL) under the Queensland Nature Conservation Act 1992. 
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2.7 Environmental Protection Act 1994 
The Environmental Protection Act 1994 (EP Act) aims ‘to protect Queensland’s environment while allowing 
for development that improves the total quality of life, both now and in the future, in a way that maintains 
the ecological processes on which life depends’ (EP Act, Part 2). The EP Act is administered by DES and 
provides a wide range of tools for the protection of the environment including environmental protection 
policies and environmental authorities (EAs). 

Under the EP Act, all works must be undertaken in compliance with obligations to prevent environmental 
harm, nuisances and contamination. The two primary duties of the EP Act include: 

• General environmental duty, which means a person must not carry out any activity that causes or is 
likely to cause environmental harm, unless measures to prevent or minimise the harm have been 
taken. 

• Duty to notify environmental harm to inform the DES and landowner or occupier when an incident has 
occurred that may have caused or threatens serious or material environmental harm. 

 

 

2.8 Environmental Offsets Act 2014 
The Environmental Offsets Act 2014 (Offsets Act) and supporting Queensland Environmental Offsets Policy 
outline the framework for the assessment and delivery of environmental offsets under Queensland 
legislation. An environmental offset may be delivered as a financial settlement offset, a proponent-driven 
offset, or a combination of these two approaches. Under the Offsets Act, a prescribed activity that is likely 
to cause a significant residual impact4 on a prescribed environmental matter is likely to trigger 
environmental offset requirements.  

Prescribed activities are defined under Schedule 1 of the Environmental Offsets Regulation 2014 and 
include activities that are likely to trigger assessment and offset requirements under a regulation (e.g. 
Planning Act 2016 and NC Act 1992). A prescribed environmental matter is defined under Schedule 2 of the 
Environmental Offsets Regulation 2014 and includes a MNES, Matter of State Environmental Significance 
(MSES) or Matter of Local Environmental Significance (MLES)5.  

As previously stated in Section 2.4, Grassland Regional Ecosystems (REs) that are prescribed under Schedule 
5 of the VM Reg (that is; REs 4.9.1c and 4.3.15 for this project) are not regulated under the VM Act and as 
such are not considered an MSES.  

The Significant Residual Impact Guideline: For matters of state environmental significance and prescribed 
activities assessment under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 and Queensland Environmental Offsets Policy 

 
4 As per Section 8 of the Environmental Offsets Act 2014, a significant residual impact is generally an adverse impact, 
whether direct or indirect, of a prescribed activity on all or part of a prescribed environmental matter that either 
remains (or will or is likely to remain, whether temporarily or permanently) despite on-site mitigation measures for the 
prescribed activity or, is, or will or is likely to be, significant. 
5 Matters of State Environmental Significance (MSES), including: 
• Areas within declared fish habitat areas that are management A areas or management B areas under the 

Fisheries Regulation 2008. 
• Threatened animals under the Nature Conservation (Animals) Regulation 2020. 
• Koala habitat areas under the Nature Conservation (Koala) Conservation Plan 2017. 
• Certain types of regulated vegetation under the Vegetation Management Act 1999. 
• Wetlands in a wetland protection area or wetlands of high ecological significance shown on the Map of Referable 

Wetlands under the Environmental Protection Regulation 2008. 
• Wetlands and watercourses in high ecological value waters defined in the Schedule 2 of the Environmental 

Protection (Water) Policy 2009. 
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December 2014 (the Significant Residual Impact Guidelines) (DEHP, 2014) provides a tool for identifying 
when environmental offsets are required.   

Niche understands the preferred approval pathway for the project is as a 'coordinated project'. Relevant 
prescribed activities should be confirmed for the project once the approval pathway has been finalised. An 
assessment against the Significant Residual Impact Guidelines should be carried out at that time. Relevant 
prescribed activities for the project that are the subject of an authority under another Act are likely to 
include: 

• Operational works permit for Clearing Native Vegetation (under the Planning Act and VM Act). 
• Operational works permit for Waterway Barrier Works (under the Planning Act and Fisheries 

Management Act 1994). 
• Operational works permit for taking or interfering with water in a watercourse, lake or spring. 
 

Additional offsets may be needed for: 

• An activity conducted under an authority granted, made, issued or given under the NC Act, 
• Actions which are likely to have a significant impact on listed threatened and migratory species under 

the EPBC Act triggering EPBC Referral 

The Offsets Act binds all persons including the State, but is expressed not to affect or limit the functions 
and powers of the Coordinator General under the SDPWO Act. 

 

2.9 Biosecurity Act 2014 
The Biosecurity Act 2014 (Biosecurity Act) provides measures for the management of restricted and 
invasive plants or animals, such as wild dogs and weeds. There is a general biosecurity obligation under the 
Act whereby all people are responsible for taking reasonable and practical steps to prevent or minimise 
biosecurity risks.  

 

2.10 Water Act 2000 
The Water Act 2000 (Qld) (the Water Act) provides a framework for the planning, allocation and use of 
surface water and groundwater in Queensland, including regulating major water impoundments (such as 
dams and weirs) and extraction through pumping for irrigation and other uses. The Water Act provides a 
system of interrelated plans, licences and permits for the regulation of in-stream (watercourses, lakes and 
springs) and overland water flow and groundwater. The Water Act also controls water use and activities 
that may impact on water resources. 

The following permits may be required under the Water Act to support the proposed project works: 

• Riverine Protection Permit under Section 218 of the Water Act, where works cannot comply with 
Section 4 Minimum Requirements of the Riverine protection permit exemption requirements 
WSS/2013/726. 

• An allocation of quarry material may be required where quarry material is to be extracted from a 
watercourse or lake. 

• Permit to take or interfere with water under Section 102(1) of the Water Act. Works associated 
with the project is likely to be considered accepted development. 

Water Plans relevant to the study area include: 
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• Water Plan (Gulf) 2007 
• Water Plan (Great Artesian Basin and Other Regional Aquifers) 2017  
 

2.11 Stock Route Management Act 2002 
The Stock Route Management Act 2002 (SRM Act) outlines responsibilities and requirements for the 
management of existing stock routes within the State for the purpose of maintaining and improving the 
network’s natural resources and facilities. 

The following lands within the study area are situated within an existing stock route: 

• 208FLIN 
• W2749 ‘Dunluce’. 

Based on advice from SARA (Appendix F), 208FLIN is considered to provide functional connectivity of the 
existing stock route network and should be excluded from the proposed project footprint. Where works are 
proposed within the stock route network, these should ensure no harm or impediment of the safe passage 
of travelling stock and/ or authorised persons under the SRM Act. Works within these lands will also need 
to address weed and disease spread risk requirements as outlined in the Flinders Shire Local Government 
Biosecurity Plan. 
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3. Methodology 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3.1 Study area and site context 
The study area for the DBC terrestrial ecology assessment is shown in Figure 1 and includes: 

• Approximately 14,896.22ha of land within the direct footprint of the proposed Saego Dam, Weir and 
irrigation area.  

• Another 12,076ha of land located adjacent to and downstream (up to 20km) of the project footprint, 
subject to potential indirect impacts associated with changed hydrology.  

 

The study area is located within the Flinders River catchment, which rises in the Great Dividing Range and 
flows westerly to Julia Creek, before flowing north to the Gulf of Carpentaria, 25km west of Karumba. The 
catchment is sparsely populated and largely undeveloped. Lands within and surrounding the study area 
primarily support cattle grazing, as well as some irrigated fodder crops.  

Elevation across the study area ranges from 250m Australian Height Datum (AHD) at the confluence of 
Stewart Creek and the Flinders River to 260m AHD at the proposed weir on the Flinders River. The study 
area is surrounded by basalt plateaus with an altitudinal range from 320m to 360m AHD.  

The Flinders catchment is characterised by a hot and dry semi-arid climate, which is highly seasonal with an 
extended dry season. It receives, on average, 492 mm of rain per year, 88% of which falls during the wet 
season (Engeny, 2020). The majority of rivers in the Flinders catchment do not flow for at least 60% of the 
year. Once streamflow has ceased the rivers break up into a series of waterholes during the course of the 
dry season. Waterholes that ‘persist’ from one year to the next are considered to be key aquatic ‘refugia’ 
and are likely to sustain the ecological communities within the Flinders catchment (Petheram, et.al 2013).  

Properties situated within the study area accessed as a part of the survey include Saego Plains, Expressman 
Downs & Strathstewart, Soda Valley, Montele Downs, Rokeby, Dunluce and Sylvania & Telemon. Properties 
that were not accessed as they were not required for survey or due to difficulty in securing private 
landholder access agreements include Spring Valley, Rokeby, Riverside, Boremba, Dunraven, Glendalough 
and Heslin Land. 

A description of survey methods implemented is provided in the following sections.  
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3.2 Desktop review 
A desktop review of government databases and spatial mapping layers was carried out as a part of the 
desktop assessment to gather information relating to terrestrial flora and fauna values within 5 km of the 
study area. Key information sources for the review included: 

• Preliminary Business Case – Hughenden Irrigation Project (Engeny, 2020) 
• Digital cadastre data (Department of Resources (DoR), 2020) 
• Detailed surface geology- Queensland (DoR, 2021) 
• Regulated Vegetation Map, version 11.0 (DES, 2020) 
• Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems and potential aquifer mapping- Queensland (Department of 

Environment and Science (DES), 2020) 
• Vegetation management regional ecosystem map, version 12.0 (DES, 2021) 
• Protected Plants flora survey trigger map, version 8.0 (DES, 2021) 
• Wildnet species records – published Queensland (DES, 2021) 
• Queensland Statewide corridors (DES, 2020) 
• Watercourse identification map – Queensland series (DoR, 2021) 
• Queensland waterways for waterway barrier works, Version 6.13 (Department of Agriculture and 

Fisheries (DAF), 2020) 
• Matters of State Environmental Significance (MSES)- High ecological significance wetlands – 

Queensland (DES, 2020) 
• MSES - Regulated vegetation - essential habitat (DES, 2021) (accessed 23/03/2021). 
• Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) Protected Matters Search 

Tool (PMST) (Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment (DAWE) (accessed 23/03/2021). 
• Queensland Wildlife Online database search (accessed 23/03/2021). 
 

Flood model outputs and modelled flow events, as documented within the PBC Flood Assessment Report 
(Engeny, 2020), were used to inform the extent of immediate downstream and adjacent hydrological 
impacts associated with the project. This was used to inform the extent of the study area for the DBC 
terrestrial ecology assessment.   
 
 

3.3 Initial field survey 
An initial field survey was carried out by two ecologists over four days from the 26 to 29 April 2021 to 
broadly ground-truth terrestrial ecology constraints for the study area. Information gathered from this trip 
supported the next stages of survey and informed which species may require referral. Figure 2 shows the 
location of field survey activities carried out for the study area.  
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3.3.1 Vegetation assessment 
Vegetation communities were ground-truthed and mapped for the study area in accordance with Neldner 
et al. (2020). Surveys involved a general traverse of the survey area to delineate sites for further 
assessment. 47 quaternary plots were surveyed to gather data on vegetation floristics, structure and 
condition, as shown in Figure 2. Vegetation community boundaries were delineated and mapped using 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) through the interpretation aerial photography and analysis of site 
data. 

Quaternary level assessments were implemented to verify regional ecosystem mapping and delineate 
vegetation community boundaries throughout the study area. The following attributes were recorded as a 
part of each rapid assessment: 

• Floristic and structural characteristics of each site including the following for each vegetation strata: 
o Dominant flora species 
o Height (m) 
o Cover (%) 

• Landform 
• Underlying geology and 
• Vegetation condition 
 
 

3.3.2 Terrestrial habitat assessment 
The terrestrial habitat assessment primarily focused on determining the suitability of habitat for threatened 
species with potential to occur within the study area, based on the results of the desktop searches. Habitat 
suitability was determined by comparing the ecological requirements of individual threatened species (i.e., 
tree hollows, roosts, water availability, retreat sites) to observed habitat characteristics. 

Important habitat features for fauna, such as food tree availability, rock outcropping, tree hollows, woody 
debris, suitable vegetation communities and other habitat features were noted during field survey. Animal 
breeding places and opportunistic fauna sightings were also recorded as well as any indirect evidence of 
fauna presence (i.e., tracks, scats and other traces).  

Likelihood of occurrence (LoO) was assessed for all species listed under the EPBC Act and NC Act detected 
from past records or mapped potential ranges within 5km of the study area. Each species was assessed 
based on the criteria listed in Table 2. 

Table 2: Criteria for assessing the likelihood of species occurrence 

Likelihood of occurrence Criteria 

High Recorded within and/ or surrounding (within 5km) the study area 
AND 
Suitable habitat is present within the study area 

Moderate No records within and/ or surrounding (within 5km) the study area 
AND 
Suitable habitat is present within the study area 

Low No records within and/ or surrounding (within 5km) the study area 
AND 
No suitable habitat is present within or immediately adjacent to the study area 

Transient Habitat within the study area is considered marginal for the species  
AND 
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Likelihood of occurrence Criteria 

Species is highly mobile and know to occasionally appear in areas away from known 
population centres (usually birds). Species unlikely to permanently establish. 

 
 

3.4 Dry season survey 
Following completion of the initial survey, a supplementary survey was carried out by four ecologists over 
five days (30 August to 3 September 2021) during the dry season. The supplementary dry season survey 
was undertaken to inform an assessment of likely State and Commonwealth listed threatened flora and 
fauna and associated habitats within the study area.  

Targeted surveys were carried out for all threatened fauna with a moderate to high likelihood of 
occurrence within the study area and generally followed relevant Commonwealth survey guidelines. 
Surveys for threatened flora were also undertaken targeting A. crombiei (Pink Gidgee) only. Timing for the 
survey did not address seasonal requirements for other potentially occurring threatened flora species.  

Figure 3 shows the location of field survey activities carried out for the study area. Weather conditions 
recorded during the field survey are provided in Table 3. Target threatened flora and fauna species and 
associated survey effort for the study area, and a summary of methods for all survey types is presented in 
the sections below. 

Table 3: Daily weather observations 

Date of survey Survey activities Wind direction 
and max. 
speed (km/h) 

Temperature Rainfall 
(mm) Minimum 

(°C) 
Maximum 
(°C) 

30 August 2021 Fauna habitat assessment 
Deploy camera traps 

WSW 39 16.9 33.8 0 

31 August 2021 4 Bird surveys  
1 Koala Spot Assessment 

Technique (SAT) surveys 
2 Nocturnal Surveys 

E 46 18.6 31.3 18.4 

1 September 2021 4 Bird surveys  
1 Koala SATs 
1 Flora meander 
2 Nocturnal Surveys 

NE 46 17.3 30.3 0 

2 September2021 4 Bird surveys  
1 Koala SATs 
1 Flora meander 
2 Nocturnal Surveys 

ENE 48 20.0 28.5 0 

3 September 2021 Retrieve camera traps ENE 46 17.4 30.0 0 

^ Daily weather observations and rainfall data from Hughenden airport station (approximately 45km from the study area)  
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3.4.1 Bird surveys 
Diurnal area searches were carried out to determine presence / absence of threatened bird species 
potentially occurring within the study area, including; 

• Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern - Geophaps scripta scripta, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Star Finch (eastern/southern - Neochmia ruficauda ruficauda, EPBC: E, NC: E) 
• Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta, EPBC: E, NC: E) 
 

The surveys were carried out over four days and four nights to align with the Commonwealth Survey 
guidelines for Australia’s threatened birds (DEWHA, 2010).  

Diurnal area searches were carried out within adjacent areas of suitable habitat for each species by means 
of systematic 2ha / 20 minute surveys (as per Eyre, et al. 2018). Each survey involved a timed traverse of 
suitable habitat to record and flush birds from the dense ground layer. Several of the diurnal area searches 
were focussed on areas of sustained water availability including Stewart Creek, Flinders River and Betts 
Gorge Creek particularly early in the morning when targeted species are likely to come to drink (DEWHA, 
2010). Any potential breeding habitats (i.e., stick nests, active hollows) were also recorded as a part of the 
survey.  

 

3.4.2 Detailed habitat assessments 
Traverses of selected areas were carried out within native grasslands with the potential for deep cracking 
clay (RE 4.1.9c and 4.3.15), to confirm suitable habitats for the Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi, 
EPBC: V, NC: E) and Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei, EPBC: V, NC: V). Notes regarding habitat 
condition and extent were taken to support further assessment and inform requirements for the potential 
additional targeted surveys.  

 

3.4.3 Targeted Julia Creek Dunnart survey 
Camera trapping surveys for Julia Creek Dunnart were carried out in accordance with the Commonwealth 
survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened mammals (DSEWPC, 2011) within suitable habitats, as 
determined during the habitat assessments of the initial field surveys (Section 3.3).  

Niche deployed 38 camera traps within grassland habitats supporting suitable cracking clay soils for Julia 
Creek Dunnart. The camera trapping was carried out over four nights, with the exception of seven cameras 
that were deployed on the second day when additional suitable habitat was located. Cameras were 
mounted on star pickets on a bracket approximately 1.2m above the ground, oriented directly down at a 
bait. Each trap was baited with bait canisters filled with peanut butter, rolled oats, mealworms and bacon 
(as per DSEWPC, 2011 and Adam, 2012).  

Cameras were setup with standardised settings to have high sensitivity, take 5 pictures per trigger on 
motion sensing. Cameras used in the surveys included:  
• Reconyx Hyperfire 2: HF2X 
• Reconyx Hyperfire: H600 
• Bestguarder Model: SG-990V 

Review of the images was undertaken upon return from field and any fauna records were documented and 
species identified where possible. 



 

 
   

 

Hughenden Irrigation Project Ecology Report 18 
 

 

3.4.4 Targeted Koala survey 
Surveys were conducted to target Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus, EPBC: V, NC: V) at a number of randomly 
selected sites within potentially suitable Koala habitat. These comprised riparian areas including eucalypt 
and acacia forests and woodlands along the Flinders River, Stewart Creek and Betts Gorge Creek within the 
study area. (Figure 3). The surveys incorporated the use of the Spot Assessment Technique (SAT) survey 
methodology in accordance with Phillips & Callaghan (2011). Each SAT survey involved the assessment of 
Koala activity within the immediate area surrounding a tree of any species that is known to have been 
utilised by a Koala or is of some importance to Koala conservation (Phillips & Callaghan, 2011).  

Nocturnal transect searches were also aimed to detect Koalas as well as Masked Owls. 

 

3.4.5 Targeted Masked Owl survey 
Nocturnal spotlighting surveys were undertaken in riparian habitats along the Flinders River, Stewart Creek 
and Betts Gorge Creek to detect Masked Owl (northern - Tyto novaehollandiae kimberli, EPBC: V, NC: V). 
Nocturnal call playback surveys were also carried out during these surveys using recorded calls of Masked 
owl in accordance with the Commonwealth Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened birds (DEWHA, 
2010).  

 

3.4.6 Targeted flora survey (Acacia crombiei) 
A targeted flora survey was carried out in several locations targeting Acacia crombiei (Pink Gidgee, EPBC: V, 
NC: V), to identify any threatened flora species in the study area, as shown in Figure 3. The survey 
methodology generally followed the Flora Survey Guidelines (DES, 2020) with the exception that a suitably 
qualified person was not engaged to undertake the works, as per the Guideline. This was because the 
intent of the survey was to inform constraints for threatened flora and not to support the approval process. 
A suitably qualified person would need to be engaged to complete a survey in accordance with the 
Guidelines (DES, 2020) during later project stages if deemed necessary. 

The survey incorporated two random meanders carried out to search for A. crombiei. Potential suitable 
habitat for A. crombiei was targeted within the study area including Mixed low open woodland (RE4.3.23) 
and Acacia cambagei woodland on scree slopes (RE9.8.6).  

Research was done prior to the surveys to attempt to determine the flowering and fruiting season of Pink 
Gidgee. However, Acacia species are known to flower sporadically throughout the year, though most 
species flower during spring and summer and a lesser number flower during autumn and winter (Maslin, 
B.R., 2018, and AVH, 2021). Data is generally lacking on the flowering and fruiting periods of A. crombiei 
and Australian Virtual Herbarium (2021) shows records with flowers and seed from multiple times 
throughout the year. The timing of the surveys was believed to be potentially suitable, however few Acacia 
were observed flowering during the surveys. 

 

3.5 Assumptions and limitations 
The content of this report, including the assessment of project impacts, is based on information available at 
the time the report was prepared. Several limitations have been identified which may impact the outcomes 
of this report: 
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• Some freehold lands within the study area could not be accessed for field assessment (due to difficulty 
in securing private landholder access agreements and/ or limited vehicle access due to recent rain and 
boggy conditions). The assessment of these areas is based on available desktop and extrapolated field 
data only and may not accurately reflect the on-ground values present. 

• The initial field survey involved a rapid assessment of lands within the study area only. Given to the size 
of the study area, the focus of the initial survey was on ground-truthing key terrestrial ecology 
features/ constraints identified during the desktop review. Field data gathered during the survey was 
extrapolated over the full study area. As a result, the final extent/ boundaries of some mapped 
constraints (I.e., RE mapping) may by subject to further refinement / change following more detailed 
investigations completed as a part of future project stages.  

• Flora and fauna records were obtained from the Wildlife Online and EPBC Act PMST databases. While 
every care has been taken to ensure the accuracy of this data, Niche makes no statements regarding 
the reliability or completeness of the data. Further to this, it is likely that species records available for 
the study area under-represent the actual occurrence of species within the region given the low 
number of historical studies / survey effort.  

• Timing for the initial field survey followed recent rainfall (i.e., rain within the week preceding the 
survey) and did not coincide with flowering/ fruiting periods for some flora species As such, some flora 
and fauna species may not have been detected within the study area during the survey. Regardless, 
survey conditions were generally suitable for undertaking the floristic surveys and data collected is 
considered representative of species richness generally observed for the area. 

• Approximately 18.4 ml of rainfall was recorded within the study area and surrounding catchment on 
day 2 of the targeted dry season survey. Increased surface water availability as a result of the rain may 
have impacted the detectability of Southern Black-throated Finch, Star Finch (eastern/southern) and 
Squatter Pigeon (southern); which are generally restricted to habitats in proximity to more permanent 
water during the dry season.  

• Given the cryptic nature of Julia Creek Dunnart and Yakka Skink, considerable survey effort 
incorporating multiple field campaigns, is typically required to exclude these species from further 
consideration. Given Julia Creek Dunnart has suitable habitat a more pragmatic approach may be to 
assume presence where suitable cracking clay habitats are confirmed within the study area. On this 
basis, targeted surveys carried out as a part of the dry season survey were intended to support more 
rigorous habitat suitability mapping for the species.  

• The results of the assessment apply to the current project footprint including direct and indirect 
footprints as documented in Section 1. The assessment should be revisited in future project stages and 
following any change to the project footprint including likely direct and indirect impact extents.  

• This assessment documents existing constraints, impacts and approval requirements, focussing on 
terrestrial ecology.  
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4. Existing environment 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

This section documents terrestrial ecology constraints for the study area. 

 

4.1 Protected areas 
No protected areas listed under the NC Act are situated within the study area. The nearest protected area 
is Porcupine Gorge National Park, which is located approximately 48 km northeast of the study area. In 
addition to Porcupine Gorge, the Strathtay Nature Refuge/ White Mountains National Park lies on the 
Flinders River, approximately 100km upstream. No other protected areas are located downstream on the 
Flinders River. However, within the Flinders catchment there are several other protected areas, but these 
are a significant distance away and are unlikely to be impacted (i.e., Ballara Nature Refuge – 350km away, 
and Bullen Bullen Nature refuge – 380km). 

 

4.2 Soils and geology 
The Project intersects two Queensland Bioregions including the Mitchell Grass Downs (MGD) and Einasleigh 
Uplands (EIU) Bioregions (Figure 4). These bioregions include MGD: Central Downs and Flinders subregions, 
and EIU: Undara – Toomba Basalts subregion.  

A variety of geomorphic features exist across the study area, including floodplains, waterways and basalt 
plateaus. A review of the soil mapping (DoR, 2021) indicates six different soil types occur within the study 
area (Table 4). These generally comprise sedimentary soils including mudstone, siltstone, Quaternary 
alluvium deposits with several areas of basalt flows also present (Figure 4).  

Review of the Australian Soil Resource Information System mapping (2021) indicates there is a low to very 
low probability of acid sulfate soils within the study area. Acid sulfate soils / Potential acid sulfate soils 
(ASS/ PASS) are possible below 20m AHD and are highly likely to occur in coastal areas lower than 5m AHD. 
As the study area occurs at 250 m elevation, coastal ASS can be ruled out, however parts of central 
Queensland can contain ASS/ PASS at higher elevations. ASS/ PASS can form in an anoxic, aqueous 
environment where sulfate-reducing bacteria are provided with organic matter (their energy source) and 
available sulfate ions. Examples of ASS/ PASS include bottom sediments in drains, dams, constructed and 
natural waterways, swamps and billabongs, periodically stagnant creeks and places with perched water 
tables (Dear et.al. 2014). 

During the field survey, multiple soil types were observed, including old weathered alluvial sands and clays 
in lower elevation areas, and the edges of the plateaus supported rocky basalts. The Soil survey, Erosion 
and Salinity Management Report (PeritusAg Advisory, 2021) prepared for the project, has identified the 
potential for salinity and erosion issues to emerge within some areas of the proposed irrigated agriculture 
areas where not appropriately managed. Sodic (high sodium) soils were identified as a part of the 
assessment within lower parts of the soil profile (PeritusAg Advisory, 2021). One area, supporting 
significant quantities of shale, stones and rocky outcrops on the surface, was considered unsuitable for 
cultivation. Existing erosion was identified within the proposed irrigation area in high traffic areas 
supporting low ground cover area. Erosion risk within these lands is likely to increase once larger areas of 
native pasture are removed and extreme rainfall events will present a challenge in management. These 
risks will need to be considered and actively managed as a part of the project.  
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Table 4: Mapped soils and surface geology  

Soil Type Description Area (ha) within 
study area 

% Total study area 

Allaru Mudstone Mudstone, calcareous siltstone 2122.82 7.87% 

Quaternary alluvium 
and lacustrine deposits 

Sand, silt, mud and gravel 10892.58 40.38% 

Tertiary-Quaternary 
basalts, N Queensland 

Mostly olivine basalt flows and some plugs; some 
nephelinite 

503.51 1.87% 

Toolebuc Formation Calcareous bituminous shale, limestone 2465.48 9.14% 

Wallumbilla Formation Mudstone and siltstone with calcareous concretions 10987.82 40.74% 

Total 26972.21 100% 
 

4.3 Vegetation 
A review of the Regulated Vegetation Management Map (DES, 2020) indicates the presence of Category B 
(remnant) and Category X (other, not generally regulated) vegetation regulated under the VM Act 1999 in 
the study area (Figure 5).  

Regional Ecosystems (RE) mapping (DES, 2021) available for the study area indicates Category B vegetation 
comprises Least Concern REs. Figure 5 shows the extent of mapped regulated vegetation and associated 
REs for the study area. The extent in hectares and the short RE descriptions can be found in Table 5. 

Table 5: Regional ecosystems mapped by DoR within the study area 

Regional 
Ecosystem 

VM Act 
Status 

Description Area (ha) 
within study 
area 

% total 
study area 

2.5.1c Least 
concern 

Lysiphyllum cunninghamii, +/- Lysiphyllum carronii low 
woodland on plains. The ground layer is tussock grasses. 
Occurs on Quaternary residual sand sheets, commonly 
overlying Cretaceous mudstones. Red sandy and earthy soils. 

733.96 2.72% 

4.3.10c Least 
concern 

Corymbia terminalis +/- C. dallachiana low open woodland 
on alluvium. The ground layer is tussock grasses. Occurs on 
levees of major watercourses in the north-east of the 
bioregion. Sandy and loamy soils. 

18.57 0.07% 

4.3.10c/4.3.4x2d Least 
concern 

Corymbia terminalis +/- C. dallachiana low open woodland 
on alluvium. The ground layer is tussock grasses. Occurs on 
levees of major watercourses in the north-east of the 
bioregion. Sandy and loamy soils. 
/ Eucalyptus coolabah low woodland. The ground layer is 
tussock grasses. Occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing 
rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains Floodplain 
(other than floodplain wetlands). 

72.60 0.27% 

4.3.15 Least 
concern 

Astrebla squarrosa +/- Dichanthium spp. +/- Eulalia aurea 
grassland on alluvium 

356.09 1.32% 

4.3.19 Least 
concern 

Dichanthium spp., Eulalia aurea, Astrebla spp. grassland on 
alluvium. 

14.02 0.05% 

4.3.2c Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus camaldulensis +/- E. coolabah woodland. The 
ground layer is sparse tussock grasses Occurs on fringes of 
major watercourses in the north-east of the bioregion. 
Riverine wetland or fringing riverine wetland. 

509.13 1.89% 
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Regional 
Ecosystem 

VM Act 
Status 

Description Area (ha) 
within study 
area 

% total 
study area 

4.3.4f/4.9.11x1 Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus coolabah +/-  E. microtheca low open woodland. 
Occurs on drainage lines on Astrebla spp. undulating plains 
and braided channels on alluvial plains. 
/ Acacia cambagei low woodland with scattered shrubs such 
as Eremophila mitchellii and Geijera parviflora on fresh 
Cretaceous sediments. 

293.02 1.09% 

4.3.4x2d Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus coolabah low woodland. The ground layer is 
tussock grasses. Occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing 
rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains Floodplain 
(other than floodplain wetlands). 

787.46 2.92% 

4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus coolabah low woodland. The ground layer is 
tussock grasses. Occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing 
rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains Floodplain 
(other than floodplain wetlands). 
/ Corymbia terminalis +/- C. dallachiana low open woodland 
on alluvium. The ground layer is tussock grasses. Occurs on 
levees of major watercourses in the north-east of the 
bioregion. Sandy and loamy soils. 

846.01 3.14% 

4.3.4x2d/4.3.15 Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus coolabah low woodland. The ground layer is 
tussock grasses. Occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing 
rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains Floodplain 
(other than floodplain wetlands). 
/ Astrebla squarrosa +/- Dichanthium spp. +/- Eulalia aurea 
grassland on alluvium 

278.53 1.03% 

4.3.4x2d/4.3.23/4
.3.19/4.3.10c 

Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus coolabah low woodland. The ground layer is 
tussock grasses. Occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing 
rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains Floodplain 
(other than floodplain wetlands). 
/ Acacia tephrina, Lysiphyllum spp., Acacia cambagei and 
Ventilago viminalis in mixed low open woodlands on alluvial 
plains in the north-east. 
/ Dichanthium spp., Eulalia aurea, Astrebla spp. grassland on 
alluvium. 
/ Corymbia terminalis +/- C. dallachiana low open woodland 
on alluvium. The ground layer is tussock grasses. Occurs on 
levees of major watercourses in the north-east of the 
bioregion. Sandy and loamy soils. 

5,075.70 18.82% 

4.3.4x2d/4.3.4f Least 
concern 

Eucalyptus coolabah low woodland. The ground layer is 
tussock grasses. Occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing 
rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains Floodplain 
(other than floodplain wetlands). 
/ Eucalyptus coolabah +/-  E. microtheca low open 
woodland. Occurs on drainage lines on Astrebla spp. 
undulating plains and braided channels on alluvial plains. 

154.88 0.57% 

4.9.11x1 Least 
concern 

Acacia cambagei low woodland with scattered shrubs such 
as Eremophila mitchellii and Geijera parviflora on fresh 
Cretaceous sediments. 

1,206.96 4.47% 

4.9.11x1/4.3.4f Least 
concern 

Acacia cambagei low woodland with scattered shrubs such 
as Eremophila mitchellii and Geijera parviflora on fresh 
Cretaceous sediments. 
/ Eucalyptus coolabah +/-  E. microtheca low open 
woodland. Occurs on drainage lines on Astrebla spp. 
undulating plains and braided channels on alluvial plains. 

203.85 0.76% 
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Regional 
Ecosystem 

VM Act 
Status 

Description Area (ha) 
within study 
area 

% total 
study area 

4.9.1c Least 
concern 

Astrebla spp., Iseilema spp. tussock grassland. Occurs on 
level to gently undulating downs derived from Cretaceous 
mudstones (predominantly Allaru Mudstone) in the north of 
the bioregion. 

15,481.81 57.40% 

4.9.8 Least 
concern 

Astrebla spp. grassland wooded with Atalaya hemiglauca +/- 
Alectryon oleifolius +/- Flindersia maculosa on Cretaceous 
sediments. 

468.03 1.74% 

9.8.6 Least 
concern 

Acacia cambagei low open forest on scree slopes and 
footslopes of basalt tablelands. 

205.15 0.76% 

9.8.6/4.9.11x1 Least 
concern 

Acacia cambagei low open forest on scree slopes and 
footslopes of basalt tablelands. 
/ Acacia cambagei low woodland with scattered shrubs such 
as Eremophila mitchellii and Geijera parviflora on fresh 
Cretaceous sediments. 

30.57 0.11% 

non-rem NA Category X areas in which the clearing of vegetation has 
already occurred. 

235.87 0.87% 

Total 26,972.21 100% 
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4.3.1 Vegetation assessment results 
Based on the results of the initial field survey and aerial photography interpretation, seven vegetation 
communities have been verified and described for the study area. Details regarding the location, floristic 
composition and structure of these communities are provided below in Table 7 and Figure 6. Quaternary 
surveys were undertaken to verify the mapped REs located within the study area. The results of the RE 
verification is detailed in Table 6. A detailed flora schedule for each site is presented in Attachment D.  

The field survey also confirmed that seven of the vegetation communities in the Study Area supported 
Category B (remnant) and the cleared areas of farmland were Category X (other, not generally regulated) 
vegetation regulated under the VM Act 1999. 

There were 16 weeds recorded during the field survey within the study area, three of which are Weeds of 
National Significance (WoNS) and Category 3 restricted invasive plants under the Biosecurity Act 
(Attachment D). Cryptostegia grandiflora (Rubber Vine) was commonly noted within riparian vegetation 
communities with an area of heavy infestation noted at the Flinders River resulting in canopy dieback. 
Parthenium hysterophorus (Parthenium Weed) was recorded at two locations, including site 47 and another 
near site 21 (-20.647238, 143.799676) (Figure 2). Only a few isolated plants were noted at each location. 
Parkinsonia aculeata (Parkinsonia) was recorded within all vegetation communities throughout the study 
area. These weeds will require management during and post construction to address requirements under 
the Biosecurity Act. 

Table 6: RE verification data 

Survey site Mapped RE RE mapping correct? Vegetation description 

1 4.3.2c Y 4.3.2c 

2 4.3.4x2d/4.3.4f Y 4.3.4x2d 

3 4.9.11x1 N 4.3.4x2d 

4 4.3.4x2d/4.3.4f N 4.3.23 

5 Non-remnant Y Farmland 

6 4.3.2c Y 4.3.2c 

7 9.8.6/4.9.11x1 Y 9.8.6 

8 4.3.2c Y 4.3.2c 

9 4.9.1c Y 4.9.1c 

10 4.3.15 Y 4.3.15 

11 4.3.15 N 4.9.1c 

12 4.3.2c Y 4.3.2c 

13 4.3.2c Y 4.3.2c 

14 4.9.1c Y 4.9.1c 

15 4.3.15 N 4.3.4x2d 

16 4.9.8 N 4.9.1c 

17 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

18 4.9.8 N 4.9.1c 

19 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

20 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4.x2d 
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Survey site Mapped RE RE mapping correct? Vegetation description 

21 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.10c 

22 4.9.8 N 4.9.1c 

23 4.3.4f/4.9.11x1 Y 4.3.4f 

24 9.8.6/4.9.11x1 Y 9.8.6 

25 4.3.4f/4.9.11X1 N 9.8.6 

26 4.9.1c and 4.9.11x1 N 4.3.2c 

27 4.9.8 N 4.9.1c 

28 4.9.8 N 4.3.23 

29 4.3.15 N 9.8.6 

30 4.3.4x2d N 4.3.23 

31 4.9.11x1 N 4.9.1c 

32 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

33 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

34 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.10c 

35 4.3.4x2d/4.3.10c Y 4.3.10c 

36 4.9.11x1/4.3.4f N 4.3.4x2d 

37 4.9.1c Y 4.9.1c 

38 4.9.1c Y 4.9.1c 

39 4.9.11x1 N 4.9.1c 

40 4.9.11x1 N 4.9.1c 

41 4.3.4x2d/4.3.23/4.3.19/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

42 4.9.11x1 N 4.9.1c 

43 2.5.1c N 4.3.23 

44 4.3.4x2d/4.3.23/4.3.19/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

45 4.3.4x2d/4.3.23/4.3.19/4.3.10c Y 4.3.4x2d 

46 4.3.4x2d/4.3.23/4.3.19/4.3.10c Y 4.3.10c 

47 4.3.4x2d/4.3.23/4.3.19/4.3.10c Y 4.3.10c 
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Table 7: Observed site-based vegetation communities 

Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Astrebla lappacea and Panicum decompositum Tussock 
Grassland (RE4.9.1c) 

This vegetation community comprised tussock grassland generally consistent 
with RE4.9.1c. Grassland diversity varied between sites with cracking clay soils 
typically observed. 
A defined shrub and canopy layer was typically absent. Scattered trees 
including Acacia tephrina, Atalaya hemiglauca and Alectryon oleifolius were 
occasionally observed and scattered shrubs such as Vachellia farnesiana, 
Acacia spp, Muehlenbechia florulenta and Sesbania cannabina were often 
present.  
The ground layer (G: <0.5m) was dominated by perennial grasses including 
Astrebla lappacea, Panicum decompositum and Cenchrus ciliaris*. Other 
perennials commonly observed included Sporobolis mitchellii and Dichanthium 
spp. Annual grasses included Dactyloctenium radulans, Iseilema vaginiflorum 
and Urochloa gilesii. A diversity of forbs were noted including Malvastrum 
Americanum*, Phyllanthus spp., Mimosa pudica*, Sarsola australis, Hibiscus 
pentaphyllus, Hibiscus spp, Sida spp., Abutilon fraseri, Abutilon otocapum, 
Verbena officinalis, Cleome viscosa, Ryncosia minimia, Pimelia decora, Evolvus 
sp. and Chenopodium nitrariaceum.  

17,331.86 64.26% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Astrebla squarrosa and Iseilema vaginiflorum Tussock 
Grassland (RE4.3.15) 

This vegetation community comprised tussock grassland generally consistent 
with RE4.3.15.  
A defined shrub and canopy layer was typically absent. Scattered trees 
including Acacia cambagei and Eremophila mitchellii were occasionally 
observed. Scattered shrubs such as Vachellia farnesiana, Acacia spp. and 
Muehlenbechia florulenta were also observed.  
The ground layer (G: <0.5m) was dominated by a mixture of annual and 
perennial grasses including Astrebla squarrosa, Astrebla lappacea, 
Dactyloctenium radulans, Iseilema vaginiflorum and Cenchrus ciliaris* as well 
as Brachyachne ciliaris. Occasional herbs including Malvastrum Americanum*, 
Verbena officinalis, Sesbania cannabina and Sida spp. were also noted. 

138.48 0.51% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Eucalyptus coolabah Low Woodland (RE4.3.4x2d) 

This vegetation community was generally associated with smaller 
watercourses and floodplains and supported a variable structure. 
The canopy (T1: 6-14m) layer was open and dominated by Eucalyptus 
coolabah, A.tephrina, A.cambagei and Atalaya hemiglauca. Alectryon oleifolius 
and Lysiphyllum spp. were also commonly observed. The shrub layer (S:1-3m) 
comprised Vachellia farnesiana, Acacia spp., Erempohila mitchellii and 
Parkonsonia aculeata* with some sites subject to significant Cryptostegia 
grandiflora* and Xanthium occidentale* invasion. 
A diverse mixed ground (G: <0.5m) layer was generally observed comprising 
Astrebla lappacea, Maireana spp. Iseilema vaginoflorum, Malvastrum 
Americanum*, Portulaca spp, Panicum decompositum, Sporobolis mitchellii, 
Enchyleana tomentosa, Phyllanthus spp, Dichanthium spp, Mimosa pudica*, 
Urochloa gilesii, Cenchrus ciliaris*, Abutilon leucopetalum, Eragrostis sp. 
Achyranthes aspera, Sesbania cannabina, Rhycosia minima, Dactyloctenium 
radulans, Abutilon otocarpum, Cyperus spp., Oxalis spp. and Alternanthera spp. 

6,289.23 23.32% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
E.coolabah and E.camaldulensis Riverine Wetland (RE4.3.2c) 

This vegetation community was associated with major watercourses 
supporting more extended periods of inundation. Vegetation floristics were 
generally consistent with RE4.3.2c. A variable condition was observed subject 
to the width of the riparian zone. 
The canopy (T1: 8-16m) layer was open and dominated by E.coolabah and 
E.camaldulensis with occasional Erhthrins vespertilo and Alectryon oleifolius. A 
diverse shrub (S: 2-4m) was generally observed dominated by Santalum 
lanceolatum, Lysiphyllum spp., A.cambagei, A.tephrina, Eremophila mitchellii, 
Melaleuca bracteata and Vachellia farnesiana*. Invasion from Cryptostegia 
grandiflora* and Xanthium occidentale* was frequently observed. 
The ground layer (G:<1m) supported Enchylaena tomentosa, Commelina 
tuberosa, Dichanthium spp, Sida sp, Eragrostis sp., Phyllanthus fuernrohrii, 
Malvastrum Americanum*, Abutilon fraseri, Cenchrus ciliaris*, Abutilon 
indicum, Rhyncosia minima, Cleome viscosa, Sclerolaena bicornis, Abutilon 
fraseri, Sporobolis mitchellii, Dactyloctenium radulans, Astrebla lappace, 
Iseilema vaginiflorum, Panicum decompositum and occasional Aerva japonica*. 
 

493.96 1.83% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Corymbia terminalis and E.coolabah Open Woodland 
(RE4.3.10c) 

This vegetation community supported a more mature age class with a 
considerable number of tree hollows observed. Vegetation floristics were 
generally consistent with RE4.3.10c. 
The canopy (T1: 10-14m) layer was open and dominated by Corymbia 
terminalis, E.coolabah, C.aparrerinja with E.camaldulensis observed in 
proximity to major watercourses. A subcanopy (T2: 6m) of Lysiphyllum spp., 
Alectryon oleifolius, Grevillea striata, Santalum lanceolatum and Atalaya 
hemiglauca with occasional Hakea spp. and Vachellia sutherlandii was 
observed.  
The shrub (S: 1.5-2.5m) layer consisted of Vachellia farnesiana, Myoporum 
acuminatum, Eremophila mitchellii, A.tephrina, Acacia spp. and Atalaya 
hemiglauca regen.  
The ground layer (G:<1m) was dominated by Cenchrus ciliaris*, Dichanthium 
spp, Malvastrum americanum, Cleome viscosa, Abutilon sp. Phyllanthus sp. 
Sida sp. and Achyranthes aspera. Ennaepogon avenaceus, Portulaca sp, 
Urochloa gilesii and 
 Dactyloctenium radulans were also noted. 
An isolated infestation of Parthenium hysterophorus* was recorded in one 
location on the northern bank of the Flinders River.  

800.38 2.97% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Mixed Low Open Woodland (RE4.3.23) 

This vegetation community was generally located on alluvial silts and sands 
and supported a floristic composition consistent with RE4.3.23.  
The canopy (T1: 6-8m) was very sparse and dominated by A.tephrina with 
occasional Alectryon oleifolius and Lysiphyllum spp. A sparse shrub layer was 
observed dominated by A.tephrina, Carissa spinossa and Muehlenbeckia 
florulenta. The ground layer (G:<1m) was variable with dominant species 
including Astrebla lappacea, Astrebla squarossa, Sporobolis mitchellii, Panicum 
decompositum, Brachyachne convergens, Iseilema vaginiflorum, Cenchrus 
ciliaris*, Malvastrum Americanum*, Abutilon leucopetalum, Phyllanthus sp. 
Ptilotus obvatus, Ennaepogon avenaceus, Abutilon otocarpum and Urchloa 
praetervisa. 
 

1,449.84 5.38% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Acacia cambagei woodland on scree slopes (RE9.8.6) 

This vegetation community was associated with basalt scree slopes and rocky 
foothills and generally supported a floristic composition consistent with 
RE9.8.6. 
A sparse to very sparse canopy (T1: 4-8m) was observed dominated by 
A.cambagei. A shrub (S:) layer comprising A.cambagei, Atalaya hemiglauca, 
Cleome viscosa, Sesbania cannabina and occasional Carissa spinosa, Hakea 
spp. and Myoporum acuminatum. The ground layer (G:<0.5m) was very sparse 
and dominated by Prostanthera incisa, Ennaepogon avenaceus, Indigofera sp. 
Chenopodium nitrariaceum and Cenchrus ciliaris*. 

235.46 0.87% 
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Floristic community type Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

 
Cleared Farmland (non-remnant) 

These lands have been subject to historical disturbance and do not support 
remnant vegetation.  

232.86 0.86% 
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4.4 Threatened ecological communities 
A review of the EPBC Act PMST (DAWE, accessed 23/03/2021) indicates there are no threatened ecological 
communities (TECs) listed under the EPBC Act within the study area. A check was also carried out for all 
mapped REs to determine if they form any known associations with TECs listed under the Commonwealth 
EPBC Act (DAWE, n.d., DES, 2021). This review indicated no mapped REs form a known association with an 
EPBC Act listed TEC.   

No TECs were identified within the study area during the field surveys. 

 

4.5 Groundwater dependent ecosystems 
Groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) are ecosystems which require access to groundwater on a 
permanent or intermittent basis to meet all or some of their water requirements so as to maintain their 
communities of plants and animals, ecological processes and ecosystem services. Ecosystem dependency 
on groundwater can vary temporally (over time) and spatially (depending on its location in the landscape). 
There are three types of GDEs, including surface expression GDEs, terrestrial GDEs and subterranean GDEs. 

Each ecosystem identified as potentially groundwater dependent has been assigned a confidence rating to 
indicate the level of confidence experts had in their prediction and the developed mapping rule set that the 
ecosystem is using groundwater as opposed to other water sources (QLD Gov, 2015). The confidence 
ratings of GDE mapping include; High confidence: “there is a high confidence in the prediction that the 
mapped ecosystem has some degree of groundwater dependence”, and similarly, Moderate confidence 
and Low confidence Derived GDEs (QLD Gov, 2015). 

Based on a review of potential GDE aquifer mapping (DES, 2020), low, moderate and high confidence 
terrestrial GDEs have been identified within the study area (Figure 7) totalling an area of 10945.82 ha 
(2163.63 ha direct, and 8782.19 indirect). Vegetation associated with these GDEs is likely dependent on 
two main aquifers. The vegetation that fringes the plateau is likely to rely on the discharge of groundwater 
on a permanent or intermittent basis from the igneous rock aquifers of the basalt plateaus. Similarly, the 
riverine forests are likely reliant on the availability of alluvial groundwater within lowland areas. These 
aquifers are considered of high importance to ecosystems in this area as surface water flows are largely 
ephemeral often with extended period of dry. Some vegetation communities potentially associated with 
the underlying aquifers are listed in Table 8. 

Review of the mapping (DES, 2020) also indicates a number of locations supporting potential ground 
surface water expression, which overlap with areas of high confidence GDEs. Several springs are also 
mapped at the upper reaches of Betts Gorge Creek, but it is unclear the degree of flow at these springs.  

 

Table 8: Mapped aquifers in the study area 

Aquifer name Description Associated 
REs 

Area (ha) 
within 
study area 

% Total 
study 
area 

Exclusion zones  Some rocks and unconsolidated sediment have 
very low permeability. Due to this, much of the 
water from rainfall is unable to infiltrate the land 
surface and becomes surface water run-off. They 
do not have enough inter-granular pore space, 
voids or fractures to contain groundwater or 

4.9.1c, 
4.3.23 

17,301.45 64.15% 
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Aquifer name Description Associated 
REs 

Area (ha) 
within 
study area 

% Total 
study 
area 

enable flow. As a result of this GDEs are not 
located in areas within these very low permeability 
rocks or sediment. 

Permeable rock 
aquifers (basalts) 
with fresh, seasonal 
groundwater 
connectivity regime 

Permeable rocks can contain one or more 
unconfined, permeable rock aquifers, where 
groundwater is stored and transmitted through 
intergranular pore space, fractures, vesicles and/or 
weathered zone of the rock. Typically, 
groundwater moves laterally and is commonly 
discharged to the surface along the contact 
between the two rock types 

9.8.6 222.85 0.83% 

Permeable sandy 
plain aquifers with 
fresh, seasonal 
groundwater 
connectivity regime 

Loamy and sandy plains can contain unconfined, 
unconsolidated sedimentary aquifers. These may 
provide a range of ecosystems with water required 
to support their plant and animal communities, 
ecological processes and delivery of ecosystem 
services. 

4.3.23 730.26 2.71% 

Quaternary alluvial 
aquifers with fresh, 
seasonal 
groundwater 
connectivity regime 

Alluvial aquifers are formed from particles such as 
gravel, sand, silt and/or clay deposited by fluvial 
processes in river channels or on floodplains. These 
deposits store and transmit water to varying 
degrees through inter-granular voids. They may 
provide a range of ecosystems with water required 
to support their fauna and flora communities, 
ecological processes and delivery of ecosystem 
services. 

4.3.10c, 
4.3.4x2d, 
4.3.2c, 
4.3.23, 
small 
areas of 
4.9.1c 

87,17.63 32.32% 

Total 26,972.21 100% 
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4.6 Waterways and wetlands 
A number of named and unnamed ephemeral tributaries of the Flinders River are located within the study 
area, as detailed in Table 9 and shown in Figure 8. These include mapped waterways regulated under the 
Water Act and the Fisheries Act (Table 9).  

Review of the Watercourse Identification Map (DoR, 2021) indicates the study area intersects features that 
have not been subject to a determination under the Water Act. It is recommended that a request for a 
watercourse determination is submitted to Department of Regional Development, Manufacturing and 
Water (RDMW) as a part of future project stages to confirm approval requirements under the Water Act. 
Similarly, the proposed infrastructure may impact multiple unmapped waterway features that may meet 
the definition of a waterway under the Fisheries Act (Details in SARA Advice; Attachment G).  

Review of high ecological significance (HES) wetland mapping (DES 2020) indicates the presence of riverine 
wetlands within Jones Valley Creek and the upper reaches of Stewart Creek (Figure 8). The riverine wetland 
occurs on alluvial plains of northern flowing rivers, flooded drainage lines and flat plains. The wetland in the 
study area occurs in association with E. coolabah and E. camaldulensis Riverine Wetland (RE 4.3.2c), with 
some areas of E. coolabah Low Woodland (RE 4.3.4x2d) within the study area.  These riverine gum forests 
are associated with watercourses and floodplains and have a variable structure depending on the width of 
the riparian zone. The E. coolabah and E. camaldulensis Riverine Wetland (RE 4.3.2c) comprises the 
majority of the mapped wetland area, and it is associated with more extended periods of inundation. It 
supports a varied floristic diversity and offers suitable habitat to a variety of fauna species. 

Whilst this report did not identify aquatic ecological constraints relevant to the project (within the scope), 
aquatic habitat values as documented above are intended to provide context with regard to terrestrial 
habitat suitability and the potential for impacts due to changed hydrology. 

 

Table 9: Mapped waterways  

Waterway Name Risk 
Rating 
Under 
Fisheries 
Act 1994 

Watercourse 
under the 
Water Act 
2000 

Upstream, 
Downstream or 
within project 
footprint 

Notes on habitat features and impacts of project 

Flinders River 4 – Purple Yes Within footprint 
of dam and 
adjacent 
infrastructure 

The Flinders River provides the largest amount of 
permanent water in the landscape. Habitat features 
include wide sand banks, steep dirt cut-outs and 
associated tall riverine gum forest. It has limited dense 
bank vegetation. 
The proposed weir will partially block and divert some of 
the flow. The Irrigation channel will also cross the river. 

Stewart Creek 3- Red No Within footprint 
of dam and 
adjacent 
infrastructure 

Stewart Creek may retain a small number of pools in the 
dry. Habitat features include small mud banks, steep dirt 
cut-outs and associated riverine gum forest with good 
structure. It has a moderate amount of bank vegetation. 
The proposed Saego dam will completely block the creek 
near its confluence with the Flinders River. The water 
storage area will cover a large amount of the creek. 

Jones Valley 
Creek (tributary 
of Stewart Creek) 

3- Red No  Within footprint 
of dam and 
adjacent 
infrastructure 

Jones Valley Creek may retain a small number of pools in 
the dry. Habitat features include small mud banks, steep 
dirt cut-outs and a small amount of associated riverine 
gum forest with limited structure. It has a small amount 
of bank vegetation. 
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Waterway Name Risk 
Rating 
Under 
Fisheries 
Act 1994 

Watercourse 
under the 
Water Act 
2000 

Upstream, 
Downstream or 
within project 
footprint 

Notes on habitat features and impacts of project 

The water storage area will cover a large amount of the 
creek. 

Betts Gorge Creek 3- Red No  Within footprint 
of dam and 
adjacent 
infrastructure 

Betts Gorge Creek may retain a small number of pools in 
the dry. 
Habitat features include small mud banks, steep dirt cut-
outs and a small amount of associated riverine gum 
forest with limited structure. It has a small amount of 
bank vegetation. 
The creek feeds into the Flinders River just upstream of 
the proposed Weir. The water storage area will cover 
about half of the creek. 

Soda Valley Creek 3- Red No  Within footprint 
of dam and 
adjacent 
infrastructure 

Soda Valley Creek was not accessed in the field surveys.  
The creek feeds into Betts Gorge Creek and it may be 
covered a small amount by the water storage. 

Back Valley Creek 1- Green No  Within footprint 
of dam and 
adjacent 
infrastructure 

Back Valley creek was not fully assessed in the field 
surveys. 
Will be crossed by the diversion channel as well as 
blocked by the Saego dam wall. 

L-Tree Creek 4 – Purple No  On the south 
side of the 
Flinders River. 
Will be 
impacted by the 
Irrigation area 
and pipeline. 

L-Tree Creek is highly ephemeral, likely an overflow 
channel of the Flinders River through the floodplain. 
Habitat features include small sandy banks and a small 
amount of associated riverine gum forest with limited 
structure. It has a small amount of bank vegetation. 
It will be crossed by the irrigation pipeline and be in 
close proximity to the irrigation area. 

Mistake Creek 1 - Green No South of 
irrigation area. 

Mistake creek was not accessed in the field surveys. 
It is mapped to the south of the study area but may be 
subject to impacts as the study area may drain into the 
creek. 

 

4.7 Wildlife corridors 
Mapped Terrestrial and Riparian Corridors are part of the Biodiversity Planning Assessment (BPA) of 
Queensland by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP). A BPA identifies the 
terrestrial ecological values in a region, or bioregion, according to their conservation significance. BPAs are 
used by governments, members of the community and landholders to make planning decisions about 
appropriate land use (EHP, 2016). 

A State Riparian Corridor is mapped along the Flinders River and associated tributaries (DES, 2020) (Figure 
9).  In rangeland landscapes like the Mitchell Grass Downs riparian areas contain a disproportionately high 
number of species relative to the area they occupy. They can be considered the ecological arteries for 
wildlife in drier areas of Queensland (EHP, 2016). 
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4.8 Threatened flora 
Review of the Protected Plants High Risk Trigger Map (DES, 2021) indicates the presence of two mapped 
high-risk areas to the northeast of the study area (Figure 9). Review of the Queensland Wildnet database 
(DES, 2021) indicates one threatened flora record (Acacia crombiei; Pink gidgee) occurs in the northern 
section (Figure 9). These areas were not accessed during the field surveys and no individuals/ populations 
were incidentally recorded during the survey. 

A search of the EPBC Act PMST database (DAWE, accessed 23/03/2021) identified three threatened flora 
species with potential to occur within a 5km radius of the study area (Attachment A). Review of the 
Queensland Wildlife Online database (DES, accessed 23/03/2021) for the same search radius did not show 
any records of threatened flora species (Attachment B).  

Table 10 identifies potentially occurring threatened flora species and their associated conservation status. 

Based on the results of field and desktop investigations, it was found that A. crombiei has a high likelihood 
of occurrence within the study area. D. queenslandicum and D. setosum have a moderate likelihood of 
occurrence within the study area. A Detailed likelihood of occurrence assessment is presented in 
Attachment C.  

During the dry season surveys two random meander searches (a total of 7.11 km) targeting Acacia Crombiei 
were carried out in REs 9.8.6 and 4.3.23 (Figure 3). No threatened flora species were recorded during the 
surveys.  

 

Table 10: Potentially occurring threatened flora 

Scientific name Common name EPBC Act Status NC Act Status Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Acacia crombiei  Pink gidgee V V High 

Dichanthium 
queenslandicum 

King Blue-grass E V Moderate 

Dichanthium 
setosum 

Blue-grass V LC Moderate 

* Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- LC: Least Concern; E: Endangered; V: Vulnerable; CE: 
Critically Endangered. 

 

4.8.1 Acacia crombiei 
A. crombiei (Pink Gidgee) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and NC Act. A. crombiei is a tree 
growing to 10 m with pale green, narrowly linear phyllodes to 10–15 cm long and 3–8 mm wide. The 
branchlets are flexuouse and angled at the extremities (Maslin, B.R. 2018). Flowers are yellow in globular 
heads with narrowly oblong pods to 10 cm long (Orchard & Wilson, 2001, as cited in DAWE, 2021). The 
species occurs in small, isolated subpopulations in central Queensland (DEWHA, 2008a). Most collections 
have been made from within an area 100 km south and 150 km north-west of Hughenden (DAWE, 2021). A. 
crombiei is an uncommon species that occurs on wooded downs in woodland and open woodland often 
associated with gidgee (Acacia cambagei) and whitewood (Atalaya hemiglauca), on alluvial, sandstone and 
basalt derived soils. Potential habitats include regional ecosystems: 4.3.8, 4.3.23, 9.8.6, 9.8.5, 4.3.14, 4.9.7, 
4.9.1, 4.3.3, 4.3.20, 4.9.11 and 4.3.19 (DAWE, 2021).  
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The main threat to A. crombiei is overgrazing. Habitat fragmentation and vegetation clearing have also 
been identified as a threat in areas where the species occurs (DEWHA, 2008a). 

In the north and north-east of its range, Pink Gidgee is most often found on basalt, but the species is 
generally found on heavier, loamy soils in the south of its range, a cross section of which occur in the study 
area (Queensland Herbarium Records, 2008, as cited in DEWHA, 2008a).  

WildNet Online database search results (Queensland Government, 2021) indicate a handful of records 
surrounding the study area in multiple directions, the closest 7km away to the northeast, and numerous 
records from 20 to 40 km away (a large amount around Hughenden). Neither of the surveys located A. 
crombiei however, the species may be difficult to differentiate from similar Acacia such as Acacia cambagi 
without flowers or seed. Few Acacias were observed flowering during the surveys, and it is known that 
Acacia species are known to flower sporadically throughout the year, most species flower during spring and 
summer and a lesser number flower during autumn and winter (Maslin, B.R. 2018 and AVH, 2021). Data is 
generally lacking on the flowering and fruiting periods of A. crombiei, and review of records in the 
Australian Virtual Herbarium (2021) showed samples with flowers and seed in the region from multiple 
times throughout the year. 

Using initial vegetation and habitat assessment, as well as habitat notes taken from the dry season surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for A. crombiei was refined to a total of 13,483.08 ha of potentially suitable 
habitat in the study area (Figure 10). This layer was created by including REs that were recorded by DAWE 
(2021) to have suitable habitat for the species as well as potentially suitable vegetation communities. This 
included REs 4.3.23, 4.3.4.x2d, and 9.8.6 as well as treed areas in 4.9.1c and 4.3.15.  

 

4.8.2 Dichantium queenslandicum 
D. queenslandicum (King Blue-grass) is listed as Endangered under the EPBC Act and Vulnerable under the 
NC Act. D. queenslandicum, family Poaceae, is a perennial, tufted, erect grass growing to 80 cm tall with 
flowers to 10 cm long (DES, 2021f). The species is endemic to central and southern Queensland where it 
occurs in three disjunct populations, one of which is the Hughenden district (from one record) (DESWPC, 
2013). Its area of occupancy is unknown but based on the extent of occurrence is likely to be restricted 
(Queensland Herbarium, 2009, as cited in DESWPC, 2013). This species occurs on black cracking clay in 
tussock grasslands mainly in association with other species of bluegrasses (DESWPC, 2013). 

The main identified threats to D. queenslandicum are loss of habitat through agricultural and mining 
activities, road construction and other infrastructure developments (DESWPC, 2013). Grazing is also a 
known threat to D. queenslandicum, as although it is known to be of good fodder value this species cannot 
tolerate continual heavy stocking regimes (Simon, 1982 and Fensham 1999, as cited in DESWPC, 2013). 
Cultivation and crop production remains an ongoing and immediate threat to the extent of the species. 
Invasion from weeds such as Parthenium (Parthenium hysterophorus) and Parkinsonia (Parkinsonia 
aculeata) is another known threat. 

WildNet Online database search results (Queensland Government, 2021) show almost no records 
surrounding the study area, the closest being 80km away in the northeast. Neither of the surveys located D. 
queenslandicum however, the species was not targeted, and the timing may not have coincided with a 
flowering period. Though flowers have been recorded throughout the year, particularly from March 
(Queensland Herbarium, 2012, as cited in DES, 2021f). 
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Using initial vegetation and habitat assessment, as well as habitat notes taken from the dry season surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for D. queenslandicum was refined to a total of 25,515.25 ha of potentially 
suitable habitat in the study area (Figure 10). This layer was created by including suitable habitat for the 
species as well as potentially suitable vegetation communities per DESWPC (2013). This includes REs 4.9.1c 
and 4.3.15, as well as areas of 4.3.2c, 4.3.23 and 4.3.4.x2d with a grass understory. 

 

4.8.3 Dichanthium setosum 
D. setosum (Blue-grass) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and Least Concern under the NC Act. D. 
setosum is an erect perennial which grows to 70 cm tall with flower clusters (1 to 2, rarely 3, 3.5 to 8 cm 
long) that grow in pairs at the end of an 8 cm-long stem and appear mostly during summer (Harden 1993; 
NSW OEH 2013, as cited in DAWE, 2021). D. setosum occurs in heavy soils (predominantly cracking clays or 
alluvium, often in gilgai) in woodland or open woodland usually dominated by Acacia (brigalow) and/or 
Eucalyptus species (DES, 2021f). The main identified threats to D. setosum are heavy grazing by domestic 
stock; loss of habitat through clearing for pasture improvement and cropping; frequent fires, especially 
regular burning for agricultural purposes (Ayers et al., 1996, as cited in DES, 2021f). Additional threats 
which have been identified for the species include invasive plants (e.g., Buffel grass invasion) and small 
populations (e.g. demographic effects) (Forster, 2009, as cited in DES, 2021f). 

WildNet Online database search results (Queensland Government, 2021) show almost no records 
surrounding the study area, the closest being 130 km away in the northeast. Neither of the surveys located 
D. setosum however, the species was not targeted, and the timing may not have coincided with a flowering 
period. Though flowers have been recorded throughout the year, particularly in summer (DAWE, 2021). 

Using initial vegetation and habitat assessment, as well as habitat notes taken from the dry season surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for D. setosum, similar to D. queenslandicum, was refined to a total of 25,515.25 
ha of potentially suitable habitat in the study area (Figure 10). This layer was created by including suitable 
habitat for the species as well as potentially suitable vegetation communities per DESWPC (2013). This 
includes REs 4.9.1c and 4.3.15, as well as areas of 4.3.2c, 4.3.23 and 4.3.4.x2d with a grass understory. 
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4.9 Fauna habitat values 
This section presents a summary of fauna habitat values identified within the study area based on the 
stratification of vegetation communities (as per Eyre, et al 2018) and field observations from the initial and 
dry season surveys. Six broad habitat types were identified for the study area. A detailed description of 
each fauna habitat is presented in Table 11. Figure 11 shows the extent of fauna habitats relative to the 
study area. Animal breeding places incidentally recorded during the survey include hollow-bearing trees, 
stags, stick nests, hanging nests, burrows and potential rock crevice areas (Figure 11). Active use of hollows 
was by birds was observed in the woodlands beside the Flinders River. 

The waterways and riverine forests are a key part of habitat connectivity and provide for fauna movement 
throughout the surrounding landscape. Given the ephemeral nature of many of the waterways within the 
study area, available habitats are considered marginal for potentially occurring non-breeding migrants. 

 

Table 11: Fauna habitat values  

Fauna habitat Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

Riverine wetlands 
and fringing forests  
 
(RE 4.3.2c) 

These habitats predominantly comprised Eucalypt Forest 
associated with shallow ephemeral/ semi-permanent 
freshwaters with muddy and/ or sandy sediments. These 
habitats were noted within the Flinders River, Betts Gorge 
Creek, Stewart Creek and Jones Creek riparian corridors.  
Vegetative structure generally supported a tall canopy layer. 
Although this was highly variable, depending on the width of 
the riparian zone and disturbance levels. Dominant tree 
species included E. camaldulensis and E. coolabah, considered 
primary and secondary feed trees for Koala within the 
Flinders Shire (AKF, 2015). 
The shrub layer was generally diverse and continuous and 
became very dense in some areas. In some instances, areas 
were infested with dense patches of weeds including Rubber 
Vine.  
The forests contained occasional large Eucalypts with many 
small, medium and large hollows offering suitable nesting 
opportunities for birds, and mammals. There were also many 
small hollows, crevices, cracks and decorticating bark, offering 
sheltering space for reptiles, microbats, and small arboreal 
mammals.  
Large woody debris was abundant and varied, providing good 
habitat to ground reptiles and small mammals. The ground 
layer was diverse, with many grass species, providing forage 
opportunities for pigeons and finches. Rock cover was 
generally sparse within this habitat, apart from in the upper 
reaches near the edge of the plateaus. A moderate layer of 
leaf litter was generally noted. The habitat also provides 
substantial flowering and fruiting resources at certain times of 
the year, supporting nectar feeding birds and mammals, and 
seed eating parrots and pigeons. There are also some 
scattered mistletoes which may support the Painted 
honeyeater (Grantiella picta).  

493.96  1.83% 
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Fauna habitat Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

Some areas were prone to wet season inundation offering 
potential breeding and foraging opportunities for frog species 
and water birds (e.g., Australian Painted Snipe Rostratula 
australis). During the field surveys numerous species were 
found in this habitat including reptiles, frogs, birds and 
Echidnas. Naturally occurring surface water is generally 
present in some areas of this habitat, in the wet and dry. 
These habitats are likely to be periodically inundated during 
high seasonal flows, and in the dry these areas reduce to a 
few waterholes which persist through the year. 
Along many of the creeks there were steep undercut dirt 
banks which may offer nesting opportunities to burrow 
nesting birds. 
This habitat is also important in providing connectivity 
between other habitat types in the landscape. 

Corymbia riverine 
forest 
 
(RE 4.3.10c) 

These habitats predominantly comprised Corymbia open 
forest of more mature age class with a higher density, and 
generally larger tree hollows. These habitats were located in 
close proximity to the Flinders River and supported a high 
diversity of flora species with a varied age structure. There 
was a diverse and continuous shrub layer, which became very 
dense in some areas, particularly closer to the river. Some 
areas were infested with dense patches of weeds including 
Rubber Vine.  
The forests contained large Corymbia with many small, 
medium and large hollows to support nesting birds, and 
mammals. 
A couple of medium to large stick nests were recorded, 
potentially belonging to raptors or corvids. Some tree hollows 
were identified to be potentially active, as they had 
substantial marking around the edges. Several birds were 
observed attending or flushing from hollows including Little 
Corella (Cacatua sanguinea), Sulphur Crested Cockatoo 
(Cacatua galerita) and Cockatiels (Nymphicus hollandicus). 
There were also many small hollows, crevices, cracks and 
decorticating bark, offering sheltering space for reptiles, 
microbats, and small mammals. Woody debris was abundant 
and varied, providing good habitat to ground reptiles and 
small mammals. Some large hollow logs were found which 
may offer suitable for medium mammals, but no signs of 
activity were observed.  
The ground layer was diverse, with many grass species, 
providing forage opportunity to pigeons and finches. Rock 
cover was generally sparse within this habitat. A moderate 
layer of leaf litter was generally noted. The Corymbia 
woodland also provides substantial flowering and fruiting 
resources at certain times of the year, supporting nectar 
feeding birds and mammals, and seed eating parrots and 
pigeons. There are also some scattered mistletoes which may 
support the Painted honeyeater (Grantiella picta).  

800.38  
 

2.97% 
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Fauna habitat Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

Along many of the creeks there were steep undercut dirt 
banks which may offer nesting opportunities to burrow 
nesting birds. 
Some areas were likely prone to occasional inundation 
offering sporadic breeding and foraging opportunities for frog 
species and water birds (e.g., Australian Painted Snipe 
Rostratula australis). Naturally occurring surface water is 
sometimes present in some areas of this habitat, in 
ephemeral flooded areas. The adjacent Flinders River has 
waterholes that may persist through the dry. 

Coolabah low 
woodland 
 
(RE 4.3.4x2d) 

This habitat was generally associated with smaller 
watercourses and floodplains and was highly variable in 
structure. The canopy layer was open with a lower diversity of 
tree species. The shrub layer was variable, most areas were 
sparse, while some had patches of dense shrubs, and in some 
instances, areas were infested with dense patches of weeds. 
The number of large Eucalypts with hollows was generally 
dependant on distance to watercourses, areas in closer 
proximity had more, while they became sparser on the open 
floodplains. Small, medium and large hollows were observed 
in the Eucalypts, as well as a couple of medium to large stick 
nests, potentially belonging to raptors or corvids. A couple of 
hollows were observed as potentially active, as they had 
substantial marking around the edges, including one from 
which a Red-winged Parrot (Aprosmictus erythropterus) was 
flushed. There were also many small hollows, crevices, cracks 
and decorticating bark and woody debris.  
During the surveys several reptiles, birds, kangaroos and 
Echidnas were observed. A diverse mixed ground layer was 
generally observed, with many grass species, providing forage 
opportunity to pigeons and finches. The Coolabah woodland 
also provides substantial flowering and fruiting resources at 
certain times of the year, supporting nectar feeding birds and 
mammals, and seed eating parrots and pigeons. 
Naturally occurring surface water present in some areas of 
this habitat, in ephemeral creek lines. Other areas have creek 
lines nearby or may have man-made water points like troughs 
and dams. 

6,289.23  23.32% 

Mixed low open 
woodlands 
 
(RE 4.3.23) 
 

This habitat comprised a sparse to very sparse low tree layer, 
dominated by Acacia species, with a variable shrub layer. 
There were some areas of shrub thickets, sometimes thorny, 
offering refuge to species like small birds and mammals. The 
ground layer was typically sparse grasses and forbs that varied 
in coverage depending on canopy cover. There was a diverse 
range of grass species which may support granivore birds like 
pigeons or finches. 
The Acacia woodland also provides some flowering and 
fruiting resources at certain times of the year supporting 

1,449.84  
 

5.38% 
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Fauna habitat Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

nectar feeding birds and mammals, and seed eating parrots 
and pigeons. 
A few small to medium nests were spotted during field 
surveys, potentially belonging birds like the Grey crowned 
babbler (Pomatostomus temporalis). There were occasional 
small logs offering some shelter to ground reptiles and small 
mammals.  
Naturally occurring surface water is not present in this 
habitat, however in some areas there are ephemeral creek 
lines nearby. Fauna may also be able to utilise man-made 
water points like troughs and dams through the year. 

Basalt scree foothills 
 
(RE 9.8.6) 
 

This habitat comprised low, sparse to very sparse Acacia 
dominated forest on rocky (largely basalt) scree slopes and 
rocky foothills. The ground had an even coverage of rocks of 
varied sizes, which limited the shrub and ground layers in 
some areas. Some more protected areas had dense shrub 
thickets which may provide shelter to smaller fauna. Many 
areas had areas of loose piles of large boulders, which may 
offer potential shelter sites to reptiles and small to medium 
sized mammals. There were also some scattered woody 
debris but, in most places, they laid on top of piles of rocks 
and were highly weathered and exposed, and typically small 
in diameter. No hollows were observed, but occasional dead 
weathered trees may have some small crevices, cracks and 
decorticating bark, offering sheltering space for reptiles, 
microbats, and small mammals.  
In the field survey some areas were noted to have 
whitewashing on the rocks (possibly from mammal urine), as 
well as wallaby scat and in one area a significant amount of 
Short-Beaked Echidna (Tachyglossus aculeatus) scats. Some 
species may be able to utilise the area at certain times for 
flowering, fruiting, or insect resources. 
Areas of large profile difference (i.e., in the upper reaches of 
creeks) may offer species more diverse habitat characteristics.  
Naturally occurring surface water is not present in this 
habitat. 

235.46  
 

0.87% 

Open Grasslands 
 
(REs 4.9.1, 4.3.15) 

This habitat is dominated by native and exotic pasture grasses 
offering good cover for ground dwelling mammals. Scattered 
small shrubs also provide shelter and nesting opportunities 
passerine birds. Scattered small trees were occasionally 
observed which may provide perching and occasional nesting 
opportunities for birds.  
These areas are also likely to support active foraging by raptor 
species. The ground layer supports very little rock cover with 
some bare ground, litter, and woody debris cover. Very few 
hollow logs were observed, and the few that were available 
were highly weathered and exposed, and typically small in 
diameter.  

17,470.33  
 
 

64.77% 
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Fauna habitat Description Extent (ha) % Study 
area 

Some areas were also identified as potential areas of cracking 
clay soils which could provide habitat to the Julia Creek 
Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi). A variety of species may 
utilise the area for grazing or at certain times for flowering, 
fruiting, or insect prey resources. 
Naturally occurring surface water is not generally present in 
this habitat, however some lands occurring in proximity to 
ephemeral drainage lines may be subject to periodic 
inundation. Fauna may be able to utilise man-made water 
points like troughs and dams through the year. These areas 
are large flat plains and during periods of inundation (subject 
to rainfall) some areas may also support foraging wetland 
species (i.e., migratory birds). 
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4.10 Threatened fauna 
A search of the EPBC Act PMST database (DAWE, accessed 23/03/2021) identified a total of 14 threatened 6 
fauna species (including eight birds, four mammals and two reptiles) with potential to occur within a 5km 
radius of the study area (Attachment A). Review of the Queensland Wildlife Online database (DES, accessed 
23/03/2021) for the same search radius did not reveal any records of threatened fauna (Attachment B).  

Table 12 identifies relevant threatened fauna species and their likelihood of occurrence (LoO) within the 
study area. Based on the assessment, one species (Short-beaked Echidna) was identified as having a known 
occurrence within the study area. Another nine (9) species are regarding as having a moderate likelihood 
within the study area given the availability of suitable habitat. However, it should be noted that the study 
area coincides with the western-most extent of the following species’ ranges and as such, habitat for these 
species within the study area may be considered marginal in this regard. 

Given the availability of suitable habitat and anecdotal observations made by a landholder (pers. coms. C. 
McClean, 29/04/2021), it was noted that the southern subspecies of the Squatter Pigeon (southern - 
Geophaps scripta scripta) may occur within the study area. This species was subsequently targeted and 
located during the dry season survey. 

Section 4.1 to 4.19 provides further information regarding threatened fauna species with a moderate to 
high likelihood of occurrence, including the results of field surveys undertaken within the study area. A 
Detailed LoO assessment is presented in Attachment C.  

 

Aquatic fauna 

No records of aquatic MNES were identified in or within 5km of the study area. Only three threatened 
aquatic species have been recorded from the Flinders River including, Freshwater Sawfish (Pristis pristis, 
EPBC; V, Mig), Estuarine Crocodile (Crocodylus porosus, EPBC; Mig, Mar, NC; V), and Freshwater Crocodile 
(Crocodylus johnstoni, EPBC; Mar, NC; LC). These species will not be assessed in this report as aquatic 
surveys are being undertaken as a separate assessment.  

  

 
6 Species that are: 

1. Listed as Critically Endangered (CE), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V) under the Commonwealth Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 EPBC Act. 

2. and/or Listed as Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (E), Vulnerable (V), Near Threatened (NT) and Special 
Least Concern (SL) under the Queensland Nature Conservation Act 1992. 
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Table 12: Potentially occurring threatened fauna 

Scientific name Common name EPBC Status NC Status Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Calidris ferruginea Curlew Sandpiper CE CE Transient 

Erythrotriorchis radiatus Red Goshawk V E Low 

Falco hypoleucos Grey Falcon V V Moderate 

Grantiella picta Painted Honeyeater V V Low 

Geophaps scripta scripta Squatter Pigeon (southern) V V Known 

Neochmia ruficauda ruficauda Star Finch (eastern/southern) E E Low 

Poephila cincta cincta Southern Black-throated Finch E E Moderate 

Rostratula australis Australian Painted Snipe E E Transient 

Tyto novaehollandiae kimberli Masked Owl (northern) V V Low 

Dasyurus hallucatus Northern Quoll E LC Transient 

Macroderma gigas Ghost Bat V E Transient 

Phascolarctos cinereus Koala V V Moderate 

Sminthopsis douglasi Julia Creek Dunnart V E Moderate 

Acanthophis hawkei Plains Death Adder V V Moderate 

Egernia rugosa Yakka Skink V V Moderate 

Tachyglossus aculeatus Short-Beaked Echidna - SL Known 
* Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- SL: Special Least Concern; LC: Least Concern; E: Endangered; 
V: Vulnerable; CE: Critically Endangered. 

 

4.10.1 Field survey results 
A total of 12 targeted bird surveys (totalling approximately 5 hours) were undertaken as a part of the dry 
season survey, and a total of 86 birds were identified within the study area (Attachment E). These surveys 
were typically conducted around dawn and dusk. As well as some opportunistically during the day. Several 
were focussed on waterholes, and the surrounding habitat, as this was identified as a potential way to 
detect the target species. 

One Squatter Pigeon (Geophaps scripta peninsulae or scripta) was sighted incidentally within the study area 
(Figure 11). Whilst photos, the individual was a juvenile and could not be identified to subspecies level. A 
Southern Squatter Pigeon (southern - Geophaps scripta scripta) was observed by the survey team about 10 
km outside the study area to the southeast, so it was inferred the Squatter Pigeon (southern) occurs in the 
study area. No other threatened bird species were not recorded within the study area. No migratory 
species were recorded during the surveys. 

A total of six spotlighting surveys (totalling approximately 6 hours) were conducted along the Flinders River 
in suitable riparian habitat for Masked Owl and Koala but did not locate any individuals. 

Habitat assessments were undertaken during the initial surveys and additional data was collected for target 
species in the dry season surveys. Details of targeted survey results is provided within the following 
sections in the context of target threatened species.  
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4.11 Grey Falcon 

4.11.1 Grey Falcon ecology 
The Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos) is an elusive species endemic to mainland Australia, where it occurs at 
low densities across a large area of inland Australia (BirdLife International 2019, as cited in TSSC, 2020). It is 
listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and the Queensland Nature Conservation (NC) Act. The species 
occurs in arid and semi-arid Australia, mainly where annual rainfall is less than 500 mm, except when wet 
years are followed by drought and the species can become more slightly more widespread (Schoenjahn, 
2018, as cited by TSSC, 2020). The species preferred habitat includes shrubland, grassland and wooded 
watercourses of arid and semi-arid regions. It also occurs near wetlands where surface water attracts prey. 
The species frequents timbered lowland plains, particularly Acacia shrublands that are crossed by tree-lined 
water courses (Schoenjahn, 2018; and Ley and Tynan 2016, as cited by TSSC, 2020).  The Grey Falcon has 
been observed hunting in treeless areas, tussock grasslands and open woodlands (TSSC, 2020). Breeding 
occurs from Jun-Nov in the old nests of other birds, particularly those of other raptors or corvids, and 
usually in the tallest trees along watercourses. The species is found at very low densities, and its population 
is believed to be less than 1,000 mature individuals in total (BirdLife International, 2019, as cited by TSSC, 
2020). 

The threats to Grey Falcons have not been studied in depth, but general considerations and extrapolations 
from better studied species have been used to speculate the key threats (TSSC, 2020). Firstly, their small 
population size may make them more susceptible to demographic and genetic stochastic events, which can 
impact the long-term survival of the population. The major threats to the species are likely to include 
habitat loss, fragmentation and overgrazing resulting in degraded habitat, reduced prey abundance and 
nest site availability. The Grey Falcon could be impacted by preying on rodents that have ingested toxic 
baits such as Bromadiolone set by farmers (TSSC, 2020). Another emerging threat may be increasing 
temperatures in arid and semi-arid Australia, resulting in heat waves and periods of drought which may 
affect the birds and their prey availability. Other more localised threats may include direct mortality by 
collision with vehicles, fences and powerlines, as well as predation by feral cats.  

4.11.2 Grey Falcon habitat within the Study area 
A review of the Atlas of Living Australia (ALA) database shows one record adjacent to the study area but 
this record is an unknown date and has a 10km spatial uncertainty (ALA, 2021). There are a total of 12 
additional records in the region (100km radius), most of which have unknown dates, but some are within 
the period 2000-2005 (ALA, 2021). However, given the irruptive and highly mobile species, species can 
move great distances and due to their low number and elusive nature this does not discount them from 
potentially using or moving through the study area. 

The Grey Falcon was not recorded within the study area during the surveys. No nesting activity that fit the 
criteria of Grey Falcons was observed within accessible lands and the use of available habitat within the 
study area may be limited to foraging activities. As they are known to frequent timbered lowland plains, 
particularly Acacia shrublands that are crossed by tree-lined water courses, suitable foraging habitat for the 
species could include REs 4.3.10c, 4.3.23, 4.3.2c, and 4.3.4x2d (TSSC, 2020). However, breeding habitat is 
known to occur within riparian forest along watercourses, usually in the tallest trees, particularly 
Eucalyptus camaldulensis and Coolabah (Eucalyptus coolabah), which would be limited in the study area to 
4.3.10c as it has the tallest trees along the riparian forest, though 4.3.2c along the Flinders River may also 
be suitable (TSSC, 2020). 

 



 

 
   

 

Hughenden Irrigation Project Ecology Report 57 
 

4.12 Painted Honeyeater 

4.12.1  Painted Honeyeater ecology 
The Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and NC Act. The 
Painted Honeyeater is sparsely distributed from south-eastern Australia to north-western Queensland and 
the eastern Northern Territory, being more common west of the Great Dividing Range (DES, 2021b). The 
Queensland population is augmented in winter by migrants from the south (Blakers et al. 1984; Storr 1984; 
Garnett 1992b; Higgins et al. 2001 as cited by DES, 2021b). The Painted Honeyeater lives in dry, open 
forests and woodlands (box, ironbark, yellow gum, melaleuca, casuarina, callitris, acacia) (DES, 2021b). The 
species usually occurs in areas with flowering and fruiting mistletoe and flowering eucalypts. (Eddy 1961; 
Stewart 1988; Pizzey & Knight 1997; Higgins et al. 2001; Oliver et al. 2003 as cited by DES, 2021b). The 
Painted Honeyeater has a highly specialised diet, feeding almost exclusively on mistletoe fruit and flowers 
(DoE, 2015). The species prefers woodlands which contain a higher number of mature trees as these host 
more mistletoes. The species exhibits marked seasonal north-south movements driven principally by the 
fruiting of mistletoe, with which its breeding season (between August and February) closely matches (DES, 
2021b and DoE, 2015).  

Habitat loss is a key threat to this species. Much of its breeding habitat has been completely cleared or has 
been degraded and its non-breeding habitat is also being cleared, predominantly for agriculture (DoE, 
2015). Other threats to the Painted Honeyeater include; competition with more aggressive nectar feeding 
birds including the Noisy Miner (Manorina melanocephala); predation by invasive species (e.g. feral cats 
and rats); exacerbation of tree decline through pasture improvement activities and collision with road 
vehicles (DoE, 2015). 

4.12.2 Habitat within the Study area 
A review of the Atlas of Living Australia (ALA) database shows A total of 10 records of the species in the 
region (100km radius), the closest being 37km away, but none have been recorded within the study area 
(ALA, 2021). As they would be breeding in the south of its range between August and February, it may 
utilise the study area for foraging resources in the remainder of the year (DES, 2021b). 

No Painted Honeyeaters were recorded during field survey, though the timing may not have been ideal, 
and habitat assessments noted that density of mistletoe was typically low. As such, habitats within the 
study area are considered marginal for the species. They may utilise some foraging habitat in the study area 
including fauna habitat areas; Riverine wetlands and fringing forests and Corymbia riverine forest (Figure 
11). 

4.13 Squatter Pigeon 

4.13.1  Squatter Pigeon (southern) ecology 
The southern subspecies of the Squatter Pigeon (southern - Geophaps scripta scripta) is listed as Vulnerable 
under the EPBC Act and NC Act. The subspecies was not identified by the Protected Matters Search Tool 
(PMST) or Wildnet searches, however, given the availability of suitable habitat and anecdotal observations 
made by a landholder (pers. coms. C. McClean, 29/04/2021), it was noted that the southern subspecies of 
the Squatter Pigeon (southern - Geophaps scripta scripta) may occur within the study area. This species was 
subsequently targeted and located during the dry season survey. 

The known distribution southern subspecies begins from the Burdekin-Lynd divide in the southern region of 
Cape York Peninsula and extends south (Squatter Pigeon Workshop 2011, as cited by DAWE, 2021). The 
known distribution of the southern subspecies overlaps with the known distribution of the northern 
subspecies, Geophaps scripta peninsulae, and has been recorded to hybridise (Higgins & Davies 1996, as 
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cited by DAWE, 2021). The northern subspecies is listed as Least Concern under the NC Act, and the hybrid 
of the two-subspecies is not afforded any protection under the EPBC Act (TSSC, 2015a). Natural foraging 
habitat for the Squatter Pigeon (southern) is any remnant or regrowth open-forest to sparse, open-
woodland or scrub dominated by Eucalyptus, Corymbia, Acacia or Callitris species, on sandy or gravelly 
soils, within 3km of a suitable, permanent or seasonal waterbody (within 1km when breeding) (Squatter 
Pigeon Workshop 2011, as cited by DAWE, 2021). It is less commonly found on heavier soils with dense 
grass. Well-draining, gravelly, sandy or loamy soils support the open-forest to woodland communities with 
patchy, tussock-grassy understories that support the subspecies' foraging and breeding requirements 
(DAWE, 2021). Given that the subspecies nests in shallow depressions in the ground (Garnett & Crowley, 
2000, as cited by TSSC, 2015a), it is likely to require well-draining soils.  

Dispersal habitat is also important to the species and includes any forest or woodland occurring between 
patches of foraging or breeding habitat, and suitable waterbodies (Squatter Pigeon Workshop 2011, as 
cited by DAWE, 2021).  Such patches of vegetation tend not to be suitable for the subspecies foraging or 
breeding but facilitate the local movement of the subspecies between patches of foraging habitat, breeding 
habitat and/or waterbodies, or the wider dispersal of individuals in search of reliable water sources during 
the dry season or during droughts. The subspecies is unlikely to move far from woodland trees which 
provide protection from predatory birds (Squatter Pigeon Workshop 2011, as cited by DAWE, 2021). 

The combined effect of habitat loss and degradation, and predation, is thought to have caused the decline 
in the Southern Squatter Pigeon (southern) population during the late 19th and early 20th centuries, as 
well as human hunting (Squatter Pigeon Workshop 2011, as cited by DAWE, 2021). Currently the main 
threats to the Squatter Pigeon (southern) are the loss and fragmentation of habitat due to clearing for 
agricultural purposes, the degradation of habitat by overgrazing by domesticated herbivores, the 
degradation of habitat by invasive weeds, such as Buffel Grass (Cenchrus ciliaris), vehicle strike and 
predation by feral species (e.g., feral cats and rats). Drought and bushfires may exacerbate the impacts of 
other threatening processes and contribute to, or accelerate, some population declines as a result (TSSC, 
2015a). 

4.13.2 Squatter Pigeon (southern) habitat within the Study area 
The subspecies was recorded during the dry season survey, including one confirmed sighting 10-15km 
outside the study area and one unconfirmed sighting within the study area (Figure 11).  

Using initial vegetation and habitat assessment, as well as habitat notes taken from the dry season surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for Squatter Pigeon was refined to a total of 14,866.58 ha of potentially suitable 
habitat in the study area (Figure 11). As suitable habitat for the Squatter Pigeon (southern) within the study 
area includes grassy wooded habitat within 3km of a permanent or seasonal waterbody (DAWE, 2021).  
This layer was created by buffering the main waterways by 3km, and then including woodland REs with a 
grassy understory (with a 1km buffer into grasslands) that were recorded by DAWE (2021) to have suitable 
habitat for the species as well as potentially suitable vegetation communities. This included REs 4.3.23, 
4.3.4.x2d, and 9.8.6 as well as some areas in 4.9.1c and 4.3.15. 

4.14 Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 

4.14.1  Star Finch (eastern/southern) ecology 
The Eastern/Southern form of the Star Finch (eastern/ southern - Neochmia ruficauda ruficauda) is listed as 
Endangered under the EPBC Act and NC Act. They are very rare and there are only scattered records from a 
handful of locations in central Queensland (Holmes 1996, 1998, as cited in DAWE, 2021). The distribution 
and habitat requirements of the Star Finch (eastern/southern) are very poorly known (DEWHA, 2008b. They 
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are closely associated with permanent surface water or frequently inundated areas, and mostly occupies 
grasslands and grassy woodlands (DAWE, 2021). The Star Finch was once distributed throughout most of 
Queensland, excluding only the south-western arid lands, however they are suspected to have undergone 
large scale declines since the 19th century (Holmes 1996, 1998, as cited in DAWE, 2021). Their extent of 
occurrence is suspected to be decreasing and the distribution is probably severely fragmented (Garnett & 
Crowley, 2000, as cited in DAWE, 2021). The small number of accepted records, and the failure of targeted 
surveys to locate any birds (Holmes 1996, 1998, as cited in DAWE, 2021), makes it difficult to provide 
accurate estimates of the distribution and/or population size.  

The Star Finch (eastern/southern) disappeared from most of its range before the decline in range and 
population size could be linked to any threatening process or processes, however, the main cause of the 
decline is likely to have been the degradation of the finch's habitat (Garnett, 1993; Garnett & Crowley, 
2000; Holmes, 1998, as cited in DAWE, 2021).  The major source of habitat degradation has almost certainly 
been the over-grazing and trampling of habitat by livestock (Garnett & Crowley, 2000, as cited in DAWE, 
2021). Other threats most likely include invasion of habitat by weeds, vehicle strike and predation by feral 
species (e.g., feral cats and rats). Drought and bushfires may exacerbate the impacts of other threatening 
processes and contribute to, or accelerate, some population declines as a result (DAWE, 2021). 

4.14.2 Star Finch (eastern/southern) habitat within the study area 
No Star Finch (eastern/ southern) were recording during field surveys. A review of the ALA database shows 
no records of the species in the study area or surrounding region (100km radius) (ALA, 2021). The study 
area occurs within modelled potential species range (DAWE, 2021). Although suitable habitat for the 
species was observed within the study area, it is possible that the species is no longer extant in the region, 
as no permanent populations (or, more specifically, areas of permanently occupied habitat) have been 
identified (Garnett & Crowley 2000 as cited by DAWE, 2021).  

In the unlikely chance there is a population in the study area, their habitat aligns with habitat requirements 
for the Southern Black-throated Finch and so it may be detected during target surveys for it.  

 

4.15 Southern Black-throated Finch 

4.15.1  Southern Black-throated Finch ecology 
The southern subspecies of the Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta) is listed as 
Endangered under the EPBC Act and NC Act. The species’ range has considerably contracted and is now 
only found to occur in isolated patches in inland central Queensland (DAWE, 2021).  Small flocks have been 
regularly seen scattered throughout the region, suggesting they remain locally common but patchy in these 
areas, and the population appears to be severely fragmented. It occurs mainly in grassy, open woodlands 
and forests, and occasionally in tussock grasslands or other habitats (for example freshwater wetlands), 
often along or near watercourses, or in the vicinity (i.e., <1.5km) of water (DAWE, 2021, BTF Recovery Team 
et.al., 2007). It is thought to require a mosaic of different habitats with a variety of grass species in which it 
can find seed throughout the year (BTF Recovery Team et.al., 2007). The species is locally nomadic and 
breeding and feeding patterns vary in relation to rainfall and resource abundance (TSSC, 2005). Black-
throated Finches (southern) feed on the seeds of grasses (such as Urochloa mosambicensis, Digitaria 
ciliaris, Melinis repens, Chloris inflata) and herbaceous plants (Mitchell 1996; NRA 2005, as cited by DAWE, 
2021). The Significant impact guidelines for the Southern Black-throated Finch (CoA, 2009) identifies 
remnant woodland within 1 km of water sources as potential nesting habitat, and foraging habitat within 3 
km of water sources. 
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Similar to the Squatter Pigeon (southern), the ranges of the northern and southern subspecies historically 
met along the Burdekin-Lynd Divide, and they may have interbred (BTF Recovery Team 2004, as cited by 
TSSC, 2005). However due to range contractions of the southern subspecies it is unclear if any Southern 
Black-throated Finches remain in the area.  

The main threats to the Southern Black-throated Finch likely include clearance and fragmentation of 
woodlands, riparian habitats and wattle shrublands, the degradation of habitat by overgrazing by 
domesticated herbivores, the degradation of habitat by invasive weeds including invasive grasses, vehicle 
strike and predation by feral species (e.g., Feral Cats and Rats). Drought and bushfires may exacerbate the 
impacts of other threatening processes and contribute to, or accelerate, some population declines as a 
result (DAWE, 2021). Hybridization with the northern subspecies is also a possibly threat to the continuity 
of the southern subspecies (BTF Recovery Team 2004, as cited by TSSC, 2005). 

4.15.2 Southern Black-throated Finch habitat within the study area 
Southern Black-throated Finch are reliant on permanent water, which is most likely limited to few 
waterholes in the riverbeds, as well as artificial watering points (e.g., troughs, dams and tanks) in the dry 
season (i.e. Flinders River, upper reaches of Stewart Creek and Betts Gorge Creek). The field survey 
identified possible habitat for the Southern Black-throated Finch throughout all vegetation communities 
within proximity to waterways.  

No Southern Black-throated Finch were recorded within the study area; however, a large number of other 
finch species were observed indicating the habitat is potentially suitable. A review of the ALA database 
shows a total of eight (8) records of the species in the region (100km radius), but none have been recorded 
within the study area (ALA, 2021). Most of the records have older or unknown dates, with the most recent 
being from 2014. 

Habitat for the species within the study area is shown in Figure 11. Potentially suitable grasses that were 
identified in the study area include Urochloa sp., Melinis repens and Chloris sp. There is potential habitat in 
all REs within the study area, but the main habitat they would rely on would be open grasslands (RE 4.9.1c 
and 4,3,15). 

4.16 Masked Owl (northern) 

4.16.1 Masked Owl (northern) ecology 
The Northern subspecies of Masked Owl (Tyto novaehollandiae kimberli) is listed as Vulnerable under the 
EPBC Act and NC Act. The distribution of the species is very poorly known. In Queensland, it occurs along 
the southern coast of the Gulf of Carpentaria, Cape York Peninsula and south-east to the Einasleigh-
Burdekin divide (Garnett et al. 2011, as cited by DAWE, 2021). The Masked Owl has been recorded from 
riparian forest, rainforest, open forest, Melaleuca swamps and the edges of mangroves, as well as along the 
margins of sugar cane fields. They require a large home range (and hence low population density), large 
trees with large hollows within patches of closed forest for nesting; and diet largely comprising mammals 
(TSSC, 2015b). The population of the Masked Owl (northern) is estimated to consist of 3000 breeding 
individuals (Woinarski, 2004) although this estimate is considered to be of low reliability (DAWE, 2021). The 
population size of the Masked Owl (northern) is suspected to be declining, although definitive data is 
lacking.  

The main threat to northern Masked Owl populations is likely related to the decline in the availability of 
mammalian prey linked to more frequent and extensive fires and predation by feral cats, exacerbated in 
some places by grazing and weed encroachment (Woinarski 2004, Garnett & Crowley 2000 as cited by 
TSSC, 2015b). The large trees and hollows required for nesting may be reduced in number due to the 
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current regime of more intense and frequent fires across much of its range. The species may also be 
susceptible to competition with other large owls, predation by feral predators, loss of habitat due to 
clearing and fragmentation, vehicle strike and potentially the use of some pesticides/rodenticides (Garnett 
& Crowley 2000as cited by TSSC, 2015b). 

4.16.2 Masked Owl (northern) habitat within the Study area 
The Masked owl has a patchy and poorly known distribution, and the study area falls within the southern 
edge of their mapped possible range. The owl occurs along the southern rim of the Gulf of Carpentaria, 
Cape York Peninsula and south to Atherton Tablelands and the Einasleigh-Burdekin divide (TSSC, 2015b).  

No Masked Owl or significant amounts of large hollows were recorded during field surveys. A review of the 
ALA database shows no records of the species in the study area or surrounding region (100km radius) (ALA, 
2021). 

Suitable habitat for the species within the study area includes Corymbia riverine forest and potentially 
Riverine Wetlands and fringing riverine forest, which may support tree hollows of suitable size (i.e., >20cm) 
within the Flinders River riparian corridor (Figure 11).  

4.17 Koala 

4.17.1 Koala ecology 
The Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and NC Act. Koala habitat can 
be broadly defined as any forest or woodland containing species that are known koala food trees, or 
shrubland with emergent food trees (DOE 2014a, DAWE, 2021). In the dry, subtropical to semi-arid 
environments in the western parts of the species’ range, Koalas inhabit Eucalyptus-dominated forests and 
woodlands, particularly in the vicinity of riparian environments. In the semi-arid regions in the western and 
northern parts of the species' range, Koala distribution and abundance is strongly influenced by the 
availability of water in soils from which food trees draw water (DoE, 2014a).  

One of the main threats to the species is loss, fragmentation and degradation of habitat, including dispersal 
habitat (DAWE, 2021). Another threat is increase in the frequency and severity of droughts, periods of 
extremely high temperatures and increased frequency of fire. They are also vulnerable to mortality due to 
vehicle strikes and attacks by feral predators. 

4.17.2 Koala habitat within the Study area 
According to the EPBC Act referral guidelines for the Koala (DoE, 2014a) Koala have not been recorded west 
of Hughenden. Historical surveys carried out across several sites around Hughenden from 2006 to 2009 
found the occasional Koala over many kilometres of creek lines (DAWE, 2021).  

Within the study area, habitat suitable for Koala was observed within the study area includes Corymbia 
riverine forest and potentially Riverine Wetlands and fringing riverine forest, which are generally associated 
with larger waterways and streams within the study area (Figure 11). This vegetation supported known 
Koala food tree species including Eucalyptus camaldulensis and Eucalyptus coolabah.  

Targeted surveys were carried out for Koala within the riparian zone of the Flinders River to detect Koala 
presence. This included a total of three SAT surveys and six spotlighting surveys (approximately 6hrs total). 
No evidence (direct / indirect) of Koala was recorded  

The riparian habitat is likely to be essential for Koalas by virtue of the fact that it is the only habitat 
containing known Koala food trees. However, their population density in this area is likely to be extremely 
low (J. Middleton, 2021, personal communication, 9 September). 
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Assessment against Table 4 of the EPBC Act referral guidelines (DoE, 2014a) is presented in Table 13 and 
suggests habitat within the study area is considered just within critical for the survival of the Koala, a 
scoring  of 5 (5 or more is highly likely to contain habitat critical to the survival of the koala). Given the 
location of the site on the western extent of the species range, local Koala population densities are likely to 
be extremely low and use of habitat within the study area would be infrequent, if at all.   

4.17.3 Assessment against EPBC Act referral guidelines 
This section provides an assessment of Koala habitats located within the study area against the Koala 
habitat Assessment Tool (Table 4 of the EPBC Act Referral Guidelines (DoE, 2014a).  

The assessment indicates that vegetation located within the study area is considered marginal habitat 
critical to the survival of the Koala, obtaining an overall score of 5. The results of the assessment carried out 
for the study area are provided in Table 13. In general, the study area is considered to impact a small patch 
of Koala habitat (i.e., < 2ha) that is likely to provide stepping stone habitat where koalas can eat, rest and 
escape predators as they move between through the area. Vegetation within the study area is considered 
to provide refuge habitat for Koala across the locality and movement opportunities.  

In response to Section 8 of the EPBC Act Referral Guidelines (DoE, 2014a) to identify the potential for the 
project to interfere substantially with the recovery of the koala. 

The project is unlikely to significantly interfere with the recovery of the species. As detailed in the Referral 
guidelines for the vulnerable koala (DoE 2014a), an assessment of the potential interference with the 
recovery of the species has been undertaken considering the following factors: 

• Will the Project increase fatalities due to dog attacks to a level that is likely to result in multiple, 
ongoing fatalities? The project is not expected to result in any change in the abundance of wild 
dogs. While the project will result in the creation of new maintenance access tracks that will 
facilitate local movement of wild dogs, a large number of farm tracks exist in the landscape and are 
already utilised by wild dogs for movement. Accordingly, the introduction of additional access 
tracks is not expected to have a measurable impact on local dog numbers or the subsequent 
frequency of dog attacks on koalas. Wild dog control currently occurs throughout the region.  

• Will the Project increase koala fatalities due to vehicle strikes to a level that is likely to result in 
multiple ongoing fatalities? The project will result in an increase in vehicle movements during the 
construction period and ongoing operation. This carries a risk of increased vehicle strike however, 
this can be mitigated through standard controls such as speed limits and workforce awareness. 
During operation, the risks of ongoing mortality from vehicle strikes is low, given the project will 
likely result in very occasional movements of maintenance vehicles not dissimilar to that already 
experienced in the species’ habitat. 

• Will the Project facilitate the introduction or spread of pathogens such as Chlamydia or 
Phytophthora cinnamomi that are likely to significantly reduce the reproductive output or the 
carrying capacity of the habitat?  The project is unlikely to have any impact on levels of Chlamydia 
in the local koala population. 

• Will the Project create a barrier to movement between or within habitat critical to the survival of 
the koala that is likely to result in a long-term reduction in genetic fitness or access to habitat 
critical to the survival of the koala? The project is not expected to result in any substantial 
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fragmentation of habitat. The project has little impact on the riparian habitat of the Flinders River 
and efforts will be made to maintain connectivity through design. The project is therefore unlikely 
to pose any barrier to koala movement or fragmentation of koala habitat. 

• Will the Project change hydrology which degrades habitat critical to the survival of the koala to 
the extent that the carrying capacity of the habitat is reduced in the longterm? The project may 
have some impact on local and downstream hydrology that could degrade the quality of potential 
koala. However, the main potential area of Koala habitat is further east of the study area. 

Based on these factors, the project is considered unlikely to significantly interfere with the recovery of the 
species. 

Table 13. EPBC Act Referral Guidelines Koala Habitat Assessment Tool 

Attributes Score Inland Assessment within study area 

Koala occurrence +2 (high) Evidence of one or more koalas within the 
last 5 years. 

0 
No records within the site. 
Review of existing data including 
historical records indicate no evidence 
(i.e., records and/ or scats) of Koala 
within the study area.  

+1 (medium) Evidence of one or more koalas within 
2km of the edge of the impact area within 
the last 10 years 

0 (low) None of the above 

Vegetation 
composition 

+2 (high) Has forest or woodland or shrubland with 
2 or more known koala food tree species, 
OR 
1 food tree species that alone accounts 
for >50% of the vegetation in the relevant 
strata. 

2 
The study area supports Eucalypt Forest 
containing koala food trees.  

+1 (medium) Has forest or woodland with only 1 
species of known koala food tree present. 

0 (low) None of the above. 

Habitat 
connectivity 

+2 (high) Area is part of a contiguous landscape 
≥1000ha. 

1 
The study area is largely surrounded by 
rural/agriculture areas within poor 
habitat; however the riverine forests 
provide some connection and habitat in 
the landscape 

+1 (medium) Area is part of a contiguous landscape 
<1000ha, but ≥500ha. 

0 (low) None of the above. 

Key existing 
threats 

+2 (high) Little or no evidence of koala mortality 
from vehicle strike or dog attack at 
present in areas that score 1 or 2 for koala 
occurrence, OR 
Areas which score 0 for koala occurrence 
and have no dog or vehicle threat 
present. 

1 
No data could be found on koala deaths 
in proximity to the study area. However, 
this is likely due to low levels of Koala 
activity rather than low threat levels. 
Given the rural nature of surrounds to 
study area, there is likely to be a low to 
moderate threat level from dog and 
vehicle strike. 

 +1 (medium) Evidence of infrequent or irregular koala 
mortality from vehicle strike or dog attack 
at present in areas that score 1 or 2 for 
koala occurrence, OR 
Areas which score 0 for koala occurrence 
and are likely to have some degree of dog 
or vehicle threat present. 

 0 (low) Evidence of frequent or regular koala 
mortality from vehicle strike or dog attack 
in the study area at present, OR 
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Attributes Score Inland Assessment within study area 

Areas which score 0 for koala occurrence 
and have a significant dog or vehicle 
threat present. 

Recovery value +2 (high) Habitat is likely to be important for 
achieving the interim recovery objectives 
for the relevant context, as outlined in 
Table 1 of the guidelines. 

1 
The vegetation is an area of moderately 
disturbed habitat fragmented from 
adjacent bushland by local roads and 
offering little connectivity value to the 
larger more contiguous habitats to the 
east. It is uncertain whether the habitat 
is important for achieving the recovery 
of the koala. 

+1 (medium) Uncertain whether the habitat is 
important for achieving the interim 
recovery objectives for the relevant 
context, as outlined in Table 1 of the 
guidelines. 

0 (low) Habitat is unlikely to be important for 
achieving the interim recovery objectives 
for the relevant context, as outlined in 
Table 1 of the guidelines. 

Total 5 

(Impact areas that score five or more using the habitat assessment tool for the koala contain habitat critical to the survival of the 
koala. Impact areas that score four or less using the koala habitat assessment tool do not contain habitat critical to the survival of 
the koala.) 
 

4.18 Julia Creek Dunnart 

4.18.1 Julia Creek Dunnart ecology 
The Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and Endangered 
under the NC Act.  In Queensland the species is ranked as a critical priority under the Queensland 
government’s Back on Track species prioritisation framework, and nationally the species is subject to a 
Recovery Plan. The species is endemic to north-western Queensland, where it occurs in the Mitchell Grass 
Downs and Desert Uplands bioregions (TSSC, 2016). The Julia Creek Dunnart total population size is 
unknown (Maxwell et al. 1996) and the species is suggested to have a patchy distribution made up of small 
populations scattered over the Mitchell Grasslands (DERM, 2009).  Prior to 1992 the Julia Creek Dunnart 
was known only from four specimens collected in a limited area between Richmond and Julia Creek in 
north-west Queensland (DAWE, 2021). Surveys conducted since, indicate a wider distribution within both 
the Mitchell Grass Downs and Desert Uplands Bioregions, although occurrences of the species were patchy 
and abundances low. The Julia Creek Dunnart is now know from 25 locations and 60 000 km2 (DERM, 2009). 
The most recent captures have been from Bladensburg National Park approximately 230 km to the SW of 
the study area (Australian Museum, 2021). The species is closely associated with tussock grasslands on 
cracking clay soils, with habitat quality associated particularly with increasing densities of cracks and holes, 
and with the extent and density of grass cover. There is typically a new growth of grasses and forbs 
following summer rains and the ground swells and then cracks as the soil dries out. The Julia Creek Dunnart 
may shelter in cracks in the ground when the soil is dry and ground cover is sparse, and in vegetation when 
the cracks and holes close up after rain and the vegetation sprouts (TSSC, 2016). The home range of the 
species is between 0.25 - 7 ha (Mifsud, 1999) and males are generally more mobile than females (Woolley, 
2008).   
A high proportion of its total known distribution of ~8000 km2 occurs in lands that are intensively grazed by 
sheep and cattle, which is thought to reduce habitat suitability for the species (TSSC, 2016). Potential key 
threats to this species include introduced predators (feral cats), woody weeds (prickly acacia) and land use 
(grazing), while potential threatening processes include fire, climatic factors and its small population size 
(TSSC, 2016). The Julia Creek Dunnart total population size is unknown (Maxwell et al., 1996) and the 
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species is suggested to have a patchy distribution made up of small populations scattered over the Mitchell 
Grasslands (DERM, 2009). 

For study areas up to 5 ha in size, the Survey Guidelines for Australia's Threatened Mammals, EPBC Act 
survey guidelines 6.5 (DSEWPC, 2011) recommends undertaking 400-500 trap nights of survey effort (equal 
to 100 traps for four to five consecutive nights) for the detection of the species). The total area of potential 
Julia Creek Dunnart habitat (treeless or lightly timbered tussock grasslands on cracking clay in RE 4.9.1c and 
4.3.15) in the study area is approximately 12, 785 ha It would not be feasible to undertake surveys across 
this area using the recommended effort for small sites. To date, camera trapping surveys have been 
undertaken over the study area for approximately 150 trap nights, in addition to some broad scale habitat 
suitability assessments. Further targeted searches are likely to be required during later project stages 
including a wet season repeat of the dry season camera trapping survey. 

4.18.2 Julia Creek Dunnart habitat within the Study area 
Julia Creek Dunnart are known to occur within the broader locality and have been recorded approximately 
100km to the west, south and southwest of the study area (ALA, 2021). A detailed habitat assessment was 
undertaken to map the extent of grassland habitats (including RE4.9.1c and 4.3.15) supporting suitable 
cracking clays environs within the study area. These are shown in Figure 3. The timing of the survey was 
considered to be suitable as the dry season revealed the prevalence of cracking clays. Other important 
habitat factors considered included presence of tussock grasses and proximity to the alluvial plains of the 
Flinders River. 

Further targeted surveys of an increased intensity would need to be conducted in order to more accurately 
assess the likelihood of occurrence or failing that, take the precautionary approach and assume that an 
important population of Julia Creek Dunnart are present on the site and that the Project will be a controlled 
action under the EPBC Act and require referral and assessment. An example of the intensity of survey effort 
required to detect Julia Creek Dunnart is provided by a survey of Mt Margaret Mine near Cloncurry 
following the discovery of a single dead individual killed during land clearing operations. A total of 1800 
Elliot traps (6 grids of 300 traps spaced at 20 m intervals) were set for a total of 10 days resulting in the 
capture of 3 individuals (Jeff Middleton, pers. Comm.). 

A total of 38 camera traps were deployed within grassland habitats supporting suitable cracking clay soils 
for Julia Creek Dunnart. The camera trapping was carried out over four nights, with the exception of seven 
cameras that were deployed on the second day when additional suitable habitat was located (Total of 150 
trap nights). No Julia Creek Dunnart were recorded. Review of the camera images indicated 66 separate 
fauna sightings comprising six different species. A list of species recorded as a part of the survey are 
detailed in Attachment F. A number of small mammals were recorded on the camera traps, and these were 
able to be determined as not Julia Creek Dunnarts as the head-body measurement and head shapes were 
not as Julia Creek Dunnart identification. The quality of images was not ideal to identify such small animals. 
They may be Stripe-faced Dunnart (Sminthopsis macroura), or less likely a Common Dunnart (S. murina), 
House mouse (Mus musculus) or Little native mouse (Pseudomys delicatus). 

Despite the lack of records from the camera trapping survey, the presence of Julia Creek Dunnart within the 
study area is still considered possible based on the known distribution of the species, past records, and the 
overall condition of suitable grassland habitats.  Observed threats which may influence the future suitability 
of habitats within the study area for Julia Creek Dunnart include: 

• Degradation of the habitat by cattle grazing. 
• Presence of feral cats, recorded during nocturnal surveys. 
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• Limited extent of suitable tussock grasslands and/ or invasion of grassland by Vachellia farnesiana 
(Prickly Acacia) and Cenchrus ciliaris (Buffel Grass). 

4.18.3 Mapped possible Julia Creek Dunnart habitat within the Study area 
 
Using initial vegetation and habitat assessment, as well as habitat notes taken from the dry season surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for Julia Creek Dunnart was refined to a total of 10,975.43 ha of potentially 
suitable habitat in the study area including areas of grasslands and cracking clays (Figure 12). This layer was 
created by including suitable habitat identified for the species during the surveys, within open grassland 
habitats including REs 4.9.1c and 4.3.15. These areas were then refined using satellite imagery, contour 
layers, waterway and drainage layers to remove heavily treed areas, higher elevation, and distance form 
waterways/drainage channels.  
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4.19 Plains Death Adder 

4.19.1 Plains Death Adder ecology 
The Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and NC Act. Death 
adders are a highly venomous, cryptic, nocturnal snake which occurs throughout most of Australia. Whilst 
three subspecies of death adder are recognised, the Plains Death Adder is the variation most commonly 
associated with cracking black soil country (DSEWPC. 2012). Currently, the species is known to occupy the 
floodplains of the Adelaide, Mark and Alligator River, the Barkly Tablelands and Queensland’s Mitchell 
Grass Downs bioregion, though is predicted to occur throughout most black soil floodplains of northern 
Australia (DSEWPC. 2012). The species’ habitat consists of flat, treeless, cracking-soil riverine floodplains. 
The Plains Death Adder population is disjointed, and their taxonomic status is uncertain. Despite this, the 
study area occurs within the mapped potential range for the species.   

The main identified threat to the Plains Death Adder is the introduced Cane Toad (Rhinella marina). Native 
frogs make up a large proportion of the species’ diet, but since the introduction and spread of the Cane 
Toad they have suffered large dieoffs due to ingesting the Toad toxin (DSEWPC. 2012). Habitat modification 
due to over-grazing by cattle and inappropriate fire regimes are also potential threats to the species. 

4.19.2 Plains Death Adder habitat within the Study area 
Within the study area, potential habitat for the species is likely to occur within REs 4.9.1c and 4.3.15. The 
field surveys determined there is potential habitat for the species in the study area, including areas of 
grasslands and cracking clays. 

 

4.20 Yakka Skink 

4.20.1  Yakka Skink ecology 
The Yakka Skink (Egernia rugosa) is listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and NC Act. The known 
distribution of the Yakka Skink extends from the coast to the hinterland of sub-humid to semi-arid eastern 
Queensland including the Einasleigh Uplands. Their distribution is highly fragmented as a large proportion 
of potential habitat for the species has been subject to past broadscale land clearing throughout the 
species' range (DAWE, 2021). It occurs from the coast of QLD to the hinterland of sub-humid to semiarid 
eastern QLD from Cape York to approximately the QLD/NSW border (DoE, 2014). The core habitat of the 
species occurs within the Mulga Lands and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions. The Yakka Skink inhabits open 
dry sclerophyll forest, woodland and scrub. It occurs in a wide variety of landzones including alluvium (river 
and creek flats); clay plains not associated with current alluvium; old loamy and sandy plains; Ironstone 
jump-ups; undulating country on fine-grained sedimentary rocks; and sandstone ranges (DoE, 2014b). The 
Yakka Skink is commonly found in cavities under and between partly buried rocks, logs or tree stumps, root 
cavities and abandoned animal burrows (DAWE, 2021). It has also been known to excavate deep burrow 
systems, sometimes under dense ground vegetation (DAWE, 2021). It is not generally found in trees or 
rocky habitats (DAWE, 2021).   

The main threats to the Yakka Skink are habitat loss and degradation resulting from overgrazing by 
domesticated herbivores, invasive weeds, and predation by feral species (e.g., feral cats and foxes) (DoE, 
2014). Drought and bushfires may also adversely impact the species and may exacerbate other threatening 
processes and contribute to, or accelerate, some population declines as a result (DoE, 2014). 
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4.20.2 Yakka Skink habitat within the Study area 
The Yakka Skink is highly cryptic and there is limited data, there are few records in the region, however 
there are a handful of observations from ALA within 100km north of the Study area; in Blackbraes National 
Park.  

Previous field inspections have determined there could be potential habitat for the species across a large 
portion of the study area. This includes several Acacia and Eucalypt woodlands with a higher proportion of 
habitat features like medium to large logs, log piles, large rocky areas and leaf litter. Given the cryptic 
nature of the species, a lack of knowledge regarding complex habitat requirements and the potential for 
the species to occur through much of the study area, a precautionary approach should be adopted and 
presence of the species within the study area assumed.  

4.21 Short-Beaked Echidna 
The Short-beaked Echidna (Tachyglossus aculeatus) is not listed under the EPBC Act but is listed as Special 
Least Concern under the NC Act. The species is widely distributed across Australia, where it lives in forests 
and woodlands, heath, grasslands and arid environments (Australian Museum, 2021). Echidnas were 
sighted during the field surveys, as well as scats and tracks in several areas. 

Suitable habitat for Short-beaked Echidna (Tachyglossus aculeatus) is located through the study area. Scat 
and signs were located in several locations including on the Basalt Scree Slopes and in Riverine Forest. A 
sighting of six individuals together in riverine forest was made at night in RE4.3.4x2d.  
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4.22 Migratory species 
Migratory species are listed as a MNES under the EPBC Act and as Special Least Concern species under the 
NC Act.  

The EPBC Act PMST (DAWE, accessed 23/03/2021) indicated the potential for nine migratory species to 
occur within a 5km radius to the study area (Attachment A). This includes one migratory marine bird, three 
migratory terrestrial species and five migratory wetland species.  

Table 14 identifies potentially occurring migratory species and their LoO within the study area. None of the 
listed migratory species have been recorded within 5 km of the study area. 

These migratory birds are considered to have a transient occurrence within the study area, as they are non-
breeding migrants and are not reliant on any one specific area. They may potentially pass through and 
utilise the small amount of available habitat in the riverine wetlands and farm irrigation areas, during 
sporadic periods of inundation. The riverine wetlands are highly ephemeral and offer limited resources for 
much of the year.  

A detailed LoO assessment is presented in Attachment C. 

No migratory species were recorded during the surveys.  

Table 14: Potentially occurring migratory species 

Scientific name Common name EPBC Act Status* NC Act Status* Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Migratory Marine Birds 

Apus pacificus Fork-tailed Swift M SL Transient 

Migratory Terrestrial Species 

Cuculus optatus Horsfield's Cuckoo M LC Moderate/ Transient 

Motacilla cinerea Grey Wagtail M SL Moderate/Transient 

Motacilla flava Yellow Wagtail M SL Moderate/Transient 

Migratory Wetland Species 

Actitis hypoleucos Common Sandpiper M SL Moderate/Transient 

Calidris acuminata Sharp-tailed Sandpiper M SL Moderate/Transient 

Calidris ferruginea Curlew Sandpiper CE CE Transient 

Calidris melanotos Pectoral Sandpiper M SL Moderate/Transient 

Gallinago hardwickii Latham's Snipe, 
Japanese Snipe 

M SL Moderate/Transient 

Pandion haliaetus Osprey M SL Transient 

* Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- M: Migratory; CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- SL: Special Least Concern; E: Endangered; V: 
Vulnerable. 
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5. Impact assessment 
5.1 Approach to impact assessment 
Likely direct and indirect impacts of the project on the terrestrial ecology, are addressed within this Section.  

The direct impact areas have been based on the current proposed project footprint including associated 
infrastructure elements (i.e. Saego Dam, Weir and Irrigated area) (See Figure 13). 

The indirect impact area captures the adjacent areas and up to 20km downstream of the project footprint. 
This has been informed by hydrological modelling carried out as a part of the PBC (Engeny, 2020) and 
associated potential changes in inundation for modelled flow events (This area includes the dam wall, 
pipelines, diversion channel and associated infrastructure such as access roads and construction laydown 
facilities, once these areas are confirmed they will be included in calculations of direct impacts) (See Figure 
13). 

The extent of likely direct and indirect impacts associated with the project is shown in Figure 13 relative to 
the study area. This assessment may be revised following any changes to the project footprint or updates 
to the hydrological model and associated outputs.   

5.2 Loss and degradation of native vegetation 
Approximately 14,896.22ha of native vegetation will be subject to direct impacts as a result of the 
development. This includes all vegetation within the footprint of the proposed Saego Dam, Weir, and 
Irrigated Agricultural areas. There is also likely to be some additional vegetation clearing required to 
support construction of the proposed diversion channel, irrigation pipeline and other associated 
infrastructure such as access roads and construction laydown facilities. 

Native vegetation adjacent and downstream of the project footprint may be subject to indirect impacts 
associated with changed hydrology. This includes 12,076ha of lands supporting modelled increases or 
decreases in surface water inundation across more frequent low flow events (Table 15). Subject to the 
likely duration of inundation, these hydrological changes may result in varying levels of vegetative dieback 
within impacted lands and could influence long-term compositional changes within existing vegetation 
communities.  

Table 15 details likely impacts to native vegetation according to vegetation type for the study area.  

Table 15: Project impacts to native vegetation 

Vegetation community Direct impact (ha) Indirect Impact (ha) Total impact (ha) 

4.9.1c 12,647.19 4,684.67 17,331.86 

4.3.23 453.83 996.01 1,449.84 

4.3.4x2d 1,011.88 5,277.34 6,289.23 

4.3.2c 295.83 198.13 493.96 

9.8.6 197.56 37.90 235.46 

4.3.15 138.48 0 138.48 

4.3.10c 0* 800.38 800.38 

Total 14,744.78 11,994.42 26,739.20 

* It should be noted that some impact to this community is likely as a result of the proposed irrigation pipeline.  
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5.3 Loss and degradation of habitat for threatened flora 
Three threatened flora species have a moderate to high likelihood of occurrence within the study area. 
Potential habitat for these species will be subject to direct and indirect impacts as a result of the 
development, as detailed in Table 16.  

Potential habitat for likely species would be impacted within the study area (Table 16). This includes 
13,483.08 ha of potential habitat for A. crombiei, and 25,515.25 ha of potentially suitable habitat for 
Dichanthium Species within the study area.  

Indirect impacts include the loss and degradation of potential habitat as a result of changed hydrology, 
edge effects and construction activities. Permanent changes in hydrology associated with more frequent 
low flow events are considered greatest risk as these are likely to have a significant influence on vegetative 
condition and composition. As such, vegetation communities within any areas of modelled change in 
inundation associated with modelled low flow events (i.e. 1:10 AEP) have been included in the indirect 
impacts area.  

An assessment of significance was carried out in accordance with the Commonwealth Significant Impact 
Guidelines 1.1: Matters of National Environmental Significance (DoE, 2013) for project impacts to 
potentially occurring Commonwealth listed threatened flora species (Table 16). The results of the 
assessment are presented in Attachment H and indicate the project is likely to have a possible significant 
impact on A. crombiei and D. queenslandicum. 

Table 16: Project impacts to threatened flora 

Scientific name Common Name EPBC Act 
Status 

NC Act 
Status 

Direct impact 
(ha) 

Indirect 
impact (ha) 

Total 
impact 
(ha) 

Acacia crombiei  Pink gidgee V V 6,561.21 6,921.87 13,483.08 

Dichanthium 
queenslandicum 

King Blue-grass E V 14,538.90 10,976.35 25,515.25 

Dichanthium 
setosum 

Blue-grass V LC 14,538.90 10,976.35 25,515.25 

* Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- LC: Least Concern; E: Endangered; V: Vulnerable; CE: 
Critically Endangered. 

5.4 Loss and degradation of habitat for threatened fauna 
Ten threatened fauna species have a moderate likelihood of occurrence within the study area. Potential 
habitat for these species will be subject to direct and indirect impacts as a result of the development due to 
vegetation clearing and changed hydrology (Table 17). 

An assessment of significance was carried out for the ten potentially occurring threatened fauna in 
accordance with the Commonwealth Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1: Matters of National Environmental 
Significance (DoE, 2013). The results of the completed assessments are presented in Attachment H and 
indicate the project is identified to have a possible significant impact on: 

• Star Finch (eastern/southern - Neochmia ruficauda ruficauda, EPBC: E, NC: E) 
• Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta, EPBC: E, NC: E) 
• Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi, EPBC: V, NC: E) 
• Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
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• Acacia crombiei (Pink Gidgee, EPBC: V, NC: V) 
• Dichanthium queenslandicum (King Blue-grass, EPBC: E, NC: V) 
 

Another five fauna species are likely to have a transient presence within the study area given their highly 
mobility nature and availability of marginal habitats (refer Section 4.9). Impacts to these species as a result 
of the development are considered negligible. 

Table 17: Project impacts to threatened fauna 

Scientific name Common 
Name 

EPBC 
Act 
Status 

NC 
Act 
Status 

Direct impacts (ha) Indirect impacts 
(ha) 

Total impact (ha) 

Falco 
hypoleucos 

Grey Falcon V V 1,761.55 7,271.86 9,033.41 

Grantiella picta Painted 
Honeyeater 

V V 1,959.11 7,309.76 9,268.87 

Geophaps 
scripta scripta 

Squatter 
Pigeon 
(southern) 

V V 44,96.67 10,369.90 14,866.58 

Neochmia 
ruficauda 
ruficauda 

Star Finch 
(eastern/ 
southern) 

E E 5,024.05 9,511.07 14,535.12 

Poephila cincta 
cincta 

Southern 
Black-
throated 
Finch 

E E 5,024.05 9,511.07 14,535.12 

Tyto 
novaehollandiae 
kimberli 

Masked 
Owl 
(northern) 

V V 1,307.71 6,275.86 7,583.57 

Phascolarctos 
cinereus 

Koala V V 1,307.71 6,275.86 7,583.57 

Sminthopsis 
douglasi 

Julia Creek 
Dunnart 

V E 7,967.47 3,007.96 10,975.43 

Acanthophis 
hawkei 

Plains 
Death 
Adder 

V V 12,785.67 4,684.67 1,7470.33 

Egernia rugosa Yakka Skink V V 1,183.29 3,167.50 4,350.79 
* Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- LC: Least Concern; E: Endangered; V: Vulnerable; CE: 
Critically Endangered. 

5.5 Impact to migratory species  
According to DoE (2015), an action is likely to have a significant impact on a migratory species if there is a 
real chance or possibility that it will seriously disrupt the lifecycle (breeding, feeding, migration or resting 
behaviour) of an ecologically significant proportion of the population of a migratory species (DoE, 2015).  

Given a lack of important habitat for migratory species within the study area, and that many are non-
breeding migrants to the area, it is concluded that the project is unlikely to have a significant impact on 
these species. However, potential project impacts to migratory species should be confirmed through 
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further survey of the study area during the Wet Season Surveys to confirm the extent and condition of 
suitable habitats.  

5.6 Impacts to groundwater dependent ecosystems and hydrological flows 
Mapped potential GDE aquifer mapping (DES, 2020), low, moderate and high confidence terrestrial GDEs 
have been identified within the study area. 

A total area of 10945.82 ha may be impacted by the project by:  

• Direct impacts i.e., clearing of GDE areas (2163.63 ha); and 
• indirect impacts (8782.19 indirect) (e.g., changed hydrology). 
 
 

Development can have impacts on GDEs including, but not limited to (QLD Gov, 2015):  

• altering the hydrological regime in groundwater levels and environmental flows to GDEs 
• declining ecosystem health and mortality of some species caused by excessive draw down of 

groundwater levels which prevents access to groundwater by terrestrial GDEs 
• increasing salinity through saltwater intrusion or rising groundwater levels can cause water stress, die 

back and mortality for GDEs 
• reducing ecological integrity 
• facilitating the introduction of invasive fauna and flora 
• losing GDEs through land use change (e.g., land clearing for agriculture or mining activities) 
• introducing additional pollutants 
• accelerating soil erosion and sediment run-off. 
 
 

The aquifers underlying the area are considered of high importance to species and GDEs in the study area 
as surface water flows are largely ephemeral often with extended period of dry.  

Review of the mapping (DES, 2020) also indicates a number of locations supporting potential ground 
surface water expression, which overlap with areas of high confidence GDEs. Several springs are also 
mapped at the upper reaches of Betts Gorge Creek, but it is unclear the degree of flow at these springs. 

Changed hydrology from the diversion of water from the river, the loss of water entering recharge zones, or 
areas becoming more prone to floods and inundation may impact the landscape. 

 

5.7 Loss of habitat connectivity 
Lands within the study area currently support fauna movement opportunities for multiple species. Riparian 
corridors and adjacent woodlands provide safe movement opportunities throughout the landscape for 
woodland birds and arboreal mammals. Open grasslands throughout the study area are likely to be 
traversed by more mobile species such as birds and smaller mammals able to take shelter within the 
seasonally dense ground layer, as well as larger fauna like Emus and Kangaroos. 

A State Riparian Corridor is mapped along the Flinders River and associated tributaries (DES, 2020) which is 
part of the Biodiversity Planning Assessment (BPA) of Queensland by the Department of Environment and 
Heritage Protection (EHP). A BPA identifies the terrestrial ecological values in a region, or bioregion, 
according to their conservation significance (EHP, 2016). BPAs can assist to make planning decisions about 
appropriate land use. 
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Habitat connectivity may be considerably impacted as a result of the proposed Saego Dam and irrigation 
area; particularly where intensive cropping is carried out. In the context of the current proposed design, 
connectivity is likely to be maintained along the Flinders River riparian corridor, facilitating ongoing east-
west fauna movements across the study area and within the broader landscape. In rangeland landscapes 
like the Mitchell Grass Downs riparian areas contain a disproportionately high number of species relative to 
the area they occupy. They can be considered the ecological arteries for wildlife in drier areas of 
Queensland (EHP, 2016). 

Habitat fragmentation should be avoided wherever practicable by retaining vegetation corridors along 
drainage lines within the study area. 

5.8 Fauna mortality/ injury 
There is an increased risk of fauna injury or death as a result of collision with vehicles and / or machinery 
during the construction of the project. Similarly, increased intensity of land use associated with proposed 
cropping may also pose a risk to fauna through vehicle strike, although the risks associated with project 
operation are considered marginal as it would not be dissimilar to that already occurring in the area. 
Species at increased risk of collision impacts include the Squatter Pigeon (southern) and ground-dwelling 
fauna such as macropods 

5.9 Habitat disturbance from noise, dust and light 
Habitat disturbance associated with noise, dust and light may result in some localised habitat disturbance 
and/ or degradation during the construction and operational phases of the project. Noise and vibration 
sources during the construction phase are likely to include construction vehicles, machinery and increased 
human presence within the study area in and around the proposed infrastructure. The intensity of these 
impacts will largely depend on the proposed construction methods and program of works. Jack-hammering, 
blasting, pile-driving, large concrete pours and other noise intensive activities should be minimised as much 
as possible during the construction phase and noise reduction measures implemented (i.e. buffer plantings, 
noise wall) to minimise impacts to adjacent habitats at the interface to the construction site. 

Construction activities are likely to generate high amounts of dust particulates during vegetation clearing, 
earthworks and movement of soils or other sediments. Similarly, bare uncovered grounds may be a source 
of dust during windy conditions. Measures for dust management and reduction should be addressed as a 
part of the erosion and sediment control plan prepared for the project. Appropriate measures are likely to 
include seeding/ covering of bare grounds and stockpiles, water trucks to dampen bare surfaces and 
minimise mobilisation of particulates, etc. 

Temporary lighting may interrupt with nocturnal foraging behaviour, localised fauna movements and may 
increase the risk of fauna predation within disturbed habitats. These impacts are likely to occur at the 
interface to the construction site and may be managed through minimising night works, installation of 
buffer plantings and use of directional lighting and/ or light guards to minimise light spill into adjacent 
habitats. 

Impacts associated with construction noise, dust and light will only occur for the duration of the 
construction phase, predominantly impacting vegetation and habitats at the interface to the construction 
site. With the implementation of suitable construction controls, these impacts are considered negligible.   

5.10 Erosion, salinity and impacts to ground and surface water quality 
Soils within the study area have high to very high erodibility and there is potential for accelerated erosion. 
Erodibility may also be exacerbated by saline sodic conditions inherent in the landscape and scald erosion 
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may occur on and off-site. Sediments may be mobilised during and after construction and may contribute 
to increased turbidity impacting downstream surface water quality. Proposed activities posing highest risk 
of erosion include land levelling, the construction of contour banks, drainage channels and ongoing 
cropping activities (subject to intensity and land management practices).  

Salinity, and sodicity are considered to be a fairly significant environmental risk associated with the 
development. There is a potential for accelerate land degradation through waterlogging, or through 
salinisation of groundwater, surface water or soil without appropriate management. There is also a 
possibility the project could result in salinisation of the water table. These impacts could cause considerable 
degradation of native ecosystems and contamination of water resources within and adjacent to the study 
area, including downstream environments. Appropriate mitigation and management measures will need to 
be implemented to ensure impacts associated with the construction and ongoing use are minimised. 

5.11 Spread of weeds, pest animals and pathogens 
Several pest animals may occur within the area. Three feral animals were recorded during the field surveys 
within the study area (Feral cat Felis catus, Feral Pigs Sus scrofa and Cane Toad Rhinella marina) 
(Attachment E).  Weeds including WoNS Cryptostegia grandiflora (Rubber Vine), Parkinsonia aculeata 
(Parkonsonia), Parthenium hysterophorus (Parthenium) and Vachellia farnesiana (Mimosa Bush) were 
identified in the field surveys. 

There is the potential for the introduction and spread of weeds and pathogens during construction and 
operation as a result of machinery movements, increased foot traffic and ongoing agricultural activities. 
Although there are a number of existing weeds within the study area, there is potential that proposed 
works may result in increased weed spread and/ or the importation of new invasive species. There is also 
the possibility that the provision of a large, permanent body of water may result in a significant increase in 
the local population of feral predators resulting in increased mortality of fauna including some threatened 
species. 

Appropriate pest, weed and pathogen management measures will need to be implemented to ensure 
impacts associated with the development are minimised.  
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6. Mitigation measures, approvals and further assessment requirements 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Mitigation measures, approvals and further assessment recommended to address potential impacts associated with the project are provided in Table 18. 

Table 18: Mitigation measures, approvals and further assessment requirements 

ID Matters Proposed mitigation measure Indicative timing 

1 
 

Management plans and site 
inductions 

A flora and fauna management plan should be prepared, implemented and audited as a part of project, addressing the 
following: 
• Plans showing development site and adjoining areas and outlining the location of key constraints including native 

vegetation, flora and fauna habitat, threatened species and animal breeding places. 
• Plans showing areas to be cleared and areas to be protected, including exclusion zones and protected habitat features, 

and areas for native vegetation rehabilitation or re-establishment. 
• Pre-clearing protocols, including pre-clearing inspections, establishment of exclusion zones and on-ground 

identification of specific habitat features to be retained. 
• Vegetation clearing protocols, including staged clearing requirements and any specified seasonal limits on clearing 

activities.  
• Protocols for the salvage and relocation of woody debris and tree hollows.  
• Requirements for temporary fencing to minimise the risk of fauna injury / mortality due to vehicle strike or 

entrapment in deep excavations. 
• Fauna handling and unexpected threatened species finds procedures.  
• Rehabilitation, revegetation, reuse of soils and other habitat management actions. 
• Weed, pest and pathogen management requirements 
• Monitoring requirements for the construction phase 
• Adaptive management measures to be applied if monitoring indicates unexpected adverse impacts. 

 
All site workers would be trained to ensure awareness of requirements of project documentation, relevant sub-plans and 
statutory responsibilities. Site-specific training would be provided when specific work activities were taking place near 
areas of identified biodiversity value that are to be protected. 

Construction 
 

2 Clearing of native vegetation Minimise the clearing footprint wherever practicable. Where possible, the siting of infrastructure should prioritise existing 
cleared areas, disturbed lands, regrowth vegetation and prescribed grassland regional ecosystems where these do not 
offer value as habitat for threatened flora or fauna species.  
The following measures are recommended to mitigate and manage impacts to native vegetation during project design and 
construction: 

Pre-construction 
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ID Matters Proposed mitigation measure Indicative timing 

• Opportunities to consolidate the project footprint as much as practicable to minimise the fragmentation of vegetation 
communities and associated edge effects. 

• Opportunities to avoid and minimise impacts to remnant native vegetation as much as practicable. Retention of 
riparian vegetation should be prioritised over other remnant and regrowth vegetation where possible. Avoidance and 
minimisation strategies implemented as part of the project design should be documented to support a relevant 
purpose determination by the Department of Resources (DoR).  This may include design drawing iterations, minutes 
from workshops or meetings, etc. 

• Design of suitable post-works restoration / revegetation treatments to mitigate impacts associated with site clearing 
as much as practicable and to minimise any ongoing risk of erosion.  

3 Subject to the chosen approval pathway, a permit to clear native vegetation under Schedule 10 of the Planning Reg is likely 
to be required prior to commencement of site clearing.  
Further consultation with DoR is recommended to confirm the project can address relevant purpose requirements under 
Schedule 22A of the VM Act, prior to lodgement of any approval documentation.    

Pre-construction  

4 Hydrological impacts Undertake more detailed hydrological modelling for the project incorporating consideration of low flow events low flow 
events (i.e., 1:10 AEP). Model outputs in relation to changed inundation should be overlain with mapped constraints to 
inform avoidance and minimisation design strategies in later design stages. 
Downstream monitoring sites should be implemented to monitor water levels and water quality. 

Pre-construction 

5 Matters of National Environmental 
Significance 

The project should be referred to the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment for likely 
significant impacts to threatened species.  

Pre-construction 

6 Matters of State Environmental 
Significance 

Relevant prescribed activities should be confirmed for the project, in consultation with SARA once the preferred approval 
pathway has been identified. An assessment against the following may be required at that time: 
• State Significant Residual Impact Guideline for Matters of State Environmental Significance and prescribed activities 

assessable under the Sustainable Planning Act 2009 and the Queensland Environmental Offsets Policy December 2014 
(DEHP, 2014). 

Pre-construction 

7 Threatened flora and/ or protected 
plants 

Carry out survey targeting all flora species with moderate to high LoO within the study area. To allow for maximum 
detection of potentially occurring species, the survey should be carried out between November and January to coincide 
with fruiting / flowering of target species. Whilst survey is not required in accordance with the Flora Survey Guidelines – 
Protected Plants (DES, 2020), the flora survey should be carried out generally in accordance with this document.  
Detailed mapping of any recorded threatened flora and associated habitats should be developed as a part of the survey to 
support design development and project referral under the EPBC Act. 

Pre-construction 
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ID Matters Proposed mitigation measure Indicative timing 

8 Prepare an unexpected threatened species finds procedure outlining appropriate steps for managing any unexpected 
threatened/ near threatened flora species where they are identified within the project footprint during construction.  

Construction 

9 Threatened fauna  Carry out a wet season targeted survey of all threatened fauna with a moderate LoO within the study area, in accordance 
with relevant Commonwealth survey guidelines and should target areas of potential habitat for the relevant species.  
Habitat mapping and SIAs to be updated following the wet season survey, for any threatened fauna and associated 
habitats to support design development and project referral under the EPBC Act.  

Pre-construction 

10 A pre-clearing survey should be carried out by an experienced and licenced fauna spotter catcher prior to any site clearing 
activities. The fauna spotter / catcher should be on site to supervise and direct clearing works including the removal and 
relocation of any fauna where necessary.  

Pre-construction 

11 Minimise the clearing of animal breeding places hollow-bearing trees, stags and active nests. 
Salvage any tree hollows and woody debris impacted during site clearing works and relocated to adjacent habitat areas, 
where suitable. 
Where tree hollows are proposed for removal, carry out a survey to determine hollow density within surrounding habitats 
and evaluate any opportunities for provision of artificial hollows (i.e., nest-boxes). 

Pre-construction/ 
construction 

12 Design opportunities to maintain habitat connectivity throughout the study area should be fully explored as a part of the 
detailed design phase. 

Pre-construction 

13  A pre-clearing inspection should be carried out by a licenced fauna spotter-catcher prior to vegetation clearing to minimise 
any risk of fauna injury/ mortality. Temporary exclusion fencing should be erected around deep excavations and works 
areas to minimise any risk of fauna entrapment or injury. Injured fauna should be taken to the nearest wildlife carer or 
veterinarian. All fauna injuries and mortality must be communicated to DES within 24 hours. 

Pre-construction/ 
construction 

14 Impacts to Animal breeding places Following further design refinement, carry out a targeted survey of the project footprint to record the location all animal 
breeding places for threatened fauna and Least Concern fauna that are colonial breeders. Where animal breeding places 
are confirmed for these high-risk species, a high-risk Species Management Program (SMP) will need to be obtained prior to 
the commencement of works. 

Pre-construction 

15 A low-risk SMP is likely to be required for the tampering of animal breeding places for fauna species listed as Least Concern 
under the NC Act.  

Pre-construction 
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ID Matters Proposed mitigation measure Indicative timing 

16 Erosion, dust, salinity and impacts to 
ground and surface water quality 

An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan should be prepared an implemented outlining measures for the prevention of 
erosion and sedimentation during construction. The plan should incorporate: 
• Adequate measures for dust suppression and erosion prevention including treatment of all bare exposed ground with 

suitable seeding, matting or crusting agent during extended construction works and landscaping as soon as 
practicable upon construction completion  

• Appropriate strategies for minimising any risk of sedimentation or contamination within receiving waters. This should 
include use of a coffer dam and other well located sediment basins to capture any contaminated run-off from the 
construction site, silt fencing, bunding and spill basins within all works areas including proposed compound and 
stockpile locations.  

Pre-construction 

17 Carry out detailed modelling of ground and surface water flows and potential impacts associated with the project. The 
model should consider more frequent surface water flow events (i.e., between 1in1 and 1in2 year ARI), existing 
interactions between ground and surface waters and highlight key risk areas for saline mobilisation/ expression and the 
likely extent and severity of associated impacts where possible. The model should inform the development of the Water 
Management Plan.   

Pre-construction 

18 A Water Management Plan should be prepared, implemented and audited as a part of the project. The plan should outline 
measures for the management and monitoring of ground and surface water quality and associated salinity levels during 
project construction and operation. The plan should address the following requirements to minimise impacts to terrestrial 
and aquatic habitats due to salinity and impacts to water quality: 
• Requirements for the management of potential contaminants and sediments during construction.  
• Requirements for management of water inputs and potential impacts associated with salinity, including key 

thresholds, necessary land / crop rotations, water storage considerations, etc 
• Ground and surface water monitoring requirements to minimise impacts to water quality. This should include 

monitoring of irrigation applications, leaching and changes in salinity levels in the soils, the development of localised 
groundwater tables and salinity expression. The plan should outline key management thresholds and contingency 
measures to be implemented should thresholds be exceeded. 

Pre-construction  

19 Explore design opportunities to minimise the extent and duration of hydrological impacts beyond the project footprint as 
much as practicable. 

Pre-construction 

20 Habitat disturbance from noise and 
light 

Light impacts are to be minimised as much as possible by: 
• Avoiding night works during the construction phase 
• Installing buffer plantings or other screening measures at the interface to significant areas of habitat 
• Using sensor lighting, directional lighting and/ or light guards for more heavily utilised parts of the facility or within 

proximity of significant habitat areas including riparian zones.  

Construction 
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ID Matters Proposed mitigation measure Indicative timing 

21 Noise impacts are to be minimised as much as possible. Construction activities involving jack-hammering, blasting, pile-
driving, large concrete pours and other noise intensive activities should be minimised as much as possible during the 
construction phase and noise reduction measures implemented (i.e. buffer plantings, noise wall) to minimise impacts to 
adjacent habitats at the interface to the construction site. 

Construction 

22 Weeds, pests and pathogens. Management measures are to be prepared, implemented and audited to avoid and minimise the environmental risks 
associated with weeds, pests and pathogens during the construction phase. At a minimum, these would include: 
• Completion of a site weed assessment and development of a Weed Management Plan.  
• Implementation of appropriate weed control and weed disposal in accordance with Biosecurity protocols. 
• Any soil or other materials imported to the site for use in restoration or rehabilitation would be certified free from 

weeds and pathogens or obtained from sources that demonstrate best practice management to minimise weed and 
pathogen risks.  

• Disposal of any weed material at an appropriately licensed facility. 
• Implementation of appropriate hygiene protocols where there is potential or known pathogen risks. 

Construction 
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7. Potential offsets 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Residual impacts to terrestrial ecology values, including MNES and MSES, will need to be addressed in 
accordance with compensatory measures such as environmental offsets. Where the project is declared a 
controlled action under the EPBC Act, any significant residual impacts and proposed offsets for MNES must 
address the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy, October 2012 (DSEWPC, 2012). Under the policy, a 
minimum of 90% of the offset obligation must be delivered through direct land-based offsets. This means 
that suitable offset sites generally need to be identified and secured to address the offset obligation. The 
project offset obligation is determined using the EPBC Act Offsets Assessment Guide / Calculator and 
incorporating consideration of the extent and quality of habitat for the impact and offset sites. Further 
assessment and analysis will be required to confirm any project offset obligation under the EPBC Act during 
later project stages, once a Commonwealth determination has been made.  

Under the Queensland Offsets Act an environmental offset is defined as an activity undertaken to 
counterbalance a significant residual impact of a prescribed activity7 on a prescribed environmental 
matter8. Offset requirements for MSES will vary depending on the chosen approval pathway.  Relevant 
prescribed activities should be confirmed for the project and an assessment against the Significant Residual 
Impact Guidelines carried out to confirm any significant residual impacts that will trigger offset 
requirements under the Offsets Act. An environmental offset may be delivered as a financial settlement 
offset, a proponent-driven offset, or a combination of these two approaches.  

An estimate of the potential offset obligation for direct and indirect impacts associated with the project is 
provided in Table 22, based on a review of the Queensland Financial Offsets Calculator (Attachment I a-d). 
These calculations: 

• Will need to be revisited following any changes to the project footprint and hydrological modelling.  
• Do not include offsets for native grasslands prescribed under Schedule 5 of the VM Reg, as they are not 

regulated under the VM Act and will not trigger an offset obligation. Although it should be noted that 
the clearing of prescribed grasslands would trigger offset requirements where these offer potential 
habitat for Julia Creek Dunnart. Table 19 calculations have captured this accordingly.  

• Incorporate offset costing for indirect impacts given impacts to vegetation associated with changed 
hydrology have the potential to meet the definition of ‘clearing’ under the VM Act (i.e., flooding or 
draining). Further liaison with DoR is recommended to confirm offset requirements associated with 
indirect project impacts related to changed hydrology.  

• Do not address potential offset requirements for other prescribed activities including any 
environmentally relevant activities under the EP Act, impacts to fish passage under the Fisheries Act 
and taking / interfering with water from a watercourse, lake or spring under the Water Act. 

 
  

 
7 Prescribed activities are defined under Schedule 1 of the Environmental Offsets Regulation 2014 and include activities 
that are likely to trigger assessment and offset requirements under a regulation (e.g. Planning Act 2016 and NC Act 
1992). 
8 A prescribed environmental matter is defined under Schedule 2 of the Environmental Offsets Regulation 2014 and 
includes a MNES, Matter of State Environmental Significance (MSES) or Matter of Local Environmental Significance 
(MLES). 
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Table 19. Estimate of offset areas for direct impacts 

Potential Matters Project impacts 

Threatened species included Direct Impact area (ha) Offset area (ha) 

RE 4.3.23 • Pink Gidgee 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern)  
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

453.83 1,815.32 

RE 4.3.4x2d • Koala 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

1,011.88 4,047.52 

RE 4.3.2c • Koala 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

295.83 1,183.32 

RE 9.8.6 • Pink Gidgee 197.56 790.24 

RE 4.3.10c • Koala 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

0 0 

Total direct impact area (RE’s) 1,959.10 
(Attachment Ia) 

7,836.40 

Julia Creek Dunnart (direct impact area) 7,967.47 
(Attachment Ic) 

31,869.88 

 

Table 20. Estimate of offset areas for indirect impacts 

Potential Matters Project impacts 

Threatened species included Indirect Impact area (ha) Offset area (ha) 

RE 4.3.23 • Pink Gidgee 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern)  
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

996.01 3,984.04 

RE 4.3.4x2d • Koala 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

5,277.34 21,109.36 

RE 4.3.2c • Koala 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

198.13 792.52 

RE 9.8.6 • Pink Gidgee 37.90 151.6 

RE 4.3.10c • Koala 
• Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
• Southern Black-throated 

Finch 

800.38 3,201.52 

Total indirect impact area (RE’s) 7,309.76 
(Attachment Ib) 

29,239.04 

Julia Creek Dunnart (indirect impact area) 3,007.96 
(Attachment Id) 

12,031.84 
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Table 21: Offsets cost estimate 

Potential Matters Cost Estimate 

Cost of offsets  
(Direct impacts to REs) 

$ 8,630,179.00 

Cost of offsets  
(Indirect impacts to REs) 

$ 14,028,099.76 

Cost of offsets Julia Creek Dunnart  
(Direct impacts) 

$ 14,604,253.72 

Cost of offsets Julia Creek Dunnart 
(Indirect impacts) 

$ 10,259,722.96 
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Attachment A: EPBC Act PMST Results 
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EPBC Act Protected Matters Report

This report provides general guidance on matters of national environmental significance and other matters
protected by the EPBC Act in the area you have selected.

Information on the coverage of this report and qualifications on data supporting this report are contained in the
caveat at the end of the report.

Information is available about Environment Assessments and the EPBC Act including significance guidelines,
forms and application process details.

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

Acknowledgements

Buffer: 5.0Km

Matters of NES

Report created: 23/03/21 11:19:18

Coordinates

This map may contain data which are
©Commonwealth of Australia
(Geoscience Australia), ©PSMA 2015

Caveat
Extra Information

Details
Summary

http://www.environment.gov.au/protection/environment-assessments


Summary

This part of the report summarises the matters of national environmental significance that may occur in, or may
relate to, the area you nominated. Further information is available in the detail part of the report, which can be
accessed by scrolling or following the links below. If you are proposing to undertake an activity that may have a
significant impact on one or more matters of national environmental significance then you should consider the
Administrative Guidelines on Significance.

Matters of National Environmental Significance

Listed Threatened Ecological Communities:

Listed Migratory Species:

None

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park:

Wetlands of International Importance:

Listed Threatened Species:

None

17

None

None

National Heritage Places:

Commonwealth Marine Area:

World Heritage Properties:

None

None

10

The EPBC Act protects the environment on Commonwealth land, the environment from the actions taken on
Commonwealth land, and the environment from actions taken by Commonwealth agencies. As heritage values of a
place are part of the 'environment', these aspects of the EPBC Act protect the Commonwealth Heritage values of a
Commonwealth Heritage place. Information on the new heritage laws can be found at
http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage

This part of the report summarises other matters protected under the Act that may relate to the area you nominated.
Approval may be required for a proposed activity that significantly affects the environment on Commonwealth land,
when the action is outside the Commonwealth land, or the environment anywhere when the action is taken on
Commonwealth land. Approval may also be required for the Commonwealth or Commonwealth agencies proposing to
take an action that is likely to have a significant impact on the environment anywhere.

A permit may be required for activities in or on a Commonwealth area that may affect a member of a listed threatened
species or ecological community, a member of a listed migratory species, whales and other cetaceans, or a member of
a listed marine species.

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

None

None

None

Listed Marine Species:

Whales and Other Cetaceans:

17

Commonwealth Heritage Places:

None

None

Critical Habitats:

Commonwealth Land:

Commonwealth Reserves Terrestrial:

NoneAustralian Marine Parks:

Extra Information

This part of the report provides information that may also be relevant to the area you have nominated.

None

NoneState and Territory Reserves:

Nationally Important Wetlands:

NoneRegional Forest Agreements:

Invasive Species: 18

NoneKey Ecological Features (Marine)

http://www.environment.gov.au/protection/environment-assessments
http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/permits-and-application-forms


Details

Listed Threatened Species [ Resource Information ]
Name Status Type of Presence
Birds

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Red Goshawk [942] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Erythrotriorchis radiatus

Grey Falcon [929] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Falco hypoleucos

Painted Honeyeater [470] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Grantiella picta

Star Finch (eastern), Star Finch (southern) [26027] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Neochmia ruficauda  ruficauda

Southern Black-throated Finch [64447] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Poephila cincta  cincta

Australian Painted Snipe [77037] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Rostratula australis

Masked Owl (northern) [26048] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Tyto novaehollandiae  kimberli

Mammals

Northern Quoll, Digul [Gogo-Yimidir], Wijingadda
[Dambimangari], Wiminji [Martu] [331]

Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Dasyurus hallucatus

Ghost Bat [174] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Macroderma gigas

Koala (combined populations of Queensland, New
South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory)
[85104]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Phascolarctos cinereus (combined populations of Qld, NSW and the ACT)

Julia Creek Dunnart [305] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Sminthopsis douglasi

Plants

Matters of National Environmental Significance



Name Status Type of Presence

Pink Gidgee [10927] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Acacia crombiei

King Blue-grass [5481] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Dichanthium queenslandicum

bluegrass [14159] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Dichanthium setosum

Reptiles

Plains Death Adder [83821] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Acanthophis hawkei

Yakka Skink [1420] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Egernia rugosa

Listed Migratory Species [ Resource Information ]
* Species is listed under a different scientific name on the EPBC Act - Threatened Species list.
Name Threatened Type of Presence
Migratory Marine Birds

Fork-tailed Swift [678] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Apus pacificus

Migratory Terrestrial Species

Oriental Cuckoo, Horsfield's Cuckoo [86651] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Cuculus optatus

Grey Wagtail [642] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla cinerea

Yellow Wagtail [644] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla flava

Migratory Wetlands Species

Common Sandpiper [59309] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Actitis hypoleucos

Sharp-tailed Sandpiper [874] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris acuminata

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Pectoral Sandpiper [858] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris melanotos

Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe [863] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Gallinago hardwickii

Osprey [952] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Pandion haliaetus



Listed Marine Species [ Resource Information ]
* Species is listed under a different scientific name on the EPBC Act - Threatened Species list.
Name Threatened Type of Presence
Birds

Common Sandpiper [59309] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Actitis hypoleucos

Magpie Goose [978] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Anseranas semipalmata

Fork-tailed Swift [678] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Apus pacificus

Great Egret, White Egret [59541] Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Ardea alba

Cattle Egret [59542] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Ardea ibis

Sharp-tailed Sandpiper [874] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris acuminata

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Pectoral Sandpiper [858] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris melanotos

Black-eared Cuckoo [705] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Chrysococcyx osculans

Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe [863] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Gallinago hardwickii

White-bellied Sea-Eagle [943] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Haliaeetus leucogaster

Rainbow Bee-eater [670] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Merops ornatus

Grey Wagtail [642] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla cinerea

Yellow Wagtail [644] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla flava

Osprey [952] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Pandion haliaetus

Painted Snipe [889] Endangered* Species or species habitat
may occur within

Rostratula benghalensis (sensu lato)

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act



Name Threatened Type of Presence
area

Reptiles

Freshwater Crocodile, Johnston's Crocodile,
Johnstone's Crocodile [1773]

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Crocodylus johnstoni

Extra Information

Invasive Species [ Resource Information ]
Weeds reported here are the 20 species of national significance (WoNS), along with other introduced plants
that are considered by the States and Territories to pose a particularly significant threat to biodiversity. The
following feral animals are reported: Goat, Red Fox, Cat, Rabbit, Pig, Water Buffalo and Cane Toad. Maps from
Landscape Health Project, National Land and Water Resouces Audit, 2001.

Name Status Type of Presence
Birds

Rock Pigeon, Rock Dove, Domestic Pigeon [803] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Columba livia

House Sparrow [405] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Passer domesticus

Frogs

Cane Toad [83218] Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Rhinella marina

Mammals

Domestic Cattle [16] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Bos taurus

Domestic Dog [82654] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Canis lupus  familiaris

Cat, House Cat, Domestic Cat [19] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Felis catus

Rabbit, European Rabbit [128] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Oryctolagus cuniculus

Pig [6] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Sus scrofa

Red Fox, Fox [18] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Vulpes vulpes

Plants

Prickly Acacia [6196] Species or species
Acacia nilotica subsp. indica



Name Status Type of Presence
habitat likely to occur within
area

Rubber Vine, Rubbervine, India Rubber Vine, India
Rubbervine, Palay Rubbervine, Purple Allamanda
[18913]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Cryptostegia grandiflora

Prickly Pears [85131] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Cylindropuntia spp.

Cotton-leaved Physic-Nut, Bellyache Bush, Cotton-leaf
Physic Nut, Cotton-leaf Jatropha, Black Physic Nut
[7507]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Jatropha gossypifolia

Parkinsonia, Jerusalem Thorn, Jelly Bean Tree, Horse
Bean [12301]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Parkinsonia aculeata

Parthenium Weed, Bitter Weed, Carrot Grass, False
Ragweed [19566]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Parthenium hysterophorus

Mesquite, Algaroba [68407] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Prosopis spp.

Prickly Acacia, Blackthorn, Prickly Mimosa, Black
Piquant, Babul [84351]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Vachellia nilotica

Reptiles

Asian House Gecko [1708] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Hemidactylus frenatus



- non-threatened seabirds which have only been mapped for recorded breeding sites

- migratory species that are very widespread, vagrant, or only occur in small numbers

- some species and ecological communities that have only recently been listed

Not all species listed under the EPBC Act have been mapped (see below) and therefore a report is a general guide only. Where available data
supports mapping, the type of presence that can be determined from the data is indicated in general terms. People using this information in making
a referral may need to consider the qualifications below and may need to seek and consider other information sources.

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are derived from recovery plans, State vegetation maps, remote
sensing imagery and other sources. Where threatened ecological community distributions are less well known, existing vegetation maps and point
location data are used to produce indicative distribution maps.

- seals which have only been mapped for breeding sites near the Australian continent

Such breeding sites may be important for the protection of the Commonwealth Marine environment.

Threatened, migratory and marine species distributions have been derived through a variety of methods.  Where distributions are well known and if
time permits, maps are derived using either thematic spatial data (i.e. vegetation, soils, geology, elevation, aspect, terrain, etc) together with point
locations and described habitat; or environmental modelling (MAXENT or BIOCLIM habitat modelling) using point locations and environmental data
layers.

The information presented in this report has been provided by a range of data sources as acknowledged at the end of the report.
Caveat

- migratory and

The following species and ecological communities have not been mapped and do not appear in reports produced from this database:

- marine

This report is designed to assist in identifying the locations of places which may be relevant in determining obligations under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. It holds mapped locations of World and National Heritage properties, Wetlands of International
and National Importance, Commonwealth and State/Territory reserves, listed threatened, migratory and marine species and listed threatened
ecological communities. Mapping of Commonwealth land is not complete at this stage. Maps have been collated from a range of sources at various
resolutions.

- threatened species listed as extinct or considered as vagrants

- some terrestrial species that overfly the Commonwealth marine area

The following groups have been mapped, but may not cover the complete distribution of the species:

Only selected species covered by the following provisions of the EPBC Act have been mapped:

Where very little information is available for species or large number of maps are required in a short time-frame, maps are derived either from 0.04
or 0.02 decimal degree cells; by an automated process using polygon capture techniques (static two kilometre grid cells, alpha-hull and convex hull);
or captured manually or by using topographic features (national park boundaries, islands, etc).  In the early stages of the distribution mapping
process (1999-early 2000s) distributions were defined by degree blocks, 100K or 250K map sheets to rapidly create distribution maps. More reliable
distribution mapping methods are used to update these distributions as time permits.

-20.445595 143.615901,-20.441735 144.130885,-20.883757 144.139124,-20.876059 143.62002,-20.445595 143.615901
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Attachment B: Wildlife Online Search Results 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 



Wildlife Online Extract

Search Criteria: Species List for a Specified Point

Species: All

Type: Native

Status: Rare and threatened species

Records: Confirmed

Date: Since 1980

Latitude: -20.6698

Longitude: 143.8320

Distance: 20

Email: leade@niche-eh.com

Date submitted: Wednesday 24 Mar 2021 14:36:26

Date extracted: Wednesday 24 Mar 2021 14:40:03

The number of records retrieved = 1

Disclaimer

As the DSITIA is still in a process of collating and vetting data, it is possible the information given is not complete. The information provided should only be used
for the project for which it was requested and it should be appropriately acknowledged as being derived from Wildlife Online when it is used.

The State of Queensland does not invite reliance upon, nor accept responsibility for this information. Persons should satisfy themselves through independent
means as to the accuracy and completeness of this information.

No statements, representations or warranties are made about the accuracy or completeness of this information. The State of Queensland disclaims all
responsibility for this information and all liability (including without limitation, liability in negligence) for all expenses, losses, damages
and costs you may incur as a result of the information being inaccurate or incomplete in any way for any reason.

Feedback about Wildlife Online should be emailed to wildlife.online@science.dsitia.qld.gov.au



Kingdom Class Family Scientific Name Common Name I Q A Records

plants land plants Mimosaceae Acacia crombiei pink gidgee  V V 1/1

CODES

I - Y indicates that the taxon is introduced to Queensland and has naturalised.

Q - Indicates the Queensland conservation status of each taxon under the Nature Conservation Act 1992. The codes are Extinct in the Wild (PE), Endangered (E),
Vulnerable (V), Near Threatened (NT), Least Concern (C) or Not Protected ( ).

A - Indicates the Australian conservation status of each taxon under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The values of EPBC are
Conservation Dependent (CD), Critically Endangered (CE), Endangered (E), Extinct (EX), Extinct in the Wild (XW) and Vulnerable (V).

Records – The first number indicates the total number of records of the taxon for the record option selected (i.e. All, Confirmed or Specimens).
This number is output as 99999 if it equals or exceeds this value.  The second number located after the / indicates the number of specimen records for the taxon.
This number is output as 999 if it equals or exceeds this value.

Page 1 of 1
Queensland Government Wildlife Online - Extract Date 24/03/2021 at 14:40:03
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Attachment C: Likelihood of occurrence assessment results 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Plant Acacia 
crombiei  

Pink gidgee V V A. crombiei species occurs in small, isolated subpopulations 
in central Queensland (DEWHA, 2008a). Most collections 
have been made from within an area 100 km south and 150 
km north-west of Hughenden (DAWE, 2021). A. crombiei is 
an uncommon species that occurs on wooded downs in 
woodland and open woodland often associated with gidgee 
(Acacia cambagei) and whitewood (Atalaya hemiglauca), on 
alluvial, sandstone and basalt derived soils. Potential 
habitats include regional ecosystems: 4.3.8, 4.3.23, 9.8.6, 
9.8.5, 4.3.14, 4.9.7, 4.9.1, 4.3.3, 4.3.20, 4.9.11 and 4.3.19 
(DAWE, 2021). The main threat to A. crombiei is overgrazing. 
Habitat fragmentation and vegetation clearing, have also 
been identified as a threat in areas where the species occurs 
(DEWHA, 2008a). 

Yes High Following the field surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for A. 
crombiei was refined to a total of 
13,483.08 ha of potentially 
suitable habitat in the study 
area. WildNet Online database 
search results (Queensland 
Government, 2021) indicate a 
handful of records surrounding 
the study area in multiple 
directions, the closest 7km away. 
A. crombiei was not located in 
the study area. 

Plant Dichanthium 
queenslandicu
m 

King Blue-
grass 

E V D. queenslandicum is endemic to central and southern 
Queensland where it occurs in three disjunct populations, 
one of which is the Hughenden district (from one record) 
(DESWPC, 2013). Its area of occupancy is unknown, but 
based on the extent of occurrence is likely to be restricted 
(Queensland Herbarium, 2009, as cited in DESWPC, 2013). 
This species occurs on black cracking clay in tussock 
grasslands mainly in association with other species of 
bluegrasses (DESWPC, 2013). The main identified threats to 
D. queenslandicum are loss of habitat through clearing,  
grazing, cultivation and crop production and invasion from 
weeds. 
 

No Moderate Following the field surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for D. 
queenslandicum and D. setosum 
was refined to a total of 
25,515.25 ha of potentially 
suitable habitat in the study 
area. WildNet Online database 
search results (Queensland 
Government, 2021) show almost 
no records surrounding the 
study area, the closest being 
80km away in the north east. D. 
queenslandicum was not located 
in the study area. 



 

 
   

 

Hughenden Irrigation Project Ecology Report 94 
 

Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Plant Dichanthium 
setosum 

Blue-grass V LC D. setosum occurs in heavy soils (predominantly cracking 
clays or alluvium, often in gilgai) in woodland or open 
woodland usually dominated by Acacia (brigalow) and/or 
Eucalyptus species (DES, 2021f). The main identified threats 
to D. setosum are heavy grazing by domestic stock; loss of 
habitat through clearing for pasture improvement and 
cropping; frequent fires, especially regular burning for 
agricultural purposes (Ayers et al., 1996, as cited in DES, 
2021f). Additional threats which have been identified for the 
species include invasive plants (e.g. buffel grass invasion) 
and small populations (e.g. demographic effects) (Forster, 
2009, as cited in DES, 2021f). 

No Moderate Following the field surveys, 
potential habitat mapping for D. 
queenslandicum and D. setosum 
was refined to a total of 
25,515.25 ha of potentially 
suitable habitat in the study 
area. WildNet Online database 
search results (Queensland 
Government, 2021) show almost 
no records surrounding the 
study area, the closest being 130 
km away in the north east. D. 
setosum was not located in the 
study area. 

Bird Calidris 
ferruginea 

Curlew 
Sandpiper 

CE CE In Australia, Curlew Sandpipers occur around the coasts and 
are also quite widespread inland, though in smaller numbers 
(DAWE, 2021). Records occur in all states during the non-
breeding period, and also during the breeding season when 
many non-breeding one-year old birds remain in Australia 
rather than migrating north. In Queensland, scattered 
records occur in the Gulf of Carpentaria, as well as sparsely 
scattered records inland (DAWE, 2021). Curlew Sandpipers 
mainly occur on intertidal mudflats in sheltered coastal 
areas, such as estuaries, bays, inlets and lagoons, and also 
around non-tidal swamps, lakes and lagoons near the coast, 
and ponds in saltworks and sewage farms. They are also 
recorded inland, though less often, including around 
ephemeral and permanent lakes, dams, waterholes and bore 
drains, usually with bare edges of mud or sand. They occur 
in both fresh and brackish waters. Occasionally they are 
recorded around floodwaters. Curlew Sandpipers may roost 
on coastal or near-coastal lagoons and other wetlands 
(DAWE, 2021). 

No Transient The Curlew Sandpiper is a non-
breeding migrant to Australia. 
There are no records in the area, 
but it is potential range for the 
species. From the site 
inspection; riverine, lacustrine 
and palustrine wetlands were 
identified as potential habitat. 
However due to the highly 
ephemeral nature of the natural 
waterbodies (Aside from the 
Flinders River channel) the 
habitat is temporary. Some man-
made water bodies may remain 
through the year but most of 
these may be limited in habitat 
suitability, as it prefers 
waterbodies with bare edges of 
mud or sand.  
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name 

Common 
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EPBC 
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NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Bird Erythrotriorch
is radiatus 

Red 
Goshawk 

V E The Red Goshawk is very sparsely dispersed across coastal 
and sub-coastal Australia, from the western Kimberley to 
north-eastern NSW (DAWE, 2021). It occurs in coastal and 
sub-coastal areas in wooded and forested lands of tropical 
and warm-temperate Australia (DAWE, 2021). This species 
prefers forest and woodland with a mosaic of vegetation 
types, large prey populations (birds), and permanent water. 
The Red Goshawk nests in large trees, frequently the tallest 
and most massive in a tall stand, and nest trees are 
invariably within one km of permanent water (DAWE, 2021). 
Nest trees have an average height of 31.4 m, and an average 
girth at breast height of 2.9 m. There appears to have been a 
recent coastal contraction of the range in parts of eastern 
Australia and the area of occupancy has declined since 
European settlement. Further, it is suggested that 
development and habitat alteration have rendered about 
20% of the predicted Red Goshawk's range unsuitable for 
breeding, especially in coastal Queensland (DAWE, 2021). 
There are no quantified predictions of future changes to 
area of occupancy. However, it is suspected that continuing 
clearing of coastal and sub-coastal forests will likely lead to a 
reduction in breeding pairs, and therefore a reduction in 
area of occupancy. Consistently recorded pairs were 
associated with permanently watered, rather remote areas 
of rugged terrain supporting mosaics of tall vegetation, 
primarily forest (DAWE, 2021). 

No Low The Red Goshawk has a large 
range but is very sparsely 
dispersed (DAWE, 2021). Its 
range is predominantly coastal, 
but they may be found further 
inland along major rivers. There 
are no records in the area, but it 
is potentially in range. Habitat 
assessments on site did not 
identify any highly suitable areas 
as the species likely requires a 
more contrasting mosaic of 
vegetation types as well as taller 
/ more areas of eucalypt 
woodland.  IT is believed the site 
does not have suitable stands of 
large trees for breeding, or large 
bodies of permanent water, but 
the species may occasionally 
pass through. 
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Bird Falco 
hypoleucos 

Grey Falcon V V The species occurs in arid and semi-arid Australia, mainly 
found where annual rainfall is less than 500 mm, except 
when wet years are followed by drought, when the species 
might become marginally more widespread (Schoenjahn, 
2018, as cited by TSSC, 2020).  Usually restricted to 
shrubland, grassland and wooded watercourses of arid and 
semi-arid regions (TSSC, 2020). Also occurs near wetlands 
where surface water attracts prey. The species frequents 
timbered lowland plains, particularly acacia shrublands that 
are crossed by tree-lined water courses.  Breeding occurs 
from Jun-Nov in the old nests of other birds, particularly 
those of other raptors or corvids, usually in the tallest trees 
along watercourses (TSSC, 2020). 

No Moderate The Grey Falcon is sparsely 
distributed and difficult to 
survey for. There are some 
records in the region, but none 
in the study area. They have 
potential habitat in the survey 
area, as they are known to 
frequent timbered lowland 
plains, particularly acacia 
shrublands that are crossed by 
tree-lined water courses. In 
addition to this it regularly 
breeds in riparian forest along 
watercourses (TSSC, 2020). 

Bird Grantiella 
picta 

Painted 
Honeyeater 

V V The Painted Honeyeater is sparsely distributed from south-
eastern Australia to north-western Queensland and the 
eastern Northern Territory, being more common west of the 
Great Dividing Range (DES, 2021b). The Painted Honeyeater 
lives in dry, open forests and woodlands (DES, 2021b). The 
species usually occurs in areas with flowering and fruiting 
mistletoe and flowering eucalypts. (DES, 2021b). The Painted 
Honeyeater has a highly specialised diet, feeding almost 
exclusively on mistletoe fruit and flowers (DoE, 2015). The 
species prefers woodlands which contain a higher number of 
mature trees as these host more mistletoes. The species 
exhibits marked seasonal north-south movements driven 
principally by the fruiting of mistletoe, with which its 
breeding season (between August and February) closely 
matches (DES, 2021b and DoE, 2015). one of its key threats 
is habitat loss from mature trees being cleared or habitat 
degradation from grazing by livestock. 

No Low The Painted honeyeater has 
records in the region but none in 
the study area. The species 
range does cover the study area 
but is most likely very limited to 
woodland in riparian areas, 
specifically with an abundance of 
mistletoe (i.e. >5 plants /ha). 
Field habitat assessments noted 
that density of mistletoe was 
typically low, though potentially 
marginal suitable habitat may be 
present while mistletoe species 
are fruiting.  

 Bird Geophaps 
scripta scripta 

Squatter 
Pigeon 
(southern) 

V V The subspecies was not identified by the desktop searches, 
however, given the availability of suitable habitat and 
anecdotal observations made by a landholder (pers. coms. C. 

Yes Known Using initial vegetation and 
habitat assessment, as well as 
habitat notes taken from the dry 
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McClean, 29/04/2021), it was noted that the southern 
subspecies of the Squatter Pigeon may occur within the 
study area. This species was subsequently targeted and 
located during the dry season survey. 
The known distribution southern subspecies begins from the 
Burdekin-Lynd divide in the southern region of Cape York 
Peninsula and extends south (Squatter Pigeon Workshop 
2011, as cited by DAWE, 2021). The known distribution of 
the southern subspecies overlaps with the known 
distribution of the northern subspecies, Geophaps scripta 
peninsulae, and has been recorded to hybridise (Higgins & 
Davies 1996, as cited by DAWE, 2021). The northern 
subspecies is listed as Least Concern under the NC Act, and 
the hybrid of the two-subspecies is not afforded any 
protection under the EPBC Act (TSSC, 2015a). Natural 
foraging habitat for the Squatter Pigeon (southern) is any 
remnant or regrowth open-forest to sparse, open-woodland 
or scrub dominated by Eucalyptus, Corymbia, Acacia or 
Callitris species, on sandy or gravelly soils, within 3km of a 
suitable, permanent or seasonal waterbody (within 1km 
when breeding) (Squatter Pigeon Workshop 2011, as cited 
by DAWE, 2021). It is less commonly found on heavier soils 
with dense grass. Well-draining, gravelly, sandy or loamy 
soils support the open-forest to woodland communities with 
patchy, tussock-grassy understories that support the 
subspecies' foraging and breeding requirements (DAWE, 
2021). Given that the subspecies nests in shallow 
depressions in the ground (Garnett & Crowley, 2000, as cited 
by TSSC, 2015a), it is likely to require well-draining soils.   

season surveys, potential habitat 
mapping for Squatter Pigeon was 
refined to a total of 14,866.58 ha 
of potentially suitable habitat in 
the study area. As suitable 
habitat for the Squatter Pigeon 
(southern) within the study area 
includes grassy wooded habitat 
within 3km of a permanent or 
seasonal waterbody (DAWE, 
2021).  Potentially suitable 
vegetation communities 
included REs 4.3.23, 4.3.4.x2d, 
and 9.8.6 as well as some areas 
in 4.9.1c and 4.3.15. 



 

 
   

 

Hughenden Irrigation Project Ecology Report 98 
 

Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
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Bird Neochmia 
ruficauda 
ruficauda 

Star Finch 
(eastern/ 
southern) 

E E Star Finch (eastern/ southern) are very rare and there are 
only scattered records from a handful of locations in central 
Queensland (Holmes 1996, 1998, as cited in DAWE, 2021). 
The distribution and habitat requirements of the Star Finch 
(eastern/southern) are very poorly known (DEWHA, 2008b. 
They are closely associated with permanent surface water or 
frequently inundated areas, and mostly occupies grasslands 
and grassy woodlands (DAWE, 2021). The Star Finch 
(eastern/ southern) was once distributed throughout most 
of Queensland, excluding only the south-western arid lands, 
however they are suspected to have undergone large scale 
declines since the 19th century (Holmes 1996, 1998, as cited 
in DAWE, 2021). Their extent of occurrence is suspected to 
be decreasing and the distribution is probably severely 
fragmented (Garnett & Crowley, 2000, as cited in DAWE, 
2021). The small number of accepted records, and the 
failure of targeted surveys to locate any birds (Holmes 1996, 
1998, as cited in DAWE, 2021).  
The Star Finch (eastern/southern) disappeared from most of 
its range before the decline in range and population size 
could be linked to any threatening process or processes, 
however, the main cause of the decline is likely to have been 
the degradation of the finch's habitat (Garnett, 1993; 
Garnett & Crowley, 2000; Holmes, 1998, as cited in DAWE, 
2021).   

No Low Although suitable habitat for the 
species was observed within the 
study area, it is possible that the 
species is no longer extant in the 
region, as no permanent 
populations (or, more 
specifically, areas of 
permanently occupied habitat) 
have been identified (Garnett & 
Crowley 2000 as cited by DAWE, 
2021). 
In the unlikely chance there are 
individuals in the study area, 
their habitat aligns with habitat 
requirements for the Southern 
Black-throated Finch and so it 
may be detected during target 
surveys for it. 

Bird Poephila 
cincta cincta 

Southern 
Black-
throated 
Finch 

E E The Southern Black-throated Finch historically had a wide 
distribution occurring from Queensland's Atherton 
Tablelands in the north to northeast New South Wales in the 
south and to central Queensland in the west. The species’ 
range has considerably contracted and is now only found to 
occur in isolated patches in inland central Queensland 
(DAWE, 2021).  Small flocks have been regularly seen 
scattered throughout the region, suggesting they remain 
locally common but patchy in these areas, and the 
population appears to be severely fragmented. It occurs 

No Moderate No Southern Black-throated 
Finch were recorded within the 
study area; however a large 
number of other finch species 
were observed indicating the 
habitat is potentially suitable. A 
review of the ALA database 
shows a total of eight (8) records 
of the species in the region 
(100km radius), but none have 
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mainly in grassy, open woodlands and forests, and 
occasionally in tussock grasslands or other habitats (for 
example freshwater wetlands), often along or near 
watercourses, or in the vicinity (i.e. <1.5km) of water 
(DAWE, 2021, BTF Recovery Team et.al., 2007). It is thought 
to require a mosaic of different habitats with a variety of 
grass species in which it can find seed throughout the year 
(BTF Recovery Team et.al., 2007). The species is locally 
nomadic and breeding and feeding patterns vary in relation 
to rainfall and resource abundance (TSSC, 2005). Black-
throated Finches (southern) feed on the seeds of grasses 
(such as Urochloa mosambicensis, Digitaria ciliaris, Melinis 
repens, Chloris inflata) and herbaceous plants (Mitchell 
1996; NRA 2005, as cited by DAWE, 2021). The Significant 
impact guidelines for the Southern Black-throated Finch 
(CoA, 2009) identifies remnant woodland within 1 km of 
water sources as potential nesting habitat, and foraging 
habitat within 3 km of water sources. 

been recorded within the study 
area (ALA, 2021). 
There is potential habitat in all 
REs within the study area, but 
the main habitat they would rely 
on would be open grasslands (RE 
4.9.1c and 4,3,15). 

Bird Rostratula 
australis 

Australian 
Painted 
Snipe 

E E The Australian Painted Snipe has been recorded at wetlands 
all around Australia but it is most common in eastern 
Australia, where it has been recorded at scattered locations 
throughout much of Queensland. It generally inhabits 
shallow terrestrial freshwater (occasionally brackish) 
wetlands, including temporary and permanent lakes, 
swamps and claypans (DAWE, 2021). They also use 
inundated or waterlogged grassland or saltmarsh, dams, rice 
crops, sewage farms and bore drains. Typical sites include 
those with rank emergent tussocks of grass, sedges, rushes 
or reeds, or samphire; often with scattered clumps of lignum 
Muehlenbeckia or canegrass or sometimes tea-tree (DAWE, 
2021). It sometimes utilises areas that are lined with trees, 
or that have some scattered fallen or washed-up timber. 
Australian Painted Snipe breeding habitat requirements may 
be quite specific: shallow wetlands with areas of bare wet 
mud and both upper and canopy cover nearby. Nest records 

No Transient The Australian Painted Snipe 
may occur in the area but is 
likely limited to water 
body/wetland areas (DAWE, 
2021). From the site inspection 
riverine, lacustrine and 
palustrine wetlands were 
identified. However, the natural 
waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral, and many are likely 
to disappear in the dry (Aside 
from the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore, the habitat is 
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are all, or nearly all, from or near small islands in freshwater 
wetlands (DAWE, 2021). 

considered possible but not 
ideal.  

Bird Tyto 
novaehollandi
ae kimberli 

Masked Owl 
(northern) 

V V The distribution of the Masked Owl (northern) is very poorly 
known. In Queensland, it occurs along the southern rim of 
the Gulf of Carpentaria, Cape York Peninsula and south-east 
to the Einasleigh-Burdekin divide (DAWE, 2021). The Masked 
Owl has been recorded from riparian forest, rainforest, open 
forest, Melaleuca swamps and the edges of mangroves, as 
well as along the margins of sugar cane fields. They require a 
large home range (and hence low population density), large 
trees with large hollows within patches of closed forest for 
nesting; and diet largely comprising mammals (DAWE, 
2021). 

No Low The Masked owl has a patchy 
and poorly known distribution, 
and the study area falls within 
the southern edge of their 
mapped possible range (DAWE, 
2021). They may utilise riparian 
forest, open forest and edges of 
openings. They require large tree 
hollows (Most commonly a 
vertical opening, deep hollow in 
a tall tree) for breeding along 
riparian areas. 

Mammal Dasyurus 
hallucatus 

Northern 
Quoll 

E LC The Northern Quoll was historically common across 
northern Australia, but it now occurs in isolated sparge 
regional populations Northern Australia. In Queensland it is 
known to occur along the east coast and extends west into 
central Queensland (DAWE, 2021). The species is highly 
fragmented in the state and it has suffered severe declines 

No Low The study area supports only 
marginal habitat for the species 
within basal foothills/ scree 
slopes and occurs outside of the 
mapped 'possible' range for the 
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from its former distribution. The Northern Quoll occupies a 
diversity of habitats across its range which includes rocky 
areas, eucalypt forest and woodlands, rainforests, sandy 
lowlands and beaches, shrubland, grasslands and desert 
(DAWE, 2021). Northern Quoll habitat generally 
encompasses some form of rocky area for denning purposes 
with surrounding vegetated habitats used for foraging and 
dispersal. Rocky habitats are usually of high relief, often 
rugged and dissected but can also include tor fields or caves 
in low lying areas (DAWE, 2021). Eucalypt forest or 
woodland habitats usually have a high structural diversity 
containing large diameter trees, termite mounds or hollow 
logs for denning purposes. Dens are made in rock crevices, 
tree holes or occasionally termite mounds. Northern Quolls 
sometimes occur around human dwellings and 
campgrounds. Northern Quolls appear to be most abundant 
in habitats within 150 km of the coast. They also prefer areas 
with less fire impact and close to permanent water (DAWE, 
2021). 

species.  There are no records of 
the species west of Hughenden. 

Mammal Macroderma 
gigas 

Ghost Bat V E The species’ current range is discontinuous, with 
geographically disjunct colonies occurring in the Pilbara, 
Kimberley, northern Northern Territory, the Gulf of 
Carpentaria, coastal and near coastal eastern Queensland 
from Cape York to near Rockhampton, and western 
Queensland (DAWE, 2021). Only 14 breeding sites are 
currently known. They occupy habitats ranging from the arid 
Pilbara to tropical savanna woodlands and rainforests. 
During the daytime they roost in caves, rock crevices and old 
mines (DAWE, 2021). Roost sites used permanently are 
generally deep natural caves or disused mines with a 
relatively stable temperature of 23°−28°C and a moderate to 
high relative humidity of 50−100 percent (DAWE, 2021). 
Ghost bats move between a number of caves seasonally or 
as dictated by weather conditions, and require a range of 
cave sites (DAWE, 2021). 

No Transient The Ghost Bat is rare and 
discontinuous across a large 
range (DAWE, 2021). The study 
area may contain roost sites in 
rocky escarpments in caves or 
rock crevices. This means their 
potential habitat within the dam 
impact area is only possible 
foraging habitat. The dam is also 
unlikely to be  
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Mammal Phascolarctos 
cinereus 

Koala V V The Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus) is listed as Vulnerable 
under the EPBC Act and NC Act. Koala habitat can be broadly 
defined as any forest or woodland containing species that 
are known koala food trees, or shrubland with emergent 
food trees (DOE 2014a, DAWE, 2021). In the dry, subtropical 
to semi-arid environments in the western parts of the 
species’ range, Koalas inhabit Eucalyptus-dominated forests 
and woodlands, particularly in the vicinity of riparian 
environments. In the semi-arid regions in the western and 
northern parts of the species' range, Koala distribution and 
abundance is strongly influenced by the availability of water 
in soils from which food trees draw water (DoE, 2014a).  
One of the main threats to the species is loss, fragmentation 
and degradation of habitat, including dispersal habitat 
(DAWE, 2021). Another threat is increase in the frequency 
and severity of droughts, periods of extremely high 
temperatures and increased frequency of fire. They are also 
vulnerable to mortality due to vehicle strikes and attacks by 
feral predators. 

No Moderate Within the study area, habitat 
suitable for Koala was observed 
within the study area includes 
Corymbia riverine forest and 
potentially Riverine Wetlands 
and fringing riverine forest, 
which are generally associated 
with larger waterways and 
streams within the study area 
(Figure 11). This vegetation 
supported known Koala food 
tree species including Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis and Eucalyptus 
coolabah. According to the EPBC 
Act referral guidelines for the 
Koala (DoE, 2014a) Koala have 
not been recorded west of 
Hughenden. Historical surveys 
carried out across several sites 
around Hughenden from 2006 to 
2009 found the occasional Koala 
over many kilometres of creek 
lines (DAWE, 2021). 

Mammal Sminthopsis 
douglasi 

Julia Creek 
Dunnart 

V E The Julia Creek Dunnart is found only in a patchy distribution 
made up of small populations scattered the Mitchell 
Grasslands of north-west Queensland. The species occurs in 
areas characterised by heavy clay soils (cracking clay) of two 
types (ashy and stony) dominated by grass (Mitchell Grass 
(Astrebla spp.) and Flinders Grass (Iseilema spp.)). Following 
rain, which generally occurs in summer, the clay soil swells 
and there is flush of vegetative growth. As the soil dries, it 
contracts and forms deep cracks. The species utilises cracks 
in the ground as habitat when the soil is dry and ground 
cover is sparse. They use vegetation cover when the cracks 
and holes close up after rain. Habitat selection appears to be 

No Moderate Julia Creek Dunnart are known 
to occur within the broader 
locality and have been recorded 
approximately 100km to the 
west, south and southwest of 
the study area (ALA, 2021). A 
detailed habitat assessment was 
undertaken to map the extent of 
grassland habitats (including 
RE4.9.1c and 4.3.15) supporting 
suitable cracking clays environs 
within the study area. These are 
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based on edaphic (substrate) features such as soil crack/hole 
density as this is a more reliable and predictable source of 
shelter than vegetation cover.  

shown in Figure 3. The timing of 
the survey was considered to be 
suitable as the dry season 
revealed the prevalence of 
cracking clays. Other important 
habitat factors considered 
included presence of tussock 
grasses and proximity to the 
alluvial plains of the Flinders 
River. 
 

Mammal Tachyglossus 
aculeatus 

Short-
beaked 
Echidna  

- SL The species is widely distributed across Australia, where 
lives in forests and woodlands, heath, grasslands and arid 
environments (Australian Museum, 2021) 

Yes Known The species is likely to occur in 
the area, there is suitable 
habitat. Several individuals were 
sighted, and tracks and scats 
were found during the field 
surveys.  

Reptile Acanthophis 
hawkei 

Plains Death 
Adder 

V V The exact distribution of the species is unclear, there are no 
species records in the vicinity of the study area, but the 
habitat is mapped as potentially suitable. Suitable habitat for 
the plains death adder consists of flat, treeless, cracking-soil 
riverine floodplains (DAWE, 2021). Fragmented populations 
of the plains death adder are known to occur in the Mitchell 
Grass Downs of western Queensland. Its 
morphology/description is very similar to the Top end Death 
Adder (Acanthopis rugosus) and guidebooks have no defined 
reliable characters to differentiate the two (DAWE, 2021). 

No Moderate The Plains Death Adder 
population is disjoined, and their 
taxonomic status is uncertain, 
but its potential range is mapped 
in the study area (DAWE, 2021).   
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Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Reptile Egernia 
rugosa 

Yakka Skink V V The known distribution of the Yakka Skink extends from the 
coast to the hinterland of sub-humid to semi-arid eastern 
Queensland including the Einasleigh Uplands (DAWE, 2021). 
Their distribution is highly fragmented as a large proportion 
of potential habitat for the species has been cleared 
throughout the species' range. The Yakka Skink is known to 
occur in open dry sclerophyll forest, woodland and scrub. 
The core habitat of this species is within the Mulga Lands 
and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions (DAWE, 2021). It occurs 
in a wide variety of vegetation types including Alluvium 
(river and creek flats); Clay plains not associated with 
current alluvium; Old loamy and sandy plains; Ironstone 
jump-ups; Undulating country on fine-grained sedimentary 
rocks; and Sandstone ranges (DAWE, 2021). The Yakka Skink 
is commonly found in cavities under and between partly 
buried rocks, logs or tree stumps, root cavities and 
abandoned animal burrows. It has also been known to 
excavate deep burrow systems, sometimes under dense 
ground vegetation. It is not generally found in trees or rocky 
habitats (DAWE, 2021). 

No Moderate The Yakka Skink has a 
discontinuous, patchy 
distribution across the state, and 
the study area is mapped as 
potential habitat (DAWE, 2021). 
Their habitat requirements are 
varied but in the survey area 
they may utilise rocky areas, 
alluvium, open dry sclerophyll 
forest, woodland and scrub. 
Field survey determined there 
could be potential habitat and 
survey guidelines tell they are 
difficult to detect even with 
targeted surveys.  
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Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Migratory 
Marine 
Birds 

Apus pacificus Fork-tailed 
Swift 

M SL They are found in scattered areas around Qld but are more 
widespread west of the Great Divide, and are commonly 
found west of the line joining Chinchilla and Hughenden 
(DAWE, 2021). The Fork-tailed Swift is almost exclusively 
aerial, flying from less than 1 m to at least 300 m above 
ground. They mostly occur over dry or open habitats, like 
treeless grassland and sandplains covered with spinifex or 
open farmland, however they are also associated with a 
variety of other habitats including riparian woodland and 
swamps, low scrub, heathland or saltmarsh (DAWE, 2021).  
They also often occur in areas of updraughts, especially 
around cliffs. They probably roost aerially but are 
occasionally observed to land. The Fork-tailed Swift does not 
breed in Australia (DAWE, 2021).   

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus). The Fork-
tailed swift may potentially 
occur in the area but does not 
roost or feed on the ground 
(DAWE, 2021).  They are almost 
exclusively aerial. They may fly 
over the site and may forage 
whilst flying over. Field surveys 
cannot rule out habitat, so 
presence may be assumed. 

Migratory 
Terrestrial 
Species 

Cuculus 
optatus 

Horsfield's 
Cuckoo 

M LC Non-breeding migrant to Aus. (Sept- May). The species uses 
a range of vegetated habitats such as monsoon rainforest, 
wet sclerophyll forest, open Casuarina, Acacia or Eucalyptus 
woodlands and appears quite often along edges of forests, 
or ecotones between forest types. There are widespread 
records from the eastern slopes of the Great Divide from 
near Cooktown to the NSW border. 

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). The 
species is range and may use 
habitat like forests and 
woodlands for foraging and 
roosting. 
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Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Migratory 
Terrestrial 
Species 

Motacilla 
cinerea 

Grey 
Wagtail 

M SL The Grey Wagtail is a rare, non-breeding but regular summer 
visitor to northern Australia, generally from Oct - Mar.  They 
are found across a variety of habitats, with a strong 
association with water. They utilise wetlands, water courses, 
the banks of lakes and marshes, as well as artificial water 
sources. 

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
rare, may use wetlands, water 
courses, lakes or artificial water 
sources in study area. From the 
site inspection, riverine, 
lacustrine and palustrine 
wetlands were identified. The 
natural waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore the habitat is 
considered marginal. 

Migratory 
Terrestrial 
Species 

Motacilla 
flava 

Yellow 
Wagtail 

M SL The Yellow Wagtail is a regular but uncommon non-breeding 
summer visitor to northern Australia. Habitat requirements 
for the Yellow Wagtail are highly variable, but typically 
include open grassy flats near water. Habitats include open 
areas with low vegetation such as grasslands, pastures, 
damp open areas such as muddy or grassy edges of 
wetlands, rivers, irrigated farmland, dams and waterholes. 

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
rare, may use wetlands, water 
courses, lakes or artificial water 
sources in study area.  From the 
site inspection, riverine, 
lacustrine and palustrine 
wetlands were identified. The 
natural waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore, the habitat is 
considered marginal.  
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Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Migratory 
Wetland 
Species 

Actitis 
hypoleucos 

Common 
Sandpiper 

M SL Found along all coastlines of Australia and in many areas 
inland, the Common Sandpiper is widespread in small 
numbers. The species utilises a wide range of coastal 
wetlands and some inland wetlands. The Common 
Sandpiper has been recorded in deltas of streams, as well as 
on banks farther upstream; around lakes, pools, billabongs, 
reservoirs, dams and claypans. Non-breeding in Aus. 

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
may use wetlands, water 
courses, lakes or artificial water 
sources in study area. From the 
site inspection; riverine, 
lacustrine and palustrine 
wetlands were identified. The 
natural waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore, the habitat is 
considered marginal.  

Migratory 
Wetland 
Species 

Calidris 
acuminata 

Sharp-tailed 
Sandpiper 

M SL The Sharp-tailed Sandpiper is a non-breeding migrant in 
Australia (August-April), mostly to the south-east but are 
widespread in both inland and coastal locations and in both 
freshwater and saline habitats. It is very sparsely scattered 
inland in Qld. The species prefers muddy edges of shallow 
fresh or brackish wetlands, including lagoons, swamps, lakes 
and dams, waterholes, soaks. They also use flooded 
paddocks, sedgelands and other ephemeral wetlands, but 
leave when they dry.  

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
may use wetlands, water 
courses, lakes or artificial water 
sources in study area. From the 
site inspection; riverine, 
lacustrine and palustrine 
wetlands were identified. The 
natural waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore, the habitat is 
considered marginal.  
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Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

Migratory 
Wetland 
Species 

Calidris 
ferruginea 

Curlew 
Sandpiper 

CE CE SEE ABOVE       

Migratory 
Wetland 
Species 

Calidris 
melanotos 

Pectoral 
Sandpiper 

M SL A non-breeding migrant in Australia (Sep - Jun). In Qld most 
records occur on the coast, but scattered records have been 
made inland.  The species is usually found in coastal areas 
but is occasionally found further inland. The Pectoral 
Sandpiper prefers shallow fresh to saline wetlands, but will 
also utilise lagoons, lakes, inundated grasslands, 
saltmarshes, river pools, creeks, floodplains and artificial 
wetlands.    

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
may use wetlands, water 
courses, lakes or artificial water 
sources in study area. From the 
site inspection; riverine, 
lacustrine and palustrine 
wetlands were identified. The 
natural waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore, the habitat is 
considered marginal.  

Migratory 
Wetland 
Species 

Gallinago 
hardwickii 

Latham's 
Snipe, 
Japanese 
Snipe 

M SL Latham's Snipe is a non-breeding visitor to south-eastern 
Australia and is a passage migrant through northern 
Australia (Jul - Apr). In Australia, Latham's Snipe occurs in 
permanent and ephemeral wetlands. They usually inhabit 
open, freshwater wetlands with low, dense vegetation (e.g. 
swamps, flooded grasslands or heathlands, around bogs and 
other water bodies). They are also regularly recorded in or 
around modified or artificial habitats including pasture, 
ploughed paddocks, irrigation channels and drainage 
ditches. 

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
may use wetlands, water 
courses, lakes or artificial water 
sources in study area. From the 
site inspection; riverine, 
lacustrine and palustrine 
wetlands were identified. The 
natural waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
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Taxa Scientific 
name 

Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Distribution/ habitat Recorded 
within 5km 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Justification 

limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore, the habitat is 
considered marginal.  

Migratory 
Wetland 
Species 

Pandion 
haliaetus 

Osprey M SL In Australia Ospreys are found right around the mainland 
coastline. They are mostly found in coastal areas but 
occasionally travel inland along major rivers, particularly in 
northern Australia. The Osprey is a piscivore (fish eater), 
foraging over open, clear water. Favoured habitats are 
coastal areas, especially the mouths of large rivers, lagoons 
and lakes but also along the larger coastal rivers. Breeding 
habitat for this species is in close proximity to water bodies. 
Large nests of sticks, driftwood and bark are constructed on 
a range of substrates, though most commonly nests are in 
the upper forks or broken trunks of dead trees, or in the 
dead canopy of a living tree.  

No Transient (Non-breeding in Aus.). In range, 
may occur in study area as it 
may occasionally travels inland 
along major rivers. From the site 
inspection; riverine, lacustrine 
and palustrine wetlands were 
identified. The natural 
waterbodies are highly 
ephemeral and likely to 
disappear in the dry (Aside from 
the Flinders River channel). 
Some man-made water bodies 
may remain through the year 
but most of these would be 
limited in habitat suitability. 
Therefore the habitat is 
considered marginal.  

*Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- LC: Least Concern; E: Endangered; V: Vulnerable; CE: Critically Endangered. 
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Attachment D: Flora schedule 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

Abutilon fraseri  N x     x x             x     

Abutilon indicum  N      x                   

Abutilon leucopetalum  N   x x                     

Abutilon otocarpum 
 

N 
        

x 
       

x 
       

Acacia cambagei 
 

N x x x x 
  

x 
   

x 
     

x 
 

x 
    

x 

Acacia spp. 
 

N 
 

x 
 

x 
 

x 
  

x 
 

x x 
 

x 
    

x 
   

x 
 

Acacia stenophylla  N x       x     x    x        

Acacia tephrina  N x x x x    x   x    x   x x      

Achyranthes aspera Devil's Horsewhip N            x       x x   x  

Aerva japonica  I      x      x   x          

Alectryon oleifolius  N  x         x     x x x x      

Alternanthera spp.  N  x                       

Astrebla lappacea  N x x      x x x x  x   x x  x      

Astrebla squarrosa  N          x               

Atalaya hemiglauca  N x x x        x x   x  x  x x  x  x 

Bidens pilosa Cobbler's Pegs I                         

Brachyachne convergens Common Native 
Couch 

I         x x         x     x 

Cardiospermum grandiflorum Balloon Vine I (Res)                 x  x      

Carissa spinosa Conkerberry N               x       x  x 

Casuarina sp.  N x                        

Cenchrus ciliaris  I x  x x  x  x    x x  x x x x x x x x x  

Cenchrus setaceum  I (Res)                  x x      

Chenopodium nitrariaceum Nitre Goosefoot N           x       x       

Chloris spp.  N                         

Cleome viscosa Tick Weed N      x   x  x       x   x   x 
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Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

Commelina tuberosa  N                         

Corymbia aparrerinja  N                         

Corymbia terminalis Desert Bloodwood N                     x    

Crotalaria dissitiflora                           

Cryptostegia grandiflora Rubber Vine I (Res, 
WoNS) 

 x      x    x x    x  x x     

Cucumis myriocarpus Gooseberry 
Cucumber 

I    x        x             

Cyperus victoriensis Channel Nut Grass N  x                       

Dactyloctenium radulans Button Grass N x   x x   x x x      x      x   

Denhamia oleaster Stiff Denhamia N        x                 

Dichanthium spp. Bluegrass N   x   x            x x  x x   

Einadia spp.  N                         

Enchylaena tomentosa  N x  x x  x x x         x        

Ennaepogon avenaceus  N               x       x  x 

Eragrostis spp.  N      x       x      x   x   

Eremophilla mitchellii  N x x x     x         x x       

Erythrins vespertilo Bat-wing Coral Tree N      x                   

Eucalyptus camaldulensis  N x       x    x x    x   x     

Eucalyptus coolabah  N x x x     x    x x  x  x  x x   x  

Evolvus spp.  N                         

Grevillea striata Beefwood N                   x      

Hakea spp.  N                        x 

Hibiscus pentaphyllus  N x             x x   x       

Hibiscus spp  N         x           x     

Indigofera spp.  N               x   x    x   

Ipomea indica Purple Morning 
Glory 

I                         

Iseilema vaginiflorum Red Flinders Grass N x x  x     x x x  x x x   x x    x x 
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Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

Ludwigia spp.  N                         

Lysiphyllum spp. Bauhinia N x x  x           x  x x x x  x   

Maireana spp. Bluebush N   x    x        x    x    x  

Malvastrum americanum Spiked Malvastrum I   x x x x  x x  x x x x x x  x   x  x  

Melaleuca bracteata River Tea-tree N                         

Melinis repens Red Natal Grass I                         

Mimosa pudica Sensitive Plant I   x x x   x     x x x x  x x  x    

Muehlenbeckia florulenta  N x              x          

Myoporum accuminatum  N  x                       

Oxalis spp.  N                         

Panicum decompositum  N x x   x   x   x x x x  x  x x     x 

Parkinsonia aculeata Parkonsonia I (Res, 
WoNS) 

x       x    x   x    x x     

Parthenium hysterophorus Pathenium I (Res, 
WoNS) 

                        

Paspallidium spp.  N        x                 

Phyllanthus fuernrohrii  N      x         x          

Phyllanthus spp.  N        x           x  x    

Pimelia decora  N                         

Portulaca spp.  N  x x                x  x    

Prostanthera incisa Native Thyme N                         

Ptilotus obvatus  N                         

Rhynchosia minima Rhynchosia N   x x  x x x       x x  x    x x  

Sarsola australis  N                         

Sclerolaena bicornis  N x   x                     

Sclerolaena spp.  N  x                       

Senecio spp.                           

Sesbania cannabina Sesbania Pea N   x x      x         x     x 

Sida spp.  N x x   x x   x x  x    x  x x      
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Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

Solanum ellipticum  N                         

Sporobolis mitchellii  N x x      x   x x x    x  x   x   

Santalum lanceolatum QLD Sandalwood N (CS) x x      x         x  x      

Stemodia spp.  N            x  x  x         

Urchloa praetervisa  N                   x      

Urochloa gilesii  N  x            x      x x   x 

Vachellia farnesiana Mimosa Bush I (Res, 
WoNS) 

 x  x x      x x x  x x x x x x x x x  

Vachellia sutherlandii Dogwood N    x                     

Verbena officinalis Verbena N  x   x     x   x   x         

Xanthium occidentale Noogoora Burr I      x      x x       x     

Zaleya spp. Hogweed N     x                    

*Table Codes: I in status denotes exotic species: Res denotes a declared, restricted weed under the Biosecurity Act 2014., WoNS denotes Weeds of National Significance under the National Weeds 
Strategy. CS denotes Culturally Significant species. 

Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47  

Abutilon fraseri  N   x       x               

Abutilon indicum  N                         

Abutilon leucopetalum  N  x    x x      x  x  x   x   x  

Abutilon otocarpum 
 

N 
     

x x 
     

x 
   

x 
      

 

Acacia cambagei 
 

N x 
                  

x x 
  

 

Acacia spp. 
 

N 
                     

x 
 

 

Acacia stenophylla  N          x               

Acacia tephrina  N    x  x  x    x       x   x   

Achyranthes aspera Devil's Horsewhip N  x       x x          x  x x  

Aerva japonica  I                         

Alectryon oleifolius  N    x  x     x    x          

Alternanthera spp.  N        x         x        

Astrebla lappacea  N        x x    x x x x         
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Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47  

Astrebla squarrosa  N    x                     

Atalaya hemiglauca  N x  x  x   x x x x x   x   x  x x x x  

Bidens pilosa Cobbler's Pegs I                      x x  

Brachyachne convergens Common Native 
Couch 

I x     x            x       

Cardiospermum grandiflorum Balloon Vine I (Res)       x             x     

Carissa spinosa Conkerberry N   x  x x         x    x      

Casuarina sp.  N                         

Cenchrus ciliaris  I x x x  x   x x x x    x   x  x x x x  

Cenchrus setaceum  I (Res)                         

Chenopodium nitrariaceum Nitre Goosefoot N   x  x   x x         x       

Chloris spp.  N                    x     

Cleome viscosa Tick Weed N x   x x  x      x x  x         

Commelina tuberosa  N    x  x x    x  x x  x       x  

Corymbia aparrerinja  N           x           x x  

Corymbia terminalis Desert Bloodwood N          x x            x  

Crotalaria dissitiflora                           

Cryptostegia grandiflora Rubber Vine I (Res, 
WoNS) 

       x x x  x        x     

Cucumis myriocarpus Gooseberry 
Cucumber 

I       x       x x          

Cyperus victoriensis Channel Nut Grass N        x         x        

Dactyloctenium radulans Button Grass N   x        x  x  x x x  x  x    

Denhamia oleaster Stiff Denhamia N                         

Dichanthium spp. Bluegrass N                    x     

Einadia spp.  N                      x   

Enchylaena tomentosa  N                         

Ennaepogon avenaceus  N     x   x  x         x   x   

Eragrostis spp.  N           x      x x  x     
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Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47  

Eremophilla mitchellii  N     x    x x x      x  x x x x   

Erythrins vespertilo Bat-wing Coral Tree N                         

Eucalyptus camaldulensis  N  x       x x x            x  

Eucalyptus coolabah  N  x      x x x x x        x x    

Evolvus spp.  N             x            

Grevillea striata Beefwood N                      x   

Hakea spp.  N x     x                   

Hibiscus pentaphyllus  N       x                  

Hibiscus spp  N    x         x x  x       x  

Indigofera spp.  N     x      x        x      

Ipomea indica Purple Morning 
Glory 

I                       x  

Iseilema vaginiflorum Red Flinders Grass N x   x     x    x   x x x       

Ludwigia spp.  N        x                 

Lysiphyllum spp. Bauhinia N   x  x x    x x x        x x x x  

Maireana spp. Bluebush N                         

Malvastrum americanum Spiked Malvastrum I  x  x  x  x   x  x    x x     x  

Melaleuca bracteata River Tea-tree N                         

Melinis repens Red Natal Grass I               x       x   

Mimosa pudica Sensitive Plant I x  x          x x   x x  x x x x  

Muehlenbeckia florulenta  N      x                   

Myoporum accuminatum  N     x   x x             x x  

Oxalis spp.  N        x         x        

Panicum decompositum  N x  x   x x  x    x    x        

Parkinsonia aculeata Parkonsonia I (Res, 
WoNS) 

  x         x     x    x    

Parthenium hysterophorus Pathenium I (Res, 
WoNS) 

                      x  

Paspallidium spp.  N                     x x   
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Scientific Name 
  

Common Name 
  

Status Vegetation Survey Site Number  

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47  

Phyllanthus fuernrohrii  N                         

Phyllanthus spp.  N x   x  x    x x        x x  x   

Pimelia decora  N              x        x   

Portulaca spp.  N         x  x  x            

Prostanthera incisa Native Thyme N     x                 x   

Ptilotus obvatus  N      x   x                

Rhynchosia minima Rhynchosia N   x     x x  x  x    x x     x  

Sarsola australis  N              x           

Sclerolaena bicornis  N                         

Sclerolaena spp.  N                         

Senecio spp.                x           

Sesbania cannabina Sesbania Pea N             x    x    x  x  

Sida spp.  N    x   x x   x  x x x x  x x      

Solanum ellipticum  N        x                 

Sporobolis mitchellii  N x  x x   x x           x  x    

Santalum lanceolatum QLD Sandalwood N (CS)          x            x x  

Stemodia spp.  N             x   x         

Urchloa praetervisa  N                         

Urochloa gilesii  N                    x x  x  

Vachellia farnesiana Mimosa Bush I (Res, 
WoNS) 

  x    x x x  x x    x x x  x   x  

Vachellia sutherlandii Dogwood N                         

Verbena officinalis Verbena N        x                 

Xanthium occidentale Noogoora Burr I  x      x x        x   x     

Zaleya spp. Hogweed N                         

*Table Codes: I in status denotes exotic species: Res denotes a declared, restricted weed under the Biosecurity Act 2014., WoNS denotes Weeds of National Significance under the National Weeds 
Strategy. CS denotes Culturally Significant species. 
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Attachment E: Fauna observations in the study area 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Taxa Scientific name Common name EPBC 
Status 

NC Status Invasive 

Birds 
  
  
  

Acanthiza apicalis Inland Thornbill NL LC NA 

Acrocephalus australis Australian Reed-
Warbler 

NL LC NA 

Anas gracilis Grey Teal NL LC NA 

Anas superciliosa Pacific Black Duck NL LC NA 

Anhinga novaehollandiae Australasian Darter NL LC NA 

Anthus novaeseelandiae Australian Pipit NL LC NA 

Aprosmictus 
erythropterus 

Red-Winged Parrot NL LC NA 

Aquila audax Wedge-Tailed Eagle NL LC NA 

Ardea intermedia Intermediate Egret NL LC NA 

Ardea pacifica White-Necked Heron NL LC NA 

Ardeotis australis Australian Bustard NL LC NA 

Artamus cinereus Black-Faced 
Woodswallow 

NL LC NA 

Artamus personatus Masked 
Woodswallow 

NL LC NA 

Artamus superciliosus Australian Wood 
Duck 

NL LC NA 

Cacatua galerita Sulphur-Crested 
Cockatoo 

NL LC NA 

Cacatua sanguinea Little Corella NL LC NA 

Cacomantis pallidus Pallid Cuckoo NL LC NA 

Centropus phasianinus Pheasant Coucal  NL LC NA 

Chalcites basalis Horsfield's Bronze-
Cuckoo 

NL LC NA 

Chenonetta jubata Australian Wood 
Duck 

NL LC NA 

Chenonetta jubata Australian Wood 
Duck 

NL LC NA 

Circus approximans Swamp Harrier NL LC NA 

Circus assimilis Spotted Harrier NL LC NA 

Colluricincla harmonica Grey Shrike-Thrush NL LC NA 

Coracina 
novaehollandiae 

Black-Faced Cuckoo-
Shrike 

NL LC NA 

Coracina papuensis White Bellied Cuckoo 
Shrike 

NL LC NA 

Corvus orru Torresian Crow NL LC NA 

Coturnix ypsilophora Brown Quail NL LC NA 

Cracticus nigrogularis Pied Butcherbird NL LC NA 

Cracticus torquatus Grey Butcherbird NL LC NA 

Cygnus atratus Black Swan NL LC NA 
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Taxa Scientific name Common name EPBC 
Status 

NC Status Invasive 

Dacelo leachii Blue-Winged 
Kookaburra 

NL LC NA 

Dacelo novaeguineae Laughing Kookaburra NL LC NA 

Dicaeum hirundinaceum Mistletoebird NL LC NA 

Dromaius 
novaehollandiae 

Emu NL LC NA 

Elseyornis melanops Black-Fronted 
Dotterel 

NL LC NA 

Eolophus roseicapilla Galah NL LC NA 

Ephippiorhynchus 
asiaticus 

Black-Necked Stork NL LC NA 

Eudynamys orientalis Eastern Koel NL LC NA 

Falco berigora Brown Falcon NL LC NA 

Falco cenchroides Nankeen Kestrel NL LC NA 

Fulica atra Eurasian Coot NL LC NA 

Gallinula tenebrosa Dusky Moorhen NL LC NA 

Geopelia cuneata Diamond Dove NL LC NA 

Geopelia striata Peaceful Dove NL LC NA 

Geophaps scripta 
(peninsulae / scripta) 

Squatter Pigeon NL/V LC/V NA 

Gerygone olivacea White-Throated 
Gerygone 

NL LC NA 

Grallina cyanoleuca Magpie-Lark NL LC NA 

Grus rubicunda Brolga NL LC NA 

Gymnorhina tibicen Australian Magpie NL LC NA 

Haliastur sphenurus Whistling Kite NL LC NA 

Hamirostra 
melanosternon 

Black-Breasted 
Buzzard 

NL LC NA 

Lalage tricolor White-Winged Triller NL LC NA 

Lichmera indistincta Brown Honeyeater NL LC NA 

Malurus lamberti Variegated Fairy-
Wren 

NL LC NA 

Malurus leucopterus White-Winged Fairy-
Wren 

NL LC NA 

Manorina flavigula Yellow-Throated 
Miner 

NL LC NA 

Megalurus timoriensis Tawny Grassbird NL LC NA 

Melopsittacus undulatus Budgerigar   NL LC NA 

Merops ornatus Rainbow Bee-Eater NL Marine NA 

Microcarbo 
melanoleucos 

Little Pied Cormorant NL LC NA 

Milvus migrans Black Kite NL LC NA 

Myiagra inquieta Restless Flycatcher NL LC NA 

Myiagra rubecula Leaden Flycatcher NL LC NA 
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Taxa Scientific name Common name EPBC 
Status 

NC Status Invasive 

Ninox boobook Southern Boobook NL LC NA 

Nycticorax caledonicus Nankeen Night-
Heron 

NL LC NA 

Nymphicus hollandicus Cockatiel NL LC NA 

Ocyphaps lophotes Crested Pigeon NL LC NA 

Pachycephala rufiventris Rufous Whistler  NL LC NA 

Pardalotus striatus Striated Pardalote NL LC NA 

Pelecanus conspicillatus Australian Pelican NL LC NA 

Phaps chalcoptera Common Bronzewing NL LC NA 

Philemon citreogularis Little Friarbird NL LC NA 

Philemon corniculatus Noisy Friarbird NL LC NA 

Platycercus adscitus Pale-Headed Rosella NL LC NA 

Podargus strigoides Tawny Frogmouth Marine LC NA 

Pomatostomus 
temporalis 

Grey-Crowned 
Babbler 

NL LC NA 

Psitteuteles versicolor Varied Lorikeet NL LC NA 

Ptilonorhynchus 
maculatus 

Spotted Bowerbird NL LC NA 

Rhipidura albiscapa Grey Fantail NL LC NA 

Rhipidura leucophrys Willie Wagtail NL LC NA 

Smicrornis brevirostris Weebill NL LC NA 

Stiltia isabella Australian Pratincole NL LC NA 

Struthidea cinerea Apostlebird NL LC NA 

Tachybaptus 
novaehollandiae 

Australasian Grebe NL LC NA 

Taeniopygia bichenovii Double-Barred Finch NL LC NA 

Taeniopygia guttata Zebra Finch NL LC NA 

Todiramphus 
pyrrhopygius 

Red-Backed 
Kingfisher 

NL LC NA 

Todiramphus sanctus Sacred Kingfisher NL LC NA 

Trichoglossus 
moluccanus 

Rainbow Lorikeet NL LC NA 

Turnix pyrrhothorax Red-Chested Button-
Quail 

NL LC NA 

Vanellus miles Masked Lapwing NL LC NA 

Monotremes Tachyglossus aculeatus Short-Beaked 
Echidna 

NL SL NA 

Mammals Bos taurus Cattle NL NA I* 
Felis catus Feral Cat NL NA I* 
Microbat sp. Microbat Sp. NL NA I* 
Osphranter rufus Red Kangaroo NL LC NA 

Sus scrofa Pigs NL NA I* 
Reptiles Boiga irregularis Brown Tree Snake NL LC NA 
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Taxa Scientific name Common name EPBC 
Status 

NC Status Invasive 

Carlia sp. Carlia Sp. NL LC NA 

Diplodactylus platyurus Eastern Fat-Tailed 
Gecko 

NL LC NA 

Dubious Dtella Gehyra Dubia NL LC NA 

Eulamprus brachysoma Northern Bar-Sided 
Skink 

NL LC NA 

Heteronotia binoei Bynoe's Gecko NL LC NA 

Lucasium steindachneri Steindachner's 
Gecko 

NL LC NA 

Nephrurus asper Prickly Knob-Tailed 
Gecko 

NL LC NA 

Amphibians Rhinella marina Cane Toad NL NA I* 

Litoria caerulea Green Tree Frog NL LC NA 

Litoria inermis Bumpy Rocketfrog NL LC NA 

Other Austrothelphusa sp. Freshwater Crab Sp. NL LC NA 

Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; E: Endangered; V: Vulnerable, M: Marine/Migratory, NL: Not Listed.  

NC Act Status- CE: Critically Engaged; E: Endangered, V: Vulnerable; NT: Near Threatened; SL:Special Least Concern; LC: Least.and 
I*; Invasive. 
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Attachment F: Camera Trap Observations 
Site no.  Deployed Date Retrieved Date Time Date # Fauna Fauna Scientific name Fauna Common name 

C01 30/08/2021 3/08/2021      N/A    

C02 30/08/2021 3/08/2021      N/A    

C03 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:46 AM 9/02/2021 1 Gymnorhina tibicen Australian Magpie  

C04 30/08/2021 3/08/2021      N/A   

C05 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:48 PM 9/01/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C06 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 23:44 2/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C07 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:11 AM 9/02/2021 2 Bos taurus Cattle 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 4:27 PM 30/08/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 6:30 AM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 6:55 AM 31/08/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:47 AM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 10:09 AM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 11:28 AM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 12:43 PM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 2:18 PM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:02 PM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:38 PM 31/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C08 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 6:39 AM 9/02/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 4:36 PM 30/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 4:43 PM 30/08/2021 3 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 5:04 PM 30/08/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 5:13 PM 30/08/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 5:21 PM 30/08/2021 3 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 10:23 AM 31/08/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 12:53 PM 31/08/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 
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Site no.  Deployed Date Retrieved Date Time Date # Fauna Fauna Scientific name Fauna Common name 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:15 AM 9/02/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C09 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 8:56 AM 9/03/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C10 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 11:28 AM 2/01/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C10 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 13:33 PM 2/01/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C10 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 1:48 PM 2/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C10 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 2:45 PM 2/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C10 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:05 PM 2/01/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C11 30/08/2021 3/08/2021      N/A    

C12 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 6:52 AM 08/31/2021 1 Bos taurus Cattle 

C12 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:53 PM 08/31/2021 4 Bos taurus Cattle 

C12 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 4:15 PM 9/01/2021 1 Bos taurus Cattle 

C12 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 4:04 PM 9/02/2021 1 Bos taurus Cattle 

C13 30/08/2021 3/08/2021 11:12 PM 9/01/2021 1 Felis catus Feral Cat 

C14 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:07 AM 9/01/2021 1 Gymnorhina tibicen Australian Magpie  

C15 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:57 AM 9/02/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C15 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 10:14 AM 9/02/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 1:22 AM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 1:39 AM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:24 AM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 4:10 AM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:04 PM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 10:35 PM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 11:23 PM 1/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:14 AM 2/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:32 AM 2/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:53 AM 2/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 
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Site no.  Deployed Date Retrieved Date Time Date # Fauna Fauna Scientific name Fauna Common name 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 10:24 PM 2/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 2:31 AM 3/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 5:09 AM 3/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 5:28 AM 3/09/2021 1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C16 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 5:40 AM 3/09/2021 `   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C17 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:32 AM 9/03/2021 2 Turnix pyrrhothorax Red-Chested Button-Quail 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:21 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:31 AM 9/01/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:43 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 8:02 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 8:25 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 8:55 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:33 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 9:50 AM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 2:53 PM 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 3:04 PM 9/01/2021 2 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 7:51 AM 9/02/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C18 31/08/2021 3/08/2021 1:30 PM 9/02/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

(Camera numbers C19 and C20  were skipped accidentally)  
C21 31/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C22 31/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C23 30/09/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C24 30/09/2021 3/09/2021 0:41 2/09/2021  1   Unidentified Small Mammal 

C24 30/09/2021 3/09/2021 5:37 3/09/2021 1  Unidentified Small Mammal 

C25 30/09/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C26 30/09/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    
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Site no.  Deployed Date Retrieved Date Time Date # Fauna Fauna Scientific name Fauna Common name 

C27 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C28 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C29 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C30 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C31 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C32 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C33 30/08/2021 3/09/2021 2:54 9/01/2021 1 Corvus orru Torresian Crow 

C34 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C35 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C36 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C37 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C38 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C39 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    

C40 30/08/2021 3/09/2021     N/A    
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Attachment G: SARA advice 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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North and North West regional office
Level 4, 445 Flinders Street, Townsville
PO Box 5666, Townsville  QLD  4810

Our reference: 2008-18246 SPL
Your reference: -

27 August 2020

Hughenden Irrigation Project Corporation (HIPCo) P/L
17 Tetragona Quadrant
ROWVILLE VIC 3178
kwesley@bigpond.net.au

Attention: Mr Keith Wesley

Dear Mr Keith Wesley

Pre-lodgement advice

Thank you for your correspondence received on 12 August 2020 in which you sought pre-lodgement 
advice from the State Assessment and Referral Agency (SARA) regarding the proposed development 
described below.

Reference information 

SARA role: Assessment manager OR Referral agency 

SARA jurisdiction: If the Local Government is the Assessment Manager:
 Referral Aspect 1: Schedule 10, Part 3, Division 2, Section 5 – 

Assessable development – Clearing of native vegetation on 
prescribed land

 Referral Aspect 2: Schedule 10, Part 6, Division 4, Subdivision 1, 
Section 12 – Assessable development – operational work for 
waterway barrier works

 Referral Aspect 3: Schedule 10, Part 9, Division 4, Subdivision 1, 
Table 1, Item 1 (Schedule 20, Column 1, Item 43) – Development 
application for an aspect of development stated in schedule 20 
that is assessable development…being Operational Works – 
filling or excavating not related to a material change of use or 
reconfiguring a lot – 10,000t 

 Referral Aspect 4: Schedule 10, Part 19, Division 1, Subdivision 1, 
Section 29 – Assessable development – operational work that 
involves taking or interfering with water

 Referral Aspect 5: Schedule 10, Part 19, Division 3, Subdivision 1, 
Section 31 – Assessable development – operational work for 
referrable dams
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Otherwise:
 Aspect 1: Schedule 8, Table 4, Item 3 (b) operational work that is 

the clearing of native vegetation
 Aspect 2: Schedule 8, Table 4, Item 3 (m) operational work that is 

constructing or raising waterway barrier works 
 Aspect 3: Schedule 8, Table 4, Item 3 (k) operational work that 

involves taking or interfering with water under the Water Act
 Aspect 4: Schedule 8, Table 4, Item 3 (f) operational work that is 

the construction of a dam, or relates to a dam if (i) because of the 
work, the dam must be failure impact assessed; and (ii) the 
accepted failure impact assessment for the dam stated that the 
dam has, or will have, a category 1 failure impact rating or 
category 2 failure impact rating

Location details

Street address: 333, 599 and 985 Expressman Road, Old Richmond Road, 2555 and 
3754 Old Richmond Road, 687 and 1191 Montele Road, Dutton River; 
Stock Route

Real property description: Lot 10 on CP888177; Lot 11 on DG225; Lot 1 on D15750; Lot 1 on 
DG243; Lot 1 on DU44; Lot 1 on SP112354; Lot 238 on DG72; Lot 
239 on DG72; Lot 2 on D15750; Lot 2 on DU15; Lot 3 on D15750; Lot 
4 on DU13; Lot 5 on DG4; Lot 6 on D15723; Lot 7 on SP112354; Lot 
8 on DG4; Lot 9 on D15750; Lot A on AP5734; Lot B on AP5734; Lot 
C on AP5734

Local government area: Flinders Shire Council

Details of proposal

Development type: Material change of use AND/OR Operational work

Development description: Major water infrastructure system to support 7,500 ha of newly 
irrigated agriculture consisting of high valued agriculture crops and 
cereal grains, hay, and fodder crops, involving – 
 Construction of a 190 GL storage capacity dam (Saego Dam) on 

Stewart Creek and Back Valley Creek.
 Instream weir and vertical slot fishway on the Flinders River 

downstream of the confluence with Betts Gorge Creek; and 
 Excavated diversion channel to facilitate gravity diversion of water 

from the Flinders River to the proposed Saego Dam. 
 Trenched and open channel irrigation to farmland on the southern 

side of the Flinders River. 

Supporting information
Drawing/report title Prepared by Date Reference no. Version/issue

General arrangement plan Energy Water 
Management

05/08/2020 M7220-002-
DWG-0100

1

Overall site plan’ Energy Water 05/08/2020 M7220-002- 1



2008-18246 SPL

State Assessment and Referral Agency Page 3 of 27

Drawing/report title Prepared by Date Reference no. Version/issue

Management DWG-1100

Shapefiles named ‘SHP 
FILES’

The SARA has carried out a review of the information provided and the impacts of the proposal. The 
following advice outlines the matters of interest to the SARA and matters that should be addressed if you 
lodge your development application with the assessment manager or with the SARA as the assessment 
manager.

1.0 Referral Aspect 1 and Aspect 1: Clearing of Native Vegetation
1.1 General Advice

a) The proposed development area contains the following vegetation types and features 
according to statutory vegetation management mapping:

 Category B areas (containing least concern regional ecosystems) 

 Category X areas

 Water 

 Watercourse/drainage features; and, 

 Wetlands.
b) There are numerous mapped regional ecosystems within the proposed development 

area. Included are regional ecosystems that are prescribed as grassland regional 
ecosystems which are identified in Schedule 5 of the Vegetation Management 
Regulation 2012. Grassland regional ecosystems in Schedule 5 of the Vegetation 
Management Regulation are not regulated under the Vegetation Management Act 
1999. Refer attached map titled ‘Hughenden Irrigation Project (HIPCo) - Regulated 
REs’ for regional ecosystems regulated under the Vegetation Management Act 
(Attachment 1).

c) Information on the land is available at:

 Queensland Globe - https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/  

 A vegetation management report online at - 
www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/vegetation/map-request/. The report includes 
relevant property information and a series of maps and supporting information 
outlining the requirements for clearing vegetation on this land; and,

 The Regional Ecosystem Description Database - 
https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/regional-ecosystems/. 

d) Spatial information

 Please find map attached titled ‘Hughenden Irrigation Project (HIPCo) - 
Regulated REs’ (Attachment 1) 

 Please find a map of the proposed development and vegetation management 
mapping in the Queensland Globe platform at this link: 
https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/qldglobe/public/townsville-enterprise-2. 
Please note that this link will expire on 16 September 2020; and,

 QSpatial, the Queensland Spatial Catalogue, provides public access to view 
and download geospatial data and information. This includes vegetation 
management geospatial data as follows: 
o Vegetation Management Regulated Vegetation Map 

https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/
http://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/vegetation/map-request/
https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/regional-ecosystems/
https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/qldglobe/public/townsville-enterprise-2
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o Vegetation Management Regional Ecosystem Map 
o Vegetation Management Watercourse and Drainage Feature Map 
o Vegetation Management Essential Habitat Map 
o Vegetation Management Wetlands Map; and, 
o Vegetation Management Act property maps of assessable vegetation. 
This data is available at: https://www.business.qld.gov.au/running-
business/support-assistance/mapping-data-imagery/data/qspatial.

 The spatial data required to generate mapping that identifies areas of regulated 
and non-regulated vegetation in relation to proposed development footprints 
may be acquired through QSpatial. Grassland regional ecosystems that are not 
regulated under this framework are identified in Schedule 5 of the Vegetation 
Management Regulation available at: 
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/pdf/inforce/current/sl-2012-0128.

 Proponents are encouraged to satisfy themselves that all mapping data used in 
applications accurately reflects relevant aspects of the development and the 
landscape in which it is situated.

1.2 Referral advice
The Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy (DNRME) recommends that, 
depending on the location and extent of clearing associated with the proposed development, 
referral is required under:
a) Schedule 10 of the Planning Regulation 2017 for the clearing of native vegetation for 

relevant infrastructure activities; or 
b) the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 for a Coordinated 

Project for the clearing of native vegetation for agriculture. 
1.3 Section 22A – relevant purpose determination

a) Prior to submitting the development application to clear native vegetation, the 
proponent must first obtain written confirmation from the DNRME that the proposed 
development is for a relevant purpose under section 22A of the Vegetation 
Management Act. There is no prescribed fee for these requests. A request for a 
relevant purpose determination must be lodged in writing directly to the DNRME, and 
can be sent to either PO Box 5318, Townsville Qld 4810 or emailed to 
northvegetation@dnrme.qld.gov.au. The application form and further information and 
assistance is available at: 
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/management/vegetation/development. 

b) If the DNRME determines the clearing is for a relevant purpose under section 22A of 
the VMA, the proponent may then lodge a development application with the 
appropriate assessment manager.

1.4 Development application
c) Relevant infrastructure activities: A development application for relevant infrastructure 

activities alone will need to address and meet the requirements of State code 16: 
Native vegetation clearing of the State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP), 
(the code). The code is available at 
https://dsdmipprd.blob.core.windows.net/general/sdap-version-2.6.pdf. 

 The applicant will need to address the POs for relevant infrastructure activities, 
Table 16.2.2 PO1-PO4 and Table 16.2.3 PO7, PO11, PO16, PO20, PO22-
PO24 and PO27 of the code.

 All clearing that may result from the proposed development must be assessed 
including clearing that will become exempt clearing work if the development is 
approved (refer page 16-33 SDAP - State code 16: Native vegetation clearing).

https://www.business.qld.gov.au/running-business/support-assistance/mapping-data-imagery/data/qspatial
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/running-business/support-assistance/mapping-data-imagery/data/qspatial
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/pdf/inforce/current/sl-2012-0128
mailto://northvegetation@dnrme.qld.gov.au
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/management/vegetation/development
https://dsdmipprd.blob.core.windows.net/general/sdap-version-2.6.pdf
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 All relevant POs need to be addressed in the code, however, based on the 
information provided the performance outcomes listed below will require extra 
consideration.
o PO1 – Clearing avoids or minimises impacts
o PO7 – Clearing associated with wetlands
o PO11 – Watercourses and drainage features
o PO20 – Erosion 
o PO22 – Salinity

 Guidance on how to comply with SDAP is provided in SDAP Guidance material: 
State code 16: Native vegetation clearing, DNRME, 2019. This guideline is 
available online at: 
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1258075/state-code-
16-veg-clearing-guide.pdf. Appendix 2 of this guideline provides details on the 
standard application information for all development applications involving the 
clearing of native vegetation.

1.5 Coordinated project involving clearing for agriculture: It is important to note that clearing 
regulated vegetation in category B areas for the purpose of establishing agriculture may be 
prohibited development except where clearing is limited exclusively to non-regulated 
grassland regional ecosystems. 
a) Applicants seeking to clear regulated vegetation to establish agriculture are 

encouraged to liaise with the Office of the Coordinator General to ascertain whether 
the project may be declared a coordinated project under the State Development and 
Public Works Organisation Act 1971. Further information on applying for ‘coordinated 
project’ status is at: https://www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au/assessments-and-
approvals/coordinated-projects.html. 
The Director for Coordinated Project Delivery is Mr Jason Richard, whose details are 
provided below. 
Jason Richard
A/Director, Coordinated Project Delivery
Office of the Coordinator General 
Department of State Development, Tourism and Innovation
P: 07 3452 7950 
M: 0455 080 883
Level 17, 1 William Street, Brisbane QLD 4000
PO Box 15517, City East QLD 4002
www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au  

b) Assessment for coordinated projects involving clearing for agriculture

 If the proposed development is deemed a coordinated project then the 
development application will need to address and meet the requirements for a 
coordinated project involving clearing for agriculture of SDAP - State code 16: 
Native vegetation clearing, Table 16.2.2 – PO1 – PO4, Table 16.2.3 – PO7, 
PO11, PO17, PO20, PO22 – PO24, PO27, PO29, PO30.

 Guidance on how to comply with SDAP is provided in SDAP Guidance material: 
State code 16: Native vegetation clearing, DNRME, 2019.  This guideline is 
available online at: 
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1258075/state-code-
16-veg-clearing-guide.pdf. Appendix 2 of this guideline provides details on the 
standard application information for all development applications involving the 
clearing of native vegetation.

https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1258075/state-code-16-veg-clearing-guide.pdf
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1258075/state-code-16-veg-clearing-guide.pdf
https://www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au/assessments-and-approvals/coordinated-projects.html
https://www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au/assessments-and-approvals/coordinated-projects.html
http://www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1258075/state-code-16-veg-clearing-guide.pdf
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1258075/state-code-16-veg-clearing-guide.pdf
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1.6 Further information to be provided 
To enable the DNRME to fully assess the proposed development, it is recommended a 
detailed development plan be included showing:
a) The subject Lot on Plan, development plan title, plan reference number, version 

number, date and author
b) Mapped regulated vegetation over the subject and adjoining lots
c) Existing and proposed infrastructure including buildings, fences, roads, service and 

utility connections (including underground services)
d) The location of the dam wall and the inundation area of the proposed dam at full 

supply level
e) Location of operational areas associated with the proposed development for which 

clearing vegetation will be undertaken e.g. diversion channels, borrow pits, stockpile 
areas and proposed irrigated agricultural areas; and,

f) Proposed firebreaks and/or safety buffers around ancillary infrastructure or 
maintenance areas.  

1.7 Land suitability advice
a) The proposal is to develop infrastructure and land for irrigated cropping adjacent to 

the Flinders River downstream of Hughenden. If the project is declared a coordinated 
project involving clearing for agriculture, the development will need to demonstrate 
compliance with PO20 (soil erosion), PO22 (salinity), PO29 (land suitability) of State 
code 16: Native vegetation clearing. The information provided in the Preliminary 
Business Case is insufficient to comply with POs 20, 22 and 29. The following 
information may assist the proponent in addressing PO20, PO22 and PO29 of State 
code 16. 

 PO20 – Erosion 
The soil type present has high to very high erodibility with potential for 
accelerated erosion. The soil’s erodibility may be exacerbated by the 
development and crop production. This is due to the increased land disturbance 
during the establishment phase, ongoing annual or more frequent cultivation, 
vehicular traffic in cropped areas and headlands/roadways and maintenance 
and infrastructure repair.  
Erodibility may also be exacerbated by saline sodic conditions inherent in the 
landscape. Accelerated erosion, in the form of scald erosion may occur on and 
off-site. Soil scalding is evident in localities within discharge zones similar to the 
proposed development area and nearby areas.  
An erosion and sediment control plan would need to detail how erosion and 
sediment loss is managed to demonstrate how it will be avoided or minimised.  
An assessment of erosion risk undertaken as part of the land suitability 
assessment should identify:
o the risks specific to different soil and land types in the proposed 

development area, associated with water storages and water distribution 
infrastructure and each cropping scenario proposed; and,

o the appropriate management requirements that will suit the different soils 
and land types associated with infrastructure and each individual 
cropping scenario proposed.

This information would form the basis of the erosion and sediment control plan. 
The plan should need to detail measures to be used during both the 
construction and establishment phases of the development. The plan will also 
need to include ongoing post-establishment erosion control measures specific 
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to the proposed cropping, as well as measures associated with the 
management of infrastructure. 

 PO22 -Salinity 
Existing land resource information demonstrates the proposed development 
occurs on or within 100m of a salinity expression area. Salinity is considered to 
be a significant risk associated with this proposal. There is a high to very high 
potential for this proposal to contribute to or accelerate land degradation 
through waterlogging, or through salinisation of groundwater, surface water or 
soil. 
There are landform patterns and un-named watercourses, including 
anabranches of the Flinders River, which are typical of discharge zones 
occurring within and within 100m of the proposed development area. 
Salinity is present throughout the soil and landscape. The development of 
irrigation infrastructure and irrigated cropping may increase inputs of water into 
the landscape. The landforms and underlying geology form physical conditions 
conducive to saline groundwater expression in discharge zones. 
To address PO22, the proponent should demonstrate how secondary 
salinization, and saline expression will be avoided. In doing so, the proposal 
would need to demonstrate how the application of irrigation water will not 
contribute to the development of a saline water table, or its expression at the 
land surface, and consequently how land degradation will be avoided. This 
would include monitoring of irrigation applications, leaching and changes in 
salinity levels in the soils, and the development of localised groundwater tables 
and salinity expression.
The Preliminary Business Case identifies proposed crops and irrigation 
methods, however, does not assess the suitability of the location for these 
irrigation methods. Suitable irrigation methods may assist the proponent in 
avoiding issues such as secondary salinization. 
The likely temperature extremes experienced at the location should be 
considered when assessing crop and irrigation method suitability.
The proposal should demonstrate how water storages and water distribution 
infrastructure will be constructed to prevent leakage. The proponent should also 
advise how the project will monitored for leakage, and associated groundwater 
impacts, and specify actions to be taken should leakage occur.  

 PO29 – Land suitability 
The information provided regarding land suitability (i.e. PO29) broadly identifies 
the lands cropping potential. The Preliminary Business Case identifies several 
land-management issues inherent to the landscape. To demonstrate 
compliance with PO29, more specific detail should be provided addressing 
these issues.  
The land suitability assessment should provide an appropriate evaluation of 
each individual crop proposed, and the suitability of the irrigation method(s) 
proposed for each crop.  An appropriate evaluation of proposed irrigation 
methods is essential due to the climate and land degradation risks inherent in 
the landscape. The irrigation assessment will need to provide evidence 
justifying the suitability of the methods and application volumes proposed.
The soils on the subject land are addressed by a number of broad scale 
studies. This information is broad (1:250,000) and is only suitable for the 
purposes of broad strategic regional planning and is not suitable for property 
planning purposes or irrigation development at the property level.  



2008-18246 SPL

State Assessment and Referral Agency Page 8 of 27

To demonstrate suitability for irrigated cropping on the subject land, an 
acceptable land suitability assessment should be conducted in accordance with 
the Guideline for co-ordinated projects involving clearing for agriculture (land 
suitability requirement) v1.00, (DNRME, 2018) available at: 
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/?a=109113:policy_registry/clearing-for-
agriculture.pdf.  
The land suitability assessment will need to be at the property scale and 
demonstrate that:
o Proposed cropping is suitable for the land with regard to topography, 

climate, and soil and land attributes
o Proposed irrigation method(s) and water supply is suitable for the land 

and the crop(s) proposed
o All necessary soil and land attributes or limitations influencing suitability 

and sustainable production are identified and appropriately assessed for 
their effect on crop and irrigation suitability; and,

o Proper accounting of land degradation issues including salinity and 
erosion, ensuring these are appropriately assessed for their effect on 
suitability and sustainable land management and production.

The assessment should be evidence based, proving a verifiable justification for 
any conclusions/decisions made about land suitability classifications.
An assessment of salinity outflow and erosion limitations associated with the 
proposed development will assist in demonstrating compliance with PO20, 
PO22 and PO29 of State code 16. 
It is recommended the proponent consult with the DNRME via 
PlanningServicesNorthDA@dnrme.qld.gov.au prior to commencing the land 
suitability assessment to discuss how the suitability investigation will be carried 
out and determine the suitability of the information to be collected. Further 
consultation is recommended during the investigation and report preparation in 
order to minimise the need to collect or prepare further information post-
submission. 

1.8 Rationale and supporting information:
Land resources information, which may assist includes:
a) Land systems mapping of the Leichhardt-Gilbert area (Perry et al., 1964)—a broad 

overview study of the land resources across lands in the Gilbert, Flinders and 
Leichhardt River catchments of north-west Queensland;

b) An assessment of agricultural potential of soils in the Gulf Region, North Queensland 
(Wilson and Philip, 1999)—a re-interpretation and reconnaissance scale assessment 
of land systems along major Gulf rivers.  It identifies where land occurs that has 
potential for irrigated agriculture development with the need for further intensive 
investigation; 

c) An investigation of land availability and capability for irrigated cropping along the 
Flinders River (Carver et al., 2011)—a reconnaissance scale study of lands adjacent 
to the Flinders River between Hughenden and Etta Plains, identifying the capability of, 
and constraints to, the development of land for irrigated cropping;

d) An agricultural resource assessment of the Flinders River Catchment (Petheram, 
Watson and Stone, 2013)—a broadscale, low intensity to reconnaissance scale study 
of the Flinders River Catchment for irrigated cropping potential.  It includes a 
description of soils and land resources and potential suitability for a wide range of 
irrigated crops (Bartley et al., 2013).

https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/?a=109113:policy_registry/clearing-for-agriculture.pdf
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/?a=109113:policy_registry/clearing-for-agriculture.pdf
mailto://PlanningServicesNorthDA@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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The above studies are at regional scale. A land suitability assessment for this proposal 
should be appropriate for development at the property scale. Additional sources of 
information to assist in the preparation of the land suitability assessment are in section 3 of 
the Guideline for co-ordinated projects involving clearing for agriculture (land suitability 
requirement) v1.00, (DNRME, 2018) and Attachment 2

2.0 Referral Aspect 2 and Aspect 2: Waterway Barrier Works
2.1 General

In relation to waterway barrier works the HIP proposes the following works (Figure 1):
a) Construction of a 190 GL storage capacity dam (Saego Dam) on Stewart Creek (red 

waterway) and Back Valley Creek (green waterway).
b) Instream weir and vertical slot fishway on the Flinders River (purple waterway) 

downstream of the confluence with Betts Gorge Creek; and 
c) Excavated diversion channel to facilitate gravity diversion of water from the Flinders 

River to the proposed Saego Dam. 
d) Trenched and open channel irrigation to farmland on the southern side of the Flinders 

River. 
2.2 The current proposal presents the following issues:

a) Saego Dam:

 It is unclear whether the dam spillway is proposed to be a stepped spillway. 
Stepped spillways cause high levels of fish mortality during spill events. No 
mitigation or mechanism to provide safe downstream fish passage at the dam 
spillway has been proposed.

 The dead storage level for the dam have not been provided, the dam yield 
assessment has assumed there is no dead storage capacity (i.e. all water can 
be used). Drawing the dam levels down reduces the passing of environmental 
flows to downstream waterways. In addition, drawing the dam levels down limits 
the operational time the flow diversion channel provides fish passage as this 
channel is only set at RL 260m AHD. 

 There is no fishway on the dam wall and it has not been demonstrated that 
upstream and downstream fish passage will otherwise be provided through the 
proposed vertical slot fishway and diversion channel.

b) Fitzroy River Weir and Fishway:

 The operational range and conditions of the vertical slot fishway (i.e. times 
when flow and fish passage is provided) have not been provided. 

 Detailed engineering drawings of the weir and fishway have not been provided. 

 The weir is proposed with a sluice gate structure to pass environmental flows. 
The sluice gate appears to be lower than the fishway. This significantly impacts 
the operational time of the fishway as flows are not diverted down the fishway 
as a priority and upstream fish passage is not provided.

 The weir and the fishway are set at the same level, meaning that when water 
begins to flow through the fishway, the weir will be spilling, reducing the 
attraction flows for any fish trying to utilise the fishway.

 The tail water conditions of the weir are not known during overtopping and 
drownout conditions. If a large drop in height occurs, fish may be injured when 
they are washed over the weir. 

 The fishway will only operate when the dam is spilling.
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 The dead storage level of the weir is not known. Drawing the weir levels down, 
impacts the operational time of the fishway and diversion channel. 

 Water is proposed to be diverted from the weir impoundment area to the 
primary dam impoundment area. This is likely to limit the time fish passage is 
provided.

c) Flow Diversion Channel:

 The flow diversion channel will be 6.6 km long with a base width of 50 m 
extending to a maximum width of 100 m. The invert of the flow diversion 
channel is set at RL 260m AHD.

 No natural habitat features are proposed within the diversion channel (i.e. pools 
and vegetation) and regular maintenance involving the removal of sediments is 
proposed.

 The expected velocities in m/s within the diversion channel and its instream 
culverts are not knows. 

 The levels of the diversion channel have not been provided and it is unknown 
whether this is safe for fish passage and whether fish will be able to utilise it to 
swim back downstream;

 There is a road crossing and penstocks across the diversion channel. It is 
unknown how this is proposed to operate and whether it adequately provides 
for fish passage.

 The height of the diversion channel discharge into the Saego Dam and its 
operational range of provided fish passage between the Flinders River and 
Saego Dam is not known. 

d) Fish Passage and Ecological Flows:

 A detailed assessment of the developments impact on fish passage has not 
been provided. It is not known if suitable downstream flows will be provided to 
maintain fish passage and the natural ecological functions of the waterway, or if 
upstream fish passage will be provided.  

e) Irrigation Channel:

 The irrigation channels appear to cross multiple unmapped waterway features 
that may meet the definition of a waterway. Information detailing the habitat and 
connectivity of these waterways is required. 

2.3 Based on the information provided the current proposal is unlikely to comply with the 
purposes statement and a number of key performance outcomes of State Code 18. 
The need to construct water storage infrastructure impacting multiple waterway catchments 
suggests the proposed location is unsuitable. The fishway and diversion channel is likely to 
have a limited operational range and is unlikely to comply with a number of Performance 
Outcomes of State Code 18. In addition, stepped spillway of the dam (if it is stepped) is likely 
to cause signification fish mortalities during spill events and is unlikely to comply with State 
Code 18. 

2.4 It is recommended the applicant engage a suitably qualified and experienced fish passage 
biologist to undertake the following: 
a) A detailed assessment of the sites’ mapped and unmapped waterways to identify their 

required fish passage and environmental flow provisions. This assessment should 
include the sampling of fish under a range of flow events, identify the required pass 
flows to maintain fish passage within the downstream waterways/catchment area and 
identify the impacts to fish passage caused by the impoundment of water.  

b) A detailed options analysis of the alternative dam locations and designs detailing the 
associated impacts each option has on fish passage.



2008-18246 SPL

State Assessment and Referral Agency Page 11 of 27

c) Provide information on the operational range of the fishway and diversion channel 
under differ flow events and impoundment storage levels. Ensure that all potential 
pathways provide adequate fish passage at all times of inflow into the upstream 
catchment areas. 

d) Ensure that all potential pathways for fish passage provide safe fish passage. 
e) Ensure the impoundment of water does not impact fish passage within the waterways 

or change the ecological functions of the downstream catchment.
2.5 The development as proposed has a number of issues and is unlikely to meet the 

Performance Outcomes and Purpose Statement of SDAP State Code 18. 
It is recommended that a qualified fish passage biologist is engaged, the design is modified 
and the applicant seeks further pre-lodgement advice prior to submitting a development 
application.

2.6 Additional information that is required to address SDAP State Code 18 is included in 
Attachment 3.

3.0 Referral Aspect 3: Protection of State Transport Networks
3.1 General 

a) The proposed development is located approximately 8-15km away from Flinders 
Highway. 

b) The construction vehicles are likely to access via Hughenden Riverside Road which is 
a local road with an existing intersection with Flinders Highway. 

c) The construction scale of the proposed development, such as: the amount of 
extracting or filling material, haulage vehicle size and haulage route, are unclear at 
this stage.

d) It is uncertain at this stage if the proposed development will trigger assessment for the 
protection of state transport networks.

e) Further information is required to confirm assessment trigger relating to state transport 
infrastructure and demonstrate compliance to SDAP State Code 6. 

3.2 Proposal Plans / Details
f) The applicant must provide scaled and sufficiently detailed plans and supporting 

documentation which clearly shows all aspects of the proposed development and its 
possible impact to state-controlled roads and railway, such as: the extent of proposed 
extracting and filling works, involved vehicle types, proposed haulage route, 
designated access to state-controlled road, involved railway lines and crossovers 
during the construction of proposed dam.

3.3 Stormwater
a) Stormwater and flooding management of the development must ensure no worsening 

or actionable nuisance to the state-controlled road and railway corridor.

4.0 Referral Aspect 4 and Aspect 3 – Water 
4.1 Based on the pre-application material, an authority under the Water Act 2000 will be 

required to take the water proposed for this development; with additional approval required 
to interfere with and divert water at the proposed locations.

4.2 Development in a Water Plan area
The proposed development, is located within the:
a) Water Plan (Gulf) 2007 (Gulf Plan); and
b) Water Plan (Great Artesian Basin and Other Regional Aquifers) 2017 (GABORA 

Plan).
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Under the Gulf Plan, a water licence is required for the take of overland flow water in excess 
of 250 ML, for purposes other than stock and domestic. A water licence is also required to 
take, interfere and divert water in a watercourse.  
Based on the material supplied, the proposal does not include the take of underground 
water. As both the GABORA and Gulf Plans regulate the take of underground water, 
additional advice would be required should the take of underground water be proposed.

4.3 Obtaining a water licence to take water 
Options for obtaining a licence to take water are either through trading of existing 
entitlements or by an unallocated water release process. The Flinders River catchment area 
in the Gulf Plan area is a metered entitlement area; therefore, any take of water would need 
to be measured.
a) Existing Water licences

As per Chapter 5, Parts 2 and 3 of the Gulf Resource Operations Plan, existing water 
licences within the Flinders and Gilbert River water management areas of the Gulf 
Plan area have the potential to be relocated by ‘transfer’ and/or ‘seasonal 
assignment’. The Gulf Resource Operations Plan is available at: 
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/293927/gulf-rop-
amendment-august-2015.pdf. 
The project area is located within the Flinders River water management area of the 
Gulf Plan where approximately 220,000 ML of watercourse and overland flow water 
licences have been granted. An existing water licence may be able to be relocated for 
the proposed development, however, a water licence relocation is not guaranteed as 
each relocation requires assessment against the rules of the Gulf resource operations 
plan. When a potential trading partner is located, please contact the DNRME for 
specific information on relevant rules and assessment requirements. Further 
information on trading water and the application process can be found at: 
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/catchments-
planning/water-plan-areas/gulf.    
The water entitlement viewer is an interactive mapping tool displaying existing water 
licences, water allocations and unallocated water reserve volumes. The map shows 
Queensland's 24 water plans that make up the framework for sustainably managing 
and allocating water resources in Queensland. The water entitlement viewer is 
available at: https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-
water/water/maps-data/water-entitlement-viewer.  
For more detailed queries Queensland Globe allows users to view and access spatial 
data produced and held by the DNRME. Queensland Globe is available at: 
https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/.  

b) Unallocated water 
The Gulf Plan includes unallocated water reserves (general and strategic) which have 
not yet been granted as water licences. 

 General reserve:
No General reserve unallocated water release processes are currently 
occurring in the project area. 
There is a remaining volume of 139,650 ML of water under the Gulf Plan 
reserved for general purposes; which includes water for irrigated cropping. 
There has been significant interest in accessing this water. The DNRME is 
maintaining a register of projects; some of which are currently undertaking 
feasibility assessments. The DNRME has recorded your project on the register 
of proposals for the catchment.

https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/293927/gulf-rop-amendment-august-2015.pdf
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/293927/gulf-rop-amendment-august-2015.pdf
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/catchments-planning/water-plan-areas/gulf
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/catchments-planning/water-plan-areas/gulf
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/maps-data/water-entitlement-viewer
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/maps-data/water-entitlement-viewer
https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/
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 Strategic reserve:
Water from the Strategic reserve is generally not available for irrigated 
cropping, as it is made available for town water supply, coordinated projects or 
projects of regional significance. Strategic reserve water is only granted for the 
life of a project and then returns to the state.

 Registering an interest in unallocated water:
To assist the DNRME in determining priorities for future unallocated water 
release processes, an expression of interest in unallocated water may be 
registered. Registering an interest does not guarantee purchase of water 
should a release process proceed.
There are competing interests for access to unallocated water in the Flinders 
River catchment. 
Following a decision to release unallocated water, the DNRME will publish a 
terms of release with information about the water products on offer. This 
document will describe the competitive process to access water and eligibility 
requirements. The requirements will include compliance with the Gulf Water 
Plan demonstrated with a hydrological assessment using the approved 
Department of Environment and Science (DES) source model.

c) Distributing water
Water licences attach to the land where the water can be used and are held in the 
name of the owner/s of that land. If the intention is to deliver water to multiple 
landowners you may wish to consider:

 Becoming a prescribed entity under the Water Regulation 2016

 Becoming a water authority; or,

 Holding a resource operations licence, or distribution operations licence.
Resource operations licences are a standard product for authorising water supply 
schemes. A resource operations licence is an authorisation to interfere with the flow of 
water to construct or operate water infrastructure; or to take or interfere with the flow 
of water to distribute water under water allocations. 
The type of authorisations required will depend on the project and the terms for 
releasing unallocated water. 

d) Obtaining a licence to impound water
In accordance with section 43 of the Gulf Plan, a water licence to interfere with 
surface water in a watercourse by impounding the flow of water may be granted if the 
purpose of the proposed interference is related to granting unallocated water. Chapter 
2, part 5 of the Gulf Plan and section 113 of the Water Act outline criteria that would 
be considered when assessing a water licence to interfere. A separate water licence 
would be required for each impoundment on each watercourse.    
Please contact the DNRME at Mareeba on (07) 4017 0140 or 
WaterInfoNorth@dnrme.qld.gov.au for further advice if required.

e) Watercourse determinations
From the maps supplied, the proposed development crosses features yet to be 
mapped on the DNRME Watercourse identification map. If these features were 
determined to be a watercourse, approval would be required under the Water Act to 
take and interfere with this water; and may be required to undertake:

 Placement, fill or excavation of material; and

 Excavation of riverine quarry materials.

mailto://WaterInfoNorth@dnrme.qld.gov.au
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It is recommended that a request for a watercourse determination be submitted to the 
DNRME via email to WaterInfoNorth@dnrme.qld.gov.au. The DNRME will seek 
information to determine whether such features are a drainage feature or a 
watercourse for the purposes of the Water Act. Information on the Watercourse 
identification map is available at: www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-
water/water/maps-data/watercourse-map.

f) Riverine protection permits
If an impacted feature is determined to be a watercourse, additional approvals may be 
required in relation to riverine protection. Works permitted or required as part of an 
entitlement granted under the Water Act (for example, a licence to interfere or licence 
to take water) do not require further riverine protection approvals. Works involving 
placement of fill, excavation of material, or removal of vegetation that are not 
associated with an entitlement under the Water Act may be undertaken in accordance 
with the ‘Riverine protection permit exemption requirements’ available at:
www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/?a=109113:policy_registry/riverine-protection-permit-
exemption-requirements.pdf. Where works are unable to comply with these 
exemptions or requirements, a riverine protection permit under the Water Act would 
be required.

g) Riverine quarry material
Any proposed development to excavate and beneficially re-use riverine material 
(sand, gravel, rocks, soil) from a feature determined to be a watercourse or lake will 
require an allocation notice under the Water Act and development approval under the 
Planning Act. The removal of quarry material from a watercourse may also be subject 
to royalty payments under the Water Act.

5.0 Referral Aspect 5 and Aspect 4 – Dam Safety
5.1 The DNRME regulates the safety of “referable dams” through the Water Supply (Safety and 

Reliability) Act 2008 for the protection of those whose safety could be threatened by failure 
of the dam. A failure impact assessment is required under section 343(1) of the Water 
Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act 2008 when a person proposes to construct a dam that will 
be:
a) more than 10 metres high with a capacity of more than 1,500ML; or,
b) more than 10 metres high, with a capacity of more than 750 ML and a catchment area 

of more than 3 times its maximum surface area at full supply level.
5.2 A failure impact assessment is an assessment of the safety of people should a storage fail. It 

is used to determine whether a dam is referable based on the number of people at risk. A 
dam that requires a failure impact assessment and is determined to have a category 1 or 
category 2 failure impact rating (i.e. the total number of people at risk is 2 or more) is 
considered referable dam and will be regulated for dam safety purposes. A referable dam 
determination requires development approval under the Planning Act and will be assessed 
against the SDAP - State code 20: Referable dams. 

5.3 Saego Dam
The flood assessment report for the proposal, completed by Engeny Water Management in 
February 2020, indicates Saego Dam will have a maximum embankment height of 21 m and 
a capacity of 190,000 ML. This information indicates a failure impact assessment will be 
required for Saego Dam. The failure impact assessment must be prepared in accordance 
with the DNRME guideline and certified by an independent registered professional engineer. 
This guideline is available at: 
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/78836/guidelines-failure-impact-
assessment.pdf. 

mailto://WaterInfoNorth@dnrme.qld.gov.au
http://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/maps-data/watercourse-map
http://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/maps-data/watercourse-map
http://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/?a=109113:policy_registry/riverine-protection-permit-exemption-requirements.pdf
http://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/?a=109113:policy_registry/riverine-protection-permit-exemption-requirements.pdf
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/78836/guidelines-failure-impact-assessment.pdf
https://www.dnrme.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/78836/guidelines-failure-impact-assessment.pdf
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A preliminary failure impact assessment, included in the flood assessment report, indicates 
the works are likely to be a referable dam. A properly certified failure impact assessment is 
still required to be submitted to the Dam Safety Regulator (the DNRME) for acceptance. 
When the certifying engineer is preparing the failure impact assessment, they should take 
particular notice (from within Appendix 6 of the guidelines) of the statement, “the RPEQ 
should use their engineering judgement to ensure that any breach dimensions and timings 
adopted are realistic and tested for sensitivity”. Exceptionally large breaches were modelled 
as part of the preliminary assessment.
If the failure impact assessment confirms the proposed dam is referable, its construction will 
be assessable development under the Planning Act and the dam will be regulated for dam 
safety purposes. The failure impact assessment must be accepted by the DNRME before a 
development application can be lodged.
Based on the concept design, significant issues need to be resolved during detailed design 
phase. These include the annual exceedance probability of the projects design flood and 
necessary foundation treatments.

5.4 Diversion weir
The proposal includes the development of a diversion weir and associated training banks. 
Under the Water Supply (Safety and Reliability) Act a ‘weir’ is defined as “a barrier 
constructed across a watercourse below the banks of the watercourse that hinders or 
obstructs the flow of water in the watercourse”. The proposed diversion weir structure and 
associated training banks extend outside of the banks of the watercourse. As such, these 
structures would be considered a ‘dam’ for the purposes if the Water Supply (Safety and 
Reliability) Act. Depending on the final dimensions of the structure, failure impact 
assessment may be required.

5.5 More information on referable dams is available at: 
a) Dam failure impact assessment - https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-

energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-
requirements/failure-impact-assessment; and, 

b) Development permits - https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-
water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/new-raising-
existing.  

6.0 General – Tenure advice
6.1 Road closures

c) Some of the proposed inundation and irrigation areas are over gazetted roads, while 
some constructed roads are outside their dedicated road alignment. 

d) The type of impact proposed on gazetted roads will determine the requirements. For 
infrastructure such as some pipelines and pumps, authorisation from the road 
manager may be sufficient. 

e) For more significant impacts, an application for permanent road closure or temporary 
road closure will be required. Applications to close roads can be made under the Land 
Act 1994 by an adjoining landowner and will be assessed against criteria including 
access to other properties on the road network. Views from the DNRME’s stock route 
management unit will be sought for any road closures considered to have potential 
impact on the stock route network.

f) Temporary closure of a road may be considered when dealing with:

 Pipes for irrigation purposes that cross beneath the surface of the road.

 Water channels for irrigation purposes that cross the road.

 Road licences including for agricultural purposes.

https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/failure-impact-assessment
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/failure-impact-assessment
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/failure-impact-assessment
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/new-raising-existing
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/new-raising-existing
https://www.business.qld.gov.au/industries/mining-energy-water/water/industry-infrastructure/dams/safety-guidelines-requirements/new-raising-existing


2008-18246 SPL

State Assessment and Referral Agency Page 16 of 27

g) For permanent impacts, such as inundation, a permanent road closure is more 
appropriate. Depending on how the land is to be allocated, when an area of road is 
permanently closed the land may be:

 Incorporated into the proponent’s adjoining freehold or leasehold land.

 Included in an existing reserve or set apart as a new reserve.
h) The below links provide further information and links to road application forms:

 https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/roads/closure  

 https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/roads/opening; and,

 https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/roads/licence 
6.2 Grazing homestead perpetual leases

a) The proposal impacts a number grazing homestead perpetual leases. Under section 
468 of the Land Act:

 A grazing homestead perpetual lease is taken to be a perpetual lease for 
grazing or agricultural purposes issued under this Act. 

 To remove any doubt, it is declared that the perpetual lease may be used for 
either or both purposes. 

b) It is likely the proposed irrigation water storage facility and subsequent inundation 
would prevent the use of the grazing homestead perpetual leases for agricultural or 
pastoral purposes. The DNRME considers a conversion of the grazing homestead 
perpetual leases to freehold to be the most appropriate tenure to facilitate the 
proposed development.

c) A grazing homestead perpetual lease issued under the Land Act 1962 is an 
extinguishing tenure with respect to native title. Native title has been surrendered in 
the proposed development area and will not be considered as part of any tenure 
assessment. 

d) Information on how to apply to convert a grazing homestead perpetual lease to 
freehold is available at: 
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/leases/converting.  

6.3 Owner’s consent
a) Owner’s consent from the DNRME is required to lodge a “properly made” 

development application under the Planning Act 2016 for a material change of use on 
state land.

b) There is no fee for an owner’s consent application. Owner’s consent must be lodged 
with the development application. 

c) Further information can be found at: www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/owner-
consent/.  

7.0 General – Stock route management Advice
7.1 The proposal involves and includes part of Queensland’s stock route network (208FLIN and 

stock route water facility W2749 ‘Dunluce’). The DNRME considers the proposed 
development would significantly impact the functional connectivity of the stock route network 
and recommends the irrigation area is amended to exclude stock route 208FLIN. 

7.2 The proponent should ensure the works do not harm or impede the safe passage of 
travelling stock and/or authorised person/s under the Stock Route Management Act 2002. 
Where the impacts of the development and/or land use on a stock route cannot be avoided, 
development approved under the planning instrument should:
a) Minimise and mitigate impacts to the stock route network (i.e. any irrigation network 

lines across the stock route would need to be buried, so works do not obstruct the 

https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/roads/closure
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/roads/opening
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/roads/licence
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/leases/converting
http://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/owner-consent/
http://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/state/owner-consent/
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safe passage of travelling stock and/or persons and vehicles), and/or provide a 
suitable alternative stock travelling route with access to water, 

b) Meet road safety criteria (i.e. ensure the safety of vehicles and livestock travelling 
along the stock route); and, 

c) Meet the weed and disease spread risk requirements outlined in the Flinders Shire 
Local Government Biosecurity Plan. 

7.3 For further discussions and information on stock route matters, please contact the DNRME 
at: StockRouteManagement@dnrme.qld.gov.au. 

7.4 The location and extent of Queensland’s stock route network, including stock route reserves 
can be viewed at: https://spp.dsdip.esriaustraliaonline.com.au/geoviewer/map/planmaking, 
or on the Queensland globe via: https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/.

8.0 General – Mineral resources 
8.1 The proposed development site is overlain by an exploration permit for minerals 

(EPM26863). The location of exploration permits can be viewed via GeoResGlobe at: 
https://georesglobe.information.qld.gov.au/. The proponent should consult with the 
authorised permit holder to discuss the proposed development and to obtain information 
about proposed or approved exploration activities in the area. The contact details for the 
authorised holder representative are provided below.

Australian Mining & Exploration Title Services Pty Ltd 
PO BOX 913 MAREEBA QLD 4880 
Email: qld@amets.com.au

This pre-lodgement advice does not constitute an approval or an endorsement that the SARA supports 
the development proposal. Additional information may be required to allow the SARA to properly assess 
the development proposal when a formal application has been lodged.

For further information please contact Catherine Hobbs, Principal Planning Officer, on 4758 3412 or via 
email NQSARA@dsdmip.qld.gov.au who will be pleased to assist.

Yours sincerely

Graeme Kenna
Manager (Planning)

mailto://StockRouteManagement@dnrme.qld.gov.au
https://spp.dsdip.esriaustraliaonline.com.au/geoviewer/map/planmaking
https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/
https://georesglobe.information.qld.gov.au/
mailto://qld@amets.com.au
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Figure 1: Location of the proposed works in relation to mapped waterways.
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Attachment 1: Hughenden Irrigation Project (HIPCo) Regulated REs

(this page has been left intentionally blank)



2008-18246 SPL

State Assessment and Referral Agency Page 20 of 27

Attachment 2: Land Suitability Advice – Reference List
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Attachment 3: Additional Information for Constructing or raising waterway barrier works within 
fish habitats

1. The proposed works are located on mapped waterways according to the spatial data layer, 
Queensland waterways for waterway barrier works. 
In addition, the proposed works are likely to impact additional unmapped features containing the 
physical and hydrological characteristics of a waterway, therefore meeting the definition of a 
waterway under the Fisheries Act 1994. 

2. The proposed works constitute waterway barrier works and are assessable development under the 
Planning Act 2016 for operational work that is constructing or raising waterway barrier works. The 
applicant should refer to the following factsheets for more information on waterway barrier works: 
 What is a waterway?;
 What is a waterway barrier work?; 
 What is not a waterway barrier work?

3. In a development application for operational works involving constructing or raising waterway 
barrier works, the following will need to be provided:

4. Completed copy of DA Form 1 including Template 4 – Waterway barrier works;
5. A full response to the relevant parts of the most up to date version of the SDAP State Code 18: 

Constructing or raising waterway barrier works in fish habitats. Particular attention should be paid 
to the following PO’s: 
 All development - PO1 to PO18 and PO36;
 Development involving fishways – PO19 to PO28;
 and
 Temporary waterway barrier works - PO32 to PO35.

6. Relevant plans as per SARA’s DA Forms guide: Relevant plans, including:
 Detailed plans clearly showing the location of the proposed works in relation to existing 

mapped waterways;
 Detailed plans clearly showing cross sections of all the proposed waterway barrier works in 

relation to the existing bed and banks of each impacted waterway;
 Longitudinal sections of the proposed waterway barrier works, showing levels in relation to 

the bed of the waterway upstream and downstream of the works;
Note – all plans should be able to be read to scale at A3 size

7. Written documentation discussing the following:
 Details of the purpose of the proposed works (e.g. construction of a dam, diversion channel, 

weir and fishway);
 A description of the waterway proposed to be impacted (e.g. condition, size, connectivity, 

general hydrology) and nature of the impact;
 A description of the work method (e.g. timing, equipment to be used);
 A detailed description of the alternatives considered to reduce impacts on the waterway, as 

applicable (e.g. alternative designs, locations, setbacks/buffer distances, etc.);
 Details of on-site mitigation actions, during and after the development;
 The extent of any future maintenance works required for the continued safe operation of the 

proposed structure or facility; and
 Impacts to fish passage. It must firstly be demonstrated that impacts to waterways providing 

for fish passage have been avoided. Where avoidance is not reasonably possible, impacts 
to waterways providing for fish passage must be mitigated. An environmental offset pursuant 

https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-priorities/fisheries/habitats/policies-guidelines/factsheets/what-is-a-waterway
https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-priorities/fisheries/habitats/policies-guidelines/factsheets/what-is-a-waterway-barrier-work
https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-priorities/fisheries/habitats/policies-guidelines/factsheets/what-is-not-a-waterway-barrier-work
https://planning.dsdmip.qld.gov.au/planning/better-development/application-forms-and-templates
https://dilgpprd.blob.core.windows.net/general/DAFormsguide-Relevantplans.pdf
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to the Environmental Offsets Act 2014 may need to be provided for any significant residual 
impact.

8. In accordance with PO1 of the SDAP State Code 18, there is a demonstrated need for the 
development and alternatives that do not involve constructing or raising waterway barrier works are 
not viable.
 The need to construct water storage infrastructure impacting multiple waterway catchments 

suggests the proposed location is unsuitable to capture the required water. The current 
proposal is unlikely to comply with this PO. 

 The application material has not discussed the fish passage impacts associated with the 
alternative dam locations and designs that have been considered. Any application must 
provide a detailed options analysis of the alternative dam locations and designs detailing the 
associated impacts each option has on fish passage. 

 Based on the information provided, it has not demonstrated that there are no other 
alternative designs and/or locations for the dams or their associated instream structures that 
will reduce the developments’ impact on fish passage. 

 Where possible, dams should be located off the waterway. This option should be discussed 
in any application.

 To demonstrate compliance with this PO, it is recommended the applicant engage a person 
suitably qualified and experienced in fish passage biology to provide an options analysis 
report required to demonstrate compliance with this PO.

9. In accordance with PO2 of the SDAP State Code 18, only those aspects of a development that 
have a functional requirement to be located within a waterway are supported.
 Ancillary infrastructure such as equipment storage and laydown areas do not have a 

functional requirement to be within a waterway and will not comply with this PO.
10. In accordance with PO3 of the SDAP State Code 18, the number and extent of waterway barrier 

works and the spatial and temporal extent has been minimised, e.g. crossings are kept to a 
minimum. 
 Multiple waterway barrier works are proposed impacting multiple waterways and their 

catchments. The operational times when the Flinders River fishway and diversion channel 
will provide fish passage is not known. No dead storage levels in the dam and weir has been 
proposed. Consistently drawing down the water supply levels is likely to impact fish passage 
and will not comply with this PO.

 The temporal and spatial extents of the impacts proposed to waterways providing for fish 
passage are extensive and the application is currently unlikely to meet this PO.

 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to provide information on the operational times where fish passage is 
provided under all flow events. All structures proposed to provide fish passage need to be 
designed to provide fish passage when inflows into the upstream catchments are received. 

 It is recommended the design of the development is reconsidered to minimise the impact on 
waterways providing for fish passage. 

11. In accordance with PO4 of the SDAP State Code 18, for the life of the barrier adequate fish 
passage must be provided and maintained at all waterway barrier works. 
 No information detailing the operational times and instream conditions (i.e. depths, 

velocities, and flow frequencies) where fish passage is provided within the fishway and 
diversion channel has been provided. Based on the information provided, it is unlikely the 
proposed fishway and diversion channel will provide adequate fish passage and the works 
will not comply with this PO.
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 It is noted that there are a number of crossings proposed (e.g. across the diversion channel). 
The application should address all of the applicable Acceptable Outcomes for PO4 in 
relation to any crossings that are proposed. 

 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to design a fishway and diversion channel that provides fish passage at all 
times of inflow into the upstream catchment areas. 

12. In accordance with PO5 of the SDAP State Code 18, waterway barrier works are designed, 
constructed, operated and maintained to provide lateral and longitudinal fish passage for all 
members of the fish community. 
 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 

passage biology to undertake fish surveys and design all instream structures to provide 
adequate fish passage for the species known and expected to be at the site.

13. In accordance with PO6 of the SDAP State Code 18, development is designed and operated so 
that all components of waterway barrier works and all pathways of potential fish movement provide 
safe fish passage. 
 It is unclear whether the spillway of Sageo Dam is stepped. If so, this will not provide safe 

downstream passage when the spillway overtops and is likely to cause high levels of fish 
mortality during spill events. 

 The tail water conditions of the Flinders River weir are not known during overtopping and 
drownout conditions. If a large drop in elevation occurs, fish may be injured when they are 
washed over the weir. 

 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to ensure all instream components are designed, maintained and operated 
to provide safe fish passage. 

14. In accordance with PO7 of the SDAP State Code 18, the drownout characteristics of the waterway 
barrier works and the frequency, timing and duration of the drownout conditions will provide 
adequate fish passage for the fish community and biomass moving past the barrier.
 The drownout conditions of the Flinders River weir and diversion channel has not been 

provided. It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and 
experienced in fish passage biology to assess the drownout conditions of the Flinders River 
weir and any of the instream structures such as the diversion channel and its culverts.

15. In accordance with PO8 of the SDAP State Code 18, development does not increase the risk of 
mortality, disease or injury, or compromise the health productivity, marketability or suitability for 
human consumption of fisheries resources.
 The stepped spillway (if stepped) of Sageo Dam is unlikely to provide safe downstream fish 

passage as stepped spillways cause high levels of fish mortality during spill events. No 
mitigation or mechanism to provide safe downstream fish passage at the dam spillway has 
been proposed and this is component of the works is unlikely to comply with this PO.

 The ecological impacts the works will have on the natural functions of the impacted 
waterways has not been provided. It is not known if suitable flows or fish passage will be 
provided to maintain the waterways natural ecological functions supporting fisheries 
resources. 

 The Environmental flows/low flow sluice gate has the potential to result in fish injury and 
mortality. No mitigation mechanisms to exclude fish from entering the low flow sluice gate 
have been proposed. 

 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to undertake detailed assessment of the sites mapped and unmapped 
waterways to identify their required fish passage and environmental flow provisions. This 
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assessment should include the sampling of fish under a range of flow events and identify the 
required environmental flows for each waterway. 

 The proposed works must be designed to ensure adequate fish passage is provided 
downstream and upstream of the dam and weir structures to maintain the natural ecological 
functions of the waterways catchment.

16. In accordance with PO9 of the SDAP State Code 18, development avoids non-essential hardening 
or unnatural modification of the main channel, retains natural fish habitat and features such as rock 
outcrops and boulders, avoids channelisation and avoids construction during periods of elevated 
flows.
 The diversion channel is proposed to maintain fish passage to Sageo Dam. No natural 

habitat features are proposed within the diversion channel (i.e. pools and vegetation) and 
regular maintenance involving the removal of sediments is proposed. The proposed works 
are unlikely to comply with this PO. 

 The inundation area of the dam and the weir will modify the waterways upstream of the 
proposed structures.

 The application should detail mechanisms to incorporate natural features into the 
development.

17. In accordance with PO10 of the SDAP State Code 18, where waterway barrier works will modify 
water levels or flow characteristic of the waterway, existing up and downstream structures are 
upgraded to provide adequate fish passage in accordance with the new levels or flow 
characteristics. 
 A detailed assessment of the changed hydrological conditions at all nearby waterway 

barriers will need to be provided. Where changes occur and fish passage will be impacted, 
these structures will need to be upgraded to ensure adequate fish passage is provided.

 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to identify all instream barriers and discuss the change in hydrological 
conditions and fish passage that is expected. Upgrades to existing structures may be 
required where modification to fish passage at existing structures will occur. 

18. In accordance with PO11 of the SDAP State Code 18, sufficient water exchange and flow is 
maintained and provided to sustain and where necessary restore, water quality and the health and 
condition of fisheries resources, ecological functions and fish passage. 
 The ecological impacts the works will have on the natural functions of the impacted 

waterways has not been provided. It is not known if suitable flows or fish passage will be 
provided to maintain the waterways natural ecological functions supporting fisheries 
resources. 

 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to undertake detailed assessment of the sites’ mapped and unmapped 
waterways to identify their required fish passage and environmental flow provisions. This 
assessment should include the sampling of fish under a range of flow events and identify the 
required environmental flows for each waterway. 

 The proposed works must be designed to ensure adequate environmental flows are 
provided downstream of the dam and weir structures to maintain the natural ecological 
functions of the downstream catchment.

19. In accordance with PO13 of the SDAP State Code 18, construction avoids direct and indirect 
disturbance, or where avoidance is not possible, minimises direct and indirect disturbance to beds, 
banks and vegetation adjacent to the permanent development footprint. 

20. In accordance with PO14 of the SDAP State Code 18, after completion of instream works, 
disturbed areas of the bed and banks of the waterway outside the development footprint are 
returned to their original profile and stabilised to promote regeneration of natural fish habitats. 
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21. In accordance with PO19 of the SDAP State Code 18, having regard to the hydrology of the site 
and movement characteristics, a fishway must be capable of operation, and will operate: for as 
long as the impoundment wall is in position; whenever there are inflows into the impoundment, 
release out of the impoundment and during overtopping events; and when the impoundment is 
above dead storage level.
 No dead storage levels are proposed as the dam yield assessment report has assumed 

there is no dead storage capacity (i.e. all water can be used). 
 Drawing the weir levels down reduces the operational time of the fishway as the current 

proposal requires that the weir must fill before the fishway is engaged. In addition, drawing 
the weir and dam levels down limits the operational time the flow diversion channel can 
provide fish passage as this channel is set at RL 260m AHD. 

 The weir is proposed with a sluice gate structure to pass environmental flows. The sluice 
gate appears to be lower than the fishway. This significantly impacts the operational time of 
the fishway as flows are not diverted down the fishway as a priority and upstream fish 
passage is infrequently provided. Any environmental flows that are required should be 
directed through the fishway where possible.

 Based on the information that has been provided, the current fishway and diversion channel 
are unlikely to provide fish passage whenever there are inflows within the system. The 
proposed works are unlikely to comply with this PO.

 It is recommended the application engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to design all instream components, including a fishway, that provides fish 
passage at all times of inflow into the system. 

22. In accordance with PO20 of the SDAP State Code 18, for the life of the waterway barrier works, 
the hydrology of the development allows for adequate fish movement.
 The operational range (i.e. times when fish passage is provided) and conditions (velocities, 

depths, turbulence and frequencies) of the vertical slot fishway have not been provided. 
 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 

passage biology to design all instream components, including a fishway that will provide 
adequate fish passage for the known and expected fish species of the site.

 A qualified fish passage biologist will be able to consider a variety of fishway designs and 
determine the most appropriate option for the site. An options analysis of the fishways 
considered is required.

23. In accordance with PO21 of the SDAP State Code 18, a fishway maximises fish movement by 
providing: 
 continuous attraction flows at the fishway entrance under all flow conditions within the 

fishways’ operating range;
 additional means of fish attraction are included in the fishway design if appropriate;
 attraction flow velocities are sufficient and variable to attract the whole fish community, and 

expected future and seasonal biomass;
 adequate exit conditions for downstream fish passage; and
 for future adjustments in capacity or operation that may be needed once in place.

o Limited information of the fishways design and operational components has been 
provided. However, based on Drawing M7220-002-DWG-0201 it appears that water 
will begin to overtop the weir the same time that it begins to flow through the fishway 
(i.e. RL266). Any attraction flow to the fishway entrance would be negligible compared 
to the water overtopping the weir and fish are unlikely to be attracted into the fishway 
entrance. This aspect of the design requires remediation in order for the fishway to 
successfully pass fish.
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o No detail has been provided regarding the exit conditions for downstream fish 
passage either downstream of the weir or into the dam impoundment.

o It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced 
in fish passage biology to design a fishway to address the requirements of this PO.

24. In accordance with PO22 of the SDAP State Code 18, fishways are designed so that:
 Water intakes, outlets, screens, and other structures do not cause entrapment, injury or 

mortality of fish;
 appropriate light levels are maintained at entrances, exits and throughout the fishway to 

ensure successful use by fish;
 fish attracted to the spillway or outlet flows are able to access the fishway without having to 

swim back downstream;
 fish are able to exit upstream and downstream fishways at a water level over the full range 

of tailwater and headwater levels;
 exits are located to avoid fish being washed back over the spillway during overtopping;
 adequate hydrologic conditions and minimum water depth for fish passage is maintained 

throughout the fishway;
 predation on fish using the fishway is avoided;
 rubbish and debris do not impede fish passage or cause blockages or damage the fishway;
 delays in fish passage are avoided immediately after times when there have been flows in 

the system but no fish passage in the rising hydrograph.
o Limited information of the fishways design and operational components has been 

provided. It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and 
experienced in fish passage biology to design a fishway to address the requirements 
of this PO.

25. In accordance with PO23 of the SDAP State Code 18, all water releases must be directed through 
the fishway as a priority over the outlet works.
 Based on the information provided, the current proposal is unlikely to comply with this PO. It 

is recommended the application engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 
passage biology to design a fishway and diversion channel that provides fish passage at all 
times of inflow into the upstream catchment areas. 

26. In accordance with PO24 of the SDAP State Code 18, all flows and releases initiate and terminate 
adjacent to the fishway or are directed parallel to the fishway entrance and all flows are transferred 
to the fishway as soon as possible during flow recession.
 It is recommended the application engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 

passage biology to design a fishway to address he requirements of this PO.
27. In accordance with PO25 of the SDAP State Code 18, mechanisms are in place to ensure that 

operational issues in fishways are promptly rectified for the life of the fishway. 
 The application will need to demonstrate the fishway is constructed from durable materials 

and discuss the timing and measures of a monitoring and maintenance regime to ensure 
ongoing operation and rectification of any issues, of the fishway.

28. In accordance with PO26 of the SDAP State Code 18, development provides for:
 Installation of monitoring equipment (such as traps and lifting equipment); and
 Access for monitoring, maintenance and operational purposes.

o It is recommended the application engage a person suitably qualified and experienced 
in fish passage biology to design a fishway to address he requirements of this PO.

29. PO32 –PO35 temporary waterway barrier works. The proposed works are likely to require the 
installation of temporary waterway barrier works to facilitate any in instream constriction works.  
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Details of the location, installation and fish passage provisions of all temporary waterway barrier 
works will need to be provided and the application will need to address PO32-35.
 It is recommended the applicant engage a person suitably qualified and experienced in fish 

passage biology to design the developments temporary waterway barrier works to comply 
with PO32–35.

30. In accordance with PO36 of the SDAP State Code 18, the SARA maintains an ‘avoid, mitigate, 
offset’ requirement that applies to matters of State environmental significance (MSES). The 
applicant will need to provide details on how impacts to waterways providing for fish passage will 
be avoided, and where avoidance is not reasonably possible, how impacts to waterways providing 
for fish passage have been minimised and mitigated.  
Notwithstanding measures to avoid and mitigate impacts to waterways providing for fish passage, 
the works may result in a Significant Residual Impact (SRI) and require an environmental offset. An 
environmental offset will not be considered until it has been demonstrated that all reasonable 
measures have been taken to firstly avoid and/or mitigate impacts to waterways providing for fish 
passage (refer to SARA’s Environmental offsets and the planning framework factsheets and 
guidelines for further details).
The application as proposed impacts numerous waterways providing for fish passage, an MSES. 
No avoidance of waterways has been demonstrated and the mitigation as proposed is likely to be 
inadequate to meet many POs of SDAP State Code 18. The development as proposed, is unlikely 
to meet this PO.

31. The placement of temporary waterway barriers during construction may be conducted under DAF’s 
Accepted development requirements for operational work that is constructing or raising waterway 
barrier works (ADR).
If any proposed temporary waterway barrier works cannot meet the accepted development 
requirements, this aspect of the works will need to be covered under the development approval 
and POs 32-35 addressed.
Time limitations apply to all temporary waterway barriers in place under the ADR. If there is any 
possibility (e.g. due to weather) the barriers need to be in place for longer than the prescribed 
period under the ADR, the applicant is advised to include proposed temporary waterway barrier 
works in a development application. 

32. The development as proposed is unlikely to meet the Purpose Statement and a number of 
Performance Outcomes of the SDAP, State Code 18. The following is recommended:
 Engage a suitably qualified fish passage biologist with experience in fishway design to 

design safe and adequate fish passage through the waterways and instream structures of 
the proposed development;

 Engage a suitably qualified fish passage biologist to conduct fish surveys to determine the 
fish passage requirements for the site. 

 Reconsider the design and location of the proposed development to minimise impacts to 
waterways providing for fish passage, an MSES

 Provide additional information as outlined above and seek further prelodgement advice

http://dilgp.qld.gov.au/resources-ilgp/fact-sheet-guidelines/environmental-offsets-and-the-planning-framework-fact-sheets-and-guidelines.html
http://dilgp.qld.gov.au/resources-ilgp/fact-sheet-guidelines/environmental-offsets-and-the-planning-framework-fact-sheets-and-guidelines.html
https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/1258396/daf-adr-waterway-barrier-works.pdf
https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/1258396/daf-adr-waterway-barrier-works.pdf
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Attachment H: EPBC Act Self-Assessment 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Introduction 

This attachment addresses the requirements for the project under the EPBC Act. It presents a self-
assessment of potential project impacts to Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) in 
accordance with the Significance impact criteria 1.1: Matters of National Environmental Significance (DoE, 
2013). The outcomes of the assessment are intended to inform any Commonwealth referral requirements 
for the project under the EPBC Act. In turn, these outcomes can assist to inform project design 
development to modify potential project impacts to MNES, as documented below. 

Further surveys that meet the requirements of the EPBC Significant Impact Guidelines for the species may 
need to be undertaken to accurately assess the likelihood of their occurrence on the study area in future 
project stages. 

MNES identified as relevant to the project through desktop and field investigations are detailed in Table 1. 
A self-assessment has been carried out for 13 MNES, as per the agreed scope of works.  

Table 1: Relevant MNES 

Scientific name Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Potential SIA Result 

Direct 
impacts 
(ha) 

Indirect 
impacts 
(ha) 

Total 
impacts (ha) 

Birds  

Falco hypoleucos Grey Falcon V V Moderate 1,761.55 7,271.86 9,033.41 Unlikely 

Grantiella picta Painted 
Honeyeater 

V V Low 1,959.11 7,309.76 9,268.87 Unlikely 

Geophaps scripta 
scripta 

Squatter 
Pigeon 
(southern) 

V V Moderate 44,96.67 10,369.90 14,866.58 Unlikely 

Neochmia 
ruficauda 
ruficauda 

Star Finch 
(eastern/ 
southern) 

E E Low 5,024.05 9,511.07 14,535.12 Unlikely 

Poephila cincta 
cincta 

Southern 
Black-
throated 
Finch 

E E Moderate 5,024.05 9,511.07 14,535.12 Possible 

Tyto 
novaehollandiae 
kimberli 

Masked Owl 
(northern) 

V V Low 1,307.71 6,275.86 7,583.57 Unlikely 

Mammals  

Phascolarctos 
cinereus 

Koala V V Moderate 1,307.71 6,275.86 7,583.57 Possible 

Sminthopsis 
douglasi 

Julia Creek 
Dunnart 

V E Moderate 7,967.47 3,007.96 10,975.43 Possible 

Reptiles  

Acanthophis 
hawkei 

Plains Death 
Adder 

V V Moderate 12,785.67 4,684.67 17,470.33 Possible 

Egernia rugosa Yakka Skink V V Moderate 1,183.29 3,167.50 4,350.79 Unlikely 
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Scientific name Common 
name 

EPBC 
Status 

NC 
Status 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Potential SIA Result 

Direct 
impacts 
(ha) 

Indirect 
impacts 
(ha) 

Total 
impacts (ha) 

Plants  

Acacia crombiei  Pink gidgee V V High 6,561.21 6,921.87 13,483.08 Possible 

Dichanthium 
queenslandicum 

King Blue-
grass 

E V Moderate 14,538.90 10,976.35 25,515.25 Possible 

Dichanthium 
setosum 

Blue-grass V LC Moderate 14,538.90 10,976.35 25,515.25 Unlikely 

* Table Codes: EPBC Act Status- CE: Critically Endangered; V: Vulnerable. NC Act Status- SL: Special Least Concern; LC: Least Concern; E: Endangered; 
V: Vulnerable; CE: Critically Endangered. 

Significance of impacts on MNES fauna 

Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos) SIA 

Table 2. Significant Impact Assessment for Vulnerable species; the Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Unlikely 
The project is unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in the size of the 
population of the species. The species occurs in low densities across a 
large area and there a handful of records in the region. Potential impacts 
include a loss of foraging habitat, potential loss of nesting sites and the 
introduction / encroachment by invasive species. Their nesting habitat is 
likely to be limited to the Flinders River riparian forest, which will not be 
subject to direct impacts. Impacts to the species habitat are not likely to 
be significant as long as environmental flows are maintained during the 
construction and lifetime of the dam to manage ecosystems and retain 
waterholes. 
Overall, the proposed works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease 
in the size of a population of the species. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Unlikely 
The project will require the clearing of large areas for the dam and 
irrigation areas on either side of the river but direct impacts to riparian 
forest are likely to be minimal. The Grey Falcon has been observed 
hunting in treeless areas, tussock grasslands and open woodlands (TSSC, 
2020).  
Maintaining habitat and connectivity in the Flinders River riparian 
corridor the clearing in the project footprint should not have a significant 
impact on the area of occupancy for the species.  
Regardless, as the species is considered highly mobile, the project is 
unlikely to reduce its overall area of occupancy  

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Unlikely 
The Grey Falcon is nomadic, capable of long-distance movements 
throughout its range. The species occurs at low densities and often 
forages in open landscapes.  
Given the range of the species, and the continued presence of suitable 
habitat, including potential breeding habitat, within the region, it is 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

unlikely the project will reduce the area of occupancy restrict the 
movement of the Grey Falcon or fragment populations. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Unlikely 
Habitat critical to the survival of the species is not defined in the 
Commonwealth listing advice but if the species are breeding in the area, 
then breeding habitat is likely to constitute critical habitat. Nest sites are 
considered a limiting factor within the species breeding range (TSSC, 
2020). It has been noted that their breeding range has shrunk recently 
with breeding typically only occurring in the more arid sections of their 
distribution (i.e. not around Hughenden).  
Given the range of the species, and the continued presence of suitable 
habitat, including potential breeding habitat, within the region, it is 
unlikely the project will have significant adverse effects. However if the 
species is found to be breeding in the area this may change. The project is 
currently regarded unlikely to adversely affect habitat critical to the 
survival of the species. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Unlikely 
As the population has a small number of breeding pairs (total estimate 
550 – 915 pairs) any impact to pairs that may occur in the study area 
could have a significant impact on the population (TSSC, 2020). Although, 
as it is believed their breeding range has shrunk with breeding occurring 
in the more arid and hot parts of their distribution, it is possible they 
would not use this area for breeding but may be an occasional winter 
vagrant (TSSC, 2020).  
Given the range of the species, and the continued presence of suitable 
habitat including potential breeding habitat, within the region, it is 
unlikely the project will disrupt the breeding cycle of the important 
population. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Unlikely 
As detailed above, Grey Falcons are possibly occasional winter vagrants to 
the area. This implies that the Grey Falcon is not a likely to breed in the 
study area, but it may still be utilised for foraging habitat.  
The project will impact potential habitat for the species, but not to a level 
that the species is likely to decline. Particularly given that potentially 
suitable habitat of similar quality is abundant within the surrounding 
landscape. As the Grey Falcon is capable of long-distance movements 
throughout its range it is unlikely the project would impact the overall 
availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to 
decline. 
 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Unlikely 
Feral cats have been identified as a threat to the species and have been 
confirmed during the field surveys.  
Through implementation of recommended mitigation measures, the 
project is unlikely to result in invasive species becoming established.  

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

There are no known diseases that affect the Grey Falcon. However, it is 
possible that with creation of extensive areas of croplands they could be 
affected by preying on rodents that have ingested toxic baits such as 
Bromadiolone set by farmers (TSSC, 2020). 
It is highly unlikely any disease could be introduced that affect the Grey 
Falcon. If recommended pest management measures are implemented 
for the project, the risk of impacts from toxic baits would be reduced. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Unlikely 
There is no Recovery Plan for the species but the Conservation Advice 
(TSSC, 2020), advises several conservation actions, including to protect 
known nesting trees and include adequate exclusion buffers with regard 
to proposed developments and land clearing activities. Targeted surveys 
to identify potential breeding places and presence of species is needed to 
confirm if breeding areas are present and how they can be protected. 
Overall the project is unlikely to interfere with the recovery of the 
species.  

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Grey Falcon.  

 

Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta) SIA 

Table 3. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable species Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Unlikely 
Painted Honeyeaters are dispersive, migrating across inland Australia in 
response to critical food resource availability (mistletoe). The species is 
considered as possible to occur within the project, however the species is 
not likely to breed in the area. The project activities may impact 
potentially suitable foraging habitat for the species. Although the project 
will result in a loss of potential foraging habitat for the species, the extent 
of impacts is minor and negligible when considering the extent of 
potential habitat in adjacent areas. The loss of this potential foraging 
habitat within the study area is unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of a population of the species. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Unlikely 
The species is known to occur in a broad range of habitats, with 
distribution largely dictated by the presence of mistletoe (favoured 
feeding resource).  
Although the project will result in a loss of potential foraging habitat for 
the species, the extent of impacts is minor and negligible when 
considering the extent of potential habitat within its potential 
distribution.  
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Unlikely 
Due to the species dispersive nature, the species is considered to have a 
single population (DoE, 2015). As the species is widely distributed and 
highly mobile outside its breeding range, the potential impacts of the 
project are highly unlikely to fragment the population in two or more 
populations.  

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Unlikely 
No habitat critical to the survival of the species is impacted by the 
project. Additionally, no essential habitat polygons are mapped within the 
study area. No breeding habitat will be impacted by the project as the 
species generally breeds in the south of its range.  
Considering the specie’s wide distribution and extensive area of 
potentially suitable habitat over this area, the potential impacts within 
the study area are highly unlikely to adversely affect habitat critical to the 
species survival. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Unlikely 
No breeding habitat will be impacted by the project as the species 
generally breeds in the south of its range. The project is unlikely to 
disrupt the breeding cycle of the species. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Unlikely 
Despite clearing for the project potentially impacting potential foraging 
habitat, considering the extent of available habitat in adjacent areas this 
impact is unlikely to be of the extent that the species is likely to decline. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Unlikely 
No increase in invasive species is anticipated as a result of the project. 
Rather, the project may reduce the abundance of invasive species 
through strict implementation of pest flora and fauna management 
controls.  

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
The project is considered unlikely to introduce disease/s that may cause 
the species to decline.  

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Unlikely 
The project is unlikely to interfere with the recovery of the species as the 
proposed works are not significant contributing to any of the species’ 
threatening processes. Although the project activities will occur within 
potential foraging habitat, these impacts are anticipated to be minor and 
temporary and will be accompanied by management measures to 
mitigate impacts. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Painted Honeyeater 

 

Squatter Pigeon (southern - Geophaps scripta scripta) SIA 

Table 4. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable species Squatter Pigeon (southern - Geophaps scripta 
scripta) 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
populationof a species 

Unlikely 
Important populations of the Squatter Pigeon (southern) are listed as 
small, isolated and sparsely distributed sub-populations at the southern 
extent of the sub-species current range. The study area is not among the 
important populations. The study area is at the northern extent of the 
sub-species range, and if hybrids are located these are not protected 
under the EPBC.  
The project is unlikely to lead to a long-term decline of an important 
population and is considered unlikely to lead to a significant decline in the 
local population. Construction has the potential to cause direct mortality 
and injury of Squatter Pigeons as a result of land clearing activities and / 
or vehicle strikes. These impacts can be minimised by the utilisation of 
mitigation measures outlined in the report.  
As there are no important populations likely to occur in the study area, 
the project is unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a 
population of the species. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Unlikely 
As detailed above, the local population is unlikely to be considered an 
important population. The potential loss of foraging and breeding habitat 
may lead to a reduction in the area of occupancy of the local population, 
though habitat will be retained in the indirect impact area. And with the 
utilization of proper mitigation measures impacts can be alleviated on the 
surrounding population.  
Given the range of the species, and the continued presence of suitable 
habitat within the local area, it is unlikely the project will reduce the area 
of occupancy of the Squatter Pigeon (southern) population. 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Unlikely 
Within the study area, the Squatter Pigeon (southern) already utilises 
fragmented habitats, occurring in sparse, open woodland habitats 
impacted by cattle grazing, dams and local track networks. Connectivity 
will also be maintained along the riparian forest of the Flinders River as 
this habitat will not be cleared or inundated by the project. 
The project is therefore unlikely to fragment the population into two or 
more subpopulations. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Possible 
Habitat critical to the survival of the species is not defined in the 
Commonwealth listing advice but any such critical habitat is likely to 
include breeding habitat, particularly breeding habitat for important 
populations.  
Although it is not identified as an important populations, key habitat for 
the species in the study area includes grassy wooded habitat within 3km 
of a permanent or seasonal waterbody, (within 1km when breeding) 
(DAWE, 2021). Since it is not an important population, and habitat will be 
maintained along the riparian forest of the Flinders River as this area will 
not be cleared or inundated by the project, the project is unlikely to 
adversely impact habitat critical to the survival of the species. 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Unlikely 
As detailed above, the local population is not among those important 
populations identified in the Commonwealth listing advice for the 
species. Breeding habitat for the Squatter Pigeon (southern) (i.e. hills and 
rises with rocky, loamy and sandy soils within 1km of water) occur within 
the study area. Connectivity of breeding habitat in the riparian forests 
along the Flinders River will be maintained and the provision of a large 
permanent water body may actually benefit the species in the 
surrounding area. 
The breeding cycle of the local population of Squatter Pigeon (southern) 
may be disrupted during the construction phase of the project, however 
any impacts are likely to be temporary and localised.  
The project is unlikely to disrupt the breeding cycle of an important 
population. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Unlikely 
Given the large extent of potential habitat over the subspecies known 
distribution (at least 10,000 km2 according to Garnett & Crowley 2000), 
the project is unlikely to modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the subspecies is likely 
to decline. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Unlikely 
Known feral predators of the Squatter Pigeon (southern) (i.e. feral dogs 
and cats) have been confirmed within the study area. 
Following appropriate implementation, the project is unlikely to result in 
invasive species becoming established. However, the provision of large 
areas of permanent water and potential increases in prey, particularly 
rabbits, may result in increases in feral cat abundance.  Pest management 
measures may assist to minimise impacts associated with the project. 
The project has the potential to reduce the extent and quality of local 
foraging habitat by facilitating the on-site spread of weeds. However, this 
impact may be mitigated by the implementation of weed management 
controls. 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
Disease is not identified as a known threat to Squatter Pigeon (southern). 
It is unlikely that the project will facilitate the introduction of any disease 
that may result in the species declining. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Unlikely 
The project will result in a loss of potential habitat, however, given the 
location of the study area on the north-western extent of the species 
range and the species large area of occupancy, this relatively small loss of 
total habitat is unlikely to be significant for the recovery of the 
subspecies.   

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Squatter Pigeon (southern) 

 

Star Finch (eastern/southern - Neochmia ruficauda ruficauda) SIA 
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Table 5. Significant Impact Assessment for the Endangered Star Finch (eastern/southern - Neochmia ruficauda 
ruficauda) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of a population. 

Unlikely 
Although suitable habitat for the species was observed within the study 
area, it is possible that the species is no longer extant in the region, as no 
permanent populations (or, more specifically, areas of permanently 
occupied habitat) have been identified (Garnett & Crowley 2000 as cited 
by DAWE, 2021). 
It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore project impacts are unlikely to 
result in a long-term decrease in population size for the species.  

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
the species. 

Unlikely 
It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore project impacts are unlikely to 
result in a reduction in the area of occupancy for the species.  

Fragment an existing population 
into two or more populations. 

Unlikely 
As there are no records in the region and it is possible that the species is 
no longer extant in the region as mentioned above. 
It is unlikely that the project could fragment an existing population of Star 
Finch (eastern/ southern) into two or more populations. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of the species. 

Unlikely 
Habitat critical to the survival of the species is not defined in the 
Approved Conservation Advice (DEWHA, 2008b). 
It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore the project is unlikely to adversely 
affect habitat critical to the survival of the species. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of a 
population. 

Unlikely 
 It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore the project is unlikely to disrupt 
the breeding cycle of a population. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline. 

Unlikely 
As there are no records in the region and it is possible that the species is 
no longer extant in the region as mentioned above. 
It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore the project is unlikely to modify, 
destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of 
habitat to the extent that the species is likely to decline. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a critically 
endangered or endangered 
species becoming established in 
the critically endangered or 
endangered species’ habitat. 

Unlikely 
Key threats to Star Finch (eastern/southern) include habitat degradation 
through clearing, fires, weed invasion, contamination and trampling / 
over-grazing by livestock (DAWE, 2021).  
It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore the project is unlikely to result in 
invasive species that are harmful to an endangered species becoming 
established in the species’ habitat. 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline. 

Unlikely 
Disease is not identified as a known threat to Star Finch 
(eastern/southern). There are no known disease risks associated with the 
project and the works are considered unlikely to pose a risk to the 
species. 

Interfere with the recovery of 
the species.  

Unlikely 
The distribution of Star Finch (eastern/southern) is currently known to be 
severely fragmented.  
It is unlikely that a breeding population of Star Finch (eastern/ southern) 
occurs within the study area, therefore the project is unlikely to interfere 
with the recovery of the species. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Star Finch (eastern/southern).  

 

Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta) SIA 

Table 6. Significant Impact Assessment for the Endangered Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of a population. 

Possible 
The population of Southern Black-throated Finch (Poephila cincta cincta) 
has been estimated at 20,000 breeding birds (based on area of occupancy 
and available data on densities of populations), but this estimate is 
considered to be of low reliability (DAWE, 2021). The subspecies is 
thought to occur as a single, contiguous population, but this estimate is 
considered to be of low reliability, due to uncertainty about the number 
of subpopulations and/or the extent of genetic separation (DAWE, 2021). 
The subspecies is considered to be locally common at some sites around 
Townsville, Charters Towers and the Carmichael Coal Mine 300 km south 
of Charters Towers. However, given a reliable estimate of population size 
is currently unavailable, all existing populations should be conserved. 
If the Southern Black-throated Finch was to occur within the study area 
then there is the potential for the project result in a long-term decrease 
in size of the subspecies population.  

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
the species. 

Possible 
The Southern Black-throated Finch occurs at two general locations: in the 
Townsville region, where it is considered to be locally common at a few 
sites around Townsville, Charters Towers and the Carmichael Coal Mine; 
and at scattered sites in central-eastern Queensland (between Aramac 
and Great Basalt Wall National Park) (DAWE, 2021).  
The area of occupancy is estimated to be 5000 km²; although this is 
considered of low reliability (DAWE, 2021). 
If the Southern Black-throated Finch was to occur within the study area, 
impacts associated with the project would be considered possible to 
result in a reduction in the area of occupancy for the species.  
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Fragment an existing population 
into two or more populations. 

Unlikely 
The Southern Black-throated Finch is thought to occur as a single, 
contiguous population (DAWE, 2021). Movement patterns of the species 
are poorly known. They are thought to undertake some movements in 
response to rainfall or drought. These could be prompted by the 
availability of food during drought or wet conditions.  
Given the species occurs as a contiguous population and the study area is 
located on the western edge of the species range, impacts associated 
with the project are likely to result in some fragmentation of local 
populations (if the species was to occur on the project site). However, this 
is unlikely to be sufficient to fragment the entire population of the 
species into two or more populations.  

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of the species. 

Likely 
Southern Black-throated Finch occurs mainly in grassy, open woodlands 
and forests, and occasionally in tussock grasslands or other habitats (for 
example freshwater wetlands), often along or near watercourses, or in 
the vicinity (i.e. <1.5km) of water (DEWHA,2009). It is thought to require 
a mosaic of different habitats with a variety of grass species in which it 
can find seed throughout the year. This habitat is considered critical to 
the survival of the species. 
If Southern Black-throated Finch was to occur within the study area, the 
project is likely to adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of the 
species through habitat loss and degradation. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of a 
population. 

Possible 
The Southern Black-throated Finch is thought to occur as a single, 
contiguous population (DAWE, 2021). The species breeds year-round. If 
the species were to occur within the study area, project impacts have the 
potential to interfere with breeding success of local populations within 
the study area. However, it is unclear as to whether this would be 
sufficient to result in a decline in the population, given uncertainty 
regarding population estimates.  

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline. 

Possible 
The Southern Black-throated Finch occurs mainly in grassy, open 
woodlands and forests, and occasionally in tussock grasslands or other 
habitats (for example freshwater wetlands), often along or near 
watercourses, or in the vicinity (i.e. <1.5km) of water. It is thought to 
require a mosaic of different habitats with a variety of grass species in 
which it can find seed throughout the year (DAWE, 2021). 
Potential habitat for the species occurs within the study area and is likely 
to be impacted by the project. Removal of occupied habitat (where the 
species is confirmed within the study area) could result in a decline in the 
species population, particularly given population estimates are unreliable. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a critically 
endangered or endangered 
species becoming established in 

Unlikely 
The decline of Southern Black-throated Finch coincided with the 
development of pastoralism, and grazing of preferred grassy, riparian 
woodland habitats by sheep and rabbits is likely to have been a major 
cause of range contraction (DAWE, 2021). Known threats to the species 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

the critically endangered or 
endangered species’ habitat. 

include ongoing habitat loss and fragmentation, habitat degradation by 
livestock and rabbits, alternation of fire regimes, habitat invasion by 
exotic grasses and illegal trapping. 
Existing threats within the study area include exotic grass Cenchrus ciliaris 
and grazing of lands by cattle (to varying degrees). Regardless, there is 
potential for the project to result in increased spread/ introduction of 
weeds and further degradation of habitats where they occur. The 
occurrence of invasive species in the study area is inevitable, so impacts 
may be possible but if recommended feral pest and weed control are 
undertaken, the risks associated with these threats is likely to be as for 
the current situation  

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline. 

Unlikely 
Disease is not identified as a known threat to Southern Black-throated 
Finch. There are no known disease risks associated with the project and it 
is considered unlikely to pose a risk to the species. 

Interfere with the recovery of 
the species.  

Possible 
The distribution of Southern Black-throated Finch is currently known to 
be severely fragmented. Any further loss and fragmentation of habitats 
may impact their recovery if they occur in the area. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
possible to result in a significant impact to the Southern Black-throated Finch.  
 

 

Masked Owl (northern - Tyto novaehollandiae kimberli) SIA 

Table 7. Significant Impact Assessment for the Masked Owl (northern - Tyto novaehollandiae kimberli) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species. 

Unlikely 
The population of Masked Owl is estimated to consist of 3,000 breeding 
individuals, although this estimate is considered to be of low reliability. 
The distribution of the Masked Owl (northern) is very poorly known 
(Woinarski, 2004), and three subpopulations have been suggested: 
Kimberley, Northern Territory (NT) and Cape York (DAWE, 2021).  
The study area is located on the southern extent of the species range far 
from any areas of known occurrence. Although potential habitats 
supporting suitable large hollows are situated within the study area in 
RE4.3.10c and 4.3.4x2d.  
Project impacts are unlikely to result in a long-term decrease of an 
important population of the species, given the uncertainty regarding 
distribution within the area and a lack of known records. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population. 

Unlikely 
The area of occupancy for Masked Owl is estimated to be 18 000 km². The 
study area is located on the southern extent of the species range far from 
any areas of known occurrence. Project impacts are unlikely to result in a 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

long-term decrease of an important population of the species, given the 
uncertainty regarding distribution within the area and a lack of known 
records. 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations. 

Unlikely 
The distribution of the Masked Owl (northern) is very poorly known, and 
three subpopulations have been suggested: Kimberley, Northern Territory 
(NT) and Cape York (DAWE, 2021). The study area is located on the 
southern extent of the species range far from any areas of known 
occurrence. Project impacts are unlikely to result in the fragmentation of 
an important population into two or more subpopulations, particularly 
given the mobile nature of the species, uncertainty regarding distribution 
within the area and a lack of known records. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 9. 

Unlikely 
In northern Australia, the Masked Owl has been recorded from riparian 
forest, rainforest, open forest, Melaleuca swamps and the edges of 
mangroves, as well as along the margins of sugar cane fields. Given the 
study area is located on the southern extent of the species range far from 
any areas of known occurrence, it is unlikely that the habitat is of 
significance to the species or forms an important breeding location.  
As such, project impacts are unlikely to affect habitat critical to the 
survival of the species.  

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population. 

Unlikely 
The study area is located on the southern extent of the species range far 
from any areas of known occurrence. Given this, it is unlikely that the 
habitat within the study area is of significance to the species or forms an 
important breeding location. As such, the project is unlikely to impact the 
breeding cycle of an important population.  

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline. 

Unlikely 
The study area is located on the southern extent of the species range far 
from any areas of known occurrence. Given this, it is unlikely that the 
habitat within the study area is of significance to the species or forms an 
important breeding location. As such, the project is unlikely to impact the 
availability or quality of habitat sufficient to the extent the species is likely 
to decline.  

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat. 

Possible 
The study area is subject to existing disturbance from invasive species 
including Cane Toads, Rubber Vine, Feral Cats, Buffel Grass, etc. There is 
the potential for construction activities and agricultural activities (e.g. 
transport of produce) to result in the introduction and / or spread of 
invasive species, particularly weeds, within the study area. However, the 
adoption of appropriate biosecurity controls and long-term monitoring 

 
9 Refers to areas that are necessary: for activities such as foraging, breeding, roosting, or dispersal for the long-term 
maintenance of the species or ecological community (including the maintenance of species essential to the survival of 
the species or ecological community, such as pollinators); to maintain genetic diversity and long term evolutionary 
development, or; for the reintroduction of populations or recovery of the species or ecological community (DOE, 2013). 
Such habitat may be, but is not limited to: habitat identified in a recovery plan for the species or ecological community 
as habitat critical for that species or ecological community; and/or habitat listed on the Register of Critical Habitat 
maintained by the minister under the EPBC Act (DOE, 2013). 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

may reduce the risk of invasive species becoming established in the study 
area.  

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline. 

Possible 
Disease introduction and spread is considered a low risk associated with 
the project and is considered unlikely to cause the species to decline. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species. 

Unlikely 
Documented threats to Masked Owl include altered fire regimes, grazing 
by livestock and feral animals, invasion of woodlands by exotic plants and 
introduced pasture grasses, decline in prey populations and potentially 
use of pesticides.  
Many of these threats already occur within the study area. Although 
there is potential for the project to result in the spread/ introduction of 
new weeds and pests, these are unlikely to substantially interfere with 
the recovery of the species given the study area is located on the 
southern extent of the species range and absence of known records 
within the area.  

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Masked Owl 

 

Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus) SIA 

Table 9. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable species Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species. 

Possible 
Important populations have not been established for Koala, since 
insufficient information is available to adequately identify and separate 
the nature of any important populations throughout the species’ range 
(DoE, 2014a). Suitable habitat for Koala is located within the study area 
within riparian woodlands (including RE 4.3.2c, 4.3.10c and 4.3.4x2d). and 
will be impacted by the project. Assessment against Table 4 of the EPBC 
Act referral guidelines for the vulnerable Koala (DoE, 2014a) suggests that 
habitat is considered habitat critical for the survival of the species (i.e. 
score of 7). However, given the study area is located on the western edge 
of the species range and available habitat is marginal, it is unclear how 
significant the habitat is for the species survival and whether the habitat 
loss would be sufficient to result in a decline in the species population. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population. 

Likely 
Suitable habitat for Koala is located within the study area within riparian 
forest and adjacent woodlands supporting primary and secondary 
preferred feed trees. Assessment against Table 4 of the EPBC Act referral 
guidelines for the vulnerable Koala (DoE, 2014) indicates the habitats are 
considered critical for the survival of the species, scoring 7/10. However, 
given the study area occurs on the western extent of the species range 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

and no records are known within 3km of the study area, it is not likely 
that these habitats are of great significance to the species.  
Regardless, a loss of habitat as a result of the project would likely to 
result in a reduction in the area of occupancy of the species.   

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations. 

Unlikely 
Suitable habitat for Koala is located within the study area within riparian 
woodlands.  Whilst these habitats are likely to support localised 
movements of the species within the area (where it occurs), the study 
area is located on the western limit of the species range and no records 
are known further to the west of the study area.   
Given the location of the study area in relation to the species range, it is 
unclear if the species would utilise the site. However, where it occurs, 
habitat is likely to be fragmented as a result of the project. However, this 
is unlikely to result in the fragmentation of a local population into two or 
more populations given some connectivity will be maintained along the 
Flinders River.  

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 10. 

Likely 
Suitable habitat for Koala is located within the study area within riparian 
woodlands. Assessment against Table 4 of the EPBC Act referral guidelines 
for the vulnerable Koala (DoE, 2014a) indicates the habitats are 
considered critical for the survival of the species, scoring 7/10.  However, 
given the study area occurs on the western extent of the species range 
and no records are known within 3km of the study area, it is not likely 
that these habitats are of great significance to the species. 
project works are likely to result in a loss of this habitat. Assessment 
against Figure 2 of DoE (2014a) indicates proposed clearing works exceed 
the 20ha threshold and have the potential to adversely affect habitat 
critical to the survival of the species. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population. 

Possible 
The breeding cycle of the Koala varies across the range of the species 
(DoE. 2014a). Within Queensland, the mating season of Koala usually 
begins in September and birthing usually occurs between November-
February (DoE. 2014a).  
Approximately 1,736.45ha of critical habitat for Koala is located within 
the project footprint and will likely require removal. Construction works 
proposed for the project footprint are likely to coincide with the breeding 
season for Koala and works may continue across multiple breeding 
seasons, subject to the duration of construction.  
The project has the potential to impact the breeding cycle of Koala as a 
result of proposed vegetation clearing works, localised barriers to species 

 
10 Refers to areas that are necessary: for activities such as foraging, breeding, roosting, or dispersal for the long-term 
maintenance of the species or ecological community (including the maintenance of species essential to the survival of 
the species or ecological community, such as pollinators); to maintain genetic diversity and long term evolutionary 
development, or; for the reintroduction of populations or recovery of the species or ecological community (DOE, 2013). 
Such habitat may be, but is not limited to: habitat identified in a recovery plan for the species or ecological community 
as habitat critical for that species or ecological community; and/or habitat listed on the Register of Critical Habitat 
maintained by the minister under the EPBC Act (DOE, 2013). 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

movements and disturbance of adjacent habitats due to construction 
noise and light. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline. 

Possible 
The project will result in a loss of critical Koala habitat with a habitat 
score of 7/10. However, given the study area occurs on the western 
extent of the species range and no records are known within 3km of the 
study area, it is not likely that these habitats are of great significance to 
the species. As such, there is insufficient data to determine whether 
these impacts are likely to reduce the size and/ or extent of local 
populations. Assessment against Figure 2 of DoE (2014a) indicates 
proposed clearing works exceed the 20ha threshold and have the 
potential to result in a significant impact to the species. As such, a 
precautionary approach is recommended, and further assessment should 
be carried out to confirm project impacts to local Koala populations. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat. 

Unlikely 
The project footprint is subject to existing disturbance from invasive 
species including weeds and feral predators.  
Despite existing levels of disturbance, there is potential for construction 
activities to result in the introduction and / or spread of invasive species 
within the study area. These risks are likely to be highest at the interface 
to the project footprint in areas likely subject to edge effects. Despite 
this, it is unlikely that these would pose a significant increased risk to the 
Koala. Particularly as invasive species are not considered a primary threat 
for this species (DoE, 2014a). 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline. 

Unlikely 
The project is not anticipated to introduce new diseases that may cause 
the species to decline. Stress may lead to an increase in the expression of 
chlamydia in koalas, however the implementation of mitigation measures 
will assist with avoiding impacts. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species. 

Unlikely 
There is currently no interim recovery plan for Koala. Therefore, it is 
uncertain if the habitat is important for achieving the recovery of koala. In 
2008, New South Wales developed a recovery plan for koala (NSW DECC, 
2008). The plan outlines a series of threats to the species including 
habitat loss, habitat degradation, road kills, dog attack, logging and 
disease. 
The project will result in a loss of potential Koala habitat. The study area 
is on the western extent of the range of the species meeting the 
definition of an important population under the Matters of National 
Environmental Significance - Significant impact guidelines 1.1, 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (DAWE, 
2013).  

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
possible to result in a significant impact to the Koala.  
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Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi) SIA 

Table 9. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable species Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis douglasi) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Possible 
The Julia Creek Dunnart is restricted to the Mitchell Grass downs habitats 
of north-west Queensland and the study area is within its mapped 
potential range (DAWE, 2021). 
The study area has been identified as having potential habitat features for 
the species, that is, tussock grasslands on cracking clay occurring in 
regional ecosystems 4.9.1c and 4.3.15. However, much of these areas of 
potential habitat have been impacted by intensive grazing. In addition, 
the presence of introduced weeds (e.g. Buffel Grass and Parthenium 
Weed) and predators (cats and wild dogs) in the area may further 
decrease the potential suitability of the habitat. However, these impacts 
are likely to be present over the majority of the species’ habitat. 
Loss of potential Julia Creek Dunnart habitat would be unavoidable due to 
the extensive clearing of Mitchell grasslands for the proposed project 
which may lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important 
population. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Possible 
The National Recovery Plan for the Julia Creek Dunnart (DAWE, 2009) 
states in relation to important populations, that to ensure the long-term 
persistence of this species in the wild, conserving all known populations is 
critical. If the species occurs on the project site it would be considered an 
important population. 
Impacts on potential Julia Creek Dunnart habitat would be unavoidable 
due to the extensive clearing of Mitchell grasslands for the proposed 
project which would be likely to reduce the s area of occupancy of an 
important population. 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Unlikely 
The Julia Creek Dunnart suggested to have a patchy distribution made up 
of small populations scattered over the Mitchell Grasslands (QPWS, 
2005). There exists the potential for the Project to fragment an important 
population into two or more populations, if the one of these small 
populations occurs entirely within the study area. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Possible 
The National Recovery Plan for the Julia Creek Dunnart (Sminthopsis 
douglasi) (DERM, 2009) identifies habitat critical to the species as 
Mitchell Grass (Astrebla spp.) tussock grasslands, which grow in areas of 
dominant summer rainfall. These grasslands are typically treeless or 
lightly timbered and occur on rolling plains (downs) on deep cracking clay 
soils.  
The Project will adversely impact potential habitat that may be crtitical to 
the survival of Julia Creek Dunnart through clearing of extensive areas 
tussock grasslands and replacement with agricultural crops.  

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Possible 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

The Project has the potential to disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population of Julia Creek Dunnart. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Possible 
As a habitat specialist, the species has strong environmental associations 
with and is entirely restricted to the Mitchell grasslands. Whilst these 
tussock grasslands cover an extensive region in north-west Queensland, 
most are subject to grazing and are likely to be degraded and fragmented 
(DAWE, 2021).  
The project will modify, destroy, remove or isolate and decrease the 
potential habitat of Julia Creek Dunnart and could result in the decline of 
the species  

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Possible 
The Project is likely to result in the removal of almost all of the potential 
Julia Creek Dunnart habitat within the study area. It is unlikely that the 
conversion of this habitat into irrigated agricultural land will result in 
invasive species that are likely to degrade potential Julia Creek Dunnart 
habitat that aren’t already present in the area such feral cats, wild dogs, 
Buffel Grass, Prickly Acacia, Parkinsonia, Parthenium Weed etc. However, 
the provision of a large, permanent body of water may result in a 
significant increase in the local population of feral predators resulting in 
increased mortality of Julia Creek Dunnarts. 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
There are no known diseases affecting the Julia Creek Dunnart that 
could be introduced as a result of the project proceeding.  

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Possible 
Current recovery efforts are focused on known populations of the 
species. There is no known population in the study area but it is mapped 
as possible species range. 
The National Recovery Plan for the Julia Creek Dunnart (DERM, 2009) 
outlines six specific objectives for the species’ conservation, including 
Identifying and protecting areas of critical habitat for the Julia Creek 
Dunnart. 
Impacts on habitat for the Julia Creek Dunnart would be unavoidable due 
to the extensive clearing of Mitchell grasslands for the proposed project, 
if the species is present. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project has the potential 
to result in a significant impact to the Julia Creek Dunnart. 
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Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei) SIA 

Table 10. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Possible 
It is uncertain if there is an important population in the study area. 
Important populations of the Plains Death Adder have not been defined 
in the Commonwealth listing advice. The project is not unlikely to result in 
a long-term decrease in the species population.  

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Possible 
It is uncertain if there is an important population in the study area. The 
project is unlikely to lead to a long-term decline of an important 
population and is considered unlikely to lead to a significant decline in the 
local population. 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Unlikely 
The proposed works are unlikely to fragment an existing population. 
Outside of breeding, the species is nomadic and can occur anywhere 
within the species distribution (DSEWPC. 2012). As a result the Project is 
unlikely to fragment an existing population into two or more populations. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Unlikely 
Habitat critical to the survival of the species has not been defined in the 
Commonwealth listing advice for the species. The species utilises Mitchell 
grass plains habitat with cracking clay soils. These habitats are generally 
relatively uniform and locally abundant within the local landscape. As 
such, the habitats impacted by the project are unlikely to represent 
habitat critical to the survival of the species. The magnitude of habitat 
loss is therefore unlikely to have a significant impact on the species. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Possible 
The species generally breeds from October to November, with young 
born between February to March. Males will attempt to breed every year, 
but females will only breed every one–two years depending on prey 
availability (DSEWPC. 2012). Seeing as the project has the potential to 
influence the abundance of prey in the immediate proximity to the study 
area, the project has the potential to disrupt the breeding cycle of the 
species at a local level. However, in a broad landscape context, the 
likelihood of the project disrupting the species’ breeding cycle of an 
important population is possible. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Possible 
The proposed works have potential to modify, destroy, remove, isolate or 
decrease potential habitat for the species in the study area. These 
impacts are minor considering the availability of habitats nearby. 
Impacts can be further mitigated by  

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Unlikely 
Cane toads are a recognized threatening process for the species. In the 
NT, cane toad have resulted in an 89% decline in the abundance of the 
plains death adder and the species is known to die in large number when 
toads invade an area (DSEWPC. 2012). Cane toads are predicted to 
occupy almost all of the Plains Death Adders distribution range by 2030 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

(DSEWPC. 2012). The project is unlikely to exacerbate the spread of cane 
toads, which are already ubiquitous in the bioregion. However, the 
provision of a large area of permanent water is likely to result in 
significant increases in the Cane Toad population in the study area 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
There are no known diseases that may be introduced to the species as a 
result of the project. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Unlikely 
The exact distribution of the Plains Death Adder is currently unclear. 
Areas of potential habitat are relatively uniform and widespread in the 
surrounding bioregion. The total area of potentially suitable habitat that 
is likely to be adversely impacted by the Project is insignificant relative to 
the extent of habitat available for the species across its potential 
distribution . The Project may result in the direct mortality of individuals 
associated with land clearing and vehicle strike. However, these risks may 
be minimised with appropriate mitigation measures such as speed 
controls and spotter catchers. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
possible to result in a significant impact to the Plains Death Adder.  

 

Yakka Skink (Egernia rugosa) SIA 

Table 11. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable Yakka Skink (Egernia rugosa) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Data Deficient 
Important habitat of the Yakka Skink includes any contiguous patch of 
suitable habitat, particularly remnant vegetation, where a colony is 
known or identified, as well as any microhabitat where colonies are likely 
to be found (DoE, 2014). The Project has the potential to result in a long-
term decline in an important population of Yakka Skink as potential 
habitat occurs on the site and it is within the predicted distribution of the 
species 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Data Deficient 
There are currently no available records of the Yakka Skink from within 
the study area, however mapping indicates the species distribution may 
extend through the region and the study area is at the western extent of 
their mapped potential range.  The Project has the potential to the area 
of occupancy in an important population of Yakka Skink as potential 
habitat occurs on the site and it is within the predicted distribution of the 
species 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Data Deficient 
There are currently no available records of the Yakka Skink from within 
the study area, however mapping indicates the species distribution may 
extend to the area and field surveys confirmed potentially suitable 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

habitat is present. The project has the potential to fragment populations 
if the species is present. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Data Deficient 
Habitat critical to the survival of the species has not been defined in the 
Approved Conservation Advice for the species (DoE, 2014). Important 
habitat of the Yakka Skink includes any contiguous patch of suitable 
habitat, particularly remnant vegetation, where a colony is known or 
identified, as well as any microhabitat where colonies are likely to be 
found (DoE, 2014). The species utilises open dry sclerophyll forest, 
woodland and scrub (DoE, 2014). The project has the potential to 
adversely affect the species habitat in the area if the species is present. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Data Deficient 
The breeding season for this species has not yet been recorded. Yakka 
skinks are live bearing, rarely producing more than six young per litter 
(DAWE, 2021). The Approved Conservation Advice for the species (DoE, 
2014) defines large patches of contiguous, suitable habitat and viable 
landscape corridors (necessary for the purposes of breeding, dispersal or 
maintaining the genetic diversity of the species over successive 
generations) as important to their conservation. Therefore the loss or 
fragmentation of habitat may disrupt the breeding cycle of a population. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Data Deficient 
Potential habitat for the species occurs within the study area and is likely 
to be impacted by the project works. Removal of occupied habitat (where 
the species is confirmed within the study area) could result in a decline in 
the species population, particularly given population estimates are 
unreliable (DoE, 2014).  

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Possible 
It is unlikely that the conversion of habitat into irrigated agricultural land 
will result in invasive species that are likely to degrade potential habitat 
that aren’t already present in the area such feral cats, wild dogs, Buffel 
Grass, Prickly Acacia, Parkinsonia, Parthenium Weed etc. However, the 
provision of a large, permanent body of water may result in a significant 
increase in the local population of feral predators resulting in increase 
mortality of Yakka Skinks. 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
There are no known diseases that may be introduced to the species as a 
result of the project. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Possible 
The exact distribution of the species is unclear. There is no known 
population in the study area, but it is mapped as possible species range. 
The species may be impacted due to the clearing of potential habitat, if 
the species is present. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Yakka Skink 
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Significance of impacts on MNES flora 

Acacia crombiei (Pink Gidgee) SIA 

Table 12. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable Acacia crombiei (Pink Gidgee) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Possible 
Important populations have not been established for A. crombiei, but it is 
likely all populations are important due to its small range. Although this 
species has not been historically recorded within the study area, and was 
not picked up in recent surveys, it was determined likely there is potential 
habitat in the study area and the species is highly likely to occur. 
Impacts on habitat for A. crombiei would be significant as it has a small 
distribution and the project would clear a fairly large proportion, if the 
species is present.  The clearing of the project areas in the species habitat 
has the potential to impact the size of the population if they are residing 
within the impact areas. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Possible 
Important populations have not been established for A. crombiei, but it is 
likely all populations are important due to its small range. 
Impacts on habitat for A. crombiei would be significant as it has a small 
distribution and the proposed project would clear a fairly large 
proportion, if the species is present.  The clearing of the project areas in 
the species habitat, has the potential to impact on the area of occupancy 
of the population if they are residing locally within the impact areas. 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Possible 
The study area is located within the mapped extent of the population. As 
such, it is difficult to determine the extent to which the project may 
fragment the local population into two or more sub-populations. 
Regardless, habitats within the study area may be significant in 
maintaining connectivity within the local population for genetic exchange. 
On this basis, the project has the potential to fragment local populations 
into two or more sub-populations. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Possible 
Where the species is confirmed within the study area, the existing habitat 
may be significant in supporting a portion of the population or 
maintaining connectivity within the population for genetic exchange. The 
direct and indirect impacts in the study area may result in the loss of 
individuals and/or habitat. As such, habitat within the study area is 
considered important to the survival of the species and the project is 
likely to adversely affect these habitats, where the species is confirmed. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Possible 
Where the species is confirmed within the study area, this habitat may be 
significant in supporting a portion of the population or maintaining 
connectivity within the population for genetic exchange. Therefore, 
fragmentation and loss of these habitats as a result of the project are 
likely to impact the species’ reproduction and natural propagation, where 
the species is confirmed. 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
project) will: 

Response criteria 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Possible 
The project is likely to result in the reduced availability and quality of 
habitat. Given the uncertainty regarding population size and extent, it is 
likely that the species population would decline where the species is 
confirmed within the study area and will be impacted by the project. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Unlikely 
There are several weed species are already present within the study area. 
Despite this, there is the potential for spread as a result of the project. 
Overgrazing is also a risk to the species, and invasive grazing species as 
well as managed stock grazing may impact the species. However, these 
are unlikely to pose a significant threat with appropriate implementation 
of mitigation controls during the construction and operation phase. 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
No known diseases pose a threat to the spectes. Regardless, it is 
recommended appropriate biosecurity controls be implemented as a part 
of project construction and operation to minimise any risk of disease. As 
such, the project is unlikely to lead to a decline in the species as a result 
of disease. 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Possible 
Although there is potential for the project to result in the spread/ 
introduction of new weeds and pests, these are unlikely to substantially 
interfere with the recovery of the species. The area of clearing may have 
an impact on the recovery of the species in the region. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
possible to result in a significant impact to the Acacia crombiei. 

 

Dichanthium queenslandicum (King Blue-grass) SIA 

Table 13. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable Dichanthium queenslandicum (King Blue-grass) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of a population. 

Possible 
Important populations have not been established for Dichanthium 
queenslandicum (King Blue-grass), but it is likely all populations are 
important due to its small range. 
D. queenslandicum occurs in three disjunct populations including (1) 
Hughenden district, (2) Nebo to Monto and west to Clermont and 
Rolleston and (3) Dalby district and Darling Downs (DAWE, 2021).  
The study area is located within close proximity to the known extent of 
the Hughenden district population (although this is only represented by 
one specimen, DESWPC, 2013). Suitable habitat for the species has been 
identified within the study area. If the species is confirmed within the 
study area, the project may to result in an impact to the species 
population size where it occurs within the study area. 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
the species. 

Possible 
Suitable habitat for the species has been identified within the study area 
but important populations have not been established. Impacts on habitat 
for D. queenslandicum would be significant as it has a small distribution 
and the proposed project would clear a fairly large proportion, if the 
species is present.  The clearing of the project areas in the species 
habitat, has the potential to impact on the area of occupancy of the 
population if they are residing locally within the impact areas. 
If the species is confirmed to occur within the study area, then the project 
may result in a reduction in the species’ area of occupancy. 

Fragment an existing population 
into two or more populations. 

Possible 
Suitable habitat for the species has been identified within the study area 
but the exact extent of the population both within and beyond the study 
area is unknown. As such, it is difficult to determine the extent to which 
the project works may fragment the local population into two or more 
sub-populations. Regardless, habitats within the study area may be 
significant in maintaining connectivity within the local population for 
genetic exchange. On this basis, the project has the potential to fragment 
local populations into two or more sub-populations.  

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of the species. 

Possible 
Suitable habitat for the species has been identified within the study area 
but the exact extent of the population both within and beyond the study 
area is unknown. Where the species is confirmed within the study area, 
these habitats may be significant in maintaining connectivity within the 
local population for genetic exchange. As such, habitat within the study 
area may be considered critical to the survival of the species and the 
project may adversely affect these habitats, where the species is 
confirmed. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of a 
population. 

Possible 
Suitable habitat for the species has been identified within the study area 
but the exact extent of the population both within and beyond the study 
area is unknown. Where the species is confirmed within the study area, 
these habitats may be significant in maintaining connectivity within the 
local population for genetic exchange. As such, fragmentation and loss of 
these habitats as a result of the project may impact the species’ 
reproduction and natural propagation. 

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline. 

Possible 
The study area is located within proximity to the known extent of the 
Hughenden district population. The exact extent of the population is 
unknown. Suitable habitat for the species is located within native 
grasslands (i.e. 4.9.1c and 4.3.15) within the study area. Where the 
species is confirmed within the study area, these habitats may be 
significant in maintaining connectivity within the local population for 
genetic exchange. As such, the project is likely to result in the reduced 
availability and quality of habitat. Given the uncertainty regarding 
population size and extent, it is likely that the species population would 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

decline where the species is confirmed within the study area and will be 
impacted by the project.  

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a critically 
endangered or endangered 
species becoming established in 
the critically endangered or 
endangered species’ habitat. 

Unlikely 
Invasion of habitats by Parthenium hysterophorus and Parkonsonia 
aculeata form known threats to D.queenslandicum. Both of these invasive 
species are already present within some sites within the study area. There 
is the potential for spread as a result of the project. However, this is 
unlikely to pose a significant threat with appropriate implementation of 
biosecurity controls during the construction and operation phase. 
Overgrazing is also a risk to the species, and invasive grazing species as 
well as managed stock grazing may impact the species. However, these 
are unlikely to pose a significant threat with appropriate implementation 
of mitigation controls during the construction and operation phase. 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline. 

Unlikely 
No known diseases pose a threat to D. queenslandicum. Regardless, it is 
recommended appropriate biosecurity controls be implemented as a part 
of project construction and operation to minimise any risk of disease. As 
such, the project is unlikely to lead to a decline in the species as a result 
of disease.  

Interfere with the recovery of 
the species. 

Possible 
Although there is potential for the project to result in the spread/ 
introduction of new weeds and pests, these are unlikely to substantially 
interfere with the recovery of the species. The area of clearing may have 
an impact on the recovery of the species in the region. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the project is considered 
possible to result in a significant impact to Dichanthium queenslandicum. 

 

Dichanthium setosum (Blue-grass) SIA 

Table 14. Significant Impact Assessment for the Vulnerable Dichanthium setosum (Blue-grass) 

Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Lead to a long-term decrease in 
the size of an important 
population of a species 

Unlikely 
The species occurs in in a patchy distribution across a large area and there 
are very few records in this region. Potential impacts include a loss of 
habitat, pressure from grazing and fires, and the introduction / 
encroachment by invasive species.  
Overall, the proposed works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease 
in the size of a population of the species. 

Reduce the area of occupancy of 
an important population 

Unlikely 
Although the project will result in a loss of potential habitat for the 
species, the extent of impacts is minor and negligible when considering 
the extent of available habitat in adjacent areas. The loss of this potential 
habitat is unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a 
population of the species. 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Fragment an existing important 
population into two or more 
populations 

Unlikely 
Habitat critical to the survival of the species has not been defined. The 
species occurs in in a patchy distribution across a large area and there are 
very few records in this region.  
The Project is therefore unlikely to adversely affect habitat critical to the 
survival of the species. 

Adversely affect habitat critical 
to the survival of a species 

Unlikely 
The study area is located on the western extent of the species range far 
from any areas of known occurrence. Given this, it is unlikely that the 
habitat within the study area is of significance to the species or forms an 
important breeding location. As such, the project is unlikely to impact the 
breeding cycle of an important population. 

Disrupt the breeding cycle of an 
important population 

Unlikely 
Suitable habitat for the species has been identified within the study area 
but the exact extent of the population both within and beyond the study 
area is unknown. Where the species is confirmed within the study area, 
these habitats may be significant in maintaining connectivity within the 
local population for genetic exchange. As such, fragmentation and loss of 
these habitats as a result of the project could but is unlikely to impact the 
species’ reproduction and natural propagation.  

Modify, destroy, remove or 
isolate or decrease the 
availability or quality of habitat 
to the extent that the species is 
likely to decline 

Unlikely 
Suitable habitat for the species has been identified within the study area 
but the exact extent of the population both within and beyond the study 
area is unknown. Where the species is confirmed within the study area, 
these habitats may be significant in maintaining connectivity within the 
population for genetic exchange. However given its range, it is unlikely 
that the species population would decline where the species is confirmed 
within the study area and will be impacted by the project. 

Result in invasive species that 
are harmful to a vulnerable 
species becoming established in 
the vulnerable species’ habitat 

Unlikely 
Invasion of habitats by Parthenium hysterophorus and Parkonsonia 
aculeata form known threats to D.setosum. Both of these invasive species 
are already present within some sites within the study area. There is the 
potential for spread as a result of the project. However, this is unlikely to 
pose a significant threat with appropriate implementation of biosecurity 
controls during the construction and operation phase. Overgrazing is also 
a risk to the species, and invasive grazing species as well as managed 
stock grazing may impact the species. However, these are unlikely to pose 
a significant threat with appropriate implementation of mitigation 
controls during the construction and operation phase. 

Introduce disease that may 
cause the species to decline 

Unlikely 
No known diseases pose a threat to D. setosum. Regardless, it is 
recommended appropriate biosecurity controls be implemented as a part 
of project construction and operation to minimise any risk of disease. As 
such, the project is unlikely to lead to a decline in the species as a result 
of disease. 
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Criteria if there is a real chance 
or possibility that the action (the 
Project) will: 

Response criteria 

Interfere substantially with the 
recovery of the species 

Unlikely 
There is no current recovery plan for the species, however the 
Conservation Advice advises monitoring known populations, 
identification of new key populations, minimising disturbance in areas 
where D. setosum occurs as well as mitigate other potential threats to the 
species.  
Where D. setosum is confirmed within the study area, the project may 
adversely affect the survival of the population, though it is unlikely to 
impact to the recovery of the species. 

Conclusion: Based on the significant impact assessment, it is determined that the Project is considered 
unlikely to result in a significant impact to the Dichanthium setosum. 
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Attachment I: Queensland Financial Offset Calculator Reports 
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Queensland Government home > For Queenslanders > Environment, land and water > Environment and pollution management >

Environmental management > Environmental offsets >Financial settlement offset calculator

Financial settlement offset calculator

Payment details

Non-protected area cost

On ground cost $6,968,200.00

Landholder incentive payment $661,979.00

Administrative cost $1,000,000.00

Total non-protected area cost $8,630,179.00

Protected area cost

Total protected area cost $0.00

Total cost

Grand total $8,630,179.00

Total offset area: 7836.4 ha

Section 1

LGA

Flinders Shire Council

Bioregion

Mitchell Grass Downs

Subregion

Flinders

Impact area

1959.1 ha

Notional offset area

7836.4 ha

Distinct matter area 1.1

Impact area: 453.83 ha 

Notional offset area: 1815.32 ha

Matter groups:

https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://www.qld.gov.au/queenslanders/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/offsets/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
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1.1.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.23 (Acacia tephrina low woodland on alluvium)

1.1.2: Threatened plants—Acacia crombiei (pink gidgee)

1.1.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.1.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.1.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Distinct matter area 1.2

Impact area: 1011.88 ha 

Notional offset area: 4047.52 ha

Matter groups:

1.2.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.4 (Eucalyptus coolabah open woodland on drainage lines and/or plains)

1.2.2: Threatened animals—Phascolarctos cinereus (koala)

1.2.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.2.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.2.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Distinct matter area 1.3

Impact area: 295.83 ha 

Notional offset area: 1183.32 ha

Matter groups:

1.3.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.2 (Eucalyptus camaldulensis E. coolabah woodland on drainage lines)

1.3.2: Threatened animals—Phascolarctos cinereus (koala)

1.3.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.3.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.3.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Distinct matter area 1.4

Impact area: 197.56 ha 

Notional offset area: 790.24 ha

Matter groups:

1.4.1: Regional ecosystem—9.8.6 (Acacia cambagei low open forest on scree slopes and footslopes of basalt

tablelands)

1.4.2: Threatened plants—Acacia crombiei (pink gidgee)

Sections, areas and matter groups used in calculations

Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 453.83 1815.32 1.1.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.23 (Acacia

tephrina low

woodland on

alluvium)
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 453.83 1815.32 1.1.2

Threatened

plants—

Acacia

crombiei

(pink gidgee)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 453.83 1815.32 1.1.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 453.83 1815.32 1.1.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 453.83 1815.32 1.1.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 1011.88 4047.52 1.2.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.4

(Eucalyptus

coolabah

open

woodland on

drainage lines

and/or plains)
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 1011.88 4047.52 1.2.2

Threatened

animals—

Phascolarctos

cinereus

(koala)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 1011.88 4047.52 1.2.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 1011.88 4047.52 1.2.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 1011.88 4047.52 1.2.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 295.83 1183.32 1.3.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.2

(Eucalyptus

camaldulensis

E. coolabah

woodland on

drainage

lines)
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 295.83 1183.32 1.3.2

Threatened

animals—

Phascolarctos

cinereus

(koala)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 295.83 1183.32 1.3.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 295.83 1183.32 1.3.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 295.83 1183.32 1.3.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.4 197.56 790.24 1.4.1 Regional

ecosystem—

9.8.6 (Acacia

cambagei low

open forest

on scree

slopes and

footslopes of

basalt

tablelands)
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.4 197.56 790.24 1.4.2

Threatened

plants—

Acacia

crombiei

(pink gidgee)

Email these results

 Contact

For any questions relating to the �nancial settlement offset calculator, please email the Offsets Team offsets@des.qld.gov.au (

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

For any questions relating to payment of a �nancial settlement offset, please email the Offset Fund Management and Delivery

unit �nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ( mailto:�nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

Copyright ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/ )
Disclaimer ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/ )
Privacy ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/ )
Right to information ( https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/ )

© The State of Queensland 1995–2021

Queensland Government ( https://www.qld.gov.au/ )

Email address

 ( https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ )

Last updated 24 August 2020

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au
mailto:financialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/
https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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Environmental management > Environmental offsets >Financial settlement offset calculator

Financial settlement offset calculator

Payment details

Non-protected area cost

On ground cost $11,897,808.00

Landholder incentive payment $1,130,291.76

Administrative cost $1,000,000.00

Total non-protected area cost $14,028,099.76

Protected area cost

Total protected area cost $0.00

Total cost

Grand total $14,028,099.76

Total offset area: 29,239.04 ha

Section 1

LGA

Flinders Shire Council

Bioregion

Mitchell Grass Downs

Subregion

Flinders

Impact area

7309.76 ha

Notional offset area

29,239.04 ha

Distinct matter area 1.1

Impact area: 996.01 ha 

Notional offset area: 3984.04 ha

Matter groups:

https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://www.qld.gov.au/queenslanders/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/offsets/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
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1.1.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.23 (Acacia tephrina low woodland on alluvium)

1.1.2: Threatened plants—Acacia crombiei (pink gidgee)

1.1.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.1.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.1.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Distinct matter area 1.2

Impact area: 5277.34 ha 

Notional offset area: 21,109.36 ha

Matter groups:

1.2.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.4 (Eucalyptus coolabah open woodland on drainage lines and/or plains)

1.2.2: Threatened animals—Phascolarctos cinereus (koala)

1.2.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.2.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.2.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Distinct matter area 1.3

Impact area: 198.13 ha 

Notional offset area: 792.52 ha

Matter groups:

1.3.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.2 (Eucalyptus camaldulensis E. coolabah woodland on drainage lines)

1.3.2: Threatened animals—Phascolarctos cinereus (koala)

1.3.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.3.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.3.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Distinct matter area 1.4

Impact area: 37.9 ha 

Notional offset area: 151.6 ha

Matter groups:

1.4.1: Regional ecosystem—9.8.6 (Acacia cambagei low open forest on scree slopes and footslopes of basalt

tablelands)

1.4.2: Threatened plants—Acacia crombiei (pink gidgee)

Distinct matter area 1.5

Impact area: 800.38 ha 

Notional offset area: 3201.52 ha

Matter groups:

1.5.1: Regional ecosystem—4.3.11 (Eucalyptus coolabah E. camaldulensis open woodland on alluvium,

billabongs and permanent waterholes)

1.5.2: Threatened animals—Phascolarctos cinereus (koala)

1.5.3: Threatened animals—Geophaps scripta scripta (squatter pigeon (southern subspecies))

1.5.4: Threatened animals—Neochmia ru�cauda ru�cauda (star �nch (eastern subspecies))

1.5.5: Threatened animals—Poephila cincta cincta (black-throated �nch (white-rumped subspecies))

Sections, areas and matter groups used in calculations
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

groupSection

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 996.01 3984.04 1.1.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.23 (Acacia

tephrina low

woodland on

alluvium)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 996.01 3984.04 1.1.2

Threatened

plants—

Acacia

crombiei

(pink gidgee)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 996.01 3984.04 1.1.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 996.01 3984.04 1.1.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 996.01 3984.04 1.1.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 5277.34 21109.36 1.2.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.4

(Eucalyptus

coolabah

open

woodland on

drainage lines

and/or plains)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 5277.34 21109.36 1.2.2

Threatened

animals—

Phascolarctos

cinereus

(koala)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 5277.34 21109.36 1.2.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 5277.34 21109.36 1.2.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.2 5277.34 21109.36 1.2.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))



10/7/21, 2:12 PM Offset calculator | Environment, land and water | Queensland Government

https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/offsets-calculator/ 5/8

Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 198.13 792.52 1.3.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.2

(Eucalyptus

camaldulensis

E. coolabah

woodland on

drainage

lines)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 198.13 792.52 1.3.2

Threatened

animals—

Phascolarctos

cinereus

(koala)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 198.13 792.52 1.3.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 198.13 792.52 1.3.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.3 198.13 792.52 1.3.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.4 37.9 151.6 1.4.1 Regional

ecosystem—

9.8.6 (Acacia

cambagei low

open forest

on scree

slopes and

footslopes of

basalt

tablelands)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.4 37.9 151.6 1.4.2

Threatened

plants—

Acacia

crombiei

(pink gidgee)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.5 800.38 3201.52 1.5.1 Regional

ecosystem—

4.3.11

(Eucalyptus

coolabah E.

camaldulensis

open

woodland on

alluvium,

billabongs

and

permanent

waterholes)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.5 800.38 3201.52 1.5.2

Threatened

animals—

Phascolarctos

cinereus

(koala)

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.5 800.38 3201.52 1.5.3

Threatened

animals—

Geophaps

scripta scripta

(squatter

pigeon

(southern

subspecies))
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Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.5 800.38 3201.52 1.5.4

Threatened

animals—

Neochmia

ru�cauda

ru�cauda

(star �nch

(eastern

subspecies))

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.5 800.38 3201.52 1.5.5

Threatened

animals—

Poephila

cincta cincta

(black-

throated �nch

(white-

rumped

subspecies))

Email these results

 Contact

For any questions relating to the �nancial settlement offset calculator, please email the Offsets Team offsets@des.qld.gov.au (

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

For any questions relating to payment of a �nancial settlement offset, please email the Offset Fund Management and Delivery

unit �nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ( mailto:�nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

Copyright ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/ )
Disclaimer ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/ )
Privacy ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/ )
Right to information ( https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/ )

© The State of Queensland 1995–2021

Email address

 ( https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ )

Last updated 24 August 2020

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au
mailto:financialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/
https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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Environmental management > Environmental offsets >Financial settlement offset calculator

Financial settlement offset calculator

Payment details

Non-protected area cost

On ground cost $12,423,976.00

Landholder incentive payment $1,180,277.72

Administrative cost $1,000,000.00

Total non-protected area cost $14,604,253.72

Protected area cost

Total protected area cost $0.00

Total cost

Grand total $14,604,253.72

Total offset area: 31,869.88 ha

Section 1

LGA

Flinders Shire Council

Bioregion

Mitchell Grass Downs

Subregion

Flinders

Impact area

7967.47 ha

Notional offset area

31,869.88 ha

Distinct matter area 1.1

Impact area: 7967.47 ha 

Notional offset area: 31,869.88 ha

Matter groups:

https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://www.qld.gov.au/queenslanders/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/offsets/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
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1.1.1: Threatened animals—Sminthopsis douglasi (Julia Creek dunnart)

Sections, areas and matter groups used in calculations

Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 7967.47 31869.88 1.1.1

Threatened

animals—

Sminthopsis

douglasi

(Julia Creek

dunnart)

Email these results

 Contact

For any questions relating to the �nancial settlement offset calculator, please email the Offsets Team offsets@des.qld.gov.au (

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

For any questions relating to payment of a �nancial settlement offset, please email the Offset Fund Management and Delivery

unit �nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ( mailto:�nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

Copyright ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/ )
Disclaimer ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/ )
Privacy ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/ )
Right to information ( https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/ )

© The State of Queensland 1995–2021

Queensland Government ( https://www.qld.gov.au/ )

Email address

 ( https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ )

Last updated 24 August 2020

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au
mailto:financialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/
https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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Queensland Government home > For Queenslanders > Environment, land and water > Environment and pollution management >

Environmental management > Environmental offsets >Financial settlement offset calculator

Financial settlement offset calculator

Payment details

Non-protected area cost

On ground cost $8,456,368.00

Landholder incentive payment $803,354.96

Administrative cost $1,000,000.00

Total non-protected area cost $10,259,722.96

Protected area cost

Total protected area cost $0.00

Total cost

Grand total $10,259,722.96

Total offset area: 12,031.84 ha

Section 1

LGA

Flinders Shire Council

Bioregion

Mitchell Grass Downs

Subregion

Flinders

Impact area

3007.96 ha

Notional offset area

12,031.84 ha

Distinct matter area 1.1

Impact area: 3007.96 ha 

Notional offset area: 12,031.84 ha

Matter groups:

https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://www.qld.gov.au/queenslanders/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/pollution/management/offsets/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
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1.1.1: Threatened animals—Sminthopsis douglasi (Julia Creek dunnart)

Sections, areas and matter groups used in calculations

Section

Bioregion /

Marine

(and

waterways)

zone

Subregion

/ Marine

bioregion

Local

government

area (LGA)

Distinct

matter

area

(DMA)

DMA

impact

area

(ha)

DMA

notional

offset

area

(ha)

Matter

group

1 Mitchell Grass

Downs

Flinders Flinders Shire

Council

1.1 3007.96 12031.84 1.1.1

Threatened

animals—

Sminthopsis

douglasi

(Julia Creek

dunnart)

Email these results

 Contact

For any questions relating to the �nancial settlement offset calculator, please email the Offsets Team offsets@des.qld.gov.au (

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

For any questions relating to payment of a �nancial settlement offset, please email the Offset Fund Management and Delivery

unit �nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ( mailto:�nancialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au ).

Copyright ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/ )
Disclaimer ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/ )
Privacy ( https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/ )
Right to information ( https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/ )

© The State of Queensland 1995–2021

Queensland Government ( https://www.qld.gov.au/ )

Email address

 ( https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ )

Last updated 24 August 2020

mailto:offsets@des.qld.gov.au
mailto:financialoffsets@des.qld.gov.au
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/copyright/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/disclaimer/
https://www.qld.gov.au/legal/privacy/
https://www.qld.gov.au/right-to-information/
https://www.qld.gov.au/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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