OBJECTION TO MODIFIED PLANS - DA2017/1274
Local Wildlife and the Importance of the High Priority Wildlife Corridor
I strongly object to the misrepresentation made by Golf Club members that the Bayview
High Priority Wildlife corridor is 'non-existent'. This spurious claim continually espoused by
the Golf Course committee1, members2 and Waterbrook CEO3 that the corridor is 'nonexistent' is completely false, shameful and shows a complete lack of understanding and
total disregard for the ecology of the area and explains why they believe there will be no
ecological impact by removing one of the last remaining areas of remnant forest on the
Golf Course. In a letter to the club members and on the official club website they
requested that their members perpetuate this falsehood and deny the wildlife corridor
exists in their submissions. The existence of the Wildlife Corridor appears to be an
'inconvenient truth' for Waterbrook and the Golf Club.
This area was chosen for development because it is too steep to play golf, so they are
replacing it with a 5 acre, 7 building, 3 storey apartment complex.
The applicant contends that there will be no impact on wildlife. Two small paths are
identified by way of orange dotted lines on a diagram [ Appendix 1] 1 that they believe is
sufficient replacement for fauna movement.The claim they are 'enhancing' the wildlife
corridor is ridiculous, as they are actually creating a 5 acre blockage to the most important
section of the corridor which currently allows 5 acres of free movement for wildlife over the
ground and through the last remaining area of canopy, both day and night.
These misleading assertions are of great concern, particularly as the Club has a long
history of placing their own interests above that of biodiversity and ecological protection.
They have removed significant areas of the Swamp Sclerophyll Forest on Coastal
Floodplains over time, have not maintained the remnant bushland (Ecology report refers to
degraded areas and weed infested areas) 4 and now they want to remove even more of
the last remaining bushland on the Golf Course. They have not adhered to the DCP and
LEP required conservation management for this land. These actions are not and never
were in the best interest of the community or the public, only for their private purpose to
play golf and now due to greed.
[ Appendix 2

2

– Response to M. Touw's submissions ]

Residents who live in the area can attest to the incredible amount of biodiversity found
within this wildlife corridor and consider this to be an important part of their amenity and
the reason they choose to live here. I and other residents have registered sightings of over
90 bird species and many other fauna species just in this local area which proves the area
is rich in wildlife and the 'biodiversity' classification of this high priority wildlife corridor is
justified.

1 Submission by BGC Treasurer M. Touw 18/01/2018
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashx?
id=mf5COJh1FTg%3D and 26/09/2018 “not the nimby unrealised corridor created with the stroke of a pen
in a 90's era consultants report.
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashx?
id=ac0%2BIuPMn5sV0A60ki4OEg%3D%3D

2 Ref: Letter to members and website list of objection points refer to 'non-existent' wildlife corridor'.
3 Submission by Liane Dobler Waterbrook CEO “speak to true, educated, non biased Greenies in the
area and they will tell you that the wildlife corridor currently doesn't exist”
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.
ashx?id=%2B45a6fzXhJ8%3D
4 Ecological Report 2017 Pg 46 B4.1.1 “most of the listed threats have occurred on the BGC land”

The Ecological Assessment carried out by Waterbrook's own ecologist identified many
species of birds and mammals on the Golf Course land including a significant number of
listed threatened species. A.Clements & Assoc. found a large number (considering the
short survey period) of mammals, birds and frogs, see Table 3a 5
A family of Vulnerable Powerful Owls and 12 species of bats were located on the Golf
Course land. 5 of the threatened microbat species were recorded from echolocation call
within the area encompassing the proposed seniors facility. [ See note 1 below ].
3 species of microbats were identified as likely to have maternity roosts in the close
vicinity. Report - Amended – Biodiversity pg 50 states:
“ All female bats captured were lactating, indicating the presence of maternity roosts either
on or in the vicinity of the BGC land”. Also refer bat survey. 6
There were many native plants identified and two endangered plants located Syzygium
paniculatum (Magenta Lillypilly) and Rhodamnia rubescens (Scrub Turpentine).
Also two Endangered Ecological Vegetation Communities.
Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC pg. 51 A. Clements & Assoc:
“Fauna surveys identified the presence of nine threatened species, seven bat species
(Grey-headed Flying-fox, Large-eared Pied Bat, Eastern Bentwing-bat, Southern Myotis,
Little Bentwing-bat, Eastern False Pipistrelle, Eastern Freetail-bat) and two bird species
(Powerful Owl, Square-tailed Kite) were recorded on the BGC land.
Despite all the evidence obtained through the BGC ecological survey, submissions by Golf
Course members still maintain the contrived view that the wildlife corridor is 'non-existent'
for the purpose of misleading the consent authority.
Note 1: in Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC dated 19.09.2018 pg. 38:
A. Clements & Assoc. states :“ A total of 12 species of microbats were detected by
echolocation, with three of these species also captured in harp traps.
The majority of these bats were trapped in the rainforest along the creek in the north-west
of the BGC land. The only species trapped amongst remnant trees on the golf course
was Nyctophilus gouldi.”
The above statement is untrue.
Ref: Glenn Hoye Bat Survey pg 1 which specifically states:
“the Southern Myotis, Large-eared Pied Bat (Chalinolobus dwyeri), Eastern Falsistrelle
(Falsitrellus tasmaniensis), Little Bent-wing Bat (Miniopterus australis) and Eastern
Freetail Bat (Micronomus norfolkensis). These threatened microbat species were
recorded from echolocation call within the area encompassing the proposed
seniors facility.”
How can there be any credibility placed on the contents of the Ecological Report if
such incorrect and misleading statements are made ?
A. Clements & Assoc. reports continually refer to an aim of creating 'enhanced
conservation linkage'.
A1.0 2017 “The conservation component of the proposal is to increase the environmental
sustainability of the BGC land, as well as increasing the flora and fauna connectivity
consistent with Pittwater 21 DCP”.

5 Ecological Report 2017 - Tables
6 BGC Bat Survey- Glenn Hoye 2017 for A. Clements

Any reasonable person can see that this aim is completely inconsistent with the resultant
effect of creating a huge 5 acre barrier to fauna movement by putting 7 buildings in a
critical location within the wildlife corridor.
This is not a valid conservation strategy and will not help flora and fauna connectivity.
The wildlife corridor is real and should be maintained and enhanced as is required under
the requirements of Pittwater 21 DCP and LEP.
A2.1.2 Biodiversity mapping – paragraph 7.6 of Pittwater LEP
(1) The objective of this clause is to maintain terrestrial, riparian and aquatic biodiversity
by:
(a) protecting native fauna and flora, and
(b) protecting the ecological processes necessary for their continued existence, and
(c) encouraging the conservation and recovery of native fauna and flora and their
habitats.
(3) Before determining a development application for development on land to which this
clause applies, the consent authority must consider:
(c) any potential to fragment, disturb or diminish the biodiversity structure,
function and composition of the land, and
(d) any adverse impact on the habitat elements providing connectivity on the land.
These clauses refer to the aims of protection, preventing fragmentation, preventing
disturbance, increasing connectivity and consideration of adverse impacts on the habitat
that provides connectivity.
Note: This can all be achieved by not building on the site which is designated
'biodiversity' land, doing reparation works to remove weed infested areas and replanting
with appropriate native species. It can not be achieved by removing one of the last
remnant bushland 'stepping stones' 7 within the wildlife corridor and then building a huge 5
acre permanent barrier to fauna movement in its place.
NBC Council has concluded 8 “The proposal is considered to be inconsistent with Pittwater
21 DCP Control B4.6 Flora and Fauna Enhancement Category 2 and Wildlife Corridor.
Due to the bulk and scale of the proposed development, approximately 50% of the width
(measured from north-east to south-west) of the mapped high priority wildlife corridor
will be blocked by infrastructure, diminishing connectivity within the local landscape.”
In Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC dated 19.09.2018, pt 3.0 pg -17
A. Clements & Assoc. claim that new 'Amendments' will now result in less impacts on
biodiversity than the previous proposal with the following changes made:
a) Change in associated landscaping using the local native plant species (especially local
rainforest species) and flowing water and ponds to provide habitat and food resources for
native fauna species.
A majority of Native plant species should have been part of the original planting and
landscaping schedule in the first place and will not lessen the impact of a 5 acre
blockage to connectivity with in the Wildlife Corridor.
and
b) Reduction in tree loss from 153 to 140 trees.
A reduction of 13 trees will not lessen the impact of a 5 acre blockage to connectivity
with in the Wildlife Corridor.In addition it is not yet clearly established whether more trees
will need to be removed from Cabbage Tree Road to get sufficient line of sight to the close
road crest or if some large trees won't survive close to the cut for the deep basement.
7 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/research-and-publications/publications-search/corridors-andconnectivity-conservation-management-notes pdf available to download 'Corridors and Connectivity'
8 2018 NBC Biodiversity Referral

Neither of these 2 'amendments' will cause any less significant impact on the environment
than the previous proposal.
Removal of many mature trees and proposed replacement with root stock
In Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC on page 547 the real, DIRECT impacts are
outlined:
• clearing of 0.43 ha ( 1.06 Acres) of between fairway vegetation, consisting of exotic and
native trees with golf course managed understorey of mainly exotic grass.
• construction of the access road from Cabbage Tree Road along the existing golf vehicle
path with clearing of trees; and
• loss of 13 of 84 identified hollow-bearing trees north of Cabbage Tree Road.
Note: 2 of the trees being removed are locally significant Eucalyptus Robusta ( Swamp
Mahoganies) which are now rare on the golf course due to their extensive clearing over
the years, which has significantly impacted the presence in the area of the Regent
honeyeater and Swift parrot.
The reason for their removal – pg 32 “ to be cleared for golf buggy paths ! ”
On pg 15 : This 0.43 HA of tree removal is referred to as 'modified habitat' :
“ A small amount of highly modified habitat will be removed for the proposed
development”.
This statement is deliberately minimising the significant impact removing 140 trees
will have on an important stepping - stone within the corridor and is an incorrect
and misleading statement.
REF: 8.0 (2017) pg 37 states the MANY species of trees to be removed:
“Remnant trees on the proposed development site are mainly mainly Eucalyptus
paniculata, Angophora floribunda, Eucalyptus scias, E. umbra, with Syncarpia glomulifera
also common. These tree species are representative of ‘Coastal Enriched Moist Forest'
mainly Eucalyptus paniculata, with Angophora floribunda, Eucalyptus scias, E. umbra, with
Syncarpia glomulifera also common.
These tree species are representative of ‘Coastal Enriched Moist Forest’ mapped by
OEH (2016) This community was likely to occur in this area before clearing.”
This is inconsistent with the comment on pg 15.(above) describing the trees to be
removed as a “small amount of highly modified habitat.”
In Report - Statement of Environmental Effects - Amended – LEC pg. 19 [ Appendix 3 ] 3
The same attempt is made to minimise the impact this removal of a large number of trees
is going to have. 5.2.3 States:
“ Native vegetation is largely restricted to reduced, depauperate and degraded patches
with the exception of the steep land in the north-west.”
It is not further explained that this exception to the degraded areas IS the steep land to the
north-west ( the construction site ) and IS the area of mature trees (approx 140) which are
going to be removed ! i.e. the only significant area of forest that is left is the
remnant forest of mature trees which they are planning to destroy.

2nd point: “These remnant native vegetation patches generally occur as narrow strips.”
It is not further explained that this is the case except for the large area of forest
containing many tree species representative of the 'Coastal Enriched Moist Forest' which
are going to be removed ! [Ref: 8.0 (2017) pg 37]
5th point: “The proposal does not significantly impact and/or reduce/degrade habitat for
locally native species etc”
This is clearly untrue, removing 140 trees will reduce the habitat for species in the
area and so will significantly impact local wildlife.
Note: The A. Clements report omits any reference to Pittwater LEP A 2.1.2(1)(d)
re any adverse impact on the habitat elements providing connectivity on the land.
No analysis has been carried out in regard to the importance of this only remaining group
of mature trees as an important stepping stone in the wildlife corridor, considering the rest
of the vegetation on the golf course is confined to fragmented strips
[Ref - Appendix 4 and 'Corridors and Connectivity'] 9
How can there be any credibility placed on the contents of the Ecological Report if
such serious omissions are made as well as incorrect and misleading statements.
The proposal suggests that the removal of 140 + mature trees on the 5 Acre development
site can somehow be replaced by the planting of 3,000 rootstock, some apparently to be
grown from seed, which is to be planted predominantly on the other side of the road on the
greater golf course site. IF these seedlings even grow they will take a very long time to
replace the canopy.
In Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC , pg 7 – 'Executive Summary':
“The tree loss associated with the construction of the seniors housing, fairway
upgrades and infrastructure (140 trees and approximately 750 linear metres of mainly
single row plantings of Casuarina cunninghamiana and C. glauca on the lower land)
will be offset approximately 100 fold by planting of more than 3,000 trees in the conserved
and enhanced wildlife corridors.”
Are they planting 3,000 canopy trees or does this number include shrubs and palms ?
They claim this considerable loss of mature canopy trees will be:
“offset by increasing the existing 6.86 ha of fragmented patches of native vegetation to
more than 15 ha of conservation corridors. (see proposed change in vegetation cover,
Figures 1d, 2f)”. (pg 14 – 15)
The replacement of the tree canopy is significant for many species, particularly for bird and
bat movement. The Large bent-wing bat forages above the tree canopy for flying insects.
Powerful Owls require large, older trees for their habitat and their prey's habitat.
However, the Ecological report (2017) states that the 'new' replacement plantings will be
predominantly under-storey plantings rather than new canopy trees.
“The proposed tree increase on the spur is predominantly increases in understorey
species and not of canopy species. The proposed conservation works are directed to
increasing intactness and connectivity of the wet sclerophyll vegetation with a
rainforest and fern understorey to provide enhanced native fauna habitats.” 10
9 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/research-and-publications/publications-search/corridors-andconnectivity-conservation-management-notes pdf available to download 'Corridors and Connectivity'
10 A. Clements and Assoc. Ecology Report 2017 Pg 64

The new plantings are to be 'root stock' and will not be suitable replacement habitat for
these species now or not for a very long time 30+ years. The wildlife will be impacted
immediately
The correct ecological response would be to retain this important canopy area.
Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC , pg 125
“The proposal provides an opportunity to conserve (?) enhance (?) and restore (?) the
wet sclerophyll forests with Livistonia australis – Cabbage Palm as a major component of
the understorey.” This would result in increased vegetation connectivity, allowing for fauna
movements and providing food and nesting resources for fauna species including the
Powerful Owl and listed bats.”
Note: a Sclerophyll Forest consists of many more species than just Cabbage Tree Palms.
Cabbage Tree Palms are extremely slow growers, under 1m every 10 years, a true trunk
only emerging after 30 years ! ! 11
If the plan is to plant only understorey plants and Cabbage Tree Palms (which are very
slow growers and take many years to mature) then this will not increase vegetation
connectivity and will not provide food for the Powerful Owl or bats as they forage in and
above the canopy.
Note: Cabbage Tree palms have also been used extensively as a bush regeneration
species and in the visual impact statement as screening plants.They are too slow growing
for either purpose and wouldn't provide habitat or adequate screening for 30+ years.
Note: Cabbage Tree palms are also proposed to be planted as 'between-fairway'
vegetation and along the boundary adjoining the private road. 12 This species is completely
unsuitable for between fairway vegetation or along the BGC boundary because fronds
reach the ground and the leaf shafts are covered with sharp spines. It will be very difficult
for the golfers to retrieve lost balls.
Existing fauna habitat and flora connectivity / linkages on BGC land from A.
Clements Report 2017- pg 9:
Note: The A. Clements report omits any reference to Pittwater LEP A2.1.2(1)(d)
re any adverse impact on the habitat elements providing connectivity on the land.
“The extensively cleared and modified Golf Course land forms a barrier to fauna and flora
movement from bushland areas in the west to natural habitat on the western shore of
Winnererremy Bay. Vegetation on most of the BGC land has an open structure and is
considered as currently acting as a bottleneck or barrier to fauna movement (Burcher
1995).”
The aim being expressed by Burcher is concern about the already fragmented fauna
linkages and the need to increase vegetation connectivity.
The reason Burcher said it was a 'barrier' was because there was no vegetation and he
recommends thickening the vegetation.
The bizarre proposed solution / outcome in this DA is to remove a considerable
number of important, remnant canopy trees then build a huge complex covering 5
acres in its place, which will only result in further fragmented fauna linkages and be
a HUGE barrier to fauna movement.
11 Depending on conditions it can be up to 30 years before a true trunk emerges. At this time the palm head may
only be 3 metres high, depending on wind exposure. N. Carlise (OEH) personal communication.

12 A. Clements and Assoc. Ecology Report 2017 Pg 39-40

How can a currently open area of land be more of a barrier to wildlife movement
than a 5 acre, 7 building, 3 storey apartment complex ???
The most important remnant area within the open structure of the golf course is the forest
area that is going to be destroyed. From an aerial view it is clear to see that this is an
important part of the 'linkage' within the corridor and should not be removed.
[ Appendix 4 - aerial view of 'stepping stone' connectivity ] 4
The plan for replanting and included in the % increase of their 'offset plan' shows that they
are planning to plant on land that does not even belong to them.
They have submitted a planting schedule for the emergency access (EVA) belonging to
DP270239.
[ Appendix 5 5 – Planting schedule from Master Plan and SEE 7c-1]
This area should be deducted from what they claim are their offsets. It is significant as
most of the planned 'off set' planting is not in the area of the development but on the
greater golf course on the other side of the road. There is minimal regeneration planting
being proposed for the area of the development and this can't be achieved because the
planting proposal is flawed. You can't plant on land that does not belong to you.
RFS GUIDELINES: Significant APZ's have been applied to the site.
There has to be an APZ of 100m to the north, northwest, south and south east areas
surrounding the site and an APZ of 80m to west, and southwest and to the eastern
boundary of the proposed development. 13
From RFS guidelines :14
Planting within APZ's have to be minimal with the removal of under storey plants.
Planting shouldn't be continuous ,rather should be planted in clumps. Prune branches 2m
from the ground, locate vegetation away from the asset so plants will not ignite the asset.
Separate tree crowns by two to five metres. A canopy should not overhang within two to
five metres of a dwelling. Native trees and shrubs should be retained as clumps or islands
and should maintain a covering of no more than 20% of the area.
RFS guidelines have not been followed in the planting schedule which shows mass
connecting planting.
These RFS requirements limits planting around the Seniors complex and adjacent to the
buildings so effective screening wont be possible.
How can there be any credibility placed on the contents of the Ecological Report if
such significant errors are made ?
Planting of root stock where there are Swamp Wallabies, Possums and Brush Turkeys is
very difficult as the plants get eaten as soon as they are planted and need a lot of constant
care, protection, watering etc. This is a large undertaking on an area this size and there is
no guarantee that the project will be completed or that the majority of the root stock will
survive. With this type of planting there can be up to a 75% loss. In addition who will be
responsible for their long term care and maintenance, the Golf Club or the developer ?
Is this what their proposed new wildlife corridor will look like ? [ Appendix 6 ] 6

13 Bushfire Report LEC document 3 Sept 2018
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashx?
id=ArTMvZh4mKAV0A60ki4OEg%3D%3D
14 RFS 'Standards for Asset Protection Zones 'pg 10
https://www.rfs.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/13321/Standards-for-Asset-Protection-Zones.pdf

Assessments of Significance – 7 part tests. (Omitted from first Report)
Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC pg 52 Assessments of Significance using the 7
part tests concluded that the proposal is not likely to significantly impact threatened
species nor communities (two plant species, 11 mammals (including 9 bats), 14 birds
(including 3 migratory birds), one amphibian and two ecological communities) considered
likely to occur onsite. ( From Bionet sightings )
A. Clements & Assoc. have concluded:
“No species impact statements are required for the Powerful Owl. NOR any other
threatened species nor the threatened 2 ecological communities.”
This conclusion is questionable for a number of reasons:
1.The Assessment has not taken into account the prolonged construction period
and how this will affect the vulnerable wildlife.
Powerful Owls sleep during the day so they will likely move away from their long term
roosting site close to the construction area and not return.
The vulnerable microbats who are located on the development site and their potential
breeding colonies will all be impacted from the day the trees are chopped down.
2. Security Fencing will need to be erected around the entire 5 acre site. One of the
controls is that fencing must be passable by native wildlife, how is this going to be
achieved for a 5 acre construction site for 2 + years ?
And if it is passable, how will terrestrial fauna species be protected when there is a
massive 16m deep hole in the ground due to the deep cut that is being proposed for the
basement areas. Wallabies, marsupial rats, Brown Antechinus, bandicoots, snakes,
lizards, goannas, water dragons and birds such as ducks, swamp hens, lyrebirds etc are
likely to enter the area and fall into the hole. These animals are able to pass through small
openings so any form of fencing won't be able to keep them out.
It is dangerous for small children who can crawl underneath any wildlife passable fencing.
This has not been addressed anywhere in the proposal
Ref “Wildlife Friendly Fencing and Netting”15
3. The need to dim the lighting in the Seniors complex to mitigate the impact on the
vulnerable bat species is referenced by Glenn Hoye in his report yet has not been
addressed or included in the DA anywhere. Glenn Hoye is a Bat Ecologist.
A. Clements is not Bat expert.
These vulnerable species will be impacted by the large amount of light from the 7
buildings, despite the dubious conclusion made by A. Clements that they won't.
4. Negative impacts on the Powerful Owl are likely so the claim that this is not the case
can be given little credence, considering the opinion given in a submission by Dr Beth Mott
who is an expert in the study of Powerful Owls.
Ms Clements is not a Powerful Owl expert.
Dr Mott states that the owls will be impacted. “It is very likely they will abandon the
area”.16
Extensive research has been carried out on this Bayview Powerful Owl family by the
Powerful Owl Project since 2009, [discussed further].
15 “Wildlife Friendly Fencing and Netting https://www.lfwseq.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/LFW-Note2016_G4.pdf
16 Powerful Owl Project submission by Dr B. Mott - 10 October 2018
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashx?
id=QIksi4YO9zIV0A60ki4OEg%3D%3D

It is also concerning that A. Clements makes inconsistent statements about her findings:
pg 30 (8.3.1) Tree Hollows states; “None of the hollows were suitable for Powerful Owls
and the habitat was too open for this species.”
Then on pg 38 says that the nesting site may be on BGC land.
“The following day (17 November 2017) during a watercourse vegetation survey in the
same area two fledgling Powerful Owls and an adult were observed sitting in the
canopy of a large Coachwood (Ceratopetalum apetalum).”
“The owls were only recently fledged and it is very likely the breeding hollow is
located nearby in the same patch of trees, and possibly on the golf course land.”
It is clear that Ms Clements has not located the nesting tree, so she cannot conclusively
state that a Species Impact Statement is not required and that the development “is not
likely to significantly impact threatened species.”
How can there be any credibility placed on the contents of the Ecological Report if
such inconsistent statements are made ?
Schedule 2 requirements - Potential Ecological impacts and landscaping have not
been met due to errors and incomplete data. Impacts have NOT been conclusively
proven nor required mitigation plans addressed.
[ Appendix 7 - SCC Schedule 2 requirement to resolve potential ecological impacts and
landscaping ] 7
Powerful Owls
Powerful owls have been recorded in the area since 1972 [Debus and Chafer 1994] 17
The Wildsearch 199818 survey of the land directly adjoining the golf course and sharing the
same creek line, commented:
“The site provides foraging, roosting and potential habitat for a pair of powerful owls ”.
This pair of Powerful owls are well known in the local area and are seen and heard often.
Recorded sightings from 2009 to 2018 show a long term use of the roosting site along the
Creek line which runs through Bayview golf course, less than 100m from the proposed
construction zone.These local owls were photographed and studied by K. Hardy for the
Powerful Owl Project in 2009.19 [Appendix 8 8– photo by K. Hardy]
Volunteers have recorded their current status in this location 20and the Powerful Owl
Project has reviewed their findings during December 2017 and a submission regarding the
likely impacts has been lodged as an objection to this DA.
As well as the inevitable impact to the area during construction, afterwards there will also
be a significant rise in noise and light which will disturb the owls at their roosting
site. The current DA proposes the removal of a considerable number of trees.
Wildsearch 1998 stated “ Combined with any other habitat loss or modification in this owl
territory (considerable sections of escarpment bushland are on private land), any
development would contribute to put pressure on this pair of owls which in turn could
affect such factors as breeding success.”

17 Referenced in Wildsearch Species Impact Study (SIS)- P. Antcliffe (1998 unpublished report)
18 Wildsearch Wildsearch Species Impact Study (SIS)- P. Antcliffe (1998 unpublished report)
19 Powerful Owl Project Final Report D. Bain, K. Hardy, H. Parsons
http://birdlife.org.au/documents/POW__Final_Powerful_Owl_Project_Final_2014.pdfhttp://www.birdsinbac
kyards.net/sites/www.birdsinbackyards.net/files/page/attachments/Powerful Owl
Project Final_Report
FINAL.pdf
20 All sightings registered on Bionet and with NBC

And “ Arboreal mammals, ringtail possum in particular, form a large part of its diet. It will
be important therefore to maintain the arboreal mammal population on the site by
maintaining the tree and small tree canopies and excluding introduced predators.”
Note: The DA does not address how it will be possible to contain companion animals to
stop them entering the surrounding bushland.
The Ecological Report done by A. Clements in 2017 located an adult and 2 recently
fledged chicks on the site. There is also another juvenile still using the site, sighted by Dr
Mott. Dr Mott from the Powerful Owl Project submitted an objection which concludes that
there are two breeding pairs that use this habitat and between 2009 and 2017 there have
been 16 chicks born which shows the importance of this habitat area. Dr Mott's submission
states that there will be significant impact on this vulnerable species should this DA be
approved which contradicts the determination by A. Clements that there will be no impact.
The loss of yet another vulnerable species from the area will impact significantly
on the areas eco system. Powerful Owls feed on possums, grey headed flying foxes, mice,
rats, brush turkeys and birds.Powerful Owls help keep down the numbers of these birds
which are increasing in many areas and dominating nesting hollows, 21 Powerful Owls
need to eat approximately one possum or flying fox per night.
This food requirement increases during their winter breeding season, and it continues into
the following spring and summer as the one or two dependent baby owlets become ever
more demanding.22 Clearly the removal of a large number of remnant native and other
mature canopy trees (140+) and potentially more trees from the site will impact on the
sustainability of the Powerful Owls in the area where they hunt and roost. Dr. Mott
concludes “It is very likely they will abandon the area.” 23
The Dept. of Environment has a 'Recovery Plan for Large Forest Owls' which states :
“The Key Threatening Process (KTP), ‘clearing of native vegetation’ has been identified as
having an adverse effect on the three large forest owls. [Sooty, Masked and Powerful] ”
Powerful Owls are often killed by road traffic, there were 10 fatal car strike incidents
recorded between March and September 2012 and 115 were recorded from 2006 to 2012,
with at least 65 of them fatal [Powerful Owl Project]. With this proposed development of 85
apartments as well as commercial areas, there will be a lot more traffic due to residents
and visitors cars using the surrounding roads.
Note: One of the major issues is that the owl's location, previously known only to locals,
has now been revealed and as there is open access to all surrounding bushland the
community is concerned there will be significant impact from people wanting to explore the
surrounding private bushland which continues through the corridor. There can be no
fencing as this is an impediment to fauna movement and not allowed in this area.
The ecological report ( B4.2.9 2017) says protection of the Powerful Owl habitat is
necessary for this vulnerable species but doesn't say how it is going to be protected only
'to provide education' on the species. This isn't sufficient.

21 Footprint Green Environmental Assessment 2014 pg 9
22 “Birds in Backyards'
23 Powerful Owl Project submission by Dr B. Mott :
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashx?
id=U2ore%252fsNHak%253d

Bats and Microbats:
12 species of bats were found on the Golf Course site survey 7 of which are Vulnerable.
Significantly, evidence of a breeding colony of the (Vulnerable) Southern Myotis was
located within the area encompassing the proposed seniors facility.
These vulnerable species being:
Southern Myotis
(V) (Myotis macropus) breeding colony
Large-eared Pied Bat
(V) (Chalinolobus dwyeri),
Eastern Falsistrelle
(V) (Falsitrellus tasmaniensis),
Little Bent-wing Bat
(V) (Miniopterus australis) and
Eastern Freetail Bat
(V) (Micronomus norfolkensis).
The Eastern Bentwing
(V) (Miniopterus shreibersii)
The Grey-headed flying fox (V) (Pteropus poliocephalus)
There is a note in the A. Clements report and the Glenn Hoye report that says:
“Artificial lighting on the exterior of the complex should be subdued and directed so that it
lights only areas such as pathways where it is required.This will minimise impacts to prey
populations of the threatened microbat species were recorded from echolocation call
within the area encompassing the proposed seniors facility.”
NOTE: Due to strict OH&S liabilities and Insurance requirements for Seniors facilities it
will NOT be possible to subdue and direct lighting so the converse is true:
The threatened (vulnerable) microbat species recorded from echolocation call within the
area encompassing the proposed seniors facility WILL BE IMPACTED.
NOTE: If lighting is to be used as a 'mitigation' factor for vulnerable species, then that
mitigation programme must be included in the DA, which it isn't.
If it is unpractical for this to be achieved, which it is, because of the factors listed above,
then it can not be used as a valid argument.
In addition:
Breeding colonies of two other bats species were located.
Gould s Long-eared Bat Nyctophilus gouldi) and the Little Forest Bat (Vespadelus
vulturnus).24

List of Bats found by echolocation
The proposed development is a large 5 acre complex of 7 buildings up to 3 storeys with
the rooftop also being used for recreational purposes, so effectively 4 storeys of light.
This will be a large source of light and noise where as at the moment the area is
completely quiet and completely dark at night and relatively quiet during the day (except
for golfers and golf balls being hit).
It is seniors living, so it needs to be well lit ( OH&S) in all areas, pathways, external areas,
rooftop areas (which are going to be used) and no controls can be put in place to force
residents to reduce lighting in their apartments. There will be a huge light impact and noise
impact from, people, extra car traffic, external social events etc.
These impacts are such that the proposal is not justified.
24 Glen Hoye report for A. Clements 2017

Note:
Due to limited time spent on surveys, there may be other vulnerable species not detected
The Footprint Green 2014 survey undertook ultrasonic bat detection over 3 nights.
Their assessment stated that the Southern Myotis Was 'unlikely' to occur – later this
species was located in the 2017 echolocation survey.
The assessment also stated that the Eastern Broad Nosed Bat was 'unlikely to occur' –
this species was also later located in the 2017 echolocation survey.25
Bird Species
There are a large number of bird species, 41 from the A. Clements survey, and many more
from other local recorded sightings. The total number of bird species would be approx 90 +
birds – Migratory species would not have been seen at the time of survey.
Migratory species return to the area each year at different seasons – Dollarbirds,
Silvereyes (Tasmanian migrants), Channel-billed Cuckoo, Sacred Kingfisher, Black-faced
Monarch, Rose Robin, Olive-backed Oriole etc.The Creek area that enters the Golf Course
near the proposed construction site is a Rainforest area and is a known as a breeding area
for Powerful Owls, Lyrebirds, Sacred Kingfishers, Dollarbirds and many more species.
The huge variety of birds, mammals and reptiles shows how important this wildlife corridor
is and why it is important to protect native wildlife species.
The valley and golf course is also used by many birds as a Fly path between Ku-ring-gai
and Garigal National Parks and Pittwater e.g. Sea Eagles, Pelicans, Peregrine Falcons,
Ospreys (V) , Little Eagles (V) etc. Sea Eagles are often seen carrying fish and they have
been known to drop them on the golf course.
The wildlife corridor on the Golf Course and the surrounding bushland area is rich in
wildlife. Local residents regularly see many species of birds and other animals – Swamp
Wallabies, Possums, Water Dragons, Powerful Owls, Glossy Black Cockatoos, Brush
Turkeys, raptor species such as the Grey Goshawk, Square-tailed Kite and Collared
Sparrow Hawk which hunt on the golf course.
Residents hear at night Powerful Owls, Boobook Owls, Tawny Frogmouth, Bats, Grey
headed Flying Fox, Bats and Microbats, Sugar Gliders, frogs and many others.
As well as many common birds ( Lorikeets, Cockatoos, Kookaburras, Magpies, Pied
Currawong's etc) there are 32 Locally Significant Species of birds and animals such as
Lyrebirds, Superb Fairy Wrens, Swamp Wallabies, Green Tree snakes, Diamond Pythons,
Goannas etc.
Companion Animals:
If companion cats and dogs are allowed this will also have a significant impact on the
fauna including the Vulnerable Powerful Owls. Fencing can't be put in place as it is a
wildlife corridor and would impede fauna movement.
There is also a 'brief' mention of the resident long-nosed bandicoots on the site which are
considered a 'significant' species' in Pittwater and these will also be affected by any
removal of habitat. The bandicoot like many other marsupials of Australia have undergone
several species extinction due to habitat loss and predators – cats, dogs and foxes.
Of the estimated 12 species, half are extinct or threatened with extinction or extremely
rare.26

25 Glen Hoye report for A. Clements 2017
26 http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/animals-and-plants/native-animals/native-animalfacts/bandicoots

Vegetation:
Endangered ( vegetation) ecological communities occur on the Golf Course Land.
These consist as mainly remnant areas because of the persistent destruction of these
important vegetation communities over the history of the Golf Course.
These areas of vegetation all form an important part of the whole wildlife corridor and
biodiversity land in Bayview.
From the 2017 Report pg 46. B4.1.1 Known threats to Coastal Floodplain communities
Note: The Bayview Golf Club have not protected this threatened ecological area in the
past.
In this DA they plan to undertake actions which are mentioned in the below list of
actions that threaten this ecological community.
“In the final determination for Swamp Sclerophyll Forest on Coastal Floodplains of the
NSW North Coast, Sydney Basin and South East Corner bioregion, most of the listed
threats for this Coastal Floodplain community have occurred on the BGC land,
including:
• land clearing;
• severely fragmented by past clearing and further threatened by continuing
fragmentation and degradation;
• flood mitigation and drainage works;[ NB: flood mitigation works are not allowed under
the PLEP on any part of BGC land]
• landfilling and earthworks;
• pollution from urban runoff;
• weed invasion;
• activation of 'acid sulfate soils';
• removal of dead wood;
• rubbish dumping; and
• alteration to the natural flow regimes of rivers, streams, floodplains and
wetlands.” [ NB :flood mitigation works are not allowed under the PLEP on any part of
BGC land ]
The BGC have removed many of the remnant trees in the past, such as swamp
mahoganies in1995, without performing any new biodiversity work, which is why the land
is now degraded.
Under the DCP and LEP they are meant to maintain these lands and enhance them.
The Golf Course was once the largest remnant forest of swamp mahoganies (EEC) in the
Pittwater area. Even removing one swamp mahogany can cause ecological issues for the
fauna utilising this tree as food or habitat. Note the Regent Honeyeater used to frequent
the golf course in flocks. Now these birds are locally extinct and an endangered species
elsewhere.
A lot of the work proposed now as biodiversity offset work in their masterplan is actually
“catch-up” work which should have been done over many years previously.
Previous Ecological damage done to the Golf Course since 1924 is outlined under
A3.1.1 of the A. Clements Report (2017).
There is a pattern of destroying and modifying existing natural environment and
now they want to do more damage.
The so called 'off-set' work is insufficient to replace what they are damaging.

A3.1.1 of the A.Clements Report (2017) : “CREEK MODIFICATION: Cahill Creek
restricted to a dam with a narrow outlet under Pittwater Road; the natural drainage
appearing to have been moved to the boundaries of the BGC land, removal of trees.
By 1965, the strip of planted trees at right angles to and south-east of Cahill Creek
visible on the 1951 aerial photograph (Figure 3-1951) was no longer visible on the
1965 aerial photograph (Figure 3-1965).
By 1970, more fairway construction and clearing had occurred (Figure 3-1970),
The modification included removal of some Eucalyptus robusta (Swamp Mahogany)
during the 1995 dredging works (Skelton and Williams 1998) and there was also dredging
in1974/1975.”
This damage to the Swamp Sclerophyll Forest on Coastal Floodplains resulted in the loss
of the Regent Honeyeater and Swift Parrots from the area.
A4.5 pg 17 of A. Clements report (2017) :” Previous onsite surveys:
Skelton and Williams (1998) noted the presence of 403 Swamp Mahoganies
(Eucalyptus robusta) trees including large stands observed on the golf course side of
Cabbage Tree Road to the east, around the perimeter of the golf course and
Cabbage Tree Flat.”
Conclusions : 8.0 (2017) pg 37 : “The landform, vegetation and drainage of the BGC land
have been historically highly modified for playing golf, with the only areas with remnant
vegetation restricted to land unsuitable for playing golf, including:
• too steep to clear north of Cabbage Tree Road (where they are now planning to build)
• too close to road boundaries and too steep to use for golf .
• too close to road boundaries and water table too high.”
“Remnant trees on the proposed development site are mainly mainly Eucalyptus
paniculata, Angophora floribunda, Eucalyptus scias, E. umbra, with Syncarpia glomulifera
also common. These tree species are representative of ‘Coastal Enriched Moist Forest'
mainly Eucalyptus paniculata, with Angophora floribunda, Eucalyptus scias, E. umbra, with
Syncarpia glomulifera also common. These tree species are representative of ‘Coastal
Enriched Moist Forest’ mapped by OEH (2016) This community was likely to occur
in this area before clearing.”
Note: In Report - Biodiversity - Amended – LEC On pg 15 : This 0.43 ha of tree removal is
referred to as “ A small amount of highly modified habitat will be removed for the proposed
development”. This clearing will include a minimum of 140 trees.
Flood Mitigation Works:
Report - Flood Impact Assessment - Seniors Living: In the Cardno report (2017)27
Reference is made to the proposed creek rehabilitation work to be carried out on the main
golf course site which states:
“Proposed rehabilitation works would result in a significant change in landform in
the floodplain.”
Most of the land of the whole golf course is designated either wetlands or flood plain.
The land has historically been wetlands and a well known and important flood plain for the
area. Due to it’s environmental, ecological and biodiversity importance to all the
surrounding areas flood mitigation works are not permitted on any of the BGC land.
Any flood mitigation works would drastically change the ecology of the wetlands, flood
plain, surrounding remnant forest areas (Swamp mahoganies etc) and the water quality in
the Winnererremy Bay / Pittwater area.
27 Cardno Report 6 December 2017 pg 7

The potential impacts of changing the landform in the floodplain on the ecology of
the entire area has not been sufficiently considered in this application.
Note: water birds are often seen on the golf course particularly after rain – Egrets, Ibis,
Ducks, Swamp Hens, Dusky Moorhen, Masked lapwing, Herons, Cormorants, Darters etc
If flood mitigation works are untaken a large area of wetlands will be removed. This is why
flood mitigation works are not allowed. 28
Species we have already lost in the Bayview area:
There is a history of loss of species in this local area.
Regent Honeyeater – 'critically endangered' - Now locally extinct
The Eucalyptus robusta , Swamp Mahogany trees, which once covered most of the golf
course was core habitat for regent honeyeater which used to flock onto the golf course.
The swamp mahogany trees used to be all over the golf club land, but in 1995 most were
removed which destroyed the habitat of the regent honeyeater.
These flocks of regent honey eaters have not visited Bayview area in years and the bird is
now part of a Taronga Zoo special breeding program.
Swift Parrot - Swamp mahoganies are also habitat for swift parrots also 'critically
endangered', now most likely locally extinct due to the removal of large number of swamp
mahoganies. Since 1980 there have been some 60 sightings recorded in the Wildlife Atlas
database (OEH 2010) within the Sydney Metropolitan Areas and locally small flocks were
reported at Ingleside in 1986 (Cooper 1990). In 1938 hundreds of Swift Parrots were
reported feeding in Eucalyptus robusta (Swamp Mahogany) in Warriewood
(Hindwood 1939).29 Now they are rarely seen locally and are listed as Vulnerable.
Tiger Quoll – now locally extinct
Koala – now locally extinct
Heath Monitor ( Rosenberg's Goanna ) - now locally extinct
Sea Eagle - There is an abandoned Sea Eagle nest situated on private property in the
local vicinity. They left the area due to construction occurring near their nest. A lot of
species do not like any disruption to their habitat.
Ref: Behavioural Ecology & Conservation Research Group (Uni NSW)
“Australia has suffered the highest rate of mammal extinctions anywhere in the world since
1700. Ongoing impacts of European settlement continue to threaten mammals, making
research into their ecology a conservation priority. A range of our projects have examined
how native mammals are coping with encroaching urbanisation. In particular, we are
involved in a 12 year study of the ecology and dynamics of an endangered long-nosed
bandicoot population at North Head, Sydney. The response of this population to ongoing
urban development is being used as a model for other native wildlife trapped in pockets of
urbanisation.”

In conclusion:
Impact on Wildlife Corridor:
The entire Bayview Golf Course area, including the development site and the surrounding
areas all lie in a designated important 'High Priority Wildlife Corridor' mapped in the DCP
since 1995 and mapped as 'Biodiversity' land in Clause 7.6 of the Pittwater LEP.
The proposed building area is located on the 'high priority' section of the Wildlife corridor
map. The trees being removed are important as they act as a ‘stepping stone’ to all
species movement, not just vulnerable species, as well as the bat movement between
Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park and the bushland reserves and treed residential areas of
peninsular Pittwater LGA.
28 Many of these species were sighted by A. Clements ref table 3a
29 Footprint Green 2014 for BGC

The whole area is extremely rich in native fauna and flora.
The wildlife will be impacted by the large scale of the construction site, the duration of the
building activities, the removal of 140+ mature trees and the 7 buildings, 3 storey complex
covering 5 acres that will will have a large light impact at night.
This proposal WILL definitely have a large negative ecological impact on the biodiversity
and wildlife corridor of this area.
If there is any uncertainty about these impacts then this proposal should not be approved.
Powerful Owls sleep during the day so they will likely move away from the area.
The vulnerable microbat breeding colonies, which are currently situated right in the area
of development, will be impacted and leave.
How will terrestrial fauna species be protected when there is a massive 16m deep hole in
the ground due to the deep cut that is being proposed for the basement areas?
The stated Aims in the A. Clements Ecological report and and likely outcomes of this vast
development during both the lengthy construction phase and when finally completed are
completely contradictory.
Any reasonable person reading the applicant's plans, can see that their proposal is
completely inappropriate and will create an ecological disaster by removing 140++
remnant trees, destroying existing habitat for threatened species, putting a 5 acre
blockage across the wildlife corridor and is doing the exact opposite of what the ecological
aims should be.
Environmentally sustainable development and the Precautionary Principle should
apply (If there is doubt on the ecological impacts, don't do it) :
1 May 1992 agreement known as the Inter-Governmental Agreement on the Environment
refer: BGP Properties Pty Limited v Lake Macquarie City Council [2004] NSWLEC 399
The land is classified as 'Biodiversity' land and should be protected.
This DA should be refused because of the significant impact it will have on the
ecology of the area and its potential impact on a significant number of listed,
Threatened species.
The determination that there will be no impacts has NOT been conclusively proven
nor required mitigation plans addressed. Therefore Schedule 2 requirements Potential Ecological impacts and landscaping have not been met due to errors and
incomplete data.
I agree with the Sydney North Planning Panel's determination that the impacts on
Biodiversity are SUBSTANTIAL and ADVERSE.
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Appendix 1: 5 Acres of unrestricted movement is being re-directed to 2 small side trails
( orange dotted lines) one of which will be blocked by a protection fence. NBC also is of
the opinion that this will be a considerable blockage to the wildlife corridor.

APPENDIX 2 - Response to Martin Touw's submissions:

https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashx ?
id=mf5COJh1FTg%253d
https://eservices.northernbeaches.nsw.gov.au/ePlanning/live/Common/Output/LoadAppPropDoc.ashxid=ac0
%252bIuPMn5sV0A60ki4OEg%253d%253d

The land has been designated a high priority wildlife corridor by Pittwater Council.
It is critical to fauna movement. This designation is not some 'generalisation', this is a well
established fact and registered in the DCP as well as the Biodiversity mapping of the LEP.
It is not an “unrealised corridor created with the stroke of a pen in a 90's era consultants report” as
you state. This is wilfully misleading.
The importance of the wildlife corridor is reinforced in Pittwater Council's documents:
'Master Plan for Threatened Fauna and Flora in Pittwater' (Smith and Smith 2000) And
'Pittwater Habitat and Wildlife Corridors Conservation Strategy'.
The fact that Dr A. Clements own ecological report for this DA refers to the existence of this wildlife
corridor and has located many fauna species as well as many vulnerable species is indicative of
the fact that this land is indeed a very active and significant wildlife corridor. The A. Clements
report located a breeding pair of powerful owls (Vulnerable species) who rely on this habit for food.
Her report found 3 breeding colonies of microbats and 7 species of vulnerable bats on the site.
Refer also: Pittwater Council's habitat and wildlife corridors conservation strategy (Burcher 1995 ,
page 8). This document was based on an extensive study and clearly mapped out the corridor.
"BGC land was identified as a fauna movement barrier to the peninsula from Ku-ring-gai Chase
National Park, Katandra Sanctuary and Bayview".
"Thickening of vegetation in the BGC land is considered to be needed to increase the
bushland connectivity."

NB This quote is from the 1995 Burcher report is referenced in the Anne Clements report.
The Golf Club has a history of ignoring and not maintaining the wildlife corridors and the wildlife
areas which exist on their land. In 1995 during dredging works, the club removed swamp
mahogany trees to which in the past large flocks of Regent Honeyeaters used to use as a food
source. The Regent Honeyeater is now an endangered species, does not come to Bayview
anymore, and is part of a special Taronga Zoo breeding and release program.
Under the current LEP and DCP, the Golf Club is already meant to maintain the wildlife corridor,
independently of any DA. This land and the club should meet the Biodiversity objectives under the
Pittwater Local Environment Plan 2014 and the Biodiversity requirements under the Pittwater 21
Development Control Plan (DCP).
The club appears to be playing catch-up on the biodiversity requirements they should have been
meeting for the past decade or more. Meeting these biodiversity requirements now is not a valid
reason to allow a 3 storey 85 apartment development.
Indeed, the ecological report from Dr A. Clements has a very good Vegetation Management Plan
(VMP) for the club land, which should actually be implemented by the Club independently from this
inappropriate development. This VMP can be considered a stand alone plan, as it does not at all
depend on the development. The club could execute this plan with a better outcome without this
inappropriate development, which in many ways counter acts a lot of the actions in the proposed
VMP.

Appendix 3: Report - Statement of Environmental Effects - Amended – LEC pg. 19
States that the native vegetation is largely reduced to depauperate and degraded patches
with the exception of the steep land in the north-west ( the construction site ) i.e. the
only significant area of forest that is left is the remnant forest of mature trees which they
are planning to destroy.
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APPENDIX 4: Aerial view of 'stepping stone' connectivity The area of remnant forest that is being
destroyed to build the Seniors complex is an important 'stepping stone' within the wildlife
corridor.Most of these trees will be removed, 140 and further adjoining trees may not survive the
due to the extensive excavation.

APPENDIX 5: Planting schedule from Master Plan and SEE 7c-1 this planting is also indicated in
Modified LEC Plans as Figure 2F This planting indicates the proposed “thickening” / replacement of
wildlife corridor to a redirected small trail on neighbouring land.
This is an emergency access in case of bushfires,which cant be planted on and has to be kept as an
APZ so there will be no planting possible. It is also NOT BGC land.
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Fig 7c-1
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APPENDIX 6 : Proposed New Wildlife corridor ??

PHOTO COURTESY OF BAYVIEWLIFE.ORG

The Ecological report states that the 'new' replacement plantings will be predominantly understorey plantings rather than new canopy trees. The new plantings will be root stock and will not be
suitable for wildlife habitat. IF any trees are planted and IF they survive, they wont replace the
existing canopy for at least another 20+ years.
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Appendix 7 – SCC Schedule 2 requirements Potential Ecological impacts and
landscaping have not been met due to errors and incomplete data. Impacts have
NOT been conclusively proven or addressed.
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Appendix 8 - Photograph of Bayview Powerful Owl Fledglings courtesy K. Hardy – 2009
Powerful Owl Project

Powerful Owls need to sleep during the day and will be immediately impacted by the noise
of the large nearby construction and leave the area – Ref: Powerful Owl Project
submission.

