[YOUR NAME]
[YOUR ADDRESS]
[SUBURB AND POSTCODE]

[TODAY’S DATE}

To: Springfield City Group
PO Box 4167, Springfield QLD 4300 

Dear Minister for the Environment and Water
REF:       EPBC case number 2020/8651
This submission is confined strictly to Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and lists several of my personal concerns relating to this proposed development.
The Controlled Action decision for this proposal was made based on likely significant impacts to MNES, namely:
1. listed threatened species and communities
1. listed migratory species
Under the EPBC Act Significant Impact Guidelines, actions that remove or degrade habitat critical to the survival of a listed species are, by definition, likely to result in a significant impact and should be avoided wherever practicable.
Despite this, the proponent:
1. accepts the loss of critical habitat as unavoidable,
1. proceeds directly to offsets rather than redesign or refusal,
1. relies on strategic-scale arguments rather than site-specific avoidance.
It is my concern that this approach is inconsistent with the avoid, mitigate, offset hierarchy mandated by the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy, which requires offsets only as a last resort
 
1. Significant Impact Threshold for MNES Is Clearly Met
The Preliminary Documentation expressly acknowledges that the proposal will result in:
“Clearing of 24.20 ha of remnant habitat critical to the survival of the Koala, Grey-Headed Flying-fox, Regent Honeyeater and Swift Parrot”.
It is my concern that under the EPBC Act Significant Impact Guidelines, removal of habitat critical to the survival of a listed threatened species constitutes a significant impact and as such the MNES significance threshold under sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC Act is met on the proponent’s own evidence.
 
2. MNES – Listed Threatened Species (ss.18 & 18A)

2.1 Koala (Phascolarctos cinereus) – Vulnerable
The PD confirms that koalas are known to occur on and adjacent to the site, based on ecological surveys, drone surveys and database records:
“Koalas are known to occur within the proposed action site and adjacent… The presence of koala has been confirmed through multiple means…”
The PD further identifies the site as:
1. breeding habitat, and
1. a key source population for dispersal.
Habitat that is occupied, used for breeding, and supports dispersal constitutes habitat critical to survival under the EPBC Act Koala Referral Guidelines.
It is my concern that this proposal will permanently remove this habitat, resulting in:
1. loss of breeding habitat,
1. disruption of dispersal pathways,
1. permanent reduction in habitat availability.
These outcomes potentially satisfy multiple significant impact criteria for a listed threatened species.

2.2 Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus poliocephalus) – Vulnerable
The PD states:
“The action proposes to impact 24.20 ha of vegetation that is identified as critical habitat for the Grey-headed Flying-fox.”
The PD confirms:
1. suitable foraging habitat is present,
1. flying foxes were detected during surveys,
1. impacts overlap temporally and spatially with koala habitat.
The subsequent attempt to minimise impact by reference to regional habitat availability is inconsistent with the EPBC Act, which does not permit discounting the loss of local critical habitat on the basis of habitat existing elsewhere.
The removal of critical foraging habitat therefore constitutes a significant impact under ss.18 and 18A.
 
2.3 Swift Parrot (Lathamus discolor) – Critically Endangered
The PD confirms that the site contains preferred foraging tree species identified under the National Recovery Plan:
“An assessment of foraging habitat values… identified the presence of preferred foraging species listed under the National Recovery Plan for the Swift Parrot.”
The PD expressly acknowledges:
“The proposal will result in the removal of preferred foraging species and as such, a significant residual impact is anticipated.”
For a Critically Endangered species, any loss of important foraging habitat is inherently significant, particularly where recovery plans emphasise habitat protection as essential to survival.
 
2.4 Regent Honeyeater (Anthochaera phrygia) – Critically Endangered
The PD confirms that the proposal will remove foraging habitat for the Regent Honeyeater and that:
1. significant residual impacts are anticipated, and
1. offsets are required to compensate for these impacts.
The removal of habitat for a Critically Endangered species satisfies the EPBC Act significant impact criteria under ss.18 and 18A.
 
3. MNES – Cumulative and Facilitated Impacts (s.136)
The PD explicitly identifies cumulative and facilitated MNES impacts including:
1. habitat fragmentation and edge effects,
1. vehicle strike,
1. domestic dog predation,
1. noise and light pollution,
1. increased human presence.
The PD also confirms that the site is adjacent to other proposed developments, including the Peninsula Precinct.
While these impacts are listed, the PD does not:
1. quantify population-level consequences for MNES,
1. assess cumulative habitat loss across multiple EPBC approvals,
1. demonstrate that mitigation will prevent long-term MNES decline.
This is inconsistent with section 136(2)(e) of the EPBC Act, which requires decision-makers to consider cumulative impacts on MNES.
 
4. Offsets Do Not Remove the Existence of a Significant MNES Impact

4.1 The PD concedes that a significant residual impact is anticipated requiring offsets.
Offsets are proposed on:
1. historically cleared, degraded land
1. reliant on extensive future habitat creation
1. assuming high survival rates
Under the EPBC Act and Environmental Offsets Policy, offsets do not negate the existence of a significant impact on MNES; they merely attempt compensation after the fact. The existence of offsets cannot be used to re-characterise a significant impact as acceptable.
 
Offsets used to justify otherwise unacceptable impacts
The PD concedes that:
1. rely heavily on future habitat creation rather than protection of existing habitat,
1. assume 90% survival rates for planted species without empirical certainty
 
The EPBC Environmental Offsets Policy explicitly states that:
1. offsets must improve or maintain viability,
1. Offsets must provide “like-for-like” habitat,
1. Must be additional,
1. uncertain or delayed outcomes are not equivalent to immediate habitat loss.
It is my concern that offsets take decades to mature and cannot compensate for the permanent removal of functioning habitat today, particularly for Critically Endangered species such as the Swift Parrot and Regent Honeyeater.

4.2 Offsets Proposed Do Not Meet EPBC Offsets Policy (2012) Requirements
It is my concern that offsets fail the EPBC Offsets Policy because:
they cannot replace the ecological function of remnant habitat. Revegetation cannot compensate for the immediate loss of mature trees, critical food species, or regional movements.

4.3 They do not address temporal lag
Replanting will take decades to provide hollows, canopy connectivity, or Koala feed trees.
Temporal lag of this magnitude violates the policy requirement that offsets must “maintain or improve viability.”

4.4 They do not address local connectivity loss
The PD repeatedly acknowledges connectivity impacts, but the offset areas are off-site and cannot restore the connectivity lost by clearing the proposed development site.
The EPBC Offsets Policy requires offsets to be ecologically equivalent, which is not demonstrated.
 
5. Inadequate Consideration of Cumulative Impacts (EPBC Act s.136)

5.1 Improper reliance on regional habitat availability
The PD repeatedly downplays impacts by asserting that larger protected areas exist elsewhere (e.g. White Rock Conservation Park and Greenbank Military Training Area)
However, the EPBC Act requires assessment of:
1. local and regional cumulative impacts, and
1. the action’s contribution to incremental habitat loss in already fragmented landscapes.
The PD concedes that:
1. the site is bounded by other approved EPBC developments, including the Peninsula Precinct (EPBC 2020/8629)
1. fragmentation effects will be intensified through edge effects, barrier effects and urban encroachment
The conclusion that impacts are acceptable because “large, protected areas remain elsewhere” is inconsistent with new EPBC policy, which makes introduces new mechanisms specifically designed to manage cumulative impacts at a landscape scale, making it clear that each incremental loss of critical habitat must be assessed cumulatively, not excused by distant refuges.
 
6. The Proposal Causes Landscape-Scale Fragmentation

The documentation concedes that the development area is connected to Regional Koala habitat corridors.
 Fragmentation impacts—including barriers to dispersal, increased dog predation, and road-kill risks—are identified by the reports. Fragmentation of critical habitat constitutes a significant impact under EPBC Guidelines 1.1.
 
7. Inconsistency with Ecologically Sustainable Development (EPBC Act s.3A)

7.1 Precautionary principle not applied
The PD acknowledges multiple uncertainties, including:
1. unpredictable cumulative impacts,
1. facilitated impacts from dogs, vehicles and lighting,
1. irreversible habitat loss
Despite this, the proposal proceeds on the basis that:
1. mitigation measures “are likely” to be effective,
1. offsets “will” achieve required outcomes.
This approach reverses the precautionary principle by placing the risk of failure on threatened species, rather than on the proponent, contrary to s.3A(b) of the EPBC Act.
 
8. Legacy Planning approvals

Finally, it is my concern that the proponent is relying on pre-dating decisions and applications for this project. Legacy planning approvals cannot override current EPBC obligations.
The proponent’s claim that avoidance is impossible because of a 1997 structure plan directly contradicts the modern EPBC legislative framework.
 
9. Conclusion
Based solely on the proponent’s own Preliminary Documentation:
1. habitat critical to the survival of multiple MNES species will be cleared
1. threatened species are known to occupy and use the site
1. significant residual MNES impacts are expressly acknowledged
1. cumulative MNES impacts are identified but not resolved
On this basis, the proposed action is a controlled action and is inconsistent with the objects and protective intent of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and should not be approved.
 
[Any final words you may have]


Yours sincerely,
[YOUR NAME]

