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Any assessment made in this document are based solely on the information and data provided by published
sources, the client and the existence of conditions and information made at the time of the site assessment and
investigation. No warranty and guarantee, either expressed or implied, is made with respect to the information and
data reported or to the findings, observations and conclusions expressed in this report.
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Application Details

Applicant: Willowstone Capital Pty Ltd (ACN169 431 949)

Key contact:

Landowners:

Site Address: Lot 6 Murraylands Road, Fisher and Lot 125 Gaston Road, Fisher

Local Government Area: = Mid Murray District Council Hundred: Fisher

Title ID: CT/5421/422 Parcel ID D46634 Q6

CT/5482/113 H120900 S125

Summary of proposed clearance

Purpose of clearance

Clearance required for the development of a poultry farm and associated
infrastructure.

Native Vegetation Regulation

Regulation 12(33) — New dwelling or building

Description of the vegetation
under application

22.38ha of Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood) low
open woodland

10.59ha of Maireana erioclada (Rosy Bluebush) low open shrubland with
emerging Acacia nyssophylla (Spine Bush)

1.35ha of Mixed Chenopod low open shrubland with emerging Acacia
nyssophylla (Spine Bush) and Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False
Sandalwood)

Total proposed clearance -

Total: 34.25ha
Direct: 33.63
Cumulative: 0.62ha

Level of clearance

Level 4

Planning and Design Code
Overlay

Native Vegetation Overlay

Map of proposed clearance area

Mitigation hierarchy

The developer advised the project planning has consciously sought to mitigate
the impact of the proposed development on native vegetation through the
following key measures:
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e Avoiding any development on the portion of the subject land described as
Lot 125 Gaston Road, Fisher (H120900 S125) which contains a high
proportion of intact Mallee bushland;

e Avoiding any development in the south-western corner of the portion of the
subject land described as Lot 5 Murraylands Road, Fisher (D46634 Q6) to
protect an area of intact Mallee bushland;

e Ensuring that access tracks to the proposed Farms follow existing ‘farm
tracks’ where possible and practicable;

e Minimising the width of the access tracks to the minimum width acceptable
for B-Double Trucks (as per the advice of the project Traffic Engineer);

e Following the Accredited Consultants first site assessment, the location of
the proposed Farm 1 was adjusted to avoid a vegetation block of old Mallee
bushland which contains a high number of trees with various sized hollows
that provide important habitat for fauna;

e Following the Accredited Consultants second site assessment, the location of
the Farm 1 was further adjusted to avoid five Mallee trees with hollows that
provide important habitat for fauna (Refer to Map 6); and

e Ensuring that the proposed Managers Residences and storage shed are
located as close as possible to existing ‘farm tracks’ to minimise the impact
of new access tracks.

In addition, the developer has advised that all stock (approximately 500 sheep)

will be removed from the property in order to promote the natural regeneration

of native vegetation. Furthermore, the development has been amended to
remove two of the proposed five Farms. This will substantially reduce the
amount of native vegetation under application by approximately 21ha that
would have been proposed for removal to accommodate the two additional

Farms.

The developer has engaged an environmental consulting firm to develop an
Environmental Management Plan to mitigate and minimise risk to the
environment, including impacts to native vegetation, during the construction and
operations of the proposed development.

SEB Offset proposal On-ground SEB Offset Area to be confirmed.

2.1 Introduction

Jeremy Ross-Carter was commissioned by Planning Studio, on behalf of Willowstone Capital Pty Ltd, to conduct a
native vegetation assessment for a proposed poultry farm at Lot 6 Murraylands Road, Fisher (Map 1) and to assess
the proposed clearance envelope against the Clearance Requirements of the Native Vegetation Act 1991.

Note: The property is currently owned by . Willowstone Capital Pty
Ltd have an executed contract with the landowners to acquire the property subject to Development Approval.
Willowstone Capital Pty Ltd have full authority under the contract to lodge applications, and the vendor is contractual
obliged to support all relevant applications.

2.2 Background
The vegetation under assessment is located within the Blanchetown IBRA Associations of South Australia.

The landform in the Blanchetown IBRA Association is described as gently undulating calcrete plains veneered with
sand and occasional low dunes. The vegetation in the association is dominated by Mallee Woodlands and open
parklands. Approximately 67% of the Arden IBRA Association is mapped as remnant native vegetation, which 22% is
protected.

According to NatureMaps Generalised Land Use layer 2021 the subject land is used for agricultural purposes.
Adjoining properties include agricultural, rural residential and vacant blocks. The property has historically been used
for grazing livestock and is currently stocked with approximately 500 head of sheep.
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2.3 Details of the proposed development

It is proposed that the poultry production sheds and associated infrastructure will be constructed and operated
within the parcels of land under contract by Willowstone, and comprise of the following activities:

Three Farms of eight broiler sheds, containing approximately 480,000 birds per Farm across the eight sheds.
The size of each shed equals 3,914 m?, with a total footprint of approximately 95,000m? per Farm. Each Farm
will require the establishment of the below associated infrastructure:

o Control room per shed w/ ventilation fans
Site office/amenities building
2 x 500kL water storage tanks and associated pump shed with generator
Silo slabs
Wheel wash
Aerated wastewater treatment system
New vehicular access point to Murraylands Road, with internal roads connecting to each Farm. Internal
access tracks will generally follow existing farm tracks, but are required to be 6m wide to accommodate B-
Double trucks. Note: Direct impacts for tracks will be 7m wide to accommodate for a Tm construction buffer.
The development will include two managers residences and one site storage compound. A third manager
residence will be located on Lot 125 Gaston Road as part of an existing dwelling.

O O O o o

Refer to Appendix 1. Swan Reach Poultry Farm Plan for further details regarding the proposed development.

2.4 Approvals required or obtained

Native Vegetation Act 1991: Consent to clear native vegetation under the Native Vegetation Act 1991 is
required and subject to this report.

Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016: Development Application yet to be submitted.
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC) 1999: To be confirmed following the fauna
assessment.

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972: A permit may be required to destroy, damage or disturb the wombat
burrows located on the property. The applicant will engage a suitable qualified contractor to manage the
wombat population and warrens onsite. In addition, under the Animal Welfare Act 1985, it is also an also an
offence to ‘ill-treat’ any animal.

River Murray Act 2003: The applicant advised that the Development Application will be referred to the
Department for Environment and Water regarding development within the River Murray Protection Area.

2.5 Native Vegetation Regulation

Regulation 12(33) — New dwelling or building

Prior to the site survey the following desktop assessments were conducted:

Review of Atlas Living Australia to determine the likelihood of State listed flora and fauna species that may
be present on or near the subject land.

Review of the EPBC Act 1999 Protected Matter Search Tool within 5km of the site to determine the likelihood
of nationally listed flora species or habitat of conservation significance that may be present within the vicinity
of the subject land.

The subject area was surveyed on 14" December 2025 and 16™ January 2026. The site survey was undertaken in
accordance with the Native Vegetation Council (NVC) Bushland Assessment Manual 2020. The aim of the site survey

was to:
°
.

record the vegetation association and flora species present;

record the condition of the vegetation present;

record any threatened flora species, if present;

record any opportunistic fauna sightings;

identify any suitable alternative locations to avoid or minimise the impacts to native vegetation; and
to assess the proposed clearance against the Requirements of the Native Vegetation Regulations 2017.
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4.1 Vegetation Assessment
General description of the vegetation, the site and matters of significance

The soil on the property is mapped as shallow calcareous loam on calcrete. The land type is described as plains and
rises with mainly shallow calcareous soil (or mixed calcareous and non-calcareous soil) on calcrete (NatureMaps
2025). The River Murray and Swan Reach Wetland Complex are approximately 500m east of the application area. The
eastern section of the subject property is located within the River Murray Protection Area. As mentioned above, the
property has historically been used for grazing livestock and is currently stocked with approximately 500 head of
sheep. Heavy grazing of palatable flora species was observed throughout the property. In addition to the sheep on
the property, the grazing is also likely caused by other fauna such as kangaroos and wombats. Several minor
ephemeral watercourses run north from the southern and western section of the property which drain into a sandy
depression in the northeast.

Details of the vegetation proposed to be impacted
Site A1: Farm 1 (Map 2)
Direct Impacts - 10.77ha for:
e Farm 1 and retention pond including 5m construction buffer (10.4ha)
e Managers residence including 5m construction buffer (0.15ha)
e Access tracks including 1m construction buffer (0.22ha)
Cumulative Impacts: 0.28ha for managers residence 20m Asset Protection Zone outside of construction area.

Vegetation Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood) low open woodland
Association

Photo 1: Viewing west.
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Photo 2: Viewing southwest.

Photo 3: Viewing south.
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Photo 4: Viewing north

Photo 5: Viewing south
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Photo 6: Viewing southwest

Photo 7: Viewing south
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Photo 8: Viewing north

General Site A1 contains a Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood) low woodland

description over Acacia nyssophylla (Spine Bush), Geijera linearifolia (Sheep Bush), Senna artemisioides ssp.
X petiolaris, Senna artemisioides ssp. X coriacea (Broad-leaf Desert Senna), Dodonaea viscosa ssp.
angustissima (Narrow-leaf Hop-bush), Rhagodia parabolica (Mealy Saltbush), Enchylaena
tomentosa var. tomentosa (Ruby Saltbush), Maireana brevifolia (Short-leaf Bluebush), Atriplex
stipitata ssp. stipitata (Bitter Saltbush) and Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf). One Eucalyptus
oleosa ssp. oleosa (Red Mallee) was recorded in Site A1. Introduced species include Carrichtera
annua (Ward's Weed) and Asphodelus fistulosus (Onion Weed).
Approximately 85-90% of the understorey biomass across the site was observed as native, while
the remaining was recorded as introduced species, notably Carrichtera annua (Ward's Weed).
Die-back of approximately 50% of the native vegetation was observed. One native species,
Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf), was recorded as regenerating. Tree cover was open at
approximately 5%. Trees are in good health with low die-back with 25% being mature. No
hollows were observed. The site contains numerous fallen trunks and branch sized logs with
sparse ground litter.

Threatened No threatened species or community were observed in Site A1 during the site assessment.

species or Refer to Table 2 below in Section 4.2 for provisional list of threatened fauna species that may

community utilise the vegetation in Site A1 as habitat.

Landscape 1.13 Vegetation 39.66 Conservation 1.08

context score Condition Score significance score

Unit biodiversity 48.40 Impact Area (ha) | Total: 11.05 Total biodiversity | Total: 534.82

Score Direct: 10.77 Score Direct: 521.27

Cumulative: 0.28 Cumulative: 13.55
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Site B1: Farm 2 (Map 3)

Direct Impacts - 10.92ha for:
e Farm 2 and retention pond including 5m construction buffer (10.43ha)
e Managers residence including 5m construction buffer (0.15ha)
e Access track including Tm construction buffer (0.34ha)

Cumulative Impacts: 0.41ha for managers residence 20m Asset Protection Zone outside of construction area.

Vegetation
Association

Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood) low open woodland

Photo 9: Viewing north.

Photo 10: Viewing west.
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Photo 11: Viewing west.

Photo 12: Viewing south
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Photo 13: Viewing north

Photo 14: Viewing south

Page 16 of 34




Photo 15: Viewing north

General Site B1 contains a Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood) open woodland

description over Acacia nyssophylla (Spine Bush), Senna artemisioides ssp. X petiolaris, Geijera linearifolia
(Sheep Bush), Rhagodia ulicina (Intricate Saltbush), Enchylaena tomentosa var. tomentosa (Ruby
Saltbush), Maireana erioclada (Rosy Bluebush), Maireana trichoptera (Hairy-fruit Bluebush),
Eriochiton sclerolaenoides (Woolly-fruit Bluebush), Sclerolaena patenticuspis (Spear-fruit Bindyi),
Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf), Roepera aurantiaca ssp. aurantiaca (Shrubby Twinleaf) and
Asteridea athrixioides (Wirewort). Introduced species include Carrichtera annua (Ward's Weed),
Marrubium vulgare (Horehound) and Asphodelus fistulosus (Onion Weed). Marrubium vulgare
(Horehound) is a listed Declared Plant under National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972.
Approximately 85-90% of the vegetation biomass across the site was observed as native, while
the remaining was recorded as introduced species, notably Carrichtera annua (Ward's Weed).
Die-back of approximately 60% of the native vegetation groundcover was observed. Two native
species, Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf) and Roepera aurantiaca ssp. aurantiaca (Shrubby
Twinleaf), were recorded as regenerating. Tree cover was open at approximately 5%. Trees are
in good health with low die-back with 25% being mature. No hollows were observed. The site
contains several fallen trunks, numerous branch sized logs and sparse ground litter.

Threatened No threatened species or community were observed in Site B1 during the site assessment.

species or Refer to Table 2 below in Section 4.2 for provisional list of threatened fauna species that may

community utilise the vegetation in Site B1 as habitat.

Landscape 1.13 Vegetation 3741 Conservation 1.08

context score Condition Score significance score

Unit biodiversity 45.66 Impact Area (ha) | Total: 11.33 Total biodiversity | Total: 514.13

Score Direct: 10.92 Score Direct: 498.61

Cumulative: 0.34 Cumulative: 15.52
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Site C1: Farm 3 (Map 4)

Direct Impacts - 10.59ha for:
e Farm 3 and retention pond including 5m construction buffer (10.46ha)
e Access track including Tm construction buffer (0.13ha)

Vegetation Maireana erioclada (Rosy Bluebush) low open shrubland with emerging Acacia nyssophylla
Association (Spine Bush)
Photo 16: Viewing east.

Photo 17: Viewing north.
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Photo 18: Viewing east.

Photo 19: Viewing north with wombat warren
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Photo 20: Viewing south

General Site C1 contains a Maireana erioclada (Rosy Bluebush) open shrubland with emerging Acacia

description nyssophylla (Spine Bush) over Maireana pentatropis (Hairy-fruit Bluebush), Enchylaena
tomentosa var. tomentosa (Ruby Saltbush), Maireana erioclada (Rosy Bluebush), Eriochiton
sclerolaenoides (Woolly-fruit Bluebush), Sclerolaena patenticuspis (Spear-fruit Bindyi),
Sclerolaena obliquicuspis (Oblique-spined Bindyi), Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf) and
Roepera aurantiaca ssp. aurantiaca (Shrubby Twinleaf). Introduced species include Carrichtera
annua (Ward's Weed) and Asphodelus fistulosus (Onion Weed).
Approximately 60-70% of the vegetation biomass across the site was observed as native,
while the remaining was recorded as introduced species, notably Carrichtera annua (Ward's
Weed). Die-back of approximately 50-60% of the native vegetation groundcover was
observed. Two native species, Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf) and Roepera aurantiaca
ssp. aurantiaca (Shrubby Twinleaf), were recorded as regenerating.

Threatened No threatened species or community were observed in Site C1 during the site assessment.

species or Refer to Table 2 below in Section 4.2 for provisional list of threatened fauna species that may

community utilise the vegetation in Site C1 as habitat.

Landscape 1.13 Vegetation 40.02 Conservation 1.08

context score Condition Score significance score

Unit biodiversity 48.84 Impact Area (ha) | 10.59 Total biodiversity | 517.22

Score Score
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Site D1: Site Storage Compound and access tracks (Map 5).

Direct Impacts — 1.35ha for:
e Site Storage Compound including 5m construction buffer (0.15ha).
e New entry point access track from Murraylands Road. Direct impacts include Tm construction buffer (0.16ha).
e Several new access track alignment (0.22ha)
e Widening existing access tracks to accommodate B-Double trucks. Direct impacts include 1Tm construction

buffer (0.82ha).
Vegetation Mixed Chenopod low open shrubland with emerging Acacia nyssophylla (Spine Bush) and
Association Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood)

Photo 21: Viewing west along existing main track to homestead.

Photo 22: Viewing west along existing main track to homestead.
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Photo 23: Site Storage compound site viewing north.

Photo 24: Location of new access track from Murraylands Road viewing west.
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Photo 25: Example of existing secondary access track to be widened to 6m for B-Double trucks.

General
description

Site D1 contains a mixed chenopod very open shrubland with emerging Acacia nyssophylla
(Spine Bush) and Myoporum platycarpum ssp. platycarpum (False Sandalwood). The dominant
chenopod species included Maireana erioclada (Rosy Bluebush), Enchylaena tomentosa var.
tomentosa (Ruby Saltbush), Maireana brevifolia (Short-leaf Bluebush) and Atriplex stipitata ssp.
stipitata (Bitter Saltbush) over Maireana pentatropis (Erect Mallee Bluebush), Rhagodia ulicina
(Intricate Saltbush), Eriochiton sclerolaenoides (Woolly-fruit Bluebush), Sclerolaena
obliquicuspis (Oblique-spined Bindyi), Sclerolaena patenticuspis (Spear-fruit Bindyi), (Roepera
ammophila (Sand Twinleaf), Roepera aurantiaca ssp. aurantiaca (Shrubby Twinleaf) and
Asteridea athrixioides (Wirewort). Introduced species include Carrichtera annua (Ward's
Weed), Marrubium vulgare (Horehound), Salvia verbenaca (Wild Sage) and Asphodelus
fistulosus (Onion Weed). Marrubium vulgare (Horehound) is a listed Declared Plant under
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972.

Approximately 70% of the vegetation biomass across the site was observed as native, while
the remaining was recorded as introduced species, notably Carrichtera annua (Ward's Weed).
Die-back of approximately 50% of the native vegetation was observed. One native species,
Roepera ammophila (Sand Twinleaf), was recorded as regenerating.

Threatened
species or
community

No threatened species or community were observed in Site D1 during the site assessment.

Refer to Table 2 below in Section 4.2 for provisional list of threatened fauna species that may
utilise the vegetation in Site D1 as habitat.

Landscape
context score

Conservation 1.08
significance score

1.13 Vegetation 38.95

Condition Score

Unit biodiversity
Score

47.53 Impact Area (ha) | 1.35 Total biodiversity | 64.17

Score
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4.2 Threatened Species assessment

No fauna species of conservation significance at the national or state level were recorded during the site assessment.

During the site assessment the following was observed:
e Emu (Dromaius novaehollandiae)

e Galah (Eolophus roseicapilla)
e Australian Magpie (Gymnorhina tibicen)
e Western Grey Kangaroo (Macropus fuliginosus)
e Crested Pigeon (Ocyphaps lophotes)
e Southern Hairy-nosed Wombat (Lasiorhinus latifrons) warrens. Physical animals not sighted.
A NatureMaps and Protected Matters Search Tool (PMST) search identified 10 Nationally listed fauna species and 12
State listed fauna species which has been recorded since 1994, or are known to occur, within a 5km radius of the
assessment area (see Table 1 below).

Table 1: Terrestrial species recorded within 5km of the application area since 1994, or the vegetation is

considered to provide suitable habitat

with ground cover and logs. In the
SA Murray-Darling Basin lives in
the hollows of large River Red
Gums and north-facing cliffs
along the Murray River.

Species Common name NP&W | EPBC | Data Date Species known habitat Likelihood of
Act Act source | of last | preferences use for
record habitat —
Comments

Aphelocephala Southern VU 38&5 2024 Dry open forests and woodland Likely
leucopsis Whiteface and inland scrubs of mallee,

mulga and saltbush are the

preferred habitat, especially areas

with fallen timber or dead trees

and stumps.
Burhinus grallarius Bush Stonecurlew R 3 2007 Ground-dwelling bird found Possible

throughout grasslands,

heathlands, and the bush with

fallen timber and debris.
Corcorax White-winged R 3 2010 Open forests and woodlands. Possible
melanorhamphos Chough They prefer the wetter areas, with

lots of leaf-litter, for feeding, and

available mud for nest building.
Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon R 3 2014 Found in most habitats, from Unlikely
macropus rainforests to the arid zone, and at

most altitudes, from the coast to

alpine areas. It requires abundant

prey and secure nest sites and

prefers coastal and inland cliffs or

open woodlands near water.
Melanodryas Hooded Robin R EN 385 2010 Found in Eucalypt woodland and Unlikely
cucullata cucullata (south-eastern) mallee and Acacia shrubland. A

remnant size of >50 ha is

required.
Pachycephala Gilbert's Whistler R 3 2024 Found in dry mallee, woodlands, Unlikely
inornata and scrubland with a dense shrub

layer.
Polytelis anthopeplus | Regent Parrot \ VU 3 2011 Found in River Red Gum, Unlikely
monarchoides Eucalyptus camaldulensis,

floodplain, woodland and mallee.
Morelia spilota Carpet Python R 3 2018 Dry sclerophyll forest. Prefers sites | Unlikely

Source; 1- BDBSA, 2 - AoLA, 3 — NatueMaps 4 — Observed/recorded in the field, 5 - Protected matters search tool, 6 — others
NP&W Act; E= Endangered, V = Vulnerable, R= Rare
EPBC Act; Ex = Extinct, CR = Critically endangered, EN = Endangered; VU = Vulnerable
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Criteria for the likelihood of occurrence of species within the Study area.

Likelihood Criteria
Highly Recorded in the last 10 years, the species does not have highly specific niche requirements, the habitat is
Likely/Known present and falls within the known range of the species distribution or;

The species was recorded as part of field surveys.

Likely Recorded within the previous 20 years, the area falls within the known distribution of the species and the
area provides habitat or feeding resources for the species.

Possible Recorded within the previous 20 years, the area falls inside the known distribution of the species, but the
area does not provide habitat or feeding resources for the species.

Recorded within 20 -40 years, survey effort is considered adequate, habitat and feeding resources present,
and species of similar habitat needs have been recorded in the area.

Unlikely Recorded within 20 -40 years; however, suitable habitat does not occur, and species of similar habitat
requirements have not been recorded in the area. No records despite adequate survey effort.

Note: A targeted fauna assessment will be undertaken for the assessment areas. Until the results are available, based
on the species and habitat requirements listed in Table 1, the following threatened fauna species listed in Table 2 will
be included in this data Report as a provisional list:

Table 2: Provisional list of threatened species the vegetation may provide suitable habitat

Species (common name) NP&W Act EPBC Act
White-winged Chough (Corcorax melanorhamphos) Rare

Southern Whiteface (Aphelocephala leucopsis leucopsis) Vulnerable
Bush Stonecurlew (Burhinus grallarius) Rare

4.3 Cumulative impact

When exercising a power or making a decision under Division 5 of the Native Vegetation Regulations 2017, the NVC
must consider the potential cumulative impact, both direct and indirect, that is reasonably likely to result from a
proposed clearance activity.

Direct Impacts

The direct impacts to native vegetation of the proposed development totals 33.63ha. Further details are discussed
above in Section 4.1.1.

Indirect Impacts
No indirect impacts are foreseen for the proposed development.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts total 0.62ha for the 20m Asset Protection Zones associated with the two new Managers
Residents Houses. Further details are discussed above in Section 4.1.1.
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4.4 Address the Mitigation Hierarchy

The Native Vegetation Council will consider if the applicant has avoided and minimized the clearance of native
vegetation as much as practically possible.

a) Avoidance

b)

<)

d)

The developer advised the project planning has consciously sought to mitigate the impact of the proposed
development on native vegetation through the following key measures:

e Avoiding any development on the portion of the subject land described as Lot 125 Gaston Road, Fisher
(H120900 S125) which contains a high proportion of intact Mallee bushland;

e Avoiding any development in the south-western corner of the portion of the subject land described as Lot 5
Murraylands Road, Fisher (D46634 Q6) to protect an area of intact Mallee bushland;

e Ensuring that access tracks to the proposed Farms follow existing ‘farm tracks’ where possible and
practicable;

e Minimising the width of the access tracks to the minimum width acceptable for B-Double Trucks (as per the
advice of the project Traffic Engineer);

e Following the Accredited Consultants first site assessment, the location of the proposed Farm 1 was
adjusted to avoid a vegetation block of old Mallee bushland which contains a high number of trees with
various sized hollows that provide important habitat for fauna (Refer to Map 6);

e Following the Accredited Consultants second site assessment, the location of the Farm 1 was further
adjusted to avoid five Mallee trees with hollows that provide important habitat for fauna (Refer to Map 6);
and
e Ensuring that the proposed Managers Residences and storage shed are located as close as possible to

existing ‘farm tracks’ to minimise the impact of new access tracks.

In addition, the developer has advised that all stock (approximately 500 sheep) will be removed from the
property in order to promote the natural regeneration of native vegetation. Furthermore, the development has
been amended to remove two of the proposed five Farms. This will substantially reduce the amount of native
vegetation under application by approximately 21ha that would have been proposed for removal to
accommodate the two additional Farms.

Minimization

The developer has engaged an environmental consulting firm to develop an Environmental Management Plan to
mitigate and minimise risk to the environment, including impacts to native vegetation, during the construction
and operations of the proposed development. The Environmental Management Plan is currently in draft but will

be finalised prior to construction (Refer to Appendix 2. Swan Reach Poultry Farm Environmental Management
Plan).

Rehabilitation or restoration
Not applicable.
Offset

As stated below in Section 6, the applicant has requested preference to provide the Significant Environmental
Benefit (SEB) through an on-ground SEB Offset.
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4.5 Principles of Clearance (Schedule 1, Native Vegetation Act

19917)

Principle of
clearance

Considerations

Principle 1a -
it comprises a
high level of
diversity of
plant species

Relevant information

Site A1: 10 native species recorded in quadrat
Site B1: 12 native species recorded in quadrat
Site C1: 9 native species recorded in quadrat
Site D1: 9 native species recorded in quadrat
Bushland Plant Diversity Score:

Site A1: 16
Site B1: 20
Site C1: 16
Site D1: 16

Assessment aqgainst the principles

At Variance: Site A1, B1, C1 and D1

Principle 1b -
significance
as a habitat
for wildlife

Relevant information

Refer to Table 2 above in Section 4.2 for provisional list of threatened fauna species that may

utilise the vegetation under application as habitat.
Threatened Fauna Score:

All sites: 0.08

Unit Biodiversity Score:

Site A1:48.40

Site B1: 45.66

Site C1: 48.84
Site D1: 47.53

Assessment against the principles

Seriously at Variance: All sites

Principle 1c -
plants of a
rare,
vulnerable or
endangered
species

Relevant information

No threatened species were recorded during the site assessment.

Threatened Flora Score: 0

Assessment against the principles

Not at Variance

Principle 1d -
the
vegetation
comprises the
whole or
part of a
plant
community
that is Rare,
Vulnerable or

Relevant information
No threatened plant communities were recorded in Site A1.

Assessment against the principles

Not at Variance
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endangered:

Principle 1e -
itis
significant as
a remnant of
vegetation in
an area which
has been
extensively
cleared.

Relevant information
Remnancy Figures

e Blanchetown IBRA Association: 67%
e Murray Mallee IBRA Subregion: 21%

Total Biodiversity Score: 1,630.34

Assessment against the principles

Seriously at Variance with regards to the Murray Mallee IBRA Subregion Remnancy Figure

Principle 1f -
it is growing
in, or in
association
with, a
wetland
environment.

Relevant information

The vegetation under application is not growing within a wetland ecosystem.

Assessment aqgainst the principles

Not at Variance

Principle 1g -
it contributes
significantly
to the
amenity of
the area in
which it is
growing or is
situated.

Relevant information

The vegetation under application is not growing near a township and cannot be easily viewed
from public roads. The trees under applications are not large trees, with heights up to
approximately 10m. Due to the extensive and similar vegetation cover surrounding the
application areas it is unlikely to impact the areas landscape character.

4.6 Risk Assessment

Determine the level of risk associated with the application

Total No. of trees N/A
clearance ") ea (ha) 34.25
Total biodiversity Score 1,630.34
Seriously at variance with principle 1(b), 1(c) or 1 (d) 1(b)
Risk assessment outcome Level 4
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[] Apply to have SEB Credit assigned from another person or body.
[] Apply to have an SEB to be delivered by a Third Party.
[] Pay into the Native Vegetation Fund.

ON-GROUND SEB

Note: Proposed On-ground SEB Offset Area to be confirmed at a later date follow further site assessments.

Appendix 1. Swan Reach Poultry Farm Plan (provided in PDF)
Appendix 2. Swan Reach Poultry Farm Environmental Management Plan (provided in PDF)

Appendix 3: Swan Reach Poultry Farm_Bushland Assessment Scoresheets (provided in Excel)
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Basis of Report

This report has been prepared by SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd (SLR) with all reasonable
skill, care and diligence, and taking account of the timescale and resources allocated to it by
agreement with Willowstone Capital Pty Ltd (the Client). Information reported herein is based
on the interpretation of data collected, which has been accepted in good faith as being
accurate and valid.

This report is for the exclusive use of the Client. No warranties or guarantees are expressed
or should be inferred by any third parties. This report may not be relied upon by other parties
without written consent from SLR.

SLR disclaims any responsibility to the Client and others in respect of any matters outside
the agreed scope of the work.
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1.0 Project Background

1.1 Project Context

SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd, has been engaged by Willowstone Capital Pty Ltd
(Willowstone) to develop an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) to support the
development application of proposed poultry production sheds located at Lot 6 Murraylands
Road (CT 5421/422) and Lot 125 Gaston Road (CT5482/113), Fisher SA (the project).

Willowstone propose to develop the project, approximately 4 km north-east of the township
of Swan Reach in the Mid Murray Council area.

It is proposed that the poultry production sheds and associated infrastructure will be
constructed and operated within the aforementioned parcels of land purchased by
Willowstone, and comprise of the following activities:

o Five groups of eight broiler sheds, containing approximately 480,000 birds per group
across the eight sheds, and establishment of the below associated infrastructure at
each group:

o0 Control room per shed w/ ventilation fans

Site office/amenities building

2 x 50KL water storage tanks and associated pump shed with generator
Silo slabs

Wheel wash

© ©0 O o ©O

Site storage

¢ New vehicular access point to Murraylands Road, with internal roads connecting to
each the shed groups and three manager’s residences

This environmental risk assessment has been prepared to determine the initial risks
associated with the project’s activities and location. This will then be used and to support the
development of the EMP for assessment by the EPA during the development approval
process, and to grant the associated EPA licence.

1.2 Project Location

The Site is located approximately 4 km kilometres from Swan Reach township in Fisher, with
proposed access from Murraylands Road from the eastern side of the project boundary, and
construction of internal roads.

The project area is zoned as Rural (Ru) under the Planning and Design Code of the
Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016 (PDI Act) and has historically been used
agricultural wool production (low intensity grazing). The proposed development would
predominately occupy the CT 5421/422 allotment, with the CT5482/113 consisting of use of
an existing farmhouse for the managers residence. Surrounding land parcels are or have
been historically used primarily for agricultural activities, with significant amounts of remnant
native vegetation still remaining. There are approximately twenty-one (21) residential
dwellings located within 2 km of the project area, with the closest being located
approximately 900m to the north-east. These are outlined within Appendix A - Drawing No.
655.010712.00001.DRG.001 — Environmental Values and Constraints Map.
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2.0 Environmental Risk Assessment

To facilitate the assessment of the proposed poultry production sheds, a preliminary impact
assessment has been undertaken to inform the level of environmental risk generated by the
proposed activities. This risk assessment is not intended to replace the impact assessment
to be undertaken for a detailed Environmental Management Plan for the proposed activities,
but rather to help inform the level of detail that may be required for further environmental
assessments and potential environmental constraints for the proposed activities.

A desktop assessment using land, water, biodiversity and social and cultural datasets
involving information sources and assessment of NatureMaps, Location SA Map Viewer,
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC) Protected Matters
Search Tool (PMST) and the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) contaminated land
register has been undertaken to identify potential environmental, heritage, planning and
tenure constraints. Datasets considered within the risk assessment include:

e Land, Water and Biodiversity

e Landforms, landscape units

¢ Contaminated sites

¢ Regional geology and soil types

¢ Hydrology and hydrogeology

o Bushfire risk

e National Parks, Conservation Areas and Reserves
e Threatened species and Matters of National Environmental Significance
e Environmentally Sensitive Areas

e Social and Cultural

e Land use, zoning and tenure

e Native title claims and determinations

e Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage sites

e Amenity

The environmental risk assessment has been prepared to consider any potential
environmental impacts and risk for each identified environmental aspect defined in Table 4 —
Summary of Desktop and Risk Assessment and includes the incorporation of preliminary
available advice from an environmental noise assessment, and a native vegetation
clearance assessment both undertaken by others for the project.

The assessment of potential residual risk that has been adopted is a qualitative risk-based
approach, designed to assess risk based upon:

¢ the likelihood of the impact or event occurring.
e the consequences of the occurrence on the completion activities.

The likelihood and consequences are scored between one (1) and five (5) for each potential
impact or event. Table 1 — Definitions of Likelihood and Table 2 — Definitions of
Consequence outline the identifiers and scores used in the risk assessment.
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4.0 Conclusion

The environmental risk assessment of the proposed poultry production sheds at Lot 6
Murraylands Road (CT 5421/422) and Lot 125 Gaston Road (CT5482/113), Fisher SA, has
identified a medium to high risk profile for most environmental components, with
consideration for a change in design for aspects related to native vegetation clearance and
fauna impacts and further assessment on surface water management and Aboriginal
heritage impacts. The findings suggest that while the potential for environmental impacts
exists, they can be effectively managed through appropriate consultation and mitigation
strategies and refinement of the concept design. Key considerations include:

¢ Implementing a stormwater management plan;

e Appropriate design and location of the poultry production shed infrastructure and
connection access roads to avoid native vegetation and fauna impacts;

¢ Integrate comprehensive bushfire risk assessments into the project planning, with
clear strategies for infrastructure placement and fire management practices; and

¢ Limiting the development to Lot 6 as per the design and undertaking consultation
with RMMAC Traditional Owners and / or an archaeologist to determine potential
impacts to known and unknown Aboriginal heritage, especially in the event future
development is proposed on Lot 125.

Assessments undertaken by others on air quality and odour modelling for the project were
not available at the time of publishing.

A detailed Environmental Management Plan (EMP) will be developed to support the
development application process and EPA licence appraisal, incorporating the risk treatment
and mitigation measures identified as part of this risk assessment, and forthcoming air
quality and odour modelling and final native vegetation impact assessments.
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50 Closure

This report is provided to help inform the level of detail that may be required for further
environmental assessments and potential environmental constraints for the proposed
activities. A detailed Environmental Management Plan is to be developed for the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd

Senior Project Consultant — Environmental Principal Consultant — Environmental Approvals,
Approvals, Closure and Management Closure & Management
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SITE DISCOVERY PROCEDURE

Procedure to be implemented when the work crew have identified a potential Aboriginal
cultural heritage site, item or object

Employees and Contractors to:

Cease all work within 50 metres of the discovery
e Do not remove or touch anything from the area
e Inform the Site Supervisor
Identify whether any soil has been removed from the location and if possible, have it returned

A 4
Site Supervisor to:

e  Secure and weather-proof the site from further disturbance

e |dentify any immediate threats to the site (e.g., construction activities, vandalism, water)

e  Photograph the discovered items and the immediate area

e Record the location with GPS or a map

e Notify client (with Project Manager) with the site discovery location and details within 1 hour

) 4
Client to:

Inform RMMAC / Traditional Owner (TO) of the discovery within 1 hour of being notified
Inform AGD-AAR and the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs of the discovery within 24 hours

e  Consult with heritage specialist (e.g. archaeologist) to determine the nature of the discovery. If
there are skeletal remains, determine whether they are human.

\ 4 ) 4
Discovery is not an Discovery is human
Aboriginal site or object, remains
and does not contain +
skeletal remains
¢ Contact SA Police 131 444
SA Police to advise if crime
Work can continue at this scene required
location

v

TO group and heritage
specialist to determine if
the remains are Aboriginal
ancestral remains

Discovery is an Aboriginal site or object, or Aboriginal ancestral remains

Site can be avoided during Site cannot be avoided
works during works

Work can continue with Refer to the AAR fact sheet ‘Discovery of Aboriginal Sites and
measures implemented to Objects’.
avoid damage to the site
Authorisation under s23 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1988
may be required
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1 INTRODUCTION

An environmental noise assessment has been conducted for the proposed broiler poultry farm to be established

at Fisher, near Swan Reach in South Australia’s Murraylands region (the Proposed Development).

The Proposed Development will comprise five separate farms of eight broiler sheds each (for a total of 40 broiler
sheds), in additional to associated infrastructure comprising an internal road network, feed silos, emergency
electrical generators, water tanks, gas storage and offices. It is understood that each shed would typically house

in the order of 60,000 birds (for a total of around 480,000 birds per farm).

Vehicle movements associated with the Proposed Development include deliveries of chicken feed, fuel, heating
gas, bedding straw, and day-old chicks, collection of mature birds and litter removal. The majority of these
movements would typically occur during daylight hours, with some feed and gas truck movements, and all catch

truck movements occurring during the night.

The Proposed Development is well located from an acoustic perspective, being within a sparsely populated
locality more than 3 kilometres from the nearest township (Swan Reach) and more than a kilometre from the

nearest house.

An overview of the subject site and the surrounding locality showing the location of nearby noise sensitive

locations (residences) is provided in Figure 1 below.

This assessment considers the noise impacts of the Proposed Development, and compares the predicted levels
against noise criteria determined in accordance with the Environment Protection (Commercial and Industrial)

Noise Policy 2023 (the Policy) and the South Australian Planning and Design Code (the Code).

The assessment has been based on:
e Willowstone poultry farm — Preliminary Layout (Rev 4), provided to Sonus 1 December 2025.
e Observations and measurements of noise from all aspects of poultry farm operations at a number of

similar facilities.
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Figure 1: Subject site and surrounding locality

Page 4




Willowstone Poultry Farm

Environmental Noise Assessment
S$8839C1
December 2025

2 SOUTH AUSTRALIAN PLANNING AND DESIGN CODE

Development within South Australia is assessed against the provisions of the South Australian Planning and
Design Code (the Code) under the Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016. The Code has been

reviewed and the provisions considered relevant to the acoustic assessment are provided in Appendix A.

2.1 Zoning

With reference to the South Australian Property and Planning Atlas (SAPPA), the Proposed Development and
nearby rurally located noise sensitive receivers (residences) are located within the Rural zone of the Code.
Additional noise sensitive receivers are located within the Conservation zone, and on the opposite bank of the
Murray River, within the Township and Rural Shack Settlement zones. Accordingly, the receivers on the opposite
bank of the Murray River are separated from the Subject Site by the Conservation zone (which provides a buffer

between the Rural zone and these receivers more than 100 metres in width).

An overview of the subject site and the surrounding locality showing the location of nearby noise sensitive

locations (residences) is provided in Figure 1 above.

3  CRITERIA

3.1 Environment Protection (Commercial and Industrial Noise) Policy

Performance Outcome (PO) 4.1 of the Interface between Land Uses module of the Code requires that noise from
a development does not unreasonably impact the amenity of sensitive receivers (or lawfully approved sensitive
receivers). The Deemed-to-Satisfy / Designated Performance Feature (DTS/DPF) for PO 4.1 references the

Environment Protection (Commercial and Industrial Noise) Policy (the Policy).

The Policy provides objective noise criteria to assess the environmental noise emissions from a proposed
development. The noise criteria provided by the Policy are based on the World Health Organisation Guidelines
for Community Noise (1999)* (the WHO Guidelines) to prevent community annoyance, sleep disturbance and
adverse impacts on the amenity of a locality. Therefore, compliance with the Policy will satisfy the
WHO Guidelines and the subjective requirements of the Code relating to most types of environmental noise

(other than for music).

! Berglund B, Lindvall T & Schwela DH 1999, Guidelines for Community Noise, World Health Organisation (WHO).
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The Policy establishes Noise Goals to be achieved at noise sensitive receivers based on the zones? in which the
noise source (the Proposed Development) and sensitive receivers (the residences) are located. For new
developments, Part 5 of the Policy provides Development Noise Goals which are 5 dB(A) more onerous than

those which would otherwise apply when assessing an existing noise source.

In situations where a zone containing a noise sensitive receiver is separated from the zone containing the noise
source by another zone at least 100 metres wide, the applicable Development Noise Goals are based on the zone

containing the noise sensitive receiver only.

Based on the above, the following Development Noise Goals apply to noise from the Proposed Development:

Development Noise Goals [dB(A)]

Maximum Noise Levels

Average Noise Levels [Leq, 15 min] [Lonex ]
, 15 min,

Noise Sensitive Receivers:

Day Period Night Period Night Period
(7:00 am to 10:00 pm) | (10:00 pm to 7:00 am) | (10:00 pm to 7:00 am)

Within the Rural or Township zones 52 45 -

Within the Conservation or Rural Shack
47 40 60
Settlement zones

3.1.1 Penalties for Noise Character

When predicting noise levels for comparison with the Policy, adjustments may be made to the average noise
levels for each “annoying” characteristic of tonality, impulsiveness, low frequency, modulation and
intermittency® of the noise source. The characteristic must be dominant in the acoustic environment and
therefore the application of penalties can vary depending on the assessment location, time of day, the noise
source being assessed, and the predicted noise level. The application of penalties is discussed further in the

Assessment section.

2 or subzones

3 Within the Policy “Night” period only
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4  ASSESSMENT

Noise from the Proposed Development has been predicted based on a range of noise measurements and

observations, at a number of similar facilities. These include:

Tunnel ventilation fans

Noise levels within broiler sheds

Fixed and truck mounted feed blowers
Truck movements

Forklifts and “combi-lifts”

Tractors

Electrical generators

The sound power levels of the above activities and equipment are provided in Appendix B.

The assessment considers the “worst case” (i.e. highest intensity) of activity which would be expected to occur

in relation to the proposed sheds within a 15-minute period®, comprising the following:

Tunnel ventilation fans operating continuously on all proposed sheds throughout the assessment
period.
A feed delivery at each farm, including a truck movement through the site, and both a truck idling and
a fixed or truck-mounted blower operating continuously throughout the assessment period.
Catch-out of mature chickens from one shed at each farm throughout the assessment period,
comprising the following:

0 atruck movement through the site.

0 atruckidling throughout the assessment period.

0 a forklift, tractor or combi-lift operating continuously throughout the assessment period.

It is noted that the above assumes that each activity occurs at all farms simultaneously, and also includes both

activities which would typically only occur during the night (such as catch-out of mature chickens) and activities

which would typically occur during the day (e.g. feed deliveries). Other activities (such as delivery of day-old

chicks or shed clean-out) would be expected to generate similar or lower noise levels compared to the above

activities. As such, the above represents a conservative assessment methodology.

4 The default assessment period of the Policy
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Noise from the Proposed Development has been predicted using the CONCAWE® noise propagation model
within the SoundPLAN three-dimensional noise modelling software. The CONCAWE prediction method has been
widely used and accepted by authorities for the prediction of environmental noise and takes into account the
sound power generated by each noise source, the distance between noise sources and receivers, shielding
provided by structures or terrain and worst case meteorological conditions with respect to noise propagation

(resulting in the highest predicted noise level at residences).

Based on the above, the following highest noise levels are predicted at nearby noise sensitive receivers:

Predicted Noise Level Development Noise Goals
Noise Sensitive Receivers:
[Leq 15 min, dB(A)] [Leq, 15 min dB(A)]

Within the Rural zone 39

52 (day) / 45 (night)
Within the Township zone 21
Within the Rural Shack Settlement zone 21

47 (day) / 40 (night)
Within the Conservation zone 25

Lower noise levels are predicted for lower levels of activity, at other residences further from the site, and for
meteorological conditions less conducive to noise propagation. On this basis, noise from the Proposed

Development is predicted to achieve the relevant Policy criteria at all nearby noise sensitive receivers.

> Manning CJ 1981, “Report no. 4/81: The propagation of noise from petrochemical complexes to neighbouring
communities”, the oil companies’ international study group for conservation of clean air and water in Europe (CONCAWE),

Den Haag.
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4.1 Penalties for Noise Character

Noise from the Proposed Development is dominated by fan noise associated with ventilation of the sheds, with
a lesser contribution from feed being blown into the feed silos (during feed deliveries). Noise from the fans and
blowers, when operating, is inherently steady state without any fluctuating or impulsive characteristics which
would meet the definitions of impulsivity, modulation or intermittency as defined by the Policy. Further, the
spectral content of the noise associated with the fans and blowers has been reviewed and does not contain low

frequency or tonal noise characteristics.

While there is the potential for tonal reversing alarms to be fitted to “combi-lifts” and forklifts which will operate
at the site, in the context of the much higher contribution of the fans and blowers to predicted noise levels it is
not expected that noise from reversing alarms fitted to these items would dominate the noise impact at noise
sensitive receivers. Further, the site has been designed such that trucks can travel through the site in a forward

direction thereby eliminating the need for reversing to occur on-site.

On this basis, no penalty for noise characteristics has been applied to the predicted noise from the Proposed
Development. It is noted that, even if a 5 dB(A) penalty were to apply, compliance would still be achieved at all

noise sensitive receivers.

4.2 Maximum Noise Levels

Maximum noise levels (Lmax, 15 min) associated with the Proposed Development have been predicted at noise
sensitive receivers within the Conservation and Rural Shack Settlement zones® based on a compressed air release

associated with a catch-out or delivery truck at the nearest farm to the receiver.

Based on the predictions, the highest maximum noise level within one of the above zones is less than 40 dB(A),

which will comfortably achieve the 60 dB(A) Lmax, 15 min Criterion applicable within these zones.

& An Lmax criterion does not apply within the Rural or Township zones under the Policy
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5 CONCLUSION

An environmental noise assessment has been conducted for the proposed broiler poultry farm to be established

at Fisher, near Swan Reach in South Australia’s Murraylands region (the Proposed Development).

The assessment has considered the noise impacts of the Proposed Development, and compares the predicted
levels against noise criteria determined in accordance with the Environment Protection (Commercial and

Industrial) Noise Policy 2023 (the Policy) and the South Australian Planning and Design Code (the Code).

Based on the assessment, noise from the Proposed Development is predicted to achieve compliance with the
relevant Noise Goals determined in accordance with the Policy at all nearby noise sensitive receivers (residences)
for all operational scenarios and under all meteorological conditions, thereby satisfying Deemed-to-Satisfy

Criteria / Designated Performance Feature 4.1 of the Interface between Land Uses section of the Code.

On this basis, it is considered that the Proposed Development will not unreasonably affect the amenity of
sensitive receivers, thereby achieving the relevant provisions of the South Australian Planning and Design Code

related to environmental noise.
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APPENDIX A: SOUTH AUSTRALIAN PLANNING AND DESIGN CODE

Part 4 — General Development Policies

Interface between Land Uses

Desired Outcome

DO 1 Development is located and designed to mitigate adverse effects on or from neighbouring and proximate land uses.

Performance Outcome

Deemed-to-Satisfy / Designated Performance Feature

General Land Use Compatibility

PO 1.2

Development adjacent to a site containing a sensitive
receiver (or lawfully approved sensitive receiver) or zone
primarily intended to accommodate sensitive receivers is
designed to minimise adverse impacts.

DTS/DPF 1.2
None are applicable.

Activities Generatin

g Noise or Vibration

PO 4.1

Development that emits noise (other than music) does not
unreasonably impact the amenity of sensitive receivers (or
lawfully approved sensitive receivers).

DTS/DPF 4.1

Noise that affects sensitive receivers achieves the relevant
Environment Protection (Commercial and Industrial Noise)
Policy criteria.
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Conservation Significance Score

Is the vegetation association considered a Threatened Ecological community or Ecosystem?

Yes/No

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Rare community (0.1 pt)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Vulnerable community (0.2 pts)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Endangered community (0.3 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Vulnerable community (0.35 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Endangered or Critically Endangered community (0.4 pts)

[

Note; all sites will score a minimum Conservation Significance Score of 1 Threatened Community Score

Number of Threatened Flora Species recorded for the site (within the site) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered recorded (5 pts each)

Nationally Vulnerable species recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Critically endangered species recorded (20 pts each)

0=0pts; <2=0.04 p-ts; 2-<5=0.08pts; 5-<10=0.12 pts; 10 - <20 =0.16 pts; 20 or > = 0.2 pts

Threatened Flora Score

(=l [=][=][=1[=]1[=][=]

[Potential habitat for Threatened Fauna Species (number observed or previously recorded) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species observed or locally recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered species observed or locally recorded (5 pt each)

Nationally Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Criticaﬁy endangered species observed or locally recorded (20 pts each)

O|=JOJOIN

0=0pts; <2=0.02pts; 2-<5=0.04 pts; 5- <10 =0.06 pts; 10 - <20 = 0.08pts; 20 or > = 0.1 pts

12

Threatened Fauna Score

0.08

CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE I

1.08

Total Scores for the Site Vegetation Condition x Landscape Context x
Score Conservation Significance =

[CANDSCAPE CONTEXT SCORE 1.13 UNIT BIODIVERSITY SCORE

48.40

VEGETATION CONDITION SCORE 39.66 [Total Eiodiversity Score
CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE 1.08 (Biodiversity Score x hectares)

13.55

Photo Point and Vegetation Survey Location Direction of the Photo

GPS Reference

Datum

[ Zone (52, 53 or 54)

Easting (6 digits)

Northing (7 digits)

Description

Insert Photopoint Photo
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Conservation Significance Score

Is the vegetation association considered a Threatened Ecological community or Ecosystem?

Yes/No

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Rare community (0.1 pt)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Vulnerable community (0.2 pts)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Endangered community (0.3 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Vulnerable community (0.35 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Endangered or Critically Endangered community (0.4 pts)

[

Note; all sites will score a minimum Conservation Significance Score of 1 Threatened Community Score

Number of Threatened Flora Species recorded for the site (within the site) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered recorded (5 pts each)

Nationally Vulnerable species recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Critically endangered species recorded (20 pts each)

0=0pts; <2=0.04 p-ts; 2-<5=0.08pts; 5-<10=0.12 pts; 10 - <20 =0.16 pts; 20 or > = 0.2 pts

Threatened Flora Score

(=l [=][=][=1[=]1[=][=]

[Potential habitat for Threatened Fauna Species (number observed or previously recorded) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species observed or locally recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered species observed or locally recorded (5 pt each)

Nationally Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Criticaﬁy endangered species observed or locally recorded (20 pts each)

O|=JOJOIN

0=0pts; <2=0.02pts; 2-<5=0.04 pts; 5- <10 =0.06 pts; 10 - <20 = 0.08pts; 20 or > = 0.1 pts

12

Threatened Fauna Score

0.08

CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE I

1.08

Total Scores for the Site Vegetation Condition x Landscape Context x
Score Conservation Significance =

[CANDSCAPE CONTEXT SCORE 1.13 UNIT BIODIVERSITY SCORE

48.40

VEGETATION CONDITION SCORE 39.66 [Total Eiodiversity Score
CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE 1.08 (Biodiversity Score x hectares)

521.27

Photo Point and Vegetation Survey Location Direction of the Photo

GPS Reference

Datum

[ Zone (52, 53 or 54)

Easting (6 digits)

Northing (7 digits)

Description

Insert Photopoint Photo
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Conservation Significance Score

Is the vegetation association considered a Threatened Ecological community or Ecosystem?

Yes/No

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Rare community (0.1 pt)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Vulnerable community (0.2 pts)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Endangered community (0.3 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Vulnerable community (0.35 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Endangered or Critically Endangered community (0.4 pts)

[

Note; all sites will score a minimum Conservation Significance Score of 1 Threatened Community Score

Number of Threatened Flora Species recorded for the site (within the site) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered recorded (5 pts each)

Nationally Vulnerable species recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Critically endangered species recorded (20 pts each)

0=0pts; <2=0.04 p-ts; 2-<5=0.08pts; 5-<10=0.12 pts; 10 - <20 =0.16 pts; 20 or > = 0.2 pts

Threatened Flora Score

(=l [=][=][=1[=]1[=][=]

[Potential habitat for Threatened Fauna Species (number observed or previously recorded) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species observed or locally recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered species observed or locally recorded (5 pt each)

Nationally Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Criticaﬁy endangered species observed or locally recorded (20 pts each)

O|=JOJOIN

0=0pts; <2=0.02pts; 2-<5=0.04 pts; 5- <10 =0.06 pts; 10 - <20 = 0.08pts; 20 or > = 0.1 pts

12

Threatened Fauna Score

0.08

CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE I

1.08

Total Scores for the Site Vegetation Condition x Landscape Context x
Score Conservation Significance =

[CANDSCAPE CONTEXT SCORE 1.13 UNIT BIODIVERSITY SCORE

45.66

VEGETATION CONDITION SCORE 37.41 [Total Eiodiversity Score
CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE 1.08 (Biodiversity Score x hectares)

15.52

Photo Point and Vegetation Survey Location Direction of the Photo

GPS Reference

Datum

[ Zone (52, 53 or 54)

Easting (6 digits)

Northing (7 digits)

Description

Insert Photopoint Photo
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Conservation Significance Score

Is the vegetation association considered a Threatened Ecological community or Ecosystem?

Yes/No

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Rare community (0.1 pt)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Vulnerable community (0.2 pts)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Endangered community (0.3 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Vulnerable community (0.35 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Endangered or Critically Endangered community (0.4 pts)

[

Note; all sites will score a minimum Conservation Significance Score of 1 Threatened Community Score

Number of Threatened Flora Species recorded for the site (within the site) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered recorded (5 pts each)

Nationally Vulnerable species recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Critically endangered species recorded (20 pts each)

0=0pts; <2=0.04 p-ts; 2-<5=0.08pts; 5-<10=0.12 pts; 10 - <20 =0.16 pts; 20 or > = 0.2 pts

Threatened Flora Score

(=l [=][=][=1[=]1[=][=]

[Potential habitat for Threatened Fauna Species (number observed or previously recorded) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species observed or locally recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered species observed or locally recorded (5 pt each)

Nationally Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Criticaﬁy endangered species observed or locally recorded (20 pts each)

O|=JOJOIN

0=0pts; <2=0.02pts; 2-<5=0.04 pts; 5- <10 =0.06 pts; 10 - <20 = 0.08pts; 20 or > = 0.1 pts

12

Threatened Fauna Score

0.08

CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE I

1.08

Total Scores for the Site Vegetation Condition x Landscape Context x
Score Conservation Significance =

[CANDSCAPE CONTEXT SCORE 1.13 UNIT BIODIVERSITY SCORE

45.66

VEGETATION CONDITION SCORE 37.41 [Total Eiodiversity Score
CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE 1.08 (Biodiversity Score x hectares)

498.61

Photo Point and Vegetation Survey Location Direction of the Photo

GPS Reference

Datum

[ Zone (52, 53 or 54)

Easting (6 digits)

Northing (7 digits)

Description

Insert Photopoint Photo
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Conservation Significance Score

Is the vegetation association considered a Threatened Ecological community or Ecosystem?

Yes/No

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Rare community (0.1 pt)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Vulnerable community (0.2 pts)

State (Provisional List of Threatened Ecosystems of SA) Endangered community (0.3 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Vulnerable community (0.35 pts)

Nationally (EPBC Act) Endangered or Critically Endangered community (0.4 pts)

[

Note; all sites will score a minimum Conservation Significance Score of 1 Threatened Community Score

Number of Threatened Flora Species recorded for the site (within the site) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered recorded (5 pts each)

Nationally Vulnerable species recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Critically endangered species recorded (20 pts each)

0=0pts; <2=0.04 p-ts; 2-<5=0.08pts; 5-<10=0.12 pts; 10 - <20 =0.16 pts; 20 or > = 0.2 pts

Threatened Flora Score

(=l [=][=][=1[=]1[=][=]

[Potential habitat for Threatened Fauna Species (number observed or previously recorded) |

Number

*If a species has both a State (NP&W Act) and National (EPBC Act) rating, it's only recorded for its National rating.

State Rare species observed or locally recorded (1 pt each)

State Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (2.5 pt each)

State Endangered species observed or locally recorded (5 pt each)

Nationally Vulnerable species observed or locally recorded (10 pts each)

Nationally Endangered or Criticaﬁy endangered species observed or locally recorded (20 pts each)

O|=JOJOIN

0=0pts; <2=0.02pts; 2-<5=0.04 pts; 5- <10 =0.06 pts; 10 - <20 = 0.08pts; 20 or > = 0.1 pts

12

Threatened Fauna Score

0.08

CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE I

1.08

Total Scores for the Site Vegetation Condition x Landscape Context x
Score Conservation Significance =

[CANDSCAPE CONTEXT SCORE 1.13 UNIT BIODIVERSITY SCORE

48.84

VEGETATION CONDITION SCORE 40.02 [Total Eiodiversity Score
CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANCE SCORE 1.08 (Biodiversity Score x hectares)

517.22

Photo Point and Vegetation Survey Location Direction of the Photo

GPS Reference

Datum

[ Zone (52, 53 or 54)

Easting (6 digits)

Northing (7 digits)

Description

Insert Photopoint Photo









