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SUBMISSION TO THE EXHIBITION OF THE DRAFT CUMBERLAND PLAIN 
CONSERVATION PLAN 
 

We act on behalf of Langway Pty Ltd, owners of land at  in Deposited Plan  
 Badgerys Creek (the Subject Land).  

Our submission to the draft Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan maintains that 
categorisation of the Subject Land in its entirety as Non-Certified – Avoided for 
Biodiversity is inconsistent with its true biodiversity values and that the categorisation 
should be reviewed in order to reflect the actual biodiversity values of the land as 
described herein. The appropriate categorisation of the land is Certified. A second 
potentially appropriate categorisation would be Exempt. 

We further contend that the recent zoning of the land as Environment and Recreation 
under State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 (SEPP 
(Western Sydney Aerotropolis) is inappropriate having regard to the location, the 
condition of the land and the existing active development approvals that apply. 

1.1 The Subject Land 

The Subject Land covers a total area of 101,000m2 (10.1 hectares) (Table 1-1) and is 
regular in shape with a boundary width of approximately 180 metres and depth of 550 
metres (Figures 1-1 & 1-2). It has a street boundary to  to its south and 
addresses an unmade road to its east.  

  

Address Legal Title Approximate 
Area 
(Hectares) 

    
 Badgerys Creek 

      
 Badgerys Creek 

10.1 

Table 1-1 Subject Land 

Cardno (NSW/ACT) Pty Ltd 
ABN 95 001 145 035  
 

Level 9 - The Forum  
203 Pacific Highway  
St Leonards  NSW  2065  
Australia  
 

Phone +61 2 9496 7700  
Fax  +61 2 9439 5170  
 

www.cardno.com  



80220021:JO'G 2 
8 October 2020 

Cardno (NSW/ACT) Pty Ltd 

 

 
Figure 1-1 Site location (edged red). Source: Nearmap 
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Figure 1-2 Local aerial – Subject Land edged red. Source: Nearmap 
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1.2 Previous submissions 

In February and March 2020, two separate submissions were made on behalf of the landowner to the 
exhibition of the Stage 2 Western Sydney Aerotropolis Planning Package. In summary, the submissions 
made the following conclusion:  

 That the Subject Land is not suitable for the purpose of a regional park or for biodiversity conservation 
and does not have the ecological values needed to justify applying the aims of the Environmental and 
Recreation zone.  

 That the Subject Land is suitable for Enterprise purposes in that it is not constrained by flood or steep 
gradient, does not have heritage significance and is sized, configured and located to accommodate 
the industrial and commercial land uses envisaged by the Enterprise zone. 

 That the proposed zoning of the Subject Land as indicated in the draft mapping appended to the 
Western Sydney Aerotropolis SEPP Discussion Paper should be amended from Environment and 
Recreation to Enterprise. 

1.3 The gazetted State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney 
Aerotropolis) 2020 

The submissions made to the exhibition of the Stage 2 Planning Package with respect to the Subject Land 
were not taken up and the land is zoned Environment and Recreation under the SEPP (Western Sydney 
Aerotropolis) (Figures 1-3 & 1-4). 

 

Figure 1-3 Land zoning in the SEPP (Westerns Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 (Land Zoning Map, Sheet LZN_001) 
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Figure 1-4 Land zoning in the SEPP (Westerns Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 (detail extracted from Land Zoning Map, Sheet 
LZN_001) 
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1.4 This submission 

This submission supports the arguments and conclusions in the previous submissions with respect to the 
zoning of the Subject Land and develops commentary and recommendations on the draft Cumberland Plain 
Conservation Plan with respect to its proposal to categorise the Subject Land as Non-Certified – Avoided for 
Biodiversity.  

The submission maintains: 

 That the categorisation of the land as Non-Certified – Avoided for Biodiversity is inconsistent with its 
biodiversity values. 

 That the land is subject to an operative development consent that allows removal of vegetation within 
the footprint of approved future buildings on the site. 

 That the assessment process leading to draft categorisation of the land as Non-Certified requires 
review as it has resulted in inaccurate conclusions with respect to biodiversity values across the 
Subject Land. 

 That the land should be categorised as either Certified or Exempt in the adopted Cumberland Plain 
Conservation Plan. 

Each of these contentions is explained below. 

1.5 Draft Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan (draft CPCP) 

1.5.1 Purpose and structure 

The NSW DPIE describes the draft Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan (DPIE 2020a) as ‘a plan to support 
growth and biodiversity conservation in the Western Parkland City’1. The draft CPCP has identified areas for 
growth and land for conservation. Once approved, the CPCP will be implemented by DPIE through a number 
of mechanisms. 

The overarching purpose of the Plan is to support biodiversity and growth in the Western Sydney Parkland 
City by protecting the regions important conservation values. It will do this through the creation of new reserves, 
conservation areas and green spaces. 

In essence the plan involves delivery of a conservation program to offset impacts of new development within 
the Western Parkland City on local and regional biodiversity.   

The structure of the draft Plan is summarised in the diagram at Figure 1-3. 
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Figure 1-5 Structure of the draft Cumberland Plan Conservation Plan (Source: DPIE 2020) 

The Subject Land does not include Koala Habitat so Sub-Plan B is not relevant to this submission. 

1.5.2 Proposal for the Subject Land 

The draft CPCP proposes to categorise the Subject Land in its entirety as Non-Certified – Avoided for 
Biodiversity (Figure 1-6). This categorisation is in response to the zoning of the entire land parcel as 
Environment and Recreation in the SEPP (Western Sydney Aerotropolis). The land surrounding the Subject 
Land is categorised as either Certified (to its north and west) or Exempt (to its East).  
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Figure 1-6 Western Sydney Aerotropolis Land Categories – subject land edged red (Excerpt draft Cumberland Plain 
Conservation Plan – Sub plan A) 
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1.6 Commentary on the proposed categorisation of the land. 

1.6.1 Biodiversity value of the Subject Land 

In August 2020, Ecological Consultants Australia Pty Ltd prepared a report on an Ecological Investigation 
into the Subject Land. The report (a copy of which is attached to this submission) was essentially 
commissioned to provide an opinion on the impacts on biodiversity values of the removal of vegetation that 
had occurred on the land. The report included commentary on the biodiversity values of the Subject Land 
and concluded that the site was highly disturbed due to works associated with the development approval for 
a chicken abattoir and processing plant along with other works.  

The report also included a diagram that overlaid the approved plan for the chicken abattoir and processing 
plant onto a recent aerial photo of the site. This diagram, copied into this submission at Figure 1-7, identified 
8.59 ha of the site as Disturbed Area, subject to the development approval. The remaining 1.51 ha was 
identified as retained vegetation.  

Of relevance to this submission, the upshot of the Ecological Investigation is that the Subject Land in its 
current state exhibits minimal biodiversity value. 
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Figure 1-7 Overlay of approved onto the Subject Land (Source: Ecological Consultants, Australia, August 2020) 
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1.6.2 Existing operative development consent 

The Subject Land benefits from an existing operative development consent. 

On 28 August 1996, Penrith City Council granted Deferred Commencement consent to  Pt2 for 
erection and operation of a Poultry Processing Facility on the Subject Land.   

The Deferred Commencement conditions were satisfied and the DA was substantially commenced within the 
two year timeframe required by the Consent. 

On 26 January 2008, Council confirmed on its letterhead that the approved development had been 
substantially commenced and that the development had been “secured”.  

Our opinion with respect to this development approval is that it remains valid in accordance with Division 13 
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation, 2000.  

To support this opinion, copies of the following documents are attached to this submission: 

 The stamped approved plans; 

 Letter of Determination of  – 28 August 1996;  

 Letter confirming that the Conditions of Deferred Commencement have been satisfied and the 
development consent is operational – 3 October 1997; and 

 Letter advising that substantial commencement has occurred and the development has been 
secured – 22 January 2008. 

Substantial work has been carried out under the operative consent, including land clearing and construction 
of footings for some of the proposed buildings. Other vegetation remaining on the site and within the footprint 
of the approved development is also subject to the approval and can be lawfully cleared. 

1.6.3 Vegetation cover 

It is unclear what processes were followed by DPIE to inform the decision to zone the entire landholding as 
Environment and Recreation and to consequently categorise the land as Non-Certified – Avoided for 
Biodiversity in the draft CPCP.  

To clarify the level of vegetation cover on the land in the past and currently, Cardno has carried out a review 
of historical aerial photography of the site (Figure 1-8). The aerials indicate that the land was substantially 
vegetated until late 2015. After that time, progressive land clearing was carried out. The August 2020 aerial 
illustrates that the land is now almost completely cleared.   
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December 2009 – land substantially vegetated 

Source: Nearmap 

December 2015 - land remains substantially 
vegetated. Source: Nearmap 

February 2017 – northern portion of land 
cleared 

Source: Nearmap 

August 2020 – current condition – land almost 
completely cleared. 

Source: Nearmap 

Figure 1-8 Historical aerial photography of Subject Land.  
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1.6.4 Criteria for categorisation of land 

The draft CPCP and the accompanying State Environmental Planning Policy for Strategic Conservation 
Planning – Explanation of Intended Effect provide the following criteria for categorising land 

1.6.4.1 Certified land 

Land that has been found to be capable of urban development and can be developed for urban purposes 
without the need for further site by site assessment or offsetting. Areas can only be biodiversity certified if 
measures under that certification adequately avoid, minimise and offset the development’s impact on 
biodiversity values. (State Environmental Planning Policy for Strategic Conservation Planning – Explanation 
of Intended Effect, DPIE, 2020, p.2).   

1.6.4.2 Excluded land 

Excluded land is excluded from NSW strategic biodiversity certification and strategic assessment 
under the EPBC Act. These areas will not receive any biodiversity approvals under the Plan due to 
any of the following factors:   

o the land is already developed for urban use 

o development is already underway on this land under a separate process 

o the land is environmentally protected, including reserves and offset sites 

o Commonwealth land sites (such as the Defence Establishment Orchard Hills) 

o there are roads or easements on this land 

o it has specific urban zoning such as business, industrial, residential or special purpose (either 
already developed or to be developed) 

(Draft CPCP, p.22) 

1.6.4.3  Non-Certified land: 

“Areas outside the certified-urban capable land but within the nominated areas will be ‘non-certified’ 
land and will not have biodiversity approval under the BC Act. There are two types of non-certified 
land: avoided land for biodiversity or other environmental purposes (riparian corridors or steep slopes) 
and non-certified land—Western Sydney Aerotropolis.  

Avoided land is avoided from development due to identified biodiversity values on the site, or because 
the land cannot legally or feasibly be developed due to its topography or due to an environmental 
feature such as a riparian corridor.” 

Draft CPCP, 2020, P.20 

Our opinion is that the Subject Land is not consistent with the criteria for Non-Certified Land because it is 
generally cleared of vegetation and does not does not exhibit sufficient biodiversity value to warrant exclusion 
from urban development. 

Being subject to an existing and active development approval, the land should, in our opinion, be treated as 
capable of urban development. In this regard it is consistent with the criteria for certified land and should be 
categorised as Certified.   

Alternatively, the land should be categorised as Excluded as it is clearly consistent with the following factor:  

“development is already underway on this land under a separate process.” 

1.7 Conclusions and recommendation 

This is the third submission that has been prepared with regard to State Government planning for the land at 
 Badgerys Creek. This submission reiterates the 

conclusions of the earlier submissions and makes the following conclusions with regard to the proposed 
categorisation of the entire landholding as Non-Certified - Avoided for Biodiversity.  

 The zoning of the land as Environment and Recreation under State Environmental Planning Policy 
(Western Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 is inappropriate as the land would not be capable of fulfilling the 
Objectives of the Zone.    
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 The appropriate zoning of the Subject Land under State Environmental Planning Policy (Western 
Sydney Aerotropolis) 2020 is Enterprise.   

 The land in its current state, and subject to further approved removal of vegetation, has insufficient 
biodiversity value to warrant categorisation consequent to its zoning as Non-Certified - Avoided for 
Biodiversity in the Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan. 

 The appropriate categorisation of the land in the Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan is either 
Certified or Excluded. 

In this regard, we contend that the proposed categorisation of the land as Non-Certified – Avoided for 
Biodiversity in the draft Cumberland Plain Conservation Plan should be reviewed in accordance with thee 
conclusions. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

John O'Grady 
Manager Urban Planning 
for Cardno 
Direct Line:  
Email:  
 
Enc: Letter of Determination of  Pt 2 – 28 August 1996 plus the stamped approved plans; 

Letter confirming that the Conditions of Deferred Commencement have been satisfied and the 
development consent is operational – 3 October 1997; and 
Letter advising that substantial commencement has occurred and the development has been 
secured – 22 January 2008. 
Report  Badgerys Creek - Ecological Investigation (Ecological 
Consultants Australia Pty Ltd, August 2020). 
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Executive Summary  

Ecological Consultants Australia (ECA) has been contracted by Nicolas Israel on behalf of the property 

owner Mr Manuel Caruana of Langway Pty Ltd to provide an ecological investigation at  

 Creek, NSW, 2555 (“the site”). 

Ecologists have concluded that works for the approved DA; Poultry Processing Plant -  had been 

substantially commenced at the time of ‘unauthorized clearing’ on site at  

Badgerys Creek, NSW. Penrith City Council has also acknowledged substantial commencement of the  

 in a letter dated 22/01/2008, see section 5. Therefore, the unauthorized clearing zones would only 

be applicable to areas outside of the approved DA footprint.  

Ecologists have undertaken an ecological investigation to determine the impact on vegetation and possible 

mitigation measures which may be applicable. Field survey data was gathered as per BAM methodology 

and entered into the Biodiversity Assessment Method Calculator (BAM-C) to determine the cost of possible 

offset measures as prescribed by the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act). 

The investigation also concluded that it is unlikely vegetation outside of the approved DA footprint, which 

was removed in 2018, would have significantly contributed towards the long-term survival of Cooks 

River/Castlereagh Ironbark Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion. As identified in historical imagery, the 

impacted vegetation (outside of approved DA footprint) appears to be in marginal condition due to obvious 

disturbances within the zone. It is recommended however, that impacts be offset, either on site and/or 

within adjoining lots within the vegetation corridor.  

 

Conclusions 

• The approved DA; Poultry Processing Plant -  had been substantially commenced at the 

time of ‘unauthorized clearing’ on site. 

• It is unlikely vegetation outside of the approved DA footprint, which was removed in 2018, would 

have significantly contributed towards the long-term survival of the vegetation community. 

• Impacted vegetation (outside of approved DA footprint) appears to be in in marginal condition – 

identified via historical imagery. 

• Vegetation now cleared (that was present at time of DA approval) but outside the DA approved 

footprint is approximately 1.49ha (figure 3.1). 

• If the 1.49ha was quality vegetation (as per the plot taken on-site) the credit costs for off-setting 

this is around $500,000. It has been concluded that this area was 30% of the value of the official 

plot conducted in 2020 in the quality remaining vegetation. 

• Based on this finding, the off-set value for the area cleared would be calculated at 30% X $500,000. 

Therefore, the expected off-set cost is $150,000. 
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1 Introduction 

Ecological Consultants Australia (ECA) has been contracted by Nicolas Israel on behalf of the property 

owner Mr Manuel Caruana of Langway Pty Ltd to provide an ecological investigation at  

Badgerys Creek, NSW, 2555 (“the site”). 

The report aims to determine the impact of recent vegetation clearing on site. A site investigation was 

conducted in July 2020 by senior ecologist Geraldene Dalby-Ball (accredited bio-bank assessor). The field 

survey data was gathered as per BAM methodology. 

1.1 Site information and general description 

The Subject Site (the “Site”) is defined as the whole of the property. The site is identified at  

 Badgerys Creek NSW. The site area is located within the City of Penrith 

Local Government Area (LGA) and covers approximately 10.1 ha.  

The site has been modified and native vegetation removed in some areas. The cleared land is used to crush 

and store gravel, sand and plant equipment. Site offices and sheds are also located on cleared land. Native 

vegetation is not mapped on the Biodiversity Values Map (BVM) (DPIE 2020), nor is it mapped on council’s 

Terrestrial Biodiversity layer under the Penrith Local Environment Plan 2010. 

1.1.1 Approved DA 

The approved DA was for a Poultry Processing Plant -  All information which is relevant to the 

approved development application (DA) has been provided by the client.  

As detailed in a letter from Penrith City Council (dated 22/01/2008), the approved DA for a Poultry 

Processing Plant  had been substantially commenced prior to the unauthorised clearing on site. 

Therefore, the unauthorized clearing zones would only be applicable to areas outside of the approved DA 

footprint. 

Table 1 - Site Administrative Information 

Category Details 

Title Reference (Lot/DP)  

Area (ha) 10.1Ha 

Street Address  Badgerys Creek, NSW, 2555. 

LGA City of Penrith Local Government Area (LGA) 

Land Zoning  RU2: Rural Landscape  

‘Environment and Recreation’ in the Draft Western Sydney Aerotropolis 

Plan. 
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Figure 1.1. Site of the proposed development. Source of aerial SixMaps 2020 
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2 Landscape features 

The site is located within agricultural/rural/light industrial setting. The surrounding properties are made up 

of agricultural (Cropping) rural (grazing and pasture paddocks) and patches of native bushland.  

Desktop results – Plant Community Types (PCTs) and Vegetation Zones 

A review of the most up-to-date vegetation mapping, CumberlandPlainWest_VIS__4207 OEH (2016), 

identified two plant community types (PCT) within site. The PCT are identified as; 

Table 3 – Table of vegetation community synonyms as per NSW and Commonwealth legislation. 

NSW 

PCT 

Code 

NSW PCT Name BC Act 2016 EPBC Act 1999 

724 Broad-leaved Ironbark - 

Grey Box - Melaleuca 

decora grassy open forest 

on clay/gravel soils of the 

Cumberland Plain, Sydney 

Basin Bioregion 

Shale Sandstone Transition 

Forest in the Sydney Basin 

Bioregion 

State Conservation: Critically 

Endangered Ecological 

Community (CEEC) 

Shale Sandstone Transition 

Forest in the Sydney Basin 

Bioregion 

Commonwealth 

Conservation: Critically 

Endangered (CE) 

725 Broad-leaved Ironbark - 

Melaleuca decora shrubby 

open forest on clay soils of 

the Cumberland Plain, 

Sydney Basin Bioregion  

Cooks River/Castlereagh Ironbark 

Forest in the Sydney Basin 

Bioregion 

State Conservation: Endangered 

Ecological Community (EEC) 

Cooks River/Castlereagh 

Ironbark Forest in the Sydney 

Basin Bioregion  

Commonwealth 

Conservation: Critically 

Endangered (CE) 
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Figure 2.0. Subject site within mapped remnant vegetation surrounding the property. Source: Kingfisher 

2020. 

2.1 Field survey – PCTs and Vegetation Zones 

2.1.1 Field Survey 

The field survey revealed a highly-disturbed site. Vegetation has been assessed as Cooks River/Castlereagh 

Ironbark Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion (PCT725). This finding was concluded following desktop 

investigations and field assessments.  

The site has been modified such that many areas do not reflect the natural attributes of the original 

vegetation community. The patch of retained vegetation is in marginal condition and appears to be 
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resilient. There is a moderate abundance of weeds within this patch and bush regeneration techniques are 

recommended to maintain bushland resilience.  

Dillwynia tenuifolia has previously been recorded on site (Lersyk Environmental, 2017). The area of 

vegetation in which the species is expected to occur has been retained. Again, the area has a moderate 

abundance of weeds and the immediate surrounding areas are significantly modified such that the species 

is unlikely to occur. 

Stratification and plot dimensions 

During the field investigation, a vegetation survey was conducted in the patch of retained vegetation. The 

plot was conducted as per the BAM Method with 20x20 plots (400m2) for assessing structure and 

composition with a center line extending 50m to create a 20 x 50 plot (1000m2) to assess function. See 

Biodiversity Assessment Method Operational Manual – Stage 1 (OEH 2018) page 26-28 for methods used. 

2.1.2 Surrounding land use 

Land use in the surrounding area comprises of a mix of rural, waste and resource recovery activities within 

the RU2 land zone.  

Figure 1 (below) shows the location of those waste management and resource recovery facilities within 

close proximity of the subject site. These include Suez Resource Recovery Park (off Elizabeth Drive), 

Brandown Quarries ( off Elizabeth Drive), Hi Quality Group (off Elizabeth Drive), Australian Native 

within close proximity of the subject site. (Subject site – yellow arrow). 
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2.2 Discussion  

Penrith City Council is continuing to investigate the clearing of vegetation on the premises. It must be noted 

that Penrith City Council has acknowledged substantial commencement of the  in a letter dated 

22/01/2008, see section 5. Therefore, any vegetation within the impact area for the approved DA had 

approval to be removed. As such, unauthorised clearing allegations are only applicable to areas outside of 

the approved DA footprint. 

Ecologists have used this determination to conduct an impact investigation for areas effected by vegetation 

removal and modification in 2018. Ecologists have concluded that due to the condition of vegetation on 

site and surrounding land uses. It unlikely that the vegetation removed would have significantly contributed 

to the long-term survival of Cooks River/Castlereagh Ironbark Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion.  

The approved plan for the Poultry Processing Plant has been overlaid (via GIS geo-referencing) to 

determine the expected impact area of the approved DA. The expected impact area for the Poultry 

Processing Plant DA included; the building footprint, evaporation ponds, proposed landscaping areas and 

access roads. Estimates indicate that 8.59ha is approved for disturbance/removal as part of the  

Therefore, 1.51ha of vegetation would have been retained, outside of the approved disturbance/removal 

areas, see section 8 for the estimated disturbance zones for the approved DA. 

In comparison, large areas of native vegetation have been retained on site and it had been concluded that 

the current area of retained vegetation is 1.55ha. As such, there is no significant difference in the net area 

of disturbance, when comparing the current condition of the site and the approved (expected) condition. 

Additionally, ecologists have predicted that the current patches of retained vegetation are of higher 

conservation significance than the native vegetation which would have been retained under the Poultry 

Processing Plant DA. Historical aerial imagery shows a vehicle track divides the southern zone and the area 

also appears to lack mid and upper stratum diversity. It is expected that this area (if retained) would not 

have significantly contributed to the long-term survival of the vegetation community on site. 

Figure 3.1 outlines the approved DA footprint, current areas of retained vegetation (1.55ha) and the 

disturbed areas, outside of the DA footprint (1.49ha). 
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Figure 3.1. Approved plan for the Poultry Processing Plant, overlaid via GIS geo-referencing. 
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Plate 1: Historical imagery from 1998, 2006, 2009 and 2015 and Area 2 outlined in red. – Area 2 as per NOTICE TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AND RECORDS.  

Contact: Andrew Reece”  
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2.3 Impact Evaluation – BAM credit estimates 

Field data was gathered using the BAM Method, with 20x20 plots (400m2) for assessing structure and 

composition with a center line extending 50m to great a 20 x 50 plot (1000m2) to assess function. See 

Biodiversity Assessment Method Operational Manual – Stage 1 (OEH 2018) page 26-28 for methods used.  

This data enabled ecologists to determine the credit obligations which may be applicable in order to offset 

the unauthorised clearing, outside of the approved development footprint. Vegetation on site has been 

assessed as Cooks River/Castlereagh Ironbark Forest (TEC) in the Sydney Basin Bioregion (PCT725). This 

finding was concluded following desktop investigations and field assessments.  

Vegetation now cleared (that was present at time of DA approval) but outside the DA approved footprint is 

approximately 1.49ha (figure 3.1). If the 1.49ha was quality vegetation (as per the plot taken on-site) the 

credit costs for off-setting this is around $500,000. From plate 1, it can be seen that the vegetation in the 

zone is not dense vegetation (as represented by the plot data used in this study). Based on examination of 

nearby areas with current similar aerial imagery it is expected that this area was 30% of the value of the 

official plot conducted in 2020 in the quality remaining vegetation. 

Based on this finding, the off-set value for the area cleared would be calculated at 30% of the $500,000. 

Therefore, the expected off-set cost is $150,000. 
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3 Offset and Mitigation measures  

To protect and enhance the viability and integrity of the reaming bushland on site, ecologists have 

recommended the following mitigation measures. It is recommended that impacts be offset either on site 

and/or within adjoining lots within the same vegetation corridor. 

3.1.1.1 Exclusion zones and delineation of works zone 

The vegetation which remains on site should be enclosed by exclusion zone fencing and signage erected to 

ensure personnel on site do not impact on the area. The fencing should ideally be an open mesh or bar 

type structure to allow air flow and light through and provide continuity with adjacent vegetation so as not 

to impede the function of a vegetation corridor. There must be openings underneath the barrier to allow 

for small fauna movements. 

3.1.1.2 Native landscaping and bush regeneration  

Activities including weed removal, removal of foreign materials, mulching and sediment controls and tube 

stock planting are recommended for the site. Replacement plantings are one of several best practice 

measures, to retain and support the long-term survival of the vegetation on site. It is recommended that 

seeds are collected from the site. Seedlings can then be propagated and planted once established. 

Landscaping across the site should be selected from locally native ground and shrub species.  

Low impact bushland regeneration methods should also be utilised to meet weed control performance 

targets. The bushland on site displaying signs of resilience. The area is expected to recover naturally with 

appropriate and continuous maintenance of the native vegetation on site. Should tube stock be required, 

species should be selected from the Cooks River/Castlereagh Ironbark Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion 

species list. 
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4 Site Photos 

Plate 2: Native vegetation in the southern third of the site- retained. 
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Plate 3: Current use of the site (top) and BAM Plot (bottom) 
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5 Penrith Council Letter – Substantial commencement of  
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6 Poultry Processing Plant -  – Expected disturbance zone 

Estimates indicate 8.59ha was proposed for disturbance/removal as part of the approved DA (red). 

Therefore, 1.51ha of vegetation would have been retained, outside of the approved disturbance/removal 

areas (green). 

Figure 4.0. Poultry Processing Plant - DA 960082 overlay - Source: Nicolas Israel July 2020. 
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8 Expertise of authors 

With over 20 years wetland and urban 

ecology experience, a great passion for what 

she does, and extensive technical and on-

ground knowledge make Geraldene a 

valuable contribution to any project. 

Geraldene has over 8 years local government 

experience as manager of environment and 

education for Pittwater Council. Geraldene 

presented papers on the topic at the NSW 

Coastal Conference, Sydney CMA and 

Hawkesbury Nepean forums.  Geraldene is a 

Technical Advisor Sydney Olympic Park 

Wetland Education and Training (WET) panel.  

Geraldene has up to date knowledge of 

environmental policies and frequently 

provides input to such works. Geraldene was 

a key contributor to the recent set of 

Guidelines commissioned by South East 

Queensland Healthy Waterways Water 

Sensitive Urban Design Guidelines. 

Geraldene’s role included significant 

contributions and review of the Guideline for 

Maintaining WSUD Assets and the Guideline 

for Rectifying WSUD Assets. 

Geraldene is a frequent contributor to many 

community and professional workshops on 

ecological matters particularly relating to 

environmental management. She is an 

excellent Project Manager. 

Geraldene is a joint author on the popular 

book Burnum Burnum’s Wildthings published 

by Sainty and Associates. Author of the 

Saltmarsh Restoration Chapter Estuary Plants 

of East Coast Australia published by Sainty 

and Associates (2013). Geraldene’s early 

work included 5 years with Wetland Expert 

Geoff Sainty of Sainty and Associates. 

Geraldene is an expert in creating and 

enhancing urban biodiversity habitat and 

linking People with Place. 
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• Urban waterway management – assessing, designing and supervising 
rehabilitation works 

• Saltmarsh and Wetland re-creation and restoration – assessment, 
design and monitoring 

• Engaging others in the area of environmental care and connection 

• Technical Advisor – environmental design, guidelines and policies 

• Sound knowledge and practical application of experimental design 
and statistics 

• Project management and supervision 

• Grant writing and grant assessment 

• Budget estimates and tender selection 

• Expert witness in the Land and Environment Court 

 
   CAREER SUMMARY 

• Director and Ecologist, Ecological Consultants Australia. 2014-present 

• Director and Ecologist, Dragonfly Environmental. 1998-present 

• Manager Natural Resources and Education, Pittwater Council 2002-
2010 

• Wetland Ecologist Sainty and Associates 1995-2002 

 

   QUALIFICATIONS AND MEMBERSHIPS 

• Bachelor of Science with 1st Class Honors, Sydney University 

• WorkCover WHS General Induction of Construction Industry NSW 
White Card. 

• Senior First Aid Certificate. 

• Practicing member and vice president Ecological Consultants 
Association of NSW 
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Jack is a passionate ecologist who has worked 

with various stakeholders across both the public 

and private sectors to deliver sustainable 

environmental outcomes. He has worked on 

projects with major construction contractors 

and has been able to deliver tailored 

environmental solutions on time and within 

budget. 

As an undergraduate student, he published a 

study that examined the cost of revegetation 

across the Richmond River Catchment in NSW. 

This study provided Jack with a deep 

understanding of urban and landscape ecology 

and the environmental factors associated with 

habitat restoration.  

He has advanced communication skills and can 

deliver professional ecological assessments. He 

has a thorough understanding of current NSW 

and Commonwealth environmental legislation. 

He is also competent in the practical application 

of flora and fauna surveying and monitoring 

techniques. 

Jack would be a valuable addition to any ecology 

project as he is committed to achieving the best 

possible outcome for both the client and the 

environment.  

Key Projects Include: 

• Monitoring of Endangered Species, 

various locations 

• Environmental consultant for many civil 

developments throughout the Sydney 

region 

• Researching the On-farm costs of 

revegetation in the Richmond River 

Catchment 

• Sustainable business transformation 

proposal for a retail store. 

     

      Jack Hastings 

        ECOLOGIST 
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• GIS mapping 

• Sound understanding and practical application of experimental design 

• Grant writing and grant assessment 
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• Ecologist, Ecological Consultants Australia. 2019-present 

• Environmental Consultant, BBN Consulting. 2018-2019 
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