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Executive Summary 

Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd  (ELA) was engaged by Bunnings Group Ltd (the Proponent) to prepare a 

Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR) to support a Development Application (DA) to 

Inverell Shire Council (ISC) within Lot 1 DP 825894 (proposed development site) on the corner of Jardine 

Rd and Gwydir Highway, Inverell.  The proposed development involves clearing of the site, earthworks 

and construction and operation of a Bunnings Warehouse including associated infrastructure.  

The development site (2.8 hectares) in is located within the ISC Local Government Area (LGA) and is 

currently zoned B5 Business Development.  The surrounding properties adjoining the site are either 

zoned as Primary Production RU1 or General Residential R1, under the ISC Local Environment Plan (LEP; 

2012).  The development site contains remnant native vegetation which would be cleared for the 

proposed development which is above the area clearing threshold triggering the Biodiversity Offset 

Scheme (BOS).  Therefore, this BDAR assesses the impacts of the proposed construction of the Bunnings 

Warehouse according to the NSW Biodiversity Assessment Method (BAM) established under Section 6.7 

of the NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act).  This report will be submitted to the ISC who 

are the consent authority.  

The development site is highly degraded consisting of a mix of both exotic and native grasses, with 

Hyparrhenia hirta (Coolatai Grass) occurring across most of the site, with Bothriochloa macra (Red-leg 

Grass) and Dichanthium sericeum (Queensland Blue Grass) also present within areas particularly around 

the trees.  There are seven mature Eucalyptus albens (White Box) trees with regeneration occurring 

under the mature trees.  The site is currently grazed by cattle.  One PCT has been identified as occurring 

across the site PCT 590 - White Box Grassy Woodland on the Inverell Basalts mainly in the Nandewar 

Region in one vegetation conditions (Low). 

PCT 590 is associated with the Critically Endangered Ecological Communities (CEEC) Box Gum Woodland 

under both the NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) and Commonwealth Environmental 

Protection Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  Due to the presence of Eucalyptus albens 

(White Box) this area meets the listing criteria under the BC Act but does not conform to the listing 

criteria under the EPBC Act due to lack of ground cover diversity.  The rest of the site (0.11 ha) consists 

of exotic vegetation (Phalaris aquatica, with scattered Pyracantha angustifolia (Orange Firethorn) and 

Rosa rubiginosa (Sweet Briar).  The development footprint also includes the road on the southern and 

western boundary (0.12 ha). 

The total development footprint is estimated to be 3.1 ha which consists of: 

• 2.87 ha of PCT 590_Low 

• 0.11 ha of exotic vegetation 

• 0.12 road. 

The initial field assessment was undertaken in December 2018 and February 2019 and assessed under 

the Biodiversity Assessment Method (BAM 2017).  The total development footprint was 2.76 ha 

consisting of two vegetation zone; Low (2.41 ha) and Moderate (0.35 ha). These two zones were 

distinguished by the presence of native grasses and ground herbs, with Moderate zone having a higher 

cover and diversity.  Nevertheless, the Vegetation Integrity (VI) scores were low across the site; 
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Moderate = 23.3; Low = 18.4.  Given the delay in submission and associated drought conditions on the 

site, the field assessment was redone in November 2022 after a period of heavy winter and spring 

rainfall.  The same four vegetation integrity plots were resampled, and targeted flora and fauna surveys 

were undertaken in accordance with BAM 2020.  Very few native grasses and ground covers were 

present due to the prolific spread of Hyparrhenia hirta which now covered more than 40% of the site, 

interspersed by exotic pasture legumes such as Trifolium repens (White clover), Vicia angustifolia (vetch) 

and Lupinus sp. cultivar (Lupin).   

Following the application of the BAM Credit Calculator, the vegetation integrity score was calculated:  

• Vegetation Zone 1:  PCT 590_Low – 2.87 ha VI score = 5.8 indicating a low conservation value 

grassy woodland. 

Biodiversity impacts have been assessed through comprehensive survey, mapping and assessment 

completed in accordance with the BAM 2020.  Seventeen threatened flora species were identified from 

the data audit as known, likely or having the potential to occur within the development site.  No 

threatened flora were found during targeted surveys undertaken in November 2022 and during 

assessments in December 2018 and February 2019.  

Forty-one threatened species were identified from the data audit as known, likely or having the potential 

to occur within the development site, of these fifteen species were identified has having potential to 

utilise habitat within the development site.  Fauna habitat consisted of limited large woody debris (less 

than 10 m across the entire development site), nectar resources from flowering Eucalypts and five 

individual hollow-bearing trees.  An ephemeral drainage line runs through the northwest of the 

development site but even in November 2022 after substantial rains there was limited water pooling to 

be considered suitable habitat for native species.  There were no rocks, nor were there any nests nor 

large hollows likely to be utilsed by large birds. 

Three onsite targeted survey programs were undertaken to address candidate species.  Targeted fauna 

surveys were undertaken in December 2018, February 2019 and November 2022 for six threatened 

fauna species credit species and nine threatened flora species (derived from BAMC).  The targeted 

surveys were undertaken using spotlighting, active searches and diurnal and nocturnal transects, with 

the results of the field survey not identifying any individuals of these species.  No threatened species 

were recorded on the development site and given the degraded nature of the vegetation; it is unlikely 

that suitable habitat exists for these species.   

An initial assessment of Potential Koala habitat was assessed in 2018 in accordance with the then State 

Environmental Planning Policy No. 44 – Koala Habitat Protection (SEPP 44).  This has since been updated 

and the SEPP Biodiversity and Conservation 2021 Chapter 4 Koala Habitat Protection 2021 came into 

effect.  The impact area was not determined to be either potential or core Koala habitat in accordance 

with the SEPP due to the identification of only seven mature individual key feed trees of Eucalyptus 

albens and the development site being part of a non-contiguous patch.  There are 18 historical records 

of Koalas observed within a 10 km radius of the development site (OEH 2018) with the most recent being 

an individual sighted approximately 5 km within planted vegetation along a creek line.  There are no 

records of koalas being recorded within the development footprint.  Additional surveys for koala were 

undertaken in November 2022 in accordance with the BAM survey guidelines for Koala (2022).  Both 
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Spot Assessment Techniques (SAT) and spotlighting were used to survey for koalas.  No koalas, or 

evidence of koalas were recorded.     

Serious and Irreversible Impacts (SAII) values have been considered as part of this assessment.  These 

values include the ‘White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland’ which is listed as a candidate 

SAII entity.  Given that there were no known published thresholds for this TEC, a threshold of 0 is 

assumed and therefore it is possible that SAII could occur.  However, given the small size and the low 

condition integrity score for the PCT (BAMC = 5.8) it is considered unlikely that an SAII would result.   

Eight (8) species-credit-species are listed under the EPBC Act.  These are assessed under the bilateral 

agreement between the Commonwealth and NSW for environmental assessment.  However, given the 

degraded nature of the development site and lack of suitable habitat there is unlikely to be a significant 

impact to any of these species.   

Measures to minimize or mitigate impacts on the environment would include: 

• Pre-clearance surveys 

• Sensitive felling of trees to minimize harm to fauna 

• Timing of works to avoid critical life cycle events 

• A planting plan to incorporate vegetation associated with PCT 590 
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1. Stage 1: Biodiversity assessment 

Introduction 

Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd  (ELA) was engaged by Bunnings Group Ltd (the Proponent) to prepare a 

Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR) to support a Development Application (DA) to 

Inverell Shire Council (ISC) for the construction of a Bunnings Warehouse, on Lot 1 DP 825894 on the 

corner of Jardine Road and Gwydir Highway approximately 2 km west of the township of Inverell.   The 

proposed development involves clearing the site, earthworks, and construction and operation of a 

Bunnings Warehouse including associated infrastructure.   

This BDAR assesses the impacts of the proposed construction of the proposed Bunnings Warehouse 

development upon biodiversity according to the NSW Biodiversity Assessment Methodology (BAM 

2020) established under section 6.7 of the NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act).  The 

contents of this BDAR complies with the minimum requirements outlined in Table 25 of the BAM (DPE 

2020). 

The following terms are used in this document, as required for a BDAR: 

• Development footprint – the area of land that is directly impacted on by the development 

proposal 

• Development site – the broader area of land that may be affected by the proposal and to which 

the BAM is applied.  For the purposes of conducting this BDAR, the development site extends out 

from the development footprint 

• Buffer area - land extending 1,500 m out from the development site used to assess native 

vegetation extent and other landscape features.  

1.1. General description of the development site 

The development site, approximately 3.1 ha, is located with the ISC Local Government Area (LGA) and 

is zoned B5 Business Development under the Inverell Local Environmental Plan (LEP; ISC 2012).  The 

surrounding properties to the north and west are zoned RU1 Primary Production,  

The development site is wholly located within the ISC LGA.  The surrounding areas to the north, east and 

south are zoned RU1 Primary Production with the eastern areas zoned R1 General Residential under the 

ISC Local Environment Plan (LEP; ISC 2012).  The development site occurs within the Inverell Basalts.  

This landscape, as described by Mitchell (2002), is distinguished by undulating low hills of the New 

England Plateau on extensive basalt flows of a Tertiary lava field.  Black structured loam and clay 

thickening downslope to sticky black clay in drainage lines are high in nutrients.  Woodlands in this area 

generally consist of Eucalyptus albens (White box) with E. blakelyi (Blakely’s Red Gum) and E. melliodora 

(Yellow Box) on the lower slopes.  

The vegetation mapping produced within this BDAR is based on NSW State Vegetation (SEED) Mapping, 

field observation and data collection, using ESRI Collector for ArcGIS on handheld tablets and handheld 

GPS.  The area to be developed consists of 3.1 ha of predominately cleared grazed land with a low-lying 

area along the western boundary near Jardine Road which is a truck bypass road.  On the eastern 

boundary there is a Caltex Roadhouse.  The development site is currently grazed by cattle and is 



Biodiversity Development Assessment Report | Bunnings Group Ltd 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 14 

dominated by the exotic invasive grass Hyparrhenia hirta (Coolatai Grass) interspersed by exotic pasture 

legumes such as Trifolium repens (White clover), Vicia angustifolia (vetch) and Lupinus sp. cultivar 

(Lupin).  Very few native grasses were present including Bothriochloa macra (Red-leg Grass) and 

Dichanthium sericeum (Queensland Blue Grass).  Three small areas of exotic vegetation (0.11 ha) along 

the western and southern access (Phalaris aquatica, H. hirta) the removal of the exotic tree Pyracantha 

angustifolia (Orange Firethorn) and impacts to the road (0.12 ha) have been excluded from the 

assessment. 

Given the degraded nature of the vegetation, determining the PCT was difficult.  However, based on 

State Vegetation mapping and field assessments, the Plant Community Type (PCT) assigned was PCT 590 

White Box Grassy Woodland on the Inverell Basalts mainly in the Nandewar Region.  This PCT is 

associated with the Critically Endangered Ecological Community (EEC) ‘White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s 

Red Gum Woodland’, listed under the NSW BC Act.   However, the area does not conform to the Critically 

Endangered Ecological Community (CEEC) White Box-Yellow Box-Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland 

and Derived Native Grassland, listed under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) due to the lack of inter-tussock herbs and forbs.  Key features of the 

development site include a highly disturbed woodland with six hollow bearing trees.  

The initial footprint assessed in 2019 included the area in the southeast of the development site.  The 

trees within this area are now being retained due to the identification of a scar tree.  

This report includes two base maps, the Location Map (Figure 1) and the Site Map (Figure 2).   

1.2. Brief description of the proposal 

Bunnings Group Ltd propose to construct and operate a Bunnings Warehouse within the development 

site.  The development features include associated infrastructure such as carpark, access roadways, and 

loading bays.   

1.3. Development site footprint 

The development footprint / development site covers an area of 3.1 ha of which 0.23 ha of exotic 

vegetation and roadway has been excluded from the calculations.  The development footprint will 

impact upon 2.87 ha of native vegetation (PCT 590) which is in low condition.  The subject land boundary 

and final proposal footprint, including the construction footprint, are presented in Figure 3.   

1.4. Information sources 

The following data sources were reviewed as part of this report: 

• NSW OEH’s Biodiversity Assessment Methodology (BAM) Calculator 2020 

• BioNet Vegetation Classification (DPE 2022) 

• Australia’s IBRA Bioregions and sub-bioregions. 

• NSW Biodiversity Values Map (assessed Oct 2022) 

• Bionet Atlas of NSW Wildlife (DPE 2022) covering an area from 10km buffer around coordinates -

29.77364 151.09084 (Datum GDA94) 

• EPBC Protected Matters Search Tool (DotEE 2022) using a 10km buffer around coordinates –-

29.77364 151.09084 (Datum GDA94) 
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• DPIE Threatened Species Profile Data Collection (DPE 2022) 

• NSW Central Resource for Sharing and Enabling Environmental Data (SEED) (accessed April 20202) 

• NSW planning portal (accessed April 2022). 

 

Aerial imagery of the development site and surrounds were also used to investigate the extent of 

vegetation cover and landscape features.  In addition, relevant Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 

datasets (soils, geology, drainage) were reviewed to the guide the field survey component.  

The results of these searches were combined to produce a list of threatened species, populations and 

communities either previously recorded or considered likely to occur within the development site.  The 

likelihood of occurrences for threatened species, populations and communities in the study area was 

then determined based on location of database records, the likely presence or absence of suitable 

habitat in the study area, and knowledge of the species’ ecology.  This information informed the 

subsequent field assessment.  After the field inspection had been completed, the likelihood of 

occurrence of each species, population or communities was re-assessed.  This was based on the increase 

in knowledge about the extent and type of habitats and which species were present within the study 

area.   
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Figure 1: Location Map 
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Figure 2: Site Map 
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Figure 3: Development Footprint  
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1.5. Legislative context 

Legislation relevant to the development site is outlined in Table 1.   

Table 1: Legislative context 

Name Relevance to the project Report 

Section 

Commonwealth 

Environmental Protection 

and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999  

Matters of national Environmental Significance (MNES) have been identified on or near the 

development site.  This report assesses impacts to MNES and concludes that the 

development is not likely to have a significant impact on MNES.  

Section 

11 

State  

Environmental Planning 

and Assessment Act 1979  

The proposed development requires consent under the ISC LEP and is to be assessed under 

Part 4 of the EP&A Act.  

This 

report 

Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 2016  

The proposed development exceeds the BAM threshold and requires submission of a 

BDAR.  The minimum lot size is 450m which has a clearing threshold of 0.25 ha.  The 

proposed development is impacting 2.76 ha of native vegetation. 

This 

report 

Fisheries Management 

Act 1994  

The development does not involve impacts to Key Fish Habitat, does not involve harm to 

marine vegetation, dredging, reclamation or obstruction of fish passage. A permit or 

consultation under the FM Act is not required.   

NA 

Local land Services 

Amendment Act 2016 

The Local Land Services Act 2016 does not apply to development consent issued under Part 

4 of the EP&A Act. 

NA 

Water Management Act 

2000  

A Controlled Activity Approval under s91 of the Water Management Act 2000 is required 

as the proposed development site contains a drainage line. 

 

Planning Instruments 

Biodiversity and 

Conservation SEPP 

(2021) – Chapter 2 

Vegetation in non-rural 

areas 

The new framework came into effect on the 21 November 2022. Chapter 2 Vegetation in 

non-rural areas applies to clearing vegetation that does not exceed the Biodiversity Offset 

Scheme threshold.   As this project exceeds the threshold Clearing Vegetation in non-rural 

areas is not relevant. 

NA 

Biodiversity and 

Conservation SEPP 

(2021) – Chapter 4 Koala 

habitat protection 2021  

The proposed Works does not impact on core koala habitat as defined by the SEPP. Section 

11 

ISC LEP 2012 The development site is located in areas zoned B5 Business Development with surrounding 

areas zoned RU1, and R1 General Residential under the ISC LEP.  

Section 1 

ISC Development Control 

Plan (DCP) 

The ISC DCP has been reviewed for additional provisions that may relate to the 

development site.  No additional provisions are required. 

NA 

1.6. Biodiversity Offset Scheme Entry 

Within the development site areas of remnant native vegetation exist (2.87 ha) which would be cleared 

for the proposed development.  This size of this area is above the clearing threshold of 0.25 ha triggering 

the Biodiversity Offset Scheme (BOS).    
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2. Methods 

2.1. Site Context methods 

2.1.1. Landscape features 

The development site is described as flat with very little variation in topography.  Whilst there is no 

permanent water within the development site, there is a discrete depression within which water is 

expected to pool.  There is an ephemeral drainage line that runs through the development site but it is 

highly degraded and it is not mapped on the Biodiversity Values Map (Oct 2022).  The entire 

development site is highly modified, having been subject to the ongoing disturbance including, clearing, 

grazing and weed invasion.  

The site-based method was applied for this assessment; therefore, the assessment area is the 1,500 m 

buffer surrounding the outside edge of the boundary of the subject land.   

The landscape features considered for this assessment are presented in Table 2.  

Table 2: Landscape features 

Landscape feature Subject Land/Development 

Site 

Assessment Area Data source 

IBRA Region(s) Nandewar Nandewar Interim Biogeographic 

Regionalisation for Australia, 

Version 7  

IBRA subregion(s) Inverell Basalts Inverell Basalts Interim Biogeographic 

Regionalisation for Australia, 

Version 7 

Rivers and streams There is a 1st order drainage 

line within the development 

site 

There is a 1st order drainage 

line within 50 m of the site and 

a 4th order river within the 

assessment area  

NSW LPI Waterway mapping 

Estuaries and 

wetlands 

There are no wetlands within 

the development site  

There are no wetlands within 

the assessment area 

NSW directory of important 

wetlands 

Connectivity of 

different areas of 

habitat 

The development site 

contains scattered trees 

within the paddock, and 

planted trees along the road 

verge.  The area is highly 

fragmented and there is no 

connectivity of habitat. 

Within the assessment area 

there are a number of small 

remnant areas that could 

facilitate movement of 

threatened species (see Figure 

1).   Particularly to areas north 

and south of the site.  

Aerial imagery  

 

Geological features 

of significance and 

soil hazard features 

There are no significant 

geological features 

There are no significant 

geological features 

Aerial imagery  

Areas of 

Outstanding 

Biodiversity Value 

There are no areas of AOBV There are no areas of AOBV Register of Declared Areas of 

Outstanding Biodiversity Value 

(DPIE 2020) 

NSW (Mitchell) 

Landscapes 

Inverell Basalts Inverell Basalts NSW (Mitchell) Landscapes - 

version 3.1 (DPIE 2016) 
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Landscape feature Subject Land/Development 

Site 

Assessment Area Data source 

Percent (%) native 

vegetation extent 

2.87 ha The assessment area contains 

approximately 118 ha of native 

vegetation (23%). 

Calculated using aerial imagery 

and ArcGIS software 

2.1.2. Native vegetation 

The extent of native vegetation on the development site and immediate surrounds was mapped using 

SEED with edits made to the layer where obvious changes to vegetation extent had occurred.  As per 

the SEED, the majority of the development site is mapped as PCT 0 with small patches of PCT 590 

occurring in the north and west of the development site (Figure 4).  Aerial imagery dating back to 1962 

show that the development site contained scattered paddock trees especially along the flowline (Figure 

5).  The surrounding landscape was cleared and cropped.  

 

 

Figure 4: Vegetation mapping as per State Vegetation Mapping (SEED) 
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Figure 5: Historical aerial imagery (1962) on the left and current imagery (SixMaps) on the right.  

 

Table 3 summarises the extent of native vegetation cover within the assessment area. 

Table 3: Extent of native vegetation within the 1500m buffer assessment area 

Assessment area (ha) Total area of native 

vegetation (ha) 

Percentage of native 

vegetation cover (%) 

Percentage cleared 

1500 ha 118 ha 23% 87% 
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3. Native vegetation, threatened ecological communities and vegetation 

integrity methods 

3.1.1. Existing information 

Desktop assessments using SEED, historical and current aerial imagery was used to identify possible PCTs 

and Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs) within the development site.  PCTs present were 

confirmed during on-site field inspection by Cheryl O’Dwyer and Sigrid Mackenzie on the 3 and 4 

December 2018.  A second field survey was carried out by Cheryl O’Dwyer on the 5 and 6 February 2019.  

These surveys were undertaken in accordance with BAM 2017, and whilst the data is still valid, given 

the long-term drought conditions that have impacted the development site, additional field surveys 

were undertaken on 16-18th November 2022 in accordance with BAM 2020.  Threatened flora and fauna 

habitat was assessed and opportunistic records of fauna were undertaken.     

3.1.2. Vegetation survey 

A total of four full-floristic / vegetation integrity plots were surveyed to identify PCTs and TECs on the 

development site (Table 4 and Table 5).  All four plots were the standard 20 x 50 m plot formation in 

accordance with the BAM 2020.  Full floristic surveys were taken within the nested 20 x 20 m (0.04 ha).  

Litter cover plots were located 1 m from the 50 m midline, on alternate sides and at 5, 15, 25, 35, and 

45 m from the midline start.  

All field data collected at full-floristic and vegetation integrity plots is included in Appendix B 

Table 4: Full-floristic PCT identification plots 

PCT ID PCT Name Number of plots surveyed 

590 White Box Grassy Woodland on the Inverell Basalts mainly in the 

Nandewar Bioregion 

4 

 

Table 5: Vegetation integrity plots 

Veg Zone PCT ID PCT Name Condition Area (ha) Plots 

required 

Plots 

surveyed 

1 590 White Box Grassy Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts mainly in the 

Nandewar Bioregion 

Low 2.87 2 4 

 

3.2. Weather conditions 

Weather conditions during the targeted surveys are outlined in Table 6.  Temperatures were slightly 

above average for January and February 2019 and rainfall was low with only 107 mm recorded over the 

December – February period (long-term average 200 mm).  The region has been experiencing drought 

conditions during 2018.  Fauna surveys were not conducted during rain or storm events.  Rainfall during 

August, September and October 2022 were well above average, with the yearly total to end of October 

exceeding 863 mm.  The long-term average for Inverell for the same time period is 640 mm.    
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Table 6: Weather conditions (Bureau of Meteorology, Inverell) 

Date Rainfall (mm) Minimum temperature 0C Maximum temperature 0C 

3 December 2018 0 13.1 29.9 

4 December 2018 0 12.5 31.2 

5 February 2019 0 15.2 33.8 

6 February 2019 0 19.4 32.8 

16 November 2022 0 6.1 19.2 

17 November 2022 0 2.6 21.1 

18 November 2022 0 3.7 23.8 

 

3.3. Plant Community Types present 

One PCT was identified on the development site (Table 7) which conforms to the listed TEC under the 

BC Act, White Box Yellow Box Blakely's Red Gum Woodland (listed as CEEC under the BC Act; Table 8)  

Table 7: Plant Community Types 

PCT ID PCT Name Vegetation Class Vegetation 

Formation 

Area Percent 

cleared 

590 White Box Grassy Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts mainly in the 

Nandewar Bioregion 

Western Slopes 

Grassy Woodlands 

Grassy 

Woodlands 

2.87 87% 

 

Table 8: Threatened Ecological Communities 

PCT ID BC Act EPBC Act 

Listing status Name Area (ha) Listing status Name Area (ha) 

590 Critically 

Endangered 

White Box Yellow 

Box Blakely's Red 

Gum Woodland 

2.87 ha - - - 

3.3.1. PCT selection justification 

In determining the PCT for the development site, various attributes were considered in combination to 

assigning vegetation to the best fit PCT.  The PCT filter tool in the Bionet Vegetation Classification 

database was used to select PCTs based on a variety of attributes including IBRA region and sub-region, 

vegetation class and dominant species in each stratum and relative abundance, community 

composition, soils and landscape position.  Reference was made to the PCT descriptions with BioNet 

Vegetation Classification and the final scientific determinations for TECs.  Possible PCT options are 

provided in Table 9. 

Alternative PCTs investigated included PCT 1383 White Box grassy woodland of the Nandewar Bioregion 

and Brigalow Belt South Bioregion.  This was excluded because of the variety of overstory species which 

included Callitris glaucophylla (White Cypress Pine), E. laevopinea (Silver-top Stringybark), E. 

melanophloia (Silver-leaved Ironbark), E. melliodora and E. pilligaensis (Narrow-leaved Grey Box) of 
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which none were present.  Justification for the selection of the PCT occurring on the development site 

is based on a quantitative analysis of full-floristic plot data and is provided in Table 9.  

Another PCT considered for this site was PCT 619 Wire Grass grassland of the NSW Brigalow Belt South 

Bioregion and Nandewar Bioregion.  However, this PCT was ruled out due to the lack of characteristic 

canopy species, not just within the development site, but in the surrounding locality, Eucalyptus 

populnea and Callitris glaucophylla, and due to variations within the middle and ground stratums  

Classification of PCT 590 – White Box Grassy Woodland on the Inverell Basalts mainly in the Nandewar 

Bioregion was based on various attributes which were considered in combination to assign vegetation 

to the best fit PCT.  PCT classification primarily relied on dominant species in each stratum, community 

composition, soils and landscape position.  Plot data collected in the field was input into the BioNet 

Vegetation Information System.  The canopy comprised of Eucalyptus albens.  The ground layer was 

heavily grazed, but several of the species characteristic of Box Gum Woodland were present, including 

Aristida sp (Wiregrass), Bothriochloa macra, Rytidosperma sp (Wallaby Grass) and Dichanthium 

sericeum.  PCT 590 inhabits IBRA Bioregion of Nandewar and Inverell Basalts subregion. 

Table 9: PCT selection justification 

PCT ID PCT Name Selection criteria Species relied upon for 

identification of vegetation 

type and relative 

abundance  

590 White Box Grassy Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts mainly in the Nandewar 

Bioregion 

IBRA region, landform, soils, 

vegetation formation and 

vegetation class 

The dominant overstorey 

was Eucalyptus albens with a 

ground layer of Aristida sp., 

Bothriochloa macra, 

Rytidosperma sp. and 

Dichanthium sericeum. 

1383 White Box grassy woodland of the 

Nandewar Bioregion and Brigalow Belt 

South Bioregion 

IBRA region, landform, soils, 

vegetation formation and 

vegetation class 

This PCT was discarded 

because of the variety of 

canopy species associated 

with this PCT (see above).  

619 Wire Grass grassland of the NSW 

Brigalow Belt South Bioregion and 

Nandewar Bioregion 

IBRA region, landform, soils, 

vegetation formation and 

vegetation class 

This PCT was discarded 

because of the variety of 

canopy species associated 

with this PCT (see above). 

 

The development site contains one PCT (Figure 6) in one vegetation zone: low (Zone 1).  The entire zone 

is equivalent to the BC Act listed CEEC ‘White Box - Yellow Box - Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland 

and Derived Native Grassland in the NSW North Coast, New England Tableland, Nandewar, Brigalow Belt 

South, Sydney Basin, South Eastern Highlands, NSW South Western Slopes, South East Corner and 

Riverina Bioregion’ (hereafter referred to as Box-Gum Woodland, BGW).  It is considered that the 

vegetation zone within the development site are highly modified, with the mid-storey and ground-layer 

species diverging from species originally present in this PCT.  It can also be that the disturbed vegetation 

community no longer comprise certain characteristic species from certain structural layers present in 

the undisturbed form of this PCT.  
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Plate 1: Image taken in 2019. PCT 590_Low  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 2: Image taken in 2019 PCT 590_Moderate  

 



Biodiversity Development Assessment Report | Bunnings Group Ltd 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 14 

 

Plate 3: Image taken in 2022. Low quality grassy woodland 

 

Plate 4: Image taken in 2022 
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Figure 6: Plant Community Types 
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3.3.2. Threatened Ecological Communities Justification 

BioNet VIS lists PCT 590 as comprising the CEEC, ‘White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland’ 

(Box Gum Woodland) listed under both the BC Act and EPBC Act.  Justification of Box-Gum Woodland 

within the development footprint is based on a review of the NSW Scientific Committee Final 

Determination for the CEEC, presence of diagnostic species in the upper stratum, vegetation structure 

and characteristic soil of the community. 

It was considered that PCT 590_Low within the development site conformed to the CEEC (2.87 ha; Figure 

7) due to the presence of Eucalyptus albens and the few scattered native grasses within the ground 

layer.  PCT 590_Low within the development footprint represents a highly degraded and modified 

vegetation impacted by grazing, weed incursion, past clearing and impacts of edge effects.  The area has 

likely been pasture improved as indicated by the presence of Trifolium repens, Vicia angustifolia and 

Lupinus sp.  Less than 3 % cover was attributed to native species.  The cover of native species has 

decreased substantially since the 2018 / 2019 assessments (down from 25 %) due to the increase in 

cover of high threat weeds across the site including the highly invasive Coolatai Grass (up to 70% cover) 

and the pasture legumes which were absent during drought conditions.          

While PCT 590 can also comprise part of the CEEC (‘White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland’, 

listed under the Commonwealth EPBC Act), the condition of vegetation in the development footprint 

did not meet the minimum condition thresholds under the EPBC Act.  There were less than twelve native 

understory species (excluding grasses) within the ground layer.  
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Figure 7: Threatened Ecological Communities 
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3.3.3. Exotic vegetation 

Approximately 0.11 ha has been mapped as exotic vegetation.  This area was dominated by Phalaris 

aquatica which occurred along the road verge south of the development site and in small area in the 

northwest.  One Pyracantha angustifolia (was present in the centre of the development site (Figure 8).   

 

Figure 8: Exotic Impacts 
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4. Vegetation integrity assessment 

4.1. Vegetation Zones 

One vegetation zone was identified on the development site, PCT 590_Low. Four vegetation integrity 

plots were sampled across the development site.  A vegetation integrity assessment using the Credit 

Calculator (BAMC) was undertaken and the results are outlined in Table 10.  Figure 9 shows the location 

of vegetation zones and plots.  

Table 10: Vegetation integrity 

Veg Zone PCT ID Condition Area (ha) Composition 

Condition 

Score 

Structure 

Condition 

Score 

Function 

Condition 

Score 

Current 

vegetation 

integrity 

score 

1 590 Low 2.87 38.4 0.6 8.9 5.8 

4.1.1. Patch size 

Patch size was calculated using available vegetation mapping for all patches of intact native vegetation 

on and adjoining the development site.  Patch size was assigned to one of four classes (<5 ha, 5-24 ha, 

25-100 ha or ≥100 ha).  A patch size of 4 ha was determined for the development site. 

4.1.2. Use of local data 

Use of local data is not proposed. 
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Figure 9: Vegetation zones and plots 
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5. Habitat suitability for threatened species 

5.1. Identification of threatened species for assessment 

5.1.1. Ecosystem credit species 

Ecosystem credit species predicted to occur within the development site are generated by the BAMC 

following the input of VI data and the PCTs identified within Section 3.  Ecosystem credit species 

predicted to occur at the development site, their associated habitat constraints, geographic limitations 

and sensitivity to gain class is included in Table 11.  An assessment of those predicted ecosystem credit 

species identified have been undertaken to determine the likelihood of those species to occur based on 

the absence of necessary habitat components or habitat constraints, in accordance with BAM sections 

6.4.1.10 and 6.4.1.17.  All ecosystem credit species occurring within PCT 590_ Low have been included   

in the BAMC except for Grantiella picta (Painted Honeyeater) due to the lack of mistletoe.  

Table 11: Predicted ecosystem credit species 

Species Common 

Name 

Habitat 

Constraints 

Geographic 

limitations 

Sensitivity to 

gain class 

NSW listing 

status 

EPBC Listing 

status 

Anomalopus 

mackayi 

Five-clawed 

Worm-skink 

Presence of cracking clays and 

fallen timber 

High Vulnerable Endangered 

Anthochaera 

phrygia 

Regent 

Honeyeater 

- - High Critically 

Endangered 

Critically 

Endangered 

Artamus 

cyanopterus 

cyanopterus 

Dusky 

Woodswallow 

- - Moderate Vulnerable Not Listed 

Calyptorhynchus 

lathami 

(foraging) 

Glossy Black-

Cockatoo 

- - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Chalinolobus 

picatus 

Little Pied bat - - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Chthonicola 

sagittata 

Speckled 

Warbler 

- - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Circus assimilis Spotted 

Harrier 

- - Moderate Vulnerable Not Listed 

Climacteris 

picumnus 

victoriae 

Brown 

Treecreeper 

(eastern 

subspecies) 

- - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Daphoenositta 

chrysoptera 

Varied Sittella - - Moderate Vulnerable Not Listed 

Grantiella picta Painted 

Honeyeater 

Mistletoes present at a density 

of greater than 5 mistletoes per 

hectare. 

Moderate Vulnerable Vulnerable 

Haliaeetus 

leucogaster 

White-bellied 

Sea-eagle 

Water bodies. Within 1 km of 

rivers, lakes, large dams 

High Vulnerable Not Listed 
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Species Common 

Name 

Habitat 

Constraints 

Geographic 

limitations 

Sensitivity to 

gain class 

NSW listing 

status 

EPBC Listing 

status 

Hieraaetus 

morphnoides 

Little Eagle - - Moderate Vulnerable Not Listed 

Hirundapus 

caudacutus 

White-

throated 

Needletail 

- - High Not Listed Vulnerable 

Lathamus 

discolour 

Swift Parrot - - Moderate Endangered Critically 

Endangered 

Lophoictinia 

isura 

Square-tailed 

Kite 

- - Moderate Vulnerable Not Listed 

Melanodryas 

cucullata 

cucullata 

Hooded Robin 

(south-eastern 

form) 

- - Moderate Vulnerable Not Listed 

Miniopterus 

orianae 

oceanensis 

Large 

Bentwing-bat 

- - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Neophema 

pulchella 

Turquoise 

Parrot 

- - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Ninox connivens Barking Owl - - High Vulnerable  Not Listed 

Petroica 

boodang 

Scarlet Robin - - Mod Vulnerable Not Listed 

Pomatostomus 

temporalis 

temporalis 

Grey-crowned 

Babbler 

(eastern 

subspecies) 

- - Mod Vulnerable Not Listed 

Pteropus 

poliocephalus 

Grey-headed 

Flying-fox 

- - High Vulnerable Vulnerable 

Saccolaimus 

flaviventris 

Yellow-bellied 

Sheathtail-Bat 

- - High Vulnerable Not Listed 

Stagonopleura 

guttata 

Diamond 

Firetail 

- - Mod Vulnerable Not Listed 

 

5.1.2. Species credit species 

Species credit species predicted to occur at the development site (i.e. candidate species), their 

associated habitat constraints, geographic limitations and sensitivity to gain class is included in Table 12.  

An assessment of those species credit species identified has been undertaken to determine likelihood 

of those species to occur based on the absence of necessary habitat components or habitat constraints, 

in accordance with BAM sections 6.4.1.10 and 6.4.1.17.  For those species that have been excluded, the 

justification is also provided (Table 13).  There is no significant habitat within the development footprint 

for the Lathamus discolour (Swift Parrot) and Anthochaera phrygia (Regent Honeyeater) as per 

Important Mapped Habitat. 
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Table 12: Candidate species credit species 

Species Common Name Habitat 

Constraints 

Geographic 

limitations 

Sensitivity to 

gain class 

NSW listing 

status 

EPBC Listing 

status 

Acacia atrox Myall Creek 

Wattle 

within 30km of Myall Creek High E NL 

Amalosia 

rhombifer 

Zigzag Velvet 

Gecko 

  High E NL 

Anthochaera 

phrygia (breeding) 

Regent 

Honeyeater 

As per mapped areas High CE CE 

Burhinus grallarius Bush Stone-

curlew 

Fallen/ standing dead timber 

including logs 

High E NL 

Calyptorhynchus 

lathami 
Glossy Black-

Cockatoo 

HBT > 15 diameter and > 8 m 

above ground 

High V NL 

Chalinolobus 

dwyeri 

Large-eared Pied 

Bat 

 Very High V V 

Dichanthium 

setosum 

Bluegrass   High V V 

Digitaria porrecta Finger Panic Grass   Mod E NL 

Haliaeetus 

leucogaster 

(breeding) 

White-bellied Sea-

Eagle 

Living or dead mature trees 

with suitable vegetation within 

1km of river or lakes 

High V NL 

Hieraaetus 

morphnoides 

Little Eagle Nest trees Mod V NL 

Homopholis 

belsonii 

Belson’s Panic   High E V 

Hoplocephalus 

bitorquatus 

Pale-headed 

Snake 

  High V NL 

Indigofera baileyi Bailey's Indigo   High E NL 

Lathamus 

discolour 

(breeding) 

Swift Parrot As per mapped important 

areas 

Mod E CE 

Lophoictinia isura Square-tailed Kite Nest trees Mod V NL 

Miniopterus 

orianae oceanensis 

(Breeding) 

Large Bentwing-

bat 

Caves, tunnels mines or roosts Very High V NL 

Ninox connivens Barking Owl Hollow bearing trees with 

hollows greater than 20cm 

diameter and greater than 4 m 

above the ground 

High V NL 

Petaurus 

norfolcensis 

Squirrel Glider   High V NL 

Phascolarctos 

cinereus (Breeding) 

Koala Presence of koala use trees.  High E E 

Picris evae Hawkweed   High V V 
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Species Common Name Habitat 

Constraints 

Geographic 

limitations 

Sensitivity to 

gain class 

NSW listing 

status 

EPBC Listing 

status 

Pomaderris 

queenslandica 

Scant Pomaderris   High E NL 

Prasophyllum sp. 

Wybong 

Leek Orchid  High NL CE 

Pteropus 

poliocephalus 

(Breeding) 

Grey-headed 

Flying-fox 

Breeding camps High V V 

Swainsona sericea Silky Swainson-

pea 

  High V NL 

Thesium australe Austral Toadflax   Mod V V 

Uvidicolus 

sphyrurus 

Border Thick-

tailed Gecko 

  High V V 

CE = Critically Endangered, E = Endangered, V= Vulnerable, NL = Not Listed 

 

5.2. Habitat constraints assessment 

Field investigations to identify potential habitat for threatened species was undertaken across the 

development site on the 3 and 4 December 2018 and 5 and 6 February 2019.  Six hollow bearing trees 

(see Figure 10) were recorded across the development site.  There were no rocks or large woody debris 

suitable to provide significant shelter for ground dwelling fauna.    

Due to the degraded site conditions eleven candidate species were excluded from the BAMC 

assessment.  Justification for excluding candidate species is given below Table 14.   
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Figure 10: Hollow bearing trees 
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Table 13: Justification of exclusion of species-credit-species 

Species Common Name Justification for exclusion of species 

Anthochaera phrygia Regent Honeyeater 

(Breeding) 

This species is not known to breed in the development site (National 

Recovery Plan).  There are only two known key breeding regions within 

NSW – the Capertee Valley and the Bundarra-Barraba region.  Breeding 

areas consist of Box-Ironbark with River Sheoaks.  Nests are usually 

located in Ironbarks, Sheoaks and Angophoras located on fertile soils that 

have high water content. Angophora floribunda (Rough-barked Apple) are 

located outside the development footprint.  The development site does 

not contain areas that are mapped as significant habitat for this species.  

Burhinus grallarius Bush Sone-curlew Inhabits open forests with sparse grassy ground layer and fallen timber.  

The presence of this species was not identified, and it was determined that 

the habitat is significantly degraded such that this species is unlikely to 

utilise the development site.  

Calyptorhynchus 

lathami 

Glossy Black-

Cockatoo 

This is a duel credit species, and only a species credit species when specific 

habitat constraints are present for breeding.  Whilst there were two 

suitable sized hollows within the development site these were being 

utilized by Galahs.  No suitable sized hollows were greater than 8 m above 

the ground. 

Chalinolobus dwyeri Large-eared Pied bat Found mainly in areas with extensive cliffs and caves.  There is no suitable 

habitat within the development site for this species.  

Hieraaetus 

morphnoides 

Little Eagle Occupies open forests and woodlands.  The presence of this species was 

not identified, and it was determined that the habitat is significantly 

degraded such that this species is unlikely to utilise the development site.  

No breeding habitat was present.  

Lathamus discolour Swift Parrot 

(breeding) 

The presence of this species was not identified, and it was determined that 

the habitat is substantially degraded such that this species is unlikely to 

utilise the development site.  Breeding is not known to occur within the 

area. This species is only known to breed in Tasmania during spring.  The 

development site does not contain areas that are mapped as significant 

habitat for this species. 

Lophoictinia isura Square-tailed Kite Found in timbered woodlands and dry forests along watercourses.  The 

presence of this species was not identified, and it was determined that the 

habitat is significantly degraded such that this species is unlikely to utilise 

the development site. 

Miniopterus orianae  

oceanensis 

Large Bentwing-bat 

(breeding) 

This is a duel credit species, and only a species credit species when specific 

habitat constraints are present for breeding.  The development site does 

not contain breeding habitat such as caves, overhangs or culverts that are 

suitable for the species to breed within the development site.  

Ninox connivens Barking Owl This is a duel credit species, and only a species credit species when specific 

habitat constraints are present for breeding.  There were no suitable sized 

hollows within the development site that were above 4m within the 

canopy. 

Pteropus 

poliocephalus 

(Breeding) 

Grey-headed Flying-

fox 

This is a duel credit species, and only a species credit species when specific 

habitat constraints are present for breeding.  Breeding sites are generally 

in gullies, close to water or in vegetation with a dense canopy.  The 

development site does not contain breeding habitat.  
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Species Common Name Justification for exclusion of species 

Prasophyllum sp. 

Wybong 

Leek Orchid The habitat is grazed by cattle and is weed infested.  The habitat is 

substantially degraded such that the species is unlikely to utilise the 

development site. 

5.2.1. Candidate species requiring further assessment 

Targeted surveys for flora and fauna species credit species were undertaken at the development site on 

the 3 and 4 December 2018, 5 and 6 February 2019 and 16 – 18 November 2022.  Targeted threatened 

flora surveys were undertaken as per NSW Guide to Surveying Threatened Plants (OEH 2016).  Reptile 

surveys followed the “Survey Guidelines for Australia’s Threatened reptiles” (DSE 2011), bird surveys 

followed the “Survey guidelines for Australia’s threatened birds” (DEWH 2017) and mammal were 

surveyed as per the guidelines set out in the “Threatened biodiversity survey assessment: Guidelines for 

Developments and Activities (DEC 2004).  Koala surveys were undertaken in accordance with the BAM 

Survey Guidelines for koala (2022).  

Targeted surveys were undertaken for the following candidate species credit species (Table 14).  

Table 14: Species credit species included in the assessment 

Species Common Name Species presence Biodiversity Risk Weighting 

FLORA    

Acacia atrox Myall Creek Wattle No (surveyed) 3 

Dichanthium setosum Bluegrass No (surveyed) 2 

Digitaria porrecta Finger Panic Grass No (surveyed) 2 

Homopholis belsonii Belson’s Panic No (surveyed 2 

Indigofera baileyi Bailey's Indigo No (surveyed) 2 

Picris evae Hawkweed No (surveyed) 2 

Pomaderris queenslandica Scant Pomaderris No (surveyed) 2 

Swainsona sericea Silky Swainson-pea No (surveyed) 2 

Thesium australe Austral Toadflax No (surveyed) 1.5 

FAUNA    

Amalosia rhombifer Zigzag Velvet Gecko No (surveyed) 2 

Haliaeetus leucogaster White-bellied Sea-Eagle No (surveyed) 2 

Hoplocephalus bitorquatus Pale-headed Snake No (surveyed) 2 

Petaurus norfolcensis Squirrel Glider No (surveyed) 2 

Phascolarctos cinereus 

(Breeding) 
Koala 

No (surveyed) 2 

Uvidicolus sphyrurus Border Thick-tailed Gecko No (surveyed) 2 

 

5.2.2. Targeted surveys methodology 

Flora surveys consisted of two ecologists, walking transects 5 m wide over the development site (3.1 ha) 

and extending outside of the development site as shown in Figure 11.  
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Fauna surveys consisted of two ecologists undertaking diurnal bird surveys, evening bird surveys, 

spotlighting, Koala Spot Assessment Techniques (SAT), habitat surveys and using a hollow scope to 

assess hollows over seven days and four nights.  109 trees with a DBH ≥ 10cm were sampled using the 

SAT.  

Elliot traps were not used during the targeted survey due to the small size of the development site and 

lack of connectivity. 

Survey effort undertaken at the development site is outlined in Table 15 and shown in Figure 11.  The 

location of hollow bearing trees is shown in Figure 10 above. 

Table 15: Survey effort 

Method Habitat 

(ha) 

Stratification 

units 

Total effort Target species 

Habitat search (day) 3.1 SU<50ha 3-4 December 2018 

5-6 February 2019 – 24 

person hours 

16-18 November 2022 – 20 

person hours 

Acacia atrox, Swainsona sericea, 

Dichanthium setosum, Digitaria 

porrecta,  

Homopholis belsonii,  

Indigofera baileyi, Picris evae,  

Pomaderris queenslandica, Thesium 

australe, Zigzag Velvet Gecko, Border 

Thick-tailed Gecko, Pale-headed 

Snake and opportunistic sightings of 

birds. 

Random meander 3.1 SU<50ha 3-4 December 2018 

5-6 February 2019– 24 

person hours 

16-18 November 2022 – 20 

person hours 

Acacia atrox, Swainsona sericea, 

Dichanthium setosum, Digitaria 

porrecta,  

Homopholis belsonii,  

Indigofera baileyi, Picris evae,  

Pomaderris queenslandica, Thesium 

australe, Zigzag Velvet Gecko, Border 

Thick-tailed Gecko, Pale-headed 

Snake and opportunistic sightings of 

birds 

Transect 3.1 SU<50ha 3-4 December 

5-6 February – 32 person 

hours 

16-18 November 2022 – 20 

person hours 

Acacia atrox, Swainsona sericea, 

Dichanthium setosum, Digitaria 

porrecta,  

Homopholis belsonii,  

Indigofera baileyi, Picris evae,  

Pomaderris queenslandica, Thesium 

australe, reptiles 

Spot Assessment 

Technique 

3.1 SU<50ha 3-4 December 

5-6 February – 4 person 

hours 

17 November – 4 person 

hours  

Koala 

Hollow-Scope 

Inspection 

Six trees SU<50ha 3-4 December Glossy Black Cockatoo, Squirrel 

Glider 
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Method Habitat 

(ha) 

Stratification 

units 

Total effort Target species 

5-6 February – 4 person 

hours 

Spotlighting 3.1 SU<50ha 3-4 December 

5-6 February – 4 person 

hours 

16-17 November – 2 

person hours 

Koala, Squirrel Glider, Zigzag Velvet 

Gecko, Border Thick-tailed Gecko, 

Pale-headed Snake.   

Point survey 3.1 SU<50ha 3-4 December 

5-6 February – 4 person 

hours 

16-18 November – 2 

person hours 

White-bellied Sea-eagle. Woodland 

birds 
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Figure 11: Fauna survey  
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5.2.2.1. Results of targeted survey 

Weather conditions during the targeted surveys were deemed to be ideal.  Common farmland birds 

were observed within the development site (Crested pigeons, Sulphur-crested cockatoos, Eastern 

Rosella, Noisy Miner, Galah, Magpie, Mudlark, Willy Wagtail and Raven). Feral species included 

sparrows, starlings and rabbits.  Only one garden skink (Lampropholis spp.) was observed whilst 

searching trees.   

No threatened species were recorded within the development site.  Targeted surveys for six (6) fauna 

species credit species were undertaken in December 2018, February 2019 and November 2022.  No signs 

were recorded, nor observations made for any of these species.  Although the survey period was outside 

the required period for surveying for the Glossy Black Cockatoo, Little Eagle and Swift Parrot, the habitat 

was deemed substantially degraded that it was unlikely to support suitable habitat for these species.  

No nests were observed and assessable hollows were investigated using a hollow-scope on a telescopic 

pole.  Only Galahs were observed using the hollows that were within the size range that could be 

potentially used by Glossy Black Cockatoos, however, no hollows were greater than 8 m above the 

ground.  No koala or any faecal material were found under the trees sampled.  No species credit species 

were identified or likely to be present based on the lack of habitat features and or signs, and therefore 

species credits are not required.   

Targeted surveys were undertaken for nine species of flora.  Samples of Dichanthium sp were taken 

from within the development site for further microscopic analysis but these were all identified as D. 

sericeum, the common Queensland Bluegrass, due to the length of the sessile spikelets (< 5 mm).  The 

site is considered substantially degraded such that it is unlikely that threatened species would utilise the 

development site.  No threatened flora species were recorded.  

5.3. Expert reports 

Expert reports have not been used in the preparation of this BDAR. 

5.4. Species polygon 

There are no candidate species requiring offsetting  
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6. Identifying prescribed impacts 

Prescribed additional biodiversity impacts (prescribed impacts) must be assessed as part of the BOS, as 

per Clause 6.1 of the BC Regulation.  Such prescribed impacts (including direct and indirect impacts) are 

impacts upon the habitat of threatened entities, on areas connecting threatened species habitat, that 

affect water quality and hydrological process, and on threatened species from turbine strikes or vehicle 

strikes.    

The following impacts have been considered in this BDAR and are summarised in Table 16 below. 

6.1.1. Karst, caves, crevices, cliffs, rocks and other geological features of significance 

There are no karst, caves, cliffs, rocks or other geological features of significance within the development 

site.  

6.1.2. Human-made structures and non-native vegetation 

There are no human made structures within the development site.  No threatened species were 

observed within the development site. 

6.1.3. Habitat connectivity 

The development site is located within a highly fragmented landscape.  Whilst there are a few scattered 

trees on site it is unlikely that the proposed development will reduce habitat connectivity. 

6.1.4. Water bodies, water quality and hydrological processes 

There is a small flow line within the development site which will be reclaimed.  The ephemeral flowline 

contained exotic vegetation and there is no potential habitat for threatened species.    The area consists 

of exotic grass species such as Phalaris aquatica and Cyperus sp.  It is unlikely that the proposed 

development would impact upon water bodies and associated water quality, or hydrological processes 

that could potentially impact threatened species as outlined in section 6.1.4 of the BAM 2020. 

6.1.5. Vehicle strikes 

Given the low biodiversity value of the development site it is unlikely that the proposed development 

would result in increased vehicle strikes on threatened fauna, or animals that are part of a TEC, as 

outlined in 6.1.6 of the BAM 2020 
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Stage 2: Impact Assessment 

7. Avoiding and minimizing impacts on biodiversity values 

7.1. Avoid and minimise direct and indirect impacts 

The development has been located in a way which avoids and minimises impacts as outlined in Table 

16. 

The proposed development is located on the edge of Inverell township.  The development site has been 

highly modified through historical clearing and grazing which is reflected by the low biodiversity values 

within the development site, indicated by the low vegetation integrity scores (5.8).     

Table 16: Locating a project to avoid and minimise impacts on vegetation and habitat 

Approach How addressed Justification 

locating the project in areas where 

there are no biodiversity values 

Areas with reduced biodiversity values 

have been utilised within the 

development footprint. 

The footprint will not impact on areas 

deemed suitable critical habitat.  The 

area is degraded due to previous 

management and is dominated by the 

highly invasive Coolatai Grass.  

Although there are 6 mature 

Eucalyptus albens on site, only 4 are 

considered habitat trees due to the 

presence of significant sized hollows.  

locating the project in areas where the 

native vegetation or threatened 

species habitat is in the poorest 

condition 

The location avoids areas of higher 

quality vegetation and species habitat. 

The development site is already 

located in habitat within poor 

condition.  Weeds dominate the site, 

particularly Coolatai Grass.  

locating the project in areas that avoid 

habitat for species and vegetation in 

high threat categories (e.g. an EEC or 

CEEC), indicated by the biodiversity 

risk weighting for a species 

The development site avoids areas of 

higher quality vegetation and species 

habitat 

The development site conform to EEC 

White Box Grassy Woodland but it is in 

poor quality (VIS 5.8).  There are only 6 

mature Eucalyptus albens trees on site 

with patches of regeneration.  The 

understory whilst containing native 

grasses and forbs, sections of the 

development site is dominated by the 

highly invasive Coolatai grass.   

locating the project such that 

connectivity enabling movement of 

species and genetic material between 

areas of adjacent or nearby habitat is 

maintained 

The development site avoids 

impediments to connectivity.  

The development site contains limited 

habitat connectivity and is largely 

located within a fragmented landscape.  

Lands directly adjoining the 

development site are heavily grazed or 

cropped and backs on to residential 

areas.  The development will not 

impact on the movement of species 

and genetic material between areas of 

nearby habitat.  
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7.1.1. Designing a project to avoid and minimise impacts on vegetation and habitat 

The development has been designed in a way which avoids and minimises impacts as outlined in Table 

17. 

Table 17: Designing a project to avoid and minimise impacts on vegetation and habitat 

Approach How addressed Justification 

reducing the clearing footprint of the 

project 

The majority of the trees are located on 

the northern section of the block 

outside the development impact area. 

The development site is predominately 

located at the southern section of the 

block which is degraded habitat.   

The area adjacent to the service station 

has been excised out from the 

development footprint due to the 

presence of a cultural scar tree.  The 

tree and the surrounding regeneration 

will be retained.   

locating ancillary facilities in areas 

where there are no biodiversity values  

The location avoids areas of higher 

quality vegetation and species habitat. 

The development site is already 

located in habitat within poor 

condition.  Weeds dominate the site, 

particularly Coolatai Grass.  

locating ancillary facilities in areas 

where the native vegetation or 

threatened species habitat is in the 

poorest condition (i.e. areas that have 

a lower vegetation integrity score)  

The development site avoids areas of 

higher quality vegetation and species 

habitat 

The VI score for the site is 5.8.  The 

majority of the development site is 

dominated by the highly invasive 

Coolatai grass.   

locating ancillary facilities in areas 

that avoid habitat for species and 

vegetation in high threat status 

categories (e.g. an EEC or CEEC)  

The development site avoids areas of 

higher quality vegetation and species 

habitat 

2.87 ha of the development site 

conform to CEEC White Box Grassy 

Woodland but it is in poor quality (VI 

score = 5.8).  There are only 6 mature 

Eucalyptus albens trees on site with 

patches of regeneration.  The 

understory whilst containing a small 

cover of native grasses and forbs (< 

3%), the majority of the development 

site is dominated by the highly invasive 

Coolatai grass.   

providing structures to enable species 

and genetic material to move across 

barriers or hostile gaps  

Given the degraded nature of the site it 

is unlikely to be critical habitat to 

facilitate the movement of species as it 

is already isolated from other patches.  

There are no existing corridors off-site 

allowing for the movement of species 

and genetic material.  

making provision for the demarcation, 

ecological restoration, rehabilitation 

and/or ongoing maintenance of 

retained native vegetation habitat on 

the development site.  

Native vegetation will not be retained 

within the development site. 

A cultural scar tree has been identified 

in the southeast corner of the 

development site.  This has been 

excised out of the footprint and will be 

retained.   This area will be marked out 

during development.  

Efforts to avoid and minimise impacts 

through design must be documented 

and justified 

There are no impacts to threatened 

species.  The development site is 

already on degraded vegetation and 

habitat.  

The development site is dominated by 

the highly invasive Coolatai Grass 

which requires intensive management 

to control.  
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7.2. Prescribed biodiversity impacts 

The development site does not have any prescribed biodiversity impacts. 

 

8. Assessment of Impacts 

8.1. Direct and indirect impacts 

The development site (3.1 ha) is located in a highly disturbed landscape (3% native vegetation) and 95% 

of the footprint is within vegetation that has a high weed incursion (Coolatai Grass) with low biodiversity 

values (VIS = 5.8).  2.87 ha of low native vegetation has been mapped within the development site (Table 

18) of which all is associated with a TEC (Table 19) in poor condition (VIS = 5.8).   

Table 18: Direct impacts to native vegetation 

PCT ID PCT Name Vegetation Class Vegetation Formation Direct impact (ha) 

590 White Box Grassy 

Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts mainly 

in the Nandewar 

Bioregion 

Western Slopes Grassy 

Woodlands 

Grassy Woodlands 2.87 

 

Table 19: Direct impacts on threatened ecological communities 

PCT ID BC Act EPBC Act 

Listing status Name Direct impact 

(ha) 

Listing status Name Direct 

impact (ha) 

590 TEC White Box Yellow 

Box Blakely’s Red 

Gum Woodland  

2.87 - - - 

 

8.1.1. Change in vegetation integrity 

The change in vegetation integrity as a result of the development is outlined in Table 20. 

Table 20: Change in vegetation integrity 

Veg Zone PCT ID Condition Area (ha) Current 

vegetation 

integrity score 

Future 

vegetation 

integrity score 

Change in 

vegetation 

integrity 

1 590 Low 2.87 5.8 0 -5.8 
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8.2. Indirect impacts 

The indirect impacts of the development are outlined in Table 21: Indirect impacts 

Indirect impact Description (nature, 

extent and frequency) 

Biodiversity 

affected 

Duration/ 

Timing 

Consequence 

Inadvertent impacts on 

adjacent habitat or 

vegetation including 

sedimentation and 

erosion 

Possible during the 

construction phase 

There is no 

adjacent native 

vegetation 

adjoining the 

development site 

Throughout 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts 

Reduced viability of 

adjacent habitat due to 

edge effects 

Possible during the 

construction phase 

There is no 

adjacent native 

vegetation 

adjoining the 

development site 

Throughout 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts  

Reduced viability of 

adjacent habitat due to 

noise, dust or light spill 

Possible during the 

construction phase.  

Noise and dust created 

from machinery 

There is no 

adjacent native 

vegetation 

adjoining the 

development site 

Throughout 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts during 

construction 

Transport of weeds and 

pathogens from the site 

to adjacent vegetation 

Possible during 

construction phase 

through the spread of 

weed seeds and 

pathogens from 

machinery and 

equipment 

Potential for 

weeds to spread 

into nearby 

neighbouring 

properties and 

along roadsides   

Daily, during 
construction 
and 
operational 
phases  

 

Potentially long-term impacts 

Loss of breeding habitat Construction 

/ Operation 

The habitat is 

substantially 

degraded that the 

vegetation is 

unlikely to 

provide 

significant 

breeding habitat 

for any 

threatened 

species.  

Daily, during 
construction 
and 
operational 
phases  

 

Short-term impacts 

Trampling of 

threatened flora 

species 

Construction 

/ Operation 

No threatened 

flora was 

identified 

throughout the 

development site  

NA NA 

Inhibition of nitrogen 

fixation and increased 

soil salinity 

Construction Runoff 

during construction 

works 

Sedimentation 

and runoff into 

nearby dams and 

neighboring 

properties 

During heavy 

rainfall or 

storm events 

Short term impacts 

Rubbish dumping Construction Potential for 
rubbish to spread 

Throughout 

life of project 

Potentially long-term impacts 
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Indirect impact Description (nature, 

extent and frequency) 

Biodiversity 

affected 

Duration/ 

Timing 

Consequence 

/ Operation Illegal 

dumping by workers / 

customers 

into areas outside 
Development Site 

Wood collection Construction 

/ Operation 

There is no wood 

in adjacent 

paddocks  

NA NA 

Removal and 

disturbance of rocks 

including bush rock 

Construction 

/ Operation 

There are no 

rocks in adjacent 

paddocks  

NA NA 

Increase in predators Construction 

/ Operation 

The development 

site is already 

degraded and it’s 

unlikely that 

predators would 

increase  

NA NA 

Increase in pest animal 

populations 

Construction 

/ Operation 

Potential to 

increase if food 

scraps/rubbish is 

left on site  

During 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts 

8.3. Prescribed biodiversity impacts 

The development does not have any prescribed biodiversity impacts. 

8.4. Mitigating and managing residual impacts 

Additional measures proposed to mitigate and manage impacts at the development site before, during 

and after construction are outlined in Table 22.    

A planting plan has also been prepared to assist in mitigating impacts.  The species selection aligns with 

PCT 590 and includes Eucalyptus albens, Angophora floribunda, E. melliodora and Geijera parviflora, 

with an understory of Acacia salicina, Eremophila debilis, Indigofera australis and Pimelea curviflora.  

Native groundcovers including Ajuga australis, Brachyscome chrysoglossa, and the threatened Picris 

evae will be planted amongst a variety of native grasses including Austrostipa aristiglumis, Aristida 

ramosa, Themeda australis.  The planting plan will be provided separately to this BDAR.  

Not all the native trees within the development footprint will be cleared.  Existing trees will be retained 

where possible.  
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.   

Table 21: Indirect impacts 

Indirect impact Description (nature, 

extent and frequency) 

Biodiversity 

affected 

Duration/ 

Timing 

Consequence 

Inadvertent impacts on 

adjacent habitat or 

vegetation including 

sedimentation and 

erosion 

Possible during the 

construction phase 

There is no 

adjacent native 

vegetation 

adjoining the 

development site 

Throughout 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts 

Reduced viability of 

adjacent habitat due to 

edge effects 

Possible during the 

construction phase 

There is no 

adjacent native 

vegetation 

adjoining the 

development site 

Throughout 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts  

Reduced viability of 

adjacent habitat due to 

noise, dust or light spill 

Possible during the 

construction phase.  

Noise and dust created 

from machinery 

There is no 

adjacent native 

vegetation 

adjoining the 

development site 

Throughout 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts during 

construction 

Transport of weeds and 

pathogens from the site 

to adjacent vegetation 

Possible during 

construction phase 

through the spread of 

weed seeds and 

pathogens from 

machinery and 

equipment 

Potential for 

weeds to spread 

into nearby 

neighbouring 

properties and 

along roadsides   

Daily, during 
construction 
and 
operational 
phases  

 

Potentially long-term impacts 

Loss of breeding habitat Construction 

/ Operation 

The habitat is 

substantially 

degraded that the 

vegetation is 

unlikely to 

provide 

significant 

breeding habitat 

for any 

threatened 

species.  

Daily, during 
construction 
and 
operational 
phases  

 

Short-term impacts 

Trampling of 

threatened flora 

species 

Construction 

/ Operation 

No threatened 

flora was 

identified 

throughout the 

development site  

NA NA 

Inhibition of nitrogen 

fixation and increased 

soil salinity 

Construction Runoff 

during construction 

works 

Sedimentation 

and runoff into 

nearby dams and 

neighboring 

properties 

During heavy 

rainfall or 

storm events 

Short term impacts 

Rubbish dumping Construction Potential for 
rubbish to spread 

Throughout 

life of project 

Potentially long-term impacts 
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Indirect impact Description (nature, 

extent and frequency) 

Biodiversity 

affected 

Duration/ 

Timing 

Consequence 

/ Operation Illegal 

dumping by workers / 

customers 

into areas outside 
Development Site 

Wood collection Construction 

/ Operation 

There is no wood 

in adjacent 

paddocks  

NA NA 

Removal and 

disturbance of rocks 

including bush rock 

Construction 

/ Operation 

There are no 

rocks in adjacent 

paddocks  

NA NA 

Increase in predators Construction 

/ Operation 

The development 

site is already 

degraded and it’s 

unlikely that 

predators would 

increase  

NA NA 

Increase in pest animal 

populations 

Construction 

/ Operation 

Potential to 

increase if food 

scraps/rubbish is 

left on site  

During 

construction 

and operation 

Short-term impacts 

8.5. Prescribed biodiversity impacts 

The development does not have any prescribed biodiversity impacts. 

8.6. Mitigating and managing residual impacts 

Additional measures proposed to mitigate and manage impacts at the development site before, during 

and after construction are outlined in Table 22.    

A planting plan has also been prepared to assist in mitigating impacts.  The species selection aligns with 

PCT 590 and includes Eucalyptus albens, Angophora floribunda, E. melliodora and Geijera parviflora, 

with an understory of Acacia salicina, Eremophila debilis, Indigofera australis and Pimelea curviflora.  

Native groundcovers including Ajuga australis, Brachyscome chrysoglossa, and the threatened Picris 

evae will be planted amongst a variety of native grasses including Austrostipa aristiglumis, Aristida 

ramosa, Themeda australis.  The planting plan will be provided separately to this BDAR.  

Not all the native trees within the development footprint will be cleared.  Existing trees will be retained 

where possible.  
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Table 22: Measures proposed to mitigate and manage impacts 

Measure Risk before 

mitigation 

Risk after 

mitigation 

Action Outcome Timing  Responsibility 

Displacement of resident fauna Minor  

 

Negligible  

 

Supervision by a qualified 

ecologist/licensed wildlife 

handler during disturbance and 

removal of stags in accordance 

with best practice methods 

Relocation of fauna in a sensitive 

manner  

 

Prior to and during 

removal of HBT  

Project 

Manager / 

Ecologist  

 

Timing works to avoid critical life cycle 

events such as breeding or nursing 

Minor  

 

Negligible  

 

Avoid clearing works during 

breeding/nesting period  

Impacts to fauna during 

breeding/nesting avoided  

During clearing 

works  

Project 

Manager 

Instigating clearing protocols including 

pre-clearing surveys, daily surveys and 

staged clearing, the presence of a 

trained ecological or licensed wildlife 

handler during clearing events 

Minor Negligible  

 

Supervision by a qualified 

ecologist/licensed wildlife 

handler during vegetation 

disturbance and removal  

 

Any fauna utilising habitat within the 

development site area will be 

identified and managed to ensure 

clearing works minimise the 

likelihood of injuring resident fauna  

During clearing 

works  

 

Project 

Manager/ 

Ecologist  

Sediment barriers or sedimentation 

ponds to control the quality of water 

released from the site into the receiving 

environment 

Moderate  

 

Minor  

 

Manage exposed soil surfaces  

Sediment and erosion control 

on works- silt nets downslope 

from workings  

Control of erosion and sedimentation  

 

Duration of the 

project  

 

Project 

Manager 

Noise barriers or daily/seasonal timing 

of construction and operational 

activities to reduce impacts of noise 

Minor  

 

Negligible  

 

Daily timing of construction 

activities is recommended in 

accordance with Table 1 of 

Interim Noise Guidelines 

(2009)  

Monday to Friday 7.00am to 

6.00pm  

Saturday 8.00am to 1.00pm  

No work on Sunday or public 

holidays  

Noise impacts associated with the 

development will be managed in 

accordance with guidelines.  

 

For the duration of 

construction works  

 

Project 

Manager 
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Measure Risk before 

mitigation 

Risk after 

mitigation 

Action Outcome Timing  Responsibility 

Light shields or daily/seasonal timing of 

construction and operational activities 

to reduce impacts of light spill 

Minor  

 

Negligible  

 

Operating times will only occur 

during daylight hours, and 

night lights will not be used  

Light impacts associated with 

construction and operation will be 

avoided as works will occur during 

daylight hours  

For the duration of 

the project  

Project 

Manager 

Adaptive dust monitoring programs to 

control air quality 

Moderate  

 

Minor  

 

Dust suppression measures  

 

Mitigate dust created during 

construction/operation  

 

For the duration of 

the project  

Project 

Manager 

Programming construction activities to 

avoid impacts; for example, timing 

construction activities for when 

migratory species are absent from the 

site, or when particular species known 

to or likely to use the habitat on the site 

are not breeding or nesting 

 Minor  

 

Negligible  

 

Timing of construction works should 

be planned to occur outside of the 

summer/autumn breeding/nesting 

season, where possible.  

impacts to fauna 

during 

breeding/nesting 

avoided  

 

During clearing 

works  

 

Hygiene protocols to prevent the 

spread of weeds or pathogens between 

infected areas and uninfected areas 

 Moderate  

 

Minor  

 

All machinery/equipment cleaned 

prior to entering/exiting the 

Development Site  

Prevent the spread 

of weeds or 

pathogens  

Duration of 

project  
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9. Thresholds for assessing and offsetting the impacts of development 

Following implementation of the BAM and the BAMC, the following impacts have been determined.  

9.1. Assessment of Serious and Irreversible Impacts (SAII) on biodiversity values 

The development has candidate Serious and Irreversible Impacts (SAII) values as outlined in Table 23.  

Detailed consideration of whether impacts on TECs that are serious and irreversible is included in Table 

24 and further evaluated in Table 25.  The location of TEC is shown in Figure 12.  

Table 23: Candidate Serious and Irreversible Impacts 

Species / Community Common Name Principle Direct impact 

individuals / area (ha) 

Threshold 

White Box Yellow Box 

Blakely’s Red Gum 

Woodland  

Box Gum Woodland  

 

Principle 1 and 

Principle 2 

Removal of 2.87 ha Not yet published 

 

9.1.1. Additional impact assessment provisions for threatened ecological communities at risk of an SAII 

Table 24: Determining whether impacts are serious and irreversible 

Determining whether impacts are serious and irreversible Assessment 

Principle 1 

Does the proposal impact on a species, population or 

ecological community that is a candidate entity because it 

is in a rapid rate of decline? 

Yes.  The population has reduced by >80% over the last 10 

years (TBDC 2022). 

If yes, is the impact in excess of any threshold identified 

and therefore likely to be serious and irreversible? Note: 

where candidate entities have no listed threshold, any 

impact is considered likely to be serious and irreversible 

The BCS has not yet published a threshold for this 

community. The development would remove approximately 

2.87ha of the White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum 

Woodlands within the IBRA Subregion.  The quality of the 

vegetation is low (VI = 5.8).   

Principle 2 

Does the proposal impact on a species or ecological 

community that is currently observed, estimated, inferred 

or reasonably suspected to have a very small population 

size?   

Yes. <50 individuals or <250 individuals where threats are 

know (TBDC 2022). 

If yes, is the impact in excess of any threshold identified 

and therefore likely to be serious and irreversible? Note: 

where candidate entities have no listed threshold, any 

impact is considered likely to be serious and irreversible  

The BCS has not yet published a threshold for this 

community. The development would remove approximately 

2.87ha of the White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum 

Woodlands within the IBRA Subregion.  The quality of the 

vegetation is low (VI = 5.8).   

Principle 3 

Does the proposal impact on the habitat of a species or an 

area of an ecological community that is a candidate entity 

because it has a very limited geographic distribution?  

NA 

If yes, is the impact in excess of any threshold identified 

and therefore likely to be serious and irreversible? Note: 

NA 
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Determining whether impacts are serious and irreversible Assessment 

where candidate entities have no listed threshold, any 

impact is considered likely to be serious and irreversible. 

Principle 4 

 

Does the proposal impact on a species, a component of 

species habitat or an ecological community that is a 

candidate entity because it is irreplaceable? 

NA 

b. If yes, is the impact in excess of any threshold identified 

and therefore likely to be serious and irreversible? Note: 

where candidate entities have no listed threshold, any 

impact is considered likely to be serious and irreversible.  

NA 

 

Table 25: Evaluation of an impact on a TEC 

Impact Assessment Provisions Assessment 

1. the action and measures taken to avoid the direct and 

indirect impact on the potential entity for an SAII 

The development site will remove 2.87 ha of derived Box 

Gum Woodland in a low condition, with integrity scores of 

5.8  in the BAMC.  The understory is dominated by the highly 

invasive Coolatai Grass.   

2. evidence of reduction in geographic distribution 

(Principle 1, clause 6.7(2)(a) BC Regulation) as the current 

total geographic extent of the TEC in NSW AND the 

estimated reduction in geographic extent of the TEC since 

1970 (not including impacts of the proposal) 

BGWs were once widespread, however the lower fertile 

footslopes and flats that support these woodlands were also 

the areas generally preferred for cropping, pasture and 

development.  As a consequence, BGW are severely reduced 

in area, are highly isolated and fragmented.  Remnants with 

a full range of flora and fauna species are rare.  Much of the 

landscape consists of lands like that of the development site.  

These areas have been highly disturbed/grazed and have not 

been mapped by any vegetation mapping programs as a 

native vegetation community. 

Detailed mapping of the local occurrence of the CEEC is not 

available.  Much of the landscape consists of lands similar to 

that of the Work Site.  Within 1000 ha of the development 

site, these White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum 

Woodlands cover approximately 12.7% of the area.   

2b. extent of reduction in ecological function for the TEC 

using evidence that describes the degree of environmental 

degradation or disruption to biotic processes (Principle 2, 

clause 6.7(2)(b) BC Regulation) indicated by: 

i. change in community structure 

ii. change in species composition 

iii. disruption of ecological processes 

iv. invasion and establishment of exotic species 

v. degradation of habitat, and 

vi. fragmentation of habitat 

The proposed development will reduce the extant area of 

CEEC by 2.87 ha.  This area has been mapped under the State 

Vegetation Mapping as PCT 0.  The TEC is in low condition (VI 

score = 5.8) and has been regularly grazed.  

i.     Considering the very small area and reduced 

quality of the vegetation to be removed, it is considered 

that the development will have a negligible impact on 

the extant area and overall condition of the CEEC on a 

broad scale.   

ii.      The development will not impact characteristic and 

functionally important species outside of the proposed 

impact area. 

iii. The proposed development will not disrupt 

ecological processes 
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Impact Assessment Provisions Assessment 

iv.     The development is unlikely to result in the spread 

of exotic species into vegetation adjacent to the 

development site.  The surrounding areas are already 

either industrial / residential areas or grazed paddocks.     

v.      The development will not have additional impacts 

to the quality and integrity of the occurrence of Box 

Gum Woodland outside of the proposed impact area. 

vi.     The development will not cause direct or indirect 

fragmentation or isolation of any area of Box Gum 

Woodland.  The development site does not provide a 

sole link between habitat or areas of vegetation. 

2d. evidence that the TEC is unlikely to respond to 

management (Principle 4, clause 6.7 (2) (d) BC Regulation). 

With intensive management it is possible for the TEC to 

recover.  There are a variety of high threat and invasive 

weeds, including Coolatai Grass, Orange Fireweed, Rose 

Briar, Phalaris. Patterson’s curse which would need to be 

controlled.  Whilst there are a few small regenerating trees 

within the site it is unlikely that the soil seedbank would 

contain the variety of native grasses and herbs to be 

considered good quality.  The area is highly fragmented, and 

it is unlikely to be used by threatened fauna.   The current 

management regime of grazing and pasture improvement is 

likely to be retained.  

3. Where the TBDC indicated that data is ‘unknown’ or 

‘data deficient’ for a TEC for a criterion listed in subsection 

9.1.1(2), the assessor must record this in the BDAR or BCAR. 

NA 

4a. the impact on the geographic extent of the TEC 

(Principles 1 and 3) by estimating the total area of the TEC 

to be impacted by the proposal: 

i. in hectares, and 

ii. as a percentage of the current geographic extent of the 

TEC in NSW. 

The total area to be impacted by the proposed development 

is 2.87 ha.  Approximately 84% of this PCT has been cleared 

within NSW (BAMC 2022).   

4b. the extent that the proposed impacts are likely to 

contribute to further environmental degradation or the 

disruption of biotic processes (Principle 2) of the TEC by: 

i. estimating the size of any remaining, but now isolated, 

areas of the TEC; including areas of the TEC within 500 m of 

the development footprint or equivalent area for other 

types of proposals 

ii. describing the impacts on connectivity and 

fragmentation of the remaining areas of TEC measured by: 

• distance between isolated areas of the TEC, presented as 

the average distance if the remnant is retained AND the 

average distance if the remnant is removed as proposed, 

and 

• estimated maximum dispersal distance for native flora 

species characteristic of the TEC, and 

• other information relevant to describing the impact on 

connectivity and fragmentation, such as the area to 

The proposed development is unlikely to further degrade or 

disrupt biotic processes as the area is surrounding the 

development site is highly degraded and fragmented.  There 

is approximately 23% of native vegetation within the 1000 

ha buffer assessment area.   

i. The largest remnant patch is 1.2 km 

southwest of the development site, Mcilveen 

Park.  It is not known how much of these 

areas are BGW.  

ii. The development site is located within a 

highly disturbed and fragmented landscape 

and adjoins a Caltex service station.  

iii. The vegetation within the development site 

consists of one PCT which is of low quality. 

• PCT 590_Low with a VIS = 5.8.  

Composition score = 38.4 

Structure score = 0.6 
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Impact Assessment Provisions Assessment 

perimeter ratio for remaining areas of the TEC as a result of 

the development 

iii. describing the condition of the TEC according to the 

vegetation integrity score for the relevant vegetation 

zone(s) (Section 4.3). The assessor must also include the 

relevant composition, structure and function condition 

scores for each vegetation zone. 

Function score = 8.95 

 

 

c. the quality and integrity of an occurrence of the TEC 

through threats and indirect impacts including, but not 

limited to, assisting invasive flora and fauna species to 

become established or causing regular mobilisation of 

fertilisers, herbicides or other chemicals or pollutants 

which may harm or inhibit growth of species in the TEC 

The development is unlikely to result in the spread of 

invasive weed species into vegetation adjacent to the 

development site.  The surrounding areas are already 

infested with Coolatai Grass.  However, this potential impact 

will be controlled during pre-construction works, 

throughout construction.  The development will not have 

additional impacts to the quality and integrity of the 

occurrence of Box Gum Woodland outside of the proposed 

impact area.  

5. direct or indirect fragmentation and isolation of an area 

of the TEC 

The development will not cause direct or indirect 

fragmentation or isolation of any area of Box Gum 

Woodland.  The development site does not provide a sole 

link between habitat or areas of vegetation. 

6. the measures proposed to contribute to the recovery of 

the TEC in the IBRA subregion. 

The development site will protect against the spread of 

weeds into adjoining similar vegetation and will not directly, 

or otherwise indirectly impact areas outside of the 

Development footprint. 
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Figure 12: Serious and Irreversible Impacts 
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9.2. Determine offsets required for impacts 

Following implementation of the BAM and the BAMC, the following impacts have been determined. 

9.2.1. Impacts on native vegetation and TECs (ecosystem credits) 

The impacts of the development requiring offset for native vegetation are outlined in Table 2626 and 

shown in Figure 12 above.  There are no impacts of the development upon threatened species and 

threatened species habitat, so species credits are not required.  Ecosystem credits are also not required 

for 2.87 ha as the vegetation integrity score (5.8) was below the threshold required for offsetting native 

vegetation that is not associated with threatened species habitat of a threatened ecological community 

(Section 3.1.1.3 of the BAM). 

Table 26: Impacts to native vegetation that require offsets 

PCT ID PCT Name Vegetation Class Vegetation Formation Direct impact (ha) 

590 White Box Grassy 

Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts mainly 

in the Nandewar 

Bioregion 

Western Slopes Grassy 

Woodlands 

Grassy Woodlands 2.87 

 

9.2.2. Serious and Irreversible Impacts (SAII) 

As discussed in Section 2.2.6, as the thresholds for a SAII on Box Gum Woodland, have not yet been 

published by the OEH, so therefore all impacts are potentially SAII.  Considering the degraded nature of 

Box Gum Woodland in the development site and the small area to be removed (2.87 ha) with a 

vegetation integrity score of 5.8, it is unlikely that the development would have a SAII.   

9.2.3. Impacts not requiring offsets 

The development will result in impacts not requiring offset as the vegetation integrity score (5.8) is lower 

than the threshold required to offset native vegetation (15) and threatened species habitat in 

accordance with Section 3.1.1.3 of the BAM.  The impacts of the development not requiring offset for 

native vegetation are shown in Table 27. 

Table 27: Impacts to native vegetation that do not require offsets 

PCT ID PCT Name Vegetation Class Vegetation 

Formation 

Direct impact 

(ha) 

Rationale 

590 White Box Grassy 

Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts 

mainly in the 

Nandewar 

Bioregion 

Western Slopes 

Grassy Woodlands 

Grassy Woodlands 2.87 The VI Score is 

5.8  

   

9.2.4. Areas not requiring assessment 

Areas consisting of exotic vegetation were not assessed.  In 2019 there were three Pyracantha 

angustifolia (Orange Firethorn) within the development site, this has increased to about 20 individuals 



Biodiversity Development Assessment Report | Bunnings Group Ltd 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 11 

(November 2022).  There were also 2 small sections, the western truck access entrance that were 

dominated by exotic grasses such as Phalaris aquatica and H. hirta, approximately 0.11 ha.   

 

10. Applying the no net loss standard 

10.1. Calculating offset requirement for direct impacts 

The number of ecosystem credits required for the development are outlined in Table 28.  A biodiversity 

credit report is included in Appendix C. 

10.1.1. Ecosystem and Species Credits 

This credit summary report shows that zero (0) credits are required for vegetation zone 1.  No species 

credits are required.  

Table 28: Ecosystem credits required 

PCT ID PCT Name Vegetation Formation Direct impact (ha) Credits required 

590_Low White Box Grassy 

Woodland on the 

Inverell Basalts mainly 

in the Nandewar 

Bioregion 

Grassy Woodlands 2.87 0 

 

 

11. Consistency with legislation and policy 

Additional matters relating to impacts on flora and fauna which are not covered by the BC Act must also 

be addressed for the proposed development.  Potential impacts on MNES in accordance with the EPBC 

Act and Koala Habitat Protection SEPP 2021 have been addressed below. 

11.1.1. Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)  

The EPBC Act establishes a process for assessing the environmental impact of activities and 

developments where MNES may be affected.  Under the Act, any action which ‘has, will have, or is likely 

to have a significant impact on a matter of MNES’ is defined as a ‘controlled action’, and requires 

approval from the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water 

(DCCEEW), which is responsible for administering the EPBC Act.   A bilateral agreement between the 

Commonwealth and NSW for assessing environmental matters exist.  

Eight MNES were assessed under the EPBC Act:  

1. Anomalopus mackayi (Five-clawed Worm-skink) – listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act 

2. Regent Honeyeater - listed as critically endangered under the EPBC Act 

3. Painted Honeyeater - listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act 

4. Swift Parrot - listed as critically endangered under the EPBC Act 
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5. Grey Headed Flying-fox listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act 

6. Thesium austral (Austral Toadflax) listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act 

7. Picris evae (Hawkweed) listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act  

8. Koala - listed as vulnerable under the EPBC Act (see section 2.5.2) 

 

11.1.1.1. Anomalopus mackayi (Five-clawed Worm-Skink) 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area (2.87 ha of low quality grassy woodland) of 

potential habitat.  Given this, and the large area of alternate habitat surrounding the development site, 

the proposed works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population 

of the species.  

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

The proposed development site is not known habitat and given the level of disturbance through grazing 

by cattle, the density of invasive weeds and probable historical disturbance by cropping or pasture 

improvement, it is unlikely that a viable population remains within the development footprint. 

Removing 2.87 ha area of low quality grassy woodland habitat of the species is a small area.   

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

The proposed development will not increase fragmentation of the existing population given that the 

species, if it exists on site, is already isolated and fragmented.   

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

Review of the Department of the Environment and Energy Species Profile and Threats Database showed 

that critical habitat has not been determined. However, key areas in NSW are from Ashford to Mungindi 

and Walgett.  

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

It is unlikely that the development footprint will disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population. 

The habitat is substantially degraded that it is unlikely that a viable population will be within the 

development footprint. 

• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential habitat for this species.  Given 

that the habitat is already substantially degraded it is unlikely the clearing will modify, destroy, remove 

or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to 

decline. 

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 
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The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 

• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

This species has been assigned to the Data-deficient species management stream under the Saving our 

Species (SOS) program.  All the management sites are west of Inverell. Research is on-going into 

identifying key threats and response to various management actions.  The proposed development 

remains consistent with the recovery of this species and is unlikely to impact on its long-term survival.  

11.1.1.2. Anthochaera Phrygia (Regent Honeyeater)  

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area (2.87 ha of which 0.35 ha are tree canopy) of 

potential foraging habitat.  Given this, and the large area of alternate habitat surrounding the study area 

and the high mobility of the species, the proposed works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in 

the size of an important population of the species.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees 

including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

The proposed works will remove a small area of occupancy of the species and a larger area of potential 

habitat will remain undisturbed and will be managed to support continuation of potential remaining 

populations.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora 

throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

The proposed development will not increase fragmentation of the existing population given that the 

species is highly mobile.   

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

Review of the Department of the Environment and Energy Species Profile and Threats Database showed 

that critical habitat registered for this species is any breeding or foraging habitat in areas where the 

species is likely to occur.  Key areas in NSW are Mudgee-Wollar and the Capertee Valley, Bundarra-

Barraba, Pilliga Woodlands and the Hunter Valley areas.  

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely that disturbance to foraging habitat will disrupt the 

breeding cycle of an important population.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees 

including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 
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• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential foraging habitat for this 

species.  Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely the clearing will modify, destroy, remove 

or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to 

decline.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora 

throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 

• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

The long-term objectives of the Regent Honeyeater Recovery Plan were to: ensure that the species 

persists in the wild; to achieve a down-listing from nationally endangered to vulnerable by stabilising 

the population decline and securing habitat extent and quality in the main areas of occupancy, and, to 

achieve increasing reporting rates (5% per annum) in areas previously used regularly.  As no records of 

this species have been made within the clearing area, and limited suitable habitat is going to be 

removed, no impact is expected on any individuals or populations of Regent Honeyeater.  It is therefore 

believed that the action proposed remains consistent with the objectives of the recovery plan for this 

species. 

11.1.1.3. Lathamus discolour (Swift Parrot) 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area (2.87 ha of which 0.35 ha is tree canopy) of 

potential foraging habitat.  Given this, and the large area of alternate habitat surrounding the study area 

and the high mobility of the species, the proposed works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in 

the size of an important population of the species.   The proponent will be planting a variety of feed 

trees including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

The proposed works will remove a small area of occupancy of the species and a larger area of occupancy 

will remain undisturbed and will be managed to support continuation of the remaining population.  The 

proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout the 

development site increasing potential habitat. 

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 
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The proposed development works will not increase fragmentation of the existing population given that 

the species is highly mobile.   

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

No critical habitat has been defined for this species. 

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely that disturbance to foraging habitat will disrupt the 

breeding cycle of an important population.  In addition, this species breeds in Tasmania therefore the 

proposed development will not impact upon the breeding cycle for this species.    

• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential foraging habitat for this 

species.  Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely the clearing will modify, destroy, remove 

or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to 

decline.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora 

throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 

• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

The overall objectives of the Swift Parrot Recovery Plan were to:  prevent further decline of the Swift 

Parrot population; and achieve a demonstrable sustained improvement in the quality and quantity of 

Swift Parrot habitat to increase carrying capacity.  As no records of this species have been made within 

the clearing area, and a limited area of suitable is not going to be removed, no impact is expected on 

any individuals or populations of Swift Parrot. It is therefore believed that the action proposed remains 

consistent with the objectives of the recovery plan for this species. 

11.1.1.4. Grantiella picta (Painted Honeyeater)  

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a migratory species if there is a real chance or possibility 

that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will result in the removal of 2.87 ha of degraded grassy woodland of which 

0.35 ha is tree canopy, which represent potential foraging habitat for this species.  Given the highly 

mobile nature of this species and the availability of alternate habitat outside of the study area within 

the locality, the proposed works do not have the potential to modify, destroy or isolate an area of 
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important habitat for this species.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. 

albens and E. melliodora throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• reduce the area of occupancy of an important population 

The proposed development will result in the removal of 2.87 ha of degraded grassy woodland of which 

0.35 ha is tree canopy, which represent potential foraging habitat for this species.  Given the highly 

mobile nature of this species and the availability of alternate habitat outside of the study area within 

the locality, the proposed works do not have the potential to modify, destroy or isolate an area of 

important habitat for this species.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. 

albens and E. melliodora throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• fragment an existing important population into two or more populations 

The proposed development works will not increase fragmentation of the existing population given that 

the species is highly mobile. 

 

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of the species 

No critical habitat has been determined for this species. 

• disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population 

Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely to that disturbance to foraging habitat will disrupt 

the breeding cycle of an important population.  

• substantially modify (including by fragmenting, altering fire regimes, altering nutrient cycles or 

altering hydrological cycles), destroy or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat 

to the extent that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential foraging habitat for this 

species.  Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely the clearing will modify, destroy, remove 

or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to 

decline.  The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora 

throughout the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• result in an invasive species that is harmful to the species becoming established in an area of 

important habitat for the migratory species, or 

No harmful invasive species are expected to become established in areas of potential habitat for this 

species as a result of the proposed works.  Weed, sediment and erosion controls will be in place during 

the proposed works to mitigate the potential spread and/or introduction of invasive species 

• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere substantially with the recovery of the species 

There is no recovery plan for this species,  
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11.1.1.5. Pteropus poliocephalus (Grey Headed Flying-fox)  

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area (2.87 ha of degraded grassy woodland of which 

0.35 ha is tree canopy) of potential foraging habitat.  Given this, and the large area of alternate habitat 

surrounding the study area and the high mobility of the species, the proposed works are unlikely to lead 

to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of the species.  The habitat is significantly 

degraded that it is unlikely to support populations of this species. 

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

The habitat is significantly degraded that it is unlikely that the species would utilise the development 

site. The proposed works will remove a small area of tree canopy (0.35 ha).  The proponent will be 

planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout the development site 

increasing potential habitat. 

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

The proposed development works will not increase fragmentation of the existing population given that 

the species is highly mobile.   

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

Critical habitat has been defined as continuous foraging habitats linked by migration corridors.  The 

development site will impact on 7 mature trees of Eucalyptus albens and regeneration.  It is unlikely to 

be substantial foraging habitat for this species that the development will affect its survival.   The 

proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout the 

development site increasing potential habitat. 

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely that disturbance to foraging habitat will disrupt the 

breeding cycle of an important population.  

• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential foraging habitat (0.35 ha) for 

this species.  Due to the species being highly mobile it is unlikely the clearing will modify, destroy, 

remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely 

to decline. 

The proponent will be planting a variety of feed trees including E. albens and E. melliodora throughout 

the development site increasing potential habitat.   

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 
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• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

The overall objectives of the draft National Recovery Plan for this species were to:  prevent further 

decline of the Grey-headed Flying-fox population; and achieve a demonstrable sustained improvement 

in the quality and quantity of habitat to increase carrying capacity.  As no records of this species have 

been made within the clearing area, and a limited area of suitable is not going to be removed, no impact 

is expected on any individuals or populations of Grey-headed Flying-fox.  It is therefore believed that 

the action proposed remains consistent with the objectives of the recovery plan for this species. 

11.1.1.6. Thesium austral (Austral Toadflax)  

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area of (2.87 ha) of potential habitat comprising 

low quality grassy woodland.  The habitat is significantly degraded that it is unlikely to support 

populations of this species. 

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

The habitat is significantly degraded that it is unlikely that the species would utilise the development 

site. The proposed works will remove a small area of habitat.  Areas of undisturbed potential habitat for 

this species will remain outside of the proposed works footprint.  

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

The proposed development works will not increase fragmentation of the existing population. No 

individuals were found during surveys undertaken for this species. 

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

The species occurs in grasslands often with association with Themeda triandra.  T. triandra was not 

located on site.  The area is substantially degraded such that the species is unlikely to occur within the 

development footprint.  

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

Given the species was not found within the development site it is unlikely that the proposed 

development will disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population.  

• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of grassy woodland which is substantially 

degraded that the species is unlikely to persist within the development site.  

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 
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The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 

• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

There is no National recovery plan for this species.  

11.1.1.7. Picris evae (Hawkweed)  

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area (2.87 ha) of potential habitat comprising grassy 

woodland.  Given this, and the large area of alternate habitat surrounding the study area the proposed 

works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of the species.  

The species has been found in weedy paddocks around Inverell, however recent surveys did not locate 

individuals of this species.  This species has been included in the planting plan developed for the 

development site. 

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

No individuals were found during transect searches. The proposed works will remove a small area of low 

quality grassy woodland.    

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

The proposed development works will not increase fragmentation of the existing population given that 

no individuals were located within the development site.   

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

Critical habitat has not been determined for this species.  

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

No individuals were found during transect searches and it is unlikely that the proposed development 

will impact upon this species.  

• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential habitat for this species. No 

individuals were found, and it is unlikely the clearing will modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease 

the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to decline. 

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 
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• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline 

The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

There is no National recovery plan for this species. 

11.1.2. Phascolarctos cinerea Koala and SEPP (Koala Habitat Protection) 2021 

The proposed development was assessed against the State Environmental Planning Policy (Biodiversity 

and Conservation 2021 Chapter 4 Koala Habitat Protection 2021.  ISC is listed as one of the Councils to 

which the Northern Tablelands and Northwest Slopes Koala management area applies.  Under these 

management areas Eucalyptus albens (White Box) is identified as a Koala feed tree (Schedule 2 Koala 

use tree species). 

Under SEPP Biodiversity and Conservation 2021, there are two categories of core koala habitat: 

• an area of land which has been assessed by a suitably qualified and experienced person as being 

highly suitable koala habitat and where koalas are recorded as being present at the time of 

assessment of the land as highly suitable koala habitat.    

o No koalas or signs of koalas were identified during field surveys effort.   

• Or an area of land which has been assessed by a suitably qualified and experienced person as 

being highly suitable koala habitat and where koalas have been recorded as being present in the 

previous 18 years.      

o There are 18 records of Koalas observed within a 10 km radius of the development site (DPIE 

2022) with the most recent observation (2021) along Spencer’s Gully creek (5 km) sitting 

within planted Gum and Box trees.  This area adjoins the Macquarie River.  There are no 

records of koala occurring within the development site.  The closest recording to the 

development site is within 1.4 km located at Inverell Lookout.  Whilst it is possible that 

Koalas once used this area the trees are significantly isolated that it is unlikely that Koalas 

now use the development area.  

The koala is considered as a species with the potential to occur in the impact area, in low numbers.   

The development site was also assessed in 2019 using the ‘EPBC Act referral guidelines for the vulnerable 

Koala’ (Department of the Environment [DoE], 2014).  However, these guidelines have since been 

revoked (February 2022) and no additional guidelines are forthcoming.   

Assessments of Significance under the EPBC Act was undertaken for the Koala. 

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if there 

is a real chance or possibility that it will: 

• lead to a long-term decrease in the size of a population 

The proposed development will only remove a small area (2.87 ha of degraded grassy woodland of which 

0.35 ha is tree canopy) comprising woodland.  Whilst koalas have not been sighted with the 
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development site, they have been observed within higher quality vegetation west and north of the 

development site within planted vegetation along creeks.  The trees within the development site are 

fragmented and the proposed works are unlikely to lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an 

important population of the species.   In addition, tree plantings undertaken by the proponent along the 

boundary and within the site could increase the habitat for koalas and provide movement corridors to 

enable them to access better quality habitat.  

• reduce the area of occupancy of the species 

The proposed works will remove a small area of occupancy of the species and a larger area of potential 

habitat will remain undisturbed and will be managed to support continuation of potential remaining 

populations.  Areas of undisturbed potential habitat for this species will remain outside of the proposed 

works footprint.  Additional tree planting of Eucalyptus albens and E. melliodora (feed trees) within the 

development site would increase potential habitat. 

• fragment an existing population into two or more populations 

The proposed development will not increase fragmentation of the existing population.   

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species 

Koalas have just been listed as Endangered and supporting documentation to determine critical habitat 

is currently in development.  However, at the State level, Koala habitat is identified as those areas 

containing Koala feed trees.  This includes Eucalyptus albens.  There are 7 trees within the development 

site that are known feed trees. However, these are highly fragmented from other trees.  Koalas will need 

to move through open cropped paddocks, through residential areas or cross major truck highways to 

utilise the trees within the development site.   The proponent will be planting at E. albens and E. 

melliodora throughout the development site increasing potential habitat.  

• disrupt the breeding cycle of a population 

Due to the lack of potential foraging habitat within the development site it is unlikely that the proposed 

development will disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population.  The species is not known to 

occur within the development site, and it is unlikely to be breeding habitat. 

• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent 

that the species is likely to decline 

The proposed development will impact upon only a small area of potential foraging habitat for this 

species (2.87 ha of degraded grassy woodland of which 0.35 ha is tree canopy).  It is unlikely the clearing 

will modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that 

the species is likely to decline.   The proponent will be planting at E. albens and E. melliodora throughout 

the development site increasing potential habitat. 

• result in invasive species that are harmful to a critically endangered or endangered species 

becoming established in the endangered or critically endangered species’ habitat 

The proposed development will not result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species 

becoming established in the species’ habitat. 

• introduce disease that may cause the species to decline, or 
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The proposed development will not introduce disease that may cause the species to decline or interfere 

substantially with the recovery of the species. 

• interfere with the recovery of the species. 

A draft recovery plan for koala (2021) is currently under review due to the recent upgraded listing from 

Vulnerable to Endangered.  However, the long-term objectives of the Koala Recovery Plan were to:  

• stop the decline and support the recovery of the koala 

• to maximise its long-term survival in the wild 

• increase the extent, quality and connectivity of habitat occupied.   

As no records of this species have been made within the development site, and limited suitable habitat 

is going to be removed, no impact is expected on any individuals or populations of koala.  It is therefore 

believed that the action proposed remains consistent with the objectives of the recovery plan for this 

species. 

The koala is not considered as a species to occur within the impact area.  The above assessment has 

concluded that impacts to koala from the proposed development will not be significant, therefore, no 

further assessment under the EPBC Act has been undertaken.   

 

 

12. Conclusion 

This BDAR has been prepared to meet the requirements of the BAM established under Section 6.7 of 

the BC Act.  This BDAR considers 2.87 ha of disturbance on native vegetation for a proposed 

development and has considered total removal of the vegetation.  The 2.87 ha assessed in the BDAR 

was assigned as one PCT and one vegetation zones: 

1. PCT 590 – Low - White Box Grassy Woodland on the Inverell basalts mainly in the Nandewar 

Bioregion (2.87 ha) 

Seventeen threatened flora species and 30 fauna species were identified from database searches as 

known, likely or having the potential to occur within the development site area.  No threatened flora or 

fauna species were identified during the field surveys.  Threatened fauna habitat was assessed, 

comprising mainly six individual hollow-bearing trees to be removed within the development site. 

Fifteen species-credit species (nine flora and six fauna) were surveyed in December and February 

2018/19 and in November 2022.  The development site was determined to be substantially degraded 

that it is unlikely to support populations of threatened species.  No threatened species were recorded, 

and no species credits were required to be calculated.    

SAII values have been considered as part of this assessment.  These values include ‘White Box Yellow 

Box Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland’.  A threshold of 0 is assumed and therefore it is possible that SAII 

could occur.  However, given the highly degraded nature of the site, serious impacts are unlikely. 
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For vegetation zone 1 – PCT 590_Low, the BAMC generated a vegetation integrity score of 5.8.  This is 

below the threshold (score <15) required to offset native vegetation and therefore no ecosystem credits 

are required to offset the removal of 2.87 ha Given the lack of suitable habitat, and no threatened 

species were identified during field surveys no species credits were required to be calculated.  

An assessment of the Commonwealth Significant Impact Criteria (Commonwealth of Australia 2013) was 

applied to eight threatened species listed under the EPBC Act, including one reptile Five-clawed Worm-

skink; two mammals, Koala, Grey-headed Flying-fox; three bird species, Regent Honeyeater, Painted 

Honeyeater, Swift Parrot; and two endangered flora species, Hawkweed and Austral Toadflax.  The 

assessments concluded that the project would not have a significant impact on the above-mentioned 

species.    
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Appendix A: Definitions 

Terminology Definition 

Biodiversity credit 

report 

The report produced by the Credit Calculator that sets out the number and class of biodiversity credits 

required to offset the remaining adverse impacts on biodiversity values at a development site, or on 

land to be biodiversity certified, or that sets out the number and class of biodiversity credits that are 

created at a biodiversity stewardship site. 

BioNet Atlas The BioNet Atlas (formerly known as the NSW Wildlife Atlas) is the OEH database of flora and fauna 

records.  The Atlas contains records of plants, mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, some fungi, 

some invertebrates (such as insects and snails) and some fish 

Broad condition 

state: 

Areas of the same PCT that are in relatively homogenous condition. Broad condition is used for 

stratifying areas of the same PCT into a vegetation zone for the purpose of determining the 

vegetation integrity score. 

Connectivity The measure of the degree to which an area(s) of native vegetation is linked with other areas of 

vegetation. 

Credit Calculator The computer program that provides decision support to assessors and proponents by applying the 

BAM, and which calculates the number and class of biodiversity credits required to offset the impacts 

of a development or created at a biodiversity stewardship site. 

Development Has the same meaning as development at section 4 of the EP&A Act, or an activity in Part 5 of the 

EP&A Act. It also includes development as defined in section 115T of the EP&A Act. 

Development 

footprint 

The area of land that is directly impacted on by a proposed development, including access roads, and 

areas used to store construction materials. 

Development site An area of land that is subject to a proposed development that is under the EP&A Act. 

Ecosystem credits A measurement of the value of EECs, CEECs and threatened species habitat for species that can be 

reliably predicted to occur with a PCT.  Ecosystem credits measure the loss in biodiversity values at a 

development site and the gain in biodiversity values at a biodiversity stewardship site. 

High threat exotic 

plant cover 

Plant cover composed of vascular plants not native to Australia that if not controlled will invade and 

outcompete native plant species. 

Hollow bearing 

tree 

A living or dead tree that has at least one hollow.  A tree is considered to contain a hollow if: (a) the 

entrance can be seen; (b) the minimum entrance width is at least 5 cm; (c) the hollow appears to 

have depth (i.e. you cannot see solid wood beyond the entrance); (d) the hollow is at least 1 m above 

the ground.  Trees must be examined from all angles. 

Important wetland A wetland that is listed in the Directory of Important Wetlands of Australia (DIWA) and SEPP 14 

Coastal Wetlands 

Linear shaped 

development 

Development that is generally narrow in width and extends across the landscape for a distance 

greater than 3.5 kilometres in length 

Local population The population that occurs in the study area.  In cases where multiple populations occur in the study 

area or a population occupies part of the study area, impacts on each subpopulation must be assessed 

separately. 

Local wetland Any wetland that is not identified as an important wetland (refer to definition of Important wetland). 

Mitchell landscape Landscapes with relatively homogeneous geomorphology, soils and broad vegetation types, mapped 

at a scale of 1:250,000. 
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Terminology Definition 

Multiple 

fragmentation 

impact 

development 

Developments such as wind farms and coal seam gas extraction that require multiple extraction 

points (wells) or turbines and a network of associated development including roads, tracks, gathering 

systems/flow lines, transmission lines 

Operational 

Manual 

The Operational Manual published from time to time by OEH, which is a guide to assist assessors 

when using the BAM 

Patch size An area of intact native vegetation that: a) occurs on the development site or biodiversity 

stewardship site, and b) includes native vegetation that has a gap of less than 100 m from the next 

area of native vegetation (or ≤30 m for non-woody ecosystems).  Patch size may extend onto 

adjoining land that is not part of the development site or stewardship site.. 

Proponent A person who intends to apply for consent to carry out development or for approval for an activity. 

Reference sites The relatively unmodified sites that are assessed to obtain local benchmark information when 

benchmarks in the Vegetation Benchmarks Database are too broad or otherwise incorrect for the PCT 

and/or local situation.  Benchmarks can also be obtained from published sources. 

Regeneration The proportion of over-storey species characteristic of the PCT that are naturally regenerating and 

have a diameter at breast height <5 cm within a vegetation zone. 

Remaining impact An impact on biodiversity values after all reasonable measures have been taken to avoid and 

minimise the impacts of development.  Under the BAM, an offset requirement is calculated for the 

remaining impacts on biodiversity values. 

Retirement of 

credits 

The purchase and retirement of biodiversity credits from an already-established biobank site or a 

biodiversity stewardship site secured by a biodiversity stewardship agreement. 

Riparian buffer Riparian buffers applied to water bodies in accordance with the BAM 

Sensitive 

biodiversity values 

land map 

Development within an area identified on the map requires assessment using the BAM. 

Site attributes The matters assessed to determine vegetation integrity.  They include: native plant species richness, 

native over-storey cover, native mid-storey cover, native ground cover (grasses), native ground cover 

(shrubs), native ground cover (other), exotic plant cover (as a percentage of total ground and mid-

storey cover), number of trees with hollows, proportion of over-storey species occurring as 

regeneration, and total length of fallen logs. 

Site-based 

development 

a development other than a linear shaped development, or a multiple fragmentation impact 

development 

Species credits The class of biodiversity credits created or required for the impact on threatened species that cannot 

be reliably predicted to use an area of land based on habitat surrogates. Species that require species 

credits are listed in the Threatened Biodiversity Data Collection. 

Subject land Is land to which the BAM is applied in Stage 1 to assess the biodiversity values of the land.  It includes 

land that may be a development site, clearing site, proposed for biodiversity certification or land that 

is proposed for a biodiversity stewardship agreement. 

Threatened 

Biodiversity Data 

Collection 

Part of the BioNet database, published by OEH and accessible from the BioNet website. 

Threatened 

species 

Critically Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable threatened species as defined by Schedule 1 of the 

BC Act, or any additional threatened species listed under Part 13 of the EPBC Act as Critically 

Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable. 
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Terminology Definition 

Vegetation 

Benchmarks 

Database 

A database of benchmarks for vegetation classes and some PCTs.  The Vegetation Benchmarks 

Database is published by OEH and is part of the BioNet Vegetation Classification. 

Vegetation zone A relatively homogenous area of native vegetation on a development site, land to be biodiversity 

certified or a biodiversity stewardship site that is the same PCT and broad condition state. 

Wetland An area of land that is wet by surface water or ground water, or both, for long enough periods that 

the plants and animals in it are adapted to, and depend on, moist conditions for at least part of their 

life cycle.  Wetlands may exhibit wet and dry phases and may be wet permanently, cyclically or 

intermittently with fresh, brackish or saline water 

Woody native 

vegetation 

Native vegetation that contains an over-storey and/or mid-storey that predominantly consists of 

trees and/or shrubs 
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Appendix B: Vegetation Plot Data 2019 

Scientific Name Exotic Form Cover (%) 

Plot 1 

Cover (%) 

Plot 2 

Cover (%) 

Plot 3 

Cover (%) 

Plot 4 

 

Anagallis spp. *   0 0.1 0 0 

Aristida spp.   (GG) 0.1 0 0 0 

Bothriochloa macra   (GG) 10 10 25 20 

Bromus hordeaceus *   0.1 0 0 0 

Calotis cuneata    (FG) 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 

Carthamus lanatus *   0.1 0.1 0 0 

Cirsium vulgare *   0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 

Conyza spp. *   0 0.1 0 0.1 

Craspedia spp.   FG) 0 0 0 0.1 

Daucus carota *   0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 

Dichanthium sericeum subsp. sericeum    (GG) 0.1 2 0 1 

Echium plantagineum *   0 0.1 0 0 

Elymus spp.   (GG) 0.1 0 0 0 

Eucalyptus albens   (TG) 0 1 0 0.1 

Euchiton involucratus   (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Exocarpos cupressiformis   (SG) 0.1 0 0 0 

Geranium molle subsp. molle *   0.1 0 0 0 

Glycine spp.   (OG) 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Hydrocotyle spp.   (FG) 0.1 0 0 0 

Hyparrhenia hirta *   20 50 60 40 

Hypochaeris radicata *   0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Lolium rigidum *   1 0.2 0 0 

Mentha spp.   (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Oxalis perennans   (FG) 0.1 0 0 0 

Paspalum spp.   (GG) 0.1 0 0 0 

Phalaris aquatica *   0.1 0 0 0 

Plantago lanceolata *   0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 

Psoralea spp.     0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Pyracantha angustifolia *   0.2 0 0 0 

Ranunculus arvensis *   0.1 0.1 0 0 

Rosa rubiginosa *   0 0.3 0.1 0.1 

Rumex conglomeratus *   0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 

Rytidosperma spp.   (GG) 0.1 0.1 0 1 



Biodiversity Development Assessment Report | Bunnings Group Ltd 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 29 

Scientific Name Exotic Form Cover (%) 

Plot 1 

Cover (%) 

Plot 2 

Cover (%) 

Plot 3 

Cover (%) 

Plot 4 

 

Senecio quadridentatus   (FG) 0 0.1 0 0.1 

Sonchus spp.   (FG) 0 0.1 0.1 0 

Swainsona galegifolia   (FG) 0.2 0.1 0.1 0 

Tragopogon porrifolius subsp. porrifolius *   0.1 0 0 0 

Trifolium campestre *   0.1 0.1 0 0.1 

Trifolium repens *   0.5 0.1 0 0 

Trifolium spp. *   0 0 0.1 0.1 

Vulpia spp. *   0.1 0 0 0 

Wahlenbergia gracilis   (FG) 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Wahlenbergia spp.   (FG) 0 0 0 0 

Tree (TG), Shrub (SG), Grass & Grasslike (GG), Forb (FG), Fern (EG), Other (OG). Plot 1 and 3 were located in PCT 590 Low and 

plots 2 and 4 were located in PCT 590 Moderate (TEC).  
 

Vegetation Plot Data 2022 

Scientific Name Exotic Form Cover (%) 

Plot 1 

Cover (%) 

Plot 2 

Cover (%) 

Plot 3 

Cover (%) 

Plot 4 

 

Anagallis spp. *   0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Asperula conferta   (FG) 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.5 

Bothriochloa macra   (GG)     0.1   

Bromus hordeaceus *   0.1 0.1     

Carthamus lanatus *       0.1 0.1 

Chloris truncata   (GG)     0.1   

Conyza bonariensis *     0.1   0.1 

Craspedia variabilis   (FG)   0.1     

Cyclospermum leptophyllum *   0.1 5 15 10 

Daucus carota *   0.1   0.1   

Desmodium spp.   (OG) 0.1 0.1   0.1 

Dichanthium spp.   (GG) 0.1   0.2 0.1 

Dichelachne micrantha   (GG) 0.1 0.1     

Dichondra repens   (FG)   0.1 0.5 0.1 

Elymus spp.   (GG) 0.1 0.5 0.1   

Erodium crinitum   Forb (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Eucalyptus albens   (TG)   5     

Euchiton involucratus   (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1   
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Scientific Name Exotic Form Cover (%) 

Plot 1 

Cover (%) 

Plot 2 

Cover (%) 

Plot 3 

Cover (%) 

Plot 4 

 

Euchiton sphaericus   (FG)     0.1 0.1 

Euphorbia spp.   (FG)       0.1 

Gamochaeta spp. *       0.1 0.1 

Geranium molle subsp. molle *   0.1       

Glycine clandestina   (OG)       0.1 

Gomphocarpus spp. *         0.1 

Hydrocotyle laxiflora   (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Hyparrhenia hirta *   60 40 5 70 

Hypochaeris radicata *   0.2 0.1 0.1   

Lolium perenne *   5 5   0.5 

Lupinus spp. *   2 20 50 5 

Mentha spp.   (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Oenothera spp. *     0.1   0.1 

Oxalis perennans   (FG)       0.1 

Panicum effusum   (GG) 0.2 0.1 0.1   

Paspalum dilatatum *   5 5 0.2 0.1 

Plantago lanceolata *   5 0.5 0.5 10 

Plantago myosuros subsp. myosuros *   0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Pyracantha angustifolia *         0.2 

Rosa rubiginosa *   0.1 0.2 0.1 0.3 

Rumex brownii   (FG) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Rytidosperma spp.   (GG)   0.1     

Senecio quadridentatus   (FG) 0.1 0.1   0.1 

Sonchus oleraceus *   0.1 0.1   0.1 

Trifolium campestre *   0.5 10 0.5 5 

Trifolium repens *   20 20 20 10 

Verbena bonariensis *   0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 

Verbena rigida var. rigida *   0.1 0.1   2 

Vicia angustifolia *   0.1 0.2   0.2 

Wahlenbergia communis    (FG)       0.1 
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Plot location data  

Plot no.  PCT  Vegetation Zone  Condition  Eastings  Northings  Bearing  

1  590 1 Low 895649.9 6699335 225 

2  590  1 Low 895606.7 6699271 315 

3  590 1 Low  895537.4 6699294 157 

4 590 1 Low 895597.7 6699225 315 

 

2018/19 

Composition (number of species)  

Plot 

no.  

Tree Shrub Grass Forb Fern Other 

1  0 1 6 6 0 0 

2  1 0 3 6 0 1 

3  0 0 1 6 0 1 

4 1 0 3 6 0 1 

 

Structure (Total cover)  

Plot 

no.  

Tree Shrub Grass Forb Fern Other 

1  0 0.1 10.5 0.7 0 0 

2  1 0 12.1 0.6 0 0.1 

3  0 0 25 0.6 0 0.1 

4 1 0 22 0.6 0 0.1 

 

Function  

Plot 

no.  

Large 

Trees 

Hollo

w 

trees 

Litter 

Cover 

Length 

Fallen 

Logs 

Tree 

Stem 

5- 9 

Tree 

Stem 

10-1 9 

Tree 

Stem 

20-2 9 

Tree 

Stem 

30-49 

Tree 

Stem 

50-79 

Tree 

Regen 

High 

Threat 

Weed 

Cover 

1  0 0 19.2 0 x x x x x x 20.3 

2  0 0 57 0 1 x x x x x 50.4 

3  0 0 45 0 x x x x x x 60.1 

4 0 0 40 0 1 x x x x x 40.1 
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2022 

Composition (number of species)  

Plot 

no.  

Tree Shrub Grass Forb Fern Other 

1  0 0 4 7 0 1 

2  1 0 4 9 0 1 

3  0 0 5 8 0 0 

4 0 0 1 11 0 2 

 

Structure (Total cover)  

Plot 

no.  

Tree Shrub Grass Forb Fern Other 

1  0 0 0.5 0.7 0 0.1 

2  5 0 0.8 1.3 0 0.1 

3  0 0 0.6 1.2 0 0 

4 0 0 0.1 1.5 0 0.2 

 

Function  

Plot 

no.  

Large 

Trees 

Hollo

w 

trees 

Litter 

Cover 

Length 

Fallen 

Logs 

Tree 

Stem 

5- 9 

Tree 

Stem 

10-1 9 

Tree 

Stem 

20-2 9 

Tree 

Stem 

30-49 

Tree 

Stem 

50-79 

Tree 

Regen 

High 

Threat 

Weed 

Cover 

1  0 0 13.4 0 x x x x x x 65.1 

2  0 1 7.8 0 1 1 x x x x 45.2 

3  0 0 4.2 0 x x x x x x 5.4 

4 0 0 7.2 0 x x x x x x 70.7 
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Appendix C: Biodiversity credit report 
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