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1. Introduction 
 

Pursuant to Section 95A(3) of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 

Act) and direction to publish from the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water 

(DCCEEW), Springfield City Group Pty Ltd (SCG) commenced the public notification process for the Scenic 

Precinct Development, Springfield, Queensland (EPBC 2020/8651). It is noted the National Environmental 

Protection Agency are now the administering authority of the EPBC Act. 

 
Public comments were invited on the Scenic Precinct, Springfield, Queensland EPBC Act Preliminary 

Documentation Report from the 27 November to the 9 January 2026 inclusive of an extension. The end 

date for public submissions to be received was extended from the original date of 17 December 2025 to 

the 9 January 2026 as a result of a security setting on the nominated email address which caused emails 

from certain domains to be blocked. Further investigation revealed that neither the exact email address or 

number of submissions blocked could be determined. As a result, the most appropriate course of action 

to rectify this was to extend the period of submissions by another 14 business days.  

 

A total of 192 digital submissions were received during this period. It is noted this included 45 non-unique 

or duplicate submissions i.e., submissions which were re-sent from the same individual and included the 

same content, however, for completeness have been included in the overall submissions count which 

have been considered. To assist in providing responses to the number of submissions received, 

submissions have been individually numbered from 1 to 192 and categorised into distinct themes based 

on the content in the submissions. A single submission may overlap multiple themes. A summary of these 

themes and the total number of submissions is provided in Table 1.  

 
A large number of submissions (146) identified relatively high-level concerns with respect to impacts to 

critical habitat (theme 1) of which many used identical templates. Following this, the next dominant themes 

were concerns regarding the community and intergenerational value (theme 2) with 93 submissions and 

cumulative impacts in relation to other nearby projects (theme 7) with 99 submissions. Due to the high 

level of similarity between a number of submissions, these submissions have been jointly addressed 

where possible through the grouping into themes.   

 

Please note that submission responses have been prepared in the context of the EPBC Act requirements. 

As such, comments have been acknowledged but not responded to in detail where they fall outside of the 

scope of assessment under the Act. 
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As part of obtaining local development approvals including the Area Development Plan and Operational 

Works approvals, management plans will be developed and implemented subject to ICC approval to 

maintain and improve habitat within the Opossum Creek corridor including the designated 11.9 ha linear 

park. Management plans will include a Rehabilitation Management Plan and Nest Box Management Plan 

to offset the loss of hollow-bearing trees from the site (refer PD Section 5.4).  

 

Notably, impacts to habitat critical to the survival of the koala, grey-headed flying-fox, swift parrot and 

regent honeyeater due to the proposed action are to be offset as per the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets 

Policy and agreed with DCCEEW. As per PD Section 6, an environmental offset is to be delivered in 

partnership with Montauban Environmental Offsets (MEO). An agreement has been made between SCG 

and MEO regarding the offset land within the Rosevale Offset Property. The 51.8 ha offset area proposed 

to compensate for impacts to critical habitat under this proposal is located within the approximately 800-

ha offset property which will broadly deliver offsets for a range of species including the koala, grey-

headed flying-fox, swift parrot and regent honeyeater. Management of this offset will be in accordance 

with the Offset Management Plan included at PD Attachment A9. The proposal to offset impacts as a result 

of the action via an agreement with MEO will provide measurable value to the MNES being impacted during 

the course of the offset program implementation and is considered in keeping with the intent of the EPBC 

Act Environmental Offsets Policy. 

 

Submission 035 states “The National Recovery Plan for the Swift Parrot states that one of the two main 

threats to the survival of the Swift Parrot is habitat loss or degradation. A key focus of the Regent 

Honeyeater Recovery Plan is to ensure that any new developments across the core range of the species 

do not impact on its long-term survival and recovery.” The following detail is provided in response to both 

species. Please refer to PD Section 4.7.3 (swift parrot) and PD Section 4.8.3 (regent honeyeater). 

 

Swift Parrot: 

The National Recovery Plan for the Swift Parrot Lathamus discolor (DCCEEW, 2024) identifies several 

actions and performance criteria that work toward the recovery of the species. Key actions include the 

management and protection of known breeding and foraging habitat at the local, regional and landscape 

scale, reducing sugar glider predation at breeding sites, understanding population dynamics and 

monitoring threats and other sources of mortality.  

 

While habitat clearing for development is identified as a threat to the species (DCCEEW, 2024), it is not 

known the extent to which this process in Queensland has or is contributing to the decline of the species 

or its relative abundance within the Queensland range. The impact of clearing is disproportionately 

represented by breeding areas which are identified as “scarce and fragmented” in the Recovery Plan. 

Additionally, key threats to the species occur only in breeding habitat (i.e., predation by sugar gliders) 

which is acknowledged to affect breeding success for the species and declines for the species.  It is 

considered that the extent to which clearing for urban development in foraging habitat contributes to 

declines in the species is reduced compared to the same impacts in areas of key breeding habitat.  

 

Additionally, Queensland does not contain any Key Biodiversity Areas for the species, with critical areas 

for the species located within New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania. The site also contains only two 

(2) of the ten (10) preferred foraging species (DCCEEW, 2024), and large areas of potential foraging 

resources are highly abundant within the landscape including the Greenbank Military Training Area, 

Flinders-Karawatha Bioregional Corridor and White Rock Conservation Park and SEQ region, the volume 
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A number of submissions cite the importance of green space from the perspective of mental health and 

wellbeing noting particular value drawn from the vegetation within the action site for local residents (e.g. 

submission 037/081/120/138/139). The preservation of green space has been balanced by the 

development design and overall aims of the SSP. While the project will remove 24.2 ha of vegetation, 

development areas will be balanced with open space and vegetation retention within the proponent’s 

broader landholdings. Currently, access to Opossum Creek is limited to the developed areas of Brookwater 

and Springfield where within council-owned land. The development of the Scenic Precinct will promote 

proper access to Opossum Creek for community residents. Access outside of these areas including the 

Scenic Precinct is not free for use by the public therefore reducing potential benefit for the public from a 

recreational point of view. Ongoing recreational use within the natural areas of Woogaroo Creek, Opossum 

Creek and O’Dwyer’s Gully will be enabled through the creation of dedicated areas for public use 

facilitated by the action.   

 

Additionally, it is noted that the vegetation patch within which the development site is located is the 

product of progressive clearing and development over the past 20 years within the surrounding areas of 

Brookwater, Spring Mountain, Camira and Bellbird Park; the suburbs of which comprise the community 

that utilise or draw value from the natural areas associated with the development site. In addition to the 

existing wildlife / open space areas with Opossum Creek, Woogaroo Creek and O’Dwyer’s Gully and the 

areas to be delivered as part of the action, there are a multitude of wildlife and open space areas within 

the Greater Springfield locality that residents are free to enjoy for recreational use. Bushwalking 

opportunities are present within the nearby Springfield-Greenbank Conservation Area and White Rock 

Conservation Park. Open space areas interwoven throughout Greater Springfield, which include a mix of 

recreational open space and retained vegetation, provide abundant opportunity for residents to 

incidentally and purposefully interact with green spaces areas. The delivery of green space areas has 

been an integral part of the delivery of the Springfield City master plan with the key purpose of promoting 

physical health, improved mental wellbeing and socialisation through creating access to bushwalking 

opportunities, cycling, sports facilities among other outdoor activities. There are various parks and walking 

trails adjoining Mountain Creek which traverse a large portion of Greater Springfield as well as linear creek 

line areas throughout Springfield Lakes, Brookwater and Spring Mountain.  

 

In response to the concerns around increased local traffic and crowding expressed in some of the 

submissions, there are multiple provisions in place that will mitigate impacts associated with this.  The 

development will be subject to rigorous assessment by Ipswich City Council as part of obtaining local 

approvals. This will include assessment and detailed design that will be required to be supported by 

specialist consultant roles including traffic engineers. The potential impacts on traffic has also been 

considered at a broad planning level. Notably, the Peninsula Precinct is located on a major collector road 

(Brookwater Drive) which is part of the city’s primary bus route. Additionally, its location will provide 

residences with walkable access to the town centre, train station, schools, shops and health facilities that 

is anticipated to alleviate stress on the local traffic network (refer PD Section 5.1).  

 

Submission 060 states that there is more suitable development land on the outskirts of Springfield. It is 

unclear what areas of land the submitter is referring to, however, is taken to broadly mean rural farmland 

areas with existing vegetation impacts. The viability of other landscapes for the proposed development is 

comparatively reduced as there is no existing infrastructure investment, meaning the land use 

requirements and overall infrastructure delivery would be much greater to deliver a similar sized 

development output. Additionally, part of the development location includes consideration of where 

resources are most required. The Scenic Precinct will provide low to medium density residential lots as 









■ Preliminary Documentation Submissions Response Report 

Scenic Precinct – EPBC 2020/8651 

 13 
 

 

In response to submission 011, the disposal methods include euthanasia, translocation and re-release and 

is linked to the Wildlife Capture and Disposal Plan (refer PD Section 5.2.5). These methods are provided 

in the Draft Code of Practice for the welfare of animals affected by land-clearing and other habitat impacts 

and are to be undertaken by qualified fauna spotter catchers with relevant permits. It is acknowledged 

that translocation is not a preferred method and is avoided where possible. Under the Nature Conservation 

(Koala) Conservation Plan 2017 koalas are required to be left in situ and move by their own volition rather 

than being handled or translocated (refer PD Section 5.2.4). The prevailing legislative requirements under 

the Nature Conservation Act 1992 and Nature Conservation (Koala) Conservation Plan 2017 will be 

implemented during clearing works.  

 

Similarly, in response to submission 159’s comment on effort to understand the local koala population, a 

range of survey techniques to detect koala and measure relative abundance of the local population have 

been utilised over a number of years. This included the SAT survey methodology (2020), spotlighting 

(2022, 2023) and drone surveys (2023). Field surveys identified two (2) Koalas within the survey area 

(located outside the referral area). A Koala was observed on a total of four (4) occasions (1 during diurnal 

surveys, 1 by spotlight, 2 by Remotely Piloted Aircraft (RPA)) (refer PD Section 3.3.4 (g)).  

 

A habitat connectivity and sustainability analysis was completed by BAAM Ecological Consultants to 

examine the surrounding barriers to movement for the Koala and the capacity of the vegetation retention 

areas and surrounding creekline areas to support the local Koala population. The analysis is provided at 

PD Attachment A4. 

Additionally, detailed koala presence surveys will be undertaken by engaged fauna spotter catchers prior 

to any land clearing (refer PD Section 5.2.4). A Site Based Management Plana and Vegetation Clearing 

and Fauna Management Plan will be developed which detail measures to be implemented such as the 

identification of fauna safe havens and clearing protocols as required under the Nature Conservation Act 

1992 and Nature Conservation (Koala) Conservation Plan 2017. Many fauna spotter catchers utilise 

thermal drone imagery as part of pre-clearance surveys to detect koalas. It is acknowledged that koalas 

occur within the site and broader vegetation patch and as a result, best practice tools will be used to 

ensure any koalas are identified as part of clearing works.  

 

2.4. Theme 4 – Impacts to grey-headed flying-fox (roosts) 
A total of 10 submissions were received which noted the potential for impacts on the grey-headed flying-

fox, outside of general impacts to critical habitat, citing the presence of a roost within 2 km of the site as 

a primary factor. Submission 023 also referenced the potential for increased proliferation of disease.  
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Surveys to detect the presence of greater glider were completed within and adjoining the action area 

utilising a mix of suitable survey methodologies including line-transects (spotlighting) and thermal drone 

surveys. Submission 005 states “Greater Gliders face similar population viability and habitat connectivity 

issues, and the species may be in the referral area due to confirmed sightings in nearby similar forests 

(Whiterock Conservation Area). As such, thermal drone surveys are required in winter to appropriately 

survey for this species in subtropical regions such as the referral area.” 

 

Thermal drone surveys were completed during spring in September 2023 across the referral area and 

adjacent areas. However, it is noted that many of the survey methodologies available do not specify 

seasonal timing for surveys. It is possible that surveys conducted in winter may increase the chance of 

detection due to greater glider’s sensitivity to heat stress and lower density canopy coverage (Eyre et al. 

2022). Spotlighting and thermal drone surveys only detected common arboreal species and birds including 

brush-tailed possums, tawny frogmouths and sugar gliders (refer PD Plan A27). 

 

The following passage has been added to the PD Section 3.3.6 (f).  

 

Thermal drone surveys are becoming an increasingly used method for detecting greater glider, with 

recent studies demonstrating detection rates comparable to traditional spotlighting and, in some cases, 

improved ability to identify individuals across larger and less accessible areas (Wagner et al. 2025; 

Vinson et al. 2020). Thermal surveys are particularly effective for detecting low-density or widely 

dispersed populations and can complement ground-based methods by increasing overall survey 

coverage and reducing the likelihood of false absences (Wagner et al. 2025). However, consistent with 

current best practice and survey guidance, no single survey technique is considered sufficient in isolation 

due to inherent detection limitations associated with each method (e.g. canopy obstruction, observer bias, 

and environmental conditions) (Vinson et al. 2020; Commonwealth of Australia 2013). Accordingly, the 

combination of best practice survey approaches utilised including thermal drone surveys and spotlighting 

is considered suitable to detect the species. 

 

Submission 008 (pages 3-7) provided at Appendix A of this document summarises the findings of the 

assessment located in Section 3.3.6 of the PD and similarly concludes that the development site contains 

potential habitat for the greater glider, however, is functionally separated from surrounding conservation 

areas where greater glider are known to occur including White Rock Conservation Park and Greenbank 

Military Training Ground.  

 

Submission 008 goes on to state that development within the Springfield area which has caused the 

observed habitat fragmentation has in doing so failed to uphold the commitments in the SSP, specifically 

that to “preserve the diversity of habitats for flora and fauna”, referencing Section 8 Conservation 

Designation. However, it is noted that the aim “to preserve the diversity of habitats for flora and fauna” 

which is referenced is directly in relation to the areas mapped as Conservation under the SSP which 

includes the large contiguous patch known as White Rock-Spring Mountain conservation park (refer PD 

Figure A9 and Plan A7). The linear corridors located within the SSP align predominantly with waterway 

corridors and are designated accordingly as creek line open space. Their delivery on ground in many 

locations exceeds the minimum requirements for wildlife habitat retention and connectivity originally 

intended under the SSP through the provision of wider corridor widths and fauna culvert structures.  

 

It should be noted that the overall intent of the SSP is to accommodate population growth within the 

Springfield region while also setting out to retain and consolidate high value habitat areas as conservation 
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area and preserving valuable creek line open space areas. The consequence of reduced biodiversity in 

and around development areas and consolidation within earmarked conservation areas is not inconsistent 

with the intended outcomes of the SSP.   

 

 

2.6. Theme 6 – Site Design and Avoidance-Mitigation Hierarchy 
A total of 41 submissions identified avoidance and mitigation strategy as a concern for the proposed 

development. Several submissions cited a lack of avoidance of impacts at the local scale, while others 

considered lack of avoidance more broadly such as in terms of fulfilling national conservation targets 

including the “30 by 30” target. These differing sub-themes are considered separately below.  
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Response to Theme 6 
 
Local scale 
 
Avoidance 
The area of vegetation within which the Scenic Precinct occupies is part of a larger patch of vegetation, 

which is comprised of a mix of privately owned and Council-owned land. The proposed action will remove 

24.2 ha of vegetation within privately owned land which is zoned as ‘Community Residential’ and ‘Creek 

Line Open Space’ under the SSP with land uses to be refined through the local approval process including 

Local Area Plan (LAP) and Area Development Plan (ADP) approvals (refer PD Section 5.1).  

 

While there will be a reduction in the volume of vegetation as a result of the development of the Scenic 

Precinct, avoidance has been implemented through the retention and rehabilitation of zoned creek line 

open space adjoining Opossum Creek identified as “Linear Park” on PD Plan A1 (refer PD Sections 4.1 & 

4.2). While the linear park area is located outside of the referral area, it is part of the broader proponent 

landholdings. It is noted the development area was conceptualised through the SSP and is based on an 

agreed avoidance strategy and tenure agreement with Ipswich City Council as intended to be delivered 

through the SSP. The boundary of the referral area reflects the developable portion in line with the land 

use intent under the Land Use Concept Master Plan, with the balance of the landholdings proposed to be 

retained and delivered as part of the broader Opossum Creek environmental corridor. The project covers 

a small footprint in the scheme of the development area provided and results in very little relevant or 

meaningful opportunity for further avoidance of impacts on MNES habitat beyond those already 

contemplated under the broader SSP. A new plan has been prepared to demonstrate the broader 

avoidance and extent of the adjoining Opossum Creek environmental corridor relative to adjoining actions 

(EPBC 2020/8629 and EPBC 2019/8575). Refer to PD Plan A32, Section 4.2.  

 

Creek line areas and important tributaries associated with Opossum Creek will be avoided as part of the 

detailed design aspect of the development (refer PD Sections 4.1 & 4.2 and Plan A1). At this stage, the 

action is limited to a master plan development footprint as the project has not progressed to the detailed 

design phase associated with obtaining local government approvals. Detailed design will contemplate 

topographical constraints, stormwater and dispersive soils requirements, and setbacks to the adjoining 

waterway corridor as required by ICC. The Opossum Creek corridor is designated as open space in the 

Ipswich City Plan 2025 and ICC will require detailed assessment of how the corridor will be retained and 

protected as part of obtaining LAP, ADP and OPW approvals. ICC typically require a minimum 40 m setback 

of development activities from waterway centrelines to protect riparian values and maintain landscape 

function. Detailed assessment of the adjoining waterway corridor will be required as part of the 

documentation prepared for the local approval process whereby details of setbacks will be planned and 

demonstrated.  

 

Mitigation 

Mitigation measures proposed as part of the action predominantly include the implementation of measures 

to reduce the risk of injury to MNES and wildlife more broadly, and to reduce the facilitated and operational 

impacts of the action. These measures are detailed in PD Sections 5.1-5.6. A number of submissions state 

that proposed mitigation measures do not represent industry best practice (e.g. Submissions 

011/030/031/068/070/122/170/171). Measures to mitigate impacts during clearing and construction will 

utilise industry standard protocols including preparation of a Vegetation Clearing and Fauna Management 

Plan, Site-based Management Plan, completion of pre-clearance wildlife and drone surveys and 

supervision by qualified fauna spotter catchers. Some of the concerns relate to the development design 
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including that the design does not include fauna safe movement measures. It is noted the Scenic Precinct 

will not intersect any areas of retained habitat therefore will note create additional risk to wildlife. Fauna 

movement sensitive design will be incorporated where practical as part of the development such as 

fauna/koala awareness signage along esplanade roads (refer PD Sections 5.5.1 & 5.5.2).  

 

As part of obtaining local government approvals, there is an expectation that council will require the 

proponent to manage the rehabilitation of Opossum Creek corridor broadly in line with the proposed areas 

under this PD. The specifications will be resolved in detail as part of obtaining local approvals. To support 

this, management plans will be developed and submitted for approval by ICC to maintain and improve 

habitat within the Opossum Creek corridor (and linear park) including a Rehabilitation Management Plan 

and Nest Box Management Plan (refer PD Section 5.4).  

 

Additionally, Submission 157 notes “The Planning Act 2016 (and associated Regulations) does not permit 

Council to call in MNES as part of our development applications for assessment, consideration or 

conditioning impacts or mitigation to any matter of national environmental significant under the EPBC Act 

1999. Therefore, if there is an appropriate requirement for the protection of MNES, this should be reflected 

in the assessment and determination of the EPBC application process. Council can consider advice on the 

subject, however there is no opportunity to impose conditions on MNES … Council and the State cannot 

consider impacts to koala within this region. This includes applicable mandatory standards, reporting or 

assessment requirements relating to reducing (avoiding, minimising and mitigating) or refusing impacts to 

MSES, and consequently MNES.” 

 

The submission states that ICC has no ability to assess impacts on MNES, or to condition mitigation 

measures relating to MNES. While Council is not the decision-maker under the EPBC Act and does not 

determine whether impacts on MNES are acceptable under that legislation, Council does retain statutory 

assessment and conditioning powers under the SSP planning framework. As the assessment manager for 

development within the SSP area, Council may impose conditions that are relevant and reasonably 

required by the development approval, including environmental management and mitigation measures 

such as rehabilitation plans, fauna management measures, nest box installation and monitoring, and 

vegetation management requirements. 

 

The proposed mitigation measures identified in the PD, specifically those listed under Section 5.4, are 

stated as being anticipated to be required through the local development approval process via conditions 

imposed by ICC, where relevant to the approved development. Accordingly, while Council does not 

exercise approval powers under the EPBC Act, it has a role in ensuring the implementation of 

development-specific mitigation measures through its own statutory planning and development 

assessment processes. 

 

In response to further concerns raised by submission 157 regarding the protection and land use of the 

11.92 ha Linear Park, PD Section 4.1 has been updated to provide clarity on this point which includes the 

following section: 

 

The 11.92 ha of Creek Line Open Space identified as “Linear Park” on Plan A1/Plan A32 is intended to be 

retained as vegetation and transferred to Ipswich City Council for ownership to form part of the broader 

open space network that is accessible and responsive to the needs of the local community. 
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The proposed Linear Park is to be embellished to a high quality for the benefit of the community in 

accordance with the following requirements:  

 Retention and enhancement of vegetation values;  

 Removal of weed species and revegetation with approved and complementary planting;  

 Provision of embellishment generally in accordance with the requirements and values specified 

by Ipswich City Council Planning Scheme Policy 3; 

 Amenities and facilities where required as part of park embellishments shall be selected and 

positioned with regard to vegetation and topographical and hydrological constraints.  

 

It is noted that under ICC ownership other infrastructure types may be facilitated as part of the broader 

delivery of the Opossum Creek creek line open space area, however, will be separate to the Scenic 

Precinct action. 

 

Submission 016 raised concern with the reference to nearby conservation areas and bushland reserves 

such as the Greenbank Military Training Area as absorbing displaced fauna, and additionally that the 

carrying capacity and ability to safely access these areas is not discussed. In response to this submission, 

it is noted that the many references made to the provision of foraging resources in nearby areas such as 

the Greenbank Military Training Area and the White Rock-Spring Mountain Conservation Estate are made 

in reference to highly mobile MNES including grey-headed flying-fox, swift parrot and regent honeyeater. 

It is noted that these conservation areas are functionally disconnected from the referral area and broader 

patch due to the presence of major infrastructure and arterial roads so is not readily accessible by fauna 

that depend on vegetation and green space for movement (e.g. koala). Highly mobile species likely occupy 

a broad foraging range of which the referral area is part of potential foraging habitat.  

 

Regarding the koala, the development site is directly connected to vegetation associated with Opossum 

Creek which regularly exceeds 100 m in width (refer PD Plan A32), which forms part of a broader, 

continuous network of native vegetation within the surrounding landscape. This corridor provides existing 

habitat, movement pathways and refuge for fauna and is expected to continue to function as such 

following development. During vegetation clearing fauna would disperse into habitat that is already 

connected to the site and currently utilised by local populations, rather than being artificially concentrated 

in a discrete or isolated patch. Given the relatively small proportion of habitat proposed to be cleared in 

the context of the substantially larger and contiguous surrounding vegetation, it is not anticipated that 

displaced individuals would exceed the ecological carrying capacity of adjoining habitat or adversely 

affect the functionality of the existing corridor. Furthermore, clearing would be undertaken in accordance 

with an approved Vegetation Clearing and Fauna Management Plan and under the supervision of suitably 

qualified fauna spotter-catchers, enabling fauna to disperse naturally into adjacent habitat and minimising 

the potential for injury or mortality. The Habitat Connectivity and Sustainability Analysis completed by 

BAAM specifically in relation to the ability for the koala to persist in the landscape is provided at PD 

Attachment A4. This also acknowledges adjoining impacts from EPBC 2019/8575 and EPBC 2020/8629.  
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The ultimate land use and location of indicative impact areas as well as conservation and creek line open 

space areas have been known for over 20 years. The zoning provisions in the SSP seeks to balance 

environmental retention with regional development land uses. In line with the vision of the SSP, a functional 

wildlife corridor will be delivered along Opossum Creek which will be partially facilitated by the action 

through the retention of habitat areas within the adjoining Opossum Creek as envisioned under the SSP 

and associated green space planning strategy.  

 

It is acknowledged that progressive habitat clearing over the past 20 years such as within the areas of 

Springfield, Bellbird Park and Spring Mountain has resulted in the contraction of habitat areas to linear 

waterway corridors and the subject habitat patch associated with Woogaroo and Opossum Creek. The 

SSP contains multiple master-planned development areas (EPBC 2014/7306, EPBC 2016/7676, EPBC 

2017/7875 and EPBC 2013/7057) which have been assessed and approved under the EPBC Act for impacts 

on MNES and have incorporated avoidance and mitigation measures targeted at MNES including the koala 

and grey-headed flying-fox. Notably, many of the planned corridors within master-planned development 

areas such as within EPBC 2013/7057 were planned with consideration to koala and fauna generally.  

 

While the development will result in the removal of 24.2 ha of habitat for the koala, grey-headed flying-

fox, regent honeyeater and swift parrot, the historical and proposed retention of surrounding vegetated 

areas in association with Woogaroo Creek, Opossum Creek and O’Dwyer’s Gully will retain functional 

critical habitat connectivity within the landscape and key riparian habitat areas. As discussed above, these 

impacts have been known since the conceptualisation of the SSP and represents a planned outcome under 

the SSP which balances retention of habitat areas with development land uses.  

 

In line with the vision of the SSP, a functional wildlife corridor is proposed to be delivered along Opossum 

and Woogaroo Creeks which will be partially facilitated by the action through the rehabilitation of retained 

habitat areas within the adjoining Opossum Creek (refer PD Section 4.2). 

 

2.8. Theme 8 – Other protected matters 
A total of 24 submissions were received which referenced the potential for impacts on other protected 

matters listed under the EPBC Act. This includes: 

 Grantiella picta (Painted Honeyeater) – Vulnerable 

 Monarcha trivirgatus (Spectacled Monarch) – Migratory / Marine 

 Monarcha melanopsis (Black-faced Monarch) – Migratory / Marine 

 Merops ornatus (Rainbow Bee-eater) – Marine 

 Rhipidura rufifrons (Rufous Fantail) – Marine 

 Gossia gonoclada (Angle-stemmed Myrtle) – Endangered 

 Coleus habrophyllus – Endangered  

 Notelaea lloydii (Lloyd’s Olive) – Vulnerable 

 Petaurus australis australis (Yellow-bellied glider) – Vulnerable (2 March 2022) 

 Delma torquata (Collared Delma) – Vulnerable 

 

Representative extracts from submissions are provided below. Submission 091 which specifically 

addresses Coleus habrophyllus has been provided as Appendix B of this document. 
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and Rufous Fantail have been removed have both been removed from the Bonn convention and are no 

longer listed migratory. As the marine environment is not a controlling provision for this project it does not 

warrant further assessment under the EPBC Act. 

 

These species are highly mobile, migratory or nomadic woodland and forest birds that utilise a broad range 

of habitats across eastern Australia. While they may occur within the wider region on a seasonal or 

transient basis, the site does not provide important habitat such as known breeding areas or regionally 

significant foraging resources. In accordance with the Significant Impact Guidelines, an action is likely to 

have a significant impact on a listed marine species if it substantially modifies, destroys or isolates 

important habitat, or disrupts ecologically significant populations. Given the small scale and localised 

nature of disturbance, any individuals present would be able to readily disperse into the retained Opossum 

Creek corridor and broader conservation areas in the surrounding locality. For clarity, these details are 

provided in Section 3.1 of the PD. 
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Response to Theme 10 

It is acknowledged that under the EPBC Act reforms, a project will now be required to quantify and disclose 

its carbon emissions impacts. However, the specific implications of carbon emissions have not been 

specifically considered in this EPBC Act assessment because the project was referred, and the IR 

assessment was completed, before the EPBC Act reforms introduced requirements to consider carbon 

emissions.  

 

Under the EPBC Act potential impacts are predominantly considered in terms of their potential for impacts 

on Matters of National Environmental Significance which have been detailed in PD Section 4.11.2 Table 

A48. Potential construction and operational impacts and measures to mitigate these have been further 

addressed in PD Sections 5.6, Tables A50 and A51.  

 

A number of submissions raised concern with the potential hydrological impact of the development (e.g. 

Submissions 106/149, 020).  It is noted the action is limited to a master plan development footprint as the 

project has not progressed to detailed design phase associated with obtaining local government 

approvals. Detailed design will contemplate topographical constraints, stormwater and dispersive soils 

requirements, and setbacks to the adjoining waterway corridor as required by ICC (refer PD Section 4.2). 

While the engineering and earthworks specifications are not currently known for this project, hydrological 

impacts will be managed during clearing and operation in accordance with the requirements of an Area 

Development Plan approval. This is anticipated to include a Stormwater Management Plan which will be 

reviewed and approved by ICC and subsequently an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for 

implementation during works, and implementation of specific stormwater detention technology to 

minimise the effects of excess rainwater flowering into catchments caused by the creation of hardstand 

areas.  

 

The final design will be informed by detailed topographic, geotechnical and engineering investigations to 

ensure that infrastructure is appropriately integrated with the existing landform. Topographical constraints 

through the detailed design phase will give rise to specific outcomes in the reconfiguration design, road 

design, landscaping and stormwater treatment that are responsive to the natural features. This may 

include development of split level, outlook housing or alternative housing types on lots affected by steeper 

slopes (e.g. slope >10%) and protecting the existing natural gullies and locating stormwater treatment 

devices in appropriate locations. It is noted ICC as the assessment manager for development applications 

within the SSP, will assess the detailed design with regard to how it approaches topographical challenges 

to ensure potential impacts are managed.  

 

The Opossum Creek corridor is designated as open space under the Ipswich City Plan 2025 and ICC will 

require detailed assessment of how the corridor will be retained and protected as part of obtaining ADP 

and OPW approvals. Additionally, while the project will require the removal of 24.2 ha of vegetation, the 

adjoining Opossum Creek corridor comprising proposed linear open space will be retained and 

rehabilitated as part of this project as per council requirements. The broader creek line open space 

corridor comprising the Opossum Creek and Woogaroo Creek and adjoining vegetation areas will be 

retained as envisioned under the SSP which will be partially facilitated through the delivery of the Scenic 

Precinct (refer PD Figure A9, Plan A1 and Section 4.2). The preservation and improvement of the broader 

corridor designated as creek line open space under the SSP will allow for the continued provision of 

ecosystem functions and local climatic regulation.   
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In specific response to submission 037/081/120/138/139 regarding the increased impact of the urban heat 

island (UHI) effect resulting from the action, the potential for UHI effects has been considered as part of 

the development design and broader precinct zoning. Urban heat island effects occur where the 

replacement of vegetated surfaces with buildings, roads and other hardstand areas results in increased 

absorption and retention of heat, leading to elevated local temperatures. In this case, the development is 

situated within a broader landscape that retains extensive vegetated areas, including surrounding open 

space and waterway corridors, which provide cooling benefits through shading, evapotranspiration and 

air movement. The retention of these landscape features combined with proposed landscaping and 

recreational open space areas such as sports fields and parks within the development, will assist in 

moderating local temperatures and reducing the potential for significant UHI effects (Lin & Li 2025). Given 

the scale of surrounding green infrastructure and the localised connectivity of vegetated corridors, the 

UHI effects will be buffered. 

 

2.11. Theme 11 – Offsets 
A total of 37 submissions were received which cited the suitability of the proposed offset as a concern.  

 

A summary of the key issues raised include the current absence of existing values to support the MNES 

being impacted, time lag between reinstatement of habitat values at the offset and removal at the impact 

site, risk of disease and uncertainty around the mechanism for the protection of the offset land.  

 

A large number of submissions criticised the overall effectiveness of offsets rather than providing specific 

comment on the material in the PD.  

 

An extract of representative submissions is provided below. Additionally, refer to Appendix A of this 

document for submission 008 (see pages 9 and 10). 
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are also present within the ROA 4 which will be retained and improved through management actions (refer 

PD Attachment A9). 

 

The offset site has been assessed closely by DCCEEW and factors such as the current and potential future 

utilisation of the offset site by MNES was considered. It is noted that land-based offsets that proposed to 

restore habitat and connectivity are preferred over retaining and securing areas of existing habitat. The 

proposed offset follows the DCCEEW’s preference for habitat creation. Notably, the offset site sits within 

the same sub-bioregion as the impact site (Moreton Basin) and supports Regional Ecosystems from the 

same bioregion that are considered ideal habitat for the koala, grey-headed flying-fox, swift parrot and 

regent honeyeater. Notably, the offset area has been identified as suitable for planting with mugga 

ironbarks (Eucalyptus sideroxylon) based on pre-clear regional ecosystem mapping. The inclusion of 

mugga ironbarks in the planting palette will provide preferred foraging resources for the regent honeyeater 

and swift parrot.  

 

The offset proposal and Offset Management Plan (OMP) prepared for the project demonstrates how 

measurable increases in habitat value for each MNES can be achieved (refer PD Attachment A9). Notably, 

the 51.8 ha offset area is part of a broader offset property totalling over 800 ha which will deliver offsets 

for a range of species including the koala, grey-headed flying-fox, swift parrot and regent honeyeater. 

The location of the offset within the broader offset property will provide added benefit to the MNES 

through a coordinated and cumulative offset approach and outcome. 

 

Further an assessment against the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy is provided in PD Section 6.5, 

Tale A59.  

 

1.2 Distance to impact site 

Several submissions note the distance of the offset site to the impact site as cause for concern. While it 

is preferred to locate an offset site as close as possible to the impact site to mitigate impacts on the local 

population, this is not always possible due to conflicts with planning intent, nor is it specifically required 

under the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy. The offset, as required under the EPBC Act 

Environmental Offsets Policy, will compensate for impacts to the MNES being significantly impacted. The 

offset site has been approved by DCCEEW as part of the assessment process. Additionally, the offset was 

assessed closely by DCCEEW and factors such as the current and potential future utilisation of the offset 

site by MNES was considered. Notably, the offset site sits within the same sub-bioregion as the impact 

site (Moreton Basin) and supports Regional Ecosystems from the same bioregion that are considered to 

provide preferred habitat values for the koala, grey-headed flying-fox, swift parrot and regent honeyeater.  

 

1.3 Time-lag 

Several submissions as a primary concern identify time-lag in the delivery of the offset, and more 

specifically, between the time when the development site is impacted and when the offset area reaches a 

state where it is useable by MNES or becomes similar in value to the impact site. A lag in the delivery of 

habitat values within the offset area is unavoidable noting the requirement for planting which includes an 

establishment phase, however, there are provisions within the OMP to reduce this period of time. This 

includes an accelerated planting program which will see broadscale planting occurring in the second year 

of the offset after seed propagation (refer PD Attachment A9, Table 4, p. 33) and a detailed monitoring 

program which will allow for the rapid identification of any issues requiring rectification that might slow or 

impede the offset recovery.  
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The only alternative mechanism to fully avoid or mitigate a time-lag effect is through the use of an 

advanced offset. An advanced offset is a type of offset where conservation actions are undertaken before 

a specific impact is approved. Advanced offsets have historically been difficult to apply in the offset 

framework as they carry risk and uncertainty for regulators and proponents. For example, pre-established 

offset sites may not align precisely with the MNES being impacted, cannot be clearly attributed to a 

particular project or may not meet like-for-like requirements at the time of assessment. As a result, project-

specific offsets secured and assessed alongside the impact are generally favoured by proponents and 

regulators, where equivalence, timing, and long-term management obligations can be more clearly 

defined. 

 

1.4 Protection mechanism 

Multiple submissions cite concerns regarding the proposed protection mechanism to legally secure the 

offset area and the effectiveness of the mechanism as an enduring form of protection. 

 

Submission 012 references a statement from the PD that states “the offset area would not be protected in 

perpetuity for conservation purposes.” This statement is extracted from PD Table A59, p. 257 and is in 

relation that the requirements of the proposed development outside of the EPBC Act. The broader context 

of this statement is that under State or Local legislation an offset would not be required and would not be 

required to be protected in perpetuity. For clarity, the offset area is proposed to be protected in perpetuity 

via a suitable mechanism determined by the DCCEEW (refer PD Table A59, p. 257).  

 

Submission 003 raised concern that Voluntary Declaration as a protection mechanism may be revoked 

and therefore does not provide a reliable mechanism for securing an offset area. While it is correct that 

Voluntary Declarations are not perpetual in all circumstances, their effectiveness should be considered in 

the context of how they are applied and conditioned under the EPBC Act. Where a Voluntary Declaration 

is used to secure an offset, it is accompanied by legally binding conditions of approval that require the 

offset to be maintained for the duration specified in the approval and OMP, being in perpetuity. In these 

cases, revocation would generally require agreement from the Commonwealth Minister or delegate, 

particularly where doing so would result in a breach of approval conditions. Notwithstanding this, a 

covenant is now proposed to be completed as a secondary protection mechanism per the agency’s 

request. This update is reflected in Section 6.2.1 and 6.5 of the PD and Section 2, Table 4 of the OMP.  

 

1.5 Disease 

Submission 023 cites concern around the potential introduction of disease to MNES at the offset site as a 

result of the active poultry farm. The offset property is currently utilised as a poultry farm which has a 

stringent biosecurity protocol in place, centring mostly around disease control (refer PD Table A60, p. 

267). With the active biosecurity program, any instance of avian disease would be identified and limited 

to the controlled environment of the poultry farm.  The likelihood of transmitting disease to a swift parrot 

or regent honeyeater directly through the poultry farm is considered to be very low. 

 

1.6 Planting survival rate 

Submission 012 states “The proposal claims that 90% of the trees to be planted will survive to maturity, 

which is a very high claim, particularly with increasing likelihood of bushfires and droughts due to climate 

change.” The 90% survival rate is supported by a detailed Rehabilitation Management Plan which includes 

a rigorous monitoring schedule, performance indicators and corrective action where the survival rate is 

observed to be lower than 90%. The OMP includes an assessment of risks and consideration of external 
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factors that may affect the performance of the offset which have bene accounted for within the adaptive 

management framework.  

 

2.0 Broad critique of offsets 

Concerns have been raised regarding the use of offsets, highlighting general effectiveness as a key 

reason (submissions 029/083/093). It is acknowledged that there is emerging data that illustrates the 

implementation and delivery of offsets and their associated outcomes is not consistent across projects. 

 

However, it is important to note that environmental offsets are an established and integral component of 

the assessment and approval framework under the EPBC Act. The use of offsets is guided by the EPBC 

Act Environmental Offsets Policy, which sets out a consistent, transparent, and scientifically grounded 

approach to determining when offsets are appropriate and how they must be designed and is required to 

be applied under the Act. As such, the use of offsets in this project is not discretionary but reflects a 

requirement to apply the EPBC Act framework in full, ensuring that any residual significant impacts are 

appropriately compensated in accordance with established Commonwealth policy. 

 

The EPBC Act reforms which are being progressively integrated into the Act seek to change the way 

offsets are calculated, delivered and enforced. While the proposal is not subject some of these changes 

to the offset framework, the offset will be subject to stronger compliance monitoring enacted through the 

reforms through the Commonwealth Environmental Protection Agency.  

 

The proposed land-based offset will result in measurable improvement in habitat quality for by securing 

and enhancing large areas of existing and degraded habitat areas that presently and in the future through 

management, will support key ecological requirements of the koala, grey-headed flying-fox, swift parrot 

and regent honeyeater. This includes the provision and recruitment of foraging habitat, reducing threats, 

improving understorey conditions through weed management and reconnecting fragmented habitat and 

movement corridors. These actions are consistent with established understanding of habitat requirements 

for each MNES and are designed to deliver a long-term benefit relative to the counterfactual scenario. 

 

Additionally, a rigorous monitoring framework is proposed to be implemented under the OMP (refer PD 

Attachment A9) and associated Rehabilitation Management Plan which will allow for the offset program to 

be carefully monitored and provide a pathway for adaptive management.  

 

As a result, the proposal to offset impacts as a result of the action through the delivery of the land-based 

offset will provide measurable value to the MNES being impacted during the course of the offset program 

implementation and is considered in keeping with the intent of the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy. 

 

2.12. Theme 12 – Adequacy of Report and Survey Effort 
A total of 17 submissions highlighted adequacy and relevance of survey effort and reporting as a concern, 

particularly for certain species addressed for impacts within the PD. Six of these submissions cited the 

adequacy of survey effort used to determine presence or absence of MNES as a primary concern. An 

extract of representative submissions is provided below. 
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unlikely to focus solely on one area of habitat. Large areas of potential foraging and roosting habitat are 

located within the nearby protected areas including White Rock Conservation Area, White Rock-Spring 

Mountain Conservation Estate and Greenbank Military Training Area. Assessment against the Significant 

Impact Guidelines indicates a significant impact on this species is unlikely (refer PD Section 4.6.1, Table 

A40). 

 

Collared delma 

Potential microhabitat for the collared delma has been delineated within the referral area. Additionally, the 

areas surrounding the referral area have been subject to targeted surveys for habitat and presence which 

have been drawn upon to understand patters of usage within the broader habitat patch and Greater 

Springfield.  

 

Survey guidelines generally agree that optimal survey timing is during the spring or broadly from 

September to late March when conditions are warm and maximum temperatures are greater than 25°C 

(DCCEEW, 2023; DSEWPaC 2011), therefore timing of the surveys being autumn is considered appropriate. 

Active searching is generally considered more effective at locating the species than other methods such 

as pitfall trapping based on multiple studies (DSEWPaC, 2011). A minimum of three survey days 

incorporating repeat surveys is recommended as a minimum survey effort (DCCEEW, 2026). 

 

Cardno completed an extensive collared delma survey within the broader habitat patch north of the referral 

area in 2014 as part of assessments for EPBC 2014/7306 (within the EPBC 2019/8575 referral area) which 

included identification and delineation of potential microhabitat, and completion of active searches and 

pitfall trapping to detect presence (Cardno, 2014). Despite the presence of microhabitat attributes, no 

collared delmas were detected as part of these surveys. Extensive field surveys on-site and in the 

adjoining creek corridor have been undertaken across multiple years by experienced fauna ecologists 

which have included searches for terrestrial habitat features and microhabitat. Potential microhabitat 

within and adjoining the referral area has been recorded and delineated as part of ecological ground-

truthing and meander surveys with a particular focus on areas of sloping terrain which are a key 

component of the habitat for the species. Microhabitat attributes recorded included exposed embedded 

rocks, scattered un-embedded surface rocks, presence and density of leaf litter, coarse woody debris, 

native grasses and sedges, and orientation of the slope. Targeted searches for the collared delma 

presence have not completed due to timing being outside the optimal window for surveying. Both the 

Cardno and Austecology reports are publicly available via the EPBC Act Public Portal.  

 

Additionally, there is an element of repeatability with surveys completed with surveys completed by 

another consultant group in other areas of Springfield in the year prior. Targeted Collared Delma surveys 

were completed by Austecology in 2013 across a 300-ha study area as part of ecological assessments 

completed for the masterplanned development Springfield Rise (EPBC 2013/7057) which similarly did not 

detect the species with the assessment concluding that microhabitats were of a low quality (Austecology, 

2013).  

 

The surveys conducted by Cardno (2014) within the EPBC 2019/8575 area utilised a combination of pitfall 

trapping and active searching methods including turning over logs and rocks, lifting loose bark, 

investigating hollow logs and disturbing leaf litter for a period of 15 search hours in March/April 2014 over 

four days. The Austecology study in Spring Mountain was completed in the previous year in April 2013 

and included hand searches and rock-turning at 15 microhabitat sites across the 300-ha study area over 

a 21-day survey period. It is noted five of these sites were affected by a fire event in October 2012.  
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Despite these surveys occurring in 2013 and 2014, they provide a relevant overview of patterns of 

occurrence and microhabitat distribution in the locality and continue to be relevant where considering the 

species’ known dispersal limitations and strong site fidelity.  

 

For further details of the surveys completed, adequacy and findings, please refer to PD Section 3.3.7 and 

Section 4.10. 

 

Confidence in data 

The following statement by submission 018 is noted: “the fact that source information is greater than 5 

years old would mean this information is a Low level of confidence of source information.” 

 

While some field surveys were undertaken more than five years ago, their continued relevance has been 

carefully reviewed. The habitats within the study area have remained largely unchanged since the time of 

survey, with no substantial disturbance, land use change, or ecological degradation that would materially 

alter species presence or habitat values, therefore provide a reliable baseline of habitat quality.  

 

Where necessary, these data have been supplemented with more recent desktop assessments, database 

reviews, and targeted field verification (i.e., surveys in 2023) to confirm that conditions remain consistent. 

Accordingly, the survey information is considered current and fit-for-purpose for assessing potential 

impacts to the MNES. 
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Springfield Structure Plan was approved by the former State Government Environmental Protection 

Agency. The Concept Cultural Heritage Plan is provided in the PD as Attachment A10. 

 

The CHCP identifies known or potential areas of Aboriginal cultural heritage sensitivity across the 

Springfield development area and establishes overarching management expectations for development 

with the purpose of assisting proponents in informing preliminary risk assessments and avoiding obviously 

sensitive areas during planning and design. The CHCP is recognised as a supporting planning and 

management document, but it does not replace or override obligations under the Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Act 2003 (ACHA).  

 

The EPA categorised the artefact sites as: 

 Not requiring further attention; 

 Adequately protected; or 

 Requiring additional protection. 

Under the approved Cultural Heritage Plan site E is located adjacent to the Scenic Precinct which is 

deemed to be in the “adequately protected” category, remaining within the public open space designation. 

 

As noted above, a ‘duty of care’ in relation to Aboriginal culture heritage is established by the ACHA. The 

proponent will be responsible for enacting their ‘duty of care’ obligation under the Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Duty of Care Guidelines (Queensland) such as through incorporating cultural heritage awareness 

into site inductions and establishing clear “stop work” procedures in the event that artefacts or potential 

cultural heritage material are encountered. 

 

It is noted the ‘duty of care’ obligation is also present in Section 10.2.3 of the SSP which states “A person 

must not remove, destroy or interfere with any identified cultural heritage resource of either aboriginal or 

European origin or item of the Queensland Estate” confirming the requirement that cultural heritage is to 

be identified and appropriately managed.  

 

The above details have been added to PD Section 7.3 to acknowledge the ‘duty of care’ obligation. 

  





■ Preliminary Documentation Submissions Response Report 

Scenic Precinct – EPBC 2020/8651 

 64 
 

 

3. References 
Austecology. (2013). MNES Vertebrate Fauna Assessments Land at Spring Mountain (EPBC 2013/7057). 

Prepared for Lend Lease. 

 

Brown V.R. and Bevins S.N. (2017). A review of virulent Newcastle disease viruses in the United States 

and the role of wild birds in viral persistence and spread. Vet Res. 48(1):68.  

 

Cardno. (2014). Ecological Assessment – Existing Environment (EPBC 2014/7306). Prepared for Cherish 

Enterprises Pty Ltd. August 2014. 

 

Commonwealth of Australia (2013). Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened mammals: Guidelines for 
detecting mammals listed as threatened under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999. Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities, Canberra. 
 
DAWE (2022). National Recovery Plan for the Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta). Department of 
Agriculture, Water and the Environment, Canberra. 
 

DCCEEW (2023). Draft Referral Guidelines for the Nationally Listed Brigalow Belt Reptiles (Version 1.1). 

Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water, Canberra. 

 

DCCEEW (2024). National Recovery Plan for the Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor). Department of Climate 

Change, Energy, the Environment and Water, Canberra. 

 

DCCEEW (2026). Delma torquata in Species Profile and Threats Database, Department of the 

Environment, Canberra. Available from: https://www.environment.gov.au/sprat. Accessed Thu, 18 Jun 

2026  

 

DoE (2016). National Recovery Plan for the Regent Honeyeater (Anthochaera phrygia). Department of the 

Environment, Commonwealth of Australia. 

 

Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (DSEWPaC). (2011). 

Survey guidelines for Australia's threatened reptiles: Guidelines for detecting reptiles listed as threatened 

under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. EPBC Act Survey Guidelines, 

Australian Government, Canberra. 

 

Eby, P. and Law, B (2008). Ranking the feeding habitats of Grey-headed flying foxes for conservation 

management. a report for The Department of Environment and Climate Change (NSW) & The Department 

of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts October 2008. 

 

Lin, H., & Li, X. (2025). The Role of Urban Green Spaces in Mitigating the Urban Heat Island Effect: A 
Systematic Review from the Perspective of Types and Mechanisms. Sustainability, 17(13), 6132. 
 

McConkey, K. R., and Drake, D. R. (2015). Low frequency of seed dispersal by bats in riparian forests. 

Biotropica, 47(4), 388–396. 

 



■ Preliminary Documentation Submissions Response Report 

Scenic Precinct – EPBC 2020/8651 

 65 
 

 

Vinson, S., Johnson, A. and Mikac, K. (2020). Thermal cameras as a survey method for Australian arboreal 
mammals: a focus on the greater glider. Australian Mammalogy. 42. 367-374. 
 
Wagner, B., Garnick, S. W., Ryan, M. F., Isaac, J. L., Begg, A. and Nitschke, C. R. (2025). Thermal Drone 
Surveys to Detect Arboreal Fauna: Improving Population Estimates and Threatened Species Monitoring. 
Ecological Applications35(6). 
 

Yabsley, S. H., Meade, J., Martin, J. M., and Welbergen, J. A. (2021). Human-modified landscapes provide 

key foraging areas for a threatened flying mammal: The grey-headed flying-fox. PLOS ONE 16(11). 

 

 



■ Preliminary Documentation Submissions Response Report 

Scenic Precinct – EPBC 2020/8651 

  
 

 

Appendix A  

Submission 008 

  



Page 1 of 13 
 

 
           

           
 

         14 December 2025 
 
 

Springfield City Group 
Scenic Precinct Development 
PO Box 4167 
SPRINGFIELD QLD 4300 
 
 
To whom it may concern 
 
REF:       EPBC case number 2020/8651 – Scenic Precinct 
 
As a Queenslander, who has lived near the Springfield area for most of the last 25 years, 
I am writing to express my deep concern about the two proposed housing developments 
(Scenic Precinct and Peninsula Precent) which will cause significant destruction to 
Woogaroo Forest. While this submission specifically refers to the Scenic Precinct 
development both developments will cause significant catastrophic damage to the 
Woogaroo Forest and the vulnerable native species that depend on that habitat. 
 
There are several matters identified in the Saunders Havill Group (SHG) Scenic Precinct, 
Springfield report, (EPBC 2020/8651) which support the conclusion that the federal 
Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water (DCCEEW) should 
not approve this development as a controlled action and SCG should cease its 
plans for these developments.   

Core to this submission is that under the EPBC, the five (5) species: regent honey eater 
and the swift parrot are “critically endangered”; koalas are “endangered” in 
Queensland, NSW and ACT; the greater glider is also “endangered”; and the grey-
headed flying fox is “vulnerable”.1  

For ease of reference, I refer to the Preliminary Documentation Report PDF, dated 
October 2025 as Part Ai2 and the Attachments PDF as Part Aii3 respectively. 
 
Information from the Saunders Havill Group (SHG) report relating to the Scenic Precent 
(EPBC EPBC 2020/8651) states: 

 
1 https://www.environment.gov.au/cgi-
bin/sprat/public/publicthreatenedlist.pl?wanted=fauna#mammals critically endangered  
2 https://irp.cdn-website.com/4d994537/files/uploaded/7399+E+Scenic+Precinct+PD+EPBC+2020-
8651+31.10.2025.i.pdf  
3 https://irp.cdn-website.com/4d994537/files/uploaded/7399+E+Scenic+Precinct+PD+EPBC+2020-
8651+31.10.2025.ii.pdf  
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 The Scenic Precinct project area occupies a total land area of 24.2 ha and the 
entirety of this area is considered to contain ‘critical habitat’ for koalas, grey-
headed flying-foxes, swift parrots and regent honeyeaters. The refined 
proposal area will result in the clearing of 24.20 ha containing critical habitat 
for the four (4) MNES4 species: koalas, grey-headed flying-foxes, regent 
honeyeaters and swift parrots.5 

 The project will result in the removal and functional loss of ‘critical habitat’ 
for koala that has the potential to have a ‘significant impact’ on the species 
based on utilisation of the site by koalas and knowledge of their broader 
population dynamics. 6 

 Given the widespread distribution of the grey-headed flying fox across South East 
Queensland, the availability of habitat throughout the Springfield locality and 
temporal dynamic of the overlap with Koala habitat, potential impacts […] are 
presumed to be considered to significantly impact on the grey-headed 
flying-fox. 7 

 Under the Environmental protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(EPBC Act), the swift parrot is listed as ‘critically endangered.’ An assessment of 
foraging habitat values within the referral area identified the presence of 
preferred foraging species listed under the National Recovery Plan for the swift 
parrot including Corymbia citriodora and Eucalyptus tereticornis. The proposal 
will result in the removal of preferred foraging species and as such, a 
significant residual impact is anticipated. 8 

 Under the EPBC Act, the regent honeyeater is listed as ‘critically endangered.’ 
An assessment of foraging habitat values within the referral area identified the 
presence of preferred foraging species listed under the National Recovery Plan 
for the regent honeyeater including Corymbia citriodora and supporting species 
Eucalyptus fibrosa. The proposal will result in the removal of preferred 
foraging species and as such, a significant residual impact is anticipated.  9 

In contrast to the four critically endangered and endangered species mentioned above, 
the authors of the Scenic Precinct report (SHG) conclude that it is highly unlikely that 
the Scenic Precinct development will impact on the endangered greater glider 
population. The authors state: 

 
4 Matters of national environmental significance (MNES) protected under the Environment protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). 
5 Part Ai, PDF page 6 
6 Part Ai, PDF page 4 
7 Part Ai, PDF page 4 
8 Part Ai, PDF page 5 
9 Part Ai, PDF page 5 
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 At the time of the controlled action decision10 the Greater Glider was listed as 
a vulnerable species under the EPBC Act. […] The Scenic Precinct project area 
predominantly contains remnant native vegetation that includes a variety of 
eucalypt species. However, the site has been subject to disturbance in the form 
of fire, vehicle use and logging, leaving relatively few large and hollow-bearing 
trees within the impact site. Greater Glider were not identified within the referral 
area during targeted spotlighting and aerial wildlife surveys in September 2023 
nor have they ever been recorded as part of pre- and post-clearance fauna 
surveys and reporting from the surrounding Springfield development. 11  It is 
considered highly unlikely the species occurs or would recolonise the area 
due to substantial surrounding fragmenting factors12 and it is concluded that a 
significant impact on the Greater Glider is unlikely. 13 

However, the SHG conclusion14 that: 

 there are relatively few large and hollow-bearing trees; and 
 highly unlikely the species occurs or would recolonise the area 

should be questioned based on evidence in the report.  Referring to its desktop 
assessment, SHG assessed a moderate likelihood15 that greater gliders were present in 
the referral area but its field survey assessed this was a low.16 In the conclusion 
(paraphrased above), the authors seem to disregard the evidence which supports its 
own “moderate” likelihood of occurrence assessment regarding the presence of greater 
gliders in the referral area, including that: 

a) the referral area contains 21.13 ha of Category B17 remnant and 1.67 of Category 
C high value regrowth vegetation. The vegetation is a composite of RE12.9-10.218 
(65%); 12.9-10.719 (20%); and 12.9-10.1920 (15%).21   

 
10 This phrasing means that the authors know that the greater glider’s survival status has worsened since 
the controlled action decision commenced and is – five years later – now endangered. 
11 The authors fail to mention the role that the proponent, Springfield City Group, played in destroying and 
disturbing the habitat immediately surrounding the referral area and Woogaroo Forest arising from its 
Springfield City developments. This adjacent Springfield developments have isolated the Woogaroo 
Forest area from nearby important conservation areas including White Rock and Greenbank; and caused 
the destruction of previously confirmed greater glider habitat within the Springfield area itself. 
12 Note the authors refer to surrounding fragmenting factors, not internal fragmentation within the large 
area of Woogaroo Forest itself, which contains habitat that could sustain greater gliders currently and in 
future, assuming further development in the Woogaroo Forest is avoided. 
13 Part Ai, PDF page 5 
14 SHG used a combination of desktop and field assessments and “the likelihood of occurrence” was 
finalised based on field survey results and the confirmed vegetation communities and associated 
habitats contained within the referral area. Field surveys included spotlighting and drones. 
15 Part Aii, PDF page 66 
16 Part Aii, PDF page 82 
17 https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/management/vegetation/maps/vegetation-categories  
18 https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/regional-ecosystems/details/?re=12.9-10.2 
19 https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/regional-ecosystems/details/?re=12.9-10.7 
20 https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/regional-ecosystems/details/?re=12.9-10.19 
21 Part Ai, PDF page 43 
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DESTI defines “remnant woody vegetation” as vegetation that has not been cleared or 
vegetation that has been cleared but where the dominant canopy has greater than 70% 
of the height and greater than 50% of the cover relative to the undisturbed height and 
cover of that stratum and is dominated by species characteristic of the vegetation’s 
undisturbed canopy. 22 

b) the referral area is 24.2 ha but is part of the larger Woogaroo Forest which is 420 
ha; which is ample size to sustain greater glider population which typically have 
a small home range of < 3 ha.23 

a) Logging in Woogaroo Forest ceased around 199224 when the land was purchased 
from Associated Forest Holdings25  for urban development by Maha 
Sinnathamby, the chairman of SCG. Since then regrowth trees have matured in 
the 33 years since logging ceased. Moreover, when logging occurred, trees were 
removed selectively and many old growth trees were deliberately retained and 
are still present, including immediately adjacent to the referral area. Indeed, the 
aerial photo taken of the referral and surrounding area of Woogaroo Forest in the 
Springfield area in 1990, still shows dense tree foliage,26 demonstrating that the 
referral area was never fully cleared but was only logged selectively (unlike the 
oƯset land being proposed for Scenic Precinct). Also, previously logged trees in 
Woogaroo Forest have rejuvenated over the last 33 years and will continue to 
improve the habitat quality with time (and assuming further development is 
prohibited).27 

a) While the referral area identified for the Scenic Precinct has mostly young to 
intermediate aged vegetation, it is immediately adjacent to mostly mature and 
intermediate to mature vegetation within other parts of Woogaroo Forest.28 

b) According to SGH, since 1980, the referral area has remained in a relatively 
natural state except for minor clearing for vehicle access.29  This would indicate 
that regrowth trees in the referral area are at least around 45 years old making 
them even more suitable for greater glider habitat. Also, in this context, the trees 
would be more intermediate in age than young, given SGH’s claims the land has 
remained in a relatively natural state since 1980. 

 
22 About regional ecosystems | Environment, land and water | Queensland Government 
23 https://www.agriculture.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/guide-greater-glider-habitat-qld.pdf page 
ii 
24 https://www.domain.com.au/news/greater-springfield-the-history-and-future-of-this-new-queensland-
city-1036610/ 
25 
https://www.pictureipswich.com.au/nodes/view/2120#:~:text=In%20early%201992%20Maha%20Sinnat
haby,before%20inclusion%20on%20Picture%20Ipswich. 
26 Part Aii, PDF page 70, Historical Aerial Imagery in 1990 before logging ceased. 
27 https://www.ipswichtribune.com.au/campaigners-demand-leaders-save-
forest#:~:text=%E2%80%9CThe%20mature%20canopy%20comes%20from,be%20considered%20as%2
0old%20growth.  
28 Part Ai, A22 Forest Maturity Map (GriƯith University), pdf page 103 
29 Part Ai, PDF page 42 
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c) Although fragmentation exists between Woogaroo Forest and adjacent 
residential development and transport infrastructure, which would impede 
greater gliders’ ability to travel independently from nearby White Rock 
Conservation area and Greenbank (confirmed to be greater glider habitat); 
fragmentation is not currently a problem within the 420 ha of Woogaroo Forest 
itself in which the referral area is located.30 Therefore, the 420 ha Woogaroo 
Forest could support recolonisation by greater gliders if they were introduced as 
part of a conservation program (assuming no development within Woogaroo 
Forest occurred). 

d) Despite not finding any greater gliders during the short field surveys,31 the 
authors acknowledged that Woogaroo Forest, including the Scenic Precinct 
referral area, is part of an ecosystem with a known or possible association with 
Queensland greater gliders.32 The SHG authors report that the Greater Glider 
presence in the referral area and within the Springfield lakes area has not been 
seen in the past 20 years (specifically the Queensland government Wildnet 
records five separate sightings in the Springfield area in 1993)33, but not since the 
significant disturbance associated with the creation of Springfield lakes 
developments occurred, prior to which the surrounding landscape was 
predominantly vegetated and well-connected.34 35 36 

Unfortunately, the “Greater Glider Connectivity Analysis”37 shows significant barriers 
and hazards between the Peninsula Precinct referral site and Woogaroo Forest on the 
one hand; and the closest confirmed greater glider habitats in White Rock and 
Greenbank making it unlikely (probably impossible) that greater gliders (or koalas) could 
travel safely and independently from either the White Rock or the Greenbank military 
area to colonise the remnant Woogaroo Forest in Springfield.  The authors note that the 
corridor linkages are intersected and severed at multiple locations by major 
infrastructure, including rail and major roads.38 

Yet the Queensland government legislated Springfield Structure Plan (SSP), approved in 
1997,39 requires “habitat connection” specifically between Springfield development 
area and the White Rock Conservation and Greenbank “to preserve the diversity of 
habitats for flora and fauna”.40 The images in the Greater Glider Connectivity Analysis 
clearly show that the proponent, SCG; Ipswich City Council; and other responsible 
local or state government authorities failed to ensure adequate “habitat 

 
30 Part Ai, pdf page 73 
31 Part Ai, A25  Greater Glider Targeted Spotlighting Field Survey 
32 Part Ai, A21 Greater Glider suitable regional ecosystems 
33 Queensland government, Wildnet, https://wildnet.science-data.qld.gov.au/  
34 Part Ai, page 73 and 157 
35 Part Aii, Table 4, Likelihood of occurrence of fauna species within the referral area: moderate, page 20 
and Appendix C 
36 https://greaterspringfield.com.au/our-city/history-of-our-city/ 
37 Part Aii, pdf page 187 
38 Part Ai, pdf page 90 
39 Part Ai, page 167 
40 https://hdp-au-prod-app-ipsw-shapeyouripswich-files.s3.ap-southeast-
2.amazonaws.com/9417/5607/4591/Springfield Structure Plan.pdf Section 8 Conservation Designation 
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connection” areas were maintained – as they were required to do under the 
legislated SSP.  The “surrounding fragmentation” of Woogaroo Forest – which the 
proponent significantly contributed to – is given as the key reason the SHG authors 
conclude that greater gliders are unlikely to independently recolonise the remaining 420 
ha remnant forest within Springfield area, i.e. the Woogaroo Forest. 

e) the vegetation that is typical of the regional ecosystems: RE12.9-10.241 includes 
and is dominated by species used by the greater glider for foraging and denning, 
including Corymbia citriodora (spotted gum) and Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-
leaved Ironbark). 42 43 

The Queensland Department of Environment, Tourism, Science and Innovation’s 
(DETSI) “Guide to greater glider habitat in Queensland” (2022)44 states the diameter of a 
tree at breast height (DBH) is a reliable measure to assess suitability of greater glider 
habitat; and from indicative studies, the benchmark of > 50 cm DBH is suitable for 
greater glider habitat.45 Trees > 50 cm DBH are more likely to contain suitable hollows 
for sheltering by greater gliders. Furthermore, trees  > 30 cm DBH are preferentially 
selected for foraging and > 50 cm DBH for denning.46 

In the Greater Glider Habitat Assessment,47 SHG identified 164 potential habitat trees in 
the Scenic Precinct referral area, among 629 recorded in the broader survey area. The 
majority of habitat and hollow-bearing trees within the survey area had a DBH between 
40 cm and 60 cm (54.45%). The remaining hollow-bearing trees had a DBH between 60 
cm and 110 cm.  In other words, 83% of the 10148 trees identified with hollows in 
Woogaroo Forest had a DBH > 50 cm, which DESTI regards is suitable to sustain greater 
gliders. Forty-three (43) hollows were found in the Scenic Precinct referral area, of which 
32% (or 14) were large, i.e. > 10 cm.49  

According to the DESTI greater glider guide, the following flora species dominant50 in 
greater glider habitat for foraging in South East Queensland: 

 Corymbia citriodora (Lemon scented spotted gum)51*  
 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Ironbark*52 
 Eucalyptus portuensis aka acmenoides53 (white mahogany) 

 
41 Part Aii, page 25 and 26, Ecological Context of referral area; and Vegetation Communities map (page 73) 
42 Part Ai, PDF page 44 
43 Part Ai, PDF page 95 
44 https://www.agriculture.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/guide-greater-glider-habitat-qld.pdf 
45 ibid. page 29 
46 Denning refers to providing a hollow or shelter for the greater glider. 
47 Part Ai, PDF page 95 
48 Part Ai, PDF page 96 
49 Part Ai, PDF page 96 
50 DESTI report cites at least 59 species of eucalypt, melaleuca, corymbia and other species recorded to 
be used by greater gliders (page 19) 
51 Part Ai, PDF page 44 
52 Part Ai, PDF page 95 
53 https://apps.des.qld.gov.au/regional-
ecosystems/details/?re=7.11.16#:~:text=Eucalyptus%20portuensis%20(white%20mahogany)%20and,(B
VG1M:%209d). 
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 Eucalyptus moluccana (Gum-topped Box)* 
 Eucalyptus tereticornis (Forest Red Gum)54 
 Corymbia intermedia (pink bloodwood) 55 

 
f) According to the SHG report, the narrow-leaved ironbark dominated the habitat 

tree plot with 222 trees recorded (35.29%). The trees listed in the previous 
paragraph, marked with an asterisk, means these species were dominant in the 
survey area. 56 

Therefore, the data collected by SHG demonstrates that the referral area and 
surrounding Woogaroo Forest (the survey area) contains remnant native habitat of 
suƯicient area (420 ha), with suitable tree species, size (measured by DBH), and 
maturity with hollows for denning and foraging that could again support greater 
gliders in this area. Indeed, greater gliders were previously in that area up until 
1993 when several sightings were last recorded (including after logging ceased and 
well before those trees had time to regrow as they have now in the last 33 years).  
So despite the earlier logging, the habitat up until 1993 sustained greater gliders; 
and could do so again (with the assistance from a government enforced 
conservation program and assuming all development in Woogaroo Forest is 
prohibited permanently).  

It should be noted that since the controlled action decision was taken in 2020, the 
greater glider’s status has worsened and is now ‘endangered’ under the EPBC Act.  It is 
for this reason that any habitat that has the potential to sustain greater glider 
populations, particularly an area with remnant forest as large as Woogaroo Forest (420 
ha) with suitable dominant foraging and denning flora species should be protected and 
used to support conservation of greater gliders and other endangered species as DESTI 
recommends:   

any Queensland regional ecosystem that has been identified as greater glider 
habitat, no matter how fragmented, will have value for greater gliders either now 
if hollow-bearing trees present – which Woogaroo Forest and the referral area 
currently have – or in future with restoration.57  

DESTI also states that: 

As a consequence of historic broadscale clearing of greater glider habitat, 
particularly in southeast Queensland (> 40% cleared), all habitat and 
potential habitat should be protected particularly in the fragmented regions. 

 
54 Part Ai, page v. As noted by the SHG, this species is also critical habitat for the swift parrot. 
55 Part Aii, Ecological Assessment – Matters of National Environmental National Significance, page 21 and 
26; and PDF page 25 section 3.5 describe the status of the native vegetation relevant to the project  
56 Part Ai, PDF page 96 
57 https://www.agriculture.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/guide-greater-glider-habitat-qld.pdf page 
25 
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Patches containing small trees that will later be recruited to the large tree class 
should also be considered as future habitat in deciding oƯsets. 58   

This is another reason this development should be rejected as a controlled action. 

Other vulnerable species in the referral area 

While the focus of the SHG reports has been on MNES as a controlled action under the 
EPBC Act, SGH identified other species listed as vulnerable under the Queensland 
Nature Conservation Act 1992.  These include: 

 the tusked frog59 60 
 powerful owl 61 

Both species were recently confirmed to have a presence in the referral area and/or 
within Woogaroo Forest. The tusked frog was identified in a 2023 ecological survey 
conducted by SHG in the near the referral area.62 The Powerful Owl Project undertaken 
by Birdlife Australia regularly receives records of observations of powerful owls in and 
around Woogaroo Forest by trained project volunteers and the public. There are at least 
two powerful owl nests in the area. Hence, Woogaroo Forest provides important 
breeding season habitat for powerful owls and their prey. 63 

The Woogaroo Forest is known to be essential habitat for the powerful owl under 
Queensland State mapping.64  Despite knowing of their vulnerable status, the tusked 
frog and powerful owl65 have not been given even a cursory consideration of the 
environmental impact on these species and their essential habitat. Therefore, these two 
vulnerable species should be added to the five MNES species which will be significantly 
directly impacted by the SCG developments in Woogaroo Forest.   

Mitigations and Offset Proposal 

The SHG report states that: 

The management measures remain preliminary to provide DCCEEW with some 
certainty that potential impacts can be mitigated and managed. 66 

However, the preliminary plans – such as they are – cannot provide DCCEEW any 
certainty that potential impacts can be mitigated or managed to the extent required to 

 
58 ibid. page 33 
59 https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/67100/tusked-frog.pdf 
60 https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/content/dam/brisbanecitycouncil/corpwebsite/environment-and-
water/documents/tusked-frog-conservation-action-statement.pdf.coredownload.pdf  
61 https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/plants-animals/conservation/threatened-species/featured-
projects/powerful-owl 
62 Part Ai, PDF page 98, Spotlight Night 3 Fauna Species 20.9.2023 
63 Birdlife Australia data available on request. 
64 Part Ai, PDF page 44 and PDF page 20 
65 Part Aii, PDF page 136 
66 Part Ai, PDF page 6 
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avoid the significant harm that will arise from the development to the aƯected species. 
Indeed, later SHG state that: 

g) The project […] results in very little relevant or meaningful opportunity for 
further avoiding impacts on MNES67 habitat […] An environmental oƯset is 
proposed for impacts incurred and located at a large-scale with an aggregate of 
other oƯset approvals and proposals. 68 

In other words, the SHG acknowledges that “management measures” will not mitigate 
the loss of 24.2 ha of critical habitat for the endangered and vulnerable species; nor the 
direct and indirect impact of this destruction on the adjoining habitat in Woogaroo 
Forest (as part of future SCG developments), which includes mature forest, of which 
very little is being reserved for conservation.  The small amount that will be left will be 
so small and fragmented that it will be diƯicult for any remaining vulnerable species to 
survive.   
 
The proposed ROA4 Rosevale environmental oƯset property proposed69 is entirely 
unsuitable as it is predominantly degraded landscape previously used for cattle and 
cropping, with scattered large trees and regrowth.70   
 
o The ROA 4 area on-site associated with the Scenic Precinct will account for 51.8 ha 

of the Rosevale OƯset Property. The ROA4 site consists of entirely open paddocks 
and dead plantation trees, designated entirely as non-remnant.71   

o SHG states that “currently habitat values within ROA4 are significantly limited 
with only scattered large trees adjoining regrowth vegetation.72  

o Currently most of the 51.8 ha ROA 4 contains very limited canopy coverage and 
therefore safe fauna movement is largely absent as koalas are required to traverse 
large expanses of ground to move between foraging trees.73 

o The oƯset property currently contains many feral species including cats, wild dogs, 
pigs, foxes, goats, deer and rabbit, which would pose a direct threat to the native 
species.74 Cattle grazing is also be a specific threat within the ROA 4 oƯset area.75 

 
67 Matters of national environmental significance (MNES) protected under the Environment protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). 
68 Part Ai, PDF page 186 
69 Part Ai, Rosevale OƯset Management Plan, pdf page 214 
70 Part Ai, pdf page 228 
71 Part Aii, PDF page 232, OƯset area summary 
72 Part Ai, pdf page 227 
73 Part Aii, pdf page 248 
74 Part Aii, pdf page 250 
75 Part Aii, pdf page 251 
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o The entire Rosevale OƯset Property has 32 invasive species of weed, including 
lantana. velvety tree pear and fireweed, which will need to be eradicated to support 
the restoration of the native habitat, including from adjoining oƯset areas.76 

o A poultry farm is located on the Rosevale OƯset Property adjacent to the ROA 4 
allotment, which will continue77 and is likely to cause ongoing environmental 
impacts, including vehicle access; and attraction of wild dogs.   

o SGH claims, with 85% confidence,78 it will achieve the restoration of vegetation 
within 20 years to the definition of remnant vegetation, i.e. 70% of canopy height and 
50% of expected cover.79  It is noted however, that according to the restoration plan it 
is not proposed to plant vegetation until the end of year 2, which will lose 2 years of 
growth needed for koala habitat.80 

o In assessing the OƯset Site Suitability, undue emphasis is given to the presence of 
Queensland Koala Habitat Areas south and west of the ROA 4 (for Scenic Precinct) 
and ROA 3 (for Peninsula Precinct) oƯset areas, which may form part of a future 
oƯset area for a separate EPBC project.81  However, there is no certainty that such 
oƯset will be approved; and it still does not remediate the problem of fragmentation 
between the ROA4 and ROA3 sites and these other areas designated as Core 
Remnant Koala Habitat Areas.82 

 
It is noted that planting obligations will be delivered across both the ROA 3 oƯ set area 
(for Peninsula Precinct) and the adjoining ROA 4 (for the Scenic Precinct).83   
 
The oƯset land does not contain remnant vegetation, let alone remnant vegetation 
that is similar or superior to that within Woogaroo Forest or the referral area. 
Moreover it will require at least 30 - 100 years to reach a similar level of maturity 
compared to the forest maturity in Woogaroo Forest and the referral area.   
 
The EPBC OƯsets Policy requires that oƯsets must be specific to the species or 
ecological community being impacted and must improve of maintain the viability of 
the species.84  Given the poor condition of the proposed oƯset areas ROA4 and ROA3 
identified for the Peninsula and Scenic Precincts, the oƯset areas cannot possibly 
“maintain” or “improve” the viability of the aƯected MNES five species in this report 
until at least another 30 years.  Moreover, the oƯset management plan only proposes 
management of this area for the next 20 years.  Overall the proponent’s proposal, 
contrary to its claims, provides no confidence that two oƯset sites selected will be of 

 
76 ibid. pdf page 317 
77 Part Aii, pdf page 247 
78 Part Ai, pdf page 224 
79 ibid. pdf page 252 
80 Part Aii, pdf page 380 
81 Part Aii, PDF page 263 
82 Part Aii, PDF page 245, Figure 8 shows proximity of ROA 4 oƯset to Core Remnant Koala Habitat 
83 Part Ai, PDF page 222 
84 Part Aii, page 14-15,  section 6 Proposed oƯsets 
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any value to MNES compared to the status quo, i.e. to protect the entire Woogaroo 
Forest from further development. 
 
Similarly, the Queensland Environmental OƯsets Act 2014 85requires that the oƯset land 
provide environmental values as similar as possible to those being lost due to 
development.  The core principle is that the oƯset must achieve a conservation 
outcome that is equivalent to, or better than, the environmental outcome that would 
have occurred had the impact not taken place. 
 
Despite recognising oƯset areas’ current poor condition, and absent ecological value, 
under both state and federal law, the proponent claims the property is suitable to justify 
the destruction of most of Woogaroo Forest including the Scenic Precinct. The oƯset 
proposed does not provide similar conservation values now compared to the 
ecological value of Woogaroo Forest. Given the oƯset site is already cleared and 
degraded, this is highly unlikely to be possible within the 20 years that the oƯset 
property is proposed to be managed by the proponent. This is another reason this 
development should be rejected as a controlled action. 
 
Although the proponent (Springfield City Group) directly contributed to the destruction 
of greater glider habitat through its Springfield City suburban developments86 which 
commenced in 1992;87 88 and even though the greater glider is now endangered, SGH 
does not consider the suitability of, or make provision for, the habitat for greater gliders 
in its two oƯset proposals.  Rather the oƯset proposal only seeks to provide future 
habitat for koalas, grey-headed flying fox, regent honey eaters and the swift parrot.89   
 
Similarly, nor does the proponent assess the suitability of the oƯset properties for 
tusked frogs or powerful owls which are classed as ‘vulnerable’ under Queensland law 
and which will also be directly impacted by the development by the destruction of their 
“essential” habitat by the various developments proposed in Woogaroo Forest by the 
proponent. 
 
The only way to eƯectively protect the essential habitat for these species is to avoid 
building new housing in areas with high ecological value with a diverse range of native 
wildlife, including five endangered or critically endangered and two vulnerable species.  
If the Department is to make a positive impact on reversing the endangered status of 
aƯected species (primarily through the destruction of their habitat), it needs to consider 
not just the impact on these species, but other wildlife that could also easily become 
vulnerable and endangered through the continuing destruction of habitat for 
development.    
 

 
85https://www.dcceew.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/oƯsets-policy_2.pdf 
86 https://greaterspringfield.com.au/living-and-visiting/residential-property/ 
87 
https://web.archive.org/web/20040618000742/http://www.greaterspringfield.com.au/corporateBrochure
.pdf  
88 https://greaterspringfield.com.au/our-city/history-of-our-city/ 
89 Part Aii, page 220, Purpose of the (OƯset) Management Plan  
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No reasonable person can argue that the poor quality of these two oƯset properties can 
in any way “maintain”, and certainly will not “improve” the survival status of these seven 
species.  As these oƯset properties will take at least 30 years to achieve remnant forest 
status then the oƯset property should be regarded as entirely unsuitable.  If these 
endangered species have to wait at least another 30 years before the oƯset property will 
support these endangered species, it will be much too late. Instead, before those 30 
years pass, we are likely to see further deterioration of these already endangered and 
critically endangered species to an even more perilous state.  
 
This proposed action is a controlled action and should be rejected! 
 
Besides the Peninsula and Scenic development projects, other development projects 
such as Bellview Woods and Springfield Village 2 and 3 are proposed for other parts of 
Woogaroo Forest, meaning SCG plans to destroy most of the entire Woogaroo Forest, 
including areas open spaces for parks; which will have a catastrophic impact for all its 
unique flora and fauna.  Mitigation actions like wildlife corridors to safe haven areas 
which are referenced in a single development plan will be useless as later 
developments for Woogaroo Forest are also proposed.   
 
Each development’s impact is significant individually but will be further compounded if 
one or both the Peninsula and Scenic Precinct developments proceed.  Moreover, the 
destruction of wildlife that will be caused by these developments – if either or both are 
approved – will make it much easier for the 3 other developments90 also proposed for 
Woogaroo Forest to proceed as much of the destructive impact on the endangered 
species and habitat will have already occurred and SHG will likely argue (as it did in the 
Peninsula and the Scenic Precinct reports) that the harm impacts for the endangered 
species will be  “low” or “unlikely” (as the vulnerable and endangered species’ are no 
longer present), i.e. the harm to these species would have already occurred from the 
previous developments and land clearing.   
 
This is the argument that the authors SHG made about why it considers the impact of 
the Peninsula  and Scenic Precinct to the greater glider to be low and unlikely to 
recolonise (i.e. without human conservation intervention). While the Springfield area in 
which the referral area and Woogaroo Forest is situated, previously contained greater 
gliders – with several sightings recorded in the Springfield area in 199391, due to the 
extensive development caused by the creation of Springfield Lakes suburb, by the 
proponent, Springfield City Group, greater gliders have not been detected in Springfield 
area since then.92 Ironically, the SHG acting for the proponent, now argues that more 
development in what is still remnant forest cannot further hurt the greater glider, 
despite it having the features within the forest suitable to provide habitat for endangered 
MNES. 

 
90 Bellview Woods, Springfield Village 2 and 3 
91 Queensland government, Wildnet, https://wildnet.science-data.qld.gov.au/  
92 Although greater gliders are still present within nearby White Rock Conservation and the military 
Greenbank areas. The land acquired by the company now known as the Springfield City Group was 
purchased in 1992 by Maha Sinnathamby, and the first house land sales were recorded in March 1993. 
https://www.pictureipswich.com.au/nodes/view/2120  
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I am aware there is a need to build more residential housing, but such development 
does not need to be in areas which have significant ecological value and which impact 
our fragile and endangered native flora and fauna, further dwindling the essential 
habitat available to them.  There are many other areas in south east Queensland where 
new housing can be built with significantly less environmental impact, such on disused 
farming land93 or less densely treed scrub area.  
 
The ecological significance of Woogaroo Forest should be preserved for the benefit of 
flora and fauna and local community to quietly enjoy this spectacular natural 
environment. 
 
Once the environmental damage to Woogaroo Forest is done, it cannot be undone; and 
an oƯset property that requires 30 - 100 years to rejuvenate will not alleviate the threat 
to these species now.  If Woogaroo Forest was destined for development as early as 
2002 as SCG reported94, then the SCG could have secured suitable oƯset property in 
2002, instead of waiting 23 years until 2025 to obtain unsuitable land for oƯset which it 
is now using to try to justify destroying the Woogaroo Forest habitat.  The oƯset plan 
proposed, is wholly unsuitable, and will do nothing to maintain or enhance the wildlife 
that will unavoidably be killed due to habitat loss arising from this development, 
including the identified MNES species. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
93 Canungra has many large properties that are no longer used for dairy and cattle farming that remain 
that are yet to be developed. 
94 Part Ai, PDF page 184 
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This proposed action is a controlled action and should be rejected based on the presence 
of threatened listed species found frequently on site and surrounding areas, and that 
this area maintains the local wildlife corridor in an area with a heavy urban footprint.  
 
It’s important the feeding grounds for powerful owls, which are classified at ‘vulnerable’ in 
Queensland, are also protected. They control possum populations in the area. Without this 
control, possums will out compete birds for nesting hollows and termite hollows which may 
cause a decrease in the population of birds who rely on hollows to build nest. The destruction 
of this site will increase competition between species, increase wildlife stress, and is likely to 
lead to local population declines. Without possum control and with even less shelter 
available, hallow nesting species such as the swift parrot are at risk. Everything has a flow on 
effect.  
 
I have only started recording species I see since last year and I discover something new every 
time I go up into these hills. If there is one there is more.  
 
I’ve attached images of a Coleus habrophyllus I found on the 4 December 2025. Listed as 
endangered under the EPBC act, it was found on site near a small shallow water course 
originating from the direction of the water tank at the top of the hill, which had a small 
amount of clear flowing water (source of water is unknown, but given the water plants 
growing the source has been there a while. This Coleus habrophyllus was found on the bank 
of that creek).  
 
Please refer to images attached bellow. 

 
 



Image 1-2: Coleus habrophyllus specimen. Location is approximately within 20m of the 
red arrow is on the map to the right. I was unable to pull coordinates unfortunately. The 
purple dot (08:50) indicates an area of significant presence of small native plants and grasses 
like spade flowers with limited to no invasive species. The lower dot as seen in the map 
below indicates where lantana starts to become less dense. Lantana is concentrated near the 
creek (~100-150m) and on the right side near 
the highway. There are less incidents east to 
north of site. 
 
 



 
Images of vegetation communities and landscape for reference: 

 



 





 
 
 
 





 
Winged Bloom-pea -  27.65910° S, 152.90710° E 



Sacred King Fishers 

 





There’s a thriving population of woodland birds and varanus varius as well as many small 
native flowering plants like spade flowers, pastel flowers, winged-bloom-pea, white root, and 
native grasses like hairy panic and sedges in this area. I am concerned the biodiversity will 
suffer as the proposed area to be left as the bush is clogged with thick lantana, and the wild 
flowers as shown in this report are not found at lower elevations.   
 
Kind Regards, 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




