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Report Summary 
This report provides an environmental assessment of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 
proposed by ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd. 

 
It has been prepared based on information provided in the permit application, Development 
Proposal and Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) and Supplement to the DPEMP. Relevant 
government agencies and the public were consulted, and their submissions, representations and 
comments considered as part of the assessment. 

 
The proposal involves construction and operation of up to 122 wind turbines with a total 
generating capacity of up to 900 megawatts (MW) of electricity on Robbins Island, northwest 
Tasmania, approximately 20 km northwest of Smithton. A range of ancillary infrastructure is also 
proposed, including: 

 
• A bridge between Robbins Island and mainland Tasmania, across Robbins Passage for 

construction and operational vehicles; 
• A wharf for delivery of WTG components and other construction materials on the northeast 

coast of Robbins Island; 
• Electrical infrastructure, including up to three substations, a network of underground cables 

connecting the wind turbines to the substations as well as 220 kV underground cables to 
transmit electricity from the project site; 

• New and upgraded on site road infrastructure; 
• Construction facilities, including water storage dams, laydown areas and concrete batching 

plants; 
• Four quarries; and 
• Operational facilities, including a maintenance and service compound, washdown facility and 

quarry. 
 
The proposal is large, multifarious, and complex, set within an environment of notable natural 
values, including habitat and the migratory pathway for the orange-bellied parrot (OBP). The 
Board has concluded through extensive environmental assessment that, without mitigation, there 
is potential for a significant impact to the wild population of the OBP. 

 
The Board has required a mitigation strategy to protect OBP habitat across Robbins Island and 
enforce the shutdown of wind turbines for the majority of the species’ migration period, north and 
south. It is considered this will significantly reduce the residual risk to the wild population, and in 
combination with the proposed radio-tracking program, is in keeping with the long-term objective 
of the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot (2016). 

 
The Board has determined to approve the proposal, concluding that the broader benefits of 
granting approval for this proposal outweigh the low level residual risk to the OBP. These benefits 
include making a significant contribution to the economy of Tasmania, as well as making a major 
contribution to the renewable energy available to both Tasmania and mainland Australia, thereby 
reducing dependence on fossil fuels. It is considered that this project forms a key plank of 
Tasmania’s 200% renewable energy target by 2040 and to the Commonwealth government goal of 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 43% below 2005 level by 2030 and net zero emissions by 
2050. 
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The Board has therefore taken the significance of the project into consideration when determining 
the proposal, and the potential environmental impacts that may result from construction and 
operation. 

 
Further details of the assessment process are presented in section 1 of this report. Section 2 
describes the statutory objectives and principles underpinning the assessment. Details of the 
proposal are provided in section 3. Section 4 reviews the need for the proposal and considers the 
proposal, site, and design alternatives. Section 5 summarises the public and agency consultation 
process and the key issues raised in that process. The detailed evaluation of key issues is in 
section 6, and other environmental issues are evaluated in sections 7 and section 8. The report 
conclusions are contained in section 9. 

 
Appendix 1 contains issues not assessed by the Board. 

 
Appendix 2 contains details of matters raised by referral agencies during the consultation process. 

 
Appendix 3 contains details of matters raised by NRE and DCCEEW following the public 
consultation process. 

 
Appendix 4 contains the environmental permit conditions for the proposal. 

 
Matters raised by the public during the consultation process are contained in the document 
entitled, Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park public submissions, found at ACEN Robbins Island Pty 
Ltd, Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park, Northwest Tasmania | EPA Tasmania. 

https://epa.tas.gov.au/business-industry/assessment/proposals-assessed-by-the-epa/acen-robbins-island-pty-ltd-robbins-island-renewable-energy-park-northwest-tasmania
https://epa.tas.gov.au/business-industry/assessment/proposals-assessed-by-the-epa/acen-robbins-island-pty-ltd-robbins-island-renewable-energy-park-northwest-tasmania
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1 Approval Process 

The Board of the Environment Protection Authority (the Board) received a Notice of Intent in 
relation to the proposal on 15 November 2017. 

 
An application for a permit under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (LUPA Act) in 
relation to the proposal was submitted to Circular Head Council on 18 May 2020. 

 
The proposal is defined as a ‘level 2 activity’ under clause 7(f), Schedule 2 of the Environmental 
Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 (EMPC Act), being a wind energy facility. 

 
Section 25(1) of the EMPC Act required Council to refer the application to the Board for 
assessment under the Act. The application was received by the Board on 3 June 2020. 

 
The Board required that information to support the proposal be provided in the form of a 
Development Proposal and Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) prepared in accordance 
with guidelines issued by the Board. Draft guidelines were released for public comment for 14 
days on 10 January 2018. The final guidelines were issued to the proponent on 30 January 2018. 
Several drafts of the DPEMP were submitted to the EPA for review against the guidelines before it 
was finalised and accepted on behalf of the Board on 16 December 2021. 

 
The final DPEMP was submitted to Council with the permit application. The DPEMP was released 
for public inspection for 42 days on 15 January 2022. Advertisements were placed in the Advocate, 
the Australian and on the EPA website. The DPEMP was also referred to relevant government 
agencies for comment. Three hundred and eighty three (383) representations were received. 

 
On 13 March 2022, the Board requested that the proponent submit additional information to 
address matters raised during the public consultation period. Satisfactory additional information 
was submitted by the proponent on 15 July 2022. 

 
The proposal has been determined by the Australian government to be a ‘controlled action’ under 
the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The 
matters protected by Part 3 of the EPBC Act are sections 18 and 18A (listed threatened species 
and communities) and sections 20 and 20A (listed migratory species). The proposal has been 
assessed under the bilateral agreement between the Commonwealth and Tasmania but will 
require separate environmental approval by the Commonwealth Minister for Climate Change, 
Energy, the Environment and Water (DCCEEW). 

 
Note, the proponent UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd, formally changed their company name to ACEN 
Robbins Island Pty Ltd in July 2022. UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd is still referenced in this report 
when referring to reports prepared under this name. 
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2 SD Objectives and EIA Principles 

The proposal must be considered by the Board in the context of the objectives of the Resource 
Management and Planning System of Tasmania (RMPS), and in the context of the objectives of the 
Environmental Management and Pollution Control System (EMPCS) (both sets of objectives are 
specified in Schedule 1 of the EMPC Act). The functions of the Board are to administer and 
enforce the provisions of the Act, and in particular to use its best endeavours to further the RMPS 
and EMPCS objectives. 

 
The Board must assess the proposal in accordance with the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Principles defined in section 74 of the EMPC Act. 
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3 The Proposal 

The proposal involves construction and operation of a wind farm of up to 122 wind turbines, with 
a total generating capacity up to 900 MW of electricity on Robbins Island, northwest Tasmania, 
approximately 20 km to the west of Smithton. Refer to Figure 1 for location of the site. 

The project area is defined in Figure 1 and includes the majority of Robbins Island, the wharf and 
bridge. On mainland Tasmania, the site forms a corridor centred on Robbins Island Road and a 
slightly widened section on the approach to Robbins Passage. 

Access to the wind farm will be via a proposed new bridge from Robbins Island Road. 
 
The following key site infrastructure is proposed (Figure 2): 

• The final number of wind turbine generators (WTG) will depend on generating capacity with a 
specification range from 5 MW (122 WTG) to 12 MW (74 WTG), and corresponding hub 
height from 105 m - 160 m and blade length from 75 m - 110 m. Maximum tip height will be 
270 m. 

• New and upgraded on-site road infrastructure, including three main arterial roads and spur 
roads. Arterial roads will be approximately 14 m wide, 33.8 km in length and 54 ha in area. 
Spur roads will be approximately 13 m wide, 59.4 km in length and 86 ha in area. Robbins 
Island Road upgrade will be approximately 5.5 m wide, 3.9 km long and cover an area around 5 
ha. 

• Up to three sub-stations in total with underground cabling from each WTG. 

• A maintenance and service building (MAS). 

• A 1.29 km pre-cast concrete and steel piled bridge over Robbins Passage, connecting with 
ramps at either approach, 6.2 ha total area. The bridge will consist of 86 individual 15 m long 
spans, supporting a single 4.4 m lane. A concrete ramp, 110 m in length will connect Robbins 
Island Road to the bridge, with a 102 m ramp connecting the bridge to Robbins Island. The 
bridge is designed for a 50 year lifespan. 

• A precast concrete and steel piled wharf structure, extending 510 m off Back Banks Beach on 
the east coast of Robbins Island. A 100 m concrete ramp will connect the wharf to the main 
arterial road. The wharf will enable delivery of oversize WTG equipment. The wharf is 
designed for a 50 year lifespan. 

The following infrastructure will be developed and used for construction: 

• Construction site office and warehouse. 

• Large laydown yard for incoming WTG components. 

• Mobile concrete batch plant, moved up to four times over the construction period. 

• Two refuelling facilities. One adjacent to the MAS and one adjacent to the laydown yard on the 
eastern side of the island. 

• Temporary accommodation (for up to 6 months while constructing the bridge), mess area, 
package sewage treatment plant. This will be constructed on the proposed footprint for the 
MAS. 

• Two wash-down facilities, approximately 0.5 ha in area each. One at the terminal end of the 
bridge on Robbins Island (to remain in operational phase) and one at the wharf. 
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• Robbins Island Road laydown yard, established on private land adjacent to Robbins Island Road, 
approximately 1,400 m3 in area. 

• Three 1 ML dams for construction water supply (i.e., turkey’s nests). 

• Four quarries, one siltstone quarry (total extraction of 210,000 m3), two quartzite quarries 
(total extraction of 1,410,000 m3) and one sand extraction site (total extraction of 105,000 
m3). 

The following off-site infrastructure will be used during construction: 

• Local road networks. 

• Port facilities at the Port of Bell Bay for importing large turbine parts such as nacelles1, blades 
and tower sections. 

• Existing telecommunications and electricity infrastructure, which will be connected to the 
facilities area on site during the pre-construction phase. 

 
The site is not proposed to be connected to mains water supply or sewerage. 

 
Wind turbine generator (WTG) technology is continuing to advance at a rapid rate, hence the 
selection of the WTG to be used for this project is not likely to be finalised during the assessment 
process. The proponent has therefore proposed a WTG range, which has formed the basis of the 
DPEMP and the assessment. The maximum WTG capacity will be 12 MW and the maximum tip 
height will be 270 m. This is described in section 2.3 of the DPEMP. 

 
The implementation of the project may occur over two stages, as detailed in section 2.3 of the 
DPEMP. Stage 1 will include construction of the bridge, wharf, roads, site establishment, upgrade 
to Robbins Island Road, construction of approximately 68 WTG and associated infrastructure, as 
well as operation of three quarries. Stage 2 will include road construction, construction of 
approximately 54 WTG and operation of the additional fourth quarry (Figure 4). Stage 2 is 
contingent upon external transmission infrastructure, such as the proposed Marinus Link, or an 
increase in electricity demand as would be required from the development of hydrogen 
production facilities. It is anticipated construction of Stage 1 would take approximately 44 months, 
with Stage 2 taking an additional 22 months. 

 
The transmission of electricity from the wind farm site (Robbins Island Road to the Tasmanian 
electricity network) is being assessed under a separate project. The proposed transmission 
infrastructure will run from Robbins Island Road to Jims Plain, then to Hampshire. Development 
of a transmission line route from Hampshire to Sheffield will be undertaken by TasNetworks as 
part of a larger transmission infrastructure project for northwest Tasmania. These projects will 
involve a separate approval process. 

 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1. A detailed description of the 
proposal is provided in section 2 of the DPEMP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 The nacelle sits on top of the tower and contains numerous mechanical and electrical systems. 
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Table 1 – Summary of the main characteristics of the proposal 
 

Activity 

Construction and operation of a wind farm with up to 122 wind turbines generating up to 900 MW of electricity. 

Location and planning context 

Location The project is located on Robbins Island in north-west Tasmania, offshore from the 
Montagu area in the Circular Head region, Figure 1. 

Land zoning The wind farm site is zoned Rural, under the Circular Head Local Provisions Schedule. 

Land tenure The site is private freehold land. 

Existing site 

Land Use Robbins Island is approximately 9,900 ha in size with the project site occupying 8,245 ha. 
The wind farm site supports agricultural use, specifically cattle grazing on the eastern side of 
the island. The remainder of the site is composed of native vegetation communities 
dominated by coastal heath. 

Topography Robbins Island is characterised by generally low relief topography, with the exception of 
White Rock Ridge, a ridgeline running approximately north-south through the western side 
of the island. The site varies from 5 m - 70 m AHD. 

Geology and soils The geology on the western side of Robbins Island comprises Neoproterozoic quartzite 
and siltstones, mudstones, and quartz sandstones with localised Quaternary wind-blown 
sand deposits. The central part of the island also comprises Quaternary deposits. An area 
of the central part, known as ‘Remarkable Banks’, is characterised by several beach 
strandlines of Pleistocene age marine sands which form a marine plain with arcuate beach 
ridges. The eastern third of the Island consists of Tertiary basalt rock overlain by aeolian 
sands, with other Quaternary aged deposits towards the south. 

Hydrology The western side of the island has several major creek lines, with catchments to the west 
of White Rock Ridge, including Big Creek and Little Creek, as well as a number of minor 
drainage lines. Towards the coastal mouths of these creeks, water becomes estuarine with 
tidal influence reaching several hundred metres inland. 

 
Several creeks occur along the south-eastern coastal area, including Brooks Creek and Bens 
Creek. All creek lines along this coast are influenced by tides to a considerable distance 
inland owing to the flat topography of the landscape. 

 
Eel Creek, which discharges to Mosquito Inlet, is the only creek on the northern side of the 
island. 

 
The largest ephemeral waterbody on the island is the Remarkable Banks wetland. This is 
located to the east of White Rock Ridge and dries completely over summer. 

 
Several smaller wetlands/swamps occur within the forested areas to the south-east of 
Remarkable Banks, however these are generally located outside of the influence of the 
project site. 

 
All waterbodies on Robbins Island are ephemeral, with the exception of Teal Lagoon on the 
west of the island. 

Natural Values Fauna 

One terrestrial fauna species of conservation significance listed under the Environment 
Protection & Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and the Tasmanian Threatened 
Species Protection Act 1995 (TSP Act), the Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii), has been 
recorded on Robbins Island. 



6 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

 

 Two listed threatened avifauna species have been observed on site, the wedge-tailed eagle 
(Tasmanian) (Aquila audax fleayi) and white-bellied sea-eagle (Haliaeetus leucogaster), with 
nine eagle nests recorded on the island, and six identified within the project site. 

 
The orange-bellied parrot (Neophema chrysogaster) has also been previously recorded on 
the west coast of Robbins Island. 

 
EPBC Act listed avian species (migratory and resident shorebirds) observed in coastal areas 
adjacent to the project site include the lesser sand plover, bar-tailed godwit, eastern 
curlew, great knot, red knot, curlew sandpiper, hooded plover (eastern) and fairy tern. 
Most of these species are associated with the extensive sand and mud flat habitat along the 
west coast of the island. 

 
The following threatened aquatic fauna have the potential to occur within 500 m of the 
project site: 

• Green and gold frog (Litoria raniformis) (TSP Act and EPBC Act, vulnerable). 
• Striped marsh frog (Limnodynastes peroni) (TSP Act, endangered). 
• Eastern dwarf galaxias (Galaxiella pusilla) (TSP Act and EPBC Act, vulnerable). 
• Australian grayling (Prototroctes maraena) (TSP Act and EPBC Act, vulnerable). 

 
The green and gold frog has been identified within the site. 

 
Bat utilisation surveys identified relatively low levels of bat activity across the site, with the 
highest levels found at Teal Lagoon. Very little potential roosting habitat was found to be 
present on site. No bat species recorded on site are listed as threatened under the TSP Act 
or the EPBC Act. 

 
Flora 

Robbins Island is dominated by heathland and pasture, which transitions to a mosaic of 
vegetation communities towards coastal areas, including dry and wet eucalypt forest, non- 
eucalypt woodland, scrub, wetland, and saltmarsh. Small patches of woodland and scrub 
scattered within the extensive heathland mark the western edge of the Remarkable Banks. 

 
The vegetation communities along Robbins Island Road are a combination of wet forest, dry 
eucalypt forests, and cleared areas. 

 
Approximately half the project site is coastal heathland, with the remaining area comprising 
predominantly agricultural land with patches of eucalypt forest and woodland, scrub and 
sedge land communities. 

 
Twenty-two vegetation communities have been recorded across the site, six of which are 
listed as threatened under the EPBC Act or Nature Conservation Act 2002 (NC Act). Four 
native vegetation communities were recorded within the mainland component, two of 
which are listed as threatened under the EPBC Act or NC Act. 

 
Two threatened flora species were recorded within the project site. Both species are 
listed as threatened under the TSP Act. No flora species listed under the EPBC Act were 
recorded on the site. 

Local region 

Climate Temperature ranges from a daily mean minimum of 8.1°C in August to a daily mean 
maximum of 19.7°C in February. Mean monthly rainfall ranges from 35.9 mm in February 
to 128.5 mm in July with an annual mean of 899.9 mm. Wind direction is predominantly 
south westerly. 
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Surrounding land 
zoning, tenure 
and uses 

To the south of Robbins Island is Robbins Passage, which is used for recreational boating. A 
number of oyster farm lease areas occur within the Passage, all are located to the east of 
the proposed bridge (Figure 1), with the closest approximately 4.4 km away. 

 
The immediate area surrounding the island is zoned Environmental Management, Circular 
Head Local Provisions Schedule. 

 
The nearest land uses on mainland Tasmania include a camping ground at Montagu, zoned 
Open Space, and a quarry on Robbins Island Road, agriculture (grazing), forestry and 
residences, all zoned Agriculture. 

 
The nearest residence is approximately 2.8 km to the south of Robbins Island, across 
Robbins Passage. 

Species of 
conservation 
significance 

Eighteen threatened flora species listed under the TSP Act or the EPBC Act were identified 
as potentially occurring within the project site from database searches. Only two of these 
were recorded as being present, refer Appendix C of the DPEMP. 

Twelve non-avian threatened fauna species listed under the TSP Act or the EPBC Act were 
identified as potentially occurring within the project site from database searches. Only two 
of these were recorded as being present, refer Appendix C of the DPEMP. 

Seven avian threatened fauna species listed under the TSP Act or the EPBC Act were 
identified as potentially occurring within the project site from database searches, along with 
24 migratory species listed under the EPBC Act. Refer to Appendix G of the DPEMP. 

Proposed infrastructure 

Major equipment Operational equipment will include: 

• Wind turbine generators (WTG), between 74 to 122 depending on the capacity 
(includes tower, blades, nacelle, hub, transformer and foundations). Maximum tip height 
will be 270 m. 

• Power collection system on-site, consisting of underground cabling from each WTG to 
a substation. 

• Up to three sub-stations. 

• Underground 220 kV electrical cables from the substations to the bridge. 

• Multiple conduits through the bridge connecting the project to the mainland 
transmission infrastructure. 

Construction equipment will include: 

• Cranes, excavators, trenching equipment, bulldozers, graders, rollers, and tipper 
trucks. 

Other 
infrastructure 

Construction infrastructure (Figure 2) will include: 

• Construction site office and warehouse, 1 ha in area. 

• Laydown yard for incoming WTG components, 7 ha in area. 

• Satellite laydown yards, up to five, each with a footprint of up to 0.5 ha. 

• Robbins Island Road laydown yard, established on private land adjacent to Robbins 
Island Road, approximately 1,400 m3 in area. 

• Mobile concrete batch plant, moved up to four times over the construction period, 
with a 1 ha disturbance area at each location. 

• Two refuelling facilities, 0.25 ha in area. One adjacent to the MAS and one adjacent to 
the laydown yard on the eastern side of the island. 

• Temporary accommodation (for up to 6 months while constructing the bridge), mess 
area, package sewage treatment plant. This will be constructed on the proposed 
footprint for the MAS. 
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 • Two wash-down facilities, approximately 0.5 ha each. One at the terminal end of the 
bridge on Robbins Island (to remain in operational phase) and one at the wharf. 

• Three 1 ML dams for construction water supply. 

• Four quarries. 

• Sewage during construction will be managed via a packaged sewage treatment plant 
(STP) temporarily located adjacent to the construction site office. Tertiary treatment 
of wastewater is assumed using UV disinfection. 

 
Operation infrastructure (Figure 3) will include: 

• Up to 122 hardstand areas, 0.5 ha in area. 

• Maintenance and services building (MAS), 1 ha in area. 

• New and upgraded on-site road infrastructure. 

• A 1.29 km pre-cast concrete and steel piled bridge over Robbins Passage. 

• A precast concrete and steel piled wharf structure. 

• Up to five meteorological masts, not exceeding 165 m in height. 

• On-going quarry. 

• Sewage system (enviro-cycle). 

Inputs 

Water Water during construction will be supplied from a series of groundwater abstraction bores 
around the project site. To create a steady supply of water for construction, three dams, 
will be developed near proposed groundwater bores and in close proximity to quarry 
locations (Figure 2). 

It is estimated that 67 ML of water will be required during the construction phase for 
concrete production, dust suppression and sewage treatment. 

Water requirements during operations are considered to be negligible, with extraction 
volumes estimated at less than 1 ML per year. 

Energy Diesel for running plant and machinery during construction. 

Electricity when connected. 

Other raw 
materials 

Steel and fibreglass associated with the wind turbine components. 
Lubrication oils. 

Wastes and emissions 

Liquid Stormwater runoff from construction areas during the construction phase. 

Runoff from hardstand areas and roads during the operational phase. 

Vehicle wash-down and disinfection bays will be used during both the construction and 
operational phases. Drainage will be collected in drainage sumps and treated with 
disinfectant prior to diffuse discharge to the environment. 

Wastewater from the concrete batch plants during construction. This water will be 
captured and re-used. There will be no on-site disposal of wastewater from concrete batch 
plants. 

Wastewater 

Treated wastewater from the sewage treatment plant is proposed to be irrigated to cleared 
agricultural land adjacent to the STP site. Discharge rates to the designated irrigation areas 
will be low, in the order of 3 mm per day. The irrigation areas will be selected to avoid 
surface water bodies, including major drainage lines, and other sensitive environmental 
receptors. 
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 ‘Porta-loo’ style toilets will be temporarily utilised throughout the Project Site as required. 
These will be maintained on a regular basis by a licenced contractor. 

 
During operation, sewage will be treated via a permanent ‘enviro-cycle’ type system, with 
treated water to be irrigated to agricultural fields adjacent to the MAS facility and biosolids 
to be collected regularly by a licenced contractor. 

Atmospheric Dust from internal and external traffic, materials handling and blow-off from stockpiles 
during construction, as well as quarrying activities. 

Dust from traffic movements during operation. 

Emissions from diesel powered plant and equipment. 

Solid Generated during construction: 

• Surplus construction materials, i.e., concrete, steel, conduit. 
• General packaging. 
• Hydrocarbon waste (rags, oil and grease). 
• Survey pegs. 
• Cable drums. 
• Wooden pallets. 
• Cable insulation. 
• Biosolids from sewage treatment. 
• General refuse. 

Waste volumes generated during operation will be significantly smaller than during 
construction. The main waste streams will be general waste and small volumes of 
hydrocarbons and wastes from workshop activities. 

Controlled wastes During construction, possibly contaminated soils from spill clean ups and small quantities of 
solvents and paints. 

Waste lubricating oils from wind turbine generators. 

Noise Noise will be generated from construction activities, including concrete production, 
quarrying, heavy plant and equipment, delivery of construction materials and construction 
of the bridge and wharf using piling. 

Noise will be generated on an ongoing basis by the wind turbines once operational. 

Greenhouse gases The majority of greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposal will result from the 
use of diesel to power plant and equipment during construction and maintenance of the 
wind farm. 

Construction, commissioning and operations 

Proposal 
timetable 

An indicative construction schedule for the major project components: 

Detailed design (civil) January 2023 to July 2023 

Detailed design (electrical) January 2023 to July 2023 

Procurement (key items) January 2023 to March 2025 

Site establishment and mobilisation January 2023 to March 2023 

Construction works (civil) 

Bridge March 2023 to August 2023 

Wharf May 2023 to February 2024 

Roads April 2023 to July 2024 

Hardstands and foundations (WTG) July 2023 to September 2024 

Construction works (electrical) October 2023 to October 2024 

Erection of WTG  January 2024 to March 2025 

Commissioning July 2024 to July 2025 
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 Completion and demobilisation July 2025 to October 2025 

Operating hours 
(ongoing) 

Construction hours: 

0600 to 1800 hours, 7 days per week, with hours reducing in winter due to reduced 
daylight. 

Occasional night work will be required for the concrete pours during construction of 
WTGs as well as erection of WTG. WTG need to be erected under low wind conditions. 

Operational hours: 

The wind farm will operate 24 hours a day, 7 days per week. 
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Figure 1: Proposed Location (Figure 2.1 of the DPEMP) 
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Figure 2: Construction Site Plan (Figure 2.5 of the DPEMP) 



13 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Operation Site Plan (Figure 2.2 of the DPEMP) 
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Figure 4 – Project Staging (Figure 2.4 of the DPEMP) 
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4 Need for the Proposal and Alternatives 

The following information was provided in section 3 of the DPEMP. 
 
4.1 The purpose of the Proposal 

Tasmanian Renewable Energy Ambitions 

According to the DPEMP, the Tasmanian Government continues to develop the renewable energy potential 
within the State by tapping into the opportunities related to decarbonising the National Electricity Market 
(NEM) and aiding the development of a renewable hydrogen production export industry. In 2020, the 
Tasmanian Government released the draft Tasmanian Renewable Energy Action Plan, the Tasmanian 
Renewable Energy Target (TRET) and the Renewable Hydrogen Action Plan. 

 
A key initiative for renewable energy development in the state is the goal of a 200 percent TRET by 2040. 
To meet this legislated target Tasmania would need to develop another 10,000 GWh of new renewable 
energy projects in the coming years. 

 
The Project will produce approximately 3,000 GWh and would play a key role in helping to achieve the 200 
percent target. 

 
Changes in the National Energy Market 

According to the DPEMP, much of the baseload power in mainland Australian states has been provided by 
large coal fired power stations over the last 50 years. Many of these assets have reached the end of their 
life, and over the next 70 years, forecasts indicate that the retirement of coal fired power stations will 
accelerate. This means that there will be a significant gap in generation capacity that needs to be replaced. 

 
The DPEMP states that the proposed project represents a significant opportunity to provide additional 
generation capacity to bridge this gap in generating capacity. In addition, the timing of Tasmanian wind farm 
electricity generation does not generally correlate with mainland wind farm generation and, as a 
consequence, presents an opportunity for Tasmanian wind farms to fill a vital gap in the NEM. 

 
Linkages to Battery of the Nation 

According to the DPEMP, the project also has potential for strong linkages to the Battery of the Nation 
(BotN) project being undertaken by Hydro Tasmania. BotN is a unique opportunity to use Tasmania’s 
existing hydro power infrastructure in a more interconnected national power system, to benefit both 
Tasmania and the national market. 

 
The DPEMP refers to recent reports which indicate that pumped hydro and wind generation in Tasmania 
are extremely cost competitive compared to fossil fuel power generation 
(https://www.hydro.com.au/cleanenergy/battery-of-the-nation). This opportunity is closely related to 
Tasmania’s high quality and diverse wind resources. 

 
The DPEMP states that from wind resource analysis, Robbins Island would provide a consistent level of 
generation, with diurnal wind patterns showing only a brief lowering of the average wind speed in the 
morning. As a result, this would generate significant output during off-peak times (e.g., at night), when 
demand is lower. 

 
This presents a significant opportunity to use this energy to pump water back into existing hydro dams and 
re-use the energy at peak load times in the network. This would also allow storage of more water within 
the existing hydro system for peak load times. 

 
The DPEMP states that the BotN concept would work best if a second Bass Strait interconnector were to 
be developed, as this would allow energy to be sold to the NEM. 

http://www.hydro.com.au/cleanenergy/battery-of-the-nation)
http://www.hydro.com.au/cleanenergy/battery-of-the-nation)
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Without a second interconnector, the proposed project still has a strong business case, although its 
generating capacity would be smaller due to constraints in Tasmania’s existing transmission network. 

 
4.2 Alternative Sites for the Proposed Wind Farm 

According to the DPEMP, no alternative locations for the wind farm were investigated as Robbins Island 
had been previously earmarked as a potential wind farm site by developers, who completed wind 
monitoring on the island between 2002 and 2009. The wind data collected during these periods 
demonstrated the presence of a world-class wind resource at the Project Site. Subsequently, ACEN 
reviewed work undertaken for these previous proposals and determined that would be feasible to develop 
a large scale wind farm at the site using currently available technology. 

 
The characteristics of the Robbins Island site are described in the DPEMP as follows: 
• An excellent quality wind resource, with the gently sloping land of the western side of the island, 

resulting in laminar flow across the land for the prevailing south-westerly winds. 
• Ownership by a single entity which negates the need for complex leasing arrangements with multiple 

entities. 
• The isolation of the island in the far north-west coast of Tasmania limiting the exposure of the site in 

relation to visual, noise and social impacts. 
• Robbins Island is not reserved land. 

 
4.3 Alternative Technology 

According to the DPEMP, the proponent has reviewed a range of potential WTG for the site and is 
considering using the best available WTG technology for the Project. 

 
The proponent also considered alternative renewable energy technologies, including solar photo-voltaic 
(PV) generation. Solar irradiance at the site was assessed and found to be too low to make solar PV 
economically viable for a large-scale development. Solar PV also requires greater vegetation clearance and 
the energy yield would be less than can be achieved by wind at this site. 
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5 Public and Agency Consultation 

A summary of the public representations and government agency/body submissions is contained in 
Appendix 1 of this report. 

 
The main issues raised in the three hundred and eighty three (383) public representations received 
included: 

 
• Impacts to avian fauna, in particular, to threatened eagles (wedge-tailed and white-bellied sea 

eagles), migratory and resident shorebirds and orange-bellied parrots; 

• Impacts to the Tasmanian devil; 

• Impacts on Robbins Passage from construction and operation of the bridge; 

• Impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage; 

• Impacts on visual amenity; and 

• Management of acid sulfate soils. 
 
The DPEMP was referred to a number of government bodies with an interest in the proposal. Submissions 
were received from the following: 

• Department of State Growth (Mineral Resources Tasmania, MRT); 

• TasPorts; 

• Marine and Safety Tasmania (MAST); and 

• Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA). 

 
The following areas of the EPA and Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania (NRE 
Tas) also provided advice on the DPEMP: 

 
• Regulatory Officer, EPA Tasmania; 

• Noise Specialist, EPA Tasmania; 

• Conservation Assessment Section, NRE Tas (formerly PCAB); 

• Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania; and 

• Heritage Tasmania. 

 
A Supplement to the DPEMP prepared by the proponent provides a response to relevant environmental 
issues raised during public consultation. 

 
The proponent also undertook a public consultation process, involving nearby landowners, the local 
community as well as community groups, and local and State government agencies and local business. Refer 
to section 5 of the DPEMP for further details. 

 
According to the DPEMP, feedback received to date from the stakeholder engagement process has been 
largely positive, particularly in relation to the opportunities the Project presents for the Circular Head 
region. 

 
The proponent will continue to consult with MRT, CASA, MAST, TasPorts and TasNetworks following 
development of the final detailed design. 
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6 Evaluation of Key Issues 

The key environmental issues relevant to the proposal that were identified for detailed evaluation 
in this report were: 

 
• Threatened fauna species; avian (section 6.1) and non-avian (section 6.2) 

• Threatened flora species and ecological communities (section 6.3) 

• Noise (section 6.4) 

• Freshwater aquatic fauna (section 6.5) 

• Marine and coastal (section 6.6) 

• Surface and groundwater (section 6.7) 

• Acid sulfate soils (section 6.8). 
 
Each of these issues are discussed in the following subsections. 

6.1 Threatened avian fauna species 

This section describes threatened avian fauna species, including raptors, migratory and resident 
shorebird species, listed under relevant Commonwealth and state legislation. 

6.1.1 Description 

The project site has been subject to numerous avian surveys since 2002. Bird utilisation surveys 
were conducted in 2002-2003, 2009 and 2017 by Nature Advisory with emphasis on raptors and 
shorebirds. These surveys collected information on diversity, abundance, patterns of utilisation 
and changes to activity (DPEMP Appendix G). 

Specific surveys were conducted for avian fauna, with a summary of methodology as follows (refer 
to detailed methodology in referenced appendices): 

• Resident shorebirds, including hooded plover (Thinornis rubricollis), red-capped plover 
(Charadrius ruficapillus), Australian pied oystercatcher (Haematopus longirostris); sooty 
oystercatcher (H. fuliginosus); fairy tern (Sternula nereis nereis); and little tern (S. albifronns) have 
been investigated through multiple surveys: 

o Ground-based surveys conducted in 2018 by Dr Eric J Woehler, BirdLife Tasmania, along 
the foreshores of the east, north and west coasts of Robbins Island (DPEMP Appendix J); 

o The 2018 survey report (Appendix J) includes historical survey data from breeding season 
surveys coordinated by BirdLife Tasmania of resident shorebirds between 1982-1996. Data 
from BirdLife Tasmania 2012-2018 summer shorebird (wader) counts for Robbins Passage 
– Boullanger Bay (unpublished reports) are also included. 

• Migratory shorebirds have been investigated through multiple surveys as detailed below: 

o Shorebird observations in 2002-2003 by Nature Advisory on the north-western coast of 
Robbins Island, including high tide roost sites at Bird Point and Knot Point, where high 
numbers of shorebirds congregate (DPEMP Appendix G); 

o Shorebird observations in 2009 by Nature Advisory (DPEMP Appendix G); 
o Shorebird observations on Robbins and Perkins Island in July and December 2017 by 

Nature Advisory (DPEMP Appendix G); 
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o A radio-telemetry survey of bird flight behaviour in 2010 by Nature Advisory (with the 
Arthur Rylah Institute) detailing local movements of red-necked stints and ruddy 
turnstones in the Robbins Passage area (DPEMP Appendix I); 

o Ground-based surveys conducted in 2018 by Dr Eric J Woehler, BirdLife Tasmania, along 
the foreshores of the east, north and west coasts of Robbins Island (DPEMP Appendix J); 
and 

o The 2018 survey report (Appendix J), which also includes historical survey data from 
migratory shorebird counts by BirdLife Tasmania volunteers (unpublished), conducted 
biannually since 1996. 

• Orange Bellied Parrots have been investigated through: 

o Targeted surveys undertaken in 2003-2004 (four separate surveys between March and June 
2003, one in October 2003 and one in April 2004) by Nature Advisory (DPEMP Appendix 
G); and 

o Targeted surveys undertaken in 2009 (five separate surveys between March and May) by 
Nature Advisory (DPEMP Appendix G); 

o Searches during surveys were undertaken along the west and south coasts of Robbins 
Island, Walker Island, Mosquito Inlet, Kangaroo Island, Wallaby Island, Montagu Island and 
nearby mainland Tasmanian coasts. 

• Wedge-tailed eagle and white-bellied sea eagle have been investigated through: 

o Targeted eagle surveys in 2008-09 by Nature Advisory (DPEMP Appendix G); 

o Eagle nest survey in June 2018 by GHD (conducted in accordance with the Forest Practices 
Authority’s Fauna Technical Note No. 1 - Eagle nest searching, activity checking and nest 
management) (DPEMP Appendix H); 

o Eagle utilisation surveys 2018 and 2019 by Nature Advisory, providing data on the presence 
and movements of eagles (DPEMP Appendix G); 

o Eagle flight density mapping 2020 by Symbolix Pty Ltd who were engaged to undertake 
analysis of eagle flight path data (collected by Nature Advisory) (DPEMP Appendix K); and 

o Eagle nest camera deployment 2020 by Indicium Dynamics (DPEMP Appendix L, initial 
results presented in DPEMP section 6.3). 

• Tasmanian masked owls have been investigated through desktop assessment, habitat tree 
surveys and bioacoustics monitoring undertaken in 2018 (DPEMP Appendix C2). 

 
According to the DPEMP, only two threatened avian fauna species listed under the TSP Act and 
the EPBC Act (the wedge-tailed eagle and white-bellied sea eagle) were observed overflying the 
project site during on-site surveys. Refer to Appendix G of the DPEMP for details of bird 
utilisation surveys. A summary of the survey findings of avifauna studies is provided in section 6.3 
of the DPEMP. 

A number of other listed threatened species have been observed in coastal areas adjacent to the 
project site, including the lesser sand plover, hooded plover, bar-tailed godwit, eastern curlew, 
great knot, red knot, curlew sandpiper and fairy tern. According to the DPEMP, most of these 

 
 

2 North Barker Ecosystem Services, 2021, UPC Renewables Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park, Natural Values 
Assessment, 28 June 2021 
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species are associated with the extensive sand and mud flat habitat along the west coast of the 
island, outside the project area. 

The orange-bellied parrot has also been previously observed along the western coast of Robbins 
Island, again outside the project area. 

The marine and migratory species, Latham’s snipe has been recorded on Robbins Island. 

Wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax fleayi) 

Wedge-tailed eagle nests 

As of March 2021, there were three known WTE nests on Robbins Island, RI9 (located on the 
western side of the island) and RI3 (located to the east) both within the project site, and RI10, 
located 2.6 km east of the project site (Figure 5). All known WTE nests on the island were active 
during the 2020 breeding season, although all eggs and one hatchling were predated. The condition 
of nests RI9 and RI3 have been rated as good and excellent (June 2018, Appendix H). 

Nest cameras were installed at some locations in June 2020. As of June 2022, cameras were still 
functioning at nests RI3 and RI9. According to the proponent, the tree condition at nest RI3 
appeared to be deteriorating. A pair of eagles were observed at both nests during the 2021 
breeding season, but no eggs were laid. 

No WTE nests were recorded on mainland Tasmania in proximity to Robbins Island Road. Refer 
to Appendix H of the DPEMP for the nest survey report. 

Wedge-tailed eagle numbers on site 

Eight eagle utilisation surveys were undertaken at the site, over five day periods in summer 
(February), autumn (May), winter (July/August) and spring (October/November) in 2018 and 2019. 
136 separate WTE observations were recorded. Refer to Bird Surveys in Appendix G for details. 

According to the DPEMP, observations indicate that at any one time there are two eagle family 
groups utilising the project site, though more eagles, particularly immature birds and unattached 
adults may visit occasionally. A third breeding pair (identified through nest camera installation) has 
been identified outside the project site to the east (Figure 5). 

The highest number of WTE observations occurred during the 2018 surveys, in autumn and 
winter, whereas the highest number of WTE observations occurred in the summer 2019. 
According to the DPEMP, there generally appears to be no distinct seasonal variation in WTE 
observations. Marginally lower numbers of observations of eagles were observed in 2019. 

WTE were recorded across a range of flight heights from ground level (0 m) to above 100 m. 
Over 30% of the flights were above 100 m in 2018 with over 20% observed above 100 m in 2019. 

Wedge-tailed eagle utilisation across the site 

Eagle flights were recorded at most of the 2018 and 2019 survey observation points across the 
project site. According to the DPEMP, flight records within the project site were more frequent 
in the southern part of White Rock Ridge (within the vicinity of nest RI9) and around Little Bluff 
on the east coast of the island (within the vicinity of nest RI3) (Figure 5). Flight density mapping, 
based on eagle utilisation survey data, appear to show higher densities in the vicinity of the nests 
(RI3, RI9 and RI10) (Figure 5). 
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White-bellied sea eagle (Haliaeetus leucogaster) 

White-bellied sea eagle nests 

Seven white-bellied sea eagles (WBSE) nests have been recorded on Robbins Island (as of March 
2021) (Figure 5), all located within 1 km of the coast. Four nests are located within the project 
site, on the northern tip (RI2), on the western side (RI7 and RI8) and on the southern side (RI6) of 
the island. Additional WBSE nests are located to the east of the project site (RI4 and RI5) as well 
as on the mainland to the west of Robbins Island Road (RR1, RR2, RR3 and RR4) (Figure 5). 

According to the DPEMP, a large area of the project site was impacted by fire from a management 
burn conducted by the landowner in March 2020. As a result of this fire, two eagle nests (RI7 and 
RI8) were substantially damaged, with both nests considered not likely to be viable in the future. 

A summary of WBSE nests, their condition and utilisation is provided in Table 2. 

Table 2 – White-bellied sea eagle nest condition and activity 
 

Nest 
number 

Condition Nest camera Activity / utilisation / comment 

RI1 Substantially 
damaged 

No Identified during the 2018 survey and initially thought 
to be WBSE. Partially collapsed nest identified during 
2020 nest camera installation. 

RI2 Excellent Yes, installed June 
2020. 
Stopped 
functioning 
November 2021. 

Identified during the 2018 survey. October 2020 
observations indicated one egg laid and incubating. 
No presence of eagles at the nest during the 2021 
breeding season, with the nest observed to be in 
reasonable condition until the camera stopped 
functioning. 

RI4 Reasonable 
condition 

Yes, installed June 
2020. 

Identified during the 2018 survey. October 2020 
observations indicated one egg laid and incubating. 
An egg was laid in mid October 2021 but disappeared 
in early December 2021. 

RI5 Substantially 
damaged 

No Recorded in the NVA, #2209. Re-surveyed in 2018 
survey as large nest 70 m from the coast. Substantial 
damage to tree identified during 2020 camera 
installation, with large overhead branches having fallen. 

RI6 Damaged No Identified during the 2018 survey. Signs of use 
observed in 2019. In 2020 it was observed that the 
nest had been damaged through the collapse of the 
tree. 

RI7 Substantially 
damaged 

No Identified during the 2018 survey. Nest substantially 
damaged during a fire in autumn 2020. 

RI8 Substantially 
damaged 

No Recorded on the NVA, #590, verified during 2018 
survey. Damaged during fire in 2020. 

RR1 Highly 
degraded 

No Identified during the 2018 survey, with no signs of 
recent use. The nest appeared to be very old. 
Re-surveyed, by air, March 2020, nest observed to be 
highly degraded. 

RR2 Very old No Identified during the 2018 survey, old nest with no 
signs of recent use, located in dead eucalypt. Unable 
to be re-located during March 2020 survey. 

RR3 Good No Identified during the 2018 survey. Resurveyed in 
March 2020. 

RR4 Good No Identified during the March 2020 aerial survey. 
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Figure 5 – Eagle nest locations and WTE movements on Robbins Island (Figure 6.12 of DPEMP) 
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Figure 6 – WBSE utilisation across Robbins Island (Figure 6.14 of DPEMP) 
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White-bellied sea eagle numbers on site 

During the 2018 and 2019 utilisation surveys, a total of 155 WBSE observations were recorded, 
including 42 incidental records3. Observed WBSE movements over the project site were lowest 
during the summer survey periods and highest during the autumn survey periods, although only 
marginally. 

White-bellied sea eagle utilisation across the site 

Utilisation surveys undertaken in 2018 and 2019 indicate WBSE are more common than WTE 
across the island. They were most commonly recorded along coastal sections, including within the 
project site (Figure 6). The highest concentrations of flights were recorded in the area of Big Bluff 
and Guyton Point on the eastern side of the island, mostly outside of the project site. Flights were 
also recorded on the northern end of White Rock Ridge and around Little Bluff to the east as well 
as dispersed flights around Remarkable Banks. WBSE flight paths across the site are shown in 
Figure 6. 

The flight heights recorded during the 2018 and 2019 surveys indicate that most flights were 
undertaken at rotor height, with a range from ground level (0 m) to over 100 m recorded. 

Potential impacts to eagles 

According to the DPEMP, the main potential impact to WTE and WBSE during construction is the 
loss of nesting habitat through land clearing and disturbance to nesting birds from construction 
activities. 

The DPEMP considers earthworks for construction of roads and WTG, as well as quarrying to be 
the highest risk activities in relation to eagle breeding disturbance. The WTE nest with the 
greatest risk of disturbance is RI9. This nest will have roads and WTG constructed just over 1 km 
from its northern, western and southern sides, as well as the operation of the siltstone quarry 
(SS1) 1069 m to the south-west (Figure 5). 

According to the DPEMP WTE nest RI3 also has the potential to be disturbed during construction 
activities, located on the eastern edge of the project site, 1 km to the closest turbines. 

There is also potential for eagle collisions with vehicles and/or infrastructure during construction. 

WBSE nests RI7, RI8 and RI6 are the closest to proposed infrastructure on Robbins Island, with 
WTG and roads just over 1 km. It is noted at the time of writing that all of these nests had been 
substantially damaged. 

There are two active WBSE nests (RR3 and RR4) on the mainland within 500 m of the proposed 
bridge and Robbins Island Road upgrade works (Figure 6). RR3 is 280 m and RR4 is 490 m from 
Robbins Island Road. According to the DPEMP, there is potential for disturbance to these nests 
during construction of the mainland ramp infrastructure and laydown area. There is also potential 
for ongoing disturbance from increased traffic volumes once the bridge is constructed, with a total 
of 84 heavy vehicles and 104 light vehicle movements per day, at the peak of construction. During 
operations, traffic movements will decrease to an estimated 30 light vehicle movements per day. 
The WBSE nests are in close proximity to the northern end of the existing Robbins Island Road, 
however existing traffic volumes would be considerably lower. Note, nests RR1 and RR2 are also 

 
 
 
 

3 Incidental observations are any eagle observations recorded between survey points. 
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located within 500 m of proposed mainland works, however RRI has been determined to be highly 
degraded and RR2 could not be located in the most recent survey (2020). 

During the operational phase of a wind farm, potential impacts relate to collision with 
infrastructure (WTG and meteorological masts) and vehicles, and disturbance to breeding. As 
transmission lines within the project site will be underground, there will be no risk of 
electrocution or collision with above ground lines. 

Refer to Table 6-14 of the DPEMP for an assessment of project related operation impacts on the 
WTE in accordance with the Significant Impact Guidelines (DotEE 2013). According to the DPEMP 
(Table 6-14), the assessment concludes that the project could result in a significant impact on the 
WTE, based on: 

• A long-term decrease in the size of the overall population due to the risk of eagle collision 
with WTG, as the project site includes the territories of two WTE breeding pairs; and 

• The project may reduce the breeding success of the two breeding pairs which occupy the site. 
The effect on the Tasmanian population is expected to be small but potentially significant, given 
the potential to impact the breeding pairs over the long term. 

Other threatened Avian fauna species 

The Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae castanops), orange-bellied parrot (Neophema 
chrysogaster), swift parrot (Lathamus discolour) and Tasmanian azure kingfisher (Ceyz azureus subsp. 
diemensis) listed under the TSPA and the EPBC Act, all have the potential to occur on site. These 
are discussed below in addition to migratory and resident shorebirds. Refer to Figure 7 for 
threatened avian fauna sightings and habitat. 

Tasmanian masked owl (Tyto novaehollandiae subsp. Castanops) 

The Tasmanian masked owl is listed as endangered under the TSP Act and vulnerable under the 
EPBC Act. 

The Tasmanian masked owl was not detected within the project site and there are no historical 
records of occurrence of the owl on the Island. 

Potential nesting habitat was nevertheless identified within the project site on Robbins Island, 
covering approximately 10.65 ha of Eucalyptus nitida dry forest and woodland (DNI), in the 
southern area of the site, near Brooks Creek (Figure 7). According to the DPEMP, the habitat was 
assessed as mature, but the trees lacked hollows suitable for the species. Examination of the trees 
also revealed no evidence of occupation (e.g., white wash, regurgitated pellets and prey remains) 
and no masked owls were detected by song meter survey. According to the DPEMP, this species is 
considered to have very low potential to occur on Robbins Island. All potential nesting habitat is 
also within the proposed WTG exclusion zone4. There is an existing road crossing the exclusion 
zone in the vicinity of this area. The road will be upgraded, however, the corridor will not be 
widened and no trees will be cleared. 

On the mainland side of Robbins Passage, near the proposed bridge, surveys identified an area of 
dry Eucalyptus obliqua forest, approximately 11 ha, with several tree hollows viable for masked owl 
occupation. This area is outside the project site to the west of the proposed bridge ramp. No 
evidence of occupation was observed in this area. The closest hollow bearing tree to the project 
site boundary is 100 m (Figure 7). 

 
 

4 WTG exclusion zone - area designed to protect environmental constraints, i.e., threatened flora and fauna habitats, 
threatened vegetation communities and Aboriginal heritage. 
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Potential impacts to masked owls 

According to the DPEMP, the masked owl is not expected to occur within the project site. 
Nevertheless, the primary potential impact to the masked owl during construction would be 
clearance of large old trees with hollows of sufficient size and potential disturbance to nesting 
should construction be undertaken in close proximity. Given that all existing eucalypt forest has 
been excluded from the WTG development zone5 (Figure 7), the risk of any impact on this species 
during construction is considered negligible. 

The DPEMP states that there will be no disturbance to suitable hollow bearing trees identified in 
the vicinity of Robbins Island Road, with trees 100 m from the project site. 

During operations, should the masked owl be present on the site, there is the potential for 
collision with WTG and site infrastructure. 

The DPEMP provided no further discussion on the potential collision risk of masked owls with 
WTG or other infrastructure. This is discussed in the evaluation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 WTG development zone - area defined within the project site that will include all WTG and on-site infrastructure. 
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Figure 7 - Avian Fauna – Habitat and Sightings 
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Orange-bellied parrot (Neophema chrysogaster) 

The orange-bellied parrot (OBP) is listed as endangered under the TSP Act and critically 
endangered under the EPBC Act. 

Robbins Island is within the migratory pathway of this species as it travels between mainland 
Australia and southwest Tasmania. OBP northern migration from southwest Tasmania to 
Marrawah is most likely confined to the coast, with sightings of OBP north of Marrawah showing 
that the species spreads across a broad area from Woolnorth to Stanley. The majority of 
observations of OBP6 in the northwest are to the west of Robbins Island, however there are 
observations to the east (with two records near Smithton and two records on the Nut in Stanley). 
Sea Elephant River (King Island) is a critical habitat for the species, with as many as 20 individuals 
feeding on saltmarsh during March–May7. 

The southern migration is far more rapid. Observations suggest that the species does not feed 
during passage, with a transit time from Victoria to Melaleuca of less than 2 days in some cases. 
The flight corridor is not known but assumed to be the most direct route (i.e., across King Island 
direct to the west coast). 

According to the DPEMP, historically (pre-1980) OBP utilised coastal areas including Robbins 
Island and Montagu, refer Appendix G. OBP were observed in surveys undertaken in 2003 and 
2004 on Robbins Island, with one observation from the west coast of Robbins Island (in the Little 
Creek area) and three observations recorded on Wallaby Islands near the southwest coast of 
Robbins Island, all in coastal saltmarsh habitat (Figure 7). The species was not recorded during the 
targeted spring 2003 or autumn 2009 surveys. 

No targeted OBP surveys have been undertaken since 2009, reflecting the lower OBP population 
size and the likely reduced probability of detection. 

According to the DPEMP, the total numbers of this species have declined in recent years with an 
estimated 70 breeding adults remaining in the wild8. Following release of 117 captive-bred OBP in 
2020 and 2021, as part of the conservation program for the species, there is potential for an 
increased occurrence of OBP on Robbins Island in the future, with planned releases from 2021-22, 
and if the wild population continues to increase. 

According to the DPEMP, the coastal vegetation communities are generally considered preferred 
habitat, including succulent saline herbland (ASS) (0.8 ha) located near the southwest coast of the 
island and saline sedgeland/rushland (ARS) (231 ha) which occurs in numerous locations on the 
coastline of Robbins Island (Figure 8). All the areas of ASS and ARS on Robbins Island are within 
the proposed 500 m coastal buffer (WTG exclusion zone). 

According to the DPEMP, preferred roosting habitat for the OBP in its non-breeding range is 
within swamp paperbark (Melaleuca ericifolia) scrub (NME). There are small stands of this scrub 
within the coastal zone on Robbins Island (Figure 8). 

OBP are also known to forage in pastures on weed species, including wireweed, (Polygonum 
aviculare), cape weed (Arctotheca calendula), fat hen (Chenopodium spp.) and plantain (Plantago spp.). 
According to the DPEMP, fieldwork in 2017-2019 indicated limited occurrence of these species 
within pasture areas of Robbins Island within the project site. 

 
 
 
 

6 As identified in the Natural Values Atlas, NRE Tasmania. 
7 About Orange-bellied Parrots | Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania (nre.tas.gov.au) 
8 As of December 2021, Orange-bellied Parrot Tasmanian Program, NRE Tasmania 

https://nre.tas.gov.au/conservation/threatened-species-and-communities/lists-of-threatened-species/threatened-species-vertebrates/orange-bellied-parrot/about-orange-bellied-parrots#Migration
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Potential impacts to orange-bellied parrots 

According to the DPEMP, construction could directly or indirectly impact habitat areas (ARS and 
ASS) by reducing habitat quality. No clearance of saltmarsh habitat (ARS and ASS) on Robbins 
Island or the mainland is proposed as part of the project, nor is there any clearing of swamp 
paperbark (NME) (roosting habitat) proposed, however, according to the DPEMP, these areas 
could be indirectly impacted through changes to surface water, and impact from construction 
vehicles. 

There is a small area (400 m2) of NME located directly adjacent to the Robbins Island Road, which 
will be cleared due to road widening. 

Pasture areas are located within the WTG development zone and there is potential for a 
reduction in foraging habitat on weed species within these areas. 

The potential impact to OBP from operation of the wind farm is from collision risk with wind 
turbines or other project infrastructure. OBP may pass through the wind farm, increase altitude 
and pass above the wind farm, or change direction and pass around the wind farm. Therefore, 
individuals may collide with turbines or behaviour may be modified by the presence of the wind 
farm, leading to avoidance of some habitat. 

According to the Supplementary Volume, the mortality of one individual due to potential collision 
risk with turbines and other project infrastructure, or indirect mortality due to changes in 
behaviour, could represent a long-term decrease in the size of the overall population given the 
relatively small size of the OBP population. 

Swift parrot (Lathamus discolor) 

The swift parrot is listed as endangered under the TSP Act and critically endangered under EPBC 
Act. 

There are no records of the swift parrot on Robbins Island, and none were identified during 
surveys undertaken in 2018, or previously in 2009-2010 and 2002-2003. There are two records of 
swift parrots 4 km south of the site on mainland Tasmania. One at Stony Point and another along 
Robbins Island Road. The site potentially forms part of the migratory route, so it is possible this 
species could occur on Robbins Island during migration. 

According to the DPEMP, a relatively small area of foraging habitat for this species occurs within 
the project site, approximately 46.9 ha of eucalyptus viminalis – eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and 
woodland, on the north-east coast on Back Banks Beach, near the proposed wharf access (Figure 
7). 

Potential impacts 

Potential impacts could occur during construction through loss of a small area of eucalyptus 
viminalis – eucalyptus globulus (1.4 ha or 3.2% of the community on Robbins Island) foraging habitat, 
which will be cleared for construction of the wharf. 

According to the DPEMP, during operation, the potential exists for collision with WTG and other 
project infrastructure, if swift parrots overfly the site. 
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Figure 8 - OBP Habitat and Buffer 
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Tasmanian azure kingfisher (Ceyz azureus subsp. dimensis) 

The Tasmanian azure kingfisher is listed as endangered under both the TSP Act and EPBC Act. 

There are no previous records of this species on Robbins Island. There are five observation 
records known from areas on mainland Tasmania, within 5 km of the survey area (NBES, 
Appendix C). 

According to the DPEMP, no suitable breeding locations have been observed on the island, and 
there are no major river systems, although some minor tributaries could provide limited foraging 
habitat for birds resident on mainland Tasmania. However, given the lack of suitable habitat within 
5 km on the mainland and the low number of records within that distance, it seems very unlikely 
(NBES 2020). 

The project site on mainland Tasmania contains no waterways with suitable foraging or nesting 
habitat. 

Potential impacts 

According to the DPEMP, given the limited habitat for the Tasmanian azure kingfisher on Robbins 
Island, as well as within the vicinity of the project area on mainland Tasmania, it is highly unlikely 
that this species would occur within the project site. 

Appendix G of the DPEMP states that this species does not fly at turbine height and is therefore 
unlikely to be impacted through collision with turbines if present. 

Grey goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae) 

The grey goshawk is listed as endangered under the TSP Act. According to the DPEMP, no 
evidence of nests of this species were detected on Robbins Island. Surveys, however, identified a 
likely nest at the southern end of Robbins Island Road on the mainland, located on the edge of the 
road (Figure 7). The nest was unoccupied at the time of the survey and there were no obvious 
signs of use (Appendix C of the DPEMP). 

The grey goshawk was not recorded on site during any bird utilisation surveys between 2002 and 
2019. 

According to the DPEMP, Robbins Island could be considered viable foraging habitat, as the 
species has a broad foraging niche. 

Potential impacts 

According to the DPEMP, given the lack of observations of this species within the Robbins Island 
project site, and the exclusion of all forested areas from development, the potential for impact 
from construction is considered low. The grey goshawk nest at the southern end of Robbins Island 
Road, however, is likely to be impacted by the road upgrade works. 

According to the DPEMP there is a risk of collision with WTG and project infrastructure during 
operation of the wind farm. 

Migratory shorebirds 

The Robbins Passage and Boullanger Bay area is an extensive area (approximately 100 km2) of tidal 
channels and intertidal mud and sand flats. It is recognised as a significant shorebird foraging area, 
both nationally and internationally, notably as an internationally important site for the East Asian- 
Australasian Flyway (EAAF). 
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Species and numbers 

According to the DPEMP, twenty four species of migratory shorebirds have been recorded or 
have the potential to occur, in the vicinity of the project site within the Robbins Passage and 
Boullanger Bay area. Seventeen migratory shorebird species (Table 3) have been regularly 
recorded during annual summer and/or winter bird counts conducted by BirdLife Tasmania over 
the past 10 years. The most commonly found species in the Robbins Passage-Boullanger Bay area 
are the red-necked stint, ruddy turnstone and red knot. Refer to Table 6-11 of the DPEMP for 
the average summer migratory shorebird counts by BirdLife Tasmania between 2011 and 2020. 

 
Table 3 – Migratory shorebirds listed under the EPBC Act 

 

Species Listed under EPBC Act9 

Eastern curlew (Numenius Madagascariensis)10 critically endangered 

Curlew sandpiper (Calidris ferruginea) critically endangered 

Great knot (Calidris tenuirostris) critically endangered 

Red knot (Calidris canutus) endangered 

Lesser sand plover (Charadrius mongolus) endangered 

Bar-tailed godwit (Limosa lapponica) vulnerable 

Greater sand plover (Charadrius leschenaultia) vulnerable 

Red-necked stint (Calidris ruficollis) migratory 

Ruddy turnstone (Arenaria interpres) migratory 

Sanderling (Calidris alba) migratory 

Double-banded plover (Charadrius bicinctus) migratory 

Common greenshank (Tringa nebularia) migratory 

Grey plover (Pluvialis squatarola) migratory 

Pacific golden plover (Pluvialis fulva) migratory 

Sharp-tailed sandpiper (Calidris acuminata) migratory 

Whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus) migratory 

Grey-tailed tattler (Tringa brevipes) migratory 

Ruff (Philomachus pugnax) migratory 

Little curlew (Numenius minutus) migratory 

Common sandpiper (Actitis hypoleucos) migratory 

Black-tailed godwit (Limosa lapponica bauera) migratory 

Terek sandpiper (Tringa cinereus) migratory 

Pectoral sandpiper (Calidris melanotos) migratory 

Latham’s snipe (Gallinago hardwickii) marine and migratory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9 All shorebirds in Table 2 are listed as migratory under the EPBC Act 1999. 
10 The Eastern curlew is also listed as endangered under the TSP Act. 
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Habitat and movements 

Migratory shorebirds forage and roost in high concentrations at Bird Point and Knot Point on the 
north-west coast of Robbins Island, with other nearby foraging and roosting sites including Five 
Islets and Wallaby Islands, on the west and south-west coast of the island (Figure 9). Roosting sites 
also include Shipwreck Point on the northern tip of Perkins Island (approximately 3.5 km south of 
the eastern tip of Robbins Island) and around Kangaroo Island, approximately 2.5 km to the west 
of the island (Figure 9). 

Migratory shorebirds can change foraging grounds in response to prey variations and can switch 
roosting sites in order to roost closer to feeding sites, according to the DPEMP. Their local 
movement patterns can also change, and different roosting sites may be used in different years. 

According to the DPEMP, there were no observations of migratory birds flying over White Rock 
Ridge or further inland during any avifauna surveys. Flights of migratory shorebirds were observed 
flying low over the sea or tidal flats, i.e., less than 10 m in elevation, between foraging and roosting 
habitats. On occasions, if flushed, birds were observed flying higher, up to 30 m. 

According to the DPEMP, the results from a radio tracking study on migratory shorebird 
movements from 2010-11 found red neck stints moved almost exclusively via the coast and rarely 
over land, with no movements of radio-tagged red necked stints between western Robbins Island 
and Perkins Island (including Shipwreck Point) during the 2011 study (Appendix I of the DPEMP). 
The radio-tagged birds remained on the west coast of Robbins Island during the study, moving 
between low-tide foraging areas on the tidal flats to the west of Robbins Island, to high tide roosts 
on the west coast of Robbins Island (Five Islets, Knot Point or Bird Point) and Kangaroo Island. 

According to the DPEMP, there was one movement of Ruddy turnstone from Perkins Island to 
Robbins Island in the early stages of this study. It was not possible to detect the flight path used 
when this movement occurred, but the flights were not detected by any of the receiver stations 
set up on White Rock Ridge. 

The study also showed movement between Knot Point and Bird Point and Mosquito Inlet over 
land, which only occurred overnight. The flight path taken could not be established conclusively, 
with two possible routes identified, either through Walkers Crossing or directly over the 
northern section of White Rock Ridge. 

Threatened migratory shorebirds 

Seven migratory shorebirds listed as threatened under the EPBC Act (Table 3), which meet the 
definitions of nationally or internationally important populations, and which have been recorded 
(BirdLife Tasmania’s annual surveys), include the following. 

The Eastern curlew, counted most frequently at Kangaroo Island (an average of 44 records over 
six years) and counted twice at Wallaby Island (an average of 15 records over two years). 

The Curlew sandpiper, counted most frequently at Shipwreck Point (an average of 58 records 
over nine years), Bird Point and Knot Point (an average of 105 records over six years), Five Islets 
(an average of 59 records over three years) and Kangaroo Island (an average of 14 records over 
five years). 

The Great knot, counted in small numbers at Knot Point and Bird Point (an average of 13 
records over four years), Shipwreck Point (an average of four records over four years), Kangaroo 
Island (two records over two years) and Five Islets (five observations in one year). 

The Red knot, counted at Knot Point and Bird Point (an average of 232 records over seven 
years), Five Islets (an average of 485 records over two years), Kangaroo Island (185 records over 
five years) and Shipwreck Point (eight records over five years). 
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The Lesser sand plover has been infrequently recorded in low numbers at Knot Point and Bird 
Point (three sightings over three years), and Wallaby Island (one sighting in one year). 

The Bar-tailed godwit has been counted on multiple occasions at Knot Point and Bird Point 
(179 sightings over three years), Kangaroo Island (54 records over five years), Five Islets (84 
records over two years) and Shipwreck Point (three records over three years). 

The Greater sand plover has not been recorded during recent summer surveys but was 
recorded in earlier surveys (2002, 2003 and 2009). 

None of the above listed species have been recorded inland on Robbins Island during the bird 
utilisation surveys. 

Latham’s snipe is listed as marine and migratory under the EPBC Act and was the only EPBC 
Act listed species (other than the wedge-tailed eagle) recorded within the proposed development 
area on White Rock Ridge. Two individuals were recorded at ephemeral wetlands towards the 
northern side of the ridge in summer 2002 (Figure 7). Appendix G concludes that based on the 
low numbers recorded, the ephemeral wetlands within the project site do not constitute an 
important habitat for this species. The Commonwealth Government guidelines11 requires 
important habitat to support at least 18 individuals. 

Resident shorebirds 

Resident shorebirds on shorelines around Robbins Island were surveyed in February 2018 by 
BirdLife Tasmania. According to the DPEMP, the survey found 49 breeding territories for a range 
of species. One species, the eastern hooded plover is listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act. 

The eastern hooded plover (Thinornis rubricollis) was primarily recorded on east-facing beaches 
of Robbins Island, including Back Banks Beach and East Beach, with 12 breeding territories 
identified (Figure 9). Unpublished Birdlife Tasmania data has also recorded a single eastern hooded 
plover at Bird Point (2010) and Knot Point (2014). Figure 6.18 of the DPEMP shows the breeding 
territories in proximity to the wharf construction area. Surveys indicate that East Beach supports a 
higher density of breeding populations than Back Banks Beach. East Beach is approximately 4 km 
east of the proposed project area. 

Two additional listed species (Australian fairy tern and Little tern) were identified in previous 
BirdLife summer counts (Figure 7). Although not resident shorebirds, terns inhabit and roost in 
coastal environments. The Australian fairy tern and Little tern are small tern species that display 
similar behaviours and have similar habitat requirements to shorebirds (such as nesting on sandy 
beaches). The potential impacts and mitigation measures applying to shorebirds also apply to these 
tern species, hence their inclusion in this section. 

The Australian fairy tern (Sternula nereis nereis), listed as vulnerable under both the TSP Act and 
the EPBC Act, has been recorded at Back Banks Beach (20 observations in 2018), Bird Point (an 
average count of 29 over three years, with the most recent in 2020), Five Islets (12 observations 
in 2017), Kangaroo Island (an average of 23 observations over three years with the most recent in 
2020) and Knot Point (one observation in 2016). 

 
 
 
 
 
 

11 Department of Environment and Energy (DoEE 2017) EPBC Act Policy Statement 3.21—Industry guidelines for avoiding, 
assessing and mitigating impacts on EPBC Act listed migratory shorebird species. Department of Environment and Energy, 
Canberra. 
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Figure 9 – Key Shorebird Roost and Foraging Areas (Figure 6.16 from DPEMP) 
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The Little tern (Sternula albifronns subsp. sinensis), listed as endangered under the TSP Act and 
migratory under the EPBC Act, has been recorded on the northern end of Back Banks Beach (one 
observation in 2018) and the west coast of Robbins Island between Bird Point and Five Islets. 
Refer to Table 6-13 of the DPEMP for numbers around Robbins Island. According to the DPEMP, 
there are no records of known breeding sites in the Robbins Passage-Boullanger Bay vicinity, 
however there are potential breeding territories based on known preferences. 

Potential impacts to migratory and resident shorebirds 

The key threat to migratory shorebirds in Australia is loss of important habitat, including key 
foraging and roosting habitat. 

According to the DPEMP, Robbins Passage and Boullanger Bay area consists of approximately 100 
km2 (10,000 ha) of intertidal mudflats. Approximately 0.21 km2 (21 ha), or less than 1% of this area 
will form part of the construction footprint for the project for the bridge. The area of the 
proposed bridge does not form part of the key migratory shorebird habitat which is considered to 
occur on the west coast of Robbins Island (Figure 9). 

The project has implemented a 500 m WTG exclusion zone (with exception of the bridge and 
wharf) from the coast around the entire project site, with the aim to avoid any direct impact to 
shorebird foraging and roosting sites. 

There is also potential for secondary impact from construction of the bridge from changes to 
hydrodynamics and coastal processes, due to changes in tidal flows through Robbins Passage. Refer 
to section 6.13 of the DPEMP, or section 6.6 of this report for further information. According to 
the DPEMP, potential hydrodynamic impacts for known key migratory and resident shorebird 
habitats are considered low. 

Another potential direct impact on foraging and roosting habitat is the spread of rice grass from 
Robbins Passage to the west coast of Robbins Island. Rice grass has the potential to accrete silt 
and debris which can exclude native flora and fauna. The west coast of Robbins Island has suitable 
characteristics for establishment of this weed, according to the DPEMP. Construction activity for 
the bridge could potentially spread this species into the southernmost roosting sites around 
Wallaby Island if appropriate controls are not implemented. 

According to the DPEMP, there is also potential for indirect impact to shorebird habitat during 
construction from changes in water quality and hydrology across the island. 

Blasting operations at the proposed quarries also have the potential to impact shorebirds. The 
quartzite quarry QZ2 is the closest quarry to roosting and foraging sites, located approximately 2 
km from Bird Point. It is anticipated that blasting would occur once a week or once every ten 
days. 

Light pollution from the wharf and bridge, particularly during construction, also has the potential 
to impact shorebirds. According to the DPEMP, artificial light can disorientate migratory 
shorebirds causing interference with navigation from usual migration pathways and may result in 
use of less preferable roosting sites to avoid lights. 

For resident shorebirds, the construction phase of the project has the potential to impact habitat 
through the construction of the wharf and associated road infrastructure on Back Banks Beach. 
Wharf operations have the potential to impact shorebirds through noise, light pollution, and 
vehicle movements. 

Potential habitat for the eastern hooded plover occurs on Back Banks Beach, with potential for 
both breeding and foraging habitat to occur. Surveys identified the territory of one breeding pair in 
the vicinity of the proposed wharf location, with the possibility of impacting other breeding pairs in 
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the area during construction. There will be a direct impact on this habitat from construction of 
the wharf. 

According to the DPEMP, construction of the wharf is expected to directly impact up to 0.25 ha of 
Back Banks Beach, extending approximately 40 m from the low tide mark to the base of the sand 
dunes, and up to 60 m along Back Banks Beach. The full length of Back Banks Beach is 
approximately 9 km, and the length of beach impacted during construction represents less than 1% 
of the length of the beach. The operational footprint is expected to be smaller (less than 0.1 ha), 
with a permanent footprint for the wharf extending from the base of the dune systems to the low 
tide mark, with an approximate width of up to 20 m. 

Indirect impacts to the eastern hooded plover habitat have the potential to occur through changes 
to sand movement due to the construction of the wharf, which may result in changes to the 
morphology of the beach, refer to section 6.6 of this report. 

Operational impacts 

The primary potential impact to migratory and resident shorebirds during operation is collision 
with WTG and other above ground infrastructure, such as guy wires from the meteorological 
masts. 

To reduce the risk of potential impact to shorebird species from collisions, a 500 m buffer from 
the coastline has been established as a WTG exclusion zone. Additionally, the very northern end 
of Robbins Island has also been excluded from development due to the unknown movement of 
shorebirds between Knot Point and Bird Point and Mosquito Inlet. The DPEMP provided no basis 
for the size of the 500 m buffer. 

There is also potential for impact to shorebird species from light pollution from the wharf during 
operation (and less likely the bridge), which may impact nocturnal foraging and roosting sites. 

Introduction of new predator species via the bridge, may also result, leading to increased 
predation on shorebird species. 

Short-tailed shearwater (Ardenna tenuirostris) 

A single colony of short-tailed shearwaters is known to occur on the northeast coast of Robbins 
Island, near Big Bluff, 2.2 km from the project site (Figure 9). A colony also exists on Howie Island. 
Although a breeding colony is marked on Montagu Island (Figure 9), according to NRE Tas (Marine 
Conservation)12 this colony does not exist. According to the DPEMP, no records of this species 
have been documented on inland areas of Robbins Island. 

Potential impacts 

There will be no impacts to breeding habitat from construction. Short-tailed shearwaters have 
been recorded in mortality monitoring of collisions at Tasmanian wind farm sites, with possible 
collision with WTG and above ground infrastructure considered likely. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12 Personal communications with CAS, 13 March 2022. 
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6.1.2 Management measures 

DPEMP Commitments: 
 
Commitment 12 A final eagle monitoring and management plan would be developed (based on 

the preliminary eagle monitoring and management plan) for approval by the 
EPA and DCCEEW, prior to construction commencing. 

 
Commitment 13 A final orange-bellied parrot monitoring and management plan would be 

developed (based on the preliminary orange-bellied parrot monitoring and 
management plan) for approval by the EPA and DCCEEW, prior to 
construction commencing. 

 
Commitment 14 A final shorebird monitoring and management plan would be developed 

(based on the preliminary shorebird monitoring and management plan) for 
approval by the EPA and DCCEEW, prior to construction commencing. 

 
Key commitments from the preliminary eagle monitoring and management plan (EMMP), orange- 
bellied parrot monitoring and management plan (OBP MMP) and the shorebird monitoring and 
management plan (SMMP) are provided in the tables below. 

 
Table 4 – Eagle Monitoring and Management Plan Commitments13 

 

Number Commitment 
EMMP 2 A Pre-construction Eagle Nest Search Report will be provided to EPA Tasmania and 

DCCEEW prior to construction commencing. 
The results will inform the final wind farm layout and one kilometre exclusion zones 
will be applied to any new nests identified. 

EMMP 3 Eagle nest activity and productivity surveys will occur: 
• prior to construction; 
• every year during construction; and 
• for the first three years of Project operation. 

EMMP 4 An Eagle Nest Activity and Productivity Report will be provided to the EPA and to 
DCCEEW at the completion of the pre-construction survey. 

EMMP 5 Scavenger trials and a detectability trial will be carried out pre-construction and will 
inform the development of an avian mortality monitoring program for the Project. 

EMMP 6 A Scavenger Trials and Carcass Detectability Trial Report will be provided to the EPA 
and DCCEEW at the completion of the trials, prior to construction commencing. 

EMMP 7 A Final Avian Mortality Monitoring Plan will be developed prior to construction 
commencing and will be submitted to the EPA and DCCEEW for approval. 
The Plan will include details of the final search methodology to be used on site for wind 
turbines and met masts, mortality reporting, avian carcass removal and the management 
of injured avian species. 

EMMP 9 ACEN is committed to the installation of an automated detection and curtailment 
system for wind turbines on Robbins Island to reduce the risk of Wedge-tailed eagle 
and White-bellied sea eagle collisions with turbines. 

EMMP 10 Prior to construction commencing, the Project will evaluate the detection and 
curtailment systems currently available and select a technology that is appropriate for 
use at the Robbins Island site. 

 
 

13 These commitments were provided at the time of submission of the DPEMP. 



39 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

 

Number Commitment 
EMMP 11 Information on the detection and curtailment system selected will be provided to the 

EPA and DCCEEW prior to construction commencing in an Eagle Detection and 
Collision Avoidance Plan and the infrastructure for the curtailment system will be 
detailed in the Wind Farm Design Report. 

EMMP 12 In the event that eagle fatalities occur UPC will implement adaptive management 
measures, which will be discussed and agreed with the EPA and DCCEEW. 

EMMP 14 ACEN will review the option of increasing turbine visibility to reduce avian collision in 
more detail prior to construction commencing. 

EMMP 15 To manage the potential abundance of prey for eagles around wind turbines on the 
Project site, the following measures will be adopted: 
• Removal of any animal carcasses identified during mortality monitoring or during 

farm operations from within 500 m of any wind turbine. 
• Removal of any animal carcasses identified on roads or roadsides within the Project 

site. 
EMMP 16 To ensure food sources for the Tasmanian devil are maintained, carcass disposal in a 

protected Tasmanian Devil habitat area located well away (further than 500 m) from 
the turbines will be considered. This will be detailed in the Wind Farm Operational 
Environmental Management Plan and the Offset Strategy for Tasmanian devils. 

EMMP 17 UPC will make a contribution to the NRE/NRM South Threatened Tasmanian Eagles 
Conservation Fund of $100,000 (CPI indexed from the date of Project approval) per 
eagle (Wedge-tailed Eagle or White-bellied Sea-Eagle) death associated with the wind 
farm. 

 
 

Table 5 – OBP Monitoring and Management Plan commitments14 
 

Number Commitment 
5 Baseline OBP habitat condition monitoring will be done in late summer in the year 

prior to construction commencing and will focus on confirmed and potential foraging 
and roosting habitat (saline sedgeland/rushland [ARS] and succulent saline herbland 
[ASS] and swamp paperbark scrub [NME]). 

7 Monitoring will be undertaken in late January within the wind farm pasture areas for the 
preferred weed food plants of the OBP. If the pasture surveys confirm that the average 
ground cover of known OBP foraging species either flowering or producing seed 
exceeds an average of 10% across the area surveyed, spraying with a selective herbicide 
will be undertaken in conjunction with the landowner prior to the start of the northern 
migration to remove these species so they do not attract OBPs to the turbine 
development area. 

10 The Project has placed a 300 metre buffer from ARS and ASS vegetation communities 
on Robbins Island, and no turbines will be placed within this zone. This buffer also 
includes Swamp Paperbark (NME) roosting habitat that is immediately adjacent to ARS 
and ASS. 

11 Turbines 3, 4, 6, 2 and 5 are on the south-west of Robbins Island, adjacent to the 
Wallaby Islands where OBPs have been seen in the past. To reduce the potential risk to 
OBPs, ACEN will either: 

• Delay construction of these five turbines to Stage 2 of the program: or 
• Delay construction of these five turbines to late in Stage 1 of the program. 

 
 
 

14 These commitments were provided at the time of submission of the DPEMP. A Supplementary Volume was 
prepared in July 2022, and up-dates to some of these measures were provided. These are included below. 
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Number Commitment 
 The final timing for installation of these turbines will be agreed with the EPA and 

DCCEEW. 
12 If one or more OBPs are observed on Robbins Island by Project staff and contractors, 

the EPA and DCCEEW will be formally notified in writing within 24 hours of the 
sighting. 

13 Turbines within 500 metres of any OBPs observed in the ‘turbine development zone’ 
(the area occupied by turbines and other wind farm infrastructure out to the boundary 
of the turbine exclusion zone) will be shutdown until the birds have moved out of the 
turbine development zone completely. 

16 Should an OBP carcass, recognisable parts or feather spots be found within the turbine 
development zone, the Project will summarise the results of the investigation into the 
circumstances of the mortality event and the mitigation response in an OBP Mitigation 
Response Report which will be provided in writing to the EPA and DCCEEW within 
five business days of the discovery. 

14 An avian turbine search methodology has been developed for the site and includes 
searches for small birds. A final turbine search methodology will be provided in the 
Final Avian Mortality Monitoring Plan. This Plan will be developed prior to 
construction commencing and will be submitted to the EPA and DCCEEW for 
approval. 

 
 

Proposed OBP avoidance and mitigation measures, additional to above15 

Exclusion areas (section 3.5.1.1) 

A 500 m coastal buffer would prevent the direct loss of coastal and near coastal vegetation from 
turbine construction and most of the ancillary infrastructure. All saltmarsh vegetation communities 
(ARS and ASS) are within the 500 m exclusion zone. 

Targeted OBP surveys on Robbins Island (section 3.5.2) 

OBP radio tracking on Robbins Island 

For the northern migration, a select number of OBP, as determined by the NRE Tasmania OBP 
Program, will have a transmitter attached at Melaleuca before the migration commences. 

Stationary receivers will be positioned at selected locations on the island to detect tagged birds 
flying by or landing/using the island. Appropriate receiver locations will be identified based on 
receiver sensitivity and through consultation with the EPA, DCCEEW and the NRE Tasmania OBP 
Program. This method will primarily identify the presence of OBP on Robbins Island during the 
northern migration period. 

The final selection of the most appropriate radio telemetry hardware and trial will occur after 
consultation with the NRE Tasmania OBP Program, EPA and DCCEEW. 

The details of the radio telemetry trial will be finalised in the OBP Monitoring and Management 
Plan in conjunction with the NRE Tasmania OBP Program. 

The proponent proposes to fund a tracking program for 3 years at which point the program will 
be reviewed in conjunction with the NRE Tasmania OBP Program, the EPA and DCCEEW to 
determine if the program should be extended. 

 
 
 

15 DPEMP Supplementary Volume, July 2022, section 3.5 
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Visual surveys 

Targeted OBP surveys will be undertaken on Robbins Island during a nominal survey period from 
February to May. Liaison with the NRE Tasmanian OBP Program will determine when OBP are 
leaving Melaleuca. Surveys will be undertaken every day for 5 days with the aim of covering the 
likely peak period in which OBP may be present or passing through Robbins Island. 

The proponent proposes to commence these surveys in 2023 to provide 1-2 years of data prior 
to construction. 

Collision mitigation (section 3.5.1) 

Information from pre-construction surveys will be taken into consideration during the 
micrositing16 and detailed design stage of the project. If there is clear evidence that OBP are 
utilising the southwest ARS/ASS and pastured area of the island, then the proponent will forgo 
erecting turbines 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 to reduce the risk of collision. 

Further information from tracking and visual surveys may provide additional information on OBP 
use of Robbins Island which may inform appropriate turbine shutdown mitigation strategies. Any 
strategies will be determined in consultation with EPA and DCCEEW. 

OBP offset– OBP radio tracking in Tasmania (section 3.8) 

The proponent has proposed an OBP offset, involving investment into OBP tracking in Tasmania 
to inform understanding of the migration ecology, in particular the causes of migration mortality, 
and to directly inform management and targeted mitigation strategies. 

The proposed OBP radio tracking program in Tasmania would involve: 
• Installing stationary receivers in pre-determined locations along the Tasmanian migration 

range17 to monitor habitat use and movement patterns of OBPs during the northern migration. 
It is proposed that stationary receivers would be operational to coincide with the wind farm 
commencing operations. The fitting of trackers to OBPs would be undertaken at Melaleuca, 

• A radio tracking program would be undertaken for three years, with potential to extend for up 
to seven years dependant on a review by ACEN, the NRE Tasmania OBP Conservation 
Program, the EPA and DCCEEW. 

• If three years of tracking did not deliver the anticipated results, the principles of adaptive 
management would be used to develop an alternative offset program. This alternative program 
will be developed in conjunction with the NRE Tasmania OBP Conservation Program, the EPA 
and DCCEEW. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16 Micrositing is the process through which the specific location of a wind turbine is determined, based on wind 
resource, environmental and engineering constraints. 
17 Note, the OBP radio tracking program proposed by the offset does not include the installation of stationary 
receivers on Robbins Island. Robbins Island OBP radio tracking is proposed as part of specific mitigation, as detailed 
further above. 
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Table 6 – Shorebird Monitoring and Management Plan commitments18 
 

Number Commitment 
SMMP 1 The following turbine exclusion zones have been incorporated into the Project design 

to reduce potential impacts to key shorebird roosting and foraging areas: 
• A 500 m buffer inland from the Robbins Island coastline 
• The north-western portion of Robbins Island which forms the western boundary of 

Mosquito Inlet, has been excluded from the development area. 
SMMP 3 Migratory shorebird population monitoring at roosting habitat will be conducted four 

times a year during the summer migration period, commencing in the first year of 
Project construction and continuing for the first three years of Project operation. The 
requirement for future surveys will be assessed after the third year of operation in 
conjunction with the EPA and DCCEEW. 
A Migratory Shorebird Survey Report will be prepared after the last survey for the 
reporting year with the report provided to the EPA and DCCEEW as an annex to the 
Annual Environmental Report. 

SMMP 4 Surveys for resident shorebirds will be undertaken in previously identified Hooded 
Plover (eastern) habitats during the resident shorebird breeding season from October 
to March, as a pre-construction baseline, and annually during construction and for the 
first three years of the Project’s operational phase. The requirement for future surveys 
will be assessed after the third year of operation in conjunction with the EPA and 
DCCEEW. 
A Resident Shorebird Survey Report will be prepared after the final survey each year, 
with the report provided to the EPA and DCCEEW as an annex to the Annual 
Environmental Report. 

SMMP 5 Biannual habitat monitoring at key roost sites (Bird Point, Knot Point and Five Islets) 
will be undertaken. Habitat monitoring will commence prior to Project construction 
and will continue annually until the third year of the Project’s operation when the 
requirement for future surveys will be assessed in conjunction with the EPA and 
DCCEEW. 
The results of habitat monitoring will be summarised in a Shorebird Habitat Monitoring 
Report which will be prepared after the second survey, with the report provided to the 
EPA and DCCEEW as an annex to the Annual Environmental Report. 

SMMP 6 Scavenger trials and a detectability trial will be carried out pre-construction and will 
inform the development of an avian mortality monitoring program for the Project. 

SMMP 7 A Final Avian Mortality Monitoring Plan will be developed prior to construction 
commencing and will be submitted to the EPA and DCCEEW for approval. The 
mortality search methodology will be informed by detectability and scavenger trials, 
with frequency and coverage of searches commensurate to reliable detection of impact 
to threatened species. The Plan will consider data requirements for annual reporting, 
and include protocols for mortality reporting, avian carcass removal and the 
management of injured avian species. 

SMMP 8 Turbine search results and annual mortality assessment of shorebird mortalities will be 
presented in the Annual Environmental Report. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
18 These commitments were provided at the time of submission of the DPEMP. 
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Number Commitment 
SMMP 9 An impact trigger framework has been developed in response to: 

• one mortality of a threatened and/or migratory shorebird (including any listed 
resident shorebird) 

• a second carcass of the same species being detected during intensified mortality 
searches, or multiple carcasses of the same species discovered in the one incident, 
or a second mortality event occurring for the same species within the same 12- 
month period. 

Should a trigger event occur, visual and portable marine radar monitoring of shorebird 
flight paths from their foraging and roosting habitats, and in the vicinity of the area 
where the carcasses were identified, will be undertaken. 
The design of the additional monitoring, and any adaptive management responses, will 
be developed in consultation with EPA and DCCEEW. Within one month of the trigger 
event, a Shorebird Impact Investigation Report will be submitted to EPA and DCCEEW. 
Species-specific mitigation measures aimed at reducing collision risk will be 
implemented as appropriate. 

SMMP 10 The EPA will be notified of all mortalities or injuries of threatened/migratory shorebird 
species within 24 hours of discovery. A Shorebird Mortality Report will be submitted to 
the EPA and DCCEEW within three business days. 

SMMP 11 Following a threatened/migratory shorebird mortality, carcass searches within 2 kms of 
the turbine will be increased to twice weekly over four weeks. 

SMMP 12 The Construction Environmental Management Plan and the Operational Environmental 
Management Plan will outline mitigation measures to reduce impacts on shorebird 
species, including establishment of construction and exclusion zones, stormwater 
management, weed and pathogen control, lighting controls, a Marine Oil Spill Response 
Plan and ongoing feral cat detection and eradication. 

 
 
Additional mitigation measures included in the section 6.3.4 of the DPEMP include: 

During construction 

Wedge-tailed eagles and white-bellied sea eagles 

• All known eagle nests on Robbins Island will have a 1 km exclusion zone for all Project 
infrastructure. 

• To manage potential impacts on White-bellied sea-eagle nests near Robbins Island Road, 
vegetation clearance would be restricted to the minimum extent possible around the mainland 
side of the bridge crossing. The extent of any clearance in this location would aim to minimise 
visual exposure of construction activities, however the works are highly likely to be visible 
from the nest sites. 

• To minimise impact to White-bellied sea-eagle nests near Robbins Island Road, construction 
activities within 1 km of any active nest(s) would be undertaken outside of the most sensitive 
time of the breeding season (May – September). 

• If nests are found to be in use, the primary management measure would be programming of 
bridge construction in areas within 1 km of nests on the mainland Tasmanian side, to be 
undertaken outside of the breeding season, when sensitivity of disturbance is less. 

• To reduce the risk of eagle deaths due to scavenging on roadkill on new roads on Robbins 
Island, the following measures will be implemented during construction: 

o construction vehicles would be limited to 40 km/h on roads on Robbins Island 
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o weekly inspections for roadkill would remove all roadkill from site roads 

o the mitigation measures under the Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 
would be implemented during construction, including minimising increases in construction 
traffic, daily collection of roadkill and installation of virtual fencing on high-density roadkill 
locations, as outlined in section 6.2.4 of the DPEMP. 

 
Grey goshawk 
As part of the pre‐construction surveys undertaken during development of the Design Report, the 
existing Grey goshawk nest near Robbins Island Road would be re‐surveyed. This survey would 
confirm nest condition and whether this nest is in use. The survey would include searches for 
other new nests within potential nesting habitat in the vicinity of the project site. 

 
The Design Report and CEMP would include any relevant measures, such as application for a 
Permit to Take (under TSP Act) and/or tree felling protocols (including confirming that nests are 
empty prior to felling). 

 
Resident shorebirds 

• Lighting design will be in accordance with National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including 
Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds, Commonwealth of Australia 2020. 

• Substations, site buildings and the maintenance and services facility will be fitted with low level 
security lighting which will be baffled to provide directional lighting and activated by motion 
detectors. 

• Selected WTGs on the wind farm boundary will be fitted with red night-time aviation lights, 
which will be activated by a radar-based system that detects aircraft flights and will therefore 
be used intermittently. 

• Navigational and operational lighting on the wharf and bridge will only be used when required 
for operational or safety requirements and will be designed to minimise light spill. 

• Access to coastal areas will be restricted for site staff, and will only be allowed for specific 
construction works, emergency works and environmental monitoring activities. 

• A construction zone for the bridge across Robbins Passage and for the wharf along Back Banks 
Beach will be established with a 45 m width corridor, restricting access beyond this zone. 

• Night works for construction will be minimised. 

• The bridge will be fitted with a gate system designed to prevent cats and other feral animals 
accessing Robbins Island from mainland Tasmania. 

• A feral cat eradication program is also being conducted on Robbins Island and this program will 
continue throughout Project construction and operation. Additionally, staff will not be allowed 
to bring pets to site at any stage of the Project. 

• Noise and vibration emissions from quarry activities will be addressed in the Quarry 
Management Plan. The quartzite quarry (QZ2) is located approximately 2.5 kms from Bird 
Point, where there are significant roosting and foraging sites, or 1.9 kms from the closest edge 
of the quarry extent. At this distance, the impact is likely to be negligible. The frequency of 
blasting will occur weekly, or once every 10 days depending on quarry material demands, with 
an operational period of 20 months. Given that the birds alight, fly then settle approximately 3- 
4 times per high tide roosting cycle, an additional event once a week from birds being startled 
is within the range of natural variation. Therefore, no significant impact is expected such as 
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reducing capacity to forage, roost, and conserve energy resources. In the event of 
unanticipated impacts, adaptive management and mitigation strategies will be developed in 
consultation with the EPA and DCCEEW. 

• In the initial site mobilisation, there will be a requirement to bring minimal machinery across 
the existing low tide crossing utilised by the landowners. This movement of vehicles across the 
inter-tidal zone will only be used for early start-up requirements, with the wharf and/or bridge 
used for site access as soon as possible. 

 
No specific management and mitigation actions are proposed for Tasmanian masked owl, swift 
parrot, and Tasmanian azure kingfisher. The proponent considers it unlikely that these species 
occur within the Project Site. 

 
During operation 

Other avifauna species 

• Marine species, such as shy albatross, Australian pelican, fairy prion, common diving petrel and 
white‐faced storm petrel, have the potential (albeit low) to cross the island and collide with 
WTG. According to the DPEMP, the likelihood of these species occurring within the project 
site is low and no specific management actions are proposed for these species. 

• For the above species, some measures outlined in the SMMP, EMMP and OBP MMP would 
provide mitigation to potential impacts to these species. 

• Avian mortality monitoring outlined in the EMMP, SMMP and OBPMMP would also record the 
mortality of these species. Any collisions or carcasses of these species would be reported to 
the EPA and DCCEEW. 

 

6.1.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

A total of 383 public representations were made, with 241 public representations concerned with 
potential impacts to avifauna. Refer to the Summary of Representations Table 3 (Appendix 2) for a 
summary of all representations made in relation to avian fauna. The representations raised 
concerns in relation to: 

• Potential impact to eagles, including: 

o Potential impacts to eagle nests in close proximity to WTG. 
o Potential disturbance to WBSE nests in proximity to the Robbins Island bridge through 

traffic movements. 
o Insufficient buffer zone of 1 km for species protection. 
o Collision with WTG. 
o Proposed curtailment technology is considered insufficient and unproven. 
o Effectiveness of the mitigation measure, painting a blade black, is unproven. 
o Concern that assessment methods are outdated and inadequate. 
o Eagle nest data is outdated. 
o Proposed use of offsets is not adequate. 
o No cumulative impact assessment on population of WTE or WBSE. 
o Noise from construction and operation will negatively impact WTE. 
o Measure to remove macropod carcasses over 200 m from WTG is inadequate. 
o Mortality monitoring is inadequate. 
o Concern about reports being required after approval. 
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• Potential impacts to OBP, including: 

o Clearance of native vegetation which forms potential habitat for OBP. 
o Infrastructure collisions. 
o Robbins Island sits within the OBP migratory corridor and has the potential to impact the 

entire population. 
o Surveys were inadequate and outdated. 
o The proposal lacks information on flight behaviours and hence level of collision risk cannot 

be determined. 
o Offsets are ill-conceived and inadequate. 
o Mortality monitoring is inadequate to ascertain impacts to small birds. 
o There is a high level of uncertainty on the potential for OBP to collide with WTG. 
o No increase in mortality is acceptable for the OBP, given it is critically endangered and any 

mortality undermines existing conservation efforts. 
o Robbins Island contains key foraging habitat resources within the species known migration 

range. 
o All habitat if critical for survival and should be protected. 
o The wind farm may act as a barrier to migration, changing behaviours of migrating birds. 

• Potential impact to migratory and resident shorebirds, including: 

o Robbins Island, Boullanger Bay and Robbins Passage are a major shorebird refuge and will 
be significantly threatened by construction, development and operation of WTG and 
associated infrastructure. Mitigation measures proposed are not considered sufficient. 

o Collision risk with WTG, particularly when crossing Robbins Island between feeding and 
roosting sites as well as during pre-migration flights. 

o Impacts to behaviour (including roosting) and movements of birds through turbines and 
associated habitat destruction. 

o Disturbance through increase in site access, particularly during construction. 
o Noise disturbance, shadow flicker, marine traffic, increased pollution, visual changes to 

habitat. 
o Dust emissions. 
o Each shorebird species is not considered individually. Further studies on each shorebird 

species are needed, including tracking. 
o Removal of sand for the wharf will impact bird habitat. 
o Uncertainty about flight paths during night time or inland areas during bad weather. 
o Inaccurate counts of shorebirds, therefore evaluation is flawed. 
o The conclusion of the 2011 tracking study that there will be limited impact is not 

adequately supported. 
o The telemetry and behaviour reports (Appendix G and I) were inadequate. 

 Limited in species selection, seasonal coverage, and methodology. 
 Shorebird surveys were limited to brief periods, poorly timed, patchy, and out of date. 
 The main departure period of migratory shorebirds was poorly documented, with 

flight heights not adequately addressed. 
 Climb rates were significantly overestimated for migratory shorebirds, with departing 

shorebirds at risk of collision with WTG. 
 Overlooks the likelihood that predominant wind directions will carry departing birds 

on migratory flights into the WTG areas. 
 The radio-tracking survey was deeply flawed, for example, the radio antenna not set up 

to detect birds flying over most of the island. Inappropriate to extrapolate the limited 
results from two species to more than 20 different shorebird species. 

 Only two species tracked as part of the radio-tracking survey. 
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 Fails to address significance of threatened and declining species utilising the area. 
 Unclear how the boundary of proposed exclusion zone in northwest Robbins Island 

was determined. 
o Lacks assessment to demonstrate that exclusion zones mitigate potential impacts. 
o Automated WTG shutdown system should be committed to be used for shorebirds. 
o Spread of rice grass, light pollution, and noise (from bridge and wharf) on shorebirds. 
o Mortality monitoring is inadequate. 
o Wharf construction will destroy hooded plover nesting sites. 

• Potential impacts to general birdlife, including: 

o Collision risk to all birds, including black swans, pelicans, and waterbirds. 
o Collision risk with meteorological mast. 
o Impact of lighting (bridge, wharf, and night-time construction) on birds, particularly 

shearwaters and shorebirds. 

• Potential impacts to the masked owl, swift parrot, and grey goshawk. 

NRE Tas comments 

NRE Tas has provided advice on the draft EMMP, SMMP and OBPMMP during their development. 
The commitments in section 6.3.5 of the DPEMP and outlined in Table 6-18, 6-19 and 6-20 of the 
DPEMP are supported. 

NRE Tas provided the following comments on the Supplementary Volume May 2022 in relation to 
OBPs. 

“The updated proposed management for Orange-bellied Parrot (OBP) for Robbins Island 
Renewable Energy Park addresses the Department’s previous concerns around the accuracy of 
information regarding OBPs on Robbins Island and is greatly improved from documentation 
provided previously. Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.6 and 3.7 of the Supplement demonstrate a 
contemporary understanding of the species biology, distribution, and threats; acknowledge 
uncertainty where it exists; and draw reasonable conclusions from the available information.” 

 
 
6.1.4 Evaluation 

6.1.4.1 Wedge-tailed eagles 

Construction 

There will be no clearing of potential eagle nesting habitat, with all potential habitat on Robbins 
Island located within exclusion zones or outside the project site on the eastern side of the Island. 

238 representations were concerned the 1 km buffer was insufficient for species protection. The 1 
km buffer around eagle nests is recommended by NRE Tas to reduce the risk of breeding 
disturbance. This buffer is in place at all existing wind farms, with the exception of Woolnorth 
Bluff Point, Studland Bay and Musselroe wind farms where 500 m buffers are in place. A 1 km 
buffer is considered acceptable to minimise nest disturbance during construction. Note, the buffer 
zones are not primarily designed to reduce collisions. 

Prior to construction the proponent has committed (EMMP Commitment 2) to undertake an eagle 
nest search of Robbins Island, and of potential nesting habitat in the vicinity of the bridge and 
Robbins Island Road access on the Tasmanian mainland, as part of the final wind farm layout 
micrositing process. A 1 km exclusion zone for all wind farm infrastructure will be placed around 
any new nests identified. The 1 km nest buffer will apply to existing, and any new nests identified 
prior to construction (condition FF3). The eagle nest survey is considered necessary and will be 
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required by condition FF1. The survey results will be included in the Renewable Energy Park 
Design Report (Commitment 1) to be submitted to EPA and DCCEEW for approval prior to 
construction. This is considered necessary and will be required by condition CN1. These 
commitments and conditions address concerns raised by representations in relation to eagle nests 
in close proximity to wind turbines. 

One representation was concerned that eagle nest data was outdated. Condition FF1 will ensure 
that the most up-to-date eagle nest information is available prior to design of the final wind farm 
layout. 

Eagle nest activity and productivity surveys will occur every year during construction and for the 
first three years of operation (EMMP Commitment 3). These surveys will provide utilisation data 
on the eagle nests and breeding success across the site. This commitment is supported and will be 
required as part of the EMMP, required by Condition FF2. 

The risk of eagle collisions with vehicles during construction is considered low. Noting the 
potential increases in vehicle movements during the construction period, the proponent commits 
to a range of roadkill mitigation measures which will also apply to wedge-tailed eagles, including 
daily removal of carcasses to prevent scavenging, limiting vehicle speed on site to 40 km/hour, 
educating personnel in relation to roadkill risk and developing procedures on what to do in the 
event of a fauna road incident. These measures will be required to be detailed in the Roadkill 
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (to be developed for the Tasmanian devil) (condition 
FF12) and are considered appropriate to reduce the potential risk of vehicle collisions to an 
acceptably low level. 

The risk of breeding disturbance to the closest known eagle nests, RI9 and RI3 located 
approximately 1000 m from the construction of the nearest turbines is considered low. These 
nests will be outside the 1 km buffer recommended by NRE Tas and in the FPA Fauna Technical 
Note 119 to the nearest wind turbine. The additional WTE nest RI10 is located approximately 3 
km from the project site boundary with any disturbance to this nest during construction 
considered negligible. 

The operation of the siltstone quarry, 1069 m from nest RI9, will use a combination of ripping and 
blasting, with blasting estimated to occur twice per month. Quarrying activities will take place over 
a 20 month period. The quarry is just over 1 km from the nest and is not in direct line of sight. 
This buffer is standard practice at quarry sites across Tasmania to reduce disturbance to breeding 
eagles, as recommended by NRE Tas. 

Four representations were concerned about noise from construction and operation negatively 
impacting eagles. NRE Tas recommend a 1 km buffer for eagle nests for industrial activities, such 
as quarrying and blasting. One km buffers will be utilised for all eagle nests on Robbins Island. The 
1 km buffer is considered adequate to minimise noise impacts to eagles. Nevertheless, mitigation 
measures for potential impacts from construction noise on fauna will be required to be detailed in 
the CEMP (condition CN2). 

Operation 

The key potential impact for eagles is collision with wind turbines during operation of the wind 
farm. 224 representations raised concerns about bird collisions with wind turbines. 

Based on the information provided in the DPEMP, Robbins Island is not considered a high use site 
for eagles, however there are areas of the site which have high utilisation, see Figure 5, and there 

 

19 Forest Practices Authority, Fauna Technical Note No. 1: Eagle nest searching, activity checking and nest management, 
Version 2.9 May 2015. 
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are two WTE nests in proximity to these areas within the project site. Consequently, there is 
potential for eagle collisions with wind turbines during operations. 

The proponent has prepared a Preliminary Eagle Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix M of 
the DPEMP) which will be finalised following the final design of the wind farm. The EMMP will 
include plans and strategies in relation to eagle management during operations, including eagle nest 
monitoring, avian mortality monitoring, avian detection, and collision avoidance measures as well 
as an eagle mortality offset. The proponent has committed to submit the EMMP to the Director, 
EPA and DCCEEW for approval prior to the commencement of project construction (EMMP 
Commitment 1). This commitment is considered necessary and will be required by condition FF2. 
Condition FF2 will ensure that the eagle nest monitoring is undertaken in accordance with FPA’s 
Technical Note20, the avian mortality monitoring plan considers the results of scavenger and 
carcass detectability trials, , and that eagle food resources are managed to minimise collision risk 
with turbines. The condition will also ensure that the eagle mortality offset program is scientifically 
based and has relevant conservation outcomes for the species. 

Two hundered and forty one (241) representations were concerned with the collision risk of 
eagles with wind turbines, with nine representations concerned about the effectiveness of 
curtailment technology. The proponent has committed to the installation of an automated 
detection and curtailment system to reduce the risk of eagle collisions with wind turbines (EMMP 
Commitment 9). This is considered necessary and will be required by condition FF4. Prior to 
construction commencing the proponent will evaluate the detection and curtailment systems 
available and select a technology appropriate for the site. This evaluation and selection information 
will be required by condition FF4. 

Following submission of the DPEMP, an assessment of the effectiveness of the IdentiFlight21 avian 
detection system at the Wild Cattle Hill Wind Farm concluded that IdentiFlight has been 
successful at adapting to the identification of the WTE and that the system is effective at reducing 
eagle mortalities22 across that wind farm site. 

Curtailment systems have been shown to be an effective measure in reducing avian collision risk 
on wind farm sites across the world. McClure et al, 2021, detected an 82% reduction in eagle 
fatality utilising IdentiFlight®23 at the Top of the World Windpower Facility in Wyoming (USA). 
Even though the technology is relatively new, the systems are showing great potential and the 
implementation of this technology at Robbins Island is strongly supported. 

It should be noted that no automated detection and curtailment system currently available is 100% 
effective. The Cattle Hill Wind Farm has had three WTE mortalities since operations commenced 
in August 2020, even with the implementation of IdentiFlight. Investigations found the first 
mortality was from human error, and the two subsequent mortalities resulted from interference 
by vegetation (a stand of trees), causing a blind spot at one turbine location. 

Based on a comparison of the vegetation and topography of Cattle Hill and Robbins Island, it is 
anticipated that IdentiFlight would be well suited to Robbins Island, given the topography and 
mosaic of mostly low-lying native vegetation and pasture. The western side of Robbins Island is 

 
 

20 Forest Practice Authority (FPA), 2015, Fauna Technical Note No. 1: Eagle nest searching, activity checking and nest 
management. 
21 Goldwind, Assessment of effectiveness of the IdentiFlight® avian detection system, Wild Cattle Hill Wind Farm, 
February 2022 
22 No statistics are available, with only a qualitative assessment provided in the report. 
23 McClure et al, 2021, compared fatalities using a curtailment system (IdentiFlight) compared to a control site in 
Wyoming, USA. Identiflight has been installed in 5 countries; North America, Germany, Sweden, France and Australia. 
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characterised by low relief topography rising gently from the western edge of the island to White 
Rock Ridge. The maximum elevation of the ridge is 70 m AHD, but is typically less than 50 m 
AHD. The eastern part of the site is also characterised by low relief topography. While there are 
some tracts of native forest on the edge of the pasture on the eastern part of Robbins Island, it is 
anticipated that taller towers could be used to mount the IdentiFlight units. In contrast, Cattle Hill 
topography is more complex and ranges from flat pasture land to elevated areas. The western side 
of the Cattle Hill site also supports tall eucalypt forest with the remainder of the site including 
scattered mature eucalypts. 

The Cattle Hill Wind Farm is considered to be a high utilisation24 area for wedge-tailed eagles, 
with 12 flights per survey day recorded during utilisation surveys compared with 2.7 flights per 
survey day at Robbins Island. IdentiFlight has also shown an increase in the population of eagles 
using the Cattle Hill site since pre-construction. At the DPEMP stage there were four identified 
eagle nests and a population of 10 eagles. When operations commenced in 2020, there were 
seven WTE nests within the site boundary and several active nests just outside the site boundary. 
IdentiFlight has identified a population of 15 eagles currently using the site25. 

It is therefore considered that implementation of an automated detection and curtailment system, 
such as IdentiFlight, at the Robbins Island site would be an effective mitigation measure to reduce 
eagle collisions at the site. 

From comparisons of operating wind farms in Tasmania, WTE mortalities have been varied across 
project sites (Table 7). 

 

Table 7 - Wedge-tailed eagle mortalities (as of 14 September 2022) 
 

Wind Farm site Years of 
operation 

WTE 
mortalities 

WTE 
mortalities 
per year 

Curtailment 
system 

Utilisation26 

Studland Bay Wind Farm 15 6 0.4 No 4 
Bluff Point Wind Farm 18 14 0.8 No 4 
Musselroe Wind Farm 9 26 2.9 Yes27 4 
Cattle Hill Wind Farm 2 3 1.5 Yes 12 
Granville Harbour Wind 
Farm 

17 months 0 0 No no flights 
recorded 

 

Robbins Island recorded on average 2.7 WTE flights per day which is lower than the average 
utilisation of WTE at operating wind farms. Therefore, with the implementation of a curtailment 
system on Robbins Island, as well as implementation of mitigation measures proposed by the 
proponent, the risk of eagle collision with wind turbines at Robbins Island is expected to be low. 

Two representors were concerned about the effectiveness of the mitigation measure of painting 
one blade black. This measure is an area of emerging research, designed to enhance the visibility of 

 
 

24 Based on bird utilisation data collected prior to project approval. 
25 Goldwind, Assessment of effectiveness of the IdentiFlight® avian detection system, Wild Cattle Hill Wind Farm, 
February 2022 
26 Average number of flights observed per survey day, from Table 6-8 of the DPEMP. 
27 The Musselroe Wind Farm installed a curtailment system, Robin Radar MAX, in August 2020. The system 
comprises of a phased array radar which is designed specifically to detect birds over a broad area. There have been 
on-going issues with the radar performance. 
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blades to avian fauna. A significant reduction in eagle collisions with wind turbines (greater than 
70%) was recorded using a single black blade (May et al 2020). This measure has not been 
implemented in Australia, however, a review of research into this measure will be detailed in the 
final EMMP. This review is supported and is required in the EMMP (FF2). 

One representation was concerned with the adequacy of mortality monitoring. EMMP 
Commitments 5 to 8 are considered necessary to ensure avian collisions are detected and 
reported to the Director in a timely manner and will be required by conditions FF2 and FF11. 
The methodology provided in section 3, Preliminary Avian Mortality Monitoring, of the EMMP, is 
considered appropriate for avian collision monitoring and is consistent with mortality monitoring 
undertaken at existing wind farm sites. The avian mortality monitoring will cover all avian 
carcasses and/or injured species which will be required to be reported to the Director within 24 
hours for any threatened species. 

Two representations were concerned with the measure to remove macropod carcasses within 
200 m of wind turbines. The proponent has committed to remove animal carcasses (carrion) 
within 500 m of any wind turbines as well as along roads and roadsides within the site (EMMP 
Commitments 15). This commitment is considered necessary and will be required to be 
incorporated into the EMMP (FF2) to ensure that eagles are not attracted to the turbine areas, 
and potential vehicle collisions from scavenging are reduced. Timeframes for removing and 
disposing of carcasses will be required to be detailed in the EMMP, with the expectation that daily 
removal of carcasses be implemented. EMMP Commitment 15 and other management measures 
outlined in section 4.3 of the EMMP to manage eagle food resources across the site is considered 
adequate to reduce the risk of collisions with wind turbines and vehicles. 

Three representations expressed concerns about the adequacy of proposed offsets. The 
proponent has committed to prepare and implement an eagle mortality offset program, which is to 
be detailed in the EMMP (EMMP Commitment 17). The proposed offset is a contribution to 
NRE/NRM South Threatened Tasmanian Eagles Conservation Fund, with a financial contribution of 
$100,000 per eagle death (EMMP Commitment 17). This commitment is supported as it will 
contribute to the understanding of key priorities for the enhancement of the WTE and WBSE 
species, and will be required by FF2. 

There are currently no direct offsets28 available to compensate for the death of an individual eagle 
from collision with a WTG. The proposed offset strategy is nevertheless considered an adequate 
indirect offset. The offset strategy will be finalised as part of the EMMP prior to the 
commencement of construction and is required by condition FF2. 

One representation was concerned with the assessment methods and adequacy of bird utilisation 
surveys. Targeted eagle utilisation surveys, as required by the Project Specific Guidelines (PSGs), 
are considered adequate to determine the utilisation of the site by eagles. 

While technology is emerging, i.e. GPS tracking of eagles, which has the potential to assist in 
defining eagle flight paths, behaviour, and home ranges, this technology is considered to be 
complimentary to utilisation surveys, as not all eagles that potentially use a site can be tracked. 
The proponent attached GPS trackers to two eagles on Robbins Island, however one eagle died. 
The proponent has committed (section 4.1 of EMMP) to fit trackers to two more eagles on 
Robbins Island, to support the bird utilisation studies. 

 
 

28 Direct offsets provide quantifiable and tangible conservation benefits to the impacted species, by undertaking 
actions designed to improve environmental outcomes in the immediate future, ie captive breeding. Indirect offsets are 
designed to deliver benefits to an impacted species through other means, ie funding for research to support better 
decision making and management. 
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One representation was concerned with WTE densities across the landscape and how the 
proponent can demonstrate low impact to the population. This type of assessment requires an 
understanding of population densities across landscapes in Tasmania, information which is not 
currently available. A population viability assessment is proposed as part of the University of 
Tasmania's Investigating the conservation biology of the Tasmanian wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax 
fleayi) project which is a 4 year project. Impact on the population status across the state is beyond 
the scope of this assessment. 

Four representations were concerned with the evaluation of cumulative impact on eagles. 
Cumulative impact was discussed in section 6.25 of the DPEMP. There is currently no population 
data available for eagles in Tasmania. Quantitative cumulative assessment without population 
statistics is not possible. 

One representor was concerned that a number of reports will be required post approval. The 
requirement for post approval plans is standard practice and is undertaken when the Board has 
sufficient information to consider the potential impacts of management strategies but requires 
specific operational details on management actions for regulatory purposes. In relation to eagles, 
the final EMMP, which will be based on the preliminary EMMP provided with the DPEMP will be 
required to be submitted to the Director and DCCEEW for approval, prior to construction 
commencing (FF2). 

Given the available information on wedge-tailed eagle utilisation at the site, the number of eagles 
recorded across the site, as well as commitments provided in the DPEMP, the risk of potential 
impacts to eagles from collision with turbines is considered to be moderate. However, the 
commitment to install an automated detection and curtailment system to reduce the risk of eagle 
collisions with wind turbines, based on the results from the Cattle Hill Wind Farm trial, is 
considered to reduce the risk of collisions to low. From the available information on the distance 
to the closest known WTE nests in the vicinity of the site, and the maintenance of a 1 km buffer 
from construction activities on Robbins Island, the potential risk of disturbance to eagle breeding 
is also considered low. 

6.1.4.2 White-bellied sea eagles 

Construction 

As outlined above for wedge-tailed eagles, the proponent has committed (EMMP Commitment 2) 
to undertake an eagle nest search of Robbins Island, and of potential nesting habitat in the vicinity 
of the bridge and Robbins Island Road access on the Tasmanian mainland as part of the final wind 
farm layout micrositing process. A 1 km exclusion zone for all wind farm infrastructure will be 
placed around any new WBSE nests identified (FF3). The survey results will be included in the 
Design Report (Commitment 1), as required by Condition FF1 and CN1. 

As above for WTE, eagle nest activity and productivity surveys will also occur (EMMP 
Commitment 3) and will be required as part of the EMMP (FF2). 

As above for WTE, the risk of eagle collisions with vehicles during construction is considered low, 
with mitigation measures detailed above also relevant to the white-bellied sea eagle (WBSE). 

The risk of breeding disturbance to the closet known viable WBSE nest on Robbins Island (RI2) 
located over 1.5 km from the construction of the nearest turbines is also considered low, being 
beyond the 1 km buffer29. There are three additional WBSE nests identified within the project site 

 
 

29 Recommended by NRE Tas and in the FPA Forest Practices Authority, Fauna Technical Note No. 1: Eagle nest 
searching, activity checking and nest management, Version 2.9 May 2015 
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on Robbins Island, however, all three nests (RI6, RI7 and RI8) have been substantially damaged. 
Nevertheless, these nests will be outside the 1 km buffer. 

Two additional WBSE nests are located outside the project site (RI4 and RI5), 2 km from the 
closest turbine. Any disturbance from construction is again considered low. 

On the mainland side of the project, two active WBSE nests (RR3 and RR4) are within 500 m of 
the proposed bridge and road upgrade works. Two additional nests (RR1 and RR2) previously 
identified in the vicinity are considered inactive, with RR1 highly degraded and RR2 unable to be 
relocated during the March 2020 search. 

There is potential for disturbance to nesting eagles during the construction of the mainland ramp 
infrastructure, laydown area and associated road works. According to the DPEMP, construction 
activities within 1 km of nests RR3 and RR4 will be undertaken outside of the breeding season. 
This will minimise disturbance to any breeding activity and is considered necessary and required by 
condition FF21. 

Two hundred and twenty four (224) representations were concerned with the potential 
disturbance to nesting eagles in proximity to the bridge from ongoing traffic movements. The risk 
of disturbance to nests RR3 and RR4 from vehicular traffic on the bridge and Robbins Island Road 
during construction and operation is unknown. Nest RR3 is 280 m and nest RR4 is 490 m from 
the project site (Robbins Island Road). The proponent has proposed to prepare an adaptive 
management plan for management of these nests as part of the CEMP, however no measures have 
been proposed to reduce the potential impact to breeding from traffic movements. Note, given 
the proximity of the nests to the road, it is unlikely that disturbance from ongoing traffic 
movements during construction would be able to be fully mitigated. Restricting traffic movements 
during breeding season would be impractical, therefore disturbance to breeding WBSE cannot be 
ruled out. 

Operation 

The key potential impact for eagles is collision with wind turbines during operation of the wind 
farm. Two hundred and twenty eight (228) representations raised concerns about bird collisions 
with wind turbines. All mitigation measures and commitments proposed for the WTE in the 
EMMP will also apply to the WBSE (condition FF2). A curtailment system will also apply to the 
WBSE. The IdentiFlight system installed at Cattle Hill, is now able to detect WBSE in addition to 
WTE. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests WBSE are considered less collision prone with wind turbines than 
WTE. The data from operating wind farms around the state (Table 8) is consistent with this view. 
The risk of collision of WBSE with wind turbines across Robbins Island is nevertheless considered 
low, given the implementation of an automated detection and curtailment system (FF4). 

Table 8 – White-bellied sea eagle mortalities (as of 14 September 2022) 
 

Wind Farm Years of 
operation 

WBSE 
mortalities 

Studland Bay Wind Farm 15 0 
Bluff Point Wind Farm 18 4 
Musselroe Wind Farm 9 2 
Cattle Hill Wind Farm 2 0 
Granville Harbour Wind Farm 17 months 0 

 
Given the available information on white-bellied sea eagle utilisation at the site, the number of 
eagles recorded across the site, as well as commitments provided in the DPEMP, the risk of 
potential impacts to eagles from collision with turbines is considered low. 
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From the available information on the distance to the closest known eagle nests in the vicinity of 
the Robbins Island Road (280 m and 490 m), the potential risks of disturbance to eagle breeding 
from construction activities is unknown, although as noted, the potential for disturbance from 
traffic movements cannot be excluded. 

6.1.4.3 Orange-bellied Parrots (OBP) 

Disturbance to Potential habitat 

Two hundred and twenty eight (228) representors raised concerns in relation to clearing of native 
vegetation which forms part of potential habitat for OBP. 

Preferred foraging habitat for OBP include coastal vegetation communities, ARS and ASS, with 
41% of OBP sightings recorded in Tasmania during migration utilising the saline sedgeland 
/rushland (ARS) habitat. 

Robbins Island is located within the migratory route of the OBP and there is potential foraging 
habitat on the island, with a small area of ASS (0.8 ha) and 231 ha of ARS. During targeted OBP 
surveys in 2003, 2004 and 2009, one OBP was recorded on the west coast of Robbins Island near 
Little Creek, within or in close proximity to coastal ARS vegetation (Figure 7). Three OBP were 
also recorded on Wallaby Island in ASS habitat, near the south west coast of Robbins Island. The 
extent of use of Robbins Island by the species however, whether foraging, roosting and or fly over, 
is unknown. 

Two representors were also concerned that the entire population would migrate through Robbins 
Island and that the species is a common user of the island. Although the use of the island by this 
species is unknown, it is considered unlikely that the entire population would migrate through 
Robbins Island, based on previous observations (refer Figure 10). 

 

 
Figure 10 – OBP observations in northwest Tasmania 
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Two representators also raised concerns about the adequacy of surveys. The targeted survey 
methodology was appropriate at the time the surveys were undertaken, 13 to 19 years ago. 
Surveys for the OBP were not required as part of the Project Specific Guidelines for the proposed 
wind farm, as it was acknowledged that birds with a low population size will have a reduced 
probability of detection. It is noted that greater than 100 OBP migrated in 2003 and 2004, with a 
decline in numbers to approximately 40 OBP migrating in 200930. OBP population is discussed 
further below. 

A key objective of the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot (2016) (Objective 3) 
is the protection and enhancement of habitat to maintain and support the growth of the wild 
population31. According to the Recovery Plan, habitat loss and degradation, particularly in the non- 
breeding range, has been a causal factor in the decline of the population. Note, the Plan was not 
specific in the type of habitat or location (Victoria and/or Tasmania). 

The OBP Tasmania Program considers it likely that migrating OBP would utilise the saline 
sedgeland and rushland habitat (ARS) on Robbins Island for foraging32. This habitat is considered 
essential for survival of the species.33 An increase in occurrence of the species on Robbins Island is 
also expected as the population increases. It is anticipated that with the increase in captive bred 
OBP there will be an increase in migrating birds. Approximately 140 OBP were expected to 
migrate following the 2021-22 breeding season. 

While the proponent has excluded the coastal vegetation communities (ARS and ASS) from direct 
disturbance (being outside the proposed WTG Development Zone), indirect disturbance from 
human activities in proximity to habitat may interfere with the behaviour of the birds, effectively 
degrading the habitat. OBPs are known to be sensitive to noise disturbance and will interrupt 
feeding and flush to cover in response to noise from humans, vehicles and light aircraft including 
helicopters (Bezuijen et al. 2000, Quin & McMahon 2001, but see Bezuijen & Lane 1997, as 
referenced in the Recovery Plan). While it is unknown what frequency of disturbance will create 
energetic stress for birds and / or lead to abandonment of a site, modelling has shown that the 
species is less likely to occur in areas with high development intensity (Ehmke 2009, as referenced 
in the Recovery Plan). 

The proponent has proposed a 300 m buffer from ASS and ARS communities, including potential 
roosting habitat (swamp paperbark, NME, Figure 8), to any infrastructure or disturbed areas (OBP 
MMP Commitment 10). While a buffer is considered important to mitigate the potential for 
disturbance during construction and operation, a 300 m buffer is considered inadequate and is not 
in line with the recommended 500 m buffer in the Recovery Plan between feeding habitats and 
land uses that ‘would not provide habitat to OBP’. 

In order to minimise the potential for disturbance of wild OBP and maintain the viability of habitat, 
considered essential for the survival of the species, a buffer of 500 m between ASS, ARS and NME 
communities and proposed infrastructure is required (condition FF8). This is consistent with the 
proposed buffer for the protection of shorebird roosting and foraging habitat (commitment SMMP 
1). 

 
 

30 OBP Tasmanian Program, NRE Tasmania. 
31 Note, the long-term objective of the Recovery Plan is to maintain a wild population. The term ‘wild’ refers to adult 
birds only, that is, birds that have returned to the breeding grounds following migration. The Plan targets do not 
include any released captive-bred birds that have yet to undertake a migration. 
32 Note, to-date only one OBP record exists for Robbins Island. 
33 According to the Recovery Plan, all non-breeding locations occupied since the year 2000, and any occupied 
locations discovered during the implementation of the Plan, are considered essential for the survival of the species. 
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Examination of Figure 8 shows that a buffer of 500 m would lead to the removal of potentially two 
turbines (No. 2 and 5) in the southwest corner of the island, and two turbines in the northeast 
(No. 111 and 117). Several turbines, 1, 6, 43, 48, 49, 51, 63 and 120 appear to be on or very close 
to 500 m from ASS, ARS and NME habitat. Proposed micro siting of these turbines should ensure 
they are located beyond the buffer zone (500 m). It is noted that the proponent has already 
agreed to either delay (commitment 11) or forgo the construction of a number of these turbines 
(Turbine no. 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6). 

Condition FF5 requires that the important habitat (ASS, ARS and NME communities) and the 500 
m buffer, be delineated in the final OBP MMP. The buffer is also required to be captured in the 
Design Report (CN1). 

These reports require approval by the EPA and DCCEEW before construction. 

The proponent has also proposed to undertake habitat monitoring (OBP MMP Commitment 5 and 
Commitment 7). Baseline habitat condition monitoring will be undertaken in the year prior to 
construction (Commitment 5) and will be required to be undertaken annually during construction. 
OBP habitat monitoring will be required to be detailed in the OBP MMP (FF5). 

Potential collision risk 

Five representations expressed concern about the risk of collision of OBP with wind turbines. 

The proponent has proposed a range of measures to attempt to mitigate the risk of collision, 
including: 

• WTG Exclusion zone34 and buffer, with no turbines placed within these zones. 

• Monitor and treat pasture areas within the wind farm for preferred weed food plants, to 
reduce the attractiveness of the WTG development zone to OBP. 

• Forgo construction of wind turbines 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 (Figure 8), if visual and tracking surveys 
provide clear evidence that OBP are utilising the southwest ARS/ASS habitat and pasture 
area where these turbines are proposed (section 3.5.2.1 DPEMP Supplement). 

• Turbine curtailment (section 3.5.3.2 DPEMP Supplement), with the shutdown of turbines 
within 500 metres of any OBP observed in the WTG development zone35, until the birds 
have completely moved out of the WTG development zone. 

• Targeted OBP surveys using radio tracking to track migration movements and habitat 
utilisation on Robbins Island (section 3.5.2.1 DPEMP Supplement). Stationary receivers will 
be positioned on the island to detect tagged birds flying by and or landing/using the island. 
According to the Supplement, a select number of OBP, as determined by the OBP 
Tasmania Program, will have a transmitter attached at Melaleuca before migration 
commences36. 

• Targeted OBP visual surveys on Robbins Island. 
 
 
 

34 WTG exclusion zone - area designed to protect environmental constraints, i.e., threatened flora and fauna habitats, 
threatened vegetation communities and Aboriginal heritage (Figure 3). 
35 WTG development zone - defined in the DPEMP as the area occupied by turbines and other wind farm 
infrastructure out to the boundary of the WTG exclusion zone. 
36 The proposal is to monitor the northern migration. Note, radio tracking on Robbins Island is proposed as a 
mitigation measure, not as an offset. The proposed offset involves radio tracking along the Tasmanian migration range, 
with the installation of tracking towers in areas other than on Robbins Island. 
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As noted above, section 3.8 of the DPEMP Supplement describes the proposed OBP offset 
program, involving the installation of radio tracking receivers along the Tasmanian portion of the 
migratory route (excluding Robbins Island). This program is intended to compliment the proposed 
mitigation program described above. 

NRE provided the following advice in relation to OBP mortality and potential risk to the species: 

• The wild population, in December 2020, was 51 individuals. 

• Given the small size of the population, the loss of one wild individual (equivalent to 2% of 
the population) may cause species decline, has the potential to seriously disrupt the 
lifecycle of an ecologically significant proportion of a population, and would represent a 
significant impact to the wild population. 

• The loss of one individual is inconsistent with Objective 1 of the Recovery Plan, “To achieve 
a stable or increasing wild population within five years”. 

DCCEEW also provided the following comment in relation to OBP: 

• The proposal will result in unacceptable impacts to the OBP, including mortality through 
turbine collision and barriers to migration and movement, and would be inconsistent with 
the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot. 

• Under section 139(1)b of the EPBC Act, the Minister [commonwealth] must not Act 
inconsistently with a recovery plan. 

There is a lack of flight behaviour information for the species, particularly flight height and 
behaviour during migration, and as noted above, a lack of information on how the species utilise 
Robbins Island. The observation records nevertheless confirm that the species could use the 
island, and advice from NRE indicates there is a likelihood that they overfly the island during 
migration. 

In light of the above, it is considered that the proposed mitigation is insufficient to mitigate the 
potential for mortality as a result of turbine collision. This view is consistent with that of 
DCCEEW. Indeed, it is also in line with that expressed by the proponent, as indicated by section 
3.5 of the DPEMP Supplement; “These mitigations may be insufficient until more data can be collected 
on the use of Robbins Island by OBP.” 

Given the potential for significant impact to the population that may result from a collision, it is 
considered the only measure available to reduce the risk of collision during migration is the 
shutdown of all turbines during specific migratory periods. This would allow the OBP to overfly 
the island, and allow safe access to significant habitat (ARS, ASS and NME). 

Condition FF6 therefore requires the shutdown of turbines from 1 March to 31 May (inclusive) 
during the northern migration, and from 15 September to 15 November (inclusive) during the 
southern migration. 

With respect to the northern migration, the basis for the period of shutdown is as follows: 

• 80% of birds depart Melaleuca throughout March and April, with a rapid increase from 1 
March, typically taking weeks to months to migrate to the northwest of Tasmania. 

• The majority of sightings in northwest Tasmania occur during April and May, with a large 
drop in June (Figure 11), with 89% of recorded sightings between March and May 
(inclusive). 
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• The wild returning adults are the first to leave Melaleuca, with wild born and captive bred 
birds tending to depart later. 

Note, according to the Recovery Plan, the term ‘wild’ refers to adult birds only, that is, birds that 
have returned to the breeding grounds following migration. 

While protection of all OBP is important, it is the protection of the wild population, as defined by 
the Recovery Plan, that is critical, representing the focus of Recovery Plan Objective 137. 

Based on the monthly recorded sightings in northwest Tasmania (Figure 11), the proposed 
shutdown from March through to May inclusive would include protection of greater than 99% 
(99.25%) of early leavers (February through to May), the majority of which are likely to represent 
the wild population. While the shutdown does not include the entire span of the northern 
migratory period over northwest Tasmania, it significantly targets the protection of the wild 
population. 

Note, as a point of caution, as OBP typically take weeks to months to migrate north, there is 
some potential for wild OBP to arrive in the northwest of Tasmania during June or later. 

 
 

Figure 11 – OBP observation in northwest Tasmania38 
 

With respect to the southern migration, the basis for the period of shutdown is as follows (Figure 
12): 

• First arrivals to Melaleuca occur mid-September, with the majority of OBP returned by 
mid-November (NRE Tasmania OBP Program data, 2013 to 2022). 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

37 Objective 1 – To achieve a stable or increasing population in the wild within five years. 
38 Observations between February and June are attributed to the northern migration. July and August records could 
either be the tail end of northern migration or represent overwintering individuals (there are at least two individuals 
that appear to have not left Tasmania). October records (n=3) are attributed to the southern migration. 
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• The southern migration likely occurs over a shorter period than the northern migration39. 
A shutdown mid-September should ensure the majority of early arrivals are protected, 
noting that a steady rise in the numbers of returning OBP does not commence until 
towards the end of September. 

• An element of caution should be applied in interpreting late arrival dates (e.g., December), 
as some birds may arrive, nest and breed prior to first recording. 

Note, it is acknowledged that data on OBP migration and habitat utilisation is sparse, reflecting 
that the population is small and difficult to detect, migration occurs across a large area and that 
there has been no systemic observation of the migration pathway. Further, records are subject to 
spatial, temporal and observer biases, and the absence of records does not mean that the species 
does not occur at that location, at that point in time. 

The level of scientific uncertainty in both OBP migration ecology and the efficacy of the proposed 
mitigation measures, combined with the potential for significant impact to the species, has been 
taken into account in imposing the shutdown requirement (condition FF6). 

While it is acknowledged in the Recovery Plan that evidence of an impact from barriers to 
migration, such as wind farms, is weak, the precautionary principle, in accordance with the EMPCS 
objectives (Schedule 1 of EMPC Act), has nevertheless been applied given the potential threat to 
the OBP. Condition FF6 is therefore considered proportionate. 

 
 

Figure 12 – Returned OBP by arrival date (note, as of 5 December 2022, 67 OBPs had returned to Melaleuca) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

39 While data is limited, the shortest time to migrate south is 48 hours. Individuals may however exhibit a range, 
potentially up to weeks. 
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It is important to note however that while the shutdown periods consider the timing of migrations 
through northwest Tasmania, not all migrants to the northwest are considered to utilise Robbins 
Island. This inherent spatial component potentially provides an additional level of conservatism. 

Acknowledging the level of uncertainty in existing data sets and migratory pathways nevertheless, 
with a potential for alteration in migratory behaviour/pattern as the population changes, the 
proponent’s proposal to undertake targeted OBP surveys, through a combination of radio tracking 
(on Robbins Island and along the Tasmanian migration route [as proposed in the offset]) and visual 
surveys, is considered critical to further the understanding of the species’ migration ecology and is 
required to be detailed in the OBP MMP (condition FF5). 

The aim of the surveys is to increase the understanding of the migratory pathway and timing, and 
the potential for use of Robbins Island (section 3.5.2 Supplement). It will provide critical 
information on: 

• The proportion of the tracked population that may use Robbins Island. 

• Characteristics of the tracked population (e.g., wild born vs captive bred). 

• When and how tracked individuals use the areas and time spent doing so. 

• Extent of individual and interannual variability. 

According to advice provided by NRE, it may not be possible to commence radio tracking until 
Autumn 2024, due to the logistics, processes, resources, and timeframes associated with 
establishment of a tracking program. According to the construction and commissioning timetable 
in the DPEMP (assuming approval and site establishment January 2023), only 1 year of tracking 
data would be available prior to operations. The DPEMP Supplement indicates that potentially up 
to two years’ worth of tracking data on Robbins Island may be available given changes to the 
original project timing40. 

NRE has indicated that several years of consecutive tracking is likely to be required before 
sufficient data is obtained to meaningfully inform migration ecology. 

Information gathered from the radio tracking41 will nevertheless support refinement of mitigation 
measures over time, in particular adjustments to the timing and potential configuration of shut 
down periods to accommodate the migration. Condition FF6 therefore allows the proponent to 
present a case to the EPA Board to alter shutdown requirements, based on the results of ongoing 
tracking studies. It is recommended that the proponent establish the radio tracking program along 
the migratory route (offset) at the same time as the program on Robbins Island, in order to 
maximize the information base. As noted above, both programs are required to be detailed in the 
OBP MMP (condition FF5). 

Note, the EPA Board may also consider other relevant information, such as population metrics, in 
any consideration of proposed changes to shutdown requirements. Indeed, the requirement for 
condition FF6 is largely based on NRE’s advice on the risk to a small (51) wild population from 
individual mortality and relevant objectives of the Recovery Plan. Note, the wild population of the 
species has varied over time, with the latest figure of 71 (December 2021) the highest recorded in 

 
 
 
 

40 Note, only the radiotracking program for Robbins Island is proposed to commence prior to operations. The 
DPEMP Supplement indicated that the proposed receivers for the offset (radiotracking along the migratory route) 
would only be operational on commencement of wind farm operations. 
41 Both that proposed on Robbins Island, and that proposed as an offset, along the Tasmanian migration route. 
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15 years (Figure 13). Indeed, 5 years ago just 17 wild birds were recorded42. The long-term 
objective of the Recovery Plan is “to have a wild population of Orange-bellied Parrot that, with limited 
species-specific management, has a high likelihood of persistence in nature for 100 years”. 

Adjustments to condition FF6 may also be considered in the future, should relevant population 
statistics demonstrate a self-sustaining, stable population, requiring limited species-specific 
management, in accordance with the long term Recovery Plan objective. 

 
 

 

Figure 13 – Wild OBP population 
 

It is further noted that two existing wind farm sites, Bluff Point and Studland Bay43, are located 
within the OBP migratory path, in northwest Tasmania. While a number of OBP sightings have 
been recorded (theLIST) in the area of the windfarms (11 records within 3 km of Bluff Point and 6 
records within 2 km of Studland Bay), in the ten years of avian mortality monitoring no OBP 
mortalities have been detected. With an initial daily mortality monitoring frequency during the 
OBP northern and southern peak migration period, and every four days outside these times, the 
surveys were considered adequate to detect any OBP collisions, across the two wind farm sites44. 

The proposed tracking program may provide a greater understanding of the potential for wind 
farms to act as barriers to migrating OBP, and whether the lack of mortalities detected at the two 
operating wind farms are simply an artifact of low population, or due to insufficiencies in detection 
methodology, migratory behavioural changes, or inherent flight characteristics. 

Note, any proposed change to Condition FF6 would require a process of determination by the 
EPA Board, based on the best scientific evidence available at the time. 

 
 
 
 

42 Note, as of December 5, 2022, 67 birds had returned to Melaleuca, which is in line with last year’s record return at 
the same date (62 birds as of December 6, 2021). 
43 The Bluff Point and Studland Bay Wind Farms have been in operation since 2002 and 2007 respectively. 
44 Avian mortality monitoring at Bluff Point and Studland Bay was designed to be able to detect small birds, such as 
OBP. 
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Finally, several other management measures proposed by the proponent to mitigate collision risk, 
as outlined above, require further comment. 

The proposal to monitor and treat pasture areas within the wind farm for preferred weed food 
plants, to reduce the attractiveness of the WTG development zone to OBP, is likely not required 
given the requirement for turbine shutdown during migration periods. 

No timeframes were provided for the proposed visual surveys. This will need to be specified in 
the OBP MMP. It is anticipated that a minimum of 3 years of surveys will be necessary, prior to a 
review based on the findings of both the visual and tracking surveys. Adaptive management of the 
surveys may be required, and this must be undertaken in consultation with the OBP Tasmania 
Program, EPA and DCCEEW. This will be required to be detailed in the OBP MMP (FF5). 

The proponent has also proposed the development of an avian mortality monitoring plan, based 
on carcass detectability and scavenging trials. It is considered the plan will be adequate to detect 
small birds. This is consistent with existing wind farm operations45 where small birds and bats have 
been detected during mortality monitoring. Avian mortality monitoring will be required by 
condition FF2, with reporting required by FF11. 

The proponent proposed turbine curtailment (section 3.5.3.2 Supplement) in response to the 
visual and radio tracking surveys to reduce the risk of collision, with the shutdown of turbines 
within 500 metres of any OBPs observed in the ‘turbine development zone’. No further detail was 
provided in the DPEMP Supplement, with a final curtailment methodology proposed to be 
determined after consultation with the EPA and DCCEEW, dependant on the survey results prior 
to construction. As outlined above, turbine shutdown imposed by condition FF6 is considered the 
only appropriate measure to adequately mitigate the risk of collision, and subsequent impact to 
the population of the OBP species. Unlike existing curtailment systems for eagles, there is 
currently no proven curtailment system/methodology for OBP. 

Radiotracking program (Offset) 

Three representors raised concerns about the adequacy of the proposed offset. 

The proponent provided further detail on the proposed offset in section 3.8 of the DPEMP 
Supplement. 

The proposed offset will fund investment in OBP tracking in Tasmania to increase the 
understanding of the migration ecology of the species (section 3.5.2 Supplement). It will provide 
critical information on several important aspects of the ecology of OBP, as outlined above, 
including providing information on the potential for operating wind turbines to act as a barrier to 
the movement of migrating OBP. 

NRE Tas fully support the proposed tracking program, noting that it provides a proactive 
investment in increasing the knowledge of OBP migration ecology, and has the potential to 
provide a meaningful and valuable contribution to OBP recovery. The proponent proposes to fund 
this offset regardless of whether the project has any detectable effect on the species. The offset is 
supported and will be required to be detailed in the final OBP MMP (FF5). As noted above, it is 
recommended that the program commence at the same time as the proposed tracking program 
on Robbins Island. 

It should also be noted that the proposed tracking program is consistent with a key objective of 
the Recovery Plan, Objective 4, Effective adaptive implementation, and ties in directly with Action 7 

 
 
 

45 For example, Bluff Point and Studland Bay Wind Farms, as discussed previously. 
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Monitor the wild population and habitat and Action 8 Conduct research essential for future management 
of the Plan. 

Recovery Plan 

The current Recovery Plan came into effect on 6 May 2016 and was made jointly by the Australian, 
Tasmanian, Victorian and South Australian Governments. Under the EPBC Act, the Recovery Plan 
will sunset on 1 October 2026. 

The long-term objective of the Recovery Plan is "to have a wild population of Orange-bellied Parrot 
that, with limited species-specific management, has a high likelihood of persistence in nature for 100 
years". The Plan outlines a set of interrelated shorter-term (5 year) Objectives (n=4), Strategies 
(n=12) and associated Actions (n=ll), aiming to prevent species extinction and progress the 
longer-term recovery objective. 

The Orange-bellied Parrot Recovery Team is currently in the process of developing a revised 
Recovery Plan. 

The known wild population46 of OBP leading up to the time of drafting of the Plan was 25 or less 
individuals, the only exception being in 2014/15 (35). While the Plan references 50 OBP remaining 
in the wild (G.B. Baker & M.C Holdsworth unpubl. data, as referenced in the Plan), it is unclear 
where this figure has come from, as it is contrary to known records of returning adults to 
Melaleuca at this time. 

While the specific criteria for a ‘stable’ and ‘increasing’ population have not been met, there is 
evidence to suggest a recent increase in the wild population, potentially over three consecutive 
years (Figure 13)47. 

It is considered that the proposed development of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park is 
consistent with the long-term objective of the Recovery Plan; "to have a wild population of Orange- 
bellied Parrot that, with limited species-specific management, has a high likelihood of persistence in nature 
for 100 years", for the following reasons: 

• Conditions FF5, FF8 will ensure that habitat (ARS, ASS and NME) supporting migratory 
individuals that may utilise Robbins Island, is protected for current and future use. 

• Condition FF6, imposing turbine shutdown during the majority of the known migratory 
period, will significantly reduce the potential for turbine collision. While condition FF6 
does not eliminate the risk of collision, noting the potential for inter-individual variability in 
migratory behaviour and current understanding of OPB migration ecology, it does 
significantly reduce the risk potential which, in combination with the proposed 
radiotracking program, provides an avenue to achieve the long-term objective of the 
Recovery Plan. 

• The proposed radiotracking program will provide critical information on several important 
aspects of migration ecology and has the potential to provide a meaningful and valuable 
contribution to OBP recovery, beyond specific management input to Robbins Island. 
Indeed, the potentially significant benefits of the proposed radiotracking program are 
supported by the recent study undertaken by Stojanovic et al 2020: 

 
 

46 As previously noted, the term ‘wild’ refers to adult birds only, that is, birds that have returned to the breeding 
grounds at Melaleuca following migration. 
47 Note, the final return number for the 2022 southern migration is not yet available. As of December 5, 2022, 67 
birds had returned to Melaleuca, which is in line with last year’s record return at the same date (62 birds as of 
December 6, 2021). 
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o Most direct management of OPB is implemented at Melaleuca as part of the 
breeding/release program to supplement the wild population and boost breeding and 
fledging success. 

o During migration/winter the species can occur at multiple locations along 
approximately 1200 km of coast, and as little is known about the migration ecology, 
conservation efforts are mostly indirect. 

o Results from Stojanovic et al 2020 provide empirical support that ongoing recovery 
actions in the breeding ground will not improve the conservation status of OBP 
without addressing mortality during migration/winter. This should be a conservation 
priority, with targeted interventions trailed. 

 Note, using data from 797 OBPs, adult survival was modelled to be a constant 
0.58, whereas juvenile survival declined from 0.51 to 0.2 over the period from 
1996 to 2017. While the model did not differentiate between mortality in the 
breeding season and during migration/winter, the authors assumed most died 
during migration/winter. This is in general accordance with recent data provided 
by the OBP Tasmania Program, where 140 OBP were expected to migrate north 
in Autumn 2022, with current a returning trend suggesting in the order of 70 will 
return. 

o The migration/winter life history phases however pose substantial logistic challenges 
and identifying where and when to target conservation effort is difficult. It highlights 
the need for conservation managers to find new ways of overcoming the challenges of 
working on small populations that disperse over large areas. 

• On balance, it is concluded that the likely contribution of the proposed radiotracking 
program to OBP species recovery, in combination with habitat protection and shutdown 
requirements, significantly outweighs the residual risk to the wild bird population.. 

6.1.4.4 Migratory and resident shorebirds 

Two hundred and sixty five (265) representors were concerned about the potential impact to 
migratory and resident shorebirds, including habitat destruction, collision risk, impacts to 
behaviour and bird movement from turbines. 

Habitat 

With the exception of the Latham’s snipe, no migratory shorebirds have been recorded within the 
project site on Robbins Island during any bird utilisation surveys, with the primary habitat (feeding 
and roosting) occurring on adjacent tidal channels and intertidal mud and sand flats which occur in 
the Robbins Passage and Boullanger Bay areas. The proponent has proposed to exclude 
development of WTG within 500 m of the coastline of Robbins Island, along with the northern- 
most 2.5 km of White Rock Ridge (SMMP Commitment 1). These exclusion zones aim to minimise 
the risk of collision of migratory shorebird species with WTG and will be required by condition 
FF8. This is supported and will be required to be detailed in the SMMP (condition FF7) and the 
Design Report (CN1). 

The proponent has proposed to undertake monitoring of shorebird populations (Commitment 3 
and 4) four times a year for migratory shorebirds and annually for resident shorebirds. The 
proponent has also proposed habitat monitoring at key roost sites (Commitment 5). These 
surveys are considered necessary and will be required to be detailed in the SMMP (FF7), which 
must be submitted to the EPA and DCCEEW for approval before construction commences. 
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Based on results of bird surveys, utilisation of the project site is considered low, with feeding and 
roosting confined to coastal areas, which will be protected from development by the coastal buffer 
area required in condition FF8. 

Construction impacts 

Four representations were concerned with potential impacts from construction, such as noise and 
dust emissions. Quarry QZ2 is located 1.9 km from key roosting and foraging sites, located at Bird 
and Knot Point. Quarry QZ2 is the closest quarry to these areas with the siltstone quarry (SS1) 
over 6 km and QZ1 over 8 km south of QZ2, so unlikely to contribute to cumulative noise 
impact. Noise emissions from quarry operations at QZ2, such as crushing, screening and materials 
handling at this distance are considered negligible. Blasting, proposed once a week, may cause 
birds to startle. According to the DPEMP, given that birds alight, fly, and then settle 3-4 times per 
high tide roost cycle, an additional event once a week is not considered significant. Noise 
mitigation measures, such as daylight blasting only and maximising buffer distances at QZ2 
between blasting sites and Bird Point will be detailed in the Quarry Management Plan (QMP) and 
SMMP. The final plans will be required to detail management measures to minimise noise 
disturbance to shorebirds from construction activities and will be required by permit conditions 
CN3 and FF7. 

Dust emissions from construction are not expected to be significant, given the distances from 
construction activities to key roost and foraging areas, and maintenance of the 500 m coastal 
buffer. Nevertheless, proposed management methods for dust emissions will be detailed in the 
QMP and CEMP. These will be required by conditions CN3 and CN2. Refer to Issue 1 Air 
emissions (Appendix 1). 

Two hundred and sixty five (265) representations were concerned with the impact on shorebirds 
from site access. Access to coastal areas will be restricted during construction, and allowed only 
for specific construction works for the bridge and wharf, and environmental monitoring activities. 
Construction zones for the bridge and wharf will be limited to a 45 m width along the coast. 
Beyond this area access will be restricted to environmental monitoring activities only. The 
proponent indicated that where practical, temporary perimeter fencing may be installed to 
minimise disturbance to coastal areas. This measure is considered necessary and will be required 
by condition CN8 and will be required to be detailed in the CEMP (CN2) and SMMP (FF7). 

Two representations were concerned with the impact from construction of the wharf on eastern 
hooded plover habitat. It is proposed to conduct a shorebird survey in the area within 500 m of 
the works area prior to construction. This will be undertaken in summer to capture peak 
shorebird activity. This pre-construction survey will be required by condition FF9. Any areas 
identified within the survey area as requiring protection will be flagged as no-go zones and relevant 
management measures will be included in the CEMP. 

The proponent has committed to constructing the wharf outside the hooded plover breeding 
season (October to March) to avoid disruption to incubation and hatching activities. This will be 
required by condition FF21. The construction of the wharf will disrupt potential foraging habitat 
along Back Banks Beach with 0.25 ha directly impacted. This is less than 1% of the length of the 
beach (9 km) and is considered acceptable. Management measures, such as restricting access, will 
be required to be detailed in the final SMMP and QMP (FF7 and CN3) to reduce the potential 
impact to any foraging areas in close proximity to the proposed wharf. 

Operation impacts 

One representor raised concerns in relation to potential impacts to shorebirds from operations, 
including the spread of rice grass as well as light and noise pollution from the bridge and wharf. 
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The proponent has proposed monitoring for rice grass in the vicinity of the bridge (Commitment 
40) as part of the weed and hygiene monitoring. This is supported and will be required by CN5. 

It is proposed to undertake lighting design of the wharf and bridge in accordance with the National 
Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds 
(Commonwealth of Australia 2020). This will be required to be detailed in the Design Report 
(CN1). Navigational and operational lighting on the wharf and bridge will only be used when 
required for operational or safety requirements and will be designed to minimise light spill. The 
SMMP will be required to detail management measures to reduce light pollution. This will be 
required in the SMMP (FF7). 

Potential impacts from noise from the bridge and wharf have not been specifically addressed in the 
DPEMP or preliminary SMMP and management measures will be required to be detailed in the final 
SMMP (FF7). 

Collision risk 

Two hundred and seventy three (273) representations were concerned with the collision risk of 
shorebirds with wind turbines. 

No shorebird species have been detected crossing Robbins Island during any of the bird surveys, 
with the exception of the Latham’s snipe. Nevertheless, there is potential for shorebirds to cross 
the island at certain times, possibly during particular weather events. The occurrence of this is 
unknown. 

The risk of collision of shorebirds with wind turbines at Robbins Island cannot, therefore, be easily 
determined. However, it is noted that there have been few known collisions of shorebirds at 
constructed wind farm sites across Tasmania. The Musselroe Bay Wind Farm was identified as a 
potential collision risk for shorebirds, with seven listed species identified utilising the area, and 
eight wind turbines constructed between 500 m - 1000 m from the coast. Four years of intensive 
monitoring48 identified only one resident shorebird mortality (banded lapwing) and one non-listed 
shorebird (white-faced heron) from collisions with turbines, with no evidence of impact to 
migratory shorebird species. 

The proposed mortality monitoring of shorebirds (section 3 SMMP) is considered adequate and 
will be required to be detailed in the final SMMP (FF7). This will be in accordance with avian 
mortality monitoring undertaken at existing wind farm sites. 

The measures proposed where collision of a shorebird occurs (section 4 SMMP) include: 
notification to EPA and DCCEEW within 24 hours49; immediate increase in mortality monitoring 
frequency within 2 km of the detected mortality; if a further mortality is identified, implementation 
of visual and mobile marine radar; and reporting measures. These measures are supported and are 
considered adequate to respond to any shorebird collisions. Adaptive management (section 4.1.3) 
is also supported given the occurrence of collision risk is largely unknown. These measures will be 
required to be detailed in the SMMP condition FF7. 

Fatalities of threatened/migratory shorebirds will be reported within 24 hours, and a Shorebird 
Impact Investigation Report will be submitted within one month. Cumulative fatalities will be 
reported in the Annual Environmental Report along with mortality estimates. Mortality monitoring 
reporting will be required by condition FF11. 

 
 
 

48 Avian mortality monitoring was undertaken twice weekly for two consecutive weeks per month all year. 
49 The Director must be notified within 24 hours of the discovery of evidence of collision for any threatened species. 
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With implementation of the proposed measures, particularly adaptive management measures such 
as curtailment, it is considered that collision risk can be managed so that significant impacts to 
shorebird species will not occur. 

Adequacy of surveys 

Six representors raised issues in relation to adequacy of surveys. Survey counts have been 
undertaken by BirdLife Tasmania and Nature Advisory over a number of years, with surveys 
commencing in 2002 and including six bird utilisation surveys and five targeted shorebird surveys. 
There are limitations to all surveys, as outlined in Appendices G and I of the DPEMP. The surveys 
are considered adequate. 

The proponent proposes to address residual uncertainties on shorebird populations and 
movements with ongoing population and habitat monitoring (SMMP commitments). This is 
considered necessary and will be required by condition FF7. 

Four representations had concerns in relation to the radio-telemetry study of flight behaviour 
(Appendix I, 2011). As outlined in the report, there were unusually low numbers of birds in the 
vicinity of Robbins Island at the time of the surveys, and poor weather during the surveys made 
cannon netting birds difficult. As a result, only ruddy turnstones and red-necked stints were 
captured. The poor weather also impacted access within the study area. The limitations of the 
study, as outlined, are accepted. 

One limitation of the radio-telemetry study in referencing conclusions for the project is that the 
study area in the 2011 report was smaller than the current proposal, and focussed only on the 
western side of the island and White Rock Ridge. Nevertheless, the results are still considered 
applicable as movement patterns were tracked between key foraging areas that have not changed. 

White-throated needle-tail 

One representor was concerned with risk of collision of the white-throated needle-tail. The 
white-throated needle-tail has been identified on Robbins Island and has potential for collision with 
WTG. The number of this species using Robbins Island is considered to be low and any collisions 
are unlikely to result in a significant impact to this species. This has been adequately addressed. 

6.1.4.5 Other threatened avifauna 

Tasmanian masked owl 

One representation was concerned the surveys were inadequate to determine the presence of the 
masked owl. As outlined in Appendix C, audio surveys were undertaken for 20 nights and ground 
surveys examined almost 22 ha of dry forest in accordance with the FPA guidelines. The survey 
methods are considered adequate to determine the presence of masked owl and given all masked 
owl habitat is excluded from development, the potential for impact to this species is considered 
low, particularly given population densities are relatively low in western Tasmania. 

Given the low likelihood of the masked owl being present within the project site, the potential for 
collision of this species with wind turbines or other infrastructure is considered to be low. 

Swift parrot 

Two hundred and twenty seven (227) representations raised concerns about clearing of native 
vegetation which forms potential habitat for the swift parrot. The swift parrot has not been 
recorded on Robbins Island during any site surveys, with the closest records 4 km south of the 
site. Clearing of potential foraging habitat will occur during construction through the loss of a 
small area (1.4 ha) of eucalyptus viminalis – eucalyptus globulus vegetation community near Back 
Banks Beach. There is 46.9 ha of this community on Robbins Island and the loss equates to 3.2%, 
which is not considered significant. 
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Two representations raised the issue of impact to the swift parrot. Given the swift parrot has not 
been recorded on the site, it is considered unlikely there will be a significant impact to this species. 
Nevertheless, there is the potential for collision with wind turbines if the swift parrot does visit 
the site, although this risk is considered low. Avian mortality monitoring (FF2) would report any 
mortalities of this species, if present. 

Grey goshawk 

Two hundred and twenty six (226) representations were concerned with the impact to the grey 
goshawk nest. The grey goshawk nest at the southern end of Robbins Island Road is likely to be 
impacted by the road upgrade works. An up-dated survey will be required (condition FF10) prior 
to construction to determine the current status of the nest and the application of any management 
measures required if the nest is found to be in use. The loss of one nest is not considered to 
significantly impact this species. 

Short-tailed shearwaters 

Potential impacts to short-tailed shearwaters are outlined in the DPEMP. The risk of collision is 
not considered to significantly impact the species. 

 

6.1.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN1 Design Report 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

FF1 Pre-construction survey - eagle nests 

FF2 Eagle monitoring and management plan 

FF3 Exclusion zones – eagle nests 

FF4 Automated Detection and WTG Curtailment System Plan 

FF5 Orange-bellied parrot Monitoring and Management Plan 

FF6 Orange-bellied parrot turbine shutdown 

FF7 Shorebird Monitoring and Management Plan 

FF8 Exclusion zones – coastal buffer and OBP habitat buffer 

FF9 Pre-construction survey – eastern hooded plover (Thinornis rubricollis rubricollis) 

FF10 Pre-construction survey – grey goshawk (Accipter novaehollandiae) 

FF11 Reporting requirements – avian fauna mortalities 

FF12 Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 

FF21 Construction timing restrictions 
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6.2 Threatened non-avian fauna species 

6.2.1 Description 

Seven threatened fauna species were identified as potentially occurring on site through database 
searches, i.e., NVA and EPBC Act protected matters search tool (refer section 6.2 of the DPEMP 
and Natural Values Assessment, Appendix C). These include: 

• Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii), TSP Act endangered, EPBC Act endangered; 
• Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus maculatus maculatus), TSP Act rare, EPBC Act vulnerable; 
• Eastern quoll (Dasyurus viverrinus), EPBC Act vulnerable; 
• Eastern barred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii), EPBC Act vulnerable; 
• Marrawah Skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana), TSP Act vulnerable, EPBC Act 

vulnerable; 
• Keeled snail (Tasmaphena lamproides), TSP Act rare; and 
• Tussock skink (Pseudemoia pagenstecheri) TSP Act vulnerable. 

As outlined in section 6.2.1 of the DPEMP, numerous terrestrial ecological investigations were 
undertaken within the project site, as follows: 

• Vegetation and fauna habitat surveys by North Barker Ecosystem Services (NBES) during 
2003, 2008, 2017-2019, as well as some additional surveys in 2019 to incorporate additional 
areas into the Project Site (DPEMP Appendix C). 

• Tasmanian devils, Spotted-tailed quolls and Eastern quolls have been investigated 
through multiple studies as detailed below. Survey methodologies were based on Guidelines for 
Natural Values Surveys – Terrestrial Development Proposals, Natural and Cultural Heritage 
Division (2015): 

o Diurnal searches for scats and tracks of the entire project site by NBES in 2017 (DPEMP 
Appendix C); 

o Camera survey by NBES in 2017 using remote motion-detecting cameras at 5 sites for 
approximately 4 weeks (DPEMP Appendix C); 

o Capture-mark-recapture survey by The Carnivore Conservancy (TCC) in 2018. This study 
surveyed Robbins Island using 45 trap sites (not all sites surveyed continuously), sampling 
for the equivalent of 400 trap-nights (over 10 nights trapping in total) (DPEMP Appendix 
D); 

o Genetics study by the Australasian Wildlife Genomics Group (University of Sydney) in 
2018 using 60 samples collected during the capture-mark-recapture study. (DPEMP 
Appendix D); 

o Denning habitat assessment by NBES in 2017 and 2018 using a combination of desktop 
assessment (multi-variate modelling) and systematic on-ground surveys of a minimum of 
30% of potential denning habitat (DPEMP Appendix C); and 

o Roadkill survey by GHD across a 6 month period in 2018, on roads predicted to have 
increased traffic as part of the construction of the Project (Montagu Road, West Montagu 
Road and Robbins Island Road) (DPEMP Appendix F). 

• Marrawah skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana) Targeted search based on the 
potential habitat for species identified on site by desktop survey (Carex appressa) by NBES in 
2017 and 2018 (DPEMP Appendix C). 
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• Keeled snail (Tasmaphena lamproides) targeted search based on suitable habitat identified 
on site by desktop survey NBES in 2017 and 2018 (DPEMP Appendix C). 

• Microchiropteran bats search and assessment of potential roosting habitat and bat call 
surveys in 2004 and 2009 by Nature Advisory and in 2018 by GHD (DPEMP Appendix E). 

Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii) 

Site investigations found Tasmanian devils are widespread and relatively abundant within the 
project site. No devils were recorded with devil facial tumour disease (DFTD) on Robbins Island. 

 
The population density on Robbins Island had an average of 12.2 individuals/10 km2, comparable 
with Tasmanian mainland sites which varied between 6.8 and 17.0 individuals/10 km2.50 The 
Robbins Island population is mixed age (ranging from 1-6), which is consistent with other DFTD- 
free populations on mainland Tasmania. According to the DPEMP, it is considered a low 
probability that DFTD is present within the project site. Distribution of devils, based on trap 
success rate, was greatest along the edge of scrub and paddocks in the Remarkable Banks area of 
Robbins Island (Figure 6.6 of the DPEMP). 

 
The Robbins Island Tasmanian devil population was not found to be genetically distinct from the 
adjacent mainland Tasmanian devil population at Woolnorth51. 

 
According to the DPEMP, 449.24 ha of optimal denning habitat was identified within the project 
site on Robbins Island, although no potential den sites were located during surveys52. Refer Figure 
6.6 of the DPEMP for optimal denning habitat. 

 
A further 5,322.8 ha of habitat within the project site was considered sub-optimal for denning, 
with 5,067 ha (95%) of this habitat excluded from development. According to the DPEMP, the 
remaining habitat within the project site is considered to be unsuitable for denning, based largely 
on the nature of the substrate, proneness to inundation and distance from native vegetation. 

 
No evidence of occupation has been observed in the project site on mainland Tasmania and no 
denning sites were found, although it is possible the species traverses through this area. 

 
A relatively small proportion (3.6%) of the total roadkill on the main local government managed 
roads leading to the project site, Montagu Road and West Montagu Road, were Tasmanian devils 
(Appendix F, DPEMP). Six Tasmanian devils were recorded. No roadkill was identified on the road 
leading to the site, Robbins Island Road. 

 
Eastern quoll (Dasyurus viverrinus) and Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus masculatus subsp. 
maculatus) 

No evidence of either quoll species was recorded during surveys within the project site on 
Robbins Island. Camera and mark-capture-recapture surveys, den searches and scat and track 
surveys revealed no evidence that these species are on Robbins Island. 

 
 
 

50 The Carnivore Conservancy (TCC), 2018, Capture-Mark-Recapture Study. Refer Appendix D of the DPEMP. 
51 TCC, 2018 and Australasian Wildlife Genomics Group (University of Sydney), 2018, Genetics Study. Refer 
Appendix D of the DPEMP. 
52 Refer section 2.3.2 of Appendix C of the DPEMP for definition of optimal, sub-optimal and unsuitable habitat. 
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No evidence of the eastern quoll was recorded during the roadkill assessment, however, three 
spotted-tailed quolls were recorded on Montagu Road. 

 
Marrawah Skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana) 

This species is dependent on the tussock-sedge, Carex appressa and as a result, its distribution is 
closely linked to the presence of this plant species which is its larval host and food plant. Carex 
appressa was found to be uncommon, but potential habitat for C. appressa is more widespread 
across the project site. An estimated 619 ha of confirmed and potential habitat of this species 
occurs within the project site, including 100 ha to the west of Robbins Island Road on mainland 
Tasmania, refer Figure 6-6 and Figure 6-7 of the DPEMP. No evidence of Marrawah skipper was 
identified during searches, according to the DPEMP. 

 
All of the confirmed habitat of C. appressa (26.6 ha or 4.3 %) and 99 % of potential habitat has 
been excluded from the WTG Development Zone. An area of 2.9 ha of potential C. appressa 
habitat however will be impacted through project development, including an area of 100 m2 
adjacent to Robins Island Road and an area in the location of the proposed wharf. 

 
According to the DPEMP it is considered unlikely that the species is present in this area based on 
the sparseness of the host plant and lack of any evidence of occupation by the Marrawah skipper. 

 
Keeled snail (Tasmaphena lamproides) 

There is very limited suitable habitat present within the wet forest communities on site, and 
according to the DPEMP, no individuals were found within litter searches. Around 200 ha of wet 
forest (WBR and WNL) is found within the project site, with less than 1 ha present within the 
project footprint, at the southern end of Robbins Island Road on mainland Tasmania. 

 
Tussock skink (Pseudemoia pagenstecheri) 

There is no suitable habitat (Poa tussock grassland and Themeda grassland without trees) present 
within the project site. The closest known record is tens of kilometres to the southeast. 

 
Microchiropteran bats 

According to the DPEMP, microchiropteran bat utilisation of the project site was relatively low 
compared to other sites in Tasmania. Bat utilisation was greatest at Teal Lagoon, a freshwater 
body excluded from the WTG development zone. 

 
According to the bat utilisation survey, Appendix E of the DPEMP, the low bat activity, combined 
with a lack of potential roosting habitat within the project site, suggest the project site does not 
represent important habitat for bats. 

 
No bat species identified on Robbins Island are listed under the TSP Act or the EPBC Act. 

 
Potential impacts to terrestrial fauna 

 
Construction 

 
According to the DPEMP, impacts to fauna during the construction phase are possible through loss 
of habitat, introduction of pests and disease, increased roadkill risk, noise disturbance and direct 
disturbance to key habitat such as dens. 
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According to the DPEMP, 280 ha of the 366.2 ha construction footprint will occur within native 
vegetation communities, approximately 3.4% of the project site. This will include clearing of known 
and potential habitat for threatened species. 

 
Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus harrisii) 

The potential impacts to the Tasmanian devil are direct habitat loss, roadkill risk and potential 
introduction of DFTD. 

 
Habitat loss 

Of the 449.2 ha of potential optimal denning habitat present on Robbins Island, 445.4 ha (99.2 %) 
has been excluded from the WTG development zone (Figure 6.6 of the DPEMP). All direct 
disturbance, such as WTG construction footprints, roads, and ancillary infrastructure, has been 
excluded from optimal denning habitat, with the exception of the wharf access road, which will 
impact 3.8 ha of optimal denning habitat. 

 
A minimum of 30 % of potential optimal denning habitat has been surveyed for dens and none 
were identified within the project site. The DPEMP concluded that the impacts to the Tasmanian 
devil from the loss of 3.8 ha of potential optimal denning habitat is not considered significant, 
considering the remaining 445.8 ha of potential optimal habitat that has been excluded from 
development. 

 
Of the 5,322.8 ha of potential sub-optimal denning habitat, 95 % (4,790.5 ha) has been excluded 
from the development footprint (Figure 5a of Appendix C of the DPEMP), with 255.6 ha of 
potential sup-optimal denning habitat proposed to be directly impacted by the development. 

 
Up to 366.2 ha of potential foraging habitat (which includes potential denning habitat) will be lost 
as a result of the project. According to the DPEMP, this loss of foraging habitat is unlikely to be 
significant given the large areas of suitable habitat remaining on Robbins Island. 

 
Roadkill risk 

The project has the potential to increase roadkill through increased vehicle traffic, particularly 
during the construction phase. According to the Roadkill Survey (Appendix F, DPEMP) undertaken 
over a six month period across the access roads to the site, Tasmanian devils account for 3.6% of 
roadkill, with six individuals recorded. Five Tasmanian devils were recorded on West Montagu 
Road, and one was recorded on Montagu Road. No roadkill was recorded on Robbins Island Road 
during the survey period. Roadkill was not evenly distributed along the roads surveyed, with 
several one km long hotspots identified on West Montagu Road, refer to Figure 6-8 of the 
DPEMP. 

 
Construction traffic in winter will pose the highest risk to the Tasmanian devil due to the increase 
in traffic travelling between dusk and dawn with the proposed 12 hour working days, although, 
most roadkill occurs between summer and autumn (December to March) when the devil 
population swells from dispersing juvenile devils moving around the landscape53. 

 
 
 
 
 

53 Lawrence C and Wiersma HF 2019. DFTD is a killer but what about other threats, in Saving the Tasmanian Devil: 
Recovery through Science-based Management, (Hogg C, Fox S, Pemberton D and Belov K eds), CSIRO Publishing. 
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According to the DPEMP, most of the traffic increase generated by the project construction phase 
would occur outside dusk and dawn during summer and spring. However, there will be periods, 
particularly during winter, where there will be an increase in traffic between dusk and dawn. 

 
The increase in traffic during construction, according to the DPEMP, will be 94 vehicles per day, 52 
light vehicles and 42 heavy vehicles, which is an 18.5% increase in traffic on Montagu Road and 
19.5% increase in traffic on West Montagu Road. The DPEMP estimated that 82 vehicle 
movements per day would occur within the peak roadkill period (dusk to dawn) over the winter 
period, at the time of the winter solstice. 

 
Predicted increases in roadkill rates along Montagu Road and West Montagu Road over six 
months without mitigation are 12% (0.14 devils) and 14% (0.84 devils) respectively (refer Table 6-4 
DPEMP). No roadkill data is available along Robbins Island Road, however the increase in traffic 
volumes will be substantial, and therefore the increased risk of roadkill is considered to be 
significant. 

 
During summer, vehicle travel will be during daylight hours which will reduce the risk of collision 
of terrestrial fauna with vehicles. According to the DPEMP, however, incidental observations 
during field surveys on Robbins Island indicate that devils are also active during the day, indicating 
a risk of roadkill on the island during daylight hours. 

 
Night works may be required when raising the WTG, if optimal low wind conditions are predicted 
to occur overnight. During these events there will be an increased level of night time traffic and 
associated increased roadkill risk. According to the DPEMP (Traffic Impact Assessment, Appendix 
DD), it is estimated that this could occur over 31 days. 

 
DFTD Risk 

Construction and operation of the project may increase the risk of DFTD spreading to Robbins 
Island through the potential for devils to travel to and from the island via the bridge. 

 
As part of the Supplementary Volume, additional information was provided on the current and 
future use of Robbins Island by the landowner in relation to the installation of wallaby-proof 
fencing of pasture and subsequent reduction in macropod culling. These farming practices are also 
likely to potentially impact the Tasmanian devil population on the island by reduction of one food 
source, as carcasses from culling are left in paddocks, as well as fragmenting the landscape through 
fencing. Refer to section 2.3 of the Supplementary Volume for further details. While these actions 
are not part of the proposal being assessed, the proponent has developed avoidance and 
mitigation measures to address these potential impacts. 

 
Spotted-tailed quoll (Dasyurus masculatus subsp. maculatus) 

The fauna assessment concluded the spotted-tailed quoll is highly unlikely to be present on 
Robbins Island, therefore loss of habitat during construction is unlikely to impact the species. 

 
There is, however, potential for an increase in roadkill during construction from increased traffic 
on Montagu Road, West Montagu Road and Robbins Island Road. During the roadkill survey, three 
spotted-tailed quolls were recorded on Montagu Road. It is predicted that an increase in roadkill 
rates along Montagu Road over six months would be 12% (0.43 spotted-tailed quolls). Refer to 
Table 6-5 of DPEMP. 
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Eastern quoll (Dasyurus viverrinus) 

The eastern quoll is highly unlikely to occur on Robbins Island and loss of habitat during 
construction is unlikely to impact the species. There is potential for impacts to this species from 
roadkill during construction, as per the Tasmanian devil and spotted-tailed quoll. No Eastern quolls 
were recorded during the roadkill survey. 

 
Eastern-barred bandicoot (Perameles gunnii gunnii) 

The eastern-barred bandicoot is considered highly unlikely to occur on Robbins Island, therefore 
potential impacts to this species is limited to roadkill risk during construction. No Eastern-barred 
bandicoots were recorded during the roadkill survey. 

 
Marrawah Skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana) 

An area up to 2.9 ha of viable C. appressa habitat will be impacted, including an area of 100 m2 on 
Robbins Island Road, and the wharf access area. Approximately 99% of all C. appressa habitat will 
remain undisturbed. 

 
Keeled snail (Tasmaphena lamproides) 

The Keeled snail is dependent on deep damp litter and coarse woody debris in wet forest. 
Although there is around 200 ha of wet forest found within the project site, less than 1 ha will be 
impacted by the project, at the southern end of Robbins Island Road on mainland Tasmania. No 
areas of wet forest will be cleared on Robbins Island. According to the DPEMP, given no 
individuals of this species were found in litter searches, it is considered highly unlikely the project 
will impact this species. 

 
Operation 

Potential operational impacts on terrestrial fauna are considered to be limited to roadkill from 
operational vehicles, with other impacts relating to runoff and spread of weeds, pests, or disease. 

 

6.2.2 Management measures 

DPEMP Commitments54 

Commitment 7 Pre-clearance den surveys would be undertaken in all areas that cannot be 
excluded from the final Project WTG Development Zone (and ancillary 
infrastructure footprint) implemented on a rolling basis one month prior to 
commencement of each component of scheduled construction. This includes 
within 200 m of quarry sites. If a den is found to be used by a threatened fauna 
species, a Den Decommissioning Plan would be prepared and submitted to the 
EPA. 

 
Commitment 9 A Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan would be developed for 

management of roadkill along Montagu Road, West Montagu Road and Robbins 
 
 
 

54 These commitments were provided at the time of submission of the DPEMP (December 2021). A Supplementary 
Volume was prepared in July 2022, with additional measures provided. The additional measures are included below. 
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Island Road. This would include daily roadkill monitoring along these roads. 
This Plan would be submitted for approval by the EPA and DCCEEW as part of 
the Project’s CEMP. 

 
Commitment 10 If roadkill monitoring during construction determines that the incidence of 

roadkill is significant for Tasmanian devils or Spotted-tailed quoll (defined as 
two or more Tasmanian devils, Spotted-tailed quoll or other listed threatened 
fauna species killed in a 12 month period), then additional management 
measures would be implemented, consistent with the Roadkill Monitoring and 
Adaptive Management Plan. 

 
Commitment 11 Measures to prevent or limit the movement of Tasmanian devils and other 

fauna across the bridge structure would be developed in consultation with the 
EPA and DCCEEW, with the final design being submitted for approval as part of 
the Wind Farm Design Report. 

 
Additional measures for the Tasmanian devil, as included in the Supplement55 

Additional survey work to inform detailed design (section 2.6.2) 

The proponent has undertaken an additional trapping survey (June 2022) with the aim of increasing 
knowledge of the current distribution of devils on the island, with population structure and 
relative density mapped through a second, ten night, trapping program. This will form the basis for 
the next stage of work, to detect natal den locations via tracking of individual females. 

The proponent has proposed radio and GPS tracking of individual females in September/October 
2022, with data to inform: range and habitat use; impacts of wallaby-proof fencing; locating natal 
dens; and provision of baseline data on current use of the island and priority conservation areas. 
This information will feed into the proposed Tasmanian Devil Conservation Management Plan 
(TDCMP) (section 2.6.5). 

Roadkill management (section 2.6.4) 

A roadkill survey is proposed prior to construction, to update baseline data since the initial survey 
undertaken in 2018. The updated survey is proposed for January to June 2023 in order to provide 
a 12 month dataset. Data from the survey will be provided to NRE Tas. 

Tasmanian Devil Conservation Management Plan (TDCMP) (section 2.6.2) 

It is proposed to draft a TDCMP following the radio/GPS tracking survey, in consultation with 
NRE Tas and the Save the Devil Tasmania Program. It will be submitted to EPA and DCCEEW for 
approval at least three months before construction. The Plan will outline the monitoring of the 
population for changes over time, as well as implementation of conservation measures including: 
installation of Tasmanian devil access tunnels through farm fences to allow continued access and 
egress through pasture areas; protection and enhancement of denning habitat; creation of artificial 
dens; monitoring outcomes from virtual fencing; and monitoring the bridge to understand success 
of exclusion structures or deterrent devices installed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

55 DPEMP Supplementary Volume, July 2022, section 2.6 
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Additional mitigation measures in section 6.2.4 of the DPEMP include the following. 

Construction 
 
The following additional mitigation measures are proposed to manage the impacts to fauna during 
construction. 

 
All species 

• Construction activities would avoid native vegetation where possible (e.g., temporary storage 
of machinery and excavated materials). 

• Spill responses would be implemented in accordance with the procedures outlined in section 
6.10 of the DPEMP, addressed in Issue 5 Appendix A of this report. 

• Sediment and erosion control methods would be implemented in accordance with the 
procedures outlined in section 6.6 of the DPEMP, addressed in section 6.7 of this report. 

• Rehabilitation of disturbed areas would be conducted as soon as practicable, as outlined in 
section 9.1.3 of the DPEMP, addressed in Issue 6 Appendix A of this report. 

• To minimise risk of entrapment in trenches, progressive backfilling of open trenches would 
occur, or fauna egress points would be made available where backfilling is not viable. 
Inspections of trenches left open overnight would occur the following morning. 

• Should any large trees require removal, they would be assessed by a qualified ecologist for 
hollows (including checking for signs of occupancy) prior to felling. Where mature trees need 
to be removed, tree sections from this removal would be used to enhance the fauna habitat at 
the Project Site, by laying logs and crowns on the ground. 

 
Roadkill management ‐ Tasmanian devil, Spotted‐tailed quoll, and other species 

A Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (RMAMP) would be developed to manage 
the impact of increases in construction traffic along the main access roads to Robbins Island, 
namely, Mella Road, Montagu Road, West Montagu Road and Robbins Island Road, along with 
construction roads within Robbins Island. The RMAMP would include the following measures: 

 
• Installation of virtual fencing devices to discourage animal movement onto roads at higher 

density roadkill locations. These devices would be installed at appropriate intervals along a 
section of West Montagu Road, extending approximately 5 km eastward from the West 
Montagu Road – Robbins Island Road junction. These devices would be installed prior to the 
start of the construction phase of the Project. 

• Systematic monitoring of roadkill, with construction roads on Robbins Island (including the 
bridge) and access roads to be surveyed daily during construction for roadkill. Daily removal 
and disposal of all roadkill carcasses during construction. The RMAMP would include an 
appropriate methodology for carcass disposal. 

• To minimise the number of vehicles travelling on access roads to the Project Site, vehicle 
movements would be restricted to up to 82 project‐related vehicle movements per day during 
peak roadkill periods (i.e., dusk to dawn). This includes providing buses to transport up to 85% 
of construction staff to/from the Project Site. 
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• Training and construction protocols, including inductions for all construction staff in relation to 
fauna roadkill risk and its potential impact to local Tasmanian devil and spotted‐tailed quoll 
populations. 

• Vehicle movements would occur between 6 am – 6 pm, as far as practicable. When vehicles 
are travelling during winter with earlier dusk and later dawn, additional care would be 
required, including travelling below 80 km/h on public access roads, where practicable. 

• Vehicle speeds within the project site on Robbins Island and on the bridge would be limited to 
40 km/h. 

• To inform workers and other site visitors, wildlife signage would be installed at the 
entrance/exit to the Project Site. 

• Other locations for installation of virtual fencing devices would be considered as an adaptive 
management measure, should higher density locations for roadkill be recorded during 
monitoring. 

• Potential additional management measures as part of adaptive management could include: 

o Additional monitoring to better understand potential causes of roadkill incidents and 
develop appropriate management measures; 

o Targeted mitigation and management measures including: 
• additional virtual fencing 
• wildlife signage along public roads at identified fauna roadkill hotspots 
• vehicle speed restrictions 
• further modification to the transport schedules 
• increased slashing of roadside vegetation, to maximise driver visibility of fauna 
• collection of roadkill carcasses, to reduce potential for roadkill associated with 

scavenging of road killed animals. 
 
The RMAMP would include reporting roadkill to the EPA and DCCEEW, including provision of 
roadkill survey results every six months during construction. 

 
Given the residual risk of loss through roadkill incidents, an offset has been proposed for any 
Tasmanian devil fatalities above the baseline, with a contribution of $8,000 per additional fatality to 
the Save the Tasmanian Devil Program. 

 
Tasmanian devil – habitat management 

• In the event that an individual den is discovered and can be retained, additional protection of 
the surrounding habitat will be applied to provide the mother and young with adequate access 
to foraging and other habitat within the home range. 

• In the event that an individual den is discovered, and it is not possible for retention, a remote 
camera will be placed at the entrance for a minimum of seven nights to determine its current 
use. Once vacancy is confirmed, an approval will be sought for a permit to take, with den 
destruction protocols followed as per advice from an ecologist and NRE Tas. 

• In the event that a den is destroyed, creation of an artificial den site within the home range will 
be considered where appropriate, informed by advice from an ecologist and the NRE Tas. 
Management measures would be included in the CEMP. 

• Prior to commencement of quarry operations, pre-clearance den surveys would be undertaken 
as per the above procedures. Given the potential for disturbance through noise and vibration, 
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a buffer area of 200 m will be searched, a significantly larger buffer than the required 50 m 
specified in the survey guidelines (Natural and Cultural Heritage Division, 2015). Management 
measures would be included in the Final Quarry Management Plan. 

• In order to protect the conservation values of the threatened vegetation community of 
Eucalyptus viminalis – Eucalyptus globulus (DVC) located in the vicinity of the wharf, it is 
proposed that a conservation covenant be placed on this site, along with active conservation 
measures such as fencing and weed control. The DVC community is approximately 46.9 ha and 
is also one of the areas assessed as optimal denning habitat and is likely to contain dens. The 
management of this site for conservation will include enhancing protection of the Tasmanian 
devil. Measures such as cattle exclusion will remove the risk of dens being caved in, thereby 
improving the security of dens within this habitat area. 

Operation 
 
General management and mitigation measures to minimise potential impacts to fauna would 
include: 

• Vehicles accessing the project site would keep to formed tracks/roads and traffic would be 
generally restricted to daylight hours. 

• Speed limits of 40 km/h would be applied to all internal roads during construction and 
operation. 

• Roadkill monitoring on Robbins Island and site access roads would continue during the 
operational phase as incidental observations, with observed roadkill mortalities documented in 
Annual Reports, and carcasses removed to reduce scavenging opportunities for Tasmanian 
devils and eagles. 

 
6.2.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

Two hundred and sixty (260) public representations were made in relation to potential impacts on 
threatened fauna, with the majority of issues relating to the Tasmanian devil. The representations 
raised concerns in relation to: 

• Risk of spreading the devil tumour facial disease to Robbins Island 

• Increased roadkill risk from construction and operation traffic 

• Impact to devil dens 

• Impact to denning and foraging habitat 

• Noise impacts from construction and operations 

• Impact from fencing and roads and potential habitat fragmentation 

• Inadequate surveys and habitat mapping. 

Two hundred and twenty five (225) representations were concerned with the potential increase in 
roadkill risk for the spotted-tailed quoll and eastern barred bandicoot. 

Three representations were concerned with the impact to habitat of Marrawah skipper. 

NRE Tas comments 

NRE Tas has provided advice on the draft DPEMP and Supplementary Volume during the 
development of both documents. 
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NRE Tas provided the following comments on the Supplementary Volume May 2022: 

• NRE Tas supports the avoidance and mitigation measures for impacts to the Tasmanian devil 
outlined in the Supplement. 

• All mitigation measures outlined in section 2.6.4 (Roadkill) are supported and should be 
implemented as stated in the Supplement. 

• Initiatives outlined in section 2.6.5 (Conservation Management Plan) are supported. 

NRE Tas commented that the proponent should liaise with the Department (NRE) for advice and 
guidance when developing final plans, for example, devil den decommissioning protocols, roadkill 
mitigation, methods to deter devils from crossing the bridge, and the Conservation Management 
Plan, in particular artificial den and tunnel design and construction. 

6.2.4 Evaluation 

Tasmanian devil 

Two hundred and sixty (260) representations were concerned with the potential impacts to 
Tasmanian devils as outlined below. 

Devil tumour facial disease 

The potential for the spread of devil tumour facial disease (DFTD) to Robbins Island will be 
managed through the design of the bridge which will ensure the most up-to-date methods are 
used to minimise fauna (including feral cats) utilising the structure and accessing the island. Design 
features proposed, such as fencing and rolling cattle grids, will be required to be detailed in the 
Design Report (CN1). The proponent has proposed to work with the Save the Tasmanian Devil 
Program (STDP) and NRE Tas to identify the most successful methods to prevent devils utilising 
the bridge for crossing. 

It is noted that the Robbins Island devil population is not isolated and is not considered a separate 
population. Tasmanian devils are known to cross at low tide, and this is supported by genetic 
testing undertaken in 2018 which showed gene flow between Robbins Island and mainland 
Tasmania devils. 

Roadkill 

There is potential for increased roadkill from an increase in vehicle movements during 
construction. 

The proponent has proposed to develop a Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 
(RMAMP) to manage the impact of increases in construction traffic along the main access roads to 
Robbins Island, namely, Mella Road, Montagu Road, West Montagu Road and Robbins Island Road, 
along with construction roads within Robbins Island (section 2.6.4 Supplement). This will be 
required by condition FF12. The RMAMP will be required to be submitted to the EPA and 
DCCEEW for approval prior to construction commencing. 

The RMAMP will include: a revised roadkill survey; roadkill monitoring of Robbins Island roads as 
well as the main access roads; restriction on vehicle movements travelling to and from the project 
site, including the provision of buses to transport up to 85% of construction staff to/from the site; 
limiting vehicle speeds on site; and limiting vehicle movements between 6 pm and 6 am. These 
measures will be required be implemented as part of the RMAMP (condition FF12). 

One representor raised concern over the enforcement of the 40 km/hour speed limit. The 
proponent provided the following comment in the supplement. Vehicle speeds within the Project Site 
on Robbins Island and on the bridge would be limited to 40 km/h, along with instigating a culture of 
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environmental risk management. Monitoring and enforcement will be a core part of this. High speeds will 
be detectable from dust emissions, and site supervisors will enforce the speed limits. ACEN believes that if 
a culture of care for wildlife can be instilled and maintained from the outset, there will be strong 
compliance with the speed limit. 

Two representors commented that the roadkill survey was out of date. The proponent proposes 
to undertake a roadkill survey before construction to understand any changes since the initial 
survey was undertaken in 2018. This will be required by as part of the RMAMP (condition FF12). 

One representor commented on the efficacy of virtual fencing. Virtual fencing is one proposed 
mitigation measure that will be considered as part of the RMAMP and its inclusion for 
consideration is appropriate. 

Habitat loss 

Clearing for project infrastructure has the potential to impact denning and foraging habitat. The 
proponent has commented that finding and conserving dens will be a key focus, and 
decommissioning dens is the very last resort (proponent comment, Appendix A Supplement). 

There will be clearance of 3.8 ha (0.8%) of optimal denning habitat and 255.6 ha (5%) of sub- 
optimal denning habitat for the development on Robbins Island, with the majority of optimal 
denning habitat excluded from development. The clearance of native vegetation (280 ha) for 
development of infrastructure is not considered significant given the large areas of suitable habitat 
remaining on Robbins Island, the fact that devils are able to shift their home range, and that home 
ranges can be overlapping. It is noted that clearance of habitat will be staged over 48 months 
(section 2.5.2 Supplement) with roads, hardstands and foundations progressively constructed over 
this time. 

The proposed total footprint of 366.2 ha is unlikely to reduce foraging habitat by 366.2 ha for the 
Tasmanian devil, as the devil will still utilise cleared areas such as roads and hardstand areas to 
traverse the site. For example, the area of arterial and spur roads alone provide for a total area of 
139 ha of habitat that will be modified, but still available to devils for movement through the 
landscape. NRE Tas commented that devils are generalists in terms of habitat preferences, 
particularly in regard to foraging (including places such as roads and tracks), and given the large 
area of land available for foraging across Robbins Island (~ 9,900 ha); NRE Tas does not consider 
that the wind farm development is likely to result in a significant reduction in foraging habitat. 

An area of 3.8 ha (0.8%) of optimal denning habitat will be impacted by construction of the wharf. 
With implementation of the proposed management measures, i.e., pre-clearance surveys and den 
decommissioning, if required, the potential impacts to the devil from a decrease in 0.8% of optimal 
denning habitat is not considered significant. This is supported by NRE Tas, who advised, the 
proposed clearing of optimal and sub-optimal denning habitat is likely to pose a low risk of impact 
on the Tasmanian devil population, ie breeding cycles or population size, provided the appropriate 
mitigation identified is implemented, as outlined above in section 6.2.2. 

The proponent proposes to undertake pre-clearance surveys of all infrastructure (Commitment 7 
and section 2.6.3 Supplement) prior to construction. If an individual den is discovered and can be 
retained, additional protection of the surrounding habitat will be applied. If a den is discovered that 
it is not possible to retain, a remote camera will be placed at the entrance for a minimum of seven 
nights to determine current use. Once vacancy is confirmed, a Den Decommissioning Plan will be 
submitted to NRE Tas for a permit to take. These measures are considered necessary to reduce 
the risk to devil denning habitat and will be required by condition FF13. 

If a den is destroyed the proponent has proposed the creation of an artificial den site within the 
home range. This is supported and will be required by condition FF13. 
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The difficulty in identifying natal dens has been acknowledged by the proponent and a robust plan 
has been developed to build knowledge of the current distribution of dens across the island. 
Another trapping program was undertaken at Robbins Island in June 2022, with the results to 
provide the basis for the next stage of work, tracking of individual females with the aim to detect 
natal dens (section 2.6.2 Supplement). These studies will inform the wind farm design report 
(CN1) with avoidance of located dens wherever possible. 

The proponent has also proposed a 200 m buffer for dens prior to commencement of quarry sites 
to reduce the potential impact on dens from noise and vibration. This is supported and will be 
required by condition FF13. 

One representor raised concerns about the adequacy of habitat mapping. Habitat mapping is 
considered sufficient and is covered in S6.2 of the DPEMP and in the Supplementary volume. 

The proponent has also proposed to undertake the development of a Devil Conservation 
Management Plan (section 2.6.5 Supplement) for the entirety of Robbins Island. The plan will be 
developed in consultation with NRE Tas and the Save the Devil Program (STDP), and will aim to 
monitor the population for any changes overtime, given the changes to physical barriers and prey 
sources from the landowner's fencing and reduction in culling activities. This is supported and will 
address representations made in relation to potential habitat fragmentation from fencing and 
roads. 

Seven representations raised the issue that the devil colony on Robbins Island is unique. The 
Tasmanian devil population across Tasmania is considered one population. The Tasmanian devils 
on Robbins Island do not constitute a unique population. 

Given the above management measures proposed by the proponent, it is considered any potential 
impacts to the Tasmanian devil from the project will not be significant. 

Spotted-tailed quolls 

The spotted-tailed quoll was not identified during surveys undertaken on Robbins Island and the 
risk to this species from development on Robbins Island is considered low. Nevertheless, there is 
potential for increased roadkill on access roads for this species during construction. Mitigation 
measures proposed in the RMAMP for the Tasmanian devil will also apply to the spotted-tailed 
quoll. 

Two hundred and twenty five (225) representations were concerned about the potential for 
roadkill on the spotted-tailed quoll and the eastern-barred bandicoot. The mitigation measures 
proposed in section 2.6.4 of the Supplement are considered adequate to reduce potential risk to 
the quoll and bandicoot. 

Other threatened fauna species 

Marrawah Skipper 

Three representors raised the issue of potential impact to Marrawah skipper habitat. An area up 
to 2.9 ha of viable C. appressa habitat will be impacted (100 m2 adjacent to Robbins Island Road, 
and the area of the wharf access). Approximately 99% of all C. appressa habitat will remain 
undisturbed. The proponent has proposed to undertake targeted surveys within potential habitat 
at the time of micrositing. This is supported and will be required to be detailed in the Design 
Report (CN1) and condition FF17. 

Based on the Marrawah skipper not being observed anywhere in the project site, and the relatively 
small area of habitat for its host plant (C. appressa) being impacted, it is considered that the project 
would not have a significant impact on this species. 
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6.2.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN1 Design report 

FF12 Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 

FF13 Pre-construction survey and management of Tasmanian devil dens 

FF17 Pre-construction survey – Marrawah skipper 
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6.3 Threatened flora species and ecological communities 

6.3.1 Description 

The project site is dominated by heathland and pasture, which transitions to a mosaic of 
vegetation communities towards coastal areas. These communities include dry and wet eucalypt 
forest, non-eucalypt woodland, scrub, wetland, and saltmarsh. Small patches of woodland and 
scrub scattered within the extensive heathland mark the western edge of the Remarkable Banks 
(Figure 14) (Figure 6.1 and 6.2 of the DPEMP). 

 
The mainland section of the project site is formed by a corridor centred on Robbins Island Road 
and slightly widened section on the approach to Robbins Passage. The vegetation communities in 
this area are a combination of wet forest, dry eucalypt forests, and areas cleared for agriculture 
and silviculture. 

 
Surveys of the proposed project site for flora and vegetation communities were conducted by 
North Barker Ecosystem Services (NBES) during 2003, 2008 and 2017-2019. These included field 
surveys, vegetation mapping, floristic surveys (including threatened species searches), and fauna 
habitat assessment (detailed methodology found in DPEMP Appendix C). 

Vegetation communities 

According to the DPEMP, 22 vegetation communities, including six threatened vegetation 
communities listed under the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002 (NC Act 2002) or EPBC 
Act, have been recorded within the project site on Robbins Island. Four native vegetation 
communities have been recorded within the mainland section of the project site, three of which 
are listed as threatened under the EPBC Act or NC Act. 

 
Approximately half the project site on Robbins Island is coastal heathland (SCH), 4,258.8 ha, with 
the remaining area predominantly agricultural land (FAG), 1,888.8 ha, with patches of eucalypt 
forest and woodland, scrub and sedgeland communities. According to the DPEMP, these 
vegetation communities are in good condition, although some forest habitats (DOB) were 
damaged during a fire in 2008. 

 
Threatened vegetation communities comprise approximately 568.9 ha (7%) of the entire project 
site (both Robbins Island and mainland Tasmania), and include: 

• Saline sedgeland/rushland (ARS), 231 ha (EPBC Act listed); 
• Freshwater aquatic sedgeland and rushland (ASF), 2.9 ha (NC Act listed); 
• Succulent saline herbfield (ASS), 0.8 ha (EPBC Act listed); 
• Eucalyptus viminalis and Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and woodland (DVC), 46. 9 ha (NC 

Act listed); 
• Melaleuca ericifolia swamp forest (NME), 99.6 ha (NC Act listed); and 
• Eucalyptus brookeriana wet forest (WBR), 187.7 ha (NC Act listed). 

 
Refer to section 6.1.1 of the DPEMP for further details of vegetation communities (Figure 14). 
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Figure 14 - Vegetation Communities and Flora Values (Figure 6.3 of the DPEMP) 
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Threatened flora species 

Three threatened flora species were recorded during surveys of the project site on Robbins 
Island. 

 
• Twenty individuals of blushing triggerplant (Sylidium beaugleholei), listed as rare under the TSP 

Act were found at one location at White Rock Ridge during 2017/2018 surveys. Patches of 
equivalent habitat that may support this species were also found within the project site. 
According to the DPEMP, local populations of this species can have significant inter annual 
fluctuations in abundance in response to environmental conditions. 

• Mauve tufted sun orchid (Thelymitra malvina) listed as endangered under the TSP Act, was 
recorded in small numbers in burnt heathland on Robbins Island. While it was recorded in the 
2008 surveys, it was not detected during the 2017/18 surveys. According to the DPEMP, it is 
likely that this species is widespread across White Rock Ridge, with potential habitat existing in 
the northern section of White Rock Ridge. 

• Specimens of the northern leek orchid (Prasophyllum secutum) listed as endangered under both 
the TSP Act and the EPBC Act were thought to have been identified from the project site 
during 2008. These specimens have subsequently been identified as a separate species (not 
threatened). Refer section 6.1.1 and Appendix C356 of the DPEMP. 

 
According to Appendix C of the DPEMP, Parmotrema crinitum (lichen), listed as rare under the TSP 
Act, has only ever been collected in Tasmania from a single location at the end of Robbins Island 
Road in 1993 within Melaleuca dominated swamp forest. No individuals of this species were 
identified within the project site during surveys in 2008 or 2017/2018. 

 
According to the DPEMP, based on habitat and location, a range of threatened flora species is 
predicted to occur within the region (within 5 km of the site). The natural values assessment 
(Appendix C of the DPEMP) however concluded there was a very low likelihood that any other 
threatened flora species were present within the project site. 

 
Potential impacts to vegetation communities and threatened flora 

Vegetation communities 

The total infrastructure footprint of the wind farm site will be 366.2 ha, with 280.05 ha (76.5%) of 
this clearance expected to be native vegetation, which is approximately 3.4% of the total project 
area. The maximum area of each vegetation community to be impacted by construction is 
provided in Table 9. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

56 Mark Wapstra, 2019, Comments on Prasophyllum species from Robbins Island. 
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Table 9 – Areas of native vegetation communities impacted within the project site 
 

Vegetation community Total area in 
project site 

(ha) 

Maximum area of 
native vegetation 
to be impacted 

(ha) 

% loss 
within 
the site 

Eucalyptus nitida dry forest and woodland 
(DNI) 

586.2 4 0.68% 

Eucalyptus obliqua dry forest (DOB) 11.2 0.34 3.0 % 
Eucalyptus viminalis and Eucalyptus globulus 
coastal forest and woodland (DVC)1 

46.9 1.39 2.9 % 

Melaleuca ericifolia swamp forest (NME) 1 99.6 0.04 0.04 % 
Coastal scrub on alkaline sands (SCA) 38.3 0.28 0.73 % 
Coastal heathland (SCH) 4258.8 247.3 5.8 % 
Leptospermum glaucescens heathland and 
scrub (SLG) 

189.9 21.7 11.4 % 

Melaleuca squarrosa scrub (SMR) 63.7 3.4 5.3 % 
Western wet scrub (SWW) 328.4 0.8 0.2 % 
Eucalyptus brookeriana wet forest (WBR) 1 187.7 0.7 0.37 % 
Eucalyptus nitida forest over Leptospermum 
(WNL) 

41.6 0.1 2.4% 

Total 5852.3 280.05  

1. Communities listed as threatened under the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act 2002. 
 
A total of 2.13 ha of threatened vegetation listed under the NC Act is likely to require clearance: 

 
• Eucalyptus viminalis and Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and woodland (DVC) 

An area of 1.4 ha will be cleared to provide road access to the proposed wharf on Back Banks 
Beach. According to the DPEMP, the area to be cleared has been minimised as much as possible, 
with remaining patches (45.5 ha) of DVC on Robbins Island located in development exclusion 
zones. 

• Melaleuca ericifolia swamp forest (NME) 
An area of up to 400 m2 will be cleared on mainland Tasmania close to the northern end of 
Robbins Island Road. The NME is directly adjacent to the road and widening needs to occur to 
provide sufficient width for safe movement of vehicles. No areas of NME on Robbins Island will 
be impacted. 

• Eucalyptus brookeriana wet forest (WBR) 
Clearance of 0.7 ha is required along Robbins Island Road as the WBR community is directly 
adjacent to the road where widening is required for the safe movement of vehicles. All areas 
of WBR on Robbins Island have been excluded from development. 

 
There is a risk that indirect impacts, such as the introduction and spread of weed and disease and 
sediment runoff, could also affect some communities. 

 
The proposed WTG development zone and associated roads and ancillary infrastructure on 
Robbins Island do not contain any threatened ecological communities listed under the EPBC Act. 
All areas of temperate coastal saltmarsh have been avoided. 
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Threatened flora 

The project has the potential to impact threatened flora species through direct impact, such as 
clearance, as well as indirect impact, such as the introduction of weeds and disease, or from 
sediment runoff and alteration to drainage patterns. 

 
All records of blushing triggerplant (Sylidium beaugleholei) (twenty individuals) occur outside the 
WTG Development Zone. The DPEMP concludes that these individuals are unlikely to be 
impacted by infrastructure. However, there is potential for impacts to surrounding habitat of 
blushing triggerplant to occur during construction through soil compaction and alteration of 
drainage patterns. 

 
The project footprint does not overlap with any of the five known locations of mauve tufted sun 
orchid (Thelymitra malvina), however one record is within 20 m of a proposed road. Potential 
impacts to the surrounding habitat of sun orchid during construction could include soil 
compaction and alteration of drainage patterns. 

 
The March 2020 fire occurred within potential habitat of these orchid species and is likely to 
stimulate flowering. A targeted orchid survey was undertaken in October 2021. The survey results 
were not available prior to the DPEMP being finalised. 

 
Operational impacts to vegetation communities are expected to be minimal and largely limited to 
the rehabilitation of areas disturbed during construction and possible introduction/spread of 
weeds and pathogens onsite as a result of vehicular movement. 

6.3.2 Management measures 

DPEMP Commitments 
 
Commitment 2 Prior to the commencement of construction, areas of threatened flora and 

threatened communities would be designated as exclusion zones on site 
construction plans and within the CEMP. 

 
Commitment 3 Prior to submission of the Design Report, an ecologist would undertake 

micrositing surveys for all disturbance areas. Surveys would be conducted in 
the appropriate survey season. Survey data would be used to inform the 
revised WTG layout. Results of the survey and mitigation measures would be 
included in the Design Report. 

 
Commitment 4 A Weed and Hygiene Management Plan would be prepared prior to 

construction and submitted to the EPA. Management measures relevant to 
construction will be included in the CEMP and management measures relevant 
to operations will be included in the OEMP for approval. 

 
Commitment 5 Weed and hygiene management and monitoring would be undertaken monthly 

during the construction phase and annually thereafter. 

Additional mitigation measures in section 6.1.4 of the DPEMP include the following. 

• Overall clearance of native vegetation would be minimised through detailed design and 
micrositing. This includes avoiding direct impacts to sites where Thelymitra malvina has 
previously been recorded. 
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• To improve likelihood of successful survey for Stylidium beaugleholei and Thelymitra malvina, a 
targeted orchid survey was undertaken in Spring 2021 (within two years of the March 2020 
fire), to provide an improved understanding of locations of this species as an input to the 
Design Report. 

• Ecological burning guidelines (Appendix C) would be implemented both before and during the 
operational stage of the project across the balance of remaining habitat. Controlled burning 
would help to maintain habitat quality and promote the persistence of orchid species of 
conservation significance. Conducting ecological burning prior to micrositing would increase 
the likelihood of identifying and avoiding fire responsive species. A detailed burning plan would 
be developed post‐construction, with management burns undertaken during the appropriate 
season, consistent with a mosaic structure designed to provide habitat for short‐lived, 
ephemeral species. 

• Prior to the commencement of works, the clearance areas would be marked in situ and on 
construction plans, and all contractor agreements would specify that works, vehicles, and 
materials must be confined to the designated clearance areas only. Areas of threatened 
communities and/or threatened flora locations would be designated as exclusion zones and 
marked to the degree necessary to avoid any inadvertent impacts. 

• To minimise the risk of introduction of new weeds and pathogens to Robbins Island, the 
majority of the materials for road construction and other infrastructure (e.g., WTG 
construction pads) will be sourced from quarries on Robbins Island. 

• For construction materials for the project sourced from external areas, materials brought 
onto Robbins Island would be sourced from areas determined to be pathogen (i.e., P. 
cinnamomi) and weed free. 

• For the buried electrical cables within the Project Site, exclusion zones to protect threatened 
flora and vegetation communities would be identified and applied when determining trench 
locations. Trenching would not be undertaken within these exclusion zones, thereby avoiding 
direct ground disturbance in these areas. 

• Once the final layout of the WTG and other infrastructure is confirmed, a Permit to Take 
(issued by NRE Tas under the TSP Act) would be sought for any residual impacts to 
threatened flora. 

• Where construction works are to occur immediately adjacent to a threatened flora location or 
threatened community (such as saltmarsh communities immediately adjacent to bridge 
construction works), temporary fencing would be erected to avoid inadvertent impacts. 
Exclusion zones created around protected values would also be applied and fencing erected 
accordingly. 

• Sedimentation and erosion control measures would be implemented in accordance with the 
measures outlined in section 6.6.4 of the DPEMP to minimise indirect impacts such as erosion 
and water run‐off into surrounding vegetation communities. 

• All ancillary activities (e.g., temporary storage of machinery and excavated materials) would 
occur outside of areas of native vegetation. 

• Rehabilitation of disturbed areas would be conducted as soon as practicable. In areas of 
existing native vegetation, local native species would be used for revegetation. Recommended 
revegetation species that should be sourced from the local environment are listed in Appendix 
C. 
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• Where available, excavated topsoil would be stockpiled for replacement after the proposed 
construction works, to facilitate natural regeneration of native vegetation where appropriate. 
Where imported fill is required, this would be sourced as locally as possible to Robbins Island 
and be certified weed/disease free. 

• Weed and Hygiene Management Plan would include a pre-construction rice grass survey and 
eradication program in the vicinity of the bridge construction works. 

6.3.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

Two hundred and thirty five (235) public representations were made in relation to potential 
impacts on threatened flora species and ecological communities. Refer to the Summary of 
Representations Table 3 (Appendix 2) for a summary of all representations. The representations 
raised issues such as: 

• Clearance of native vegetation, including endangered Eucalyptus viminalis - Eucalyptus globulus 
coastal forest and woodland (DVC); 

• Impacts to biodiversity; 

• Concerns in relation to clearance of threatened vegetation Eucalyptus brookeriana wet forest 
(WBR) and Melaleuca ericifolia swamp forest (NME) to widen Robbins Island Road; 

• Clearance of 1000 ha of coastal, heathland and shrubland is significant, a complete survey of 
Robbins Island botany is required; and 

• Thirteen representors raised the issue that several threatened flora species identified on 
Robbins Island, including the mauve-tufted sun orchid (Thelymitra Malvina), blushing triggerplant 
(Stylidium beaugleholei), and lichen (Parmotrema crinitum) were recorded within the project site. 
It was stated that these species should have ongoing protection. 

6.3.4 Evaluation 

Construction 

There will be clearance of 280 ha of native vegetation as part of the project, which is 
approximately 3.4% of the project site. However, impacts of vegetation clearance are considered 
unlikely to be significant given the proposed management measures. The project footprint has 
been designed to minimise impacts to native vegetation where possible, with a 500 m coastal 
buffer to prevent direct loss of coastal vegetation and most forest communities excluded from the 
development footprint. 

The proponent proposes to minimise clearance of native vegetation through detailed design, 
micrositing and pre-construction planning (Commitment 3). This is supported. The results of 
micrositing will be required to be included in the Design Report (CN1). Management measures to 
minimise vegetation clearance during construction will be required by condition FF15. 

Approximately 50% of the area at each WTG hardstand cleared to enable construction will be 
rehabilitated post construction. 

There is unlikely to be any impact to threatened flora species or vegetation communities listed 
under the EPBC Act. Where construction works will occur immediately adjacent to threatened 
vegetation communities, temporary fencing will be erected to avoid inadvertent impact. 

Small areas of threatened vegetation communities (2.13 ha) listed under the NC Act will be 
impacted by the project. The areas of clearance have been minimised by the proponent, with 0.74 
ha of clearance required for widening of Robbins Island Road and the remainder of clearance 
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required to provide road access to the proposed wharf. The loss of these small areas of native 
vegetation is not considered significant and no offset is required. 

There is minimal clearance of native vegetation required for the bridge construction, with the 
northern ramp impacting a small area of Leptospermum glaucescens heathland and scrub (SLG) and 
the southern ramp to be constructed on sand and mud (OSM) (Figure 6.2 of the DPEMP). 

The proponent have proposed active conservation measures such as fencing and weed control in 
order to protect the remainder (45.5 ha) of the threatened community Eucalyptus viminalis – 
Eucalyptus globulus (DVC) in the vicinity of the proposed wharf. This is supported and measures 
will be required to be detailed in accordance with condition FF15. 

The proponent has committed (Commitment 3) to undertake a pre-clearance survey for all 
disturbance areas for threatened flora species, including the mauve-tufted sun orchid (Thelymitra 
malvina) and blushing triggerplant (Stylidium beaugleholei) listed under the (EPBC and NC Acts). 
This is necessary to ensure these species are identified prior to finalising the wind farm design and 
will be required by condition FF14. The results of this survey and mitigation measures to minimise 
impacts must be reported in the Design Report (CN1). The Design Report will also require 
measures to further mitigate or offset any impacts identified as causing potential issues to any 
threatened flora species, such as soil compaction and alteration of drainage patterns to 
surrounding habitat during construction. 

Potential impacts to Parmotrema crinitum lichen listed under the NC Act are unlikely as no 
evidence of the species was found in the project site in surveys in 2008 and 2017/2018. 

Commitment 2, to establish designated exclusion zones for threatened flora and vegetation 
communities is supported. These exclusion zones will be required to be documented within the 
CEMP (CN2). The CEMP will require detail of procedures during construction to minimise 
unnecessary clearance to native vegetation, including demarcation of exclusion zones, and to 
manage weeds in accordance with the Weed and Disease Planning and Hygiene Guidelines - Preventing 
the spread of weeds and diseases in Tasmania, by the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 
Water and Environment, dated March 2015 (CN5). It will also require management measures 
which detail appropriate rehabilitation of areas disturbed during construction. The CEMP will 
require approval by the Director prior to construction commencing. 

Operation 

Further impacts to vegetation communities during operation are unlikely if proposed weed and 
disease management measures for the activity are appropriately applied. These measures are 
supported and will be required in permit conditions, refer to Issue 6 Appendix 1 for management 
of weeds and diseases. 

6.3.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

FF14 Pre-construction survey – threatened flora species 

FF15 Management of threatened flora and vegetation communities 

CN1 Design Report 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CN5 Weed and Disease Management 
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6.4 Noise emissions 

6.4.1 Description 

Existing environment 

The project site is isolated with relatively low activity levels. The surrounding area is mostly 
agriculture and forestry. No sensitive receivers are located on Robbins Island itself57, with the 
nearest noise sensitive receiver (R3) on mainland Tasmania, approximately 2.8 km to the south 
east of Robbins Island (Figure 15). 

The results of the Noise Assessment58 is included in Appendix R of the DPEMP. A baseline noise 
study was undertaken in the vicinity of the project site. A total of 38 sensitive receiver locations 
were included in the assessment (Figure 15). 

Noise monitoring was undertaken at six locations to establish ambient noise levels, including one 
on Robbins Island (a non-permanent dwelling used by the landowners) and five other locations on 
mainland Tasmania. Refer Figure 6 Appendix R of the DPEMP for the noise monitoring locations. 

The results of ambient noise monitoring are provided in Table 10. The dominant sources of noise 
from attended noise measurements were generally birds, cows, tractors, frogs, trees, and ocean 
noise. 

Table 10 - Summary of noise monitoring results 2018 (unattended) 
 

 LA90, 10 min dB(A) LAeq dB(A) 
Location Day 

(7am-6pm) 
Evening 

(6pm-10pm) 
Night 

(10pm-7am) 
Day 

(7am-6pm) 
Evening 

(6pm-10pm) 
Night 

(10pm-7am) 
1 32 33 32 46 44 45 
2 28 32 26 51 49 49 
3 26 28 23 44 46 45 
4 32 30 28 52 46 46 
5 28 23 20 46 41 40 
6 29 28 23 43 39 38 

 
 
Potential Impacts – Construction 

The following are anticipated to be the major sources of noise during construction: 

• Civil construction machinery, including excavators, loaders, bulldozers, cranes, road compactors, 
and vibratory rollers; 

• Semi-trailers, large delivery trucks, and articulated dump trucks; 
• Generators and compressors; 
• Concrete batch plant; 
• Hand tools (including concrete saw and jackhammer); 
• Piling for the bridge and the wharf; and 
• Quarrying activities, including blasting. 

 
 
 
 

57 There are two landowner dwellings on Robbins Island, R01, approximately 3 km east of the project site and R40, 
approximately 7 km east of the project site. These dwellings are not permanently occupied. 
58 GHD, 2020, Report for UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd, Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park Noise Assessment, 
December 2020. 
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Figure 15 - Noise Sensitive Receivers (Figure 5, Appendix R of DPEMP) 
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Typical construction equipment sound power levels are provided in Table 14, Appendix R. Typical 
sound power levels range from 102 dB(A) to 113 dB(A) for wind farm equipment and 104 dB(A) 
to 134 dB(A) for bridge construction equipment (piling). 

According to the DPEMP, sound propagation and attenuation data for plant and machinery likely 
to be used as part of the project was sourced primarily from AS 2436 –2010 (R2016) Guide to 
Noise and Vibration Control on Construction, Demolition and Maintenance Sites. Propagation calculations 
were based on the ISO 961359 prediction algorithm for moderately enhancing meteorological 
conditions with respect to the noise propagation. 

According to the DPEMP, noise levels generated from construction on Robbins Island (not 
including the bridge) will be below 28 dB(A) at all sensitive receptors. 

Construction of the bridge and widening of Robbins Island Road will be the closest construction 
activities to sensitive receptors (residences). Receptors R6 and R21 are 2.5 km southwest of the 
bridge, with the next closest residences along West Montagu Road, approximately 3.5 km south of 
the bridge. The closest residence to Robbins Island Road is R10, which is within 500 m. There are 
an additional three receptors (R9, R22 and R11) within 1 km of Robbins Island Road. 

Construction of the bridge, using piling construction methods60, has the potential to disturb 
sensitive receptors if undertaken outside of standard working hours61. Predicted noise emissions 
from construction of the bridge will range from < 20 dB(A) to 49 dB(A) at the closest sensitive 
receptors R6 and R21, refer Table 6-22 of DPEMP. 

Blasting will be required for the quarries and may be required for WTG footings. The closest 
sensitive receptors to WTG locations and roads are at least 3.3 km, with the closest sensitive 
receptor to the quarry (QZ1) approximately 4.5 km. According to the DPEMP, due to the 
distance of sensitive receptors, the expected blast generated noise and vibrational impact is not 
considered to be significant. 

Blasting will occur during daylight hours only, 7am to 6pm Monday to Friday and 8am to 4pm 
Saturday. Construction will occur over 42 months (Stage 1) and up to 66 months for Stage 1 and 
Stage 2. Quarries are anticipated to be operational for 20 months within the construction period, 
with one quarry to remain operational to provide intermittent maintenance material for road and 
hardstand repairs. It is estimated the siltstone quarry (SS1) will undertake blasting twice per 
month, with the quartzite quarries (QZ1 and QZ2) requiring blasting once a week to once every 
ten days. Both quartzite quarries will not be operational at the same time. 

Traffic noise from truck movements may also affect residents along Robbins Island Road, West 
Montagu Road and Montagu Road. There are a number of residences (up to 10) along West 
Montagu Road where houses are within 200 m of the road. An additional 94 vehicles per day will 
travel along these roads, an increase in 18.5% for Montagu and 19.3% for West Montagu Road. 
According to the DPEMP, no significant impacts on nearby noise sensitive receivers are expected. 

Potential noise impacts could also result from occasional night time erection of WTG. 
 
 
 
 

59 ISO 9613 Acoustics – Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors 

60 Piling will be the most dominant noise source from bridge construction. The predicted noise levels with piling is 
based on impact piling. 
61 Standard hours are defined in the DPEMP as: Monday to Friday 7 am to 6 pm; Saturday 8 am to 6pm; Sunday and 
Public Holidays 10 am to 6 pm. Based on prohibited machinery use times outlined in EMPC Regulations. 
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Potential Impacts – Operations 

Noise modelling of the operation of the WTG at the project site was based on two scenarios 
(Appendix R of the DPEMP): 

• 122 WTG layout utilising specifications for the Vestas EnVentus V162-6.0 MW WTG with 
a 119 m hub height; and 

• 74 WTG layout utilising specifications for the GE Haliade-X 12 MW WTG with a 160 m 
hub height. 

The closest sensitive receiver to the WTG development zone is 3.3 km accounting for the 500 m 
coastal exclusion zone. 

The results show the highest modelled noise level at the nearest sensitive receptors (R2, R3, R31, 
R38 and R39) is 28 dB LA90(10mins) for the 6 MW WTG (Figure 16) and 34 dB LA90(10mins) at 
R38 and R39 for the 12 MW WTG (Figure 17). The DPEMP notes that this is below the NZS 
6808:2010 - New Zealand Standard Acoustics – Wind farm noise of 40 dB LA90(10mins) and the high 
amenity criteria of 35 dB LA90(10mins). Note, the EPA Board has adopted a noise limit of 35 
dB(A) or background + 5 dB(A) at residences or land zoned for sensitive uses for wind energy 
projects. 
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Figure 16 – Predicted Noise Emissions from 6 MW WTG (Figure 6.28 of the DPEMP) 
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Figure 17 - Predicted Noise Emissions from 12 MW WTG (Figure 6.29 of the DPEMP) 
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6.4.2 Management measures 

DPEMP Commitments 
 
Commitment 22 Blasting will occur during standard working hours, as defined in section 6.8.4 of 

the DPEMP62. 

Commitment 23 Piling would occur during standard working hours, as defined in section 6.8.4 of 
the DPEMP63. 

Commitment 24 An online complaints register and contact phone number would be developed 
for the construction and operational phases to resolve any noise related 
complaints. All complaints will be logged, actioned and all outcomes 
documented. 

Commitment 25 An appropriately qualified third party acoustic consultant will undertake 
modelling of the final WTG layout. The results will be submitted to the EPA 
with the Wind Farm Design Report. 

Commitment 26 Background monitoring and tonality testing would be undertaken during Project 
operation by an appropriately qualified third party acoustic consultant at the 
closest sensitive receiver. 

 
The following additional mitigation measures from section 6.8.4 of the DPEMP are proposed. 

 
Construction 
• The majority of construction activities would be limited to daylight hours, with the exception 

of wharf operations, concrete batching, WTG foundation construction and occasional night 
time erection and commissioning of WTG. 

• Construction equipment would be selected to minimise noise emissions. 
• Scheduled maintenance would be undertaken for all machinery. 
• Machinery generators and process equipment would be managed to maintain acceptable noise 

emissions. 
• Where practical, machinery would be operated at low speed or power and will be switched off 

when not being used rather than left idling for prolonged periods. 
• Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan to be developed as part of CEMP. 
• Piling during bridge construction is considered the activity most likely to impact on sensitive 

receptors, therefore the following management and mitigation measures would be 
implemented: 
• Prior to commencement of piling, any residents predicted to be affected by the noise 

generated will be informed about the piling process and associated noise management in 
place. A contact number will be provided to raise any issues. 

• Piling will be undertaken in continuous time allotments, not exceeding 3 hours, with a 
minimum of 1 hour respite between time allotments. 

• Piling is expected to occur periodically throughout the construction period for the bridge, 
which is predicted to take place over a 6 month period. 

 
 

62 Standard working hours, defined in the DPEMP for blasting and bridge piling as: Monday to Friday 7am to 6pm; 
Saturday 8am to 6 pm; no operations Sunday. 
63 See footnote above. 



98 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

• Piling for the wharf, given the distance from receivers, would only be undertaken during 
standard working hours, defined as: – Monday to Friday: 7 am to 6 pm; Saturday: 8 am to 6 
pm; Sunday and Public Holidays: 10 am to 6 pm. 

 
6.4.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

Three representations were made in relation to noise from construction activities, one was 
concerned with the noise from the quarry on residents, and two representations were concerned 
with noise impacts on wildlife and birds. 

There were 18 representations made in relation to noise emissions from operations, with 
concerns including: 

• noise impacts from wind turbines at residents living within 7-10 km of Robbins Island, as well 
as users of Robbins Passage and Montagu camp ground; 

• inadequacies of noise measuring and modelling; and 

• turbine design not finalised and therefore noise impacts cannot be accurately modelled. 

 
6.4.4 Evaluation 

Construction 

The nearest residence to Robbins Island is 2.8 km to the south east of the Island. Given the 
distance between the construction activities on Robbins Island and residences, it is considered 
unlikely that significant noise nuisance from construction will occur at the closest receptors, with 
the exception of piling for the bridge. 

Construction of the bridge will have the potential to cause noise nuisance, with noise levels above 
36 dB(A) at 21 of the closest residences. Mitigation measures proposed by the proponent 
(Commitment 23) to limit the hours of piling activity and the duration of piling (no more than 3 
hours with a minimum of 1 hour respite) is considered necessary and will be required by permit 
condition N1. Note, the proposal to undertake piling on Sundays and public holidays is not 
considered acceptable (condition N1). With the implementation of mitigation measures, the noise 
levels likely to be experienced at the closest residences are considered acceptable with the limited 
duration of the bridge piling work. 

One representation raised the issue of noise during construction impacting nearby residents from 
quarry operations. The closest resident is approximately 4.5 km south of the closest quarry site 
(QZ1). Given the distance, blasting and noise nuisance from quarry operations, such as crushing, is 
unlikely to occur. Nevertheless, the proponent has committed to restrict blasting to between 
9am and 4pm weekdays at quarry sites and this will be required by permit condition N2. 

The proponent has proposed a construction noise and vibration management plan which will be 
developed as part of the CEMP, this will be required by condition CN2. 

The proponent has committed to a complaints register (Commitment 24), this will be required by 
condition G8. While the potential for environmental nuisance caused by noise emissions to 
residents is considered low, with the exception of bridge piling, the register will ensure that any 
complaints and subsequent investigations are registered. This condition (G8) will apply to 
construction and operation. 

The impacts from noise emissions from construction on wildlife and avian fauna, raised by two 
representors, is covered in avian and terrestrial fauna sections, with management measures 
required to be detailed in the CEMP (condition CN2). 
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Operation 

Predicted noise modelling results indicate that noise levels experienced at the closest nearby 
residence will be within the range of 28 dB LA90, 10 min, for the proposed 6 MW wind turbine and 34 
dB LA90, 10 min, for the proposed 12 MW wind turbine. This is below the wind farm noise limit of 35 
dB(A) LA90,10 min to ensure minimal annoyance, adopted by the EPA Board. The proponent will be 
required to comply with an operational noise limit of 35 dB(A) LA90,10 min, condition N3. 

The noise modelling in the DPEMP was based on two scenarios, 122 6 MW turbines and 74 12 
MW turbines. If alternate WTG are proposed for installation at the site, re-modelling of the 
predicted noise results will be required prior to construction (N4). The proponent has committed 
to undertaking modelling of the final wind farm layout after micrositing (Commitment 25) with a 
report to be submitted in the Design Report. This is considered necessary (Condition N4) to 
ensure the final design can meet requirements of 35 dB(A) (Condition N3). 

Three representors were concerned with the adequacy of noise measuring and modelling. The 
Noise Assessment was undertaken in accordance with Tasmanian EPA Noise Measurement 
Procedures Manual (NMPM), dated July 2008 and New Zealand Standard NZS 6808:2010 Acoustics 
– Wind farm noise, as required by the Project Specific Guidelines. 

One representation was concerned noise modelling results would not be representative of the 
final WTG model selected. This will be addressed by condition N4 which will require re-modelling 
if an alternate WTG is selected and after micrositing. The predicted noise levels are below the 
acceptable limit at the closest sensitive receptors and are not considered to cause an 
environmental nuisance. The proponent will be required to comply with condition N3. 

A number of representors were concerned with being subjected to constant noise emissions from 
the wind farm, with noise emissions heard up to 10 km from the wind farm site, including the 
Montagu Campground. The Campground was considered a sensitive receptor (R39) in the Noise 
Assessment and is over 3 km from the project site boundary. The wind farm will be required to 
meet noise emission limits N3, to minimise environmental nuisance. The proponent has 
committed (Commitment 26) to undertake background monitoring and tonality testing during 
project operation. This is supported, with results required in the Annual Environmental Review 
(G9). 

 

6.4.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

N1 Bridge piling restrictions 

N2 Blasting at quarries 

N3 Noise emission– limits 

N4 Noise modelling 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

G8 Complaints register 

G9 Annual Environmental Review 
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6.5 Threatened freshwater aquatic fauna 

6.5.1 Description 

Existing environment 

A freshwater ecological investigation was undertaken by GHD during March 2018 (Appendix O 
DPEMP). NBES also undertook fauna assessments (including aquatic fauna) in October and 
November 2017, July 2018 and October 2019 (Appendix C DPEMP). 

The Eastern dwarf galaxias (Galaxiella pusilla) and green and gold frog (Litoria raniformis) have been 
investigated specifically through field surveys for habitat assessment and species searches (GHD, 
DPEMP Appendix O), targeted fauna surveys (direct and indirect), and fauna habitat assessment 
(including for striped marsh frog) (NBES, DPEMP Appendix C). 

 
A range of ephemeral freshwater ecosystems occur across Robbins Island, with Teal Lagoon on 
the west of the island the only known permanent water body (see Section 6.7 for further 
information). 

 
Desktop assessments identified the following threatened aquatic fauna species as having potential 
to occur on Robbins Island: 

• Green and gold frog (Litoria raniformis) (Listed vulnerable, TSP Act and EPBC Act); 

• The striped marsh frog (Limnodynastes peroni) (Listed endangered, TSP Act); 

• Eastern dwarf galaxias (Galaxiella pusilla) (Listed vulnerable, TSP Act and EPBC Act); and 

• Australian grayling (Prototroctes maraena) (Listed vulnerable, TSP Act and EPBC Act) 
 
Only one aquatic fauna species (the green and gold frog) was identified during on-site surveys. 

 
Green and gold frog (Litoria raniformis) 

The green and gold frog was identified at seven locations on Robbins Island, with most records 
identified in the vicinity of the Remarkable Banks area (Figure 18). The species was identified in 
October 2017 at a time when temporary wetlands were inundated. During the November 2017 
and March 2018 surveys no Green and gold frogs were identified. According to Appendix C, the 
population is likely to be highly mobile in response to changing habitat conditions. 

 
Approximately 966 ha of potentially suitable habitat64 of this species occurs within the project site 
on Robbins Island. According to the DPEMP, potential habitat areas are concentrated in the 
Pappy’s Flat and Remarkable Banks area (698 ha), with other areas occurring where permanent or 
semi-permanent aquatic habitats exist, with generally high levels of vascular macrophyte cover. 
The majority of this habitat is likely to be ephemeral in nature. According to the DPEMP, it is 
thought that refugia habitat for this species may occur in the wet forest areas near Pappy’s Flat, as 
well as in proximity to permanent or semi‐permanent surface water, such as Teal Lagoon. Teal 
lagoon and the wet forested areas east of Pappy’s Flat fall within WTG exclusion zones (Figure 
18). 

 
 
 
 
 

64 Suitable habitat is permanent or semi-permanent freshwater or slightly brackish habitats, generally with emergent 
vegetation. 
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Figure 18 – Aquatic Fauna Habitat and Recorded Locations of the Green and gold frog (Figure 6.21 of the DPEMP) 
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Striped marsh frog (Limnodynastes peroni) 

Potentially suitable habitat for this species is present within the project site, as identified for the 
Green and gold frog. This species, however, was not observed during surveys (Appendix C and 
Appendix O) and has not been recorded within 5 km of the site. Appendix C of the DPEMP 
further notes that the wet heathland habitat occurring within the project site is similar to the 
western moorlands of mainland Tasmania, from which the species has never been recorded. 
According to the DPEMP, it is therefore considered unlikely that this species occurs on Robbins 
Island. 

 
Eastern dwarf galaxias (Galaxiella pusilla) 

The Remarkable Banks wetland was considered to provide potential habitat for this species. 
 
The aquatic survey of the Remarkable Banks wetland focussed on identifying refuge habitat linkages 
that would support the Eastern dwarf galaxias during extended dry periods. The survey also 
investigated the possibility of the Eastern dwarf galaxias using burrowing crayfish burrows, 
common throughout the wetland, for summer refuge habitat. 

 
The aquatic survey, including excavation of several burrows within the wetland (down to depths as 
far as 1.5 m) did not identify this species. The aquatic assessment did not identify any obvious 
refuge habitat that would support the species. 

 
The project site on the mainland does not intersect any watercourses that would contain this 
species. According to the DPEMP, based on the habitat assessment and aquatic surveys, it is 
considered unlikely that this species occurs within the project site. 

 
Australian grayling (Prototroctes maraena) 

No suitable breeding habitat has been observed on Robbins Island, although there is potential 
habitat on the edge of the project area where a small tributary (and some drains) that joins 
Robbins Passage may be suitable for occasional occupation. According to the DPEMP, given the 
small size and highly ephemeral nature of the creek lines on Robbins Island, it is considered 
unlikely to provide habitat for this species. The project site on the mainland does not intersect any 
watercourses that would contain this species. 

 
Potential impacts 

According to the DPEMP, potential impacts to the Green and gold frog could occur from direct 
habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, flow alterations, impacts to water quality, groundwater 
drawdown as well as spread of amphibian chytrid fungus. 

 
The project will aim to avoid construction around creek and drainage lines throughout the project 
area. According to the DPEMP, direct impacts to aquatic habitat will be largely limited to the 
Remarkable Banks wetland (698 ha in area), with an estimated impact of 32.7 ha, or 4.7% of the 
wetland. 

 
The project footprint will also impact aquatic habitat west of White Rock Ridge with the potential 
to impact small areas of pool habitat through construction of roads and WTG. According to the 
DPEMP, given the ephemeral nature of these pools and the large number that will remain, this 
impact is not considered significant. 
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According to the DPEMP, given the large area of wetland to remain post-construction, the 
availability of other wetland habitat, i.e., swamp forest to the east, combined with the mobility of 
the species, potential impacts from the loss of 4.6%65 of habitat on Robbins Island is not 
considered significant. 

 
According to the DPEMP, habitat fragmentation due to alterations in flow and loss of connectivity 
is considered a higher risk to aquatic fauna than direct reduction in habitat, due to the transient 
nature of aquatic species found on the island. Construction of roads across Remarkable Banks and 
the isolated pools to the west of White Rock Ridge may potentially fragment habitat, if not 
mitigated appropriately. 

 
Alterations to water flow will also arise during construction, impacting on habitat availability, and 
water quality, and potentially restricting aquatic fauna movement. 

 
Alterations to surface water flow and connectivity are addressed in Section 6.7. 

 
Potential impacts to aquatic habitat could also result from groundwater drawdown as well as 
impacts to surface water quality (see Section 6.7 for further information). 

 
Amphibian chytrid fungus (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) affects the skins of frogs and ultimately 
can lead to mortality. According to the DPEMP, its presence on site has been assumed. Spread of 
the fungus can occur through boots and equipment of workers, vehicles, machinery, and soils. 

 
Given the substantial volumes of material and machinery to be brought to the site, as well as the 
workforce present during construction, the risk of introduction and spread of chytrid fungus is 
considered significant. There is potential for significant reductions in frog populations through 
spread of the disease without the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures. 

 
6.5.2 Management measures 

DPEMP Commitments 

Commitment 15 A Weed and Hygiene Management Plan addressing chytrid fungus will be 
developed for the Project. Management measures relevant to construction 
will be included in the CEMP and management measures relevant to 
operations will be included in the OEMP. 

Commitment 16 Site infrastructure will be designed to include mitigation measures to minimise 
disturbance to Green and gold frogs. 

 
Additional management and mitigation measures outlined in section 6.4.4 of the DPEMP include 
the following. 

 
• Localised adjustments (micrositing) would be used to avoid key freshwater habitat, where 

practicable, to minimise habitat lost during construction. 
o Micrositing of infrastructure will also assist in the maintenance of habitat linkages by 

ensuring the project footprint avoids tracts of habitat important for maintaining 
 
 
 

65 Total footprint of 44.3 ha of 966 ha potentially suitable aquatic habitat across the project site. 
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connectivity. Important habitat is defined as any aquatic habitat (including pools, creeks, 
drainage lines or wetlands) isolated from other aquatic habitat by >100 m. 

 
• A survey of aquatic habitat within the disturbance footprint would be conducted to identify any 

Green and gold frogs, where seasonally or ephemerally inundated at the time of survey. In 
instances where no other inundated habitat is within 100 m, the site should be treated as an 
important dispersal link, and the footprint moved elsewhere. If viable habitat is available within 
100 m, the animals may be captured and relocated to a safe spot away from the works, 
following accepted protocols. 

• Roads in the vicinity of known frog habitat will include a 1:4 batter slope design, or as shallow 
batter slope as practicable, considering terrain. This would allow continued transit of frogs 
across these low traffic roads and continued movement throughout the island. 

• Arterial and spur roads within the Remarkable Banks would include culverts to provide safe 
passage for frogs and maintain linkage between Remarkable Banks and other habitat areas such 
as Pappy’s Flat. 

The Design Report will include details on the implementation of these measures. 

Amphibian Chytrid Fungus Hygiene 

• The CEMP for the Project will designate high-risk areas for aquatic pathogens, including 
wetlands and swamps, creeks, and boggy areas. 

• Works in or around potential habitat would be conducted in accordance with Keeping it clean – 
A Tasmanian field hygiene manual to prevent the spread of freshwater pests and pathogens. 

• A Weed and Hygiene Management Plan addressing chytrid fungus will be developed for the 
Project and included in the CEMP. Specific measures to be implemented include: 

o All machinery and vehicles will be required to undergo extensive cleaning and disinfection 
upon reaching Robbins Island. 

o All employees, contractors and visitors will be required to clean and disinfect boots and 
other equipment during construction and operation of the Project. 

o Any vehicles or machinery already on Robbins Island that will be entering a designated 
high-risk area will be required to wash-down and disinfect at a designated wash-down 
facility on Robbins Island. 

o The number of vehicles accessing the island during construction will be limited by the 
provision of buses that will take the majority of staff to the site from Smithton. 

Other measures 

• Management and mitigation of sediment and erosion control in and around waterbodies is 
discussed in section 6.6 of the DPEMP. 

• Management and mitigation in relation to groundwater drawdown is discussed in section 6.7 of 
the DPEMP. 

• Management and mitigation in relation to rehabilitation is discussed in section 9 of the DPEMP. 

• Management and mitigation of chemical and fuel spills in and around waterbodies is discussed 
in section 6.10 of the DPEMP. 
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6.5.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

Four representors were concerned about the potential impacts to the Green and gold frog from 
footings, roads, and construction activities in the Remarkable Banks. Concerns included habitat 
fragmentation, spread of weeds, pathogens, including increased threat of Chytrid fungus, feral 
animals and alterations to hydrology. 

One representor was concerned with the threat to burrowing crayfish habitat. 

One representor commented that the surveys for dwarf galaxias were inadequate and do not 
demonstrate likely absence of the species. They were also concerned about changes in hydrology, 
through groundwater abstraction. 

 

6.5.4 Evaluation 

Given the mobility of the Green and gold frog and the recorded occurrence of the species in 
habitat within the designated exclusion zone (wet forested areas), it is considered that the direct 
loss of 32.7 ha, or 4.7% of the Remarkable Banks wetlands habitat, this represents 3.3% of total 
aquatic habitat across Robbins Island, is unlikely to significantly impact the species. 

Condition GW2 will ensure that the potential for additional loss of aquatic habitat within the 
Remarkable Banks, Pappy’s Flats and nearby wet forest area from groundwater abstraction and 
associated drawdown does not occur. This is addressed further in section 6.7. 

The proposed micrositing surveys for all infrastructure prior to the final design is considered 
important and required by condition FF16. This will further assist in avoiding potential Green and 
gold frog habitat (specifically in the Remarkable Banks and Pappy’s Flat areas), including habitat 
potentially important for the maintenance of connectivity (i.e., providing linkages between 
habitats). 

Condition FF16 will ensure that the proposed Green and gold frog survey protocol is 
implemented, specifically; 

 
o A survey of aquatic habitat within the disturbance footprint to identify the presence of Green 

and gold frogs. Note, where no other habitat is within 100 m, the site will be treated as an 
important dispersal link, and the footprint moved elsewhere, if practicable. If viable habitat is 
available within 100 m, any individuals present may be captured and relocated to a safe spot 
away from the works, following accepted protocols. 

Note, condition FF16 will ensure the surveys are undertaken during the wet season to capture 
ephemeral habitats, which may be important for the viability of the species in the area. 

The condition requires a report be submitted to the Director, EPA. The results of the survey, and 
micrositing outcomes, are to be captured in the Design Report (condition CN1). 

Conditions SW1, SW2 and SW3 are imposed to control erosion and sediment management 
during construction. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must also detail proposed sediment 
management controls in relation to roading (condition CN4). This is discussed further in Section 
6.7. 

Condition CN1 (Design Report) requires the design specifications and locations of culverts in 
relation to waterways and drainage features. This is to include culverts for all arterial and spur 
roads within the Remarkable Banks to help maintain aquatic linkages between Remarkable Banks 
and other habitat areas such as Pappy’s Flat. This is discussed further in Section 6.7. 

Condition CN1 will also ensure roads in the vicinity of frog habitat are appropriately designed to 
allow frogs to easily pass over. The design should be informed by a suitably qualified ecologist. 
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Condition CN5 requires a Weed and Disease Management Plan (commitment 15) be developed. 
The plan is to include specific amphibian Chytrid Fungus Hygiene measures, in accordance with 
Keeping it clean – A Tasmanian field hygiene manual to prevent the spread of freshwater pests and 
pathogens and include identification and delineation of high-risk aquatic pathogen areas and that 
appropriate disinfection is in place prior to entering such areas, including all employees and 
contractors boots and equipment. 

 
Condition CN10 will ensure all machinery and vehicles entering Robbins Island will be appropriate 
cleaned and disinfected. 

The mitigation measures and permit conditions outlined above are considered sufficient to ensure 
any impacts to the Green and gold frog are unlikely to be significant. 

Several representors also raised concerns with regard to the introduction of feral animals and the 
potential impact to the Green and gold frog. The management of feral pests is required by 
condition FF20. 

The above measures will also assist in reducing the potential impacts to the burrowing crayfish 
(Geocharax tasmanicus), which are dominant throughout Remarkable Banks. This species is not 
listed under the TSP Act or the EPBC Act. 

One representor considered that the dwarf galaxias surveys were inadequate. 

NRE Tas concluded that the survey methods were in accordance with the recommended survey 
method, as detailed in the Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened fish (DAWE, 2011). It was 
further concluded that the survey methodology was suitable to determine if it is likely that Eastern 
dwarf galaxias inhabits the ephemeral water bodies within the proposed wind farm site. 

It is further noted that should the species be present on Robbins Island, it is most likely to occur 
either in Teal Lagoon, the only known permanent water source, or potentially within the forested 
areas on the eastern side of the island (pools that could provide refuge for this species). Both 
areas are outside the proposed wind farm site, within designated exclusion zones. 

 

6.5.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

FF16 Pre-construction survey and management - Green and gold frog (Litoria raniformis) 

FF20 Feral pest management 

CN1 Design Report 

CN4 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

CN5 Weed and Disease Management 

CN10 Machinery washdown 

GW2 Location of groundwater abstraction bores 

SW1 Perimeter drains or bunds 

SW2 Stormwater 

SW3 Design and maintenance of settling ponds 

https://www.awe.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/survey-guidelines-fish.pdf
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6.6 Marine and Coastal 

6.6.1 Description 

Two areas of the marine environment will be impacted by the project: 

• Robbins Passage, through construction and operation of the bridge; and 
• Back Banks Beach, through construction and operation of the wharf. 

 
Refer to section 2.6.5 of the DPEMP for construction details of the bridge and section 2.6.3 for 
construction details of the wharf. Additional information on wharf design and construction 
methods were also included in section 4.1 of the Supplement. The marine and coastal environment 
is detailed in section 6.13 and Appendices T, U and V of the DPEMP. 

 
A number of marine and coastal environmental surveys and assessments were conducted, 
including; 

• A Baseline Marine Environmental Survey undertaken in 2018 to assess habitat and sediment on 
the east coast of Robbins Island, offshore from Little Bluff along the Back Banks Beach area in 
the vicinity of the proposal wharf (DPEMP Appendix P). The survey work included video-based 
habitat assessments (diver surveys and towed video) and sediment sampling. 

• A Marine Hydrodynamics Assessment made up of three phases, including: 

o Phase 1 (Metocian Data Analysis Report) by Macquarie University and Risk Frontiers in 
2018 to establish the existing met-ocean (winds, waves, tides, sea level, barometric 
pressure, climate drivers), bathymetric, topographic and sedimentological conditions of 
Robbins Passage and the east coast of the island (DPEMP Appendix T) – Data Analysis. 

o Phase 2 (Numerical Modelling Report) by Macquarie University and Risk Frontier in 2018 
to model the localised hydrodynamic and sedimentological conditions around Robbins 
Island and Robbins Passage (DPEMP Appendix U) - Modelling. 

o Phase 3 (Coastal Processes Impact Prediction) by GHD in 2018 to evaluate the potential 
impacts on the local wave climate, hydrodynamics, and sediment processes from the 
following: 

 Scoping options, causeway(s), culvert(s) and/or bridge(s) across Robbins Passage. 

 Wharf on Back Banks beach north of Little Bluff on the east coast of Robbins Island 
(DPEMP Appendix V). 

Note, it is acknowledged in the phase 3 assessment that it is a comparative assessment of the 
potential relative impacts of the scoping options structures on coastal processes, rather than an 
absolute quantitative assessment of potential changes based on the proposed option. 

 
Robbins Passage – Bridge 

The Robbins Passage tidal channel is approximately 4 km at its widest point and comprises an area 
of around 60 km2. A network of small channels drain into larger subtidal channels across the 
intertidal areas. The Welcome, Duck, and Montagu Rivers drain into Robbins Passage/Boullanger 
Bay area, forming additional channels. 

 
The passage experiences a diurnal tide, with tidal movement into the channel from 
the east and west, meeting at a tidal null point at approximately the location of the proposed 
bridge (Appendix T, see also Figure 6-32 of the DPEMP). 
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Habitats within Robbins Passage include large tracts of intertidal sand banks interspersed with 
braided channels, occasional mud flats and small areas of saltmarsh. Seagrass is the dominant flora 
cover on sandy intertidal areas, dominated by Heterozostera tasmanica, with Amphibolis antarctica, 
Posidonia australis, and Zostera muelleri found to the west of Robbins Island around Boullanger Bay. 

 
According to the DPEMP, 50 km2 of intertidal seagrass and 60 km2 of subtidal seagrass has been 
mapped across the Robbins Passage and Boullanger Bay area. 

 
According to the DPEMP, the area of Robbins Passage to be traversed by the proposed bridge is 
dominated by barren sand banks, with minor sparse seagrass patches within the footprint of the 
bridge itself66. Based on geotechnical work, the coarse sand samples within the bridge zone are 
representative of significant tidal movement, which is not conducive to establishment of seagrass. 

 
More significant seagrass beds are located over 6 km from the bridge site (refer Figure 19). 

 
Six designated marine farming zones are located in Robbins Passage (Figure 6-34 of the DPEMP), 
incorporating 15 individual oyster farm leases. The closest marine lease to the proposed bridge is 
approximately 4.4 km to the east (Marine Lease No 29, Marine Farming Zone No 8A) (Table 6-25 
of the DPEMP). 

 
According to the DPEMP, construction of the bridge access ramps may involve the following 
activities: 
• Installation of steel piles and/or sheet piles to form the abutment to the bridge, which may be 

earth or concrete based. 
• Concrete and reinforcement work associated with the abutment. 
• Excavation of sand and rock material fill to form the foundation of earthen ramp. 
• Establishment of concrete slab over the earthen ramp. 

 
Construction of the piers for the bridge would involve two driven steel piles within HDPE sleeves. 
The piles will be driven by one of two methods. Land-based tracked piling rigs will be used in 
shallower intertidal sections, while jack-up piling barges will be used in subtidal areas of the 
passage. 

 
Construction will be undertaken within a corridor approximately 45 m wide, allowing for a 20 m 
area on both sides of the bridge for barge work. 

 
Note, the DPEMP indicates that bored piles may also be used, involving the removal of spoil. 

Potential impacts – construction and operation 

• Piling, excavation and the movement of rock material for construction of the ramps67 have the 
potential to disturb and mobilise existing and introduced sediments into the water column, 
resulting in increased turbidity. Piling rigs (track mounted and jack-up barges) will also impact 
directly on the marine sediment and the ramps will result in the direct loss of a small area of 
marine habitat. 

 
 
 

66 Note Figure 33 appears to show two, barely visible, areas of ‘patchy seagrass’ within the footprint of the proposed 
bridge. 
67 110 m ramp at the southern end and 102 m ramp at the northern end. 
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• Similarly, piling construction and barge work for construction of the bridge spans have the 
potential to disturb and mobilise sediment into the water column, and directly impact small 
areas of sediment under the barges/rigs. 

• According to the DPEMP, sediment disturbance and mobilisation from bridge construction will 
be localised to the section being constructed (15 m length by 45 m wide construction 
corridor, 87 sections in total), and be minor and short‐term due to the large shallow intertidal 
areas across which the bridge will be constructed. The exception may be in the deeper channel 
areas through which most of the water volume moves through Robbins Passage. According to 
the DPEMP however, construction activities within these areas will be limited. 

• According to the DPEMP, the majority of the construction area for the bridge is characterised 
by bare sandy substrate, and the effect on seagrass or other sensitive receptors from piling and 
or direct sediment disturbance is expected to be negligible. 

• Marine mammals (cetaceans [whales and dolphins] and pinnipeds [seals]) maybe impacted from 
noise generated from piling, which can travel significant distances through the water column 
and potentially affect their physiology and behaviour. The proposed location of the bridge is 
likely to provide a buffer, with marine mammals highly unlikely to use the shallow passage. 
Only a narrow strip to the east of the bridge could be used by these marine mammals. There 
are no known cetacean sightings from within Robbins Passage, with the closest sighting 16 km 
from the location of the proposed bridge. 

• The weed species Spartina anglica (rice grass) is known to occur in the eastern parts of 
Robbins Passage. The construction of the bridge has the potential to disturb existing areas of 
rice grass resulting in the spread of the weed further around the Robbins Passage area. This 
could lead to a loss of bird foraging and seagrass habitat in the area. No recent records of rice 
grass are known from around the proposed bridge footprint. 

• There is the potential to disturb marine/intertidal acid sulphate sediments during construction. 
This is addressed in Section 6.8. 

• According to the DPEMP, based on the modelling undertaken, it is anticipated that the piled 
design of the bridge structure would allow for unimpeded flow for the most part, which would 
result in little to no effect on the coastal morphology, sedimentation patterns and ecology of 
the passage. 

 
Note, sampling of sediments for contaminants of concern (e.g. heavy metals) has not been 
undertaken. According to the DPEMP, given the isolated location of the passage, significant levels 
of contaminants are not expected, however, sampling would be undertaken prior to construction 
to confirm this. 

 
Potential impact to coastal vegetation communities from bridge construction is discussed in 
Section 6.3. 

 
According to the DPEMP, the navigable channel in Robbins Passage would be retained for 
recreational boating and allow a 5 m clearance at HAT (highest astronomical tide). 

 
Ransonnet Bay, including Back Banks Beach - Wharf 

The proposed wharf area consists of predominantly unvegetated sandy sediments with sparse 
seagrass patches (Zostera tasmanica) towards the terminal end. 

The area was identified as being within the distribution range of the Gunn's screw shell (Gazameda 
gunnii), listed as vulnerable under the TSP Act. Targeted grab sampling at 15 locations in and 
around the proposed wharf did not identify any shells, refer Figure 4, Appendix P. 
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A low-medium profile basalt reef extending from Little Bluff is located approximately 400 m west 
of the proposed wharf. A variety of common temperate reef species have been observed during 
surveys, including a variety of wrasse and leather jacket, barber perch, and Shaw’s cowfish, sea 
urchins and feather stars (see Appendix P of the DPEMP for a full species list). The reef is a locally 
known squid fishing ground. 

 
The coastal area of Ransonnet Bay consists of long stretches of open beach that support the 
hooded plover (eastern) and potential habitat for the fairy tern. According to the DPEMP, Back 
Banks Beach has a low density of territories for the hooded plover, with territories occurring 
every 1.8 km. See section 6.1 for further details. 

The construction of the wharf will be undertaken using jack-up piling barges for the majority 
of the length, with track-mounted rigs for the near shore component, as required. The 
construction corridor will be 45 m wide, providing a working area on either side for the 
operations of the jack-up barges. 

 
The earthen ramp would be constructed using suitable rock and fill material to be sourced from 
the proposed quarry sites, which will be subsequently concreted over. 

The wharf is expected to receive vessels 24 hours a day / 7 days a week, in order to take 
advantage of all available weather windows. 

Potential impacts – construction and operation 

• Direct disturbance of marine sediment will occur from the use of track mounted piling rigs and 
jack-up barges during construction. According to the DPEMP, the majority of the construction 
area for the wharf is bare sandy substrate. Some areas of sparse seagrass may be impacted, 
although this is not expected to be significant. 

• There will be potential impacts from sediment mobilisation from piling and the use of the jack- 
up barge. Sedimentation could potentially impact the reef area offshore from Little Bluff, with 
no other sensitive receptors likely to be significantly impacted. According to the DPEMP, given 
the relatively exposed (moderate energy) environment of the area, and with sediments 
comprised of larger grain sands with short settling rates, any plumes generated would likely 
settle prior to impacting sensitive marine flora and fauna on the reef. The DPEMP also 
contends that given substantial seagrass beds are approximately 1 km from the proposed 
wharf, there is unlikely to be any impact on squid habitat, as utilised by recreational and 
commercial squid fishers, by either the wharf construction or the movement of marine vessels 
through this area. 

• All metal concentrations in sediment samples taken from the wharf area were below ANZG 
(2018) default guideline values. According to the DPEMP, leaching of heavy metals from 
disturbed sediments into the water column at significant concentrations is therefore unlikely. 
Analysis of sediment samples also showed no toxic dinoflagellate cysts to be present in the 
samples. 

• There is potential to impact the habitat of the Gunn’s screw shell. 
• Noise from piling is considered to present a risk to marine mammals. The closest sightings68 

are approximately 4 km (humpback whale) and 6 km (bottle nose dolphin) from the proposed 
wharf. 

• The operation of the wharf during construction will result in increased traffic from vessels, 
which has the potential to increase the risk of vessel strike to marine mammals, particularly 

 
 

68 As recorded on the theList map - LISTmap - Land Information System Tasmania (thelist.tas.gov.au) 

https://maps.thelist.tas.gov.au/listmap/app/list/map
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with large, slow moving cetaceans. It is anticipated that there will be 1-2 component deliveries 
in a 24 hour period. These would be slow moving barges with a maximum speed of 10 knots. 

• According to the DPEMP, littoral drift or changes to shoreline were modelled using a 
conservative estimate of sand movement, with the eastern shoreline of Robbins Island located 
in a moderate wave energy environment. The wave climate is the dominant factor that shapes 
the morphology of Back Banks Beach. Littoral drift along the beach shoreline was estimated to 
be weakly southwards and northwards at the northern and southern portions of the beach, 
respectively. The DPEMP concluded that the entire sand compartment is estimated to be 
relatively stable. 

• According to the DPEMP, beach formation is unlikely to be affected by the proposed wharf. 
The predicted wave climate would remain the same along the entire shoreline except for a 
small, sheltered area on the lee side of the proposed wharf. 

• Scour regions immediately adjacent to the solid portions of the landing facility are predicted 
and would need to be considered in the structure’s design, construction, and structural 
integrity monitoring (particularly after extreme storm events). The piled structure provides a 
high confidence that no significant changes to bed levels or shoreline impacts are likely to 
occur. 

 
The DPEMP also identified the following potential impacts from construction of both the bridge 
and wharf: 

• There is potential for the introduction of marine pests via incoming vessels, which could result 
in significant impacts to the local environment should a new pest species establish. 
o Note, according to the DPEMP, given the oyster leases present within the passage, the 

introduction of POMS (Pacific Oyster Mortality Syndrome) from construction barges and 
other marine equipment is considered as a potential risk, albeit very low. 

• There is a potential risk of fuel spills and leaks from construction machinery into the marine 
environment which could impact seagrass and shorebird habitat. This is addressed in Section 7 
(Issue 5). 
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Figure 19 – Marine Environment (Figure 6.33 of the DPEMP) 
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6.6.2 Management measures 

DPEMP Commitments 

Commitment 38 An independent marine mammal observer (MMO) will be present during all 
piling operations for construction of the bridge and wharf. 

Commitment 39 A survey for introduced marine pests would be undertaken following the 
completion of the construction phase in the vicinity (approximately 1 km) of 
the wharf and bridge. 

Commitment 40 Rice grass monitoring will be undertaken in the vicinity of the bridge 
construction area as part of the weed and hygiene monitoring for the Project. 
This will include a pre-construction survey and eradication program, along 
with monthly monitoring during the construction phase and annually 
thereafter. Results will be included in the Annual Environment Report for the 
Project. 

Commitment 41 Annual monitoring of potential beach impacts around the wharf, and scouring 
events around the bridge, would be undertaken for three years after 
construction. 

 
Additional management and mitigation measures outlined in section 6.13.4 include: 

 
Construction 
• Erosion control measures would be incorporated within the CEMP, to minimise the potential 

for sedimentation and erosion within the coastal and marine environment around access 
points to the bridge. 

• Management and mitigation of chemical and fuel spills in and around waterbodies is discussed 
in section 6.10 of the DPEMP. A Marine Oil Spill Response Plan is incorporated into the CEMP 
and OEMP. 

• If cetacean sightings are common, and if there are any collisions or near misses, an adaptive 
management measure such as an acoustic deterrent device would be used on all delivery 
vessels. 

 
Piling 
• A qualified Marine Mammal Observer (MMO) will be present during all piling operations for 

the wharf in an elevated position (if possible). Piling operations will be halted in the event a 
marine mammal(s) is sighted within 500 m of the operation. Operations will only recommence 
if no additional sightings occur within 15 minutes of the last observation. Work cessation 
protocols would be included in the CEMP. 

• Piling will be undertaken during daylight hours only. 
• Piling will follow a soft start procedure to alert marine mammals. 

 
Weed Management 
• Management and mitigation for disturbance and spread of rice grass will be included in the 

Weed and Disease Management Plan. 
• ACEN is helping to fund the Circular Head rice grass eradication program, to ensure that 

existing infestations are controlled prior to construction commencing. 
• Wheel wash facilities at the entry points to the island (from bridge and wharf access) would be 

installed in the road to further reduce risk of spread of rice grass. 
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Introduced Marine Pests 
• Any vessel contractors used throughout the construction and operational period will be 

required to comply with National and State marine vessel introduced marine pest (IMP) 
procedures, including in water cleaning and certification for at risk Australian vessels and dry 
docking and certification for international vessels. 

 
Operations 
• With reference to coastal processes, ongoing monitoring and management is recommended, 

using an adaptive framework so that management measures can be tailored as understanding 
improves. 

• For the wharf, a beach survey for coastal impacts in the vicinity of the wharf is recommended 
after the completion of construction, and then at annual intervals. Mitigation measures such as 
sand bypassing would be instigated if required. 

• For the bridge, a bridge survey at regular intervals (e.g., annually over the first three years) 
would be conducted to monitor scouring near the pier foundation and abutment. In the 
unlikely event that this occurs, adaptive management measures such as reinforcement of the 
toe to protect structural integrity and installation of rock structures to guide flow would be 
undertaken. 

 
6.6.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

Two hundred and thirty five (235) public representations were made in relation to potential 
impacts on the marine and coastal environment during construction and operation of the 
proposed bridge and wharf. The representations raised concerns in relation to: 

• Impacts to coastal environment, including saltmarsh and wetlands, bird feeding areas, seagrass, 
loss of tidal flats; 

• Impacts to current industry in channel, including commercial fisheries; 

• Impacts from sediment runoff to abalone habitat, particularly the reef structures to the east of 
Robbins Island; 

• Dune erosion; 

• Impacts of the bridge ramps on saltmarshes. One representor suggested that saltmarsh 
extends along the margins on the southern side, although not shown on TASVEG mapping, and 
the northern side of the ramps and will require clearing of saltmarsh mapped by Prahalad & 
Kirkpatrick (2019). 

• Impacts of bridge ramps to the shoreline; 

• Impacts changes in tidal flows will have on fish breeding grounds and water birds in Mosquito 
sounds, and a squid breeding ground in Ransonnet Bay; 

• Potential restrictions and limitations to boat access; 

• Introduction of marine pests, a representor stated that Unidaria pinnatifidia has been sited at 
Montagu; and 

• Concern that marine mammal experts are not referenced in assessments of impacts of marine 
mammal vessel strike and marine noise generation. 

• Limitations of the Baseline Marine Environment Assessment. Representors stated that more 
information was required including: 

o Identification of marine values; 
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o Varying marine environment, including seasonal variation; 

o Construction impacts on bordering reefs (including sediment and particulates); 

o Potential change in natural current and resulting impacts; 

o Potential impacts to reefs that sustain commercial and recreational fisheries; and 

o Potential impacts to marine flora, fauna and broodstocks. 

• Limitations of Marine Hydrodynamic Assessment, including: 

o Phase 2 did not have final bridge design to perform assessment; 
o Phase 3 not undertaken by a marine specialist and does not address limitations previously 

addressed in Phase 2. No measurements of water currents to verify model; 

o The assessment does not appear to consider the 170 steel piles (approximately) used in 
bridge construction; and 

o The assessment does not include Black Reef; 

• It was stated that a Phase 4 of the Marine Hydrodynamic Assessment should be provided to 
address deficiencies in the coastal and marine impact assessment; 

• Lack of detailed design of the bridge and the wharf. 

 
6.6.4 Evaluation 

There is potential for impacts to the marine environment to occur during construction and 
operation of both the proposed bridge and wharf. 

Construction 

Significant impacts to the coastal environment from construction of the bridge and wharf are not 
expected given the proposed design and management measures, which will be reinforced by 
environmental conditions. 

Potential impacts of the wharf on threatened avian fauna are discussed in Key Issue 1, including 
key shorebird feeding areas and habitat. One representor raised the issue of the bridge impacting 
on OBP habitat. Potential habitat for OBP is not mapped within 1 km of the bridge or wharf, and 
consequently impacts to potential OBP habitat from construction is unlikely. Potential impacts to 
OBP are discussed in section 6.1. 

Wharf 

Construction of the wharf is considered unlikely to cause significant direct habitat disturbance to 
seagrass beds (including sparse seagrass), based on locations of seagrass beds detailed in the 
DPEMP and the Baseline Marine Environmental Survey of the area around the proposed wharf 
(DPEMP Appendix P). The Baseline Marine Survey identifies some areas of sparse seagrass within 
the footprint of the proposed wharf (marine landing), and the DPEMP identifies substantial 
seagrass beds approximately 1 km away. The main squid fishing area is approximately 1 km east of 
the wharf. Sediment plumes generated as part of construction are unlikely to significantly impact 
on these surrounding sensitive marine flora and fauna, based on sampled sediment characteristics, 
including short settling rates, low metal concentrations, and lack of dinoflagellates (DPEMP 
Appendix P). 

The construction of the wharf is also considered unlikely to cause significant impact to marine 
flora and fauna on the reef, approximately 400 m east, given the relatively exposed (moderate 
energy) environment of the area and the characteristics of the sediments (i.e. larger grain sands 



116 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

with short settling rates). It is anticipated that any sedimentation would be minor, short-term and 
localised. 

Concern was raised during the public consultation in relation to abalone habitat, particularly the 
reef structures to the east of Robbins Island, and potential impacts from sediment runoff. The 
management of water, erosion and sediment control from construction on Robbins Island is 
addressed in Section 6.7. 

The construction of the wharf access involves a significant volume of sand to be excavated from 
the dune complex behind Back Banks Beach, with the design (as detailed section 4.1 of the 
Supplement) showing an excavation 14 m deep, with 1:3 batter slopes. This area will be highly 
susceptible to wind and water erosion. Measures proposed in the Supplement (section 4.1) such as 
minimising water erosion through constructing a v-drain at the top of the excavation; water carts 
used to dampen exposed surfaces; cut batters progressively covered to protect from erosion; and 
temporary sand fencing prior to the establishment of longer-term measures, are considered 
adequate to minimise erosion potential. It is noted that this area of excavation will be the sand 
excavation area SE1 (Figure 2). Management measures to control erosion will be required to be 
detailed in the QMP (CN3). 

Commitment 38 is supported and considered necessary to reduce the risk of impact from noise to 
marine mammals from piling operations. If a marine mammal is observed within 500 m during 
piling operations, works will be halted until no further sightings occur for 15 minutes. This will be 
required by condition FF18. Mitigation measures to undertake piling in daylight hours only and 
implementing a soft start procedure are also supported and will be required in condition FF18. 

The management measure to control introduced marine pests (IMP) is supported and will be 
required by CN2 (CEMP) and OP1 (OEMP), with all construction and operation activities that 
have the potential to introduce marine pests required to operate in accordance with the National 
Introduced Marine Pest Information System (NIMPIS). Commitment 39 also applies to marine pests in 
general and will ensure IMPs are identified and managed accordingly. This will be required by 
condition FF19. 

Bridge 

Representors raised concern in relation to the potential for impact to the coastal environment, 
including saltmarsh and wetland areas. 

There is an area of saltmarsh on the mainland side of the bridge landing (see Figure 6.4 of the 
DPEMP) which lies outside the project site. TASVEG 4.0 does not show any saltmarsh on the 
Robbins Island side of the proposed bridge landing, as raised by one representor, however, 
LISTMap does show an area of saltmarsh. In response to this discrepancy, the proponent stated, 
“This will be verified during the detailed project design, and wherever practicable impact to saltmarsh will 
be avoided and mitigated during construction”. Details of further saltmarsh mapping and any potential 
impacts to the community will be required in the Design report (CN1). In addition, the CEMP 
(CN2) must detail management measures that will be implemented to minimise impacts to 
saltmarsh during the construction phase, which must be approved by the Director prior to 
construction. 

Potential impacts to the coastal environment arising from changes to flow and sediment dynamics 
is discussed below, under Operations. 

Sparse areas of seagrass exist approximately 2 km from the proposed bridge location, with the 
closest significant seagrass beds approximately 6 km away. The DPEMP states that there is sparse 
seagrass within the footprint of the bridge, however, this area has not been surveyed and is based 
on desk top assessment (theLIST). The closest marine farming zone (with a current lease) is over 
4 km from the proposed bridge location. The construction method for the bridge, driven piles, will 
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create localised disturbance of sediments during construction. Contaminants in the sediment such 
as heavy metals are not expected due to the location of the bridge, however the DPEMP states 
that sediment sampling will take place prior to construction to confirm this. In response to 
representations raised, the proponent stated that “mitigation measures such as a silt curtain will be 
considered during construction to reduce potential increased turbidity and sedimentation”. Given the 
management measures proposed, the limited duration of disturbance and high level of tidal activity, 
and distance to sensitive receptors, bridge construction is not expected to cause significant 
impacts to seagrass beds, fish communities or industry (including commercial fisheries). The CEMP 
(CN2) must nevertheless detail management measures that will be implemented to minimise the 
potential for sediment plumes/transport and environmental impacts during the construction phase 
of both the bridge and the wharf. 

Construction of the ramps for the bridge will cause sedimentation and potential loss of habitat, 
although this is not expected to be significant given the mitigation measures proposed and the lack 
of sensitive marine flora and fauna in the footprint of the bridge. As noted above, it is anticipated 
that any sediment plumes generated would be minor and short term, and unlikely to impact 
seagrass beds or industry in the Passage. 

Acid sulphate soils is addressed in section 6.8. 

Dangerous goods/hazardous substances have the potential to cause environmental harm during 
construction and are discussed in Section 7, Issue 5. 

Commitment 40 is supported and considered necessary to reduce the risk of the spread of rice 
grass. This will be required by condition CN5 (Weed and Disease Management) including the 
need for pre-construction surveys of rice grass to identify the potential for construction to disturb 
the weed, and to enable construction activities to minimise the spread of the weed. 

As noted above, the management measure to control introduced marine pests (IMP) is supported 
and will be required by CN2 (CEMP) and OP1 (OEMP), with all construction and operation 
activities that have the potential to introduce marine pests required to operate in accordance with 
the National Introduced Marine Pest Information System (NIMPIS). Commitment 39 also applies to 
marine pests in general and will ensure IMPs are identified and managed accordingly. This will be 
required by condition FF19. 

Operations 

Potential impacts from operations of the bridge and wharf will mainly occur as a result of 
alterations to the sediment dynamics of the surrounding marine environments. Any changes in 
sediment dynamics, and corresponding changes to the coastal morphology are expected to be 
localised and not widespread. Bridge and wharf configurations identified in the Marine 
Hydrodynamics Assessment - Phase 3 (Appendix V) were modelled to determine an option which 
had the least influence on the coastal processes. NRE Tas has not raised any concerns in relation 
to the adequacy of the marine hydrodynamic modelling. 

Advice from NRE Tas for the 2018 draft DPEMP included recommendations to construct a bridge 
instead of a causeway across Robbins Passage and to construct a piled pier design for the wharf on 
the northeast coast of Robbins Island to reduce hydrodynamic impacts of these structures. These 
recommendations were incorporated into the latest designs in the final DPEMP and the proposed 
design changes are supported by NRE Tas. 

Modelling of the proposed structure of the bridge indicates that it is unlikely to have significant 
impacts on coastal morphology and sedimentation patterns in Robbins Passage. 
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Modelling of the proposed structure of the wharf also indicates that it is unlikely to have significant 
shoreline impacts, although localised scour adjacent to the landing facility is predicted. Equally, 
localised scour is expected in the locality of the bridge ramps. 

While the limitations of the modelling are acknowledged, given the proposed design of the bridge, 
significant changes to the geomorphological processes in Robbins Passage are considered unlikely. 
In response to public representations in relation to ongoing impacts of the bridge and wharf, the 
proponent stated that “Phase 4 modelling will be conducted in conjunction with the detailed design of 
the structures, where the purpose of the Phase 4 modelling is to inform and to optimise the structural 
designs for the objective of minimising the impacts of the structures.” Finalised design details will be 
required in the Design Report (CN1), which must demonstrate that design of the structures 
minimises environmental impacts, including impacts to coastal processes. 

Commitment 41 in the DPEMP to undertake annual monitoring of potential beach impacts around 
the wharf, and scouring events around the bridge, for three years after construction is supported, 
and will be required by condition OP2 to ensure that measures to prevent localised shoreline 
impacts and erosion are sufficient. The monitoring, however, must include an assessment of the 
wider Robbins Passage and Back Banks Beach to confirm no significant geomorphological impacts 
to Robbins Passage or Back Banks Beach occur. 

Representors raised concerns in relation to the potential for restrictions and limitation to boat 
access as a result of the construction of the bridge. 

Public access around the bridge location will only be restricted during bridge construction. The 
navigable channel in Robbins Passage will be retained for recreational boating and allow a 5 m 
clearance at HAT (highest astronomical tide). 

 

6.6.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN1 Design Report 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CN3 Quarry Management Plan 

CN5 Weed and disease management 

FF18 Protection of marine mammals 

FF19 Post construction survey and management – introduced marine pets 

OP1 Operations Environmental Management Plan 

OP2 Coastal geomorphological monitoring 
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6.7 Surface and groundwater 

6.7.1 Description 

This section addresses the key issues of surface water and groundwater impacts. 

Section 6.8 acid sulfate soils and Issue 8 fuel and chemical spills are also relevant to this section. 

Existing environment 

Surface water 

The western side of the island has several major creek lines, with catchments to the west of 
White Rock Ridge, including Big Creek and Little Creek. Several creeks also occur in the south- 
east, including Brooks Creek, Bens Creek and Robbins Creek, the latter two falling outside the 
development footprint (Figure 18). 

Eel Creek, which is the only creek line on the northern side of the island, discharges to Mosquito 
Inlet. 

According to the DPEMP, flow within the creeks it is likely to be driven by a combination of 
groundwater discharge and surface water runoff. 

Water quality has not been assessed, although according to the DPEMP, during dry months the 
pooled water within the creeks has been found to be brackish. The DPEMP also indicates that 
water becomes estuarine with tidal influence reaching inland along the coastal mouths. 

All waterbodies on Robbins Island are ephemeral, with the exception of Teal Lagoon on the west 
of the island (Figure 18). 

The largest ephemeral waterbody is the Remarkable Banks wetland, located to the east of White 
Rock Ridge. The area consists of a Pleistocene beach ridge complex, which transforms into a 
wetland of several hundred hectares over the wetter months. According to the DPEMP, it has 
been observed to completely dry out during summer. 

The wetland has been modified by a series of drains running perpendicular to the strandlines. 
According to the DPEMP, it is assumed the drains drain to the northeast when groundwater levels 
are at or above the surface. The water has been found to be relatively acidic, with pH values as 
low as 4.5, likely a result of soil composition across the banks. 

No further surface water quality data was provided in the DPEMP. 

Several smaller wetlands/swamps occur to the south-east of Remarkable Banks, including Pappy’s 
Flat, a 450 m strip of cleared land which contains several wetland areas connected to a wet 
forested area to the southeast (Figure 18). According to the DPEMP, intermittent flow occurs 
during the winter and spring months. 

The western third of Robbins Island contains a large number of small (5‐15 m in diameter) isolated 
ephemeral pools. 

According to the DPEMP, no Protected Environmental Values (PEV), as defined by the State Policy 
on Water Quality Management (1997), have been established for water bodies within the Project 
Site. The DPEMP does not provide any further detail on PEV specific for surface waters, although 
PEV are discussed under groundwater in the DPEMP, as summarised further below. 

According to the DPEMP, several sources of liquid waste have the potential to negatively impact 
surface waters during construction, if not properly contained or treated. These include: 

• Treated effluent from the STP, discharged to designated irrigation fields (approximately 11 
kL/day); 
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o Treatment will include UV disinfection to achieve effluent quality in accordance with 
ANZECC 1997 guidelines (Table 2-3 of the DPEMP). 

o Based on an annual rainfall of approximately 944 mm and evapotranspiration rate of 500 
mm per annum, an irrigation area of 10,000 m2 is required, assuming sufficient storage 
during wet months. 

o An irrigation area of approximately 13.5 ha is available on grazing land, south-west of 
White Rock Ridge (Figure 18). 

• Treated water from the washdown facilities, which will be collected in a sump and disinfected 
prior to diffuse discharge to the environment; 

• Wastewater from the concrete batch plants, which will be captured for reuse in concrete 
batching. Any excess wastewater will be tankered off-site by a licenced contractor to a 
licenced facility; 

• Stormwater run-off from hardstand and laydown areas, roads and buildings, and 
disturbed/cleared land; 

• Hazardous materials spills/leaks (addressed in Issue 8); and 

• Run off from oxidised acid sulfate soils (addressed in section 6.8). 

During operation, potential impacts to receiving waters include: 

• Stormwater run-off from roads, hardstand areas and buildings (MAS facility); 

• Minor risk of leaks/spills from hazardous materials stored on site, or from vehicles and 
equipment (addressed in Issue 8). 

• Treated water from an “enviro cycle”- style STP, irrigated onto surrounding pasture. 

The DPEMP does not specify discharge locations, nor provide details on specific freshwater 
receiving environments. 

According to the DPEMP, the proposal will also involve the direct loss of 44.3 ha of aquatic 
habitat. This is discussed further in Section 6.5. 

The construction of roads, transmission cables and other infrastructure may also result in 
alterations to drainage lines and creeks, potentially impacting flow to and through waterbodies 
such as Remarkable Banks. 

According to the DPEMP, three 1 ML ‘turkey’s nest’ style dams will be developed near 
groundwater abstraction bores to provide a constant supply of water during construction. This is 
discussed further below. 

Groundwater 

A desk top hydrological investigation was undertaken by GHD (Appendix Q of the DPEMP), 
incorporating a range of information and data sources, including: 

• Existing groundwater bores on site; 

• Geotechnical investigations undertaken by GHD in 2018 and 2019, including; 

o 29 test pits excavated to a maximum depth of 5.5 m; and 

o 23 geotechnical boreholes. 

• NRE Tas (formally DPIPWE) groundwater database; and 
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• Related technical reports (MRT and NRE Tas (formally DPIPWE)). 

According to the DPEMP, there are three aquifer systems within Robbins Island: 

• Quaternary Aquifer System; 

• Tertiary Basalt Aquifer; and 

• Proterozoic Aquifer System. 

Quaternary aquifer groundwater levels encountered in the test pits and boreholes ranged from 1.3 
to 5 metres below ground level (bgl) and 0.7 to 4.6 metres bgl respectively. 

According to the DPEMP, it is likely that the upper Quaternary aquifer is unconfined (i.e., water is 
in direct contact with the atmosphere), with the water table approximating the topography, and 
groundwater flow down-gradient towards the coastline (Figure 20). 

A simple water balance was used to estimate the likely groundwater recharge across the island, 
being 236 mm/yr or 23,350 ML/yr (area of Robbins Island, 9860 ha)69. 

Five groundwater bores are currently installed on Robbins Island (Figure 20, logged details 
provided in Table 3 of Appendix Q). According to the DPEMP, groundwater abstraction occurs 
throughout the year, with an abstraction rate of approximately 100,000 L70. 

A single groundwater sample was obtained from groundwater bore, WB5A in January 2018. The 
stratigraphy was logged as 21 m of sand overlying marine sandstone. Bore construction details are 
not known, however according to the DPEMP, groundwater is likely extracted from both units. 
Results of key elements and parameters are as follows (ANZECC 95th percentile trigger values 
provided in brackets): 

• chromium (III + VI) 0.002 mg/l (0.0004 mg/l); 

• copper 0.002 mg/l (0.0014 mg/l); 

• zinc 0.012 mg/l (0.008 mg/l); and 

• pH 7.58. 

All other metals analysed were under the respective reporting level. 

According to the DPEMP, elevated metal concentrations were a function of the natural aquifer 
characteristics and not the result of anthropogenic contamination. 

During construction, water will be sourced from a series of groundwater bores. Specific bore 
locations were not provided and according to the DPEMP would be determined during pre- 
construction geotechnical drilling, based on a detailed groundwater model. They will nevertheless 
be sited in proximity to the quarries. 

 
 
 
 

69 Assuming recharge is from direct rainfall, with no run-off, and an Evaporation/Transpiration of 700 mm/yr (75% 
mean annual precipitation). Mean annual rainfall, was extrapolated from the Cape Grim weather station; estimated to 
be 944 mm/year. 

 
70 Groundwater abstraction is not metered. This estimated is based on 2000 adult cows and 2500 yearlings requiring 
approximately 35 L and 12 L of water per day respectively (pers. comm. John Hammond, from Appendix Q). Note, 
the Appendix Q also quotes a higher daily water requirement of between 40-100 L per day for lactating cows and 25- 
50 L/day for young stock (NSW DPI 2014). 
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Figure 20 - Existing Groundwater Bore and Test Pit Locations and Conceptual Groundwater Movement 
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According to the DPEMP, a worst-case scenario water use of 400 kL/week will occur during peak 
construction, with approximately 67 ML required in total. 

Annual groundwater use during the construction phase is therefore estimated to be 0.07% of the 
calculated annual recharge71. 

According to the DPEMP, the largest water consuming process will be concrete batching for the 
WTG foundations, with each foundation requiring an estimated 150 kL (18.3 ML in total based on 
122 WTGs). Water will also be required for dust suppression, and sewage treatment. 

The DPEMP considers that there is adequate groundwater resource to accommodate the 
extraction. 

An assessment of the potential groundwater drawdown from a bore located in the vicinity of 
Remarkable Banks (Figure 21) was undertaken using the software analysis program AQTESOLV. 
The following assumptions were applied (see Section 5 of Appendix Q); 

• average pumping rate of approximately 0.7 L/s (equating to approximately 423 kL/week); 

• continuous pumping over the following periods, 7 days, 30 days and 365 days; 

• pump rate does not decrease with increasing drawdown; 

• hydraulic conductivity of 2.7 m/day; 

• aquifer of uniform thickness (18.5 m) with no boundary conditions i.e., continuous in all 
directions; and 

• specific yields72 of 0.3, 0.1, and 0.01(Three separate specific yield’ values were used in the 
model to provide for the uncertainty of the aquifer makeup in the Remarkable Banks area). 

The key results are summarised as follows, as presented in the DPEMP: 

• A specific yield of 0.1 produced a pumping bore radius of influence of approximately 765 m 
after 365 days of pumping (Figure 21). According to the DPEMP, a specific yield of 0.1 is 
regarded as a good approximation. 

• This covers an area of 164 ha, resulting in 53.5 ha of mapped aquatic habitat (Green and gold 
frog, (Figure 21) being potentially impacted. This a represents approximately 5.5% of known 
aquatic habitat (Green and gold frog) on Robbins Island. 

• A specific yield of 0.01 produced a pumping bore radius of influence of approximately 2310 m 
after 365 days of pumping. 

• Radius of influence was significantly less under 7 and 30 days of pumping, 83 m and 187 m 
respectively with a specific yield of 0.1. 

 
See Figures 5.1 to 5.3 of Appendix Q for a presentation of drawdown depth vs distance, and 
Figures 5.4 to 5.6 for a presentation of impact area, for all scenarios. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

71 Note, at 400 kL/wk, the annual usage equates to approximately 0.09% of the annual estimated recharge, being 
23,350 ML. 
72 Specific yield refers to the ratio of water that can drain from a sediment or rock compared to the total volume of 
the rock or sediment. 
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Figure 21– Groundwater Drawdown Results for 7, 30 and 365 days (specific yield of 0.1). 
 
 
The DPEMP argues that the drawdown modelling is conservative, based on the following: 
• assumes 24-hour continuous pumping (over 7, 30 and 365 days), which is unlikely, particularly 

for the year-long scenario. 
• recharge is not taken into account, estimated at 23,000 ML (annual). 

 
The DPEMP notes that in order to provide a constant supply of water for construction, three 1 
ML dams will be developed near the groundwater bores. No further information was provided in 
relation to proposed abstraction rates, seasonality (variability), and management. 

 
According to the DPEMP (inclusive of Appendix Q) the following potential impacts may occur as a 
result of groundwater drawdown: 

• The drainage of sensitive wetlands. 
o The most sensitive receptor to groundwater drawdown is the Remarkable Banks area, 

with seasonal water levels and fauna potentially reliant on groundwater to survive long 
periods of dry (e.g., burrowing crayfish). The greatest impact from drawdown would 
occur during dry periods (see section 6.5 for assessment of aquatic fauna). 

• The drainage of acid sulphate soils and potential exposure to air. 
o The most likely area where this could occur is the Remarkable Banks area and vicinity. 

The DPEMP concludes that surface soils and sediments are likely to have been oxidised 
given the ephemeral nature of these aquatic environments, with additional exposure not 
likely to generate significant acidification. 

• Draw up of seawater. 
• Impact on other groundwater extraction systems. 
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According to the DPEMP, fluctuations in groundwater level from abstraction would be assessed 
during a detailed groundwater investigation, undertaken post approval. 

 
According to Appendix Q, if groundwater is required to be discharged to the environment, such 
as for dewatering during construction, a discharge management plan should be developed to 
ensure that groundwater is not released untreated to any sensitive environment. The DPEMP does 
not provide any further information on the potential to encounter groundwater during 
excavations, nor the management of groundwater that maybe encountered. 

 
Groundwater PEV for the Project Site and surrounds are identified in Table 6-21 of the DPEMP. 
According to the DPEMP, the water quality objectives to protect environmental values will be the 
criteria specified in the ANZG (2018) guidelines for ecosystem protection, being 95% level of 
protection, for moderately disturbed ecosystems. 

 
During operations no significant volumes of groundwater will be abstracted. The majority of water 
required during operations will be sourced from rainwater storage tanks around the MAS facility. 

 

6.7.2 Management measures 

The following commitments were provided in the DPEMP. 

Surface water 

Commitment 18 A sediment and erosion control plan will be developed prior to 
commencement of construction as part of the CEMP. This plan will also include 
a weekly (or after heavy rain) audit schedule, the results of which will be 
included in the Annual Environment Report to the EPA. 

 
Section 6.6.4 of the DPEMP listed sediment and erosion control measures that will be 
incorporated into the CEMP for construction, including: 

 
• Perimeter and/or cut-off drains up-gradient of ancillary infrastructure. 
• Installation of permanent and temporary sediment holding ponds and diffusion paths. 
• All roads will have drainage (including table drains) installed. 
• Culverts will be installed to allow the flow of water between areas that are naturally inundated. 
• Weekly monitoring of erosion and sediment control measures, including after heavy rains. 
• Soil stockpiles may include perimeter drains and/or sediment fencing. 
• Disposal of all run-off will adhere to the Tasmanian Washdown Guidelines for Weed and 

Disease Control. 
 
According to the DPEMP, the following measures will be adopted when working within and near 
waterways: 

 
• Existing waterway crossings will be used where practicable. If there is no crossing and the 

waterway must be crossed, machinery will be carefully ‘walked’ across the waterbody. 
• If frequent crossings are required (prior to installation of culverts or where culverts are not 

planned to be installed), a pad of clean rock at a shallow point of the waterway will be placed 
as a temporary crossing. 

• Machinery will be kept out of waterways were practicable. 
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• As far as practicable, works near waterways (especially on the Remarkable Banks) will be 
scheduled so that construction can coincide with periods of low water. 

• If working within waterbodies or drainage lines is required, flow will be diverted where 
practical using cofferdams, berms or temporary channels. 

• Sediment fencing (or other sediment control measures) will be installed downstream of any 
waterbody excavation works. 

 
Commitment 19 Sediment and erosion control measures will be audited biannually during the 

operational phase of the Project, the results of which will be included in the 
Annual Environment Report to the EPA. 

 
Additional operational measures proposed as outlined in section 6.6.4 of the DPEMP include: 
• Hardstand areas around the MAS building will have suitable drainage installed around 

perimeters. 
• All drainage infrastructure (including drains and culverts) will be periodically inspected, 

repaired and maintained. 
• Rehabilitation of construction facilities (including hardstands and laydown areas) will include 

sediment and erosion control measures to minimise sediment discharge to waterways. 
 
With regard to point source discharge, the DPEMP proposes the following measures: 
• The performance of the STP will be monitored monthly, with effluent quality in accordance 

with ANZECC 1997 guidelines. Irrigation rates will be maintained to below 3 mm/hr. 
• The wash-down facilities will be located clear of waterways with all drainage diverted into 

disturbed surrounding vegetation. 
 
Groundwater 

 

Commitment 20 A Groundwater Monitoring Plan will be developed for the Project’s 
construction period, which will be submitted to the EPA 3 months prior to 
construction commencing. 

 
Commitment 21 Groundwater modelling with detailed analysis of drawdown and potential 

influence on ephemeral water bodies (a hydrogeological study) will be 
completed prior to the construction of extraction bores to inform the siting 
of bores to avoid important Green and gold frog habitat. 

 
The following will be undertaken as part of the detailed hydrogeological study: 
• Installation of groundwater monitoring bores in each aquifer unit, to determine the aquifer 

thickness and connectivity. 
• Pump testing of either existing or new monitoring bores to determine potential drawdown 

impacts on the Remarkable Banks and other relevant areas. 
• Permeability testing. 
• Groundwater quality testing to ensure that any groundwater discharged during the 

construction phase is of suitable quality to not cause harm to sensitive ecological receptors. 
 
According to the DPEMP, the outcomes of the hydrogeological study will inform dewatering 
management and mitigation, which will be included in the CEMP. This will include a pumping 
regime at sensitive drawdown locations to minimise disturbance and allow sufficient time for 
recharge. 
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6.7.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

One representor was concerned about impacts to waterways from access road run-off during 
construction. Two representors did not consider that potential impacts of surface water runoff to 
nearby aquatic and coastal areas were sufficiently considered in the DPEMP, including wastewater, 
sewage and acid sulfate runoff. One representor was concerned about the impacts from quarrying 
on waterways. 

 
Two representors were concerned about impacts to the groundwater of the island, and related 
impacts to agricultural productivity in the area, and stated that the Hydrogeological investigation 
was based on assumptions and estimates. Three representors were concerned that the 
hydrogeological study is proposed to be carried out after approval. Three representors were 
concerned about the potential impacts to Remarkable Banks. 

 
The EPA Water Section provided comments on the proposal in relation to sediment and erosion 
control, sewage management, and groundwater extraction and drawdown. The comments have 
been considered in the evaluation section below. 

 

6.7.4 Evaluation 

Surface water 
The proposed capture of all wastewater from the concrete batch plants for reuse, or disposal off 
site via tanker transport, is supported and considered necessary. Condition E1 will ensure that no 
wastewater from the plants is discharged to the environment. 

 
The treatment and management of effluent from the proposed STP during the construction is 
required to prevent pollution of surface waters on Robbins Island through uncontrolled runoff. 
Based on the information provided in the DPEMP, the area available for irrigation, 13.5 ha south- 
west of White Rock Ridge (see Figure 18), is considered sufficient. A detailed water balance, and 
information on winter storage requirements and soil/groundwater conditions were not provided 
in the DPEMP. This was raised as a concern by two representors. 

 
A STP management plan, including a detailed water balance, winter storage, proposed effluent 
quality, irrigation rate, soil/groundwater conditions, performance monitoring and management of 
biosolids is required to be submitted to the Director for approval, prior to construction, in 
accordance with Environmental Guidelines for the Use of Recycled Water in Tasmania December 2002 
(Condition CN9). 

 
Note, the ANZECC 1997 Guidelines for Sewerage Systems – Effluent Management are not considered 
relevant for contemporary STP design and management. Discharge of the treated wastewater to 
pasture should be undertaken in accordance with the Environmental Guidelines for the Use of 
Recycled Water in Tasmania December 2002. This will be captured in the proposed plan (condition 
CN9). 

 
The proposed management of water from the washdown facilities, prior to defuse discharge to the 
environment, is considered acceptable. Note, all disinfection products should be approved for the 
purpose by the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA), with 
washdown facilities located away from all waterways and drain lines, with sufficient sump capacity 
to effectively remove sediment prior to discharge. Management of washdown water is required to 
detailed in the CEMP (condition CN2). 
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Several representors raised concerns in relation to surface run-off during construction, with one 
representor concerned with run-off from access roads. 

 
The proposal to construct over 93 kms of roading, incorporating an area of disturbance of 
approximately 140 ha has the potential to result in widespread erosion and sediment runoff if not 
appropriately managed. While the proponent did not specify surface water PEV, several water 
bodies, including Remarkable Banks wetlands and other nearby wetland areas (Pappy’s flats and 
wet forest) are likely to provide aquatic habitat for the threatened Green and gold frog, and may 
be particularly sensitive to excessive and or uncontrolled surface runoff. 

 
It is noted from test pit work and bore logs outlined in Appendix Q that the soils are generally 
sandy in nature. Where surface cover on sandy soils is compromised erosion will likely occur 
quite readily, however any sediment mobilised should be able to be easily captured and retained 
with appropriate measures in place. 

 
The proposed controls in relation to sediment management are generally appropriate, including 
those pertaining to roading, with the incorporation of table drains, culverts and weekly 
monitoring, and the construction of perimeter and or cut off drains around ancillary infrastructure 
and soil stockpiles. These measures are standard and will be required to be detailed in the Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan (condition CN4), including a plan showing the location of all roads, 
drains, sediment control measures, and discharge points, and detail on design criteria and 
maintenance requirements. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must also identify high-risk 
erosion areas, based on topography and local soil characteristics (condition CN4). 

 
Note, while the DPEMP also proposes construction of sediment holding ponds and diffusion paths 
to treat sediment laden water, information on the design specifications, location, maintenance 
requirements and receiving environment was not provided. As the proposed area of construction 
likely incorporates a range of geologies, soil conditions and slopes, a range of sediment pond sizes, 
designs and management regimes will likely be required. Where fine sediment and clays are 
expected to be encountered, passive sediment controls are unlikely to be sufficient, and the use of 
flocculants or coagulants may be necessary. Batch dosing may be sufficient for smaller footprints, 
whereas high efficiency sediment basin dosing maybe required where large volumes of turbid 
waters, larger disturbance areas, and or sensitive receiving environments occur. 

 
To ensure appropriate treatments are put in place and that all sediment is effectively retained on 
the land, condition SW2 and SW3 are required. 

 
Sediment pond design, location (as shown on a plan), treatment method, maintenance, and 
receiving environment is required to be detailed in the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
(condition CN4). This is to apply to all sediment ponds, whether temporary or otherwise. 
Condition SW3 will ensure all sediment basins are designed to a minimum acceptable standard. 

 
Condition SW1 will ensure that perimeter drains are installed to prevent surface run-off from 
entering areas disturbed by the activity. 

 
The proposed weekly monitoring of sediment control measures is supported. Where discharge 
direct to a sensitive freshwater environment is proposed, e.g., Remarkable Banks, Pappy’s flats and 
or the wetland forest, monitoring of TSS and turbidity would be expected of both the effluent and 
receiving environment. Monitoring is required to be detailed in the Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan (condition CN4). 
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The DPEMP does not provide any information on the potential to encounter groundwater during 
excavations, nor the management of groundwater that may be encountered. Appendix Q of the 
DPEMP nevertheless recommends a Discharge Management Plan be developed to ensure that 
groundwater is not released untreated to any sensitive environmental receptors. 

 
Note, while the proponent argues that the elevated metal concentrations within the groundwater 
sample were a function of the natural aquifer, discharge to sensitive surface environments may still 
result in an impact and is not considered acceptable given the lack of comparative information on 
surface water chemistry, and the very limited information on groundwater chemistry. Condition 
E2, no discharge of groundwater direct to surface waters, is considered warranted to ensure 
protection of the surface water receiving environments. The condition does permit the proponent 
to present a case for discharge to surface waters should it be clearly demonstrated that it will not 
impact the receiving environment. 

 
Indeed, based on the one groundwater sample, irrigation or diffuse discharge of groundwater to a 
vegetated surface is likely to be acceptable73. The management of groundwater encountered during 
excavations is required to be detailed in the Groundwater Management Plan (condition GW1), 
including details of water quality targets for groundwater discharged to the environment and 
description of any treatment and monitoring that will be undertaken. 

 
Groundwater is discussed further below. 

 
The DPEMP outlines a number of measures for working in and near waterways. These measures 
are considered appropriate and are required to be detailed in the Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan (condition CN4). 

 
Details on the installation of culverts, in particular design specifications and locations in relation to 
waterways/drainage features is also required in the Design Report (condition CN1) to ensure 
drainage patterns are maintained and significant aquatic habitat fragmentation does not occur. 

 
One representor was concerned with potential impacts from quarrying on waterways. Permit 
conditions SW1, SW2 and SW3 will also apply to quarries, ensuring any runoff from operations 
will be appropriated managed and treated prior to discharge. 

 
Conditions SW1, SW2 and SW3 will also apply during operations, and will be sufficient to 
manage stormwater during the life of the project. 

 
Groundwater 
Groundwater modelling demonstrated the potential to locally impact groundwater levels through 
drawdown. Should a groundwater bore be located adjacent or within a sensitive area, such as 
within the Remarkable Banks, Pappy’s Flats or the wet forest area, drawdown may potentially 
impact the local hydrology and ecology of these areas. Note, while very little information was 
provided in the DPEMP on the groundwater dependant ecosystems of Robbins Island, these areas 

 
 

 
73 As reference, if the ANZECC 2000 long term trigger values for irrigation are applied, then pasture can tolerate 
irrigation of waters with Chromium, Copper and Zinc concentrations of at least an order of magnitude higher than 
the measured results for a period of 100 years of irrigation (ANZECC 2000 Fresh and Marine Water Quality 
Guidelines section 4.2.6). 
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are generally shallow, have highly seasonal water levels, and fauna that may potentially be 
seasonally reliant on groundwater. 

 
Indeed, information obtained from the BOM suggests that the Remarkable Banks area, and small 
areas to the east, are likely to be groundwater dependant ecosystems (Figure 22). 

 
The assessment of groundwater drawdown from a bore located in the vicinity of Remarkable 
Banks demonstrated the potential to partly impact the system. While the ‘worst case’ scenario of 
365 days pumping and a specific yield of 0.01 demonstrated the potential for an unacceptably large 
impact area (Figure 5-4 of Appendix Q, radius of influence of approximately 2310 m), the model 
presented in the DPEMP is considered very conservative. 

 
Indeed, it is unlikely that a single bore will be drawn on continuously for 365 days, with no 
recharge occurring (rain events)74. Very little information, however, was provided in the DPEMP 
on likely abstraction rates, variability, and pump management. 

 
Two representors raised concerns in relation to impacts to groundwater across the island, with 
three representors specifically concerned about the potential impacts to Remarkable Banks. 

While the proponent has committed (commitment 21) to undertake a detailed analysis (modelling) 
of potential drawdown impact on ephemeral water bodies, with a commitment to avoid impacts to 
‘important’ Green and gold frog habitat, given the lack of information and the demonstrated 
potential for impact, it is considered prudent at this stage to limit the siting of the abstraction 
bores to the west of White Rock Ridge (condition GW2), to ensure protection of groundwater 
dependant ecosystems. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

74 Total recharge is estimated at 23,000 ML per annum whereas extraction at peak rate will be 20 ML per 
annum. Note, while less half annual recharge may be recharging the Remarkable Banks area, usage would still be 
significantly less than 1% of total available annual recharge. 
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Figure 22 - Groundwater Dependant Ecosystems, Dark Blue High Potential of Occurrence 
 

(BOM, http://www.bom.gov.au/water/groundwater/gde/map.shtml) 
 
 
Note, according to the DPEMP, it is planned to co-locate the bores with the proposed quarries 
and batching plants, three of which are proposed to the west of White Rock Ridge (Figure 2), in 
the stage 1 development area (Figure 4). Condition GW2 allows the proponent to present a case 
for the siting of bores in other locations, should it be clearly demonstrated that groundwater 
dependant ecosystems within the Remarkable Banks, Pappy’s Flats and wet forest area will not be 
impacted. 

It is also noted that this part of Robbins Island is associated with areas of high probability of acid 
sulphate soil (ASS) occurrence (>70%). 

While the proponent argues that the sediments are likely to have been previously oxidised given 
the ephemeral nature of these areas, and hence significant additional acidification is unlikely, no 
evidence was provided in the DPEMP. 

Condition GW2 will also ensure the risk of exposure of ASS to oxidation as a result of 
drawdown in the high-risk areas does not occur. This is discussed further in section 6.8. 

Three representors were concerned that the hydrogeological study (commitment 21) is proposed 
to be carried out after approval. Given condition GW1, and the low risk of both significant 
groundwater dependant ecosystems and ASS occurring west of White Rock Ridge, there is 
sufficient information to conclude that an impact from groundwater extraction is unlikely. 

The proposed detailed hydrogeological study to inform aquifer characteristics, groundwater 
quality, bore locations and pumping regime is nevertheless warranted, and required by condition 

http://www.bom.gov.au/water/groundwater/gde/map.shtml
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GW1. It is also recommended that a “stepped” pump test be undertaken to prove up the 
groundwater resource and identify a sustainable flow rate. 

According to the DPEMP, the outcomes of the hydrogeological study will inform dewatering 
management and mitigation, which will be included in the Groundwater Management Plan 
(condition GW1). 

Note, as discussed above, it is appropriate to limit the location of the groundwater bore to within 
the stage 1 development area. It should however, be noted that the wharf construction and some 
roading and a laydown area will form part of stage 1 and be located to the east of White Rock 
Ridge (Figure 23). While not specified, it is likely that concrete is only required for the 
construction of the wharf ramp. Any water required for the batch plant in this location can be 
obtained from other areas of the island via truck. 

The proponent may also choose to provide a case to abstract water from this area, should they be 
able to demonstrate no impact to groundwater dependant ecosystems, nor exposure and 
oxidisation of ASS (condition GW2). 

Appendix Q of the DPEMP highlighted the potential to draw up seawater through abstraction. 
Based on Figure 2.5 of the DPEMP, the southernmost quartzite quarry zone (location of potential 
groundwater bore) abuts the 500 m coastal buffer. The DPEMP does not provide any information 
on the potential for saltwater intrusion as a result of groundwater abstraction. Condition GW1 is 
therefore required to incorporate a study into the potential for saltwater intrusion, based on the 
location of the proposed bores. 

The proposal to establish groundwater monitoring bores for the construction phase is considered 
necessary. Details of the monitoring bore locations, aquifer, sampling methodology, analytes and 
parameters is required to be detailed in a groundwater monitoring plan (commitment 20) 
(condition GW1), submitted for approval prior to construction commencing. It is expected that 
the monitoring bores will be located to monitor for draw down and saltwater intrusion, as 
appropriate. 

6.7.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CN4 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

CN9 STP Management Plan 

E1   Concrete batch plant wastewater management 

E2 Discharge of groundwater 

SW1 Perimeter drains or bunds 

SW2 Stormwater 

SW3 Design and maintenance of settling ponds 

GW1 Groundwater Management Plan 

GW2 Location of groundwater abstraction bores 
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Figure 23 – Proposed Construction Staging 
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6.8 Acid Sulphate Soils 

6.8.1 Description 

Robbins Island is situated in a low-lying coastal area of northern Tasmania in an area identified as 
potentially containing acid sulfate soils (ASS). If disturbed, the oxidation of ASS may cause 
environmental harm when mobilised in water through generating sulfuric acid. This may impact on 
downstream terrestrial and aquatic environments and result in reduced dissolved oxygen levels 
and release of heavy metals from the soil or sediment profile. 

Most of the island is mapped as having a low potential (6-70%) of ASS occurrence, with a large 
area of the eastern side of the project site is mapped as having a high potential (>70%) of 
occurrence (Figure 24). 

There is also a high potential for ASS occurrence in the subtidal/intertidal areas within Robbins 
Passage. According to the DPEMP, sulfidic material is likely to be in the upper 1 m within intertidal 
flats (light blue, Figure 24), with a high probability of ASS material and/or monosulfidic black oozes 
(MBO) at depths of 0‐6 m within the subtidal areas (dark blue). 

 
According to the DPEMP, the following activities are at risk of encountering ASS: 
• Civil earthworks for construction of roads; 
• Excavations for the WTG foundations; 
• Trenching for electrical cables; 
• Excavations required for the bridge and wharf construction; 
• Excavations for ancillary infrastructure; and 
• Quarrying. 

 
The location of the proposed works in relation to ASS risk is shown in Figure 24. 

 
Information on the total volume of material to be excavated and the expected volume of ASS 
likely to be encountered during construction was not provided in the DPEMP. 

 
The following provides an indication of the likely scale of excavation: 
• 34 km of arterial roads will be constructed; 
• 60 km of spur roads will be constructed; 
• Up to 122 WTGs will be constructed (~800 m3 to 1000 m3 of material excavated for each 

WTG); 
• Underground trenching, up to 2 m in depth, to install cables from each WTG ; 
• Two concrete ramps constructed for Robbins Island bridge (120 m long from the mainland 

side and 105 m long from the Robbins Island side) and one ramp constructed for the wharf 
(100 m long); and 

• Establishment of 3 quarries and 1 sand pit. 
 
Sediment will also be disturbed through piling activities for bridge construction (approximately 170 
piles) and construction of the wharf. 

 
Detail on the nature of the ASS material likely to be encountered, including grain size/texture, 
chemical composition, reactivity and leachate characteristics was not provided in the DPEMP. 



135 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

According to the DPEMP, freshwater environments susceptible to potential ASS oxidation, and 
associated runoff, include the Remarkable Banks area and the small ephemeral pools and creek 
lines across the island. There is also the potential to impact the marine environment. 

 
The DPEMP also highlights the potential to impact threatened vegetation via acidified run-off, for 
example the Eucalyptus viminalis – Eucalyptus globulus coastal forest and woodland in the vicinity of 
the proposed wharf. 

 
According to the DPEMP, there is also a risk of acid generation if groundwater abstraction draws 
down the water table to expose ASS. While the proponent considers this is most likely to occur 
in the shallow wetland areas of Remarkable Banks, they argue that oxidation of the soils would 
have already occurred given the ephemeral nature of the wetlands. Exposure to air as a result of 
any drawdown is therefore unlikely to generate additional acidification when wetted. 

According to the DPEMP, ASS exposure during operation is considered unlikely. 
 
 

Figure 24 - Areas of ASS in Relation to Proposed infrastructure (quarry areas shown in grey) 
 
 
6.8.2 Management measures 

Commitment 33 An Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan (ASSMP) will be developed for the 
project and submitted to the EPA 3 months prior to the commencement of 
the pre-construction phase for approval. 

Section 6.11.4 of the DPEMP outlines the general approach to ASS management that will be 
incorporated into the ASSMP. The plan will be developed in accordance with the Tasmanian Acid 
Sulfate Soil Management Guidelines 2009 (ASSMG). 

The following outlines the key elements of the proposed management actions and measures: 
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• ASS risk assessment: 
o Identify PASS soils within the construction footprint. Sampling would include at least one 

bore per WTG, sampling at appropriate intervals along linear infrastructure (road and 
cabling) and ancillary infrastructure, and within the footprint of the Robbins Island bridge 
and the wharf. Sampling requirements associated the Robbins Passage would be determined 
by the bridge designer, during detailed design. 

o Opportunistic groundwater sampling. 
o Sample analysis as per Table 6-24 of the DPEMP, in general accordance with the ASSMG. 

• Management measures: 
o Identification of high risk areas, such as threatened vegetation and fauna habitat, that occur 

in the vicinity of ASS sites, and measures to ensure their protection. 
o ASS excavated that is unoxidized and neutral would be reburied below the water table 

within its original location. Reburial would occur within an acceptable timeframe. 
According to the DPEMP, typical burial times are within 24 hours for reactive materials. 

o Potential and actual ASS would be neutralised with lime on a bunded treatment pad. 
o Run-off from treatment pads and stockpiles, and nearby waterways would be monitored 

for ions, Fe, As, Mn, NOx, NH3, EC and pH, and treated prior to release, with water quality 
limits defined in the ASSMP. pH and EC would be monitored daily. 

o Neutralised and re-buried soils will be resampled to confirm status. 
According to the DPEMP, the ASSMP would remain applicable during operations. 

6.8.3 Public and agency comment and responses 

Two hundred and thirty (230) representors were concerned that impacts from acid sulphate soils 
had not been addressed in the DPEMP. 

One representor was concerned that the location and impacts of the bridge construction will 
cause disturbance to the ASS, and one representor suggested that the risk of disturbing ASS as 
part of the bridge works, and the related impacts to marine biodiversity in Robbins Passage, was 
unacceptable. 

6.8.4 Evaluation 

A large number of representors were concerned that the potential impacts from acid sulphate soil 
disturbance had not been adequately addressed in the DPEMP. 

It is clear there is potential to encounter ASS during the construction phase across a range of 
excavation activities. While the risk of occurrence is highest within the southeast and northeast 
project site areas, and across the proposed route of the bridge, the risk map is based on desktop 
analysis, with no confirmation sampling or analysis undertaken. In this, it is noted that the low risk 
areas are defined by an occurrence risk of up to 70% which, combined with the high-risk areas, 
account for the majority of the project site. 

In combination with a lack of information on excavation volumes, physical and chemical soil 
characteristics, and reactivity and leachate characteristics (as relevant), it is difficult to clearly 
determine the risk associated with the proposal in relation to ASS exposure and management, and 
whether adequate provisions have been proposed. Within this context, it is further noted that 
excavation activities will be undertaken within and around sensitive aquatic environments that are 
known as habitat for threatened fauna species, such as the Remarkable Banks and associated areas. 

The proponent’s commitment (commitment 33) to develop an Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan 
(ASSMP) in accordance with the Tasmanian Acid Sulfate Soil Management Guidelines 2009 (ASSMG) 
is supported. While the measures detailed in the ASSMG are consistent with best practice, which 
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will be required to be applied by the proponent, the guidelines highlight circumstances where 
caution is required. The following may be relevant to the proposal: 

• For large developments (e.g. > 5000 tonnes of soil disturbance), a variety of management 
strategies are likely to be required, and should be staged to ensure disturbance is manageable; 

• Marine clays can be difficult to work, treat and dry and may contain variable levels of sulfide 
within horizons that have a similar appearance; 

• Monosulfidic black oozes are highly reactive organic-rich gels with an extremely high moisture 
content, can be difficult to work, treat and dry, and can oxidise readily once in contact with 
oxygen. The management of monosulfidic black oozes warrants special attention; 

• The potential impacts from disturbance of acid sulfate soils can vary considerably depending 
on texture and mineralogy; and 

• Extreme care must be taken with interpretation of results from the analysis of ‘coarse 
material’, particularly low sulfur sands as lower detection limits are required. 

The proposal may require the management of a range of ASS materials (e.g., clays, marine clays, 
monosulfidic black ooze, sands, and different mineralogy/textures), involving a number of 
complexities and risks, with the potential for large volumes. 

Indeed, the ASSMG state that many proposals contain site-specific issues that cannot be covered 
within the general guidelines. 

Given the lack of detail, the proponent is required to undertake a preliminary scoping assessment 
of the project site, with submission of an Acid Sulphate Soil Risk Assessment Report provided to 
the Director for approval prior to construction (Condition CN6). The report is to provide detail 
on the excavation requirements for the project across all components, the results of preliminary 
soil/sediment and water sampling in areas to be disturbed, including the wharf area and Robbins 
Passage along the route of the proposed bridge, and detail on the presence (or likely presence of 
ASS) and the likelihood of disturbing ASS. All sampling and analysis is to be undertaken in 
accordance with the ASSMG, and is to include: 

• Field pH and peroxide pH (pHf/pHfox); 
• Groundwater field analysis (where encountered); and 
• Quantitative laboratory ASS analysis of selected samples. The emphasis should be on those 

sites most likely to be affected by development and most likely to contain sulfides based on 
elevation, soil type and results of field tests. Sampling and analysis must be undertaken to 
determine if there are unusual metal concentrations that may require specific management 
considerations. 

Sufficient sampling must be undertaken to ensure that the ASS risk across the project site is well 
understood, providing a risk profile for the soil/sediment to be excavated at each location, 
informing suitable management and mitigation measures to be included in the ASSMP. 

The proposed ASSMP (commitment 33) is to be based on an approved Acid Sulphate Soil Risk 
Assessment Report, and in accordance with the ASSMG (condition CN7). The plan is to provide 
an overview of the environmental values of the site, proposed works, description of the ASS 
mitigation and management strategies for each project component, and site-specific additional 
sampling and testing requirements to inform ASS characteristics and extent. 

Note, while the proposed sampling of one bore hole per WTG may be sufficient to inform the 
Acid Sulphate Soil Risk Assessment Report, the ASSMG stipulates 4 holes where the site areas are 
less than 1 ha. It is noted that the area of disturbance for each WTG will be 1 ha. The ASSMG 
notes further that additional samples may need to be taken in areas of potential ‘hot spots’. These 
areas will be determined through the scoping assessment (condition CN6). 



138 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

Detail on the project staging is provided in Sections 2.3 and 2.8 of the DPEMP, with a project 
timetable shown in Table 2.4. The proposed staging shows some separation in the construction of 
the major components; wharf, bridge, roading and foundations (WTG), trenching (electrical) and 
quarrying. Furthermore, the first array of WTG will be constructed on the western side of the 
island (stage 1), generally in zones identified as low to extremely low in relation to ASS 
occurrence potential. Road construction will also commence with the quarry access roads, again in 
risk areas identified as low to extremely low. 

The staged approach is consistent with the ASSMG and, noting the risk profile of stage 1, should 
help ensure that the ASS management and mitigation systems presented in the ASSMP are 
appropriate, particularly in relation to WTG and electrical cable excavation. 

Note, according to the DPEMP, run-off from treatment pads, stockpiles and nearby waterways will 
be monitored for indications of ASS impacts, to ensure the receiving water quality remains within 
acceptable limits as defined in the ASSMP. 

To ensure appropriate limits are defined in the ASSMP, condition E3 requires effluent discharged 
from ASS treatment be no more than 1 pH unit different from background receiving waters, and 
EC and turbidity be equivalent to background, within the range of precision of field 
instrumentation. 

With regard to construction of the proposed bridge, piling is unlikely to result in significant 
disturbance of sediment. Nevertheless, an assessment of the potential for ASS within the intertidal 
flats and subaqueous zone is required by condition CN6. 

Detail on the excavation requirements for construction of the earthen ramps associated with the 
bridge were not provided in the DPEMP. Excavation or dredging of materials inter tidally and sub 
aqueously should be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. Such activities are likely to release 
significant plumes of sediment to the water column. 

PASS materials should therefore be left in situ and construction carried out in a manner that 
minimises their disturbance or ensures materials are removed without resulting in disturbance 
outside the footprint. 

The excavation requirements for construction of the bridge will be detailed in the scoping 
assessment report (condition CN6). The ASSMG will be required to address the management of 
ASS in Robbins Passage (condition CN7), as identified in the scoping report. 

Finally, it is noted that bore piles may be used in the construction of the bridge. There is no 
information however provided in the DPEMP with regard to the management of any spoil, other 
than “appropriate treatment and disposal”. 

Should bore piles be used, their construction should be carried out in a manner such that all PASS 
material can be recovered, contained and removed from the site for treatment and/ or disposal at 
an approved facility. This must be documented in the ASSMP (condition CN7). 

It is further unclear if any drilling will be required. Should drilling be required, any non-recycled 
drill water must be appropriately treated and disposed of. 

Conditions CN6 and CN7 will ensure that sufficient information is provided to inform the 
appropriate management of sediment disturbed through the construction of the bridge and wharf. 

The ASSMP (condition CN7) will be independently reviewed by a suitably qualified person. The 
ASSMP and a report detailing the outcomes of the review must be submitted to the Director for 
approval (condition CN7). 

Provided the proposal is undertaken in a staged approach, in accordance with the conditions 
imposed, any ASS disturbed during construction should be able to be sustainably managed. 
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6.8.5 Conclusions 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN6 Acid Sulfate Soils Risk Assessment Report 

CN7 Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan 

E3 Acid sulfate soils treatment discharge limits 



140 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

7 Evaluation of Other Environmental Issues 

In addition to the key issues, the following environmental issues are considered relevant to the 
proposal and have been evaluated in this section. 

 
1. Air quality 

2. Geoconservation 

3. Biodiversity and natural values – weed and disease 

4. Waste management 

5. Dangerous goods and environmentally hazardous materials 

6. Decommissioning and rehabilitation 

7. Social and economic issues 

8. Infrastructure and off-site ancillary facilities. 
 
7.1 General conditions 

The following general conditions will be imposed on the activity. 

G1 Access to and awareness of conditions and associated documents 

G2 Incident response 

G3 No changes without approval 

G4 Change of responsibility 

G5 Change of ownership 

G6 Notification prior to construction 

G7 Notification on completion of commissioning 

G8 Complaints Register 

G9 Annual Environmental Review. 
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Issue 1: Air quality 

Description of potential impacts 

During construction, potential sources of air emissions include: 
• dust generated from quarry operations, including material crushing and sieving, extraction 

and blasting; 
• dust generated during ground disturbance, stockpiling, loading and unloading of construction 

materials and vehicle movement on unsealed roads; 
• dust generated from gravel road construction; 
• dust produced from the concrete batching plants; 
• emissions from vehicles and equipment; and 
• odour from perishable wastes generated on site and sewage treatment facilities. 

Potential receptors affected by air emissions include site workers, nearby residents, nearby land 
users and local flora and fauna. These air emissions may cause environmental nuisance or harm 
if not properly managed, or if separation distances to receptors are insufficient. 

During operations there may be minor dust emissions from occasional on-site vehicle 
movements on gravel roads and odour from small volumes of perishable wastes and the STP. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 17 An online complaints register and contact phone number would be 
developed for air quality related issues during the construction and 
operational phases. All complaints will be logged, actioned and all 
outcomes documented. 

Management and mitigation measures proposed, as outlined in section 6.5.4 of the DPEMP 
include: 

• Stockpiled materials (such as topsoil) and unsealed roads within the project site would be 
subject to daily visual inspections. If dust generation is deemed to be an issue: 
– Stockpiles will be either covered or sprayed with water during windy conditions. 
– Unsealed roads will be sprayed with water during windy conditions. 

• Some materials (e.g., sand) stored at the concrete batch plant may be stored in enclosed 
hoppers or bins enclosed on at least three sides to minimise dust emissions, if found to be 
problematic. 

• Haul loads of dust generating materials will be covered if found to be problematic. 
• Cleared areas will be progressively rehabilitated during the construction phase to minimise 

exposed bare ground. 
• Long-term material stockpiles would be vegetated or covered to prevent dust emissions. 
• Dust management measures will be implemented along Robbins Island Road, including water 

spraying during windy conditions. 
• Emission levels to be taken into account during selection of machinery. 
• Scheduled maintenance of all vehicles, earth moving equipment and other combustion 

engines will be undertaken to maintain efficiency and emission levels. 
• The management of waste streams associated with odour emissions are discussed in detail in 

section 6.9 of the DPEMP. 
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Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Additional dust management measures proposed in the Preliminary Quarry Management Plan 
(section 3.6.1, Appendix A, DPEMP) includes: 

• Restriction of vehicle speeds within the quarry areas and haulage roads. 
• Blast teams to manage blast times to minimise dust generation (e.g., during low wind 

periods), as far as practicable. 

Public and agency comment 

Four representations expressed concern about exposure of dust from the quarry to nearby 
residents and the local environment and one questioned the material being extracted. Two 
residents were concerned that dust from construction will cause harm to residents of Montagu 
and recreational users of the area. 

Evaluation 

The nearest residence to the Robbins Island project site is approximately 2.8 km to the south 
on mainland Tasmania. 

The proposed quarries are likely to be the main source of potential air emissions, particularly 
dust generation. Quarry QZ1 is the closest to a sensitive receptor (residence), located 
approximately 4.5 km to the north. Multiple residences in West Montagu are located 
approximately 5 km from QZ1. These distances are well above those recommended in the 
Quarry Code of Practice (1 km where regular blasting occurs and 750 m where material is 
crushed) and are considered appropriate to reduce the potential for environmental nuisance 
from dust to acceptable levels. 

There is a lack of detail in relation to the works required for the widening of Robbins Island 
Road and the potential for air emissions to nearby residents. The closest residence is within 300 
m of the junction of Robbins Island Road and West Montagu Road on the southern side of the 
road. There will be widening of the road and a bitumen seal over a 30 m section in this area. 
The proponent will be required to manage dust emissions in accordance with conditions below. 

The proposed management mitigation measures and Commitment 17 are supported and when 
implemented will ensure the potential for environmental nuisance to occur as a result of dust 
emissions will be minimised. 

Conditions A1, A2 and A3 reinforce the mitigation measures and require the proponent to 
control dust emissions to prevent environmental nuisance during construction, including along 
Robbins Island Road. Conditions A1 and A2 will also ensure dust does not become an issue 
during operation, including at the quarries. Condition A4 specifically requires the control of 
dust emissions from plant and equipment, such as crushers and screeners during quarry 
operations. 

Management mitigation measures to address air quality during construction will also be required 
to be included in the CEMP (CN2) and the Quarry Management Plans CN3). 

A public complaints register (Commitment 17) will be required by condition G8. While the 
potential for environmental nuisance caused by dust to residents is considered low, the register 
will ensure that any complaints and subsequent investigations are registered. 
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Conclusion 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

A1 Covering of vehicles 

A2 Control of dust emissions 

A3 Control of dust emissions during construction 

A4 Control of dust emissions from plant 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CN3 Quarry management plans 
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Issue 2: Geoconservation 

Description of potential impacts 

A geoconservation assessment of the project site was undertaken by Macquarie University, 
refer to section 6.12 and Appendix S of the DPEMP. 

Four geoconservation sites have been identified within, or adjacent to the project site (Figure 
25). An additional potential site of geoconservation significance was identified during the 
assessment. 

 

 

Figure 25 - Geoconservation Sites within and around the Project Site (Figure 6-31 of DPEMP) 
 

Robbins Passage Tidal Channel System 
This feature encompasses the bedforms of the entire Robbins Passage and extends north past 
Walker Passage. It consists of the large tidal channels with ebb deltas, which form extensive 
exposed mudflats during low tide, with a total area of 10,913 ha. The project will impact 
approximately 21 ha of this area, via construction of the bridge. According to the DPEMP the 
bridge structure has been designed to minimise potential impacts on sedimentation of the 
passage throughout the use of a piled design. 
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Remarkable Banks Pleistocene Beach Ridge Complex 
The Remarkable Banks are a series of Pleistocene beach ridges and swales extending across an 
ancient embayment towards White Rock Ridge. The swales are inundated during the wetter 
months, resulting in an extensive series of linear wetlands. The Remarkable Banks have partially 
been converted to pasture, and drainage lines have been dug perpendicular to the swales to 
drain water. The integrity of the geoconservation site has been maintained despite these 
changes. The largest impact will be surface disturbance, resulting in disturbance to the ridges 
and alterations of the drainage patterns, due to construction of roads, WTG and other 
infrastructure. A maximum of 42.9 ha (3%) will be disturbed of the 1,410 ha site. 

Guyton Point Aquagene Lavas 
This site is located to the south and west of Guyton Point, consisting of coastal exposures of 
basaltic pillow lavas and volcaniclastic sediments, with submarine eruption centres recorded to 
the northeast and southeast of Robbins Island. This site is located approximately 4 km to the 
east of the project site and will not be impacted. 

White Rock Ridge Pliocene Boulder Beach and Embayment 
During the assessment, a Pliocene-aged high level quartz and boulder beach, located at an 
elevation of 24-28 m on the northern edge of White Rock Ridge was discovered (Figure 25). 
The geoconservation site is in an undisturbed condition and is potentially significant for the 
reconstruction of Pliocene sea levels. This site has been dedicated as an exclusion zone with no 
impacts predicted for this area. The secondary quartzite quarry (QZ2) is approximately 40 m 
east of the site. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 35 Geoconservation zones for the Back Banks – Walker Island Dunes and 
White Rock Ridge Pliocene Boulder Beach and Embayment Sites will be 
outlined in the Design Report, during the completion of detailed design of 
the WTG layout, wharf and roads. 

Commitment 36 The CEMP will include a methodology to record the dune stratigraphy and 
obtain samples from the wharf access construction on the Back Banks – 
Walker Island Dunes site. 

Commitment 37 A 100 m corridor will be maintained within the Remarkable Banks area 
consistent with the recommendations in Appendix S. 

Further clarification of geoconservation zones (Commitment 35) is provided below. 

Back Banks – Walker Island Dunes 
The area to the east of the proposed wharf road access will be reserved as a geoconservation 
zone based on the recommendations in Appendix S. The wharf access, the closest area of the 
project footprint, is located outside this exclusion zone. 

To protect the integrity of the surrounding dune system from the proposed sand removal, the 
banks of the remaining dunes adjacent to the road will be protected by: 
• Using an appropriate batter slope (or other stabilisation measures) to ensure stable batters 

and minimise impacts to other areas of the dunes. 
• Where required, using surface stabilisation (such as geotextile and/or revegetation) to 

prevent erosion beyond the wharf access road. 
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During construction, the CEMP will detail the requirement and methodology to record the 
dune stratigraphy and obtain samples for both optically stimulated luminescence and 
radiocarbon dating. This would provide data for future studies on this geomorphic feature. 

White Rock Ridge Pliocene Boulder Beach and Embayment site 
This site has been designated as an exclusion zone for the Project during the construction and 
operational phases. Appendix S outlines a proposed geoconservation zone, based on desktop 
assessment. The wind farm design report will outline a detailed boundary for this zone and 
ensure that project infrastructure does not impact this site, particularly the quartzite quarry 
(QZ2). 

Remarkable Banks Pleistocene Beach Ridge Complex 
In accordance with the recommended management and mitigation measures in Appendix S, a 
100 m wide corridor no-go zone will be maintained along the length of the Remarkable Banks 
area, within the 200 m corridor identified in Figure 25. The exact location of the corridor will 
be finalised at the WTG micrositing stage. 

Any new data available through the ongoing studies of Macquarie University would also be 
considered in the Wind Farm Design Report. This would include high resolution geomorphic 
mapping of the entire Remarkable Banks site, subsurface sedimentology and Quaternary coastal 
evolution interpretation to inform the final siting within the allocated corridor. 

There is also potential for impact to the Remarkable Banks from hydrological changes. During 
detailed design and finalisation of the WTG layout, roads and other earthworks will be sited and 
designed to maintain the integrity of the Remarkable Banks site, including appropriate drainage 
design. 

Public and agency comment 

Four representors were concerned about the proposal’s impact to Remarkable Banks. Some 
considered that the exclusion zones were not adequate, and that the scale of the proposal 
should be reduced to protect the entire landform complex and concluded that any disturbance 
to the geoconservation sites was unacceptable. 

Evaluation 
Of the five geoconservation sites identified on Robbins Island, three will be impacted by the 
construction and operation of the project; Remarkable Banks Pleistocene Beach Ridge Complex, 
Back Banks-Walker Island Dunes, and the Robbins Passage Tidal Channel System. The other 
two sites will be excluded from the project area. 

Recommendations by the Marine Climate Risk Group at Macquarie University (Appendix S) will 
be implemented. 

Commitments 35 to 37 are supported and considered necessary to reduce the impact on the 
three geoconservation sites within the project area. Geoconservation zones for Back Banks 
Beach, Remarkable Banks and White Rock Ridge Pliocene Boulder Beach (commitments 35 and 
37), will be required to be defined in the Design Report, required by permit condition CN1. 
Commitment 36 will be required by permit condition CN2, to ensure the CEMP includes a 
methodology for recording the dune stratigraphy and sample collection during construction of 
the wharf at Back Banks Beach. 

Conclusion 

No additional permit conditions will be required for geoconservation. 



147 Environmental Assessment Report – ACEN Robbins Island Pty Ltd – Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 

 

 

 

Issue 3: Biodiversity and natural values – weed and disease 

Description of potential impacts 

Six declared weeds listed under the Tasmanian Weed Management Act 1999 have been recorded 
within the project area including: 
• gorse (Ilex europaeus) 
• blackberry (rubus fruticosus) 
• slender thistle (carduus oycnocephalus) 
• Californian thistle (cirsium arvense) 
• Spanish heath (erica lustanica) 
• Horehound (marrubium vulgare). 

 
These weeds occur in single locations and represent relatively small infestations in or close to 
agricultural land. In addition, two environmental weeds, sea spurge (Euphorbia papalias) and 
arum lily (Zantedeschia aethiopica) infestations have been recorded on Robbins Island. These 
weeds are more widespread than those of the declared weeds. Refer to Figure 6-3 of the 
DPEMP. 

 
No signs of Phytophthora cinnamomi (root rot fungus) were observed during the surveys of the 
project site, however, vegetation communities on Robbins Island are highly susceptible to P. 
cinnamomi. 

 
The construction phase of the project has the potential to spread weeds and disease within and 
external to the project site, as well as introducing new weeds or pathogens. According to the 
DPEMP, the low fertility of substrates across most of the project site indicates there are limited 
areas suitable for weed invasion or spread. However, risk of weed introduction is increased 
with disturbance associated with construction works. In addition, some vegetation types, 
particularly heathland communities are more susceptible to the spread of P. cinnamomi. 

 
Construction of the bridge across Robbins Passage has the potential to spread rice grass 
(Spartina anglica), due to previous recordings of this weed and the suitability of habitat around 
the shoreline close to bridge construction areas. Rice grass has the potential to significantly 
impact on shorebird foraging resources. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 5 A Weed and Hygiene Management Plan will be prepared prior to 
construction (for inclusion in the CEMP) and submitted to the EPA for 
approval. 

Commitment 6 Weed and hygiene management and monitoring will be undertaken monthly 
during the construction phase and annually thereafter. 

The Weed and Hygiene Management Plan developed for the project will be incorporated into 
the CEMP and OEMP. The objective is to minimise the spread of weeds and pathogens on-site. 
This will include a pre-construction rice grass survey and eradication program in the vicinity of 
the bridge construction works. 
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Public and agency comment 

One representor was concerned about the potential for invasive weeds to be brought to the 
island, one was concerned about the impacts of weeds and disease on coastal heathlands. Two 
representors were concerned that the bridge has the potential to bring disease to the island. 

Evaluation 

Commitments 5 and 6 are supported and will be required by condition CN5. Condition CN5, 
Weed and Disease Management, will required the preparation and implementation of a Weed 
and Disease Management Plan. 

These measures will also apply to the quarry activities, with weed and disease management to 
be included in the Quarry Management Plan (CN3). 

All site activities will need to be undertaken in accordance with the Tasmanian Washdown 
Guidelines for Weed and Disease Control, with all equipment and machinery to be washed prior to 
entering the land (CN10). 

Due to the potential to spread rice grass during construction of the bridge, a pre-construction 
rice grass (Spartina anglica) survey and eradication program in the vicinity of the bridge will be 
required (CN5) to ensure the spread of this weed is minimised in the surrounding shorebird 
foraging habitat. The results of the survey will be required to be reported and mitigation 
measures to be implemented as required by condition CN5. 

Conclusion 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CN3 Quarry Management Plan 

CN5 Weed and Disease Management 

CN10 Machinery washdown 
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Issue 4: Waste Management 

Description of potential impacts 

Inappropriate waste management may result in impacts to soil and water quality. A lack of waste 
classification and segregation may result in the requirement for larger storage and landfill. 
Impacts to visual amenity, health and hygiene are also possible if putrescibles and controlled 
waste are not appropriately managed. 

During construction, solid waste generation is likely to include: 

• Excess construction materials (i.e., concrete, steel, conduit, and plastics) 
• Paper and plastic packaging from materials/components 
• Waste oil/hydraulic fluid from machinery 
• STP waste streams, including biosolids 
• Contaminated soils from spill clean-ups, where required 
• Small quantities of controlled wastes including solvents and paints (e.g., empty containers 

with residue) 
• General waste (e.g., packaging, food scraps etc.) 
• General recyclable waste. 

Refer to section 6.9 of the DPEMP for further details. 

Waste volumes generated during operation will be significantly smaller than during construction. 
The main waste streams will be general waste, small volumes of hydrocarbons and wastes from 
workshop activities, waste generated by maintenance of WTG and small quantities of controlled 
wastes. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 26 Waste audits will be undertaken monthly during construction with results 
recorded and made available to relevant regulators, as requested. 

Commitment 27 Waste audits will be undertaken biannually during operation. Results will be 
reported to the EPA in the annual environment report for the Project. 

Commitment 28 An online complaints register and contact phone number will be developed 
during the construction and operational phases. All waste related 
complaints will be logged, actioned and all outcomes documented. 

Management measures proposed, section 6.9.3 of the DPEMP include: 
• All direct employees, contractors and consultants will be inducted in the management of all 

waste streams, including general and controlled wastes. 
• Wastes will be managed in accordance with the waste hierarchy. 
• All waste will be stored in appropriate containers within designated locations at the 

workshop sites. 
• General wastes (other than controlled wastes outlined below) will be segregated for 

recyclable components and stored at the workshop sites in sealed bins prior to removal off 
site to a licenced landfill. 

• Scrap material will be stored onsite at the workshop sites in laydown areas and potentially 
reused were possible. For scrap material that is no longer likely to be of use, a licenced 
disposal contractor will be utilised for offsite recycling or disposal to landfill. 
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• Putrescible and general packaging waste will be collected and stored in covered skip bins at 
the workshop sites (including recycle bins) which will be regularly emptied by a licenced 
disposal contractor. 

• All waste storage areas will have appropriate signage and fencing (to prevent windblown 
waste occurring and for security purposes) and bunding (as required). 

• Records will be maintained for all waste collection and disposal. 

Controlled Waste Management 
• Waste fuels/oils from WTG and the MAS facility will be collected in a sump or fluids will be 

pumped directly to a suitable storage container from machinery. All wastes from this stream 
will be containerised and stored in appropriately bunded laydown areas at the workshop 
areas and disposed of through licenced contracting companies as required. 

• During construction, wastewater (including the solids component) will be stored in 
temporary onsite storage facilities at the temporary STP and regularly emptied by a licenced 
disposal contractor. 

• During operation, an envirocycle-style treatment system will be utilised at the MAS facility, 
with treated water to be irrigated onto surrounding pasture, with solid removed from the 
system as required. 

• Soils collected from chemical or hydrocarbon spills around the project site will be stored in 
a suitably lined bioremediation area to be located adjacent to the workshop area. Following 
bioremediation, soil will either be reused as fill or disposed of offsite by a licenced disposal 
contractor (as determined by soil testing and subsequent classification). 

• Soils collected from particularly toxic material spills (unlikely for the Project) will be 
collected in drums and stored in suitably bunded laydown areas prior to collection by 
licenced disposal contractors. 

• Used tyres and batteries will be collected and stored in dedicated laydown areas at the 
workshop areas for collection by licenced disposal contractors for recycling or disposal. 

• Containers with controlled residues will be stored in a suitably bunded area at the 
workshop locations and collected as required by licenced disposal contractors for recycling 
or disposal. 

Public and agency comment 
Two representors were concerned about the disposal of damaged blades from the WTG, which 
are not recyclable. 
Evaluation 
Given the likely types of waste generated by construction and the volumes of waste likely to be 
generated at the site during operations, it is considered the potential impacts from waste 
generation at the site will not be significant, provided the management measures outlined above 
are implemented effectively. 

The CEMP will require the proponent to document the management of solid wastes generated 
at the site during construction, in line with mitigation measures outlined above. The CEMP will 
be required to be submitted to the Director for approval, prior to commencement of 
construction (CN2). 

The proponent should be made aware of the general waste management hierarchy principles 
OI1. 

Conclusion 

Other information is also included in the permit: 

OI1 Waste management hierarchy 
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Issue 5: Dangerous Goods and environmentally hazardous materials 

Description of potential impacts 

According to section 6.10.2 of the DPEMP, the project will utilise fuels, oils, lubricants, paints, 
solvents cement, fly ash and small quantities of disinfectants and cleaning chemicals during 
construction. 

During operations, small quantities of fuel, oils, lubricants as well as paints and solvents will be 
used. 

Ineffective management, including storage, transport, handling, and use, of dangerous goods and 
environmentally hazardous materials can lead to significant impacts to environmental receptors 
in both the terrestrial and aquatic environment through contamination of soil, surface waters 
and groundwaters. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 29 All spills to waterways and/or involving >100 L of environmentally 
hazardous material will be reported to the EPA within 24 hours. 

Commitment 30 The Project’s Emergency Response Plan will include emergency clean-up 
procedures for spills to both terrestrial and aquatic environments. 

Commitment 31 Dangerous goods and environmentally hazardous materials audits will be 
undertaken monthly during construction and biannually during operation 
Results will be included in annual environmental reports to the EPA. 

Commitment 32 An online public complaints register and contact phone number will be 
developed during the construction and operational phases. All dangerous 
good or environmentally hazardous materials related complaints will be 
logged, actioned and all outcomes documented. 

Additional mitigation measures outlined in section 6.10.3 of the DPEMP include: 

• Employees and contractor inductions will include information on dangerous goods and 
environmentally hazardous materials, their handling, management, and any mitigation 
measures that may be applicable in the event of a spill incident, in accordance with the 
Australian Standards. 

• Any spills of dangerous goods or environmentally hazardous materials over >25 L will be 
reported to the site manager immediately and clean up procedures commenced. Once 
cleaned and or remediated, all spills will be recorded along with information on any follow 
up actions or procedure modifications to avoid subsequent spills. 

• A register of dangerous goods and environmentally hazardous materials used and held at the 
Project Site will be developed with appropriate safety, storage, segregation and handling 
information, including MSDS. 

• Clean up measures, reporting and notification procedures for equipment breakdowns and 
accidental releases would be incorporated in an Emergency Response Plan for the Project. 
This would include clean‐up procedures in aquatic environments as well as incident 
response in the event of fire, chemical release, or explosion. 

During construction 

• Fuel for construction machinery and vehicles will be delivered in tankers and left unhitched 
in temporary bunded fuel laydown areas. 
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• Bunded areas will be designed to capture at least 1.5 times the volume of the largest tanker 
to be used. Fuel trucks will bunker fuel from the tankers within the bunded compounds 
prior to delivery to required construction areas. 

• All fuel trucks and mobile maintenance vehicles will refuel/repair machinery and vehicles 
away from any waterways, drainage lines or coastal zones. All fuel trucks and maintenance 
vehicles will carry hydrocarbon spill kits suitably sized for their hydrocarbon payloads. 

• If hydrocarbon ground spills occur, clean-up will include collection of all affected soils in 
suitable containers or vehicles. Contaminated soils will then be disposed of at either a 
temporary construction bioremediation facility or transported off the island to a suitable 
landfill site by a licenced contractor, depending on spill type, quantity, and severity. 

• Small volumes of fuels, oils, paints, solvents, and cleaning chemicals will be stored in 
dedicated fenced and bunded areas with suitable ventilation and signage, adjacent to the 
workshops during construction. The bunded area will be large enough to hold 1.5 times the 
contents of the largest container. 

• Cement and fly ash for concrete batching will be stored in separate bulk silos at the 
concrete batch plants to prevent wind-blown waste and water run-off from the products. 

• Specific management measures and Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all dangerous 
goods and environmentally hazardous materials will be included as an attachment to the 
CEMP. 

• Prior to construction activities commencing, a Marine Oil Spill Response Plan would be in 
place and complied with during all relevant activities, including construction barges and 
marine vessels delivering materials to the site. 

During Operations 

• Fuel for maintenance machinery and vehicles will be stored onsite at the operational 
workshop in a bunded area. 

• Small volumes of oils, paints, solvents, disinfectants and cleaning chemicals will be stored in 
dedicated fenced and bunded areas with suitable ventilation and signage, adjacent to the 
operational workshop. The bunded area will be large enough to hold 1.5 times the contents 
of the largest container. 

• The Marine Oil Spill Response Plan would be updated as part of the Operational 
Environmental Management Plan and complied with during all relevant activities. 

 
The CEMP will include procedures for the prevention and management of oil spills. 

Public and agency comment 

One representor was concerned about the potential for environmental harm from a fuel depot 
on the island. 

Evaluation 

The CEMP and OEMP will be required to detail mitigation measures (as outlined above) to be 
undertaken during construction and operation respectively to minimise potential impacts from 
environmentally hazardous materials (CN2 and OP1). 

Permit conditions H1, H2 and H3 are considered appropriate for inclusion in the permit. 
Condition H1 and H2 are included to ensure that any environmentally hazardous materials on- 
site are stored within impervious bunded areas, spill trays or other containment systems 
appropriate for the volume and are managed to prevent emission or discharge to the 
environment. H3 is included to ensure spill kits will be available for immediate deployment if a 
spill occurs during refuelling. 
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In addition, LO2 is included which provides information on the proponent’s responsibilities 
under relevant legislation. 
The commitment to maintain a complaints register is imposed by condition G8. 
Conclusion 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

CN1 Design Report 

H1 Storage and handling of hazardous materials 

H2 Hazardous materials (<250L) 

H3 Spill kits 

OP1 Operations Environmental Management Plan 

Legal Obligation information is also included in the permit: 

LO2 Storage and handling of dangerous goods, explosives and dangerous substances. 
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Issue 6: Decommissioning and rehabilitation 

Description of potential impacts 

Inappropriate planning for decommissioning of the wind farm and site rehabilitation may result 
in long term visual impacts if not dismantled or replaced. 

Section 9 of the DPEMP describes the expected process of decommissioning. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 57 A Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan will be submitted to the EPA 
for approval within 12 months of the planned Project closure period 
commencing. 

Public and agency comment 
Two representors questioned whether a full closure plan was available, and two considered it 
inappropriate that a full closure plan was not included in the application and stated that 
commitments are not provided . One representor stated that facilities to decommission a 
windfarm do not exist in the state. One stated that the DPEMP should have included a full 
assessment of disposal of WTG components, and also that recyclable blades should be 
considered. The same representor also stated that a $30 million bond should be required to 
ensure that funds are available to decommission. 

Evaluation 

Commitment 57 to provide a Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan (DRP) is considered 
appropriate and necessary for the management of decommissioning of infrastructure upon 
cessation of the wind farm, and a DRP will be required to be submitted to the Director by 
condition DC1. However, the condition will require the DRP is submitted within 3 years after 
completion of commissioning, which is considered more appropriate than the period proposed 
in the commitment (within the 12 months of planned closure period). It will also require that a 
revised DRP is submitted to the Director for approval if there are any changes to the activity 
that will result in significant decommissioning and rehabilitation obligations. Condition DC2 is 
required to ensure the DRP is implemented in accordance with the most recent DRP approved 
by the Director. 

Conditions DC3 and DC4 are required to ensure the proponent notifies the Director of the 
permanent cessation of the activity (DC3) or where a temporary suspension of the activity 
(DC4) is likely to occur. 

Conditions DC1 and DC2 are considered appropriate to ensure decommissioning and 
rehabilitation will be undertaken at the end of the wind farm life. 

Conclusion 

The proponent will be required to comply with the following conditions: 

DC1 Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan 

DC2 Implementation of the DRP 

DC3 Notification of cessation 

DC4 Temporary suspension of activity 
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Issue 7: Social and economic issues 

Description of potential impacts 

According to the DPEMP, the key industries of employment within the region are agriculture, 
forestry and fishing and manufacturing. 

 
The project will provide economic benefit in terms of population growth via additional jobs, 
during both construction and operation, as well as diversification of income stream for the 
existing farming operations, which will co-exist with the project. 

 
The project construction phase is estimated to take approximately 42 months. The total capital 
investment will be approximately $1.2 billion. Approximately 65% of this will be wind turbine 
components, with 20% civil works (including roads, wharf, bridge, quarrying etc) and 15% 
electrical works. 

 
The project will require up to 350 construction workers during the peak of construction, which 
will be preferentially sourced from the region, apart from specialist disciplines (e.g., WTG 
construction, electrical connection, and transport). 

 
In addition to direct benefits from additional employment, the project will have positive impacts 
on upstream/downstream industries based on community support and employment salaries. For 
example, the project will require materials to be sourced locally or within the region, where 
possible, including cement, civil plant equipment, and some local freight services. The project 
will also require electrical equipment from within Tasmania and interstate. Indirectly, the 
construction will require food, accommodation, waste removal, engineering and various other 
support services. 

 
The project could result in additional demand for housing on a semi-permanent and short term 
basis. 

 
Based on the economic impact assessment, refer to Appendix CC of the DPEMP, the total 
direct impacts of the construction phase of the project are estimated to generate: 
• $153.3 million in value add (value of output after deducting the cost of goods and services 

inputs in the production process) 
• $85.3 million in local incomes (level of wages and salaries paid to employees in each 

industry) 1,038 full time equivalent (FTE) employee years. 

The total flow-on impacts (increased level of purchases by suppliers in response to increased 
sales) from the project’s construction phase is estimated to generate: 
• $230.9 million in value add 
• $116.5 million in local incomes 
• 1,728 full time equivalent employee years. 

 
There appears to be some housing capacity in the local area to accommodate workers during 
the construction phase; however, the majority of the workforce is likely to be accommodated in 
a semi-permanent facility in Smithton. This would be subject to a separate development 
application. 
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For short term accommodation needs, it is noted that there is limited large scale visitor 
accommodation in the region. The visitor numbers however indicate that there are limited 
periods of high seasonal demand, such that the short-term accommodation demands could 
largely be accommodated within existing facilities. 

 
The operational lifespan of the project is currently projected at 25 years but may extend beyond 
this timeframe if conditions suit. The Project will directly employ approximately 50 people in 
operational roles. 

 
Based on the economic impact assessment (Appendix CC), the annual direct impacts of the 
operational phase are estimated at: 
• $10.2 million in value add 
• $5.9 million in local incomes 
• 85 full time equivalent employees. 

Annual flow-on impacts from the operational phase of the Project are estimated at: 
• $17.4 million in value add 
• $8.5 million in local incomes 
• 130 full time equivalent employees. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 46 A Community Benefits Program (including Community Partnership Fund 
and ACEN Managed Fund) will be developed and implemented prior to 
construction. 

 
The Program will have the following objectives: 
• Developing skills and capacity within the community. 
• Improving the sustainability of the community. 
• Promoting Circular Head as a renewable energy zone and building a greater understanding 

of the benefits of renewable energy within the community and the importance to Tasmania 
and Australia. 

 
To achieve these objectives, a number of strategies would be pursued, all of which would 
require input from the community to ensure they are mutually beneficial. As the project 
progresses, these strategies would be refined and adapted to meet changing circumstances. 

 
As an additional measure proposed in the DPEMP, to maximise the local economic benefits to 
the region, an employment register has been established as part of the stakeholder engagement 
plan to assist in the identification of interested local providers of goods and services. ACEN will 
also work with local businesses to identify opportunities to be involved in the construction 
phase of the Project. 
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Public and agency comment 

Twenty-three representors were specifically concerned about negative social-economic impacts 
of the proposal, including financial risks to Circular Head residents, a lack of economic benefits 
and a lack of opportunity for local businesses. Five of these questioned the accuracy of 
employment numbers, suggesting it was overstated and multiple representors were concerned 
that construction jobs would not be local. 

Seven representors considered that the social and economic benefits would be better if the site 
were Ramsar listed. 

Eleven representors were concerned about potential impacts to tourism. 

Four representors were concerned about the fairness of the public consultation process, and 
stated it was not a representative method to gauge community support. 

Three hundred and eighty three (383) representations were received in relation to the 
proposal. 

Three hundred and forty (340) representors were generally against the project. 

Forty-three (43) representors were in support of the proposal. The majority of these 
considered that there would be significant economic benefits to the region and were supportive 
of potential trades and employment opportunities in the region. One considered that some 
funding of the project should be allocated to be spent within the region. 

Conclusion 

The project will have the opportunity to provide positive social and economic benefits to the 
local and regional area through the construction and operational phases. It will also provide 
broader scale benefits to Tasmania and the National Electricity Network through the generation 
of renewable Energy. 

The objectives of the RMPS and EMPCS centre around the concept of sustainable development 
which require consideration of meeting the economic and social needs of people now and in the 
future while sustaining the environment. These considerations are taken into account in the 
Board’s decision making process. 
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Issue 8: Infrastructure and off-site ancillary facilities 

Description of potential impacts 

According to the DPEMP, the Project will be partially reliant on off-site infrastructure for 
construction and operation, primarily road and port infrastructure. Refer section 6.23 of the 
DPEMP for details. 

 
Roads 
Construction of the project has been planned to minimise impacts to the public road network 
through the use of quarrying materials from within the project site and the use of the wharf for 
delivery of major WTG components and other construction items where possible. 

 
The construction of the bridge will be used as the primary access point to Robbins Island for 
staff and some construction materials. The project proposes to widen Robbins Island Road and 
upgrade the intersection with West Montagu Road. 

 
Most of the impact on the surrounding road network is expected to occur during construction 
with up to 350 workers accessing the site daily. Refer to Issue 4, Appendix B for traffic impacts. 

 
Ports 
An offsite port facility is required for the project to act as a staging location for the delivery of 
WTG components. Due to the size of the individual WTG components, the area required for 
storage and handling is significant. At this stage, the Port of Bell Bay has sufficiently sized berths 
and more than 3.5 ha of land for use as a staging location. The delivery of WTG components is 
estimated to be ongoing for 24 months. The use of the port for the project is not expected to 
adversely affect the normal function of the facility, according to the DPEMP. 

 
While the Port of Burnie is significantly closer to the project, it has some constraints for the 
delivery of major WTG components. Some smaller components may still be delivered through 
the Port of Burnie. 

 
Accommodation 
During peak construction period, approximately 350 workers will be directly involved in the 
development of the project. It is anticipated that the majority of the workforce will be 
temporarily housed at accommodation in Smithton and bussed to site daily. Given Smithton 
already contains facilities suitable to support a workforce of this size, including supermarkets, 
shops, and recreational facilities, it was identified as the most suitable location to accommodate 
the workforce. 

 
It is expected that a percentage of the workforce will live at nearby cities/towns, as far east as 
Burnie, and will commute daily from their existing locations. 

 
The development of an accommodation village in conjunction with the Council is being 
considered for construction workers. This would still see economic benefit to Smithton, whilst 
not disrupting the tourist trade by blocking out large accommodation options. 

 
Electromagnetic Interference 
(Refer to Issue 5 – Appendix B) 
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Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Road 
The two key measures to minimise impacts on the road network include: 
• the use of the wharf for delivery of WTG components and associated infrastructure and 

materials to reduce the requirements for delivery of oversize and/or over mass loads to be 
delivered on public roads, reducing the needs for clearance of vegetation and upgrading of 
roads to carry these loads as well as the reduction in traffic disruption; and 

• the use of on-site quarries to produce materials for the construction of roads, hardstands 
and foundations. 

Public and agency comment 

Two representors were concerned impact to roads caused by construction traffic, and 
maintenance costs by the local community. 

One representor stated that a housing shortage meant that the area cannot accommodate 
another 350 people 

One representor stated that electromagnetic interference was not dealt with sufficiently in the 
DPEMP. 

Evaluation 

The use of the wharf for delivery of WTG components and associated infrastructure as well as 
the use of on-site quarries will significantly minimise impacts to the existing road network from 
construction of the project. Refer to Issue 4, Appendix B. 

Conclusion 

No additional permit conditions are required for management of potential impacts on off-site 
infrastructure. 
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8 Issues not assessed by the Board 

The following issues that have been raised during the assessment process are discussed in 
Appendix 1, section A. These are issues which are not the Board’s responsibility under the EMPC 
Act, or issues which are more appropriately addressed by another regulatory agency. These issues 
were included in the Project Specific Guidelines to provide information on the project. 

 
1. Heritage (AHT) 

2. Visual impacts (CHC) 

3. Shadow flicker (CHC) 

4. Traffic impacts (CHC and DSG) 

5. Electromagnetic interference 
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9 Report Conclusions 

This assessment has been based on the information provided by the proponent, ACEN Robbins 
Island Pty Ltd, in the permit application, the case for assessment (the DPEMP), and additional 
information provided (Supplement). 

 
This report incorporates specialist advice provided by EPA scientific specialists and regulatory staff, 
other Divisions of NRE Tas and other government agencies, and has considered the issues raised 
in public submissions. 

 
The Board accepts the advice of experts from NRE Tas and the conclusion reached through the 
extensive environmental assessment of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park that this 
proposal, without mitigation, has the potential for two primary types of impacts to the Orange- 
bellied Parrot. These are: 

• Mortality associated with collision risk; and 
• Habitat loss or barriers to migration arising through either behavioural avoidance or 

through direct or indirect reduction in habitat quality during construction. 

The Board considers the mitigation strategy requiring the shutdown of wind turbines for the 
majority of the migration of the wild OBP population and implementation of a buffer to protect 
important habitat, will significantly reduce the residual risk. 

While the Board understands that the loss of one individual represents a significant impact to the 
wild population, in considering the residual risk, and potential contribution of the proposed offset 
and mitigation radio tracking program to OBP species recovery, the proposal is considered 
consistent with the long-term objective of the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied 
Parrot (2016). 

The Board has further determined that the broader benefits of granting approval for this proposal 
outweigh the low level of mitigated risk to the OBP. These benefits include making a significant 
contribution to the economy of Tasmania, as well as making a major contribution to the 
renewable energy available to both Tasmania and mainland Australia, thereby reducing dependence 
on fossil fuels. It is considered that this project forms a key plank of Tasmania’s 200% renewable 
energy target by 2040 and to the Commonwealth government goal of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions by 43% below 2005 level by 2030 and net zero emissions by 2050. 

It is concluded that: 
 

1. the RMPS and EMPCS objectives have been duly and properly pursued in the assessment of 
the proposal; 

2. the assessment of the proposal has been undertaken in accordance with the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Principles; and 

3. the proposal is capable of being managed in an environmentally acceptable manner such 
that it is unlikely that the RMPS and EMPCS objectives would be compromised, provided 
that the Permit Conditions - Environmental No. 9786 appended to this report are imposed 
and duly complied. 
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10 Report Approval 
 

Environmental Assessment Report and conclusions, including environmental conditions, 
adopted: 

 
 
 
 
 

Andrew Paul 

CHAIRPERSON, BOARD OF THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY 
 

Meeting date: 6 December 2022 
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Appendix 1 – Issues not assessed by the Board 
 

Issue 1: Heritage 

Description of potential impacts 
Aboriginal heritage 
An Aboriginal heritage assessment of the wind farm site was undertaken by Cultural Heritage 
Management Australia (CHMA) in March and August 2018. Refer to section 6.15 and Appendix 
W of the DPEMP for details. 

The field surveys identified a distinct distribution pattern of 24 recorded Aboriginal heritage 
sites, with 13 sites identified at Guyton Point, nine on the Remarkable Banks and two on White 
Rock Ridge. 

The Guyton Point site is comprised of nine seal hides, three shell midden sites and a single 
potential Aboriginal rock shelter. This area is approximately 4 km east from the project site and 
no impacts are likely. 

Nine sites were recorded in the low-relief sand dunes that fringe the south eastern margins of 
the Remarkable Banks. Sites were classified as either artefact scatters or isolated artefacts. Due 
to the potential for high concentrations of Aboriginal artefacts in the sand dunes, an exclusion 
zone has been developed and the arterial road has been realigned to avoid this area. 

According to the DPEMP, artefact densities across White Rock Ridge appear to very low, 
indicating sporadic activity in this area. 

A record of an artefact scatter in the immediate vicinity of the proposed bridge at West 
Montagu was previously recorded on the Aboriginal Heritage Register. During surveys this site 
was not able to be relocated, with the survey finding the area had been heavily impacted by 
construction of a carpark and road. 

There is potential for impacts on Aboriginal heritage sites through clearance and construction. 

Historic heritage 
An historic heritage assessment of the site was undertaken by CHMA in March and August 
2018, refer section 6.15.1 and Appendix X of the DPEMP for details. No places were registered 
on the Tasmanian Heritage Register and no historic heritage sites were identified during field 
surveys. Sites of historical residential buildings were identified on the eastern side of the island; 
these sites are outside the project site and will not be impacted by the project. No registered 
historic sites were located within or in the immediate vicinity of the study area. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 39 An Aboriginal heritage survey for final locations of WTGs and other 
project infrastructure (including the bridge) will be completed prior to 
construction, with the results included in the Wind Farm Design Report 
(Phase 3 assessment). 

Commitment 40 Management measures for Aboriginal heritage sites during construction 
will be included in the Construction Environmental Management Plan, 
including exclusion fencing of Aboriginal heritage sites. 

Commitment 41 Unanticipated Discovery Plans for both Aboriginal and historic heritage will 
be included in the CEMP and will be kept on site during all ground 
disturbance and construction work. All construction personnel shall be 
made aware of the Unanticipated Discovery Plan and their obligations 
under relevant legislation. 
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Public and agency comment 

More than two hundred and thirty (230) representors stated that the proposal required further 
assessment for Aboriginal heritage and stated that a request is in place for Robbins Island to be 
declared a significant Aboriginal Area by the Federal Environment Minister. 
Twelve representors cited the cultural and spiritual significance of Robbins Island and raised 
concerns about the impact of the development on cultural values. Concerns included the 
proposal’s impact on mutton bird (yula) migration and viability, impacts on Cultural Landscapes, 
and a simplification of a 40,000 complex history in the application document. 
Seven representors were concerned over the proposals impact to cultural heritage sites. 
Three representors stated that the island is an important cultural gathering place for Aboriginal 
people, and access is not being allowed for education or ceremonies. 
The final DPEMP was forwarded for comment to Aboriginal Heritage Tasmanian (AHT). AHT 
acknowledged they are unable to provide final comment on the project until the final project 
footprint has been fully assessed (Phase 3 Aboriginal heritage assessments). AHT also 
commented that the methodology for Phase 3 should be reviewed and endorsed by AHT prior 
to commencement. 

Evaluation 

To ensure that the proponent and contractor’s meet their obligations under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1975, the proponent should follow the management recommendations contained 
within the Aboriginal heritage assessment report. Commitments 41 to 42 will provide measures 
to support the minimisation of impacts on Aboriginal heritage through the construction phase. 

All works within the project site should be guided by AHT’s Unanticipated Discovery Plan 
which specifies the requirements in the event Aboriginal Heritage is uncovered at the site. 
Commitment 43 will support the implementation of the responsibilities under this Act. 

Conclusion 

The Board does not have responsibility for Aboriginal heritage or historical heritage issues and 
cannot impose relevant permit conditions. 

It is noted however, that Aboriginal heritage is protected under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975, 
which specifies the requirements in the event of Aboriginal Heritage be uncovered at the site. 

Legal Obligation information is included in the permit: 

LO3 Aboriginal relics requirements. 
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Issue 2: Visual impacts 

Description of potential impacts 

A view shed analysis and photomontages were undertaken in order to assess the visual impacts 
of the project, refer section 6.17 and Appendix Z of the DPEMP for details. A Visual Impact 
Assessment was also prepared and is included in Appendix AA of the DPEMP. 

Robbins Island comprises a combination of agricultural and coastal landscapes characterised by 
generally low relief terrain, mostly coastal heathland vegetation with clearings for pasture and 
limited farming infrastructure. 

The landscape around Robbins Island is a mixture of natural and agricultural landscapes. Natural 
landscapes include some modifications associated with agricultural and forestry land uses. 

The area around the Project Site has limited residences, as it is predominantly rural, with a 
range of farms around Montagu, West Montagu and on the Woolnorth property. Due to the 
height of the WTG, the site will potentially be visible from elevated areas within Smithton. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

No specific commitments are proposed for the visual impact of the project. 

The following measures are proposed to mitigate any adverse visual impacts: 
• WTG colours will blend with the landscape setting (e.g., cloudy skyline). 
• Roads, quarries and other ancillary infrastructure will avoid ridgelines and prominent 

locations if possible. 
• Areas around the WTG bases (and other construction sites) will be rehabilitated. 

Public and agency comment 
Over 230 representations were made in relation to the impact on visual amenity. These related 
to the intrusive nature of turbines and their significant impact on the visual amenity of the area. 
There was also concern that the photomontages were limited in their coverage of the area. 
No agency comment received. 

Conclusion 

There is minimal opportunity to reduce the visual impact of large wind turbines and it is 
acknowledged that the project will result in a visual change to the local landscape, albeit a 
landscape already exhibiting a mosaic of different land uses. 

The Board does not have responsibility for visual amenity issues and cannot impose relevant 
permit conditions. 

Visual amenity will be assessed by the Circular Head Council in accordance with the Tasmanian 
Planning Scheme - Circular Head 2021. 
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Issue 3: Shadow flicker 

Description of potential impacts 

The rotating blades of wind turbines can cast intermittent shadows that appear to flicker an 
observer at a fixed ground position. Since wind turbines are tall structures, shadow flicker can 
be observed at considerable distances but usually only occurs for brief times at any given 
location. The most common effect of shadow flicker is annoyance. 

A shadow-flicker analysis was undertaken, refer to section 6.17.3 and Appendix BB of the 
DPEMP. According to the DPEMP, the modelling shows that sensitive receptors are unlikely to 
be significantly impacted by shadow flicker as a result of the project. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 
No management measures are proposed. 

Public and agency comment 
One representation was made on the potential impact from shadow flicker. 
No agency comment was received. 

Conclusion 

The closest sensitive receptor (in other ownership) is 2.8 km from the project site, with 
shadow flicker not considered to be significant. 

No other residences are likely to be affected by shadow flicker. 

The Board does not have responsibility for shadow flicker and cannot impose relevant permit 
conditions. 

Shadow flicker will be assessed by the Circular Head Council in accordance with the Circular 
Head Council Interim Planning Scheme 2013. 
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Issue 4: Traffic impacts 

Description of potential impacts 

A traffic impact assessment was prepared in 2018, refer to section 6.18 and Appendix DD of 
the DPEMP for details. Representators raised an issue with the age of the traffic data and a 
revised traffic impact assessment was provided in the Supplement in July 2022. 

According to the DPEMP, during construction there will be a significantly higher workforce 
than during operations, with up to 350 workers potentially required during the peak 
construction period. Deliveries of materials to the project site are also likely to be highest 
during this period. It is noted that the construction raw materials including aggregate, sand and 
gravel will be sourced from on site quarries around the island, reducing the number of heavy 
vehicles required to transport materials to the site. The construction of the wharf will enable 
oversized WTG components to be delivered directly to Robbins Island, again reducing the 
requirements for oversized loads to use the local road network. 

 
Predicted increases in light and heavy vehicle traffic will include 14% and 29% respectively on 
Montagu Road and 15% and 31% on West Montagu road, refer to Table 3 of the Supplement 
for traffic volume increases. 

According to the DPEMP, the volume of construction traffic is small when compared as a factor 
of existing traffic, however an additional 52 light vehicles and 42 heavy vehicle trips per day will 
be a noticeable increase in traffic, which may result in an impact on the general amenity of the 
roads. 

According to the Supplement, the proposed traffic generated by the project will cause minimal 
noticeable change in capacity or amenity for the open road sections of the route. A slight 
change in the same conditions will be noticeable within Smithton where speeds are lower, and 
the population and traffic density are higher. The greatest proportional increase in traffic 
volumes will be on the Robbins Island Road section of the transport route. Currently there is 
minimal traffic using this road and the proposed construction traffic will cause a noticeable 
change in conditions and amenity. However, the road has sufficient capacity to accommodate 
the additional traffic and the negative impacts would be restricted to amenity only. 

To accommodate the proposed development, upgrades to Robbins Island Road and the 
intersection with West Montagu Road are required, refer to Table 6-30 of the DPEMP for 
modifications required. 

Potential traffic impacts from increase vehicle traffic will also lead to an increase in roadkill risk. 
This is detailed in Key Issue 6.2. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

Commitment 42 An integrity and road condition assessment of the route will be completed 
pre-construction and post construction. The results of this assessment will 
be provided to the Department of State Growth and Council. 

Commitment 43 A road safety audit of the transport route will be undertaken pre- 
construction with monthly reviews during the construction phase to 
identify any changes to road safety conditions. 

Construction measures: 
• The generation of traffic during the construction phase of the Project will be minimised to 

the extent possible through the sourcing of raw construction materials, including aggregate, 
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sand and gravel from within the project site and the delivery of WTG components via the 
wharf. 

• Temporary construction signage will be installed on Robbins Island Road during the 
construction phase to warn road users of increased heavy vehicle traffic. 

• A minimum of 50 m spacing will be maintained between trucks to allow other road users 
passing opportunities. 

• A road safety driver induction will be provided for regular truck drivers associated with the 
Project, with an emphasis on oversized loads, driving in convoy, driving through Smithton 
and travelling on gravel roads. 

• Trucks will be selected with consideration of their potential for noise generation and where 
practical trucks with low noise emissions (e.g., those with induction instead of engine 
brakes) will be selected. 

• Drivers will be informed of dawn/dusk potential noise disturbance impacts and be required 
to adhere to speed limits and avoid the use of engine breaks within built up areas. 

• An online/phone complaints register will be maintained to ensure noise complaints from the 
public are captured. If complaints are received, the noise source(s) will be identified and 
where practicable further mitigation measures will be put in place to address the issue. 

Public and agency comment 
Twelve (12) representations considered that the traffic impact assessment was insufficient and 
outdated. 
Eleven representations were made about traffic disruption, including impacts to sleep and 
lifestyle residents leaving nearby and road closures. 
Two representations were made on the impact construction traffic would have on the local 
roads. 
Two representations were made about the impact to Robbins Island Road from traffic. 
Three representations were made about Montagu Road being dangerous as it is narrow, which 
will be made worse by heavy traffic. 

Conclusion 

Due to the use of the wharf for delivery of all WTG components and on-site quarries, the 
proponent has significantly reduced the potential for impact on local traffic from heavy vehicles. 
This will minimise impacts raised by representations in relation to traffic disruption and road 
closures. 

There will be an increase in traffic volumes on Montagu Road and West Montagu Road, 
although this is not considered to have a significant impact on these roads having existing heavy 
vehicle as well as light vehicle traffic movements. 

Construction is planned to occur within daylight hours, from 6 am to 6 pm, with additional 
traffic movements also to occur within daylight hours limiting potential traffic noise impacts at 
night. 

Commitment 42 will address representation concerns in relation to the impact on local roads. 
This is likely to be addressed through Circular Head Council requirements. 

The operational phase of the project is likely to have little impact on traffic. 

The Board does not have responsibility for traffic management issues and cannot impose 
relevant permit conditions. 
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Issue 5: Electromagnetic Interference 

Description of potential impacts 

According to the DPEMP, there are a range of radio systems in the Circular Head area that 
could be subject to electromagnetic interference from the project. Refer to section 6.23.4 and 
Appendix EE of the DPEMP for further details. 

 
Wind farms can cause radio system interference if a WTG induces a disturbance to radio waves 
propagated between a signal source and signal receiver. This may occur if electromagnetic 
energy is radiated by the WTG within the operating band of the radio system, diffraction, or 
partial reflection of the radio system signal by the WTG tower and rotor. 

 
Potential degradation of the local digital TV signal within 10 km of the Project has been 
identified as a risk. Fixed point-to-point (PTP) microwave services could also potentially be 
impacted by WTGs on the eastern edge of the Project Site. 

 
No additional services are anticipated to be impacted, including land mobile radio; broadcast 
and narrowcast; cellular mobile phone systems; wireless broadband; aircraft navigational 
systems; marine radio systems and meteorological radar. 

Management measures proposed in DPEMP 

To monitor impacts to local digital televisions signals, a baseline pre-construction survey will be 
initially undertaken, followed by a post-commissioning survey. Mitigation measures will be 
developed and implemented where signals are affected by Project operation, such as high 
performance antennas and signal amplifiers for affected households. 

WTGs will be micro-sited to avoid the fixed PTP microwave lines shown in Appendix EE. 

Public and agency comment 
One representation was made which considered that electromagnetic interference was not 
dealt with sufficiently in the DPEMP. 

Conclusion 

Management measures above are supported. 

The Board does not have responsibility for electromagnetic interference and cannot impose 
relevant permit conditions. 
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Appendix 2 - Summary of agency submissions 

TABLE 1: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE EPA BOARD 
 

Representation 
No. / Agency 

DPEMP 

section 
no. 

DPEMP 
page no. 

Comments and Issues Additional information required 

EPA 6.2.4 115-118 Tasmanian devil (Sarocophilus harrisii) – food availability 

EPA understand that the landowners intend to wallaby 
proof fence pasture areas across Robbins Island to 
reduce browsing of pasture, which will result in a 
reduction in culling. This could lead to a decrease in food 
availability for the Tasmanian devil and potentially impact 
the carrying capacity of the island. 

 
Consideration of the fencing of pasture areas and the 
resulting potential decrease in food availability for the 
Tasmanian devil requires evaluation in relation to the 
potential carrying capacity of the island and how this 
relates to the proposed activity. 

DAWE S7.3 351 - 353 Tasmanian devil 

DAWE do not believe the Significant impact guidelines 
1.175 have been adequately addressed by the information 
in the DPEMP, with the view that not enough information 
has been included to adequately support a conclusion 
that significant impacts on the Tasmanian devil are 
unlikely. In particular, DAWE have the view that the 
proposal has not adequately addressed the possibility of 
significant impact to habitat critical to the survival of the 
species, due to the direct impact of 366.2 ha of denning 
and foraging habitat by the activity. 

 
Consideration of impact to all potential denning 
habitat, including if there is any habitat on Robbins 
Island that has unutilised opportunities for foraging 
and denning. 

Consideration of how the proposal will affect devil 
dispersal and home-range overlap. 

Consideration of how the proposal will affect the 
abundance and availability of food sources for the 
Tasmanian devil. 
Inclusion of a figure clearly depicting the 366.2 ha area 
that will be directly impacted by the action. 
Refer to attached Attachment A in relation to impacts 
on Tasmanian devils. 

 
 

 
75 Department of Environment, 2013, Matters of National Environmental Significance, Significant impact guidelines 1.1, Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
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Representation 
No. / Agency 

DPEMP 

section 
no. 

DPEMP 
page no. 

Comments and Issues Additional information required 

DAWE   Orange-bellied parrot (Neophema chrysogaster) 

DAWE considers the information in the DPEMP not 
adequate to inform a comprehensive assessment of the 
impacts of the action on the OBP under the EPCB Act. 

The documentation does not include an assessment of 
the expected efficacy of the management and mitigation 
measures proposed to reduce the likelihood of impacts. 

The documentation does not present a clear conclusion 
on the likelihood of significant residual impacts once the 
proposed management and mitigation measures have 
been applied. 

DAWE recommends that in assessing the acceptability of 
residual impacts to the Orange-bellied parrot, the 
recovery plan should be considered. 

There is no consideration as to whether the proposed 
offset could achieve a conservation outcome that 
improves or maintains the viability of the species, as is 
required under the EPBC Act Offsets Policy. 

 
 
 
 
Discussion on the effectiveness of the proposed 
measures and the acceptability of the potential impact 
to the species. 

Discussion on the residual risk to OBPs. If the 
residual risk cannot be addressed, then how will this 
be managed. 

 

Additional information is required in relation to the 
proposed offset and the EPBC Act Offsets Policy. 

 

Acknowledge the uncertainties in the information 
available and survey limitations. 

NRE TAS 2.6 P20-43 There is a lack of detail provided on the scale and design 
of the excavation of the dune at Back Banks Beach to 
provide access to the wharf ramp. It is recommended 
more design detail is included for the wharf ramp, access 
road and excavation. 

Additional design detail is required for the proposed 
sand extraction site (SE1), specifically on the wharf 
ramp, access road and excavation. 

https://www.awe.gov.au/environment/biodiversity/threatened/recovery-plans/orange-bellied-parrot-2016
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TABLE 2: OTHER MATTERS RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION PERIOD 
 

Representation 
no. / Agency 

DPEMP 

section 
no. 

DPEMP 
page no. 

Comments and Issues Further info 
requested 
[yes/no] 

EPA Comments 

NRE TAS 6.2 117 Tasmanian devil – roadkill impacts 

NRE TAS recommends that rather than an 
$8,000 offset amount contribution to the Save 
the Tasmanian Devil Program, the offset 
contribution would be better directed towards 
funding research to improve conservation 
outcomes for wild devil populations. Hence, it 
is recommended the offset program is 
developed whereby funds are contributed to 
the Save the Tasmanian Devil Appeal 
administered by the University of Tasmania. 

yes  
Consider the funding allocation to the Save the 
Tasmanian Devil Appeal administered by the University 
of Tasmania when finalising the offset program. 

Marine and Safety 
Tasmania (MAST) 

  Development of Port Infrastructure - wharf 

The proposal relates to a purpose built facility 
that is constructed solely for commercial 
operations associated with the development on 
Robbins Island. Due to the size of the vessels 
involved a level of marine safety oversight will 
be needed. Therefore, consideration will need 
to be given to declaring the surrounding waters 
as a port area, along with clarification as to who 
the port operator will be. 

Construction of the bridge 

The development needs to consider safe 
navigation of recreation and commercial vessels 
that operate through Robbins Passage. 

Marine Radio Services 

The reliability of the marine radio service 
provided by MAST from Three Hummock 
Island is critical to the safety of vessels 
operating in the north west of Tasmania and 

No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No 
 
 
 
 

No 

Outside of EPA Board’s jurisdiction 

• Proponent to consult with MAST in relation to the 
declaration of Port waters surrounding the 
proposed wharf. 
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Representation 
no. / Agency 

DPEMP 

section 
no. 

DPEMP 
page no. 

Comments and Issues Further info 
requested 
[yes/no] 

EPA Comments 

   therefore it is very important that this service 
is not affected. Additionally the proposed port 
infrastructure on the island will require reliable 
marine radio services to ensure the safety of 
the shipping movements being introduced to 
the area. 

 • Proponent to consult with MAST in relation to 
ensuring adequate radio coverage is maintained. 

Tasmanian Ports 
Corporation 
(TasPorts) 

  TasPorts operates two VTS Areas in the 
vicinity of Robbins Island being ‘Stanley VTS’ 
and ‘Port Latta VTS’. Within the VTS Areas as 
detailed in 
the https://www.tasports.com.au/volumes/docu 
ments/VTS/TasPorts-Instrument-of-Authority- 
Apr-2021-TAS-01.01.pdf 

TasPorts requires 100% coverage of VHF and 
AIS within these areas. In addition to these VTS 
Areas, TasPorts requires adequate VHF and AIS 
coverage out to approximately 10 NM 
beyond the VTS Areas to effectively identify 
and communicate with vessels approaching the 
VTS Areas. 

No Outside of EPA Board’s jurisdiction 

• Proponent to consult with TasPorts to ensure 
there is no interference with adequate VTS and 
VHF coverage. 

Mineral Resources 
Tasmania (MRT) 
Department of 
State Growth 

Appendix A – 
Preliminary Quarry 
Management Plan 

   

 2.3 10 A Mining Plan must be submitted to MRT for 
approval and approved prior to 
commencement of quarry operations, as per 
the Mineral Resources Development Act 1995. 

No Outside of EPA Board’s jurisdiction 

• Proponent to consult with MRT to ensure their 
requirements for a Mining Plan are met. 

https://www.tasports.com.au/volumes/documents/VTS/TasPorts-Instrument-of-Authority-Apr-2021-TAS-01.01.pdf
https://www.tasports.com.au/volumes/documents/VTS/TasPorts-Instrument-of-Authority-Apr-2021-TAS-01.01.pdf
https://www.tasports.com.au/volumes/documents/VTS/TasPorts-Instrument-of-Authority-Apr-2021-TAS-01.01.pdf
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Representation 
no. / Agency 

DPEMP 

section 
no. 

DPEMP 
page no. 

Comments and Issues Further info 
requested 
[yes/no] 

EPA Comments 

 2.5 19 The operation of quarries needs to comply 
with the approved Mining Plan. 

No • Proponent to consult with MRT to ensure their 
requirements for a Mining Plan are met. 

 3.3.1 35 The Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan should 
be incorporated into the MRT Mining Plan for 
approval. 

 • Proponent to consult with MRT to ensure their 
requirements for a Mining Plan are met. 

AHT   Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) notes that 
Phase 3 Aboriginal heritage assessments are 
proposed once the proposed infrastructure 
layout has been confirmed. 

The methodology for Phase 3 Aboriginal 
heritage assessments should be reviewed and 
endorsed by Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania 
prior to their commencement. 

No Outside of EPA Board’s jurisdiction 

• Proponent to consult with AHT to ensure the 
methodology for Phase 3 Aboriginal heritage 
assessments be reviewed and endorsed by 
Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania prior to their 
commencement. 
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Appendix 3 – Matters raised by NRE and DCCEEW following the public 
consultation process 



 

 

- Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania 
 

Hobart GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, 7001 
Launceston PO Box 46, Kings Meadows, Tasmania, 7249 

Devonport, Tasmania, 7310 

..._,;-.., 
 
 

T,as man i an 
Government 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Thank you for your email of 17 October 2022 seeking further specific threatened species advice on the 
UPC/AC Renewables- Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park and for providing, as context, feedback 
the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) received from the Australian Government regarding the 
State Assessment Report. 

 
The Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania (NRETas) notes that a previous 
assessment has been provided to the EPA on this proposal, most recently in June 2022 relating to the 
supplementary volume of information provided by the proponent. This advice is consistent with our 
previous assessment and provides the additional information as requested in relation to how approval 
of the windfarm might relate to the Orange-bellied parrot Recovery Plan (refer to Part A), and on the 
feasibility of tracking studies to inform site use and collision risk on Robbins Island (refer to Part B). 
NRE Tas notes also that while not requested by the EPA, previous information has also been provided 
regarding the potential impacts to the Tasmanian devil on Robbins Island from the Robbins Island 
Renewable Energy Park. Further advice on Tasmanian devils is provided in Part C. 

 
Part A: National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot 
In relation to the request for advice as to how the approval of the windfarm may or may not be in 
conflict with the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot (the Recovery Plan), NRE Tas 
would like to provide the following advice. 

 
The current Recovery Plan came into effect on 6 May 2016 and was made jointly by the Australian, 
Tasmanian, Victorian and South Australian Governments. Under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), the Recovery Plan will sunset on the 1 October 2026, 
by which time the Australian Government Minister for Environment must have either revoked the 
previous Recovery Plan decision, or otherwise adopted a new Recovery Plan. The Orange-bellied 
Parrot Recovery Team is in the process of developing a revised Recovery Plan. 
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Given the extensive consultation and statutory requirements associated with any new or revised 
Recovery Plan, this process may take several years to complete. It should be noted that under the 
Threatened Species Protect Act 1995 (TSP Act), there is a requirement for the Secretary to review a 
Recov,ery Plan within five years, however there is no expiration date per se. 

 
The purpose of a recovery plan developed under the EPBC Act is to provide guidance on the 
management and research actions required to support the recovery of entities listed as threatened, 
including advice to those who seek: (1) to actively participate in their conservation and recovery, or 
(2) approval for their activities. 

 
Section 139{1)b of the EPBC Act requires that the Australian Government Environment Minister must 
not act inconsistently with a recovery plan, which Tasmania is required to consider on behalf of the 
Australian Government under the bilateral agreement. There is no analogous obligation for the 
Tasmanian Environment Minister under the TSP Act. 

 
The Draft EPA Environmental Assessment Report for Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park identifies 
two potential impacts to Orange-bellied Parrots: 

• mortality associated with collision risk; and 
• habitat loss or barriers to migration arising through either behavioral avoidance or through 

direct or indirect reduction in habitat quality during construction. 
 

If these impacts are unable to be sufficiently mitigated and result in the direct or indirect reduction of 
survival of Orange-bellied Parrots in the wild, or potentially in changed wild behaviours, then the 
activity is considered inconsistent with the Recovery Plan as outlined in the analysis below, noting 
that this analysis is undertaken on the assumption of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 
operating with no mitigation. 

 
The long-term objective of the Recovery Plan is "to have a wild population of Orange-bellied Parrot 
that, with limited species-specific management, has a high likelihood of persistence in nature for 
100 years". The Recovery Plan outlines a set of interrelated shorter-term Objectives (n=4), Strategies 
(n=12) and associated Actions (n=ll) aiming to prevent species extinction and progress the longer- 
term recovery objective. 

 
Table 1: Analysis of the Recovery Plan and the operation of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park 
with nomitigation in place 

 
  Impact type 

Strategy Action Collision Mortality Loss of Habitat/Barriers to 
migration 

Objective 1. To achieve a stable or increasing wild population within five years 
Strategy 2. 

Increase Survival 
in the Wild 

Action 2. Manage 
direct threats to 
the birds in the 

wild 

Inconsistent. 
The loss of one individual 

represents a significant 
impact to the wild population. 

Inconsistent if habitat degradation 
or avoidance result in increased 
mortality during migration, noting 

that the loss of one individual 
represents a significant impact to 

the wild population. 
Strategy 3. 

Maintain Wild 
Behaviours 

Action 2. Manage 
direct threats to 
the birds in the 

wild 

NA Inconsistent if birds use behavioral 
avoidance and/or the activity 

represents a barrier to migration 
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Objective 3. Protect and enhance habitat to maintain and support growth of the wild population 
Strategy 7. Maintain 

extent of Habitat 
Action 5. 
Retain 
Habitat 

NA Inconsistent if habitat degradation 
and/or avoidance result in loss of 

migratory habitat. 
 

Part B: Feasibility of tracking studies for the Orange-bellied Parrot 

In relation to the specific query about the feasibility of gaining additional information about the 
Orange-bellied Parrot migratory route via tracking of birds, NRE Tas will focus on the proposed use of 
tracking to inform site use and collision risk rather than on the offset proposal which proposes an 
expanded tracking system aiming to identify locations and sources of mortality along the migratory 
route, although the considerations are largely similar. 

 
Existing data and observations: 
There are existing observations of Orange-bellied Parrot collected in the North West region of 
Tasmania during the annual migration (>90% of records obtained in March to June during the 
northern migration) which have all been considered by the proponent and the EPA in this process. 
The data are sparse, reflecting that a) the population is small and difficult to detect, b) migration 
occurs across a large area, and c) that there has not been systematic observation. 

 
The records are subject to spatial, temporal and observer biases and importantly, the absence of 
records in a time or location does not mean the species does not occur then or at that location. As is 
stated in the Recovery Plan and demonstrated by the available data, Robbins Island is in the known 
migration route for Orange-bellied Parrots and contains suitable roosting and foraging habitat. The 
observation records confirm the species does use, and indicate a high likelihood that they overfly, the 
Island during migration. 

 
Feasibility of VHF tracking technology for Orange-bellied parrots in general: 
Progressing the development of remote tracking technology that is suitable for the Orange-bellied 
Parrot (dimensions, mass and attachment) has been a priority area of focus for the Orange-Bellied 
Parrot Recovery Team and there are continual technological advances being monitored in this space. 

 
Currently, the only feasible technology for small migratory birds involves fitting miniature VHF devices 
that continuously transmit coded signals that will be detected and logged by a receiver when the 
individual flies within range. This technology has recently been proven to be effective on Orange- 
bellied Parrots in a more controlled context - in which captive individuals are released and tracked at 
a mainland site and recaptured before migration. It is entirely reasonable that the technology can be 
successfully deployed on migrating Orange-bellied Parrots, however there will be a requirement for 
additional human and financial resources to undertake an initial pilot program, which may then 
identify areas for further development before scaling up. 

 
On 12 July 2022, NRE Tas specialists met with the proponent and consultants to outline the logistics, 
processes, resources and timeframes associated with the tracking. There will be a substantial reliance 
on the Orange-bellied Parrot program staff to support and undertake much of the work, particularly 
for the planning, approval and initial pilot phases. It is looking increasingly infeasible to have anything 
in place in time for this upcoming migration (Autumn - 2023) and the next opportunity would 
therefore be Autumn 2024. 
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The feasibility of tracking studies to inform assessment and approval conditions: 
Tracking studies have the potential to build a more detailed understanding of a range of behavioural 
information specific to the use of Robbins Island by Orange-bellied Parrots during migration, including 
but not limited to: 

• the proportion of the tracked population that use Robbins Island and its surrounds; 
• the characteristics of the tracked population that use this region (e.g juveniles versus adults, 

captive bred vs wild born); 
• when and how tracked individuals use the area and the time-spent doing so (including day or 

night activity); and 
• the extent of individual and interannual variability in these metrics. 

 
The information obtained will increase the understanding and the certainty of both likelihood and 
consequence of identified risks (for example by providing finer-scale understanding of site use and 
migratory pathways over Robbins Island) and support adaptive evaluation and refinement of 
mitigation measures (for example, by informing adjustments to the timing and configuration of shut 
down periods to accommodate the migratory period). 

 
It is important to note that given the small sample size of individuals likely to be tracked each season, 
particularly in the first year or two while the technology is fine-tuned for this context, combined with 
the inherent individual and seasonal variability in animal movement, it may take several years of 
consecutive tracking before sufficient data is obtained to meaningfully inform risk and mitigation. 

 
It is also feasible that, following multiple years (eg. ten years) of consecutive tracking and data 
collection, Orange-bellied Parrots may not be detected on Robbins Island. All that could be concluded 
from this result is that no tracked birds have been recorded to date. It will not be possible to 
conclusively rule out presence or absence now or in the future. Some individuals - tracked or 
untracked - may have been present and were not detected. If recovery efforts result in an increasing 
population, there is likely an increased chance of occurrence and detection in the future. 

 
It is also possible that miniaturised GPS or satellite tracking devices suitable for deployment on 
Orange-bellied Parrots may come online in the next few years. If so, this technology would supersede 
the use of the above-described VHF tracking studies, as these technologies yield more, and finer- 
scale, movement information that is collected almost continuously throughout the migratory route. 

 
In summary, current tracking technology cannot be relied upon to provide refined information and 
evidence about Orange-bellied Parrot site use and migratory pathways over Robbins Island within 
short time frames (for example, 1 to 5 years) however knowledge and certainty will increase with 
increasing years of consecutive data collection. 

 
Part C: Tasmanian devils 

As flagged earlier, while advice regarding Tasmanian devils has not been requested by the EPA in its 
email of 17 October 2022, NRE Tas has previously provided information regarding the potential 
impacts to the Tasmanian devil on Robbins Island from the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park. 

 
Devil Facial Tumour Disease (DFTD) has not been recorded in Tasmanian devils located on Robbins 
Island. This is as a result of the disease not yet occurring in the vicinity of the closest crossing point to 
the Island - i.e. the absence of DFTD on Robbins Island reflects the absence of disease in the North 
West region, not the lack of geneflow. Rather, genetic, trapping and observation data recorded from 
Tasmanian devils on Robbins Island all indicate that there is limited barrier to movement at this time. 
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It is also noted that offsetting the loss of Tasmanian devils from roadkill, is not compensation for 
impacts to habitat used by the species. NRE Tas has not previously suggested offsetting the loss of 
habitat from the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park. However, as a conservation covenant has 
been proposed as an offset for loss of the State-listed Eucalyptus viminalis - Eucalyptus globulus 
community, from the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park, it is suggested that this vegetation type 
also provides optimal denning habitat and could also compensate for any loss of denning habitat on 
the Island. It is recommended that the EPA considers including a provision to ensure costs for the 
establishment and maintenance of a conservation covenant are borne by the proponent. 

 
Other matters 

Regarding the options that the EPA Board is considering in relation to threatened species, this is a 
matter for the Board, however as advised earlier, regarding Orange-bellied Parrots, the suggested 
inconsistencies with the Recovery Plan occur where there is no effective mitigation regarding the 
operation of the proposed windfarm. Should the EPA Board consider applying significant mitigation 
conditions on approval, the inconsistencies may not apply. 

 
NRE Tas has not provided any comment, nor considers that it is relevant for it to do so, on the State 
Assessment Report or whether the assessment by the EPA has adequately considered or addressed 
consistency of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park with the EPBC Act offsets policy. 

 
 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the potential impacts of the Robbins Island 
Renewable Energy Park. Specialists from the Orange-bellied Parrot Program and the Save the Devil 
Program are available to provide additional information should the EPA need data or scientific 
expertise to consider mitigation options. 

 

?-8' October 2022 
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Comments received by the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the 
Environment and Water, dated 21 October 2022 

 
Key issues: 

• While the state assessment report provides a summary of potential species impacts and 
proposed management measures, these impacts have not been adequately assessed in the 
context of the EPBC Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1, EPBC Offsets Policy, or recovery plans 
and conservation advices. 

• Section 6.8 of the Bilateral Agreement with Tasmania states that ‘When preparing the 
assessment report on relevant impacts under this agreement, Tasmania agrees to have regard 
to relevant guidelines, policies and plans, including where relevant: ..the EPBC Offsets 
Policy...recovery plans…conservation advices.’ 

• DCCEEW has previously raised concerns about the assessment documentation not meeting 
Commonwealth assessment requirements: 
o On 23 December 2021 DCCEEW raised concerns that impacts to the Tasmanian Devil and 

Orange-bellied Parrot had not been adequately considered and addressed consistent 
with the EPBC Act Offsets Policy. 

o DCCEEW reiterated these concerns on 14 June 2022 upon receipt of the DPEMP 
Supplementary Volume. 

• Review of the DPEMP and draft state assessment report indicate that, when Commonwealth 
assessment requirements are considered, the following conclusions are reached: o The project 
will result in unacceptable impacts to the Orange-bellied Parrot and significant residual 
impacts to the Tasmanian Devil. 
o The impact to the OBP would be unacceptable, primarily because approving the proposed 

action would be inconsistent with the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied 
Parrot. Under section 139(1)b of the EPBC Act the Minister must not Act inconsistently 
with a recovery plan. 

o No feasible measures are available that would reduce the impact to the Orange-bellied 
Parrot to an acceptable level. 

o Following the implementation of the proposed avoidance and mitigation measures, a 
significant residual impact to the Tasmanian Devil will remain. 

o No offset proposal consistent with the department’s Offsets Policy has been provided by 
the proponent to compensate for this residual significant impact to the Tasmanian Devil. 

 
Species-specific feedback is provided below: 

 
Orange bellied parrot (OBP) 

 
DCCEEW notes that no alternative locations for the windfarm were considered. 

 
The report concludes on p. 53 that ‘the use of Robbins Island by the species is unknown’. DCCEEW 
disagrees with this conclusion. Based on the location of the island in relation to the migratory 
pathway, and the records of OBPs from the island, it is evident that the island is a stopping point 
during the species migration. 

 
The above conclusion appears inconsistent with other parts of the report which discuss the presence 
of OBP foraging and roosting habitat on the island, stating that these areas are outside the WTG 
Development Zone or will be buffered by a 300 m exclusion zone. However, DCCEEW notes that 
these measures do not account for the fact that birds may overfly the island as they fly to, or 
between, habitat patches and pass through the WTG Development zone where there is a collision 
risk. 
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The report states that OBP may fly through the WTG Development Zone to forage in pasture, and 
that the proponent proposes to remove weed species that the OBP may forage on from pasture 
areas in an effort to reduce the collision risk. DCCEEW notes that OBP are still likely to fly over the 
island as part of their migration and so the risk of collision remains. 

 
The report states that in an effort to reduce uncertainty surrounding the use of the project site by 
OBPs additional targeted surveys will be conducted for one to two years prior to construction. It is 
also stated that the proponent will forgo construction of 5 turbines located near OBP habitat if the 
surveys provide clear evidence that the OBP are using this area of habitat. DCCEEW considers that 
the removal of 5 turbines will not remove the collision risk as OBP are still likely to overfly the WTG 
Development Zone as part of their migration. 

 
Page 55. states that existing approved windfarms are located with the OBP migration range. 
DCCEEW notes that no windfarms have been approved within the OBP migration route as shown in 
Figure 1 of the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot since the species was up-listed 
to critically endangered in 2006. 

 
The report concludes that while the above proposed measures are aimed at reducing the collision 
risk, their effectiveness is largely unknown. The proponent also proposes an avian mortality 
monitoring plan and the implementation of potential turbine curtailment. DCCEEW considers that 
there is a high level of uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of these measures. 

 
The level of scientific uncertainty about the efficacy of proposed mitigation measures and the threat 
of serious or irreversible harm to the OBP mean that the pre-conditions that trigger the 
precautionary principle are met and will mean that the precautionary principle will be a 
consideration in a final decision on the proposal under the EPBC Act. 

 
Once the precautionary principle is triggered, the type and level of precautionary measures that will 
be deemed appropriate will depend on the combined effect of the degree of seriousness of the 
threat, and the degree of uncertainty. The measures should be proportionate and relate to the 
action being proposed. This involves assessment of risk, namely the probability of the event 
occurring, and the seriousness of the consequences should it occur. The more significant and more 
uncertain the threat, the greater the degree of caution required. In this case it may be that the 
recommended precautionary measure would be to refuse the proposal. 

 
The report concludes that the loss of any individual OBP due to collision represents a significant risk 
to the species given the adult population size, with 1 bird equivalent to 1.4% of the population. No 
discussion of the impact to the OBP in consideration of the EPBC Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 is 
provided. There is no discussion about the acceptability of the impact in consideration of relevant 
statutory documents, such as the National Recovery Plan for the Orange-bellied Parrot. 

 
An indirect offset of providing funding a tracking program is proposed. The report provides no 
assessment of the suitability of this offset in consideration of the EPBC Offsets Policy. 

 
DCCEEW notes that an assessment of the impacts to the OBP in consideration of the Commonwealth 
assessment requirements leads to the following conclusions: 

 
• Under section 139(1)b of the EPBC Act the Minister must not act inconsistently with a 

recovery plan. 
• The Recovery Plan for the OBP lists barriers to migration and movement as a threat to the 

species that is greatest on migration routes. 
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• The Recovery Plan states that due to the small population size survival and reproductive 
success must be maximised. 

• Objective 3 of the Recovery Plan is ‘to protect and enhance habitat to maintain and support 
the growth of the wild population’. 

• Approving the proposed action would be inconsistent with the Recovery Plan due to the 
residual risk of significant impact on the OBP including mortality through turbine collision and 
barriers to migration and movement. 

 
Tasmanian Devil 

 
Some management measures are proposed to reduce impacts to the devil. Pre-clearance den 
surveys are proposed, including that where a den is found to be utilised, a den decommissioning 
plan would be prepared and submitted to the EPA. It is also proposed that all vehicles travel during 
summer will be restricted to daylight hours to reduce the risk of vehicle collision. A Tasmanian Devil 
Conservation Management Plan and a Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan will be 
developed. The report states that there is a residual risk to the Tasmanian Devil through roadkill, and 
to compensate for this loss an offset has been proposed of a $8,000 contribution per fatality to the 
Save the Tasmanian Devil Program. DCCEEW notes that no assessment of the adequacy of this offset 
in consideration of the EPBC Offsets Policy has been provided. 

 
DCCEEW notes that while the proposed management measures may be effective in reducing some 
impacts to the Tasmanian Devil, they do not compensate for the loss of foraging and denning 
habitat. DCCEEW notes that removal of up to 366 ha of habitat for the Tasmanian Devil is proposed, 
and that the DPEMP considers that this impact is not significant. DCCEEW notes that the report does 
not make any conclusion as to the significance of this habitat loss in consideration of the EPBC 
Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1. No offset has been proposed to compensate for the impact of this 
habitat loss. 

 
p. 70 states that it is proposed that a conservation covenant be placed on 41.9 ha of the state-listed 
Eucalyptus viminalis – Eucalyptus globulus community that provides optimal denning habitat. It is 
assumed that this is not proposed as a formal offset under the EPBC Act. 

 
p. 71 states that the Robbins Island devil population is not isolated. The department disagrees with 
this conclusion. DCCEEW notes that a geographic barrier separates Robbins Island from the 
mainland. DCCEEW notes that while occasional geneflow may be possible via individuals crossing on 
sandbars at low tide, the absence of DFTD on the island clearly suggests than any potential 
movements from the mainland are occurring at a very low frequency. 
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PERMIT PART B 
PERMIT CONDITIONS - ENVIRONMENTAL No. 9786 

Issued under the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 
 

Activity: The operation of a wind farm (ACTIVITY TYPE: Wind Energy Facilities ) 
ROBBINS ISLAND, 
NORTH WEST TAS 7330 

 
The above activity has been assessed as a level 2 activity under the Environmental Management 
and Pollution Control Act 1994. 

 
Acting under Section 25(5)(a)(i) of the EMPCA, the Board of the Environment Protection 
Authority has required that this Permit Part B be included in any Permit granted under the Land Use 
Planning and Approvals Act 1993 with respect to the above activity. 

Municipality: CIRCULAR HEAD 
Permit Application Reference: DA2020/00042 
EPA file reference: 254200 

 
 

Date conditions approved: 
 
 

Signed: 

08 December 2022 
 

CHAIRPERSON, BOARD OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
PROTECTION AUTHORITY 
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DEFINITIONS 
 

Unless the contrary appears, words and expressions used in this Permit Part B have the meaning 
given to them in Schedule 1 of this Permit and in the EMPCA. If there is any inconsistency 
between a definition in the EMPCA and a definition in this Permit Part B, the EMPCA prevails to 
the extent of the inconsistency. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

The person responsible for the activity must comply with the conditions contained in Schedule 2 of 
this Permit Part B. 

 

INFORMATION 

Attention is drawn to Schedule 3, which contains important additional information. 
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Schedule 1: Definitions 
In this Permit Part B:- 
Aboriginal Relic has the meaning described in section 2(3) of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975. 

 
Activity means any environmentally relevant activity (as defined in Section 3 of EMPCA) to which 
this document relates and includes more than one such activity. 

ASS means acid sulfate soils. 
 

bridge means the bridge across Robbins Passage described in the UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd's 
Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park Development Proposal and Environmental Management 
Plan, December 2021 (DPEMP) and shown in Attachment 1. 

Carcass means the dead body of an animal, including animal parts. 
 

Commissioning means the testing of wind turbines and is taken to be completed when 90% of wind 
turbines are being operated in the course of normal commercial operations, as applied to each of 
Stage 1 and Stage 2 separately. 

 
Construction means any development authorised by this permit. It includes the clearance of 
vegetation, levelling of the site, rock breaking, installation of fences and other infrastructure 
whether on land or in water. 

 
Director means the Director, Environment Protection Authority holding office under Section 18 of 
EMPCA and includes a delegate or person authorised in writing by the Director to exercise a power 
or function on the Director's behalf. 

DPEMP means the document titled Robbins Island Renewable Energy Park Development Proposal 
and Environmental Management Plan, for UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd, dated December 2021. 

DRP means Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan. 

EMPCA means the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994. 
 

Environmental Guidelines for the Use of Recycled Water in Tasmania means the document 
titled Environmental Guidelines for the Use of Recycled Water in Tasmania, by Department of 
Primary Industries, Water and Environment, dated December 2002, and any amendment to or 
substitution of this document. 

Environmental Harm and Material Environmental Harm and Serious Environmental Harm 
each have the meanings ascribed to them in Section 5 of EMPCA. 

 
Environmental Nuisance and Pollutant each have the meanings ascribed to them in Section 3 of 
EMPCA. 

 
Environmentally Hazardous Material means any substance or mixture of substances of a nature 
or held in quantities which present a reasonably foreseeable risk of causing serious or material 
environmental harm if released to the environment and includes fuels, oils, waste and chemicals but 
excludes sewage. 
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Known white-bellied sea eagle nest and known wedge-tailed eagle nest means a nest that is 
known to exist at the time of submission and approval of the Robbins Island Renewable Energy 
Park Design Report, submitted under Condition CN1. 

Monitoring information has the same meaning as "relevant information" under section 23AA of 
EMPCA. 

MW means megawatt, a unit of power equal to one million watts. 
 

Noise Sensitive Premises means residences and residential zones (whether occupied or not), 
schools, hospitals, caravan parks and similar land uses involving the presence of individual people 
for extended periods, except in the course of their employment or for recreation. 

 
Operation means the operation of the renewable energy park once commissioning is complete and 
90% of the turbines are being operated in the course of normal commercial operations, as applied to 
each of Stage 1 and Stage 2 separately. 

 
Person Responsible is any person who is or was responsible for the environmentally relevant 
activity to which this document relates and includes the officers, employees, contractors, joint 
venture partners and agents of that person, and includes a body corporate. 

Quarry Code of Practice means the document of this title published by the Environment 
Protection Authority in May 2017, and includes any subsequent versions of this document. 

QZ1 means the quarry of this name described in the DPEMP and shown in Attachment 2. 

QZ2 means the quarry of this name described in the DPEMP and shown in Attachment 2. 
 

Reporting Period means the financial year starting 1 July and ending 30 June of the following 
year, or any part year in the first year of the permit. 

 
saltmarsh communities means the communities classified as saline sedgeland/rushland (ARS) and 
succulent saline herbland (ASS), described in technical reference publication for the TASVEG 
mapping dataset in the document titled Kitchener, A. & Harris, S. (2013), From Forest to 
Fjaeldmark?: Descriptions of Tasmania's Vegetation. Edition 2. Department of Primary Industries, 
Parks, Water and Environment, Tasmania, or any subsequent versions of this document. 

SE1 means the quarry of this name described in the DPEMP and shown at Attachment 2. 

SS1 means the quarry of this name described in the DPEMP and shown at Attachment 2. 

Stormwater means water traversing the surface of The Land as a result of rainfall. 

STP means sewage treatment plant. 

suitably qualified means suitably qualified in the opinion of the Director. 
 

The Land means the land on which the activity to which this document relates may be carried out, 
and includes: buildings and other structures permanently fixed to the land, any part of the land 
covered with water, and any water covering the land. The Land falls within the area defined by: 

1 Title references 110402/1, 50468/4, and the road casement and grid co-ordinates 
330176E, 5496814N, 330286E, 5496722N, 329863E, 5496233N, 329739E, 5496314N; 
and 321273E, 5488407N, 321411E, 5488323N, 321084E, 5480962N, 320952E, 
5487068N as depicted on Attachment 1. 
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threatened native vegetation communities has the meaning ascribed in the Nature Conservation 
Act 2002. 

Threatened Species has the meaning ascribed in the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995. 
 

Weed And Disease Guidelines means the document titled Weed and Disease Planning and 
Hygiene Guidelines - Preventing the spread of weeds and diseases in Tasmania, by the Department 
of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, dated March 2015, and any amendment to or 
substitution of this document. 

wharf means the wharf on Back Banks Beach described in the DPEMP and shown in Attachment 1. 
 

White Rock Ridge means the geological feature described in the DPEMP and shown in 
Attachment 1. 

WTG means Wind Turbine Generators. 
 

WTG Development Zone means area defined within the project site that will include all wind 
turbines and on-site infrastructure. 
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Schedule 2: Conditions 

Maximum Quantities 

Q1 Regulatory limits 
1 The activity must not exceed the following limits : 

1.1 900 megawatts of generating capacity 
 

General 

G1 Access to and awareness of conditions and associated documents 
A copy of these conditions and any associated documents referred to in these conditions must 
be held in a location that is known to and accessible to the person responsible for the activity. 
The person responsible for the activity must ensure that all persons who are responsible for 
undertaking work on The Land, including contractors and sub-contractors, are familiar with 
these conditions to the extent relevant to their work. 

G2 Incident response 
If an incident causing or threatening environmental nuisance, serious environmental harm or 
material environmental harm from pollution occurs in the course of the activity, then the 
person responsible for the activity must immediately take all reasonable and practicable action 
to minimise any adverse environmental effects from the incident. 

G3 No changes without approval 
1 The following changes, if they may cause or increase the emission of a pollutant which 

may cause material or serious environmental harm or environmental nuisance, must 
only take place in relation to the activity if such changes have been approved in writing 
by the EPA Board following its assessment of an application for a permit under the 
Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, or approved in writing by the Director: 
1.1 a change to a process used in the course of carrying out the activity; or 
1.2 the construction, installation, alteration or removal of any structure or equipment 

used in the course of carrying out the activity; or 
1.3 a change in the quantity or characteristics of materials used in the course of 

carrying out the activity. 

G4 Change of responsibility 
If the person responsible for the activity intends to cease to be responsible for the activity, that 
person must notify the Director in writing of the full particulars of any person who will 
become the person responsible for the activity, before such cessation. 

G5 Change of ownership 
If the owner of The Land upon which the activity is carried out changes or is to change, then, 
as soon as reasonably practicable but no later than 30 days after becoming aware of the 
change or intended change in the ownership of The Land, the person responsible must notify 
the Director in writing of the change or intended change of ownership. 

G6 Notification prior to construction 
The Director must be notified in writing at least 14 days before the commencement of 
construction of Stage 1, and at least 14 days before the construction of Stage 2. 
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G7 Notification on completion of commissioning 
The Director must be notified in writing within 14 days of the completion of commissioning 
of Stage 1, and within 14 days of the completion of commissioning of Stage 2. 

G8 Complaints register 
1 A public complaints register must be maintained. The public complaints register must, 

as a minimum, record the following detail in relation to each complaint received in 
which it is alleged that environmental harm (including an environmental nuisance) has 
been caused by the activity: 
1.1 the date and time at which the complaint was received; 
1.2 contact details for the complainant (where provided); 
1.3 the subject matter of the complaint; 
1.4 any investigations undertaken with regard to the complaint; and 
1.5 the manner in which the complaint was resolved, including any mitigation 

measures implemented. 
2 Complaint records must be maintained for a period of at least 3 years. 

G9 Annual Environmental Review 
1 Unless otherwise specified in writing by the Director, a publicly available Annual 

Environmental Review for the activity must be submitted to the Director each year 
within three months of the end of the reporting period. Without limitation, each Annual 
Environmental Review must include the following information: 
1.1 a statement by the General Manager, Chief Executive Officer or equivalent for the 

activity acknowledging the contents of the Annual Environmental Review; 
1.2 subject to the Personal Information Protection Act 2004, a list of all complaints 

received from the public during the reporting period concerning actual or potential 
environmental harm or environmental nuisance caused by the activity and a 
description of any actions taken as a result of those complaints; 

1.3 details of environment-related procedural or process changes that have been 
implemented during the reporting period; 

1.4 a summary of the amounts (tonnes or litres) of both solid and liquid wastes 
produced and treatment methods implemented during the reporting period. 
Initiatives or programs planned to avoid, minimise, re-use, or recycle such wastes 
over the next reporting period should be detailed; 

1.5 details of all non-trivial environmental incidents and/or incidents of non 
compliance with these conditions that occurred during the reporting period, and 
any mitigative or preventative actions that have resulted from such incidents; 

1.6 a summary of the monitoring data and record keeping required by these 
conditions. This information should be presented in graphical form where 
possible, including comparison with the results of at least the preceding reporting 
period. Special causes and system changes that have impacted on the parameters 
monitored must be noted. Explanation of significant deviations between actual 
results and any predictions made in previous reports must be provided; 

1.7 identification of breaches of limits specified in these conditions and significant 
variations from predicted results contained in any relevant DPEMP or EMP, an 
explanation of why each identified breach of specified limits or variation from 
predictions occurred and details of the actions taken in response to each identified 
breach of limits or variance from predictions; 
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1.8 a list of any issues, not discussed elsewhere in the report, that must be addressed 

to improve compliance with these conditions, and the actions that are proposed to 
address any such issues; 

1.9 a summary of fulfilment of environmental commitments made for the reporting 
period. This summary must include indication of results of the actions 
implemented and explanation of any failures to achieve such commitments; and 

1.10 a summary of any community consultation and communication undertaken during 
the reporting period. 

G10 Provision of monitoring information 
The holder of the permit is required to provide by its due date any monitoring information that 
the Director requests and may publish this information in the manner and format that the 
Director thinks fit, unless it is exempted. 

G11 Staging 
Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the Robbins 
Island Renewable Energy Park are defined in section 2.3 of the DPEMP, and as delineated in 
Attachment 3. 

Atmospheric 

A1 Covering of vehicles 
Vehicles carrying loads containing material which may blow or spill must be equipped with 
effective control measures to prevent the escape of the materials from the vehicles when they 
leave The Land or travel on public roads. Effective control measures may include tarpaulins 
or load dampening. 

A2 Control of dust emissions 
Dust emissions from The Land must be controlled to the extent necessary to prevent 
environmental nuisance beyond the boundary of The Land. 

A3 Control of dust emissions during construction 
1 Construction activities must be managed using such measures as are necessary to 

prevent dust emissions causing environmental nuisance. Such measures may include but 
are not limited to: 
1.1 using a dust suppression method such as watering dust generating surfaces; and 
1.2 ceasing construction activities in windy weather when dust may be blown in the 

direction of residences. 

A4  Control of dust emissions from plant 
1 Dust produced by the operation of all crushing and screening plant must be controlled 

by the use of one or more of the following methods to the extent necessary to prevent 
environmental nuisance: 
1.1 the installation of fixed water sprays at all crushers and at all points where crushed 

material changes direction due to belt transfer; 
1.2 the installation of dust extraction equipment at all crushers and at all points where 

crushed material changes direction due to belt transfer, and the incorporation of 
such equipment with all vibrating screens; 

1.3 the enclosure of the crushing and screening plant and the treatment of atmospheric 
emissions by dust extraction equipment; or 

1.4 any other method that has been approved in writing by the Director. 
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Construction 

CN1  Design Report 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 1, or by a 

date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 1 Design Report must be submitted to 
the Director for approval in writing. 

2 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 2, or by a 
date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 2 Design Report must be submitted to 
the Director for approval in writing. 

3 The Stage 1 and Stage 2 Design Reports must be prepared in accordance with any 
guidelines provided by the Director. 

4 Without limitation, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Design Reports must each include details of 
the following: 
4.1 the model, size (including hub height and blade length) and capacity (MW) of the 

wind turbine generators; 
4.2 a site plan showing the final WTG Development Zone and locations of all major 

infrastructure, including WTG, the bridge, the wharf, hard stand areas, access 
roads, cables, substation, buildings, temporary construction facilities and 
construction areas; 

4.3 a map(s) showing all environmental constraints considered in determining the 
final site layout; 

4.4 a description of all environmental constraints considered in determining the final 
site layout, including but not limited to: 

4.4.1 exclusion zones required by these conditions, including: 
4.4.1.1 Exclusion zone - eagle nests; 
4.4.1.2 Exclusion zone - coastal buffer and OBP buffer; 

4.4.2 the results of the hydrogeological survey; 
4.4.3 the results and requirements of any pre-construction surveys and 

management reports for flora and fauna within the project footprint required 
by these conditions, including but not limited to: 

4.4.3.1 pre-construction survey - eagle nests; 
4.4.3.2 pre-construction survey - eastern hooded plover (Stage 1 only); 
4.4.3.3 pre-construction survey - grey goshawk (Stage 1 only); 
4.4.3.4 pre-construction survey - Marrawah skipper; 
4.4.3.5 pre-construction survey and management of green and gold frog; 
4.4.3.6 pre-construction survey - threatened flora; 
4.4.3.7 management of threatened native vegetation communities, including 

saltmarsh communities in vicinity of the proposed bridge; 
4.4.3.8 locations of Tasmanian devil dens; 
4.4.3.9 noise modelling results. 

4.5 design specifications and locations of culverts in relation to waterways and 
drainage features; 

4.6 design specifications of the bridge and wharf structures to minimise 
environmental impacts (Stage 1 only); including but not limited to: 

4.6.1 impacts to the marine environment; 
4.6.2 impacts of lighting on fauna; 
4.6.3 access by fauna via the bridge; 
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4.7 siting and design requirements of the automated detection and WTG curtailment 

system required by these conditions; 
4.8 location of the radio-tracking towers for OBP tracking on the Land; 
4.9 a table containing all of the major commitments made in the Stage 1 and Stage 2 

Design Reports. 
5 Construction of Stage 1 must not commence until the Stage 1 Design Report has been 

approved in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 7 of this condition, the 
approved Stage 1 Design Report must be complied with. 

6 Construction of Stage 2 must not commence until the Stage 2 Design Report has been 
approved in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 8 of this condition, the 
approved Stage 2 Design Report must be complied with. 

7 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 1 Design Report or approves a new Stage 1 
Design Report in substitution for the Stage 1 Design Report originally approved, the 
person responsible must implement and comply with the varied Stage 1 Design Report 
or the new Stage 1 Design Report, as the case may be. 

8 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 2 Design Report or approves a new Stage 2 
Design Report in substitution for the Stage 2 Design Report originally approved, the 
person responsible must implement and comply with the varied Stage 2 Design Report 
or the new Stage 2 Design Report, as the case may be. 

CN2 Construction Environmental Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 1, or by a 

date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 1 Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 2, or by a 
date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 2 Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

3 The Stage 1 and Stage 2 CEMPs must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines 
provided by the Director, and in accordance with the management measures included in 
the DPEMP. 

4 The Stage 1 and Stage 2 CEMPs must contain: 
4.1 a detailed description of the proposed timing and sequence of the major 

construction activities; 
4.2 details of any construction requirements, including obligations from management 

plans, required by these conditions; 
4.3 construction zones; 
4.4 exclusion zones; 
4.5 a table containing all of the major commitments made in the plan; 
4.6 an implementation timetable for key aspects of the plan; and 
4.7 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 

5 Without limitation, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 CEMPs must each include, management 
measures to avoid or minimise the environmental impacts during the construction 
phase, in relation to the following: 
5.1 prevention of impacts on surface water and waterways, including management of 

washdown water; 
5.2 noise mitigation measures to be implemented during construction, including 

traffic noise and mitigation of noise impacts to fauna; 
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5.3 blasting and vibration; 
5.4 dust control; 
5.5 management of environmentally hazardous materials; 
5.6 cultural (Aboriginal and non-aboriginal) heritage considerations; 
5.7 flora and fauna management; including saltmarsh communities and seagrass beds 
5.8 marine oil spill response plan; 
5.9 marine pest management; 

5.10 solid waste management; 
5.11 quality control arrangements including supervision by appropriately qualified and 

experienced persons, documented site procedures, quality control testing and the 
keeping of appropriate records; and 

5.12 monitoring requirements. 
6 Construction of Stage 1 must not commence until the Stage 1 CEMP has been approved 

in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 8 of this condition, the approved Stage 
1 CEMP must be complied with. 

7 Construction of Stage 2 must not commence until the Stage 2 CEMP has been approved 
in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 9 of this condition, the approved Stage 
2 CEMP must be complied with. 

8 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 1 CEMP or approves a new Stage 1 CEMP 
in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement 
and comply with the varied Stage 1 CEMP or the new Stage 1 CEMP, as the case may 
be. 

9 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 2 CEMP or approves a new Stage 2 CEMP 
in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement 
and comply with the varied Stage 2 CEMP or the new Stage 2 CEMP, as the case may 
be. 

CN3 Quarry Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction activities, or by a 

date specified in writing by the Director, a Quarry Management Plan for each on-site 
quarry (QZ1, SS1, QZ2 and SE1) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The Quarry Management Plan must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines 
provided by the Director, and in accordance with the Preliminary Quarry Management 
Plan (Appendix A of the DPEMP) and management measures included in the DPEMP 
and the Quarry Code of Practice. 

3 Without limitation, the Quarry Management Plan must include, management measures 
in relation to the following: 
3.1 the prevention of impacts on surface water and waterways; 
3.2 groundwater and potential acid forming (PAF) rock; 
3.3 erosion and sediment control techniques, in accordance with section 3.2.1 of the 

Preliminary Quarry Management Plan (PQMP) and 6.6.4 of the DPEMP; 
3.4 noise mitigation measures to be implemented during operation, in accordance 

with section 3.9.1 of the PQMP; 
3.5 dust control; 
3.6 management of environmentally hazardous materials; 
3.7 cultural (Aboriginal and non-aboriginal) heritage considerations; 
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3.8 avian management, including noise mitigation measures with particular reference 

to blasting; 
3.9 fauna management, including Tasmanian devil den management, minimising 

roadkill risk and roadkill monitoring and reporting, in accordance with sections 
3.1.5 of the PQMP and 6.2.4 of the DPEMP; 

3.10 flora management, including minimising vegetation clearance; 
3.11 weed, pest and disease management, in particular Phytophthora cinnamomi (root 

rot fungus) and Batrachochytrium denerobatidis (amphibian chytrid fungus); 
3.12 geoconservation sites, in accordance with section 3.5.1 of the PQMP; and 
3.13 progressive rehabilitation. 

4 The Quarry Management Plan must contain: 
4.1 a table containing all of the major commitments made in the plan; and 
4.2 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 

5 Operation of each quarry must not commence until the corresponding Quarry 
Management Plan has been approved in writing by the Director, and subject to the 
below condition, the approved Quarry Management Plan must be complied with. 

6 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to an approved Quarry Management Plan or approves a new plan 
in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement 
and comply with the varied Quarry Management Plan or the new Quarry Management 
Plan, as the case may be. 

CN4 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 1, or by a 

date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 2, or by a 
date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

3 The Stage 1 and Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plans must be prepared in 
accordance with any guidelines provided by the Director, and in accordance with the 
management measures included in the DPEMP. 

4 Without limitation, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plans must 
each include details of the following: 
4.1 plan showing the location of all roads, drains, sediment control measures and 

discharge points; 
4.2 sediment management measures relating to roading, including the incorporation of 

table drains and culverts; 
4.3 construction of perimeter or cut off drains around ancillary infrastructure and soil 

stockpiles; 
4.4 the plan must identify high-risk erosion areas, based on topography and local soil 

characteristics; 
4.5 sediment pond design, location, treatment method, maintenance and receiving 

environment; 
4.6 measures for working in and near waterways; 
4.7 weekly monitoring of sediment control measures; 
4.8 monitoring requirements where discharge is direct to a sensitive freshwater 

environment, eg total suspended solids and turbidity; 
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4.9 sediment management from bridge and wharf construction to minimise impacts to 

seagrass beds (Stage 1 only); and 
4.10 measures for preventing dune erosion (Stage 1 only). 

5 Construction must not commence until the Stage 1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
has been approved in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 7 of this condition, 
the approved Stage 1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must be complied with. 

6 Construction must not commence until the Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
has been approved in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 8 of this condition, 
the approved Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must be complied with. 

7 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan or 
approves a new plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person 
responsible must implement and comply with the varied Stage 1 Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan or the new Stage 1 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, as the case may be. 

8 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan or 
approves a new plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person 
responsible must implement and comply with the varied Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan or the new Stage 2 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, as the case may be. 

CN5  Weed and Disease Management 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction activities, or by a 

date specified in writing by the Director, a Weed and Disease Management Plan must 
be submitted to the Director for approval. 
1.1 The Weed and Disease Management Plan must be consistent with the Weed and 

Disease Guidelines, or any subsequent revisions of that document. 
1.2 Without limitation, the Weed and Disease Management Plan must include details 

of the following: 
1.2.1 measures to manage Phytophthora cinnamomi (root rot fungus); and 
1.2.2 measures to manage Batrachochytrium denerobatidis (amphibian chytrid 

fungus). 
1.3 Construction must not commence until the Weed and Disease Management Plan 

has been approved in writing by the Director and, subject to the below condition, 
the approved Weed and Disease Management Plan must be complied with. 

1.4 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Weed and Disease Management Plan or 
approves a new plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person 
responsible must implement and comply with the varied Weed and Disease 
Management Plan or the new Weed and Disease Management Plan, as the case 
may be. 

2 At least 60 days prior to commencement of the bridge construction, or by a date 
specified in writing by the Director a survey of the area to be disturbed for rice grass 
(Spartina anglica) must be conducted; 

3 A report outlining the findings of the survey, including an eradication program and 
measures to prevent the spread of any rice grass identified in the survey, must be 
submitted to the Director, prior to commencement of construction. 

4 Any eradication program or management measure identified as part of this condition 
must be implemented as directed in writing by the Director. 
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CN6 Acid Sulfate Soils Risk Assessment Report 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 1, or by a 

date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 1 ASS Risk Assessment Report must 
be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction of Stage 2, or by a 
date specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 2 ASS Risk Assessment Report must 
be submitted to the Director for approval. 

3 Without limitation, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 ASS Risk Assessment Reports must each 
provide details of: 
3.1 excavation requirements for the project across all components of construction; 
3.2 excavation requirements for the bridge and wharf (Stage 1 only); 
3.3 proposed staging of major excavation activities, including linear excavation and 

dredging; 
3.4 soil profile of the site; 
3.5 results of preliminary soil/sediment and water sampling in areas to be disturbed, 

conducted in accordance with the Tasmanian Acid Sulfate Soil Management 
Guidelines 2009, which must include: 

3.5.1 field pH and peroxide pH (pHf/pHfox); 
3.5.2 groundwater field analysis (where encountered); and 
3.5.3 laboratory ASS analysis of selected samples in areas most likely to contain 

sulfides based on elevation, soil type and/or results of field tests, including 
results of tests for metals elevated above background. 

3.6 the presence, or likely presence of ASS with an analysis of the likelihood of 
disturbing ASS during excavation activities; 

4 Construction of Stage 1 must not commence until the Stage 1 ASS Management Plan 
required by these conditions has been approved by the Director in writing. 

5 Construction of Stage 2 must not commence until the Stage 2 ASS Management Plan 
required by these conditions has been approved by the Director in writing. 

CN7 Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan 
1 Prior to commencement of construction of Stage 1, a Stage 1 ASS Management Plan 

must be submitted to the Director for approval. 
2 Prior to commencement of construction of Stage 2, a Stage 2 ASS Management Plan 

must be submitted to the Director for approval. 
3 The Stage 1 ASS Management Plan must be based on the approved Stage 1 ASS Risk 

Assessment Report referred to in these conditions, and be prepared in accordance with 
any guidelines provided by the Director and the Tasmanian Acid Sulfate Soil 
Management Guidelines 2009. 

4 The Stage 2 ASS Management Plan must be based on the approved Stage 2 ASS Risk 
Assessment Report referred to in these conditions, and be prepared in accordance with 
any guidelines provided by the Director and the Tasmanian Acid Sulfate Soil 
Management Guidelines 2009. 

5 Without limitation, for each proposed excavation activity identified in each of the Stage 
1 and Stage 2 ASS Risk Assessment Reports, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 ASS Management 
Plans must each describe: 
5.1 measures to delineate and separate ASS from non-ASS material; 
5.2 proposed treatment of ASS; and 
5.3 reburial or disposal of ASS. 
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6 Notwithstanding clause 10 of this condition, the Stage 1 ASS Management Plan must 

describe removal, treatment and/or disposal of potential ASS material from the marine 
environment where bore piles are used. 

7 Prior to submission, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 ASS Management Plans must be 
independently reviewed by a suitably qualified person. The review must be provided 
with the plan, including any feedback addressed and incorporated into the plan. 

8 Construction of Stage 1 must not commence until the Stage 1 ASS Management Plan 
has been approved in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 10 of this condition, 
the approved Stage 1 ASS Management Plan must be complied with. 

9 Construction of Stage 2 must not commence until the Stage 2 ASS Management Plan 
has been approved in writing by the Director and, subject to clause 11 of this condition, 
the approved Stage 1 ASS Management Plan must be complied with. 

10 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 1 ASS Management Plan or approves a new 
plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must 
implement and comply with the varied Stage 1 ASS Management Plan or the new Stage 
1 ASS Management Plan, as the case may be. 

11 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Stage 2 ASS Management Plan or approves a new 
plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must 
implement and comply with the varied Stage 2 ASS Management Plan or the new Stage 
2 ASS Management Plan, as the case may be. 

CN8 Construction zone - bridge and wharf 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, construction zones for the bridge 

and the wharf must not exceed 45 m in width. 
2 The construction zone must be delineated with a fence or on a map marked with 

co-ordinates delineating the zone where construction of a fence is not practicable. 

CN9 Sewage Treatment Plant Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction activities or by a 

date otherwise specified in writing by the Director, a Sewage Treatment Plant (STP) 
Management Plan must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The STP Management Plan must be in accordance with Environmental Guidelines for 
the Use of Recycled Water in Tasmania December 2002 and any guidelines provided by 
the Director. 

3 Without limitation, the STP Management Plan must include details of the following: 
3.1 detailed water balance; 
3.2 winter storage requirements; 
3.3 proposed effluent quality; 
3.4 irrigation method; 
3.5 performance monitoring; 
3.6 management of biosolids; and 
3.7 soil/groundwater conditions. 

4 Construction must not commence until the STP Management Plan has been approved in 
writing by the Director, and subject to the below condition, the approved STP 
Management Plan must be complied with. 
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5 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 

approves a variation to the approved STP Management Plan or approves a new plan in 
substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement 
and comply with the varied STP Management Plan or the new STP Management Plan, 
as the case may be. 

CN10 Machinery washdown 
Prior to entering The Land, machinery must be washed in accordance with the Weed and 
Disease Guidelines, or any subsequent revisions of that document. 

CN11 Permit Reporting Compliance Schedule 
1 Unless otherwise authorised in writing by the Director, a Permit Reporting Compliance 

Schedule must be submitted to the Director for approval within three(3) months of 
commencement of this permit.. 

2 The Permit Reporting Compliance Schedule must include the sequencing and 
development of surveys, reports and plans as required by these conditions. 

Decommissioning And Rehabilitation 

DC1 Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan 
1 A Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan (DRP) must be submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Director within three(3) years of completion of commissioning. 
2 A revised DRP must be submitted to the Director for approval in the event of the 

following circumstances, unless the requirement to do so is waived by the Director in 
writing: 
2.1 within 30 days of changes to the conduct of the activity that will result in 

significant changes to the decommissioning and rehabilitation obligations of the 
approved DRP; 

2.2 within 30 days of the Director being notified of the likely cessation of operations; 
2.3 where required by notice in writing by the Director, to be submitted by a date 

specified in the notice. 
3 The DRP must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines issued by the Director. If 

no guidelines have been issued by the Director, without limitation the measures 
described in the DRP must include: 
3.1 completion of a site history, site contamination assessment and contamination 

remediation plan (including consideration of groundwater); 
3.2 removal of all equipment, structures and waste materials unless the Director 

agrees in writing that they are be beneficial to a future use of The Land; 
3.3 grading and levelling/recontouring and revegetating (or other approved method of 

soil stabilisation) of the surface of the disturbed area; 
3.4 management of drainage on The Land so as to reduce erosion and prevent release 

of a pollutant from The Land; 
3.5 maintenance of the rehabilitated area for a period of not less than three (3) years 

from the date of cessation of operations; 
3.6 an itemised estimate of the costs of carrying out the works listed in the DRP and a 

statement of how these costs will be provided for; and 
3.7 any other detail requested in writing by the Director. 
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DC2 Implementation of the DRP 
Following permanent cessation of the activity, the decommissioning of the activity and the 
rehabilitation of The Land must be carried out in accordance with the most recent 
Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan (DRP) approved by the Director, as may be 
amended from time to time with written approval of the Director. 

DC3 Notification of cessation 
Within 30 days of becoming aware of any event or decision which is likely to give rise to the 
permanent cessation of the activity, the person responsible for the activity must notify the 
Director in writing of that event or decision. The notice must specify the date upon which the 
activity is expected to cease or has ceased. 

DC4  Temporary suspension of activity 
1 Within 30 days of becoming aware of any event or decision which is likely to give rise 

to the temporary suspension of the activity, the person responsible for the activity must 
notify the Director in writing of that event or decision. The notice must specify the date 
upon which the activity is expected to suspend or has suspended. 

2 During temporary suspension of the activity: 
2.1 The Land must be managed and monitored by the person responsible for the 

activity to ensure that emissions from The Land do not cause serious 
environmental harm, material environmental harm or environmental nuisance; and 

2.2 If required by the Director a Care and Maintenance Plan for the activity must be 
submitted, by a date specified in writing by the Director, for approval. The person 
responsible must implement the approved Care and Maintenance Plan, as may be 
amended from time to time with written approval of the Director. 

3 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, if the activity on The Land has 
substantially ceased for 2 years or more, rehabilitation of The Land must be carried out 
in accordance with the requirements of these conditions as if the activity has 
permanently ceased. 

Effluent Disposal 

E1 Concrete batch plant wastewater management 
Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, any concrete batch plant wastewater 
generated on The Land must not be discharged to the environment. 

E2 Discharge of groundwater 
Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, groundwater extracted from the Land, 
or encountered during excavation on the Land, must not be discharged direct to surface water. 

E3 Acid sulfate soils treatment discharge limits 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, effluent discharged from ASS 

treatment must: 
1.1 be no more than 1 pH unit different from background receiving waters; and 
1.2 have EC and turbidity equivalent to background, within the range of precision of 

the field measurement instrumentation. 
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Flora And Fauna 

FF1 Pre-construction survey - eagle nests 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, a pre-construction survey by a 

suitably qualified person must be undertaken for eagle nests (wedge-tailed eagle [Aquila 
audax subsp. fleayi] and white-bellied sea eagle [Haliaeetus leucogaster]) within 1 km 
of the boundary of the Land and on the Land itself. 
1.1 The nest survey must be undertaken outside of eagle breeding season (July to 

February), 12 months prior to construction; and 
1.2 The Director must be notified upon completion of the survey. 

2 A report outlining the findings of the surveys must be submitted to the Director, prior to 
commencement of construction. 

FF2 Eagle Monitoring and Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction, or by a date 

specified in writing by the Director, an Eagle Monitoring and Management Plan 
(EMMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The EMMP must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines provided by the 
Director, and in accordance with UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd's Robbins Island 
Renewable Energy Park Preliminary Eagle Monitoring and Management Plan 
November 2021. 

3 Without limitation, the plan must include details of the following: 
3.1 avian mortality monitoring survey program designed to detect mortalities of, and 

injuries to, bird and bat species as a result of collisions with WTG and wind 
monitoring towers including: 

3.1.1 the results of scavenger trials and carcass detectability trials; 
3.1.2 search methodology, including, the search area, WTG to be searched, 

frequency of searches, search technique and search area management (i.e. 
vegetation management); and 

3.1.3 reporting requirements; 
3.2 eagle nest activity monitoring methodology, timing and reporting; 
3.3 adaptive management in the event of an eagle mortality occurring as a result of 

the operation of the wind farm; 
3.4 carcass management, including the removal of animal carcasses within 500 m of 

any wind turbine and carcass disposal; 
3.5 eagle mortality offset program, including the undertaking to make financial 

contributions to research programs commensurate with the scale of the 
mortalities, or other equivalent measures; and 

3.6 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 
4 Construction must not commence until the EMMP has been approved in writing by the 

Director, and subject to the below condition, the approved EMMP must be complied 
with. 

5 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved EMMP or approves a new plan in substitution for 
the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement and comply with 
the varied EMMP or the new EMMP, as the case may be. 
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FF3 Exclusion zones - eagle nests 
Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, WTG and related infrastructure must 
not be constructed within 1 km of any known wedge-tailed eagle nest and/or known 
white-bellied sea eagle nest. 

FF4 Automated Detection and WTG Curtailment System Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction, or by a date 

specified in writing by the Director, an Automated Detection and WTG Curtailment 
System Plan must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The plan must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines provided by the Director. 
3 Without limitation, the plan must: 

3.1 evaluate the effectiveness of an automated detection and curtailment system such 
as Identiflight ® (or equivalent system as agreed to in writing by the Director) to 
automatically detect, record and report eagle flights and collisions with wind 
turbines. 

3.2 evaluate the effectiveness of the system to avoid impacts to eagles by automatic 
WTG shutdown in response to eagle flight. 

3.3 describe how the selected system will be configured to local site conditions to 
maximise the automated detection of eagles, considering vegetation, topography, 
WTG model, and final wind farm layout. 

4 Operation of WTG must not commence until an automated detection and curtailment 
system has been approved by the Director, has been installed, commissioned and is 
operational. 

5 The Automated Detection and WTG Curtailment System must be implemented in 
accordance with the Automated Detection and WTG Curtailment System Plan. 

6 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Automated Detection and WTG Curtailment 
System Plan or approves a new plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the 
person responsible must implement and comply with the varied Automated Detection 
and WTG Curtailment System Plan or the new Automated Detection and WTG 
Curtailment System Plan, as the case may be. 

FF5 Orange-bellied parrot (Neophema chrysogaster) Monitoring and Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction, or by a date 

specified in writing by the Director, an Orange-bellied parrot Monitoring and 
Management Plan (OBP MMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The plan must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines provided by the Director, 
and in accordance with UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd's Robbins Island Renewable 
Energy Park Preliminary Orange-bellied Parrot Monitoring and Management Plan 
December 2021 and DPEMP Supplementary Volume July 2022. 

3 Without limitation, the plan must include details of the following: 
3.1 OBP habitat (saltmarsh communities ARS and ASS, and Melaleuca ericifolia 

swamp forest [NME]); 
3.2 OBP habitat buffer; 
3.3 targeted OBP surveys (both visual and radio-tracking surveys) to be undertaken 

during the northern migration on Robbins Island, including methodology, timing 
and reporting; 

3.4 monitoring of condition of OBP habitat, including methodology, timing and 
reporting; 
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3.5 collision mitigation measures, including WTG shutdowns; 
3.6 a detailed OBP radio-tracking program (offset); and 
3.7 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 

4 Construction must not commence until the OBP MMP has been approved in writing by 
the Director, and subject to the below condition, the approved OBP MMP must be 
complied with. 

5 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved OBP MMP or approves a new plan in substitution 
for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement and comply 
with the varied OBP MMP or the new OBP MMP, as the case may be. 

FF6 Orange-bellied parrot turbine shutdown 
Unless otherwise approved in writing by the EPA Board, all WTG must be shut down during 
the northern OBP migration period (1 March to 31 May inclusive) and the southern OBP 
migration period (15 September to 15 November inclusive). 

FF7 Shorebird Monitoring and Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction, or by a date 

specified in writing by the Director, a Shorebird Monitoring and Management Plan 
(SMMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The SMMP must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines provided by the 
Director, and in accordance with UPC Robbins Island Pty Ltd's Robbins Island 
Renewable Energy Park Preliminary Shorebird Monitoring and Management Plan 
October 2021. 

3 Without limitation, the SMMP must include details of the following: 
3.1 population monitoring of migratory shorebirds, including methodology, timing 

and reporting; 
3.2 population monitoring of resident shorebirds, including methodology, timing and 

reporting; 
3.3 habitat monitoring of key roost sites, including methodology, timing and 

reporting; 
3.4 management measures to reduce light pollution from bridge and wharf structures; 
3.5 management measures to minimise noise from wharf operation; 
3.6 detailed mitigation measures to address shorebird collision with wind turbines, 

including adaptive management; and 
3.7 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 

4 Construction must not commence until the SMMP has been approved in writing by the 
Director, and subject to the below condition, the approved SMMP must be complied 
with. 

5 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved SMMP or approves a new plan in substitution for 
the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement and comply with 
the varied SMMP or the new SMMP, as the case may be. 

FF8 Exclusion zones 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, WTG and related infrastructure 

(excluding the bridge and wharf) must not be constructed within: 
1.1 500 m of the coastline of Robbins Island; and 
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1.2 500 m of OBP habitat (saltmarsh communities ARS and ASS, and Melaleuca 

ericifolia swamp forest [NME]). 

FF9 Pre-construction survey - eastern hooded plover (Thinornis rubricollis rubricollis) 
1 At least three (3) months prior to construction, or a date specified in writing by the 

Director, a pre-construction survey by a suitably qualified person must be undertaken 
for eastern hooded plover (Thinornis rubricollis rubricollis) breeding territories within 
1 km of the area of the proposed wharf. 

2 The survey must be undertaken during breeding season (October to March). 
3 The Director must be notified upon completion of the survey. 
4 A report outlining the findings of the surveys and management measures must be 

submitted to the Director, prior to commencement of construction. 

FF10 Pre-construction survey - grey goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae) 
1 At least three (3) months prior to construction, or a date specified in writing by the 

Director, a pre-construction survey by a suitably qualified person must be undertaken 
for the grey goshawk (Accipiter novaehollandiae) nest located adjacent to Robbins 
Island Road to determine if the nest is active. 

2 The Director must be notified upon completion of the survey. 
3 A report outlining the findings of the surveys and management measures must be 

submitted to the Director, prior to commencement of construction. 
4 Any measures identified as part of this condition must be implemented as directed in 

writing by the Director. 

FF11 Reporting requirements - avian fauna mortalities 
1 The Director must be notified of any evidence of dead or injured native birds or bats 

found on The Land within: 
1.1 24 hours of the discovery of such evidence for any threatened species; and 
1.2 three (3) days of the discovery of such evidence for any non-threatened species. 

2 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, within seven days of notification, 
a mortality report must be submitted to the Director and must include the following: 
2.1 unique identification number; 
2.2 general description of evidence; 
2.3 species identification; 
2.4 sex and estimated age (if known); 
2.5 date and time of discovery; 
2.6 estimated date and time of incident; 
2.7 estimate of general weather conditions at time of incident; 
2.8 position of evidence relative to infrastructure; 
2.9 photograph of evidence; and 

2.10 any other relevant information. 
3 The mortality report must be prepared by a suitably qualified person. 

FF12 Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction, or by a date 

specified in writing by the Director, a Roadkill Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
Plan (RMAMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 
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2 The RMAMP must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines provided by the 

Director. 
3 Without limitation, the RMAMP must include details of the following: 

3.1 results of a roadkill survey undertaken from January to July; 
3.2 evaluation of roadkill survey data to determine the baseline Tasmanian devil 

(Sarcophilus harrisii) fatality(s) on Robbins Island roads as well as all access 
roads (including Mella Road, Montagu Road, West Montagu Road and Robbins 
Island Road); 

3.3 roadkill monitoring to be undertaken on Robbins Island roads as well as all access 
roads (including Mella Road, Montagu Road, West Montagu Road and Robbins 
Island Road); 

3.4 restrictions on vehicle movements travelling to and from the site; 
3.5 vehicle speed limit restrictions within the project site; 
3.6 limitations on vehicle movements during the period from dusk to dawn; 
3.7 training and construction protocols for all construction staff in relation to fauna 

roadkill risk; 
3.8 a financial contribution to a recognised Tasmanian devil research program for any 

Tasmanian devil fatalities above the baseline; and 
3.9 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 

4 Construction must not commence until the RMAMP has been approved in writing by 
the Director and subject to the below condition, the approved RMAMP must be 
complied with. 

5 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved RMAMP or approves a new plan in substitution 
for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement and comply 
with the varied RMAMP or the new RMAMP, as the case may be. 

FF13 Pre-construction survey and management of Tasmanian devil dens 
1 At least 30 days prior to commencement of any land clearing or by a date specified in 

writing by the Director: 
1.1 a pre-construction survey must be undertaken by a suitably qualified person for 

Tasmanian devil dens in the WTG Development Zone. 
1.2 the survey must be undertaken in accordance with the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage Division (2015) Survey Guidelines and Management Advice for 
Development Proposals that may impact on the Tasmanian devil (Sarcophilus 
harrisii); 

1.3 the survey must be carried out to the satisfaction of the Director; 
1.4 a report outlining the findings of the survey, including offset considerations, must 

be submitted to the Director. 
2 Where any Tasmanian devil den cannot be conserved, a Den Decommissioning Plan 

must be provided to the Director for approval in writing at least 30 days prior to any 
vegetation clearance within 50 m distance of the den. 

3 Management and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to identified devil dens must be 
undertaken in accordance with the Natural and Cultural Heritage Division (2015) 
Survey Guidelines and Management Advice for Development Proposals that may 
impact on the Tasmanian Devil (Sarcophilus harrisii) and the Den Decommissioning 
Plan. 
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FF14 Pre-construction survey - threatened flora species 
1 At least 30 days prior to the commencement of construction or by a date specified in 

writing by the Director: 
1.1 a survey of the area to be disturbed for blushing triggerplant (Sylidium 

beaugleholei) and mauve tufted sun orchid (Thelymitra malvina) habitat must be 
conducted; 

1.2 the person(s) conducting the survey must be appropriately qualified in the 
identification of the species and its habitat; 

1.3 the survey must be carried out to the satisfaction of the Director; 
1.4 a report outlining the findings of the survey must be submitted to the Director; and 
1.5 if any blushing triggerplant and/or mauve tufted sun orchid or any threatened flora 

species will be adversely impacted by the activity, this must be brought to the 
attention of the Department which administers the Threatened Species Protection 
Act 1995 prior to such impact occurring. 

FF15 Management of threatened flora and vegetation communities 
1 At least three (3) months prior to construction or by a date otherwise specified in 

writing by the Director, a Management of Threatened Flora and Vegetation 
Communities Report, must be prepared by a suitably qualified person and submitted to 
the Director for approval. 

2 The report must include: 
2.1 location maps showing the extent of the threatened native vegetation 

communities, including saltmarsh, and the location of the threatened flora species 
that will be affected by the activity; 

2.2 the area (m2) of threatened native vegetation communities affected and the 
number of individuals of threatened flora species affected; and 

2.3 detail on micrositing for each wind turbine demonstrating minimal impact to 
threatened flora and vegetation communities; and the measures undertaken to 
further mitigate or offset any impacts. 

2.4 detail on active conservation measures and management of the Eucalyptus 
viminalis - Eucalyptus globulus (DVC) native vegetation community in the 
vicinity of the proposed wharf. 

3 Construction must not commence until the Management of Threatened Flora and 
Vegetation Communities Report has been approved in writing by the Director. 

FF16 Pre-construction survey and management - green and gold frog (Litoria raniformis) 
1 At least three (3) months prior to commencement of construction of Stage 1 or by a date 

otherwise specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 1 Green and gold frog (Litoria 
raniformis) Management Report, must be prepared by a suitably qualified person and 
submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 At least three (3) months prior to commencement of construction of Stage 2 or by a date 
otherwise specified in writing by the Director, a Stage 2 Green and gold frog (Litoria 
raniformis) Management Report, must be prepared by a suitably qualified person and 
submitted to the Director for approval. 

3 Without limitation, the Stage 1 and Stage 2 reports must each include: 
3.1 results of a green and gold frog survey to be undertaken within 12 months prior to 

construction, when semi-aquatic habitat that is normally dry in summer is 
inundated, to establish green and gold frog habitat locations; 
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3.2 location maps showing the extent of permanent and/or semi-permanent aquatic 

habitat in the area of potential green and gold frog habitat that will be affected by 
the activity; 

3.3 detail on micrositing of construction activities demonstrating minimal impacts to 
green and gold frog habitat; and 

3.4 the measures undertaken to further mitigate or offset any impacts. 
4 Construction of Stage 1 must not commence until the Stage 1 Green and gold frog 

Management Report has been approved in writing by the Director. 
5 Construction of Stage 2 must not commence until the Stage 2 Green and gold frog 

Management Report has been approved in writing by the Director. 

FF17 Pre-construction survey - Marrawah skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. laranas) 
1 At least three (3) months prior to construction of Stage 1, or a date specified in writing 

by the Director, a pre-construction survey by a suitably qualified person must be 
undertaken for Marrawah skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana) within 
potential habitat which will be impacted by construction of Stage 1. 

2 At least three (3) months prior to construction of Stage 2, or a date specified in writing 
by the Director, a pre-construction survey by a suitably qualified person must be 
undertaken for Marrawah skipper (Oreisplanus munionga subsp. larana) within 
potential habitat which will be impacted by construction of Stage 2. 

3 A Stage 1 report outlining the findings of the surveys and management measures to be 
implemented must be submitted to the Director, prior to construction of Stage 1. 

4 A Stage 2 report outlining the findings of the surveys and management measures to be 
implemented must be submitted to the Director, prior to construction of Stage 2. 

5 Any management measures identified as part of this condition must be implemented as 
directed in writing by the Director. 

FF18 Protection of marine mammals 
1 A suitably qualified independent marine mammal observer must be present during all 

piling operations for construction of the bridge and wharf. 
2 Each day the immediate area must be scanned for the presence of cetaceans and 

pinnipeds. 
3 Construction activities must not occur, or must cease, if any cetacean and pinniped 

threatened species are known to be present within 500 m of construction activities. 
4 A 'soft start' procedure, in accordance with the DPEMP, must be used at the beginning 

of each piling session to allow any cetaceans and pinnipeds that may be in the 
immediate area to avoid the area before impact piling reaches full capacity. 

5 Piling operations will only recommence if no additional sightings occur within 15 
minutes of the last observation. 

6 Records of marine mammal sightings during construction must be kept and made 
available to the Director upon request. 

FF19 Post construction survey and management - introduced marine pests 
1 Three (3) months after construction of the bridge and wharf or by a date specified in 

writing by the Director: 
1.1 a survey within 1 km of the bridge and wharf must be conducted for introduced 

marine pests; 
1.2 the person conducting the survey must be suitably qualified in the identification of 

introduced marine pests; 
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1.3 a report outlining the findings of the survey must be submitted to the Director 

within 30 days of the completion of the survey and it must include an eradication 
program and measures to prevent the spread of any introduced marine pests 
identified in the survey; and 

1.4 any measures identified as part of this condition must be implemented as directed 
in writing by the Director. 

FF20 Feral pest management 
1 The Land must be subject to a feral cat eradication program to minimise risks to native 

fauna on The Land. 
2 A summary of results of the feral cat eradication program must be provided in the 

Annual Environmental Review. 

FF21 Construction timing restrictions 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, construction activities associated 

with the bridge must not be undertaken within 1 km of known white-bellied sea eagle 
nests in the vicinity of Robbins Island Road during the eagle breeding season (July to 
February), if the white-bellied sea eagle nests are active. 

2 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, construction activities associated 
with the wharf must not be undertaken during the eastern hooded plover breeding 
season (October to March) to avoid disruption to incubation and hatching activities, if 
the pre-construction survey shows breeding areas within 500 m of the wharf location. 

Groundwater 

GW1 Groundwater Management Plan 
1 At least three (3) months prior to construction, or a date specified in writing by the 

Director, a Groundwater Management Plan must be submitted to the Director for 
approval. 

2 The Groundwater Management Plan must be prepared in accordance with any 
guidelines provided by the Director. 

3 The Groundwater Management Plan must include: 
3.1 a hydrogeological study; 
3.2 management and mitigation in relation to dewatering; and 
3.3 a groundwater monitoring plan. 

4 Without limitation, the hydrogeological study must include: 
4.1 the location, including a map of the Land, of groundwater monitoring bores to be 

constructed to detect potential drawdown impacts caused by the activity; 
4.2 an analysis of groundwater drawdown and potential influence on ephemeral water 

bodies and potential impact to green and gold frogs and other threatened native 
vegetation communities, including assessment criteria for potential 
hydrogeological impacts; 

4.3 an analysis into the potential for saltwater intrusion, based on the location of the 
proposed groundwater bores; 

4.4 environmental management activities, control measures and performance targets; 
4.5 monitoring programs, including trigger conditions for management actions; and 
4.6 management actions. 

5 Without limitation, the groundwater monitoring plan must include: 
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5.1 the location, including a map of The Land, of groundwater extraction and 

monitoring bores to be constructed to detect potential drawdown impacts caused 
by the activity; 

5.2 provide reasons why the location of proposed groundwater bores are appropriate; 
5.3 include sampling frequency and measurement parameters for each monitoring 

location; 
5.4 describe assessment criteria, trigger conditions and contingency actions for 

exceedances of assessment criteria for each groundwater monitoring location. 
6 Construction must not commence until the Groundwater Management Plan has been 

approved in writing by the Director, and subject to the below condition, the approved 
Groundwater Management Plan must be complied with. 

7 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved Groundwater Management Plan or approves a new 
plan in substitution for the plan originally approved, the person responsible must 
implement and comply with the varied Groundwater Management Plan or the new 
Groundwater Management Plan, as the case may be. 

8 The Director must be notified of the construction of the bores proposed by the approved 
Groundwater Management Plan within three (3) months of their construction. The bore 
installation and development record and geological log including surveyed location and 
height for each newly constructed bore must be provided with the notification. 

GW2 Location of groundwater abstraction bores 
Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, groundwater abstraction bores must not 
be located east of White Rock Ridge. 

Hazardous Substances 

H1 Storage and handling of hazardous materials 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, all environmentally hazardous 

materials, including chemicals, fuels, and oils, stored on The Land in volumes 
exceeding 250 litres must be stored and handled in accordance with the following: 
1.1 Any storage facility must be contained within a spill collection bund with a net 

capacity of whichever is the greater of the following: 
1.1.1 at least 110% of the combined volume of any interconnected vessels within 

that bund; or 
1.1.2 at least 110% of the volume of the largest storage vessel; or 
1.1.3 at least 25% of the total volume of all vessels stored in that spill collection 

bund; or 
1.1.4 the capacity of the largest tank plus the output of any firewater system over 

a twenty minute period. 
1.2 All activities that involve a significant risk of spillages, including the loading and 

unloading of bulk materials, must take place in a bunded containment area or on a 
transport vehicle loading apron. 

1.3 Bunded containment areas and transport vehicle loading aprons must: 
1.3.1 be made of materials that are impervious to any environmentally hazardous 

material stored within the bund; 
1.3.2 be graded or drained to a sump to allow recovery of liquids; 
1.3.3 be chemically resistant to the chemicals stored or transferred; 
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1.3.4 be designed and managed such that any leakage or spillage is contained 

within the bunded area (including where such leakage emanates vertically 
higher than the bund wall); 

1.3.5 be designed and managed such that the transfer of materials is adequately 
controlled by valves, pumps and meters and other equipment wherever 
practical. The equipment must be adequately protected (for example, with 
bollards) and contained in an area designed to permit recovery of any 
released chemicals; 

1.3.6 be designed such that chemicals which may react dangerously if they come 
into contact have measures in place to prevent mixing; and 

1.3.7 be managed such that the capacity of the bund is maintained at all times (for 
example, by regular inspections and removal of obstructions). 

H2 Hazardous materials (< 250 litres) 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, each environmentally hazardous 

material, including chemicals, fuels and oils, stored on The Land in discrete volumes 
not exceeding 250 litres, but not including discrete volumes of 25 litres or less, must be 
stored within bunded containment areas or spill trays which are designed and 
maintained to contain at least 110% of the volume of the largest container. 

2 Bunded containment areas and spill trays must be made of materials that are impervious 
to any environmentally hazardous materials stored within the bund or spill tray. 

H3 Spill kits 
Spill kits appropriate for the types and volumes of materials handled on The Land must be 
kept in appropriate locations and maintained in a functional condition to assist with the 
containment of spilt environmentally hazardous materials. 

Noise Control 

N1 Bridge piling restrictions 
1 Unless otherwise approved by the Director, bridge piling must not be undertaken 

outside the hours of 0700 hours to 1800 hours on weekdays and 0800 hours to 1600 
hours on Saturdays. 

2 Notwithstanding the above paragraph, activities must not be carried out on Sundays or 
public holidays that are observed Statewide (Easter Tuesday excepted). 

N2 Blasting at quarries 
Blasting on quarries (QZ1, QZ2, SE1, SS1) on The Land must take place only between the 
hours of 0900 hours and 1600 hours Monday to Friday. Blasting must not take place on 
Saturdays, Sundays or public holidays that are observed Statewide (Easter Tuesday excepted) 
unless prior written approval of the Director has been obtained. 

N3 Noise emission limits 
1 Noise emissions from the activity when measured at any noise sensitive premises in 

other ownership and expressed as the equivalent continuous A-weighted sound pressure 
level must not exceed the greater of: 
1.1 5 dB(A) above the L 

A90 of all other noise; or 

1.2 35 dB(A). 
2 L 

A90 is the A-weighted sound level that is exceeded 90% of the time. 

3 The time interval over which noise levels are averaged must be 10 minutes or an 
alternative time interval specified in writing by the Director. 
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4 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, measured sound levels must be 

adjusted for tonality, impulsiveness, modulation and low frequency in accordance with 
the Tasmanian Noise Measurement Procedures Manual. 

5 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, all methods of measurement must 
be in accordance with the Tasmanian Noise Measurement Procedures Manual. 

N4 Noise modelling 
1 Unless otherwise approved in writing by the Director, at least three (3) months prior to 

construction, or by a date specified in writing by the Director, a report must be 
submitted to the Director for approval which contains the results of noise modelling 
based on the final turbine type and windfarm layout. 

2 The report must be submitted to the Director for approval prior to construction, as a 
component of the Design Report. 

 

Operations 

OP1 Operations Environmental Management Plan 
1 At least 60 days prior to the commencement of operations, or by a date otherwise 

specified in writing by the Director, an Operations Environmental Management Plan 
(OEMP) must be submitted to the Director for approval. 

2 The OEMP must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines provided by the 
Director. 

3 Without limitation, the OEMP must include details of the following: 
3.1 measures to minimise spread of amphibian chytrid fungus and Phytophthora 

cinnamomi; 
3.2 management of environmentally hazardous materials; 
3.3 marine and oil spill response plan; 
3.4 marine pest management; 
3.5 monitoring of rehabilitated areas post construction; 
3.6 complaints management; 
3.7 a table containing all of the major commitments made in the plan; 
3.8 an implementation timetable for key aspects of the plan; and 
3.9 a reporting program to regularly advise the Director of the results of the plan. 

4 Operations must not commence until the OEMP has been approved in writing by the 
Director, and subject to the below condition, the approved OEMP must be complied 
with. 

5 In the event that the Director, by notice in writing to the person responsible, either 
approves a variation to the approved OEMP or approves a new plan in substitution for 
the plan originally approved, the person responsible must implement and comply with 
the varied OEMP or the new OEMP, as the case may be. 

OP2 Coastal geomorphological monitoring 
1 At least three (3) months prior to the commencement of construction activities of the 

bridge and wharf, or by a date otherwise specified in writing by the Director, a baseline 
coastal geomorphological survey must be undertaken by a suitably qualified person of 
Robbins Passage and Ransonnet Bay. 

2 Annual monitoring of potential scour impacts around the wharf and the bridge, and 
geomorphological surveys of the wider Robbins Passage and Ransonnet Bay must be 
performed for three (3) years after construction, and reported in the Annual 
Environmental Review. 



PCE 9786 (r1) 31/35 

CHAIRPERSON, BOARD OF THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY 08 December 2022 

 

 

 
3 This requirement will be deemed to be satisfied only when the Director indicates in 

writing that the submitted documents adequately address the requirements of this 
condition to the Director's satisfaction. 

Stormwater Management 

SW1 Perimeter drains or bunds 
1 Perimeter cut-off drains, or bunds, must be constructed at strategic locations on The 

Land to prevent surface run-off from entering the area used or disturbed in carrying out 
the activity. All reasonable measures must be implemented to ensure that sediment 
transported along these drains, or bunds, remains on The Land. Such measures may 
include provision of strategically located sediment fences, appropriately sized and 
maintained sediment settling ponds, vegetated swales, detention basins and other 
measures designed and operated in accordance with the principles of Water Sensitive 
Urban Design. 

2 Drains, or bunds, must have sufficient capacity to contain run-off that could reasonably 
be expected to arise during a 1 in 20 year rainfall event. Maintenance activities must be 
undertaken regularly to ensure that this capacity does not diminish. 

SW2 Stormwater 
1 Polluted stormwater that will be discharged from The Land must be collected and 

treated prior to discharge to the extent necessary to prevent serious or material 
environmental harm, or environmental nuisance. 

2 Notwithstanding the above, all stormwater that is discharged from The Land must not 
carry pollutants such as sediment, oil and grease in quantities or concentrations that are 
likely to degrade the visual quality of any receiving waters outside The Land. 

3 All reasonable measures must be implemented to ensure that solids entrained in 
stormwater are retained on The Land. Such measures may include appropriately sized 
and maintained sediment settling ponds or detention basins. 

SW3 Design and maintenance of settling ponds 
1 Sediment settling ponds must be designed and maintained in accordance with the 

following requirements: 
1.1 ponds must be designed to successfully mitigate reasonably foreseeable sediment 

loss which would result from a 1 in 20 year storm event; 
1.2 discharge from ponds must occur via a stable spillway that is not subject to 

erosion; 
1.3 all pond walls must be stable and treated with topsoil and vegetated or otherwise 

treated in such a manner as to prevent erosion; and 
1.4 sediment settling ponds must be periodically cleaned out to ensure that the pond 

design capacity is maintained. Sediment removed during this cleaning must be 
securely deposited such that sediment will not be transported off The Land by 
surface run-off. 
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Schedule 3: Information 

Legal Obligations 

LO1 EMPCA 
The activity must be conducted in accordance with the requirements of the Environmental 
Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 and Regulations thereunder. The conditions of 
this document must not be construed as an exemption from any of those requirements. 

LO2 Storage and handling of dangerous goods, explosives and dangerous substances 
1 The storage, handling and transport of dangerous goods, explosives and dangerous 

substances must comply with the requirements of relevant State Acts and any 
regulations thereunder, including: 
1.1 Work Health and Safety Act 2012 and subordinate regulations; 
1.2 Explosives Act 2012 and subordinate regulations; and 
1.3 Dangerous Goods (Road and Rail Transport) Act 2010 and subordinate 

regulations. 

LO3  Aboriginal relics requirements 
1 Aboriginal relics, objects, sites, places and human remains regardless of whether they 

are located on public or private land, are protected under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1975. 

2 Unanticipated discoveries of Aboriginal heritage must be reported to Aboriginal 
Heritage Tasmania on 1300 487 045 as soon as possible. 

LO4 Provision of monitoring information 
The Director has the authority to release any information relating to environmental 
management provisions or environmental monitoring in accordance with section 23AA of the 
EMPCA. 

Other Information 

OI1  Waste management hierarchy 
1 Wastes should be managed in accordance with the following hierarchy of waste 

management: 
1.1 waste should be minimised, that is, the generation of waste must be reduced to the 

maximum extent that is reasonable and practicable, having regard to best practice 
environmental management; 

1.2 waste should be re-used or recycled to the maximum extent that is practicable; 
and 

1.3 waste that cannot be re-used or recycled must be disposed of at a waste depot site 
or treatment facility that has been approved in writing by the relevant planning 
authority or the Director to receive such waste, or otherwise in a manner approved 
in writing by the Director. 
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