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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
Cleveland Agriculture (the Proponent) proposes to clear a total of 4,898.52 hectares (ha) of native vegetation
(grasslands) currently used for grazing to expand on previous recently approved permits to achieve a viable commercial
operation (the Project). The Proponent has submitted a native vegetation clearing application (the Application) on 9
November 2020 to the Pastoral Land Board, Northern Territory. The Department of Environment, Parks and Water
Security (DEPWS) has assessed the Application and determined that the Application be referred to the Northern
Territory Environmental Protection Authority (NT EPA) to be assessed under the Environmental Protection Act 2019 (EP
Act), due to the uncertainties of the cumulative impacts of the current application in combination with recently issued
approvals which would result in a total of 10,132.43 ha of native vegetation clearing as well as unidentified potential
cumulative greenhouse gas (GHG) emission.
CDM Smith Australia Pty Ltd has been engaged by the Proponent to prepare this referral document to provide sufficient
information to the NT EPA to assess the potential impact of the Project against the matters raised by the DEPWS, as
follow:
▪

Cumulative scale of clearing;

▪

Cumulative GHG emissions;

▪

Retention of remnant native vegetation;

▪

Addressing potential for impacts to sacred sites (if any);

▪

Obligations under the Waste Management and Pollution Control Act 1998 (WMPC Act); and

▪

Native veg-buffers between disturbance areas (300 m) < Clearing scheme recommendations.

It is understood that this referral is not required to be submitted to the relevant Commonwealth government agency
for assessment under the EPBC Act. However, matters of national environmental significance (MNES) are discussed in
this referral to provide a better understanding of the potential risk of the Project on MNES.
The Project is located east and north of the Ucharonidge station homestead and is divided into three sections; ‘Rita’s
Holding’ (1,401 ha) is the southern most section, ‘Mick’s East’ (1,962 ha) is the middle section and ‘Florence’s East’
(1,536 ha) is the northern most section. The location and extent of the Project area was adjusted during field assessment
to avoid drainage features and riparian vegetation identified within/near the original Project area. The grassland
vegetation on Ucharonidge Station is largely mapped as a mid-tussock grassland of variable composition, but dominated
by Chrysopogon fallax, Iseilema vaginiflorum and Dicanthium fecundum.
Clearing is proposed for the establishment of non-irrigated pasture for grazing and hay production (sorghum); and
cotton seed for on-farm stock use. The proposed clearing process will result in a net carbon gain as the method will
incorporate the existing grass biomass into the clay soils to assist in water retention, significantly reducing release to
atmosphere from typical processes of bovine digestion or wildfire combustion. The crop subsequently established will
further capture carbon from the atmosphere. The overall result from the GHG emission assessment show a significant
reduction in GHG emission by 2023 as a result of the proposed cropping activities.
The proposed cropping system is part of an overall drought management strategy that will capitalize on the good season
rainfalls to wet soils and retain moisture to better manage the dry years. The optimal planting time will be during the
wet season to ensure the crop benefits from the higher rainfall months to achieve maximum vegetative growth and
yield potential and therefore, no surface water and groundwater are required to be taken during clearing and cropping
activities. The Proponent initially proposed to undertake clearing works during the 2020/2021 wet season, including
planting. However, due to delays in the clearing application process, the Proponent was unable to start clearing and
planting during the 2020/2021 wet season and therefore, clearing will now expected occur prior to the 2021/2022 wet
season.
No significant runoff is expected from the cropping areas and therefore, no significant impact on surrounding
environment is expected. The majority of the fertiliser to be used will be Monoammonium phosphate (MAP), a
ii
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phosphorus based fertiliser and small amount of Nitrogen. These will be drilled into the soil profile prior to planting at
a depth of 15-20 cm, further reducing the potential for migration via runoff.
A search on the DEPWS database (NR Maps) and on the Protected Matters tools under the EPBC Act were undertaken
using a buffer of 50 km to ensure all potential threatened species likely to occur within the Project area were recognised.
Threatened species identified in the 50 km buffer for both searches and the likelihood of occurrence within the Project
area is discussed in this referral based on the Conservation Advice under the EPBC Act for each species and existing
native vegetation on the proposed clearing areas. Discussions on likelihood of occurrence of the threatened species
identified under both the TPWC Act and EPBC Act have been peer reviewed and agreed on by Dr. Bill Low (ecologist
from Low Ecology Services Ptd Ltd) who has over 39 years of experience in Central Australia and NT and prior sitespecific knowledge of the environment at the Ucharonidge property.
The potential impact of the Project on local fauna and flora, particularly with reference to threatened species, is
considered to be negligible due to the small scale of the proposed clearing compared to the native tussock grassland
within the region and also, for the lack of potential habitat for the threatened species identified likely to be present in
the Project area. The main land system in the Project area, Creswell LS, occupies ~647,500 ha over the Barklys and the
small portion, 4,898.52 ha, proposed to be cleared avoids the low-lying swampy portions of the land system which
would be the main areas used by migratory waders and upland birds. Migratory species will only be present during
summer periods if wet conditions develop and these waders and upland birds will mainly occur in the small portion of
the low-lying swampy areas of the undulating land system which will be avoided by the Project. The treeless habitat is
not appropriate for threatened raptors, Red Goshawk and Grey Falcon, although they may use it for hunting when
rodent numbers are high. The Curlew Sandpiper is not expected to use the Project area as it does not provide water
features which are a suitable foraging habitat to this species. The only threatened fauna of concern that may be
impacted may be the Barkly or Plains Death Adder which is highly mobile and sparsely occupies the large area of intact
suitable habitat in the region and any impacts to this species from the clearing is expected to be low.
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Section 1 Introduction

Section 1 Introduction
Cleveland Agriculture (the Proponent) engaged CDM Smith Australia Pty Ltd (CDM Smith) for the provision of
environmental approval consultancy services for the clearing of native vegetation on Pastoral Lease 1072 (NT Portion
307). The Proponent proposes to clear a total of 4,898.52 hectares (ha) of native vegetation currently utilised for grazing
to expand on previous recently approved permits to achieve a viable and diversified commercial operation (the Project).
The Proponent submitted a native vegetation clearing application (the Application) on 9 November 2020 to the Pastoral
Land Board, Northern Territory. The Department of Environment, Parks and Water Security (DEPWS) assessed the
Application and determined that the Application be referred to the Northern Territory Environmental Protection
Authority (NT EPA) to be assessed under the Environmental Protection Act 2019 (EP Act). DEPWS advised this was due
to uncertainties regarding cumulative impacts of the current application in combination with recently issued approvals
which would result in a total of 10,132.43 ha of native vegetation clearing as well as unidentified potential cumulative
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission (refer to Appendix A). Additionally, as per section 3.4.1 of the Land Clearing Guidelines
(LCG) (DENR 2020), a proposal greater than 5,000 ha should be referred to the NT EPA for assessment. The Application
was referred by the DEPWS for the following matters which require further information to be provided:
▪

Cumulative scale of clearing;

▪

Cumulative GHG emissions;

▪

Retention of remnant native vegetation;

▪

Addressing potential for impacts to sacred sites (if any);

▪

Obligations under the Waste Management and Pollution Control Act 1998 (WMPC Act); and

▪

Native veg-buffers between disturbance areas (300 m) < Clearing scheme recommendations.

CDM Smith on behalf of the Proponent, has prepared this referral document to provide sufficient information to the NT
EPA to assess the potential impact of the Project against the matters raised by the DEPWS listed above as per Section
48 of the Environment Protection Act 2019 (EP Act).
CDM Smith and the Proponent understand that this referral is not required to be submitted to the Commonwealth
government agency for assessment. However, Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) are discussed in
this referral to provide a better understanding of the potential risk of the Project on MNES.

1.1

Background

The Proponent manages Ucharonidge Station in the Barkly Tableland region of the Northern Territory on behalf of the
owner, Ucha Pty Ltd (Ucha). The Proponent is seeking approval to clear native vegetation (grasslands) currently used
for grazing, to grow improved pasture for Pastoral Purposes on Ucharonidge Station.
The Proponent proposes to clear approximately 4,898.52 ha of native vegetation for diversification into broadscale
dryland cropping on the property. As lessee of the pastoral lease, Ucha were required to lodge an ‘application to clear
native vegetation’ for consideration and approval by the Pastoral Land Board. The Proponent, on behalf of Ucha, lodged
the Application on 9 November 2020 which sought to expand on previous permits to achieve a viable commercial
operation. DEPWS has assessed the Application and determined that the Application be referred to the NT EPA.
Previous approvals granted to the Proponent include an area of 317.81 ha (PLC 19/03) and another of 4,916.10 ha (PLC
20/01) (refer to Figure 2), which together total 5,233.91 ha of approved native vegetation clearing within the
Ucharonidge station.
The Project is located east and north of the Ucharonidge station homestead and is divided into three sections. ‘Rita’s
Holding’ (1,401 ha) is the southern most section, ‘Mick’s East’ (1,962 ha) is the middle section and ‘Florence’s East’
(1,536 ha) is the northern most section (refer to Figure 2). The location and extent of the Project was adjusted during a
1
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field assessment after preliminary field observations of the original proposed clearing area (further to the south and
east of the current survey area) identified drainage features and riparian vegetation (Eucalyptus microtheca) (refer to
Section 3.7). Adjustment of the boundary was made to avoid such areas and enabled the proposed clearing area to
include a single uniform land type, namely a non-gravelly, level to gently undulating Mitchell grass clay plain (refer to
Section 5.2).
Clearing is proposed for the establishment of non-irrigated pasture for grazing and hay production (sorghum); and
cotton seed for on-farm stock use. The cotton to be planted will be Australian CSIRO varieties currently marketed
through Cotton Seed Distributors. These varieties sold as Bollgard Ill and Roundup Ready Flex cotton which contain
insect resistance genes for the control of Helicoverpa Larvae and are also Glyphosate tolerant plants. The Bollgard Ill
technology has decreased insecticide usage in the Australian cotton industry by 86% compared to non Bollgard Ill cotton.
Due to the high protein content of cotton seed and its value as cattle feed, this crop will benefit the current cattle
production system.
One of the main varieties of forage sorghum that may be planted at Ucharonidge is Graze-N- Sile, recommended by the
NT Governments Ag Notes or a new variety from the same company, Pioneer called Mega Sweet. This new variety has
the same excellent qualities as Graze-N-Sile though has improved beef grazing palatability. Cleveland Agriculture has
had experience with silage pits of forage sorghum at "Cleveland" Mungindi for drought feed and as part of the ration
used in the feedlot.
The proposed cropping system is part of an overall drought management strategy that will capitalize on good wet
seasons to better manage the dry years by retaining moisture within the soils through incorporation of organic carbon
into the matrix.

1.2

Proponent Details

The Proponent details are outlined in Table 1-1.
Table 1-1

Proponent Details

Business Name

Cleveland Agriculture on behalf of Ucha Pty Ltd

Contact Person

Malcolm Harris

Position

Partner of Cleveland Agriculture/ Director of Ucha Pty Ltd

Postal Address

PO Box 135 Mungindi NSW 2406

Phone

02 6756-5004

Email

jennifer@clevelandag.com.au

1.3

Environment Consultant Details

The environment consultant nominated to prepare this referral is CDM Smith Australia Pty Ltd (CDM Smith). The key
contact for CDM Smith is outlined below in Table 1-2.
Table 1-2

Environment Consultant Details

Business Name

CDM Smith Australia Pty Ltd

Contact Person

Paul Davey

Position

Principal Environmental Scientist

Postal Address

Level 1, 48-50 Smith Street, Darwin, NT, 0800

Phone

08 8943 0642 / 0429 925 538

Email

daveyp@cdmsmith.com
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Section 2 Site Description
2.1

Location and Regional Context

2.1.1

Regional Context

Ucharonidge Station is located approximately 870 kilometres (km) south east of Darwin and approximately 860 Km
north of Alice Springs in the Northern Territory (refer to Figure 1). Ucharonidge Station covers an area of approximately
245,000 ha on the northern Barkly Tableland. The property is predominately situated within the Mitchell Grass Downs
Bioregion, with the northern and eastern portions overlaying the Sturt Plateau, and the Gulf Fall and Uplands Bioregions.
The extent of the approved native vegetation clearing (refer to Table 2-1) within the bioregion represents approximately
0.1% of the mapped extent of the relevant vegetation communities within the Barkly Tableland, Nicholson and
Newcastle Subregions. The proposed clearing represents an additional net loss of approximately 0.09% of these
vegetation communities, which brings the total proposed cleared extent to approximately 0.2% of the native tussock
grassland within the region.

2.1.2

Project Area

The Project is located east and north of the Ucharonidge station homestead and is divided into three sections. ‘Rita’s
Holding’ is the southern-most section, ‘Mick’s East’ is the middle section and ‘Florence’s East’ is the northern most
section (refer to Figure 2). The grassland vegetation on Ucharonidge Station is largely mapped as a mid-tussock grassland
of variable composition, but dominated by Chrysopogon fallax, Iseilema vaginiflorum and Dicanthium fecundum (Map
Unit 98). This grassland vegetation is typical of the northern parts of the Mitchell Grass Downs Bioregion and further
north into the adjacent Sturt Plateau, Gulf Fall and Uplands and Gulf Plains Bioregions. Towards the south of the station
(and further south on the Barkly Tableland), this community transitions towards an Astrebla dominated low tussock
grassland with A. pectinata being the most dominant species in the community (Map Unit 96).
A total of 5,478.91 ha has been previously cleared or approved for clearing on the property. This includes a total of
5,233.91 ha that has been approved for clearing and an area of 245 ha in which historical clearing (circa 2013 via Google
Earth imagery) was identified cleared by previous owners, but clearing was not maintained and reason of clearing are
unknown. A summary of the Project location and clearing details is provided in Table 2-1.
Table 2-1

Project Location and Clearing Details

Location

NT Portion 307, 4830 Beebe Road, Pamayu locality

Station

Ucharonidge Station

Lease

PPL 1072

Parcel Size

245,500 ha

Land Tenure and Zoning

Pastoral Land
Florence East: 1,535.65 ha

Proposed Clearing Area

Micks East: 1,961.78 ha

Total Area: 4,898.52 ha

Rita Holding: 1,401.09 ha
Previously Approved and Cleared
Areas
Cumulative Total (Proposed +
Recently Approved)

PLC 19/03: 317.81 ha
PLC 20/01: 4,916.10 ha

Total: 5,478.91 ha

Google Earth (unknown)*: 245 ha
Cumulative total of 10,132.43 ha** of native vegetation clearing (excludes the
unknown clearing of 245 ha)

* Analysis of Google Earth imagery identified an area of 245 ha cleared by previous owners. Reason and purpose are unknown.
** Cumulative total includes only the approved and proposed clearing.
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Figure 2 shows the approved and proposed clearing areas and Table 2-2 provides the coordinates for each proposed
clearing area.
Table 2-2

Proposed Clearing Area Coordinates
Name

Point ID (Figure 2)

Longitude

Latitude

Florence’s East

A

134.228037597

-17.505045424

Florence’s East

B

134.238210578

-17.505084725

Florence’s East

C

134.238171009

-17.514574927

Florence’s East

D

134.259874582

-17.514657074

Florence’s East

E

134.259720573

-17.552617980

Florence’s East

F

134.227836859

-17.552496230

Mick’s East

G

134.294860314

-17.562098595

Mick’s East

H

134.301640954

-17.562204970

Mick’s East

I

134.301585415

-17.570637521

Mick’s East

J

134.308369950

-17.570661353

Mick’s East

K

134.308288851

-17.591991891

Mick’s East

L

134.315074192

-17.592015521

Mick’s East

M

134.314900516

-17.656895297

Mick’s East

N

134.294465910

-17.656838910

Rita’s Holding

O

134.263231385

-17.659436086

Rita’s Holding

P

134.314737170

-17.659554637

Rita’s Holding

Q

134.314765022

-17.682645669

Rita’s Holding

R

134.262992097

-17.682555513

The location and extent of the Project area was adjusted during field assessment after preliminary field observations of
the original Project area (further to the south and east of the current survey area) identified drainage features and
riparian vegetation (Eucalyptus microtheca). Adjustment of the boundary was made to avoid such areas and enabled
the proposed clearing area to include a single uniform land type, namely a non-gravelly, level to gently undulating
Mitchell grass clay plain (Land Type 1) (McGrath, N. 2020) (refer to Figure 3). As shown in Figure 4 and described by
McGrath, N. (2020), the land type is level to gently undulating, undifferentiated colluvial/alluvial plain, slopes mostly
≤0.5%, occasionally up to 2%, moderate well-drained, grey cracking clay (Vertosol).

2.1.3

Land Use (Previous and Current)

Cattle grazing has been the only historical commercial land use on the Project area.

2.1.4

Land Tenure and Zoning

The Project is located on Pastoral Land (PPL 1072) which is zoned for pastoral purposes.
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Figure 3

The location and extent of the Project area, including field survey sites and land types (Source:
McGrath, N. 2020).
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Figure 4

Hillshade and percentage slope of the Project area, from the SRTM-derived 1 second (30 m) Digital
Elevation Model (source: McGrath, N. 2020).
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Section 3 Project Description
3.1

Project Overview

The Proponent proposes to clear native vegetation (grasslands) currently used for grazing, to grow improved pasture
for Pastoral Purposes on Ucharonidge Station. A total of 4,898.52 ha of native vegetation is proposed to be cleared to
expand on previous recently approved permits to achieve a viable commercial operation (refer to Section 2.1.2).
The Project is located east and north of the Ucharonidge station homestead and is divided into three sections; ‘Rita’s
Holding’ (1,401 ha) is the southern-most section, ‘Mick’s East’ (1,962 ha) is the middle section and ‘Florence’s East’
(1,536 ha) is the northern most section (refer to Figure 2). Clearing is proposed for the establishment of non-irrigated
pasture for grazing and hay production (sorghum); and cotton seed for on-farm stock use. As discussed in Section 1.1,
the proposed cropping system is part of an overall drought management strategy that will capitalize on good wet
seasons to better manage the dry years.
Clearing will involve the mulching of grassland on a treeless grass plain using tractor drawn offset disc plough. The disc
plough has a slicing action that will break down and bury vegetation. A second pass will involve the use of tractor drawn
Kelly chains. The Kelly chains further mulch down the vegetation and smooth the soil surface for more uniform planting
depths and planting control.
The optimal planting time will be wet season to ensure the crop benefits from the higher rainfall months to achieve
maximum vegetative growth and yield potential, no irrigation will be required. The Proponent initially proposed to
undertake clearing works during the 2020/2021 wet season, including planting. However, due to delays clearing is
currently planned to occur prior to the 2021/2022 wet season. No surface water and groundwater are required to be
taken during the clearing process and cropping if developed during the wet season. As recommended by the DEPWS
Development Coordination Branch (Land Management Unit (LMU)), works associated with clearing and ground
preparation will be undertaken during periods where soil moisture is adequate, but prior to the soils becoming saturated
and waterlogged and/or after they have sufficiently drained to avoid the creation of wheel ruts and channels which can
concentrate surface water flow and potentially lead to erosion. Clearing areas will be prepared using a tractor drawn
offset disc plough, then use Kelly chains to mulch down and incorporate the vegetation into the soil. Incorporating the
biomass into the soil matrix is a key component of the farming technique to assist in improving water retention.
No significant runoff is expected from the cropping areas and therefore, no significant impact on surrounding
environment is expected (refer to Section 5.3). The majority of the fertiliser to be used will be Monoammonium
phosphate (MAP), a phosphorus based fertiliser and small amount of Nitrogen. These will be drilled into the soil profile
prior to planting at a depth of 15-20 cm, thus reducing potential runoff.

3.2

Transport and Site Access

The Project has the capacity to generate employment opportunities during crop production, harvest periods as well as
the transport and crop service industry. However, this is not expected to significantly impact the local roads as the
vehicles used for the project would be similar to the vehicles already frequently used by the pastoral industry (for
example 4 wd vehicles and road trains). Site access is through a station road off Barkly Stock Road / Stuart Highway.

3.3

Social and Economic

The Project has the capacity to generate employment opportunities during crop production, harvest periods as well as
the transport and crop service industry, which will bring a positive impact to the local economy.
The proposed cropping aims to compliment and benefit the existing pastoral industry. The development aims to provide
locally grown hay, grain and cotton seed. Moreover, the production of Territory grown livestock fodder will assist in
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producing a consistent quality of cattle available to market throughout the year. The locally grown livestock fodder will
reduce the reliance on overland trucking of fodder from interstate.

3.4

Water and Energy

As discussed in Section 3.1, the optimal planting time will be wet season to ensure the crop benefits from the higher
rainfall months to achieve maximum vegetative growth and yield potential. No surface water and groundwater are
required to be taken during the clearing process and cropping if developed during the wet season. The proposed clearing
and planting is planned to occur prior to the 2021/2022 wet season, and therefore, no irrigation will be required.
No extra energy source will be required for clearing. Diesel for the machinery will be the only type of energy required
during clearing and planting.

3.5

Hazardous Substances Storage and Transport

Fuel, chemical and fertilisers are stored in an appropriately ventilated shed in the homestead complex. A chemical
register is kept along with training for all staff and contractors handling chemical covering chemical transport, handling
and storage of chemicals.

3.6

Wastewater and solid waste

Due to the nature of the Project, clearing, soil preparation and planting is not expected to produce any listed waste,
asbestos or any other type of waste that could harm the environment and human health.

3.7

Alternatives

The proponent has considered other areas within the Ucharonidge Station for the Project location. Based on field
assessment observation, these areas were no longer considered due to proximity to ephemeral drainage lines and the
presence of some sloping areas and riparian vegetation. Adjustment of the Project boundary was made to avoid such
areas and enabled the proposed clearing area to include a single uniform land type, namely a non-gravelly, level to very
gently undulating Mitchell grass clay plain and no proximity to drainage lines.

3.8

Decommissioning and Site Rehabilitation Measures

As the project is based on improving existing pastures for the zoned landuse, decommissioning or site rehabilitation will
not be required.
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Section 4 Legislative Context
4.1

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) (EPBC Act) provides protection of the
environment, heritage and biodiversity conservation. Under the EPBC Act, actions that are likely to cause a significant
impact on a Matters of National Environment Significance (MNES) require formal assessment by the Commonwealth
Government Minister for the Environment through a referral process.
The purpose of a referral is to determine whether the proposed action will need formal assessment and approval under
the EPBC Act. If the action is declared a controlled action, assessment will be carried out by the relevant Commonwealth
government agency for assessment. As identified in Section 1, it is understood that this referral is not required to be
assessed under the EPBC Act. However, MNES are discussed in this referral (refer to Section 6) to provide a better
understanding of the potential risk of the Project on MNES.

4.2

Environment Protection Act 2019 (NT)

The Environment Protection Act 2019 (NT) (EP Act) and associated regulations has recently replaced the Environmental
Assessment Act 1999 on 28 June 2020. The EP Act aims to protect the environment through sustainable development
and manage significant disturbances through an environmental approval process. Under the act, the NT EPA regulates
the environment impact assessment process to identify potential environmental impacts of development proposals.
This initial step is undertaken through a referral or Notice of Intent (NoI) in which the NT EPA then determines if further
assessment is required (i.e. the tier of assessment). The first tier of assessment would involve the NT EPA assessing the
Project based on the referral information; whereas, a determination for further assessment would require the
submission of either a supplementary environmental report (SER), Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or assessment
by inquiry.

4.3

Other Relevant Legislation and Policies

Table 4-1 lists other Federal and Northern Territory legislation and regulation relevant to the Project.
Table 4-1

Relevant Commonwealth and Territory Legislation

Act

Administered by

Description

Local Government Act 2008
(NT)

NT Department Infrastructure,
Planning and Logistics

The Act establishes local councils.

Aboriginal Land Rights
(Northern Territory) Act 1976
(Cth)

Commonwealth AttorneyGenerals, Prime Minister and
Cabinet

The Act was established for granting Northern Territory
lands to recognised traditional owners through
Aboriginal Land Trusts. This Act also establishes
aboriginal land councils.
Native title exists in the Project area and is held by the
Warranangku group and administered by the Northern
Land Council.

Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Heritage Protection
Act 1984 (Cth)

Commonwealth Attorney
General’s Agriculture, Water and
the Environment

The Act protects and preserves areas and objects within
Australia that are of particular importance to Aboriginals
in accordance with Aboriginal traditions.

Bushfires Management Act
2016 (NT) and Bushfires

NT Department of Environment
and Natural Resources

The Act assists landowners to mitigate impacts of fire by
implementing fire management strategies. Bushfires NT
was established to carry out and guide landowners on
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Act

Administered by

Management (General)
Regulations
Heritage Act 2011 (NT) and
heritage regulations

Description
best fire management practices. The Project falls within
the Barkly Fire Management Zone.

NT Department of Tourism, Sport
and Culture

The Act provides for the conservation of the NT’s
cultural and natural heritage. The Heritage Council
established under the Act makes assessments and
regulate work on heritage places. All sites on the NT
Heritage Register and yet to be discovered sites are
protected under this Act.
An original abstract of records for Pastoral Lease 307
was obtained from Aboriginal Areas Protection
Authority (AAPA) (refer to Section 5.8). No known
sacred sites within the permit area were identified.
Recorded sites were identified in the vicinity, but not
directly within the proposed clearing extent. The
Proponent is currently seeking an updated AAPA
abstract of records and further assessment of potential
impact will be undertaken upon receipt of the updated
abstract of records. Advice has been given to obtain a
certificate but AAPA has also explained to proponent
that it is not compulsory.
The declared heritage place known as the No.1 Bore and
Comet Windmill within the property has been
referenced and will not be impacted by the proposed
clearing as it is enclosed near the property homestead
(refer to Section 5.8).

National Greenhouse and
Energy Reporting Act 2007
(Cth)

Commonwealth Industry,
Science, Energy and Resources

The Act introduces a national framework for the
reporting of information related to greenhouse gas
emissions, greenhouse gas projects, energy
consumption and energy production.
The results from the GHG Emission Assessment show a
significant reduction on cumulative GHG emission at
Ucharonidge Station from 2019 to 2023 due to
improved cropping and pasture activities, turning the
area into a ‘positive carbon sink’ (refer to Section 7.2).
Therefore, it is expected the cumulative GHG emission
will be below the reporting threshold.

Northern Territory Aboriginal
Sacred Sites Act 1989 (NT) and
regulations

NT Minister for Environment,
Parks and Water Security

The Act depicts the need to preserve and promote
Aboriginal tradition in relation to land in the NT. This Act
establishes procedures for the protection and
registration of sacred sites. The Act establishes offences
for entry onto, work on or, desecration of, sacred sites
without appropriate certification or in contravention of
the certification.
An original abstract of records for Pastoral Lease 307
was obtained from Aboriginal Areas Protection
Authority (AAPA) (refer to Section 5.8). No known
sacred sites within the permit area were identified.
Recorded sites were identified in the vicinity, but not
directly within the proposed clearing extent. The
Proponent is currently seeking an updated AAPA
abstract of records and further assessment of potential
impact will be undertaken upon receipt of the updated
abstract of records. Advice has been given to obtain a
certificate but AAPA has also explained to proponent
that it is not compulsory.
The declared heritage place known as the No.1 Bore and
Comet Windmill within the property has been
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Act

Administered by

Description
referenced and will not be impacted by the proposed
clearing as it is enclosed near the property homestead
(refer to Section 5.8).

Waste Management and
Pollution Control Act 1998 (NT)

NT Department of Environment,
Parks and Water Security

The Act protects the environment through the
encouragement of effective waste management and
prevention and control practices of pollution.
Applicable to this project common contaminants and
waste that may be generated from site without any
mitigation measures may include and not limited to
spills, soil erosion, sedimentation, construction waste,
light pollution and dust emissions.
As identified in Section 7.5, the Project s not expected to
produce any listed waste, asbestos or any other type of
waste that could harm the environment and human
health. As discussed in Section 5.2 and Section 5.3,
runoff from the Project is expected to be minimal which
reduces significantly any potential of contamination
(fertilisers) leaving the site. The only potential for
contamination is hydrocarbons spill related to the
farming machinery, however, this is not considered to
cause significant impact to the surrounding environment
as management measures (including spill kits) will be
implemented to reduce any potential contamination
leaving the site and spill kits will be appropriate
disposed of after use.

Water Act 2007 (Cth)

Commonwealth Agriculture,
Water and the Environment

The Water Act provides for the investigation, allocation,
use, control, protection and management of surface
water and groundwater resources, as well as the
administrative process for licensing these activities.
The act also considers the protection and use of water
resources for purposes such as recreational, social and
cultural.
As identified in this referral, no surface water or
groundwater will be required for the Project.

Weeds Management Act 2001
(NT)

NT Department of Environment,
Parks and Water Security

An Act to prevent the spread of weeds in and out of the
Territory and to ensure that the management of weeds
is an integral part of land management.
Using the NR Maps tool, there were four declared
statutory weeds that could potentially occur within the
Project Area (refer to Section 5.5). However, weed and
pest management will be adhered to
minimise/eradicate any potential of weeds and pest
being introduced and spread within and off the Project
area (refer to Section 5.5.4).
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5.1

Climate

The Elliot weather station (015131) from Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) is located approximately 75 km west of the
Project area and lies 220 above sea level. The regional climate is tropical and is composed of 2 distinct seasons, wet and
dry.
The wet season occurs from November to March and is characterised by high temperature and humidity with
monsoonal rains and storms. The dry season is defined by cooler temperatures, lower humidity and minimal to no
rainfall. Seasonal temperatures and rainfalls at the Elliot station display a mean minimum temperature of 19.2 °C and
mean maximum temperature of 34.6 °C for the time period 1949 to 2021 with annual mean rainfall of 590.5 mm (BOM
2021). Figure 5 provides the mean monthly rainfall and mean daily evaporation at Elliot Station.
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Landforms and Soils

A field assessment program was undertaken in late July 2020 by McGrath, N. (2020). In total, 11 detailed field sites were
described for landform, soil and vegetation characteristics. A further two field sites were described for landform, surface
soil and vegetation characteristics. In addition to the 13 field sites described in July 2020, another 4 field sites described
in a field program conducted in September 2019 and located near the survey area were used to assist site selection and
mapping in this investigation. All field site locations are shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4. Further information on the field
survey including methodology and details results can be found in Appendix B. The following sections provide a summary
of the field survey.

5.2.1

Landforms

McGrath, N. (2020) states the previous land resource studies that intersect the Project area are limited to the 1:1 000
000 land systems mapping – Survey of the Barkly Region, Northern Territory and Queensland, 1947-48 (Christian et al.
1954). Two land systems from this mapping intersect the Project area. The Creswell land system occupies approximately
647,500 ha in the Barkly Tablelands and covers the majority of Project area. This land system is characterized as very
gently undulating to nearly flat Tertiary swamps with heavy grey pedocal soils and dominant vegetation of Eulalia fulva
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and Dicanthium fecundum grassland (Christian et al. 1954). A small portion of the Project area in the south is mapped
as the Sylvester land system. This land system is characterised as very gently undulating seasonally flooded swamps
with heavy grey pedocal soils and a dominant vegetation of Chenopodium auricomum shrubland with Eucalyptus
microtheca on the fringes (Christian et al. 1954).
As discussed in Section 2.1.2, the location and extent of the Project area was adjusted during field assessment after
preliminary field observations of the original Project area identified drainage features and riparian vegetation. The
current proposed clearing areas include a single uniform land type (Land Type 1), namely a non-gravelly Mitchell grass
clay plain.
Field observations indicated the majority of the Project area has <0.5% slope with minor areas of 0.5 to 1% and 1 to 2%
slope. This is consistent with the DEM generated slope map (Figure 4). Areas indicated as having slopes >2% according
to the slope map were navigated to in the field and measured using a clinometer. GPS coordinates, measured slope and
a photo of each of the locations are presented in Appendix B (Appendix 2). A total of 3 locations, consisting of a singular
30 x 30 m pixel of between 2 and 3% slope are located within the Project area. Two of the locations are presented in
Appendix B (Appendix 2) and the third location is at Site 17 (refer to Figure 4). Measured slope at all 3 locations was
<2% and is appropriate for arable agriculture (McGrath, N. 2020).

5.2.2

Soils

5.2.2.1

Land Capability

McGrath, N. (2020) assessed the Project area land capability in accordance with the LCG (DENR 2020). Four land
capability classes are recognised within the Northern Territory (Table 2). Class 1 generally defines the most versatile soil
and land resources, while Class 4 identifies the most constrained land. Increasing class values signal an escalating degree
of limiting constraint.
Table 5-1
Class
1

2

3

4

Land capability classes from Table 6 and Table 8 of the Land Clearing Guidelines (DENR 2020)
Land Capability

Description

High

Land with negligible constraints and requires only simple management practices. (ASS not
present; flood-free; gilgai microrelief absent, ECe <2 dS/m; ESP <6%; 0-1% slope; >1.0 m soil
depth; rapid to well-drained soil; no surface rock; low wind erosion hazard)

Moderate

Land with minor or moderate constraints but requires more than the simple management
practices of Class 1. (ASS not present; and/or flooding extremely rare (<1 in 30 years); and/or
gilgai microrelief vertical interval <0.3 m; and/or ECe 2-4 dS/m; and/or ESP 6-15%; and/or 1-2%
slope; and/or soil depth 0.5-1.0 m; and/or moderately drained soil; and/or 0-2% surface rock;
and/or moderate wind erosion hazard)

Marginal

Land with severe constraints and requires considerable management practices. (ASS not
present; and/or flooding rare (1 in 10 to 30 years); and/or gilgai microrelief vertical interval 0.30.6 m; and/or ECe 4-8 dS/m; and/or ESP 15- 20%; and/or 2-3% slope; and/or 0.25-0.5 m soil
depth; and/or imperfectly drained soil; and/or 2-10% surface rock; and/or high wind erosion
hazard)

No Recommended

Land with extreme constraints too severe to develop. Can only be overcome with major
management and/or engineered solutions. (ASS present; and/or regular to permanent flooding
(>1 in 10 years); and/or gilgai microrelief vertical interval >0.6 m; and/or ECe >8 dS/m; and/or
ESP >20%; and/or >3% slope; and/or <0.25 m soil depth; and/or poor to very poorly drained soil;
and/or >10% surface rock; and/or very high wind to extreme erosion hazard)

Eight soil and land resource attributes from Table 5-1 are considered important in the northern Barkly region. These
include flooding, microrelief, salinity, slope (as a surrogate for water erosion), sodicity, soil depth, soil drainage and
surface rock. Acid sulfate soil (ASS) presence was not assessed because of the elevation of the site above sea level and
absence of coastal landscapes in the area. Similarly, wind erosion was not assessed as it is only applicable in sandy, arid
zone landscapes or where coastal sand masses are involved (McGrath, N. 2020).
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Land capability outcomes for the survey area are summarised in Table 3 and Table 4 in Appendix B. Land Type 1 is
considered to have moderate capability (Land Capability Class 2) with only minor or moderate constraints. Minor or
moderate constraints are limited to rare, very shallow, low velocity local inundation following very large, short duration
‘Wet season’ rainfall events (1 in 10 to 30 years) on the colluvial/alluvial plain, the presence of shallow gilgai microrelief
(VI <0.3 m), moderate ESP levels (6 to 15%), areas with slope between 1 and 2%, and slightly impeded drainage
(moderately well-drained profiles) (McGrath, N. 2020).
Land Type 1 is described level to gently undulating, undifferentiated colluvial/alluvial plain, slopes mostly ≤0.5%,
occasionally up to 2%, moderate well-drained, grey cracking clay (Vertosol) (McGrath, N. 2020) (refer to Figure 3 and
Figure 4).

5.2.2.2

Salinity and Sodicity

Laboratory analysis of Chloride (Cl) levels at each site identified low salinity levels (<2 ECe (dS/m)) from 0 to 1 m. Advice
from representatives of the Land Assessment Branch, DENR, based on existing soil knowledge from the northern Barkly
region, suggests sodicity constraints are closely linked with the development of salinity loads within the soil profile
(McGrath, N. 2020). Analysis of salinity data within the Project area shows an increase of salt loads with depth down
the profile but low salt loads (<2 ECe (dS/m)) within the top 1 m of all field sites. Based on this information, it is likely
sodicity characteristics also match these trends and that ESP values are also likely to be low in the top 0.6 m of the soil
profile.
Laboratory analysis of ESP values for the 3 representative sites (Sites 21, 22 and 27) identified low levels (<6% ESP) from
0 to 0.6 m at Sites 21 and 27 and a moderate level (6% ESP) between 0.5 and 0.6 m at Site 22. This data indicates that
clay dispersion is unlikely to be significant from 0 to 0.6 m. Analysis of exchangeable cations (at Sites 21, 22 and 27)
identified the soil is calcium dominant (relative to magnesium and sodium) at depth 0.5 and 0.6 m, with a Ca/Mg ratio
>1, indicating that the soil is likely to have good physical properties (Baker and Eldershaw 1993). In addition, the
relatively level landscape (slopes <2%) and lack of erosive surface flows over the Project area means that soil erosion
risk is likely to be low to very low (McGrath, N. 2020).

5.2.3

Potential Impact

No impact is expected to the land due to clearing or the proposed land use. The DEPWS Land Assessment Branch
supports the applicant’s conclusion that the proposed clearing extent is all land capability Class 2 (i.e. land with minor
to moderate constraints) as defined in the LCG. As such, the land is considered capable for the proposed land use dryland grains and forage cropping.
Additionally, Development Coordination Branch (Land Management Unit (LMU)) states that the Project is generally in
accordance with the LCG and there are no significant land management issues associated with the application. LMU
recommends that disturbance to soils at a depth >60cm (where Exchangeable Sodium Percentage (ESP) >6% was
recorded) present a high erosion risk and should be avoided. The Proponent is aware of this recommendation and will
avoid disturbances to high erosion risk soils where ESP >6% was recorded. As field survey confirmed that slopes in the
Project area are <2% and the LCG class slope of 0-2% as having a Low to Moderate risk of erosion, LMU states that
“Given that the proposed land use is to grow a mix of grain and forage crops for grazing and hay production and cotton
seed for on farm use, slope within the proposed clearing footprint is considered to be acceptable and a formal Erosion
and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) will not be required. However, implementation of appropriate soil conservation and
land management practices will be necessary to minimise the risk of erosion, in accordance with the recommended
general permit condition below”.
The only potential for contamination is hydrocarbons spill related to the farming machinery, however, this is not
considered to cause significant impact to the surrounding environment as management measures (including spill kits)
will be implemented to reduce any potential contamination leaving the site.
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5.2.4

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-2 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.
Table 5-2

Landforms and Soils Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor Land

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

If possible, avoid disturbance to soils at a depth >60cm where ESP >6% was recorded.

2

If soil with high erosion risk is disturbed, erosion control should be implemented.

3

Erosion and sedimentation will be regularly inspected.

4

Spill kits will be available within the Ucharonidge property (not within the Project area).

5

Spills immediately cleaned and contaminated material placed in specified bins provided or taken offsite by a
licensed chemical waste contractor for correct disposal.

6

Machinery and equipment will be regularly serviced and maintained.

7

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area.

8

No- go areas will be set up in areas not part of the Project.

9

All vehicles will remain on existing tracks.

10

Cleared vegetation will be mulched and placed back into the soil.

5.3

Surface Water and Hydrogeology

The proposed clearing areas have been positioned to avoid recognised drainage features in the area. McGrath, N. (2020)
identified local drainage systems are subject to short duration, low energy, low velocity, low gradient, back-up water
inundation. Field observations and satellite imagery analysis of a large rainfall event in the 2015/16 ‘Wet season’
identified drainage features to the south, west and east of the southern section (‘Rita’s Holding’). The identified drainage
depression to the east of the southern section appears to receive flow coming off Creataceous landscapes immediately
to the east. The drainage depression starts south-east of surveyed Site 19 and extends south to the Coolibah swamp.
Vegetation within the depression is not considered riparian, indicating that flooding is only rare or extremely rare.
There is a drainage line west of Rita Holding Paddock (refer to Figure 3). A 450 m buffer is proposed to be retained
between this drainage line and proposed clearing area and therefore, minimal impact to the quality of water in this
feature is expected. Additionally, as noted by McGrath (2020), the Project area is level to very gently undulating and the
soil is a coarse, self-mulching, cracking clay with large water holding capacity, with minimal erosion characteristic due
to its composition. Additionally, the retention of large areas of native vegetation around these two paddocks plus the
internal buffers will minimise runoff. The majority of the fertiliser to be used will be MAP, a phosphorus based fertiliser.
As previously discussed, all proposed clearing areas, particularly the southern section, have been carefully located to
ensure they are segregated and appropriately buffered with natural Mitchell grassland from recognised areas of backup inundation. Any inundation that may enter the proposed clearing areas is likely to be short duration, very shallow,
low energy and low velocity, and would be similar to an irrigation event.
No wetlands are found in proximity to the proposed clearing areas. The closest wetlands are over 60 km to the southeast
and over 75 km to the southwest of the proposed clearing areas.
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5.3.1

Potential Impact

No significant runoff is expected from the cropping areas and therefore, no significant impact on surrounding
environment is expected.
As discussed in Section 3.1, the optimal planting time will be the wet season to ensure the crop benefits from the higher
rainfall months to achieve maximum vegetative growth and yield potential. No surface water and groundwater are
required to be taken during the clearing process and cropping. Additionally, fertilisers will be drilled into the soils which
reduces potential mobilisation by runoff.
Based on a desktop assessment, the DEPWS Land Assessment Branch confirms that the clearing envelope resides at the
top of the local catchment, and satellite imagery confirms that intermittent flows are very shallow, slow moving, low
energy and very short lived (2-3 days) and concludes that the land is considered capable for the proposed land use dryland grains and forage cropping.
Based on the information provided above, no significant impact on water features is expected from the Project.

5.3.2

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-3 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.
Table 5-3

Surface Water Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor Water

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area.

2

Maintain the minimal required buffer of native vegetation to reduce any potential runoff.

3

Surface water and groundwater not to be taken for irrigation purpose.

4

Fertilisers to be adequately used to ensure only the required amount is applied and not to be used in the surface
of the soil to reduce the risk of runoff.

5

If possible, avoid disturbance to soils at a depth >60cm where ESP >6% was recorded.

6

If soil with high erosion risk is disturbed, erosion control should be implemented.

7

Erosion and sedimentation will be regularly inspected.

8

Establish measures to minimise/control chemical spills on site.

5.4

Terrestrial Ecology

5.4.1

Threatened Fauna

A search on the DEPWS database (NR Maps) was undertaken using initially a buffer of 30 km from the Project area to
identify any potential threatened species under the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act 1976 (TPWC Act) which
are likely to occur within the Project area. However, no threatened species were recorded in this search. A subsequent
search using a buffer of 50 km was then undertaken to ensure all potential threatened species likely to occur within the
Project area were captured (refer to Figure 9). Threatened species identified in the 50 km buffer search are listed in
Table 5-4 (refer to Appendix C for a full list of species) and the likelihood of occurrence within the Project area is
discussed below based on the Conservation Advice under the EPBC Act for each species and existing native vegetation
on the proposed clearing areas. Conservation Advice for species listed in Table 5-4 is provided in Appendix D.
Additionally, an EPBC search was also undertaken and more detail is provided in Section 6. Discussion on the likelihood
of occurrence of threatened species identified under both the TPWC Act and EPBC Act have been peer reviewed and
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agreed on by Dr. Bill Low (ecologist from Low Ecology Services Ptd Ltd) who has over 39 years of experience in Central
Australia and NT.
Table 5-4

Threatened species recorded within 50 km radius of proposed clearing extent

Common Name

Scientific Name

TPWC Act

EPBC Act

Grey Falcon

Falco hypoleucos

Vulnerable

Vulnerable

Yellow-spotted Monitor

Varanus panoptes

Vulnerable

Not listed

Curlew Sandpiper

Calidris ferruginea

Vulnerable

Critically Endangered

Grey Falcon: The species occurs in arid and semi-arid Australia, including the Murray-Darling Basin, Eyre Basin, central
Australia and Western Australia. The species is mainly found where annual rainfall is less than 500 mm, except when
wet years are followed by drought, when the species might become marginally more widespread, although it is
essentially confined to the arid and semi-arid zones at all times. The species frequents timbered lowland plains,
particularly acacia shrublands that are crossed by tree-lined water courses, but it has also been observed hunting in
treeless areas and frequents tussock grassland and open woodland, especially in winter.

Figure 6

Likelihood of Occurrence - Grey Falcon (Falco hypoleucos)

Yellow-spotted Monitor: This species may occur within or immediately adjacent to the Project area, and is most likely
to occur around wetlands and riparian habitats in the southern section of Ucharonidge Station. DEPWS database records
reveal a cluster of >10 recent records of Yellow-spotted Monitor on neighbouring Mungabroom Station in low tussock
grassland used for cattle grazing. The species was historically common across its range but has recently undergone
significant declines due to the spread of cane toads. The species is known to forage in agricultural and modified
environments and the proposed land use may still provide some suitable foraging habitat for the species within or
immediately adjacent to the proposed clearing.
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Figure 7

Occurrence Records - Yellow-spotted Monitor (Varanus panoptes)

Curlew Sandpiper: In Australia, curlew sandpipers occur around the coasts and are also widespread inland, though
erratic in their appearance across much of the interior. Curlew sandpipers mainly occur on intertidal mudflats in
sheltered coastal areas, such as estuaries, bays, inlets and lagoons, and also around non-tidal swamps, lakes and lagoons
near the coast, and ponds in saltworks and sewage farms. They are also recorded inland, though less often, including
around ephemeral and permanent lakes, dams, waterholes and bore drains, usually with bare edges of mud or sand.
There are records from all states during the non-breeding period, and also during the breeding season when many nonbreeding birds remain in Australia rather than migrating north. In the Northern Territory, they mostly occur around
Darwin, north to Melville Island and Cobourg Peninsula, and east and south-east to Gove Peninsula, Groote Eylandt and
Sir Edward Pellew Island. They have been recorded inland from Victoria River Downs and around Alice Springs. The
breeding range of the curlew sandpiper is restricted to the Russian Arctic from Chosha Bay east to Kolyuchiskaya Bay,
on the Chukchi Peninsula, and also the New Siberian Islands. During the non-breeding period, they occur throughout
Africa, south of southern Mauritania and Ethiopia, along the valley of the Nile River and in Madagascar. They also occur
in Asia, from the coastal Arabian Peninsula to Pakistan and India, through Indonesia and Malaysia, south-east Asia and
Indochina to south China and Australasia.
Curlew sandpipers forage on mudflats and nearby shallow water. In non-tidal wetlands, they usually wade, mostly in
water 15–30 mm, but up to 60 mm deep. They forage at the edges of shallow pools and drains of intertidal mudflats
and sandy shores. At high tide, they sometimes forage among low sparse emergent vegetation, such as saltmarsh, and
sometimes forage in flooded paddocks or inundated saltflats.
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Figure 8

5.4.2

Likelihood of Occurrence - Curlew Sandpiper (Calidris ferruginea)

Potential Impact

Grey Falcon: The DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division states that despite the presence of suitable foraging habitat the
likelihood of significant populations in or adjacent to the area proposed for clearing is considered to be low due to their
low densities. Additionally, the proposed clearing areas as well as the approved vegetation clearing only represents
0.2% of similar vegetation type in the region and therefore, the Project is unlikely to significant impact foraging habitat
to this species. Also, the proposed crop will provide similar condition to the existing vegetation. Thus, the Project is not
expected to significantly impact this species.
Yellow-spotted Monitor: The DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division states that there is a moderate likelihood of occurrence
of the species, however, as this species commonly occur in low densities, the number of individuals potentially using
the area is expected to be low. Due to the large area of intact suitable habitat in the surrounding area and region and
the low number of individuals likely to use the area, the Flora and Fauna Division considers the risk to Yellow-spotted
Monitor from the clearing and future land use to be low.
Curlew Sandpiper: As described above, Curlew Sandpiper breeding is restricted to the Russian Arctic. This species is
more likely to be found within coastal areas and although this species may also be recorded inland in Australia, the
Project area is unlikely to provide suitable foraging habitat as it does not present any water feature required for the
species to forage. Additionally, as this species is found in many regions of Australia and other countries, the Project is
not expected to have a significant impact on this species.

5.4.3

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-5 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.
Table 5-5

Threatened Fauna Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor Land

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area.
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Mitigation Measures
2

300m wildlife corridors (native vegetation) will be retained between cleared areas.

3

All vehicles will remain on existing tracks.

4

Speed limits will be introduced.

5

Noise will be mitigated by properly maintaining all equipment used onsite in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications.

6

In case animal encounter occurs, work should be stopped to avoid injury to the animal.

5.4.4

Threatened Flora

No threatened flora is recorded within the Project area. As discussed in Section 2.1.2, the location and extent of the
Project area was adjusted during field assessment to avoid identified drainage features and riparian vegetation
(Eucalyptus microtheca) (McGrath, N. 2020) (refer to Figure 3).
As described by the DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division, the grassland vegetation on Ucharonidge Station is largely mapped
as a mid-tussock grassland of variable composition, but dominated by Chrysopogon fallax, Iseilema vaginiflorum and
Dicanthium fecundum (Map Unit 98). This grassland vegetation is typical of the northern parts of the Mitchell Grass
Downs Bioregion and further north into the adjacent Sturt Plateau, Gulf Fall and Uplands and Gulf Plains Bioregions.
Towards the south of the station (and further south on the Barkly Tableland), this community transitions towards an
Astrebla dominated low tussock grassland with A. pectinata being the most dominant species in the community (Map
Unit 96).

5.4.4.1

Sensitive and Significant Habitat

As discussed, the Project area is predominantly covered by grassland vegetation which is subject to grazing by cattle
and therefore, habitat value is considered low. This is also supported be the DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division and the
on-ground site observation that revealed minimal activity within the Project area.
There is an ephemeral drainage line west of Rita Holding Paddock which only flows during substantial rainfall and
therefore, it is unlikely to present any potential aquatic habitat. The closest wetlands are over 60 km to the southeast
and over 75 km to the southwest of the proposed clearing areas. The Project poses no risk to these wetlands.

5.4.5

Potential Impact

The Project area is predominantly covered by non-threatened grassland vegetation and therefore, no potential impact
to threatened flora species is expected from the Project. As suggested by the DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division, a
cumulative impact assessment of vegetation clearing across the subregions is provided in Section 7.1.
A 450 m buffer will be retained between this drainage line and proposed clearing area and therefore, minimal impact
to the quality of water in this feature is expected. Additionally, as noted by McGrath (2020), the country in the
application area is level to very gently undulating and the soil is coarse, self-mulching, cracking clay with large water
holding capacity, with minimal erosion characteristic due to its composition. Additionally, the retention of large areas
of native vegetation around these two paddocks plus the internal buffers will minimise runoff. The majority of the
fertiliser to be used will be MAP, a phosphorus based fertiliser. This will be drilled into the soil profile prior to planting
at a depth of 15-20 cm, thus reducing potential migration from runoff.

5.4.6

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-6 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.

22
1001006_RPT_Ucharonidge Station_NT EPA Land Clearing Referral_Final

Section 5 Existing Environment
Table 5-6

Threatened Flora and Significant Habitat Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor Land

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area.

2

300m wildlife corridors (native vegetation) will be retained between cleared areas.

3

No- go areas will be set up in areas not part of the Project.

4

All vehicles will remain on existing tracks.

5

Fertilisers to be adequately used to ensure only the required amount is applied and not to be used in the surface
of the soil to reduce the risk of runoff.

6

If possible, avoid disturbance to soils at a depth >60cm where ESP >6% was recorded.

7

If soil with high erosion risk is disturbed, erosion control should be implemented.

8

Erosion and sedimentation will be regularly inspected.

9

Monitoring and management of weeds.

10

Any newly established declared weeds will be treated and monitored seasonally until eradicated.

11

Class A or Weeds of National Significance species found on site will be reported to the Weed Management Branch
immediately.

12

Vehicles cleaned and inspected prior to arrival and departure from the Project Area as per property biosecurity
plan.
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5.5

Weeds and Pests

5.5.1

Weed Species

Declared weeds are plants that have been identified for control, eradication or prevention of entry into the NT under
the NT’s Weeds Management Act 2001 (WM Act). They are classed according to how difficult they are to control and
how much harm they can cause. If a weed is declared under the WM Act, all land holders, land managers and land users
must comply with the classification. The WM Act are categorised into three management classes as follows:
▪

Class A Noxious weeds - to be eradicated;

▪

Class B Noxious weeds – prevent growth and spread; and

▪

Class C Noxious weeds – prevent introduction into the NT.

All Class A and Class B weeds are also Class C weeds.
Weeds of National Significance (WoNS) are those listed by the Australian Government as plants that potentially cause
detrimental impacts worth billions of dollars to the sustainability of Australia’s productive capacity and natural
ecosystems and as such a National Weeds Strategy exists for them.
A search on the DEPWS database (NR Maps) was undertaken using a buffer of 50 km from the Project area to identify
any declared weed species under the WM Act which are likely to occur within and surrounding the Project area. The
search identified 7 weed species surrounding the Project area and no weed species were identified with the Project
area. Table 5-7 provides a list of the declared weed species under the WM Act identified in the vicinity of the Project
area.
Table 5-7

Declared weed species recorded within 50 km buffer of the Project area

Common Name

Scientific Name

Declared Status (WM
Act)

WoNS

Recorded Weed

Burr - Star

Acanthospermum
hispidum

Class B

-

No records

Rubber bush

Calotropis procera

Class B

-

Isolated plants
recorded in adjacent
paddocks.

Parkinsonia

Parkinsonia aculeata

Class B

Yes

Isolated plants
recorded in adjacent
paddocks.

Prickly acacia

Vachellia nilotica

Class A

Yes

5.5.2

Pest Species

Following recent good rains the Proponent observed extremely high populations of heliothis, armyworm, pink bollworm
and looper caterpillars. The Bollgard Ill cotton (refer to Section 1.1) withstood this high insect pressure with no impact
on yield. The unsprayed cotton refuge clearly showed the huge benefits offered by Bollgard Ill cotton with no
fruit/cotton being produced in the refuge field.
Cleveland Agricultures' current approach for pest control is an Integrated Pest Management (PM) system based on the
best management practices developed by researchers for both the Cotton and Grains Research Development
Corporations (CRDC & GRDC). Using this approach Cleveland Agriculture has been able to minimise the use of
insecticides.
During the 2020 cotton season at Ucharonidge the dryland Bollgard Ill varieties only required two insecticide application
for mirids using a low impact insecticide called Transform (Sulfoxaflor). This product has little to no impact on beneficial
insects such as spiders, lady beetles, red & blue beetles, predatory shield bugs, damsel bugs, lacewings etc. This product
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also suppress' Silverleaf Whitefly. By using a low impact product like this it has enabled the beneficial insects to help
control pests such as mites, mealybug whilst keeping whitefly in check. Due to the soft PM approach the Proponent has
not had to treat other cropping for any other pests such as aphids or mites.
Having inspected some other Northern Territory cotton crops and talking to the managers and agronomists of those
crops along with the researchers at the Katherine Research Centre, the Proponent is confident that a low impact
integrated pest management plan will work well at Ucharonidge. Due to this being a new cropping area it may take a
few seasons to see what insect pests will affect the crops. The Proponent’s main goal and preference would be to
maintain a low impact PM approach, however, if required other insecticides will be applied which depends on the insects
that are likely to be present in the Project area.

5.5.3

Potential Impact

Without any management, the clearing and cropping activities have the potential to introduce and spread weed species
and introduce foreign insect species though machinery and staff within and off the Project area. However, weed and
pest management will be adhered to minimise/eradicate any potential of weeds and pest being introduced and spread
within and off the Project area.

5.5.4

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-8 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.
Table 5-8

Weeds and Pests Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor Land

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area.

2

Maintain the minimal required buffer of native vegetation to improve habitat connectivity.

3

No- go areas will be set up in areas not part of the Project.

4

Ensure that all vehicles and machinery are free of weeds, weed seeds, soil and vegetative material prior to
entering or exiting the site.

5

All vehicles will remain on existing tracks.

6

Any newly established declared weeds will be treated and monitored seasonally until eradicated as per the
property biosecurity plan in place.

7

Class A or Weeds of National Significance species found on site will be reported to the Weed Management Branch
immediately.

8

Weed control prior to seed set should be carried out in all areas affected by these works.

9

Avoid driving through weeds already present on-site to prevent further spread.

10

If required, vehicles and machinery must be thoroughly washed down before entering/departing.

11

Vehicles cleaned and inspected prior to arrival and departure from the Project Area.

12

Should a new weed incursion occur on NT Portion 307, the Proponent is required to contact the Weed
Management Branch within 14 days.

13

Regular monitoring and management of weeds and pests.

14

Implementation of the Integrated Pest Management for pest control.

15

Maintain a low impact Integrated Pest Management approach, if possible.

16

Seek external advice on similar cropping to improve pest control, if required.
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5.6

Biting Insects

Biting insects in the Project area consist of biting mosquitoes and midges. Mosquitoes are potential transmitters of
disease to humans. Distribution and abundance of the biting insects vary according to seasonal and other changes in
habitat and food availability. The risk of being bitten and/or transmission of disease to humans varies in relation to
breeding cycles and abundance. Different species of biting insects have differing patterns of distribution and seasonal
changes in abundance.
Cooper et al. (1996) undertook surveys to collect and identify Anopheles mosquitoes within Northern Australia. Using
carbon-dioxide-baited light traps and larval sampling, anopheline mosquitoes were collected from 620 sites in northern
Australia, including the northern territory. The survey was undertaken in the coastal region of northern Australia and
up to 300 km inland. Twelve species were recorded. Anophzles annulipes s. /. (335 sites), An. bancrofiii (181 sites), An.
meraukensis (162 sites), An. farauti s. s. (133 sites), Az. farauti s.s. (93 sites), An. amictus (93 sites), An. hilli (88 sites),
An. novaguinensis (7O sites), and An. farauti 2 (67 sites) were common and widespread throughout the region, while
An. powelli (5 sites), An. stigmaticus (2 sites), and An. Colledgei (1 site) were rarely collected.
The highest concentration of mosquitos was observed near the coast with numbers decreasing significantly further
inland. As the Project is located over 300 km from the coast, mosquito bites and consequently potential transmission of
disease to humans are not expected to be of great concern. However, during the wet season when the mosquito
population are expected to increase, management measures will be adopted to minimise any potential risk (e.g. use of
long sleeve shirts, insect repellent etc) to humans.

5.7

Air, Noise and Lighting

5.7.1

Air

In the Northern Territory, ambient air quality monitoring is undertaken in accordance with the National Environmental
Protection (Ambient Air Quality), including the measurement of particular matter (PM10), carbon monoxide (CO),
sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), nitrogen oxide (NO) and ozone.
The NT EPA has established an air quality monitoring network in Darwin and its surrounds (Palmerston and Winnellie).
Annual reports to the National Environment Protection Council indicate that Darwin has good air quality (Northern
Territory Environmental Protection Authority, 2018). The most significant source of atmospheric particulate matter
(PM10) is bushfires that occur predominantly during the dry season. The project is likewise expected to experience
seasonal impacts to air quality from wildfires, however is otherwise expected to have excellent air quality.
Due to the remoteness of the Project area, low wind erosion risk due to the soil characteristics, the Project activities are
not expected to significantly impact sensitive receptors.

5.7.2

Noise

Noise sources in the vicinity of the Project Area are primarily natural sources such as wind, wildlife, flora, insects and
occasionally crop planting and harvesting activities. Elliott town has a population less than 600 with little development
and limited road traffic. The Project area is situated approximately 73 km east of Elliott which is over the 1.5 km
recommended distance (Department of Housing and Community Development, 2017). Therefore, no significant noise
impact is expected from the Project on the Elliott town.

5.7.3

Lighting

No significant light pollution is expected to be generated from the Project. Except during planting, no work at night is
proposed and the only light emission will be from the existing Ucharonidge Station homestead which is considered
minor and not part of this referral.
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5.7.4

Potential Impact

The Project is not expected to generate significant air, noise or lighting pollution. Noise will be minimal and restricted
to clearing and soil preparation, however, there is no sensitive receptors in close proximity of the proposed clearing
areas. Wind erosion (dust emission) is not expected due to the characteristics of the soils and also due to planting
planned to occur during the wet season. Clearing and soil preparation is expected to occur prior to the wet season,
however, due to the characteristics of the soils and also considering clearing will only be required once (prior to the wet
season), dust emission will be temporary and are not expected to be significant.
Clearing activities will occur during day-time and therefore, no lighting will be required. Due to the necessity to optimise
first moister, planting activities will occur during night-time. However, light emissions will be temporary and are not
expected to cause significant impact to the surrounding environment.

5.7.5

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-9 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.
Table 5-9

Air, Noise and Lighting Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor Air and People and
Communities

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

Soil clearing and preparation to be undertaken at the end of the dry season to minimise cleared soil exposure
period to wind prior to planting.

2

Planting should only occur during the wet season when there is moisture in soil to avoid dust emission.

3

Noise and air pollution will be mitigated by properly maintaining all equipment used onsite in good working
conditions in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications.

4

Cleared vegetation to be mulched and placed back into the soil. This will benefit carbon sequestration as carbon
removed from the atmosphere by the plants (CO2) will be returned to the soil. Therefore, this process will
contribute to reduce CO2 in the air.

5

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area.

6

Maintain speed limits to minimise dust generation.

7

Clearing to occur during day-time to avoid lighting impact on the surrounding environment.

8

Minimal lighting required during planting and limited to the operational area.

5.8

Cultural Heritage

An original AAPA abstract of records (No. RI2018/95 dated 16 July 2018) was obtained and suggested no sacred sites
were identified within the nominated clearing areas. The Proponent is currently seeking an updated AAPP abstract of
records and a reassessment of potential impact on cultural heritage will be undertaken upon receipt of the updated
abstract of records. Native title exists in the Project area and is held by the Warranangku group and administered by
the Northern Land Council.
The Heritage Branch (DTFHC) advised that there are no heritage or archaeological issues associated with the Project.
The declared heritage place known as the No.1 Bore and Comet Windmill within the property has been referenced and
will not be impacted by the proposed clearing as it is enclosed near the property homestead (refer to Appendix E).
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5.8.1

Potential Impact

As mentioned above, the Proponent is currently seeking an updated AAPP abstract of records and a reassessment of
potential impact on cultural heritage will be undertaken upon receipt of the updated abstract of records. However, no
impact on Cultural Heritage sites are expected from the Project.

5.8.2

Proposed Management Measures

Table 5-10 provides the proposed mitigation measures to address the potential impacts from the Project on the NT EPA
Environmental Factors (refer to Table 8-1) identified above.

Table 5-10

Cultural Heritage Proposed Mitigation Measures – NT EPA Factor People and Communities

Mitigation Measures
No.

Proposed Measure

1

If items of cultural heritage values are identified during the project works, stop works, fence off the area and
contact the Heritage Branch.

2

If a potential sacred site is found during clearing activities, stop works and contact AAPA.

3

Clearing must be limited to the approved clearing area. Avoid disturbance at the No.1 Bore and Comet Windmill
(outside the Project footprint).

5.9

Fire History

According to the North Australia and Rangelands Fire Information service (North Australia & Rangelands Fire
Information, 2020), large parts of the Project area have not been burnt between 2000 and 2019. Other areas have been
burnt at one time and a small part of the northern end of Mick’s paddock has been burnt from 1 to 5 times. The Project
is not expected to increase the risk of fire in the area. Standard fire-management practices implemented for the
management of the pastoral station will continue.

5.10 Community and Economy
5.10.1 Economy
The proposed cropping aims to compliment and benefit the existing pastoral industry. The development aims to provide
locally grown hay, grain and cotton seed. Moreover, the production of Territory grown livestock fodder will assist in
producing a consistent quality of cattle available to market throughout the year.

5.10.2 Community
The Project is not expected to cause any risk to human health. No regulated waste and asbestos will be generated from
the Project. No surface water or groundwater will be taken and erosion is expected to be minimal, therefore, the Project
is not expected to have significant impact on the surrounding environment.
The proponent’s stakeholder engagement for this Project has been targeted to key stakeholders only and has occurred
on the following issues:
▪

Referral processes;

▪

Site selection;

▪

Project delivery and program coordination;

▪

Identification of sacred sites and cultural heritage areas of significance; and
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▪

Threatened species identification.

Further detail on targeted stakeholder engagement is provided below:
▪

The clearing permit application was available for public exhibition on the NT government website for 28 days. In
addition to public exhibition, a number of industry bodies, government departments, private consultants and AAPA
have all been consulted;

▪

Main issues raised in public exhibition involved the lack of supporting evidence regarding the location of sacred
sites, and the detrimental effect the use will have on traditional use of the land along with the cumulative impact
of the clearing permits. This referral has been undertaken to address the concerns of the cumulative impact of the
clearing permits on PL 307;

▪

In response to the lack of evidence regarding sacred sites, the Proponent has already provided records from AAPA
but out of respect for traditional owners have not shared information of sacred sites to public. As mentioned in
Section 5.8, an updated AAPA abstract of record is currently being sought. In addition, the current clearing permits
have not impacted on the traditional use of the land and considering the location of the application area it is
unlikely that it will either. Local traditional owners continue to access the property;

▪

Extensive consultation with private consultants and government departments have assisted in identifying an area
of land that will have low impact on the surrounding environment. The application is well within the guidelines
with detail explanation being given for any variation to the guidelines. Comments from the different government
parties acknowledge and support the applications – including the Flora and Fauna division commenting that “the
potential impacts and risks to flora and fauna from the proposal are low”; and

▪

The economic benefits of NT grown fodder have the potential to benefit the NT pastoral industry and as such is
supported by the NTCA.

5.10.3 Potential Impact
No additional labour is expected to be required for clearing of native vegetation. However, as mentioned in Section
5.10.1, the Project has the capacity to generate employment opportunities during crop production, harvest periods as
well as the transport and crop service industry, which will bring a positive impact to the local economy.

5.10.4 Proposed Management Measures
The Project is not expected to have adverse impact to economy and local community, only positive impact. Therefore,
no mitigation measures are proposed. However, the proponent will assess and address, where possible, any concern or
complaint raised by members of the community.
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6.1

Matters of Environmental National Significance (MNES)

The following section addresses the potential impact of the Project on each of the listed Matters of National
Environmental Significance (MNES) as referenced by ‘Matters of National Environmental Significance, Significant impact
guideline 1.1’ (Department of the Environment, 2013). As discussed in Section 2.1.1, the Project requires an additional
of 0.09% of the mapped extent of the relevant vegetation communities within the Barkly Tableland, Nicholson and
Newcastle Subregions to be cleared, which combined with approved clearing permits represent approximately 0.2% of
the native tussock grassland within the region. Table 6-1 summarises the potential impacts on the 9 MNES, where
applicable.
Table 6-1

Summary of the potential impacts of MNES

Matters of National Significance

Relevant

Description

World heritage properties

X

There are no world heritage properties close to the Project Area.

National heritage places

X

There are no national heritage places close to the Project Area.

Wetlands of international importance/
Ramsar wetlands

X

There are no wetlands of international importance close to the Project
Area. The closest wetlands are over 60 km to the southeast and over 75
km to the southwest of the proposed clearing areas and no significant
impact to these wetlands is expected.

Nationally threatened species and
ecological communities

✓

An EPBC search identified 11 Listed Threatened Species likely to occur
within 50 km the Project area. Of these, species 1 species are listed as
Critically Endangered, 3 as Endangered and 7 as Vulnerable under the
EPBC Act. No threatened flora species were identified within the
Project area. No potential habitat was detected during the field
assessment/site surveys within the Project Area and similar vegetation
is found in vast areas surrounding the Project area.
No threatened ecological communities were identified on the Project
Area.

Migratory species

✓

An EPBC search identified 12 Listed Migratory Species likely to occur
within 50 km the Project area No migratory species were detected
during the field assessment/site surveys or are expected to either occur
within the Project Area or be significantly impacted by the project.

Commonwealth marine areas

X

There are no commonwealth marine areas close to the Project Area.

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

X

Not applicable

Nuclear actions (including uranium
mining)

X

Not applicable

A water resource, in relation to coal
seam gas development and large coal
mining development

X

Not applicable

31
1001006_RPT_Ucharonidge Station_NT EPA Land Clearing Referral_Final

Section 6 Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Act
6.1.1

World Heritage Properties

There are no world heritage properties close to the Project Area.

6.1.2

National Heritage Places

There are no national heritage places close to the Project Area.

6.1.3

Wetlands of International Importance/ Ramsar Wetlands

There are no wetlands of international importance close to the Project Area. The closest wetlands are over 60 km to the
southeast and over 75 km to the southwest of the proposed clearing areas. The Project poses no risks to these wetlands.

6.1.4

Nationally Threatened Species and Ecological Communities

No ecological communities protected under the EPBC Act were identified on the Project Area.
A search of the Protected Matters tool was undertaken to identify any potential threatened species under the EPBC Act
which are likely to occur within 50 km of the Project area (refer to Appendix F). Threatened species identified in the 50
km buffer search are listed in Table 6-2 and the likelihood of occurrence within the Project area is discussed below based
on the Conservation Advice under the EPBC Act for each species and existing native vegetation on the proposed clearing
areas. Conservation Advice for species listed in Table 6-2 is provided in Appendix D. As mentioned in Section 5.4,
discussions on likelihood of occurrence of the threatened species identified under both the TPWC Act and EPBC Act
have been peer reviewed and agreed on by Dr. Bill Low (ecologist from Low Ecology Services Ptd Ltd).
Table 6-2

Threatened Species Recorded Within 50 km of the Project Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

EPBC Act Status

Likelihood Of Occurrence

Critically Endangered

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Bird
Calidris ferruginea

Curlew Sandpiper

Erythrotriorchis radiatus

Red Goshawk

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Erythrura gouldiae

Gouldian Finch

Endangered

Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Falco hypoleucos

Grey Falcon

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Grantiella picta

Painted Honeyeater

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Pezoporus occidentalis

Night Parrot

Endangered

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Rostratula australis

Australian Painted Snipe

Endangered

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Tyto novaehollandiae
kimberli

Masked Owl (northern)

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Macroderma gigas

Ghost Bat

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Macrotis lagotis

Greater Bilby

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Mammals

Reptiles
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Scientific Name
Acanthophis hawkei

Common Name
Plains Death Adder

EPBC Act Status

Likelihood Of Occurrence

Vulnerable

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Curlew Sandpiper: Discussions on preferred habitat and likelihood of occurrence and potential impacts on the Curlew
Sandpiper from the Project is presented in Section 5.4.
Red Goshawk: The species occurs in a patchy, widespread distribution across coastal and sub-coastal regions of
northern and eastern Australia. Historically it occurred from the north-east tip of New South Wales (north of 28ºS),
across Queensland and the Northern Territory, to the north of Western Australia (north of 19ºS). The species inhabits
coastal and sub-coastal tall open forests and woodlands, tropical savannas traversed by wooded or forested rivers, and
the edges of rainforests, usually on fertile soils. The red goshawk rarely breeds in areas with fragmented native
vegetation. The stick nests are restricted to trees that are taller than 20 m and within 1 km of a watercourse or wetland.
The species hunts within a home range of up to 200 km2 in open forests and gallery forests, taking mostly medium to
large birds.

Figure 10

Likelihood of Occurrence - Red Goshawk (Erythrotriorchis radiatus)

Gouldian Finch: The species is found in northern Australia from Cape York Peninsula through north-west Queensland
and the north of the Northern Territory to the Kimberley Region of Western Australia. In the Northern Territory there
are recent breeding records at well-known sites in the Yinberrie Hills and Newry, as well as at Wollogorang and near
Maningrida. Gouldian finches feed almost exclusively on grass seed and depend on a relatively small number of grass
species which seed at different times throughout the year. In the wet season, they rely on a small number of perennial
grass species, consuming the seeds directly off plants as they ripen. In the dry season, they depend on the large volume
of annual grass seed that is produced towards the end of the previous wet season and lies dormant on the ground.
They nest in tree hollows between April-July. When breeding they use small patches of open woodland, usually on ridges
dominated by cavity bearing trees such as white northern gum (Eucalyptus brevifolia) in the west and Territory salmon
gum (E. tintinnans) in the east, with an understory of grasses such as sorghum (Sarga spp.), Schizachyrium spp. and
spinifex (Trodia spp.), and usually within 2-4 km of perennial waterholes or springs.
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Figure 11

Likelihood of Occurrence - Gouldian Finch (Erythrura gouldiae)

Grey Falcon: Discussions on preferred habitat and likelihood of occurrence and potential impacts on the Grey Falcon
from the Project is presented in Section 5.4.
Painted Honeyeater: The species is sparsely distributed from south-eastern Australia to north-western Queensland and
eastern Northern Territory. The greatest concentrations and almost all records of breeding come from south of 26ºS,
on inland slopes of the Great Dividing Range between the Grampians, Victoria and Roma, Queensland. The species
exhibits seasonal north-south movements governed principally by the fruiting of mistletoe, with which its breeding
season is closely matched. Many birds move after breeding to semi-arid regions such as north-eastern South Australia,
central and western Queensland, and central Northern Territory.
The painted honeyeater is the most specialised of Australia’s honeyeaters. Its diet mainly consists of mistletoe fruits,
but also includes nectar (from flowering mistletoe, eucalypts and possibly banksias) and arthropods, especially in the
non-breeding season. Arthropods are an important dietary item provided to nestlings and for adults during the breeding
season.
The species inhabits mistletoes in eucalypt forests/woodlands, riparian woodlands of black box and river red gum, boxironbark-yellow gum woodlands, acacia-dominated woodlands, paperbarks, casuarinas, callitris, and trees on farmland
or gardens. The species prefers woodlands which contain a higher number of mature trees, as these host more
mistletoes. It is more common in wider blocks of remnant woodland than in narrower strips, although it breeds in quite
narrow roadside strips if ample mistletoe fruit is available.
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Figure 12

Likelihood of Occurrence - Painted Honeyeater (Grantiella picta)

Night Parrot: The current distribution of the night parrot is not known. Historic records and observations are scanty and
anecdotal with few substantiated records since 1935. There are accepted historical records from remote arid and semiarid inland regions of Western Australia, Northern Territory, South Australia and Queensland. Despite numerous
unverified sightings, several dedicated searches and public campaigns there have been only two areas (western
Queensland and the Pilbara in Western Australia) where reliable records indicate that populations may persist.
Since 2013, systematic research has been undertaken on the species, with a focus on the southwestern Queensland
population. This research corroborates previous observations and contradicts or clarifies several assumptions and
speculations that arose from anecdotal reports and the records of naturalists from the 1800s. Most habitat records are
of Triodia (Spinifex) grasslands and/or chenopod shrublands in the arid and semi-arid zones, Astrebla spp. (Mitchell
grass), shrubby samphire and chenopod associations, scattered trees and shrubs, Acacia aneura (Mulga) woodland,
treeless areas and bare gibber as associated with sightings of the species. Roosting and nesting sites are consistently
reported as within clumps of dense vegetation, primarily old and large Spinifex clumps, but sometimes other vegetation
types.
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Figure 13

Likelihood of Occurrence - Night Parrot (Pezoporus occidentalis)

Australian Painted Snipe: The Australian painted snipe occurs in shallow freshwater (occasionally brackish) wetlands,
both ephemeral and permanent, such as lakes, swamps, claypans, inundated or waterlogged grassland/saltmarsh,
dams, rice crops, sewage farms and bore drains, generally with a good cover of grasses, rushes and reeds, low scrub,
Muehlenbeckia spp. (lignum), open timber or samphire. It has been recorded at wetlands in all states and territories
and is most common in eastern Australia. Important areas for this species in the past have included the Murray-Darling
Basin (particularly the Riverina of Victoria and New South Wales), Queensland Channel Country, Fitzroy Basin of Central
Queensland, south-eastern South Australia and adjacent parts of Victoria. The species is widespread and is not
considered to have a limited geographic distribution.
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Figure 14

Likelihood of Occurrence - Australian Painted Snipe (Rostratula australis)

Masked Owl (northern): The distribution of the masked owl (northern) is very poorly known. Three subpopulations
have been suggested: Kimberley, Northern Territory and Cape York. In the top end of the Northern Territory, the species
occurs from the Cobourg Peninsula down to Katherine and Jasper Gorge (Victoria River area), and to the east at
McArthur River. There are also records from Dead Dog Waterhole (Barkly Tableland) and the Tanami Desert. This species
feeds on small and medium-sized mammals and relies on hollows in large trees for nesting.

Figure 15

Likelihood of Occurrence - Masked Owl (northern) (Tyto novaehollandiae kimberli)
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Ghost Bat: The species’ current range is discontinuous, with geographically disjunct colonies occurring in the Pilbara,
Kimberley (including several islands), northern Northern Territory (including Groote Eylandt), the Gulf of Carpentaria,
coastal and near coastal eastern Queensland from Cape York to near Rockhampton, and western Queensland (including
Riversleigh and Cammoweal districts). They currently occupy habitats ranging from the arid Pilbara to tropical savanna
woodlands and rainforests. During the daytime they roost in caves, rock crevices and old mines. Roost sites used
permanently are generally deep natural caves or disused mines with a relatively stable temperature of 23°−28°C and a
moderate to high relative humidity of 50−100 percent. They are carnivores, with a broad diet comprising small mammals
including other bats, birds, reptiles, frogs and large insects.
The ghost bat has a surface foraging strategy with two modes. It perches in vegetation to ambush passing prey (either
on the ground or in the air), and it also gleans surfaces such as the ground while in flight. Ghost bats move between a
number of caves seasonally or as dictated by weather conditions, and require a range of cave sites. Most breeding sites
appear to require multiple entranced caves. Ghost bats disperse widely when not breeding, but concentrate in a
relatively few roost sites when breeding.

Figure 16

Likelihood of Occurrence - Ghost Bat (Macroderma gigas)

Greater Bilby: Before European settlement the greater bilby occurred over 70 percent of the Australian mainland. Since
the late 1800s, greater bilbies have disappeared from at least 80 percent of their former range. The range of the Bilby
has declined northwards and the decline is continuing. Wild populations are restricted predominantly to the following
locations:
▪

Northern Territory: The Tanami Desert;

▪

Western Australia: The Gibson Desert, Little Sandy Desert, Great Sandy Desert and parts of the Pilbara and
Southern Kimberley, and

▪

Queensland: One isolated population in South-west Queensland, approximately in the area between Boulia and
Birdsville.

The majority of remnant, naturally occurring populations of the greater bilby occur on Aboriginal lands.
The greater bilby is a solitary species that shelters in burrows during daylight (and intermittently during the night). The
greater bilby is an omnivore that primarily digs for food. Diet consists of invertebrates such as lepidopteran larvae,
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termites, ants, grasshoppers, spiders and beetles, and other items such as seeds, bulbs (Cyperus bulbosus), and fungi.
The remaining populations of the greater bilby occupy three main habitats: open tussock grassland on uplands and hills,
Acacia aneura (mulga) woodland/shrubland growing on ridges and rises, and hummock grassland in plains and alluvial
areas. Males range more widely than females from their home burrows, and home ranges can vary considerably in size
in different locations. Greater bilbies can use up to 18 of these burrows concurrently over several months, as well as
construct a new burrow on average every 2.5 weeks. The mean female home range is 0.18 km2, and the mean male
home range is 3.16 km2. There are many active and disused burrows within the home range.

Figure 17

Likelihood of Occurrence - Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis)

Plains Death Adder: The exact distribution of the plains death adder is unclear. Suitable habitat for the plains death
adder consists of flat, treeless, cracking-soil riverine floodplains. Based on the presence of suitable habitat, the potential
geographic range of the plains death adder extends from Western Queensland, across the north of the Northern
Territory to north-east Western Australia. Fragmented populations of the plains death adder are known to occur in the
Mitchell Grass Downs of western Queensland, the Barkly Tableland on the Northern Territory / Queensland border and
east of Darwin in the Northern Territory. The species occurs within a variety of tenures including national parks,
Indigenous land, military land and pastoral leases. A population exists in Kakadu National Park and in Mary River and
Djukbinj National Parks in the Northern Territory. The major contiguous part of its range is the Barkly Tableland and
Mitchell Grass Downs, where the predominant tenure is pastoral leases.
Native frogs make up a large proportion of the species’ diet. The main identified threat to the plains death adder is the
introduced cane toad. The species does not appear to have the ability to discriminate between cane toads and native
frogs. The toxins in cane toads’ skin typically cause death in the plains death adder and individuals have been known to
die in large numbers when cane toads arrive in an area.
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Figure 18

6.1.4.1

Likelihood of Occurrence - Plains Death Adder (Acanthophis hawkei)

Potential Impacts

Curley Sandpiper: Discussions on preferred habitat and likelihood of occurrence and potential impacts on the Curley
Sandpiper from the Project is presented in Section 5.4.
Red Goshawk: As discussed above, the red goshawk inhabits coastal and sub-coastal tall open forests and woodlands,
tropical savannas traversed by wooded or forested rivers, and the edges of rainforests, usually on fertile soils. Also, the
stick nests are restricted to trees that are taller than 20 m and within 1 km of a watercourse or wetland. Not only the
Project is not located near the coast, but existing vegetation within the proposed clearing area and surrounds do not
present the characteristics of suitable breeding and foraging habitats for this species and therefore, it is unlikely this
species to be found within the Project area.
Gouldian Finch: The DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division states that while there are no records of the species from
Ucharonidge Stations, there are DEPWS database records 45km from the proposed clearing area. However, although
suitable feeding habitat has been identified within the clearing footprint and from adjoining areas, due to sustained
grazing pressure on Ucharonidge Station, the suitability of grassland habitat for Gouldian Finch is expected to be low.
Also, as the proposed clearing represents a small reduction of feeding habitat locally available to this species, the DEPWS
Flora and Fauna Division concludes that the potential impacts on Gouldian Finch from the clearing proposal is low.
Grey Falcon: Discussions on preferred habitat and likelihood of occurrence and potential impacts on the Grey Falcon
from the Project is presented in Section 5.4.
Painted Honeyeater: Although Painted Honeyeater may occur within the Project area, the greatest concentration of
this species is found in Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria. This species feeds mainly on mistletoe fruits and
preferred habitat consists of woodlands with mature trees as more mistletoe is available. The Project area is
predominantly grassland which does not provide suitable breeding and foraging habitat for this species and therefore,
the Project is unlikely to pose any risk to this species.
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Night Parrot: The distribution of the Night Parrot is not well understood with anecdotal records. Despite the Project
area provides grassland which is believed to be one of the preferred habitat for this species, due to the species scarcity
and lack of records near the Project area, it is unlikely the Project will have a significant impact on this species.
Australian Painted Snipe: The Australian painted snipe preferred habitat is around water features, generally with a
good cover of grasses. Although this species is widespread and it may occur in the region of the Project area, the Project
area does not provide suitable habitat for this species and therefore, clearing the native grass it is unlikely to impact
this species. There are two wetlands over 60 km from the Project area where tis species may be found. However, due
to the distance and the minimal runoff expected from the cropping activities, impact to these wetlands are considered
very low.
Masked Owl (northern): Although uncertain, it is believed that the masked owl (northern) may occur in the region of
the Project area. However, the Project area does not provide breeding habitat to this species as they rely on hollows on
mature trees for nesting. This species may use the Project area for foraging, however, the proposed cropping will
provide similar conditions to the existing vegetation and similar native vegetation is found in vast areas surrounding the
Project. Therefore, it is unlikely the proposed clearing will have a significant impact on this species.
Ghost Bat: The ghost bat may occur on the Project area. However, due to the lack of caves, rock crevices and disused
mines, the proposed clearing is unlikely to impact its daytime habitat. This species may use the proposed clearing area
for hunting, however, the proposed crop will provide similar conditions to the existing native vegetation. Additionally,
similar native vegetation is found in vast areas surrounding the Project area and therefore, it is unlikely that the
proposed clearing will have a significant impact on this species.
Greater Bilby: The greater bilby distribution in the Northern Territory is mostly found within the Tanami Desert.
Although the Project area consist of open tussock grassland which is one of the preferred habitats for this species, they
are a solitary species with no high density of species in one location. The Project area combined with the approved
clearing areas represent only 0.2% of mapped extent of the relevant vegetation community within the region. Therefore,
the Project is not expected to have a significant impact on this species as suitable habitat is found in vast areas
surrounding the Project.
Plains Death Adder: The Project area may offer suitable habitat for the plains death adder. Clearing native vegetation
on the Project area may reduce potential habitat for this species, however, similar native vegetation is found in vast
areas surrounding the Project area. The Project area combined with the approved clearing areas represent only 0.2% of
mapped extent of the relevant vegetation community within the region. Also, the proposed crop will provide similar
condition to the existing vegetation. Therefore, considering the minimal impact on the relevant vegetation community
within the region, the Project is not expected to have a significant impact on this species.

6.1.5

Migratory Species

A search of the Protected Matters tool was undertaken to identify any potential threatened species under the EPBC Act
which are likely to occur within 50 km of the Project area (refer to Appendix F). Twelve Listed Migratory Species were
recorded within 50 km buffer of the Project area (refer to Table 6-3). Of these, only the Curley Sandpiper is listed as
threatened species. All species are classified as “Species or species habitat may occur within area”, with exception of
Fork-tailed Swift which is classified as “Species or species habitat likely to occur within area”.
As discussed in previous sections, the Project area is predominantly covered by grassland with no significant habitat
present. Additionally, no water features are present within the area with only an ephemeral drainage feature located
to the west of Rita’s Holding, but this feature is also unlikely to provide potential habitat due to its inconsistency flow.
There are two wetlands over 60 km from the Project area which may hold potential habitat for migratory species,
however, as already discussed, the Project is unlikely to cause any impact to these wetlands. Furthermore, the Project
and existing approved clearing areas only represent 0.2% of mapped extent of the relevant vegetation community
within the region. Due to the low risk the Project poses on Migratory species, assessment on potential impact from the
Project are not considered necessary and therefore, further assessment was not undertaken. The only exception is the
Curley Sandpiper (Critically Endangered) which discussions on preferred habitat and likelihood of occurrence and
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potential impacts from the Project is presented in Section 5.4. Due to the distance from the coast, assessment on marine
species are not required and therefore, further discussions have not been included.
Table 6-3

Migratory Species Recorded Within 50 km of the Project Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

EPBC Act Status

Likelihood Of Occurrence

Fork-tailed Swift

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Cecropis daurica

Red-rumped Swallow

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Cuculus optatus

Oriental Cuckoo, Horsfield's
Cuckoo

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Hirundo rustica

Barn Swallow

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla cinerea

Grey Wagtail

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla flava

Yellow Wagtail

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Actitis hypoleucos

Common Sandpiper

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris acuminata

Sharp-tailed Sandpiper

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Curlew Sandpiper

Critically Endangered

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris melanotos

Pectoral Sandpiper

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Charadrius veredus

Oriental Plover, Oriental
Dotterel

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Glareola maldivarum

Oriental Pratincole

Not Threatened

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Migratory Marine Birds
Apus pacificus
Migratory Terrestrial Species

Migratory Wetlands Species

6.1.6

Commonwealth Marine Areas

There are no commonwealth marine areas close to the Project Area.

6.1.7

The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

Not applicable.

6.1.8

Nuclear Actions (including uranium mining)

Not applicable.

6.1.9

A Water Resource, in Relation to Coal Seam Gas Development and Large Coal Mining
Development

Not applicable.
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Section 7 DEPWS Comments and Required Further Assessments
This section provides information in support of comments raised by the DEPWS on the application assessment review
letter (dated 21 December 2020) in which additional clarifications on the following topics were requested (Refer to
Appendix A).

7.1

Cumulative Scale of Clearing

In the application review letter (refer to Appendix A), the DEPWS Flora and Fauna Division states that “the current
proposal, as well as cumulative impacts, are unlikely to significantly reduce the extent of the relevant vegetation
communities in the regional context”.
As discussed in previous sections, the Ucharonidge Station covers an area of approximately 245,000 ha on the northern
Barkly Tableland. The property is predominately situated within the Mitchell Grass Downs Bioregion, with the northern
and eastern portions overlaying the Sturt Plateau, and the Gulf Fall and Uplands Bioregions. A total of 5,233.91 ha
(approximately 2% of the Pastoral Lease) has been previously approved for clearing on the property. The proposed
clearing footprint represents approximately 2% (4,898.52 ha) of the Pastoral Lease area which combined with the
approved clearing will represent 4% of the Ucharonidge Station. The remaining 96% of the Pastoral Lease will be
retained native vegetation, with minimal 300 m native vegetation buffer at the property boundary and in between the
proposed clearing areas.
As identified by the Flora and Fauna Division, the extent of the approved clearing (5,233.91 ha) represents
approximately 0.1% of the mapped extent of the relevant vegetation communities within the Barkly Tableland,
Nicholson and Newcastle Subregions. The proposed clearing (4,898.52 ha) represents an additional net loss of
approximately 0.09% of these vegetation communities, which brings the total combined cleared extent to
approximately 0.2% of the native tussock grassland within the region. As the cumulative impact of the proposed clearing
only represents 0.2% of the relevant vegetation communities in the regional context, it is considered unlikely the Project
will significantly reduce the extent of these vegetation communities and therefore, no significant impact is expected.

7.2

Cumulative Greenhouse Gasses

Ucharonidge Station consists of farming areas for grazing and rainfed cropping. In recent years, certain areas of native
grassland have been converted to rainfed cropping and improved pasture for grazing purposes. These land-use changes
resulted in potential GHG emissions directly and indirectly from the loss of native vegetation and the resulting
agricultural activities. A GHG Emission Assessment undertaken by Carbon Friendly (refer to Appendix G), modelled the
net emissions for an area of 10,132 ha at Ucharonidge Station operation (including cattle emissions) in relation to the
emissions status before and after the land transformation.
The results show that net GHG emissions for the studied area at Ucharonidge Station operation changed from
approximately 3,463 tonnes in 2019 (before any land transformation events) to -35,126 tonnes CO2e (positive carbon
sink) in 2023, assuming 85% of the total studied area was transformed into dryland cotton, and the cattle herd increased
roughly by 30% compared to the current size. The substantial reduction in GHG emission was due to the potential
improvement in soil organic carbon (SOC) over the large cropping areas and improved pastures. This is considered a
remarkable outcome whereby resulting land-use change emissions can be offset through ecofriendly cropping practices
(e.g., leaving cotton stalk on the field, minimum-till, etc.) and the application of organic amendments on the farm.
The improvement in SOC, crop productivities and livestock production efficiency is the most sensitive factors to the net
GHG emissions outcome. Although soil test results suggested that the current SOC improvement at Ucharonidge Station
is relatively small at 0.0135%, it significantly contributed to offset the total GHG emissions in this operation.
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Section 7 DEPWS Comments and Required Further Assessments
7.3

Retention of Remnant Native Vegetation and Native Vegetation
Buffer Compliance

According to the LCG (DENR 2020), where an area is greater than 100 ha a minimum of 200 m buffer is required.
As described in Section 7.1, 96% of the Pastoral Lease will be retained native vegetation, with 300m native vegetation/
wild life corridors retained between fields. Additionally, a 450 m buffer will be retained between the drainage line
located west of Rita’s Holding and the proposed clearing area.

7.4

Impacts to Sacred Sites

As discussed in Section 5.8, an original abstract of records was obtained covering the whole pastoral lease and suggested
no sacred sites sit within the nominated clearing areas. The Proponent is currently seeking an updated AAPA abstract
of records and a reassessment of potential impacts to sacred sites will be undertaken upon receipt of the abstract of
records. However, no impact on sacred sites is expected from the Project. The Heritage Branch (DTFHC) advised that
there are no heritage or archaeological issues associated with the Project. The declared heritage place known as the
No.1 Bore and Comet Windmill within the property has been referenced and will not be impacted by the proposed
clearing as it is enclosed near the property homestead.

7.5

Compliance with Waste Management and Pollution Control Act
1998

The Waste Management and Pollution Control Act 1998 (WMPC Act) requires all persons to take all measures that are
reasonable and practicable to prevent or minimise pollution or environmental harm and reduce the amount of waste.
Due to the nature of the Project, clearing, soil preparation and planting is not expected to produce any listed waste,
asbestos or any other type of waste that could harm the environment and human health. As discussed in Section 5.2
and Section 5.3, runoff from the Project is expected to be minimal which reduces significantly any potential of
contamination (fertilisers) leaving the site. The only potential for contamination is hydrocarbons spill related to the
farming machinery, however, this is not considered to cause significant impact to the surrounding environment as
management measures (including spill kits) will be implemented to reduce any potential contamination leaving the site.
The Project is not expected to cause significant adverse impact on the surrounding environment and no waste is
expected to be produced.
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Section 8 Summary Environmental Impact Assessment

Section 8 Summary Environmental Impact Assessment
This section summarises all potential impacts to the NT EPA’s environmental factors during site clearing, preparation
and operation of the Project. A description of receiving environments and potential impact is provided in Section 5.
Potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the potential impacts have been discussed in
previous sections of this referral. A summary of the environmental factors potentially impacted followed by the
respective section in this referral where it was discussed is provided in Table 8-1.
Table 8-1
Theme

Land

Water

Sea

Environmental Factors Potential Impact Summary
Factor and Objective

Potential Impacts

Section Discussed

Terrestrial Flora and Fauna: Protect the NT’s
flora and fauna so that biological diversity
and ecological integrity are maintained.

Low Impact

Refer to Section 5.4 and 5.5

Terrestrial Environmental Quality: Maintain
the quality of land and soils so that
environmental values are protected.

Low Impact

Refer to Section 5.2

Landforms: Conserve the variety and
integrity of distinctive physical landforms so
that environmental values are protected.

Low Impact

Refer to Section 5.2

Aquatic Ecosystems: Protect aquatic
habitats and flora and fauna to maintain
environmental values including biological
diversity of flora and fauna and the
ecological functions they perform.

No Impact

Refer to Section 5.3

Inland Water Environmental Quality:
Protect the quality of groundwater and
surface water so that environmental values
including ecological health, land uses and
the welfare and amenity of people are
maintained.

Low Impact

Refer to Section 5.3

Hydrological Processes: Protect the
hydrological regimes of groundwater and
surface water so that environmental values
are maintained

No Impact

Refer to Section 5.3

Marine Flora and Fauna: Protect marine
flora and fauna so that biological diversity
and ecological integrity are maintained.

Not applicable

-

Benthic Habitat and Communities: Protect
benthic communities and habitats so that
biological and functional diversity and
ecological integrity are maintained.

Not applicable

-

Marine Environmental Quality: Maintain the
quality and productivity of water, sediment
and biota so that environment values are
protected.

Not applicable

-

Coastal Processes: Maintain the geophysical
and hydrological processes that shape the
coastal morphology so that the
environmental values of the coast are
protected.

Not applicable

-
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Section 8 Summary Environmental Impact Assessment
Theme

Factor and Objective

Air

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases: Maintain
air quality and minimise emissions and their
impact so that environmental values are
protected.

People and
Communities

Social, Economic and Cultural Surroundings:
Protect the rich social, economic and cultural
and heritage values of the Northern
Territory.

Potential Impacts

Section Discussed

No Impact1

Refer to Section 5.7 and 7.2

Social and Economic - Yes
(Positive)

Social and Economic Refer to
Section 5.10

Cultural and Heritage – No
impact

Cultural Heritage - Refer to
Section 5.8

No Impact

Refer to Section 5.10.2

Human Health: Ensure that the risks to
human health are identified, understood and
adequately avoided and/or mitigated.

1- No Impact on air quality and GHG emissions is expected from the Project. The GHG Emission Assessment (refer to Appendix G)
shows a substantial reduction in GHG emission as a result of the cumulative existing and proposed cropping activities.
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Section 9 Consideration of Ecologically Sustainable Development

Section 9 Consideration of Ecologically Sustainable Development
The EP Act is clear in its purpose of promoting the ecologically sustainable development of the NT. The EP Act defines ecologically sustainable development as:
development that improves the total quality of human life, both now and in the future, in a way that:
a) maintains the ecological processes on which all life depends; and
b) recognises the need for development to be equitable between current and future generations.
The relevant principles of ecologically sustainable development, as set out in Part 2 Division 1 of the EP Act, are provided in Table 9-1.
Table 9-1

Relevant Principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development

Principle name

Principle

Phase

Theme

Environmental Factors
Considered

How have ESD principles been considered

Principle of
sustainable use

Natural resources
should be used in a
manner that is
sustainable, prudent,
rational, wise and
appropriate.

Planning/Approval,
Clearing and
Operation

Land, Water
and Air

Terrestrial
Environmental Quality

The Project location was carefully chosen to minimise impact on the
environment. The proposed clearing areas include a single uniform
land type (Land Type 1), namely a non-gravelly Mitchell grass clay
plain which are suitable for the purpose of the Project. The proposed
clearing extent is all land capability Class 2 (i.e. land with minor to
moderate constraints) as defined in the LCG. As such, the land is
considered capable for the proposed land use - dryland grains and
forage cropping.

Landforms

The Project and approved clearing areas represent 4% of the total
Ucharonidge Station and the remaining areas (96%) will retain native
vegetation.
The majority of the fertiliser to be used will be MAP, a phosphorus
based fertiliser and small amount of Nitrogen. These will be drilled
into the soil profile prior to planting at a depth of 15-20 cm, thus
reducing potential mobilisation via runoff and ensuring only the
minimal amount required is used.
Inland Water
Environmental Quality

The proposed clearing areas have been positioned to avoid
recognised drainage features in the area. The optimal clearing and
planting time will be wet season to ensure the crop benefits from the
higher rainfall months to achieve maximum vegetative growth and
yield potential, so no irrigation will be required and therefore, no
surface water and groundwater are required to be taken.
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Section 9 Consideration of Ecologically Sustainable Development
Principle name

Principle of
conservation of
biological
diversity and
ecological
integrity

Principle

Biological diversity
and ecological
integrity should be
conserved and
maintained.

Phase

Planning/Approval,
Clearing and
Operation

Theme

Land

Environmental Factors
Considered

How have ESD principles been considered

Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gases

The proposed cleared vegetation will be mulched down and
incorporated into the soil by the plough and Kelly chains. This will
benefit carbon sequestration as carbon removed from the
atmosphere by the plants (CO2) will be returned to the soil. Results
from the GHG Assessment undertaken by Carbon Friendly (refer to
Appendix G) show a significant reduction in the cumulative GHG
emissions by 2023 at Ucharonidge Station due to potential
improvement in SOC and improved pastures, turning this area into a
‘positive carbon sink’. Therefore, this process will contribute to
reduce CO2 in the air which has a beneficial impact on climate change.
Also, the high moisture capacity soils combined with the mulching
vegetation will allow a crop to develop during the wet season and
continue utilising moisture once the wet season has finished.

Terrestrial Flora and
Fauna

The proposed clearing areas have been positioned to avoid
recognised drainage features west of Rita’s Holding and riparian
vegetation (Eucalyptus microtheca). The Project area is
predominantly covered by grassland with habitat for threatened
species identified. The extent of the approved clearing (5,233.91 ha)
represents approximately 0.1% of the mapped extent of the relevant
vegetation communities within the Barkly Tableland, Nicholson and
Newcastle Subregions. The proposed clearing (4,898.52 ha)
represents an additional net loss of approximately 0.09% of these
vegetation communities, which brings the total combined cleared
extent to approximately 0.2% of the native tussock grassland within
the region.

Terrestrial
Environmental Quality

96% of the Pastoral Lease will be retained native vegetation, with
minimal native vegetation buffer to the property boundary of 300 m,
which is the above the minimal requirement of 200 m.
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