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Cumberland Ecology

PO Box 2474

Carlingford Court  2118

NSW Australia

Telephone (02) 9868 1933

ABN 14 106 144 647

Web: www.cumberlandecology.com.au

09 February 2024

Andrew Thurlow
INTREC Management
73 Reserve Rd 
Artarmon NSW 2064

Cumberland Ecology response to 
on the Preliminary Ecological Assessment for the 159-167 Darley Street, Mona Vale 
Planning Proposal

Dear Andrew,

During July 2021, Cumberland Ecology prepared a Preliminary Ecological Assessment in 
support of a planning proposal (REF: 21032 RP1). The planning proposal sought to 
amend zoning for 159-167 Darley Street, Mona Vale from R2 Low Density Residential 
to R3 Medium Density Residential under the Pittwater Local Environmental Plan 2014. 

Heritage Group provided comments on the planning proposal and the Preliminary 
Ecological Assessment. This letter aims to respond to the Environment and Heritage 
Group comments that relate to biodiversity assessment. 

Background information and responses to the comments are provided in Appendix A, 
whilst Appendix B of this letter contains additional Tests of Significance.

Yours sincerely,

David Robertson
Director
David.robertson@cumberlandecology.com.au
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APPENDIX A :
Cumberland Ecology 
Responses to EHG 
Comments
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A.1. Background
During July 2021, Cumberland Ecology prepared a Preliminary Ecological Assessment (PEA) in support of a 
planning proposal (REF: 21032 RP1), seeking to amend zoning for 159-167 Darley Street, Mona Vale (hereafter 

Low Density Residential to R3 Medium Density Residential (hereafter 
under the Pittwater Local Environmental Plan 2014 (LEP). The PEA was prepared 

with the goal of addressing the ecological considerations described in the Department of Planning and 
(DPIE 2018) by describing current biodiversity values of 

the subject site and providing an indicative assessment of the potential impacts of a future Development 
Application (DA) on the biodiversity values of the subject site. The PEA was focussed on threatened species, 
populations and communities with potential to occur within the subject site that are listed under the New 
South Wales (NSW) Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) and the Commonwealth Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).

relevant to biodiversity. A summary of the findings of the PEA are found below in Section A.1.1. This document 
largely deals with the contents of the PEA and is intended to be read in conjunction with the PEA. The PEA was 
written in July 2021, prior to the release of the former Local Environmental Plan Making Guideline in December 
2021. Despite this, the PEA has been assessed against the current Local Environmental Plan Making Guideline
which was released in August 2023 and is considered to be highly compliant (as detailed in Section A.2.2). 

Subsequently, the PEA is considered to provide consent authorities and agencies with sufficient information to 
gain an understanding of the biodiversity values of the subject site and an indication of potential impacts of a
future DA. Detailed plans will be made available at the DA stage and the appropriate biodiversity assessment 
pathway will be determined, involving re-assessment of the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme (BOS) thresholds.

A.1.1. Results of the PEA
The subject site was found to contain 0.19 ha of degraded Pittwater Spotted Gum Forest, which was assigned 
to plant community type (PCT) 1214. This PCT has since been decommissioned and replaced with PCT 3234.This 
PCT was also found to be consistent with the Pittwater and Wagstaffe Spotted Gum Forest in the Sydney Basin 
Bioregion (PWSGF) threatened ecological community (TEC), listed as endangered under the BC Act. The PWSGF 
within the subject site is highly degraded and offers little habitat to native flora and fauna,  largely comprising 
scattered characteristic trees of the community of varying age and condition above a historically cleared and 
exotic dominated understorey.

The remainder of the subject site is comprised of Planted Native Vegetation (0.04 ha), Exotic Vegetation (0.17 
ha), Exotic Dominated Grassland (0.05 ha) and Cleared Land (0.17 ha). The likely future development is 
anticipated to result in impacts to a 0.09 ha of PCT 1214, 0.04 ha of Planted Native Vegetation, 0.11 ha of Exotic 
Vegetation and 0.04 ha of Exotic Dominated Grassland. The distribution of vegetation communities across the 
subject site is shown in Figure 1.

The PWSGF vegetation throughout the subject site comprises marginal foraging habitat likely to only be 
utilised by aerial and highly mobile threatened native fauna species on an occasional or opportunistic basis as 
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part of a broader habitat range. These species are unlikely to be dependent on the resources present in the 
subject site due to the small area of available habitat and the highly disturbed urban setting. No threatened 
flora species were observed within the subject site other than commonly cultivated, planted individuals of
Macadamia tetraphylla (Rough Shelled Bush Nut) and Macadamia integrifolia (Macadamia Nut) which are 
endemic to northern NSW.

A Test of Significance has been prepared for PWSGF which indicated that a significant impact is unlikely to 
occur based on the indicative footprint of the likely future development. The PEA indicates that issues relating 
to threatened species and threatened ecological communities are manageable and not significant. The impacts 
of a future DA and the applicable biodiversity assessment, avoidance measures or mitigation measures will 
need to be re-evaluated at the DA stage of the project.

A.1.2. Additional Proposed Mitigation Measure: Vegetation Management Plan
A suite of mitigation measures were proposed within the PEA, including the intention to revegetate the 
southern portion of the subject site with PWSGF species. This document proposes an additional measure 
seeking to build upon efforts to mitigate and minimise the impacts on biodiversity values for a potential future 
DA. The additional proposed measure will involve the preparation of a Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) at 
the DA stage of the project (or as a condition of consent). The VMP will aim to ensure the persistence of PWSGF 
throughout the subject site into the future, with management and monitoring of retained native vegetation 
and to facilitate revegetation plantings. The intention for the revegetation area plantings is to re-establish 
native PWSGF understorey under existing scattered native canopy trees and to replace adjacent exotic 
dominated vegetation with characteristic species of the TEC.

It is noted that the revegetation area contains identified overland water flows, as numerous adjacent properties 
drain into the subject site. Subsequently, the southern portion of the subject site will also need to accommodate
the construction of stormwater management infrastructure. Overland flow areas outside of stormwater 
infrastructure may be planted out with characteristic species of the current PWSGF PCT (3234) as it lists several 
riparian species that are tolerant of wet conditions or have a history of use within raingarden plantings. This 
may include Melaleuca spp., Callistemon spp., Lomandra spp., Gahnia spp. and Goodenia spp and any other 
relevant characteristic species tolerant of wet conditions.

With consideration of the currently proposed stormwater management infrastructure, the revised indicative 
revegetation area is 0.12 ha (1223 m2) in area in total. This comprises a 0.07 ha (678 m2) area occupied by 
extant PWSGF canopy and a 0.05 ha (545 m2) area of exotic vegetation to be replaced with native species.
Additionally, a large PWGSF canopy tree adjacent to the revegetation area has the potential to be retained 
(following confirmation by an arborist at the DA stage) which occupies a canopy area of 0.02 ha (193 m2). The 
details of the revegetation area and the objectives of an associated VMP will need to be confirmed at the DA 
stage once detailed plans have been prepared.

The indicative revegetation area is shown in Figure 1.
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A.2. Detailed Responses

A.2.1. Response to EHG Comments
Table 1 
support of the planning proposal.

Table 1 Cumberland Ecology responses to EHG comments on the PEA

Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

General Comments

1 The PP states it is unlikely that future 
development of the subject land will 
trigger the Biodiversity Offset Scheme 
(BOS) and not require the preparation of 
a biodiversity development assessment 
report in accordance with the Biodiversity 
Assessment Method (BAM) (page 76). 

One of the triggers for entry into the BOS 
is the assessment of significance. The 
Assessment of Significance provided 
within Appendix C of the Preliminary 
Ecological Assessment concludes no 
significant impact. However, EHG 
considers the conclusions of the 
Assessment of Significance have not 
been adequately justified.

As part of the PEA, Cumberland Ecology had 
prepared a Test of Significance for Pittwater and 
Wagstaffe Spotted Gum Forest in the Sydney 
Basin Bioregion (PWSGF) in accordance with 
Section 7.3 of the BC Act. This test of significance 
concluded that future development of the subject 
site would not result in a significant impact.

The EHG comments state that the conclusions of 
the Test of Significance have not been adequately
justified. Whilst the comments do not detail the 
nature of the missing justification, the proponent 
has commissioned Cumberland Ecology to 
prepare additional Tests of Significance for 
Microchiropteran Bats, Large Forest Owls and the 
Grey-headed Flying-fox (See Appendix B). These 
additional Tests of Significance conclude that the 
impacts of a potential future DA do not constitute
a significant impact upon assessed threatened
entities listed in the schedules of the BC Act.

Regardless of the outcome of a test of 
significance, the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme 
(BOS) applies to local developments assessed 
under Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) for projects
involving a significant impact on biodiversity.
Tests of significance are only one means of 
determining a significant impact on biodiversity 
and will need to be reassessed at the DA stage 
along with the other BOS thresholds.

As the project involves rezoning, the BOS entry 
thresholds are considered less relevant at this 
point in time. Notwithstanding, the PEA has 
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Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

included a preliminary assessment of BOS 
thresholds which will help to determine the 
biodiversity assessment pathway to be completed 
at the DA stage for a Part 4 local development. 

2 Section 3.25 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
requires the relevant planning authority, 
before making a LEP, to consult with the 
Chief Executive of the Office of 
Environment and Heritage, if, in the 
opinion of the relevant authority, critical 
habitat or threatened species, 
populations or ecological communities, 
or their habitat s, will or may be adversely 
affected by the proposed instrument. 

The Preliminary Ecological Assessment 
has not provided adequate information 
to be able to understand the biodiversity 
values on the site and the impacts to 
those biodiversity values from the 
proposal. EHG recommends that at a 
minimum, assessment of biodiversity 
values and impacts be undertaken 
through application of Stages 1 and 2 of 
the BAM. This approach will ensure 
biodiversity outcomes are optimised and 
future development can proceed with 
greater certainty. It will also allow EHG to 
adequately consider any proposed 
biodiversity impacts.

The former Department of Planning, Industry and 
Environment released the Local Environmental 
Plan Making Guideline in December 2021 (DPIE 
2021). Appendix C of the 2021 LEP Making 
Guideline outlines biodiversity assessment 
requirements for planning proposals of varying 
complexity. 

Whilst the PEA was prepared in July 2021 prior to 
the release of the LEP Making Guideline, the PEA 
was prepared in accordance with Cumberland 

assessments for planning proposals, with the 
preparation of a Flora and Fauna Assessment 
style report. Cumberland Ecology believes that
the PEA meets the biodiversity assessment 
requirements of the LEP Making Guideline 
comprehensively.

An updated LEP Making Guideline was published 
by the NSW Department of Planning and 
Environment in August 2023 (DPE 2023). This 
document outlines the latest guidelines for 
planning proposals and amendments to LEPs. An 
assessment of the adequacy of the PEA against 
the minimum biodiversity requirements outlined 
in the 2023 guidelines for amendments to LEPs is 
provided in Table 2. 

In the period following the preparation of the 
PEA, Cumberland Ecology has noted precedence 
of requests from State Government Agencies for 
consultants to prepare biodiversity assessments 
utilising Stage 1 (or Stage 1 & 2) of the BAM in 
support of complex planning proposals. 
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Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

However, as demonstrated in Table 2, the 2021 
PEA meets the minimum requirements of the 
current guidelines for biodiversity assessment for 
planning proposals. As such, we believe that it 
provides sufficient information for consent 
authorities and government agencies to gain an 
understanding of the biodiversity values of the 
subject site to inform determination of the 
project. 

As detailed in Response 1, tests of significance
prepared for the PEA and this document do not 
indicate a significant impact to threatened 
entities listed in the schedules of the BC Act and 
no other BOS entry thresholds will likely be 
triggered by a potential DA. This conclusion
assumes that the scope of impacts associated 
with future development of the subject site will 
remain similar to what was presented in the 
planning proposal. Regardless as to whether 
changes to the scale of impacts occur at the DA 
stage, BOS thresholds must be re-evaluated at 
that DA Stage.

The suitability of the application of the BAM to 
the project at the current time is detailed in 
Response 5 below.

3 The proposal does not adequately avoid 
and minimise impacts by appropriately 
locating and designing the proposal and 
reducing the scale of the development in 
accordance with Section 7 of the BAM.

As detailed in Response 2, the BOS and the BAM 
were not deemed suitable for application to the 
project as it is not a local development under Part 
4 of the EP&A Act. Subsequently, there was no 
formal requirement or known precedence to 
apply the BAM (including Section 7) to the project
at the time of writing.

However, it is agreed that avoid and minimise
principles must be applied to any future DA
within the subject site. The PEA has considered 
the application of avoidance and minimisation as 
part of preparation of the concept plan presented 
within the planning proposal. The retention of 
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Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

0.09 ha of PWSGF represents a significant 
proportion of the native vegetation across the 
subject site. The remaining area of PWSGF to be 
removed is highly degraded and comprises 
scattered trees over an exotic understorey in a 
residential setting. The trees proposed to be 
retained bear a slightly greater degree of 
connectivity to adjacent vegetation and habitat
and have been prioritised for retention and 
embellishment under a VMP.

In addition to the avoidance measures, a 0.12 ha 
revegetation area is proposed throughout the 
southern portion of the site in association with a 
future DA.  This will provide an opportunity for 
the continued presence of PWSGF within the 
subject site and re-establishment of PWSGF
understorey. Native PWSGF understorey has 
likely been absent from the subject site for several 
decades and its re-establishment will significantly 
improve the habitat value for native flora and 
fauna, including threatened species. 

To ensure that any future regeneration works are 
ecologically sound, maximise success of 
plantings, and to guarantee appropriate 
ecological monitoring, a VMP is proposed to be 
prepared by a suitably experienced and qualified 
ecologist at the DA stage as described in Section 
A.1.2.

4 It is unclear how the endangered 
vegetation on the site which is proposed 
for retention will be managed and 
protected in the future. The PP should 
identify methods by which to actively 
manage and conserve native vegetation 
across the site to ensure the security and 
protection of the retained EEC, 
threatened species and threatened 
species habitat.

As discussed in Response 3 and Section A.1.2, a 
VMP is proposed to be prepared as part of the DA 
package or as a condition of consent. 
Management of extant and revegetated PWSGF
will occur under a VMP which facilitate its 
ongoing presence and protection into the future. 
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Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

EHG Recommendations

5 The proposal should be accompanied by 
a biodiversity assessment report that is 
compliant with Stages 1 and 2 of the BAM

The concept plan submitted as part of the 
planning proposal provided an appropriate 
indication of potential impacts of future 
development of the subject site. Although the 
PEA was prepared prior to the current LEP Making 
Guidelines being published, the PEA has 
addressed the minimum requirements of the 
current guidelines. The PEA provides an in-depth 
assessment of the biodiversity values of the 
subject site and potential impacts that may arise 
from future development and is considered to be 
relevant and adequate for use in 2024.

The preparation of biodiversity assessments in 
support of planning proposals utilising 
components of the BAM is a valid approach and 
is becoming more common in practice for 
complex planning proposal projects. However, 
given that the planning panel cannot specify or 
approve a development concept, components of 
Stage 2 of the BAM would be difficult to apply to 
the project with confidence at this stage. 
Nevertheless, Stage 1 of the BAM is more feasible 
to apply at the planning proposal stage with the 
exception of identifying prescribed additional 
biodiversity impacts which may still be unknown.

However, given the very small area and limited 
biodiversity values of the subject site, and highly 
urbanised nature of the surrounding area, the 
PEA is considered entirely adequate (and 
appropriate) to give an informed reader an 
understanding of the ecological context and 
potential impacts of the project and future 
development.  

Due to the existence of the PEA, a BAM 
assessment would be more appropriately 
prepared at the DA stage of the project if the BOS 
thresholds are exceeded. This is in line with the 
conclusions of the PEA which discusses the 
various options for biodiversity assessment at the 
DA stage. 
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Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

6 Areas of PWSGF should be avoided in the 
proposal design and an adequate buffer 
is provided around PWSGF remnants to 
avoid l degradation of the PWSGF by 
future development and use of the site

As discussed in the PEA, a suitable area of PWSGF
has been avoided from impacts as shown on the 
concept plan and in Figure 1. Future 
management under a VMP will facilitate the 
continued presence, expansion and recovery of 
PWSGF throughout the subject site in the future 
(as discussed in Response 3 and Section A.1.2).

7 A permanent barrier (such as a fence) is 
placed at the outside edge of the PWSGF 
that is to be retained and protected to 
delineate and prevent inadvertent 
damage to the PWSGF during the 
construction and future use of the site. 
The fence needs to be appropriate to the 
site and be designed to:

allow for small native fauna passage 
underneath
be suitable as a maintenance edge 
for management such as 
mowing/slashing etc.

Whilst a fauna-friendly fence would be a desirable
mitigation measure, it is important to note that 
the subject site is also addressing an existing 
stormwater drainage issue in the area.  As a result, 
the inclusion of permanent fauna-friendly fencing
surrounding the revegetation area is not practical
as it may not be compatible with stormwater 
infrastructure and associated ongoing 
management. 

8 A vegetation management plan is 
prepared and implemented for the site by 
a suitably qualified bush regenerator for 
the rehabilitation, management, and 
long-term maintenance any retained 
PWSGF.

Cumberland Ecology agrees that a VMP must be 
prepared for the subject site at the DA stage or as 
a condition or consent. Any such VMP must be 
prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced 
ecologist rather than a bush regenerator as stated 
in the EHG comment. This is to ensure that 
proposed management and revegetation is 
ecologically sound. 

Suitably experienced bush regenerators must be 
engaged to undertake the implementation of the 
VMP and associated on-ground works if a DA 
were to proceed.

9 A site specific DCP is prepared with 
objectives and controls to protect, 
rehabilitate and conserve the PWSGF on 
the site.

Given the small size of the subject site and the 
highly urbanised context, a site specific DCP is 
considered unnecessary, particularly when a 
future DA is required to be submitted to the 
Northern Beaches Council (as Consent Authority). 
Any such DA will include a VMP.  
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Comment/
Response

EHG Comment Cumberland Ecology Response

The former Pittwater Council's DCP - section C1.1 
provides sufficient controls to require the 
proponent to submit a VMP in place or alongside 
a Landscaping Plan as part of a future DA.  
Subsequently, a site specific DCP is considered to 
be unnecessary.
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A.2.2. Assessment of the PEA against current LEP amendment guidelines
Table 2 contains an assessment of the adequacy of the information presented in the PEA submitted with the planning proposal, against items relevant to biodiversity
from the current guidelines for LEP amendments from the Local Environmental Plan Making Guide published by the NSW Department of Planning and Environment in 
August 2023 (DPE 2023).

Table 2 Assessment of the PEA against relevant LEP amendment guidelines

Guideline question 
relevant to biodiversity

Guideline Considerations Relevant 
Section of 
PEA

Cumberland Ecology Comment

Is there any likelihood that 
critical habitat or threatened 
species, populations or 
ecological communities, or 
their habitats, will be 
adversely affected because of 
the proposal?

Identify if the land subject to the 
proposal has the potential to contain 
critical habitat or threatened species, 
populations or ecological communities, 
or their habitats

Section 2.2, 
3.2, 3.3 and 
3.4

Section 2.2 of the PEA details the methods of field surveys undertaken to 
identify the potential for critical habitat, threatened species, population, or 
community occurrence within the subject site.

Section 3.2 of the PEA discusses the results of vegetation mapping and BAM 
plot surveys and describes the condition and distribution of extant vegetation 
communities including a detailed assessment against the PWSGF final 
determination, confirming the presence of the TEC.

Section 3.3 of the PEA details the results of floristic surveys with general 
breakdowns of species recorded, threatened flora occurrence and incidence of 
significant weeds which may inform future management.

If yes, undertake studies that are 
necessary to confirm the presence of 
these specifies or habitats and their 
significance. An assessment of its 
significance and/or consultation 

Section 1, 2, 
3 and 4
Appendix A 
and B

Following field surveys, it was determined that the PWSGF TEC and degraded 
threatened fauna habitat occurs within the subject site. A detailed biodiversity 
assessment was subsequently prepared in the form of the PEA, with regard to 
the relevant guidelines for amendments to LEPs, and assessment of the 
significance of available habitat for native flora and fauna and the PWSGF TEC.
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Guideline question 
relevant to biodiversity

Guideline Considerations Relevant 
Section of 
PEA

Cumberland Ecology Comment

should place to inform the Gateway 
determination

Mapping may be provided in the 
proposal to identify known vegetation 
communities located within or near the 
site

Figures 
Section

Figure 5 of the PEA maps the vegetation community and habitat feature 
occurrence within the subject site in accordance with the descriptions provided 
in Section 3. This figure also maps the indicative development footprint, 
indicative areas of retained/avoided vegetation and nominates an area of 
exotic vegetation proposed to be regenerated back to PWSGF under a VMP.

Additional general maps have also been provided beyond the minimum 
requirements, identifying the location of the subject site, providing an aerial 
image from 1943 for historical context and field survey locations. 

An assessment of significance in 
accordance with Part 7A of the 
Fisheries Management Act 1994 and 

Gateway determination

Appendix C

A Test of Significance for PWSGF was prepared as part of the PEA concluding 
a no significant impact expected for a potential future DA if the planning 
proposal were to be approved.

An updated test of significance has been prepared for PWSGF, in addition to 
tests for Microchiropteran Bats, Large Forest Owls and the Grey-headed Flying 
Fox (See Appendix B). 

The outcomes of the Tests of Significance conclude that the impacts of a 
potential future DA does not constitute a significant impact upon assessed 
threatened entities listed in the schedules of the BC Act. As the project deals 
with a planning proposal with only an indication of potential impacts of 
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Guideline question 
relevant to biodiversity

Guideline Considerations Relevant 
Section of 
PEA

Cumberland Ecology Comment

development, Tests of significance will need to be re-evaluated at the DA stage 
once fine-scale impacts are determined.

Identify any approvals required under 
the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(Cth) and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
2016

Section 4.3

Section 4.3 of the PEA thoroughly discusses approvals required under the EPBC 
Act and BC Act.

Any adverse impacts will trigger the 
requirement for the PPA to consult on 
the planning proposal with relevant 
authorities and government agencies

Section 4 
and 5
Appendix C

Determination of what constitutes an adverse impact is highly subjective. Given 
the highly degraded condition and very small area of native vegetation 

concluded no significant impact upon threatened entities listed in the 
schedules of the BC Act.

As the impacts of potential future development were not deemed significant, 
consultation with authorities or government agencies was not considered 
necessary prior to the submission of the planning proposal.
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APPENDIX B :
Tests of Significance
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This appendix contains the formal Tests of Significance required under Section 7.3 of the BC Act that have been 
prepared in accordance with the Threatened Species Test of Significance Guidelines (OEH 2018). The Test of 
Significance is used for determining whether proposed development or activity likely to significantly affect 
threatened species or ecological communities, or their habitats.

Tests of Significance have been provided for communities and species listed as vulnerable, endangered or 
critically endangered under the BC Act. Each Test of Significance is a series of factors (shown as italicised text 
below) for which a response has been supplied beneath in plain text.

B.1. Pittwater and Wagstaffe Spotted Gum Forest
The Pittwater and Wagstaffe Spotted Gum Forest TEC has been assessed in the following Test of Significance:

a. In the case of a threatened species, whether the proposed upgrades or activity is likely to have an adverse 
effect on the life cycle of the species such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed 
at risk of extinction.

Not Applicable.

b. In the case of an endangered ecological community or critically endangered ecological community, 
whether the proposed upgrades or activity

i. is likely to have an adverse effect on the extent of the ecological community such that its local 
occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction, or

ii. is likely to substantially and adversely modify the composition of the ecological community such that 
its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction.

A large proportion of the community is proposed to be retained and enhanced within the subject site, with 
management under a VMP to facilitate the re-establishment of native understorey components of the TEC. In 
light of the proposed on-site retention and regeneration of the community, It is not expected that the removal 
of a relatively small area of degraded PWSGF is likely to have an adverse effect on the extent of the vegetation 
community such that its local occurrence will be placed at risk of extinction. Additionally, the area of the TEC 
to be retained is located along the southern boundary of the subject site, bearing connectivity to the native 
vegetation within the adjacent lot. Out of the native vegetation occurrence throughout the subject site, the 
area of the TEC to be retained is of the highest ecological retention value and will serve to maintain a degree 
of linkage throughout the surrounding urban landscape. 

The removal of a proportion of the community within the subject site is not considered to modify the remaining 
extent of this community such that its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction.  The species 
present within the subject site are all present within adjacent areas of PWSGF to be retained and likely occur 
commonly throughout the patches within the locality. All native species recorded within the subject site are 
common, PWSGF species, and no threatened or rare plants are proposed to be impacted. Additionally, the re-
establishment of characteristic native understorey elements of PWSGF is anticipated to have a positive 
influence on the composition of the ecological community and is expected to increase the habitat values of 
PWSGF within the subject site.
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c. In relation to the habitat of a threatened species or ecological community

i. the extent to which habitat is likely to be removed or modified as a result of the proposed upgrades 
or activity, and

ii. whether an area of habitat is likely to become fragmented or isolated from other areas of habitat as 
a result of the proposed upgrades or activity, and

iii. the importance of the habitat to be removed, modified, fragmented or isolated to the long-term 
survival of the species or ecological community in the locality,

The total area of PWSGF within the subject site is 0.19 ha. The proposed action will result in the removal of 0.09 
ha of PWSGF within the subject site. 0.09 ha of the community will remain in the subject site with the majority 
to be restored with understorey plantings and additional canopy species where appropriate. 

The PWSGF to be removed is part of a network of degraded, fragment patches throughout the locality. The 
area to be removed is a small area on the southern periphery of the existing distribution of the community and 
will not exacerbate fragmentation (OEH 2016). No areas of the community are expected to become further 
isolated as a result of the proposed action as the area of the TEC to be retained and managed bears connectivity 
to adjacent vegetation located outside of the subject site.

The habitat to be removed is not expected to be important to the long-term survival of the ecological 
community in the locality as it comprises a small area of degraded vegetation in an urban context. 

d. Whether the proposed upgrades or activity is likely to have an adverse effect on any declared area of 
outstanding biodiversity value (either directly or indirectly),

The BC Act currently lists the following AOBVs:

Wollemi Pine habitat.

The project is not located within or in proximity to the aforementioned AOBVs and is therefore not likely to 
have an adverse effect on any AOBVs.

e. Whether the proposed upgrades or activity is or is part of a key threatening process or is likely to increase 
the impact of a key threatening process.

The following key threatening process is relevant to PWSGF occurring within the subject site:

The primary key threatening process relevant to the proposed development is the clearing of native vegetation, 
as 0.09 ha of PWGSF will be removed within the subject site.  However, the PWGSF within the subject site is
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currently highly degraded consisting of canopy trees over exotic dominated gardens. The majority of the 
subject site has been previously cleared and is now dominated by exotic vegetation and is highly influenced 
by residential land use. A small area of PWGSF will be retained and regenerated in the subject site with the re-
establishment of native understorey under the guidance and management of a VMP at the DA stage. This is 
expected to increase the biodiversity value of PWSGF across the subject site in the long term. Subsequently, 
clearing of native vegetation is not likely to significantly impact the PWSGF of the locality.

Conclusion

The proposed development is expected to impact on the removal of a small area (0.09 ha) of PWSGF. The 
current state of the community on the subject site is highly degraded due to long term management of the 
understorey within a residential lot. The area of the TEC to be retained is considered to be of highest ecological 
retention value of the vegetation throughout the subject site, providing connectivity to native vegetation 
outside of the subject site. The proposed development is not considered likely to significantly impact the 
PWSGF within the locality. 

Potential future development of the subject site may result in the removal of approximately 0.09 ha of 
degraded PWSGF within the subject site. Due to the currently degraded condition of the TEC within the subject 
site and the relatively small area potentially subject to impacts, future development will not significantly impact 
PWSGF or influence the viability of other remnants in the surrounding urban landscape.  Additionally, the 
proposed 0.12 ha retention/revegetation area will provide opportunities for improving the biodiversity value 
of retained PWSGF and will facilitate the re-establishment of characteristic understorey species of the TEC 
which have likely been absent from the subject site for several decades. This will be undertaken following the 
preparation of a VMP for the retention area at the DA stage.

The project is not likely to have a significant detrimental impact upon PWSGF and subsequently a Biodiversity 
Development Assessment Report is not required based on this test of significance.

B.2. Microchiropteran Bat Species
The following threatened microchiropteran bat species have been assessed collectively in the following Test of 
Significance:

Eastern Coastal Free-tailed Bat (Micronomus norfolkensis);

Eastern False Pipistrelle (Falsistrellus tasmaniensis);

Large Bent-winged Bat (Miniopterus orianae oceanensis);

Large-eared Pied Bat (Chalinolobus dwyeri); and

Little Bent-winged Bat (Miniopterus australis).

a. in the case of a threatened species, whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an 
adverse effect on the life cycle of the species such that a viable local population of the species is likely to 
be placed at risk of extinction
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The above listed bat species have not been recorded within the subject site, but they have been recorded 
within the locality. The local populations of these potentially occurring species is considered to extend far
beyond the subject site. The 0.24 ha area of marginal foraging habitat within the subject land comprises exotic 
trees, planted native trees and scattered trees associated with PWSGF. Microchiropteran bats would be 
expected to forage for insects within the subject site on an occasional and opportunistic basis as part of a 
larger foraging range. All five of the microchiropteran bat species are highly mobile and have large foraging 
ranges, so are unlikely to depend on the marginal habitat of the subject site. 

Four hollow-bearing trees may be removed as part of a future DA, one of which may be less likely utilised by
microchiropteran bats due its low height in the tree. However not all hollow-bearing trees are to be removed, 
with the retention of one in the southern portion of the subject site.. The Eastern Coastal Free-Tailed Bat and 
the Eastern False Pipistrelle Bat are the only species that would be affected by the removal of the hollows, as 
the other three species roost in caves. To mitigate the removal of habitat features, nest-boxes are proposed to 
be installed within retained vegetation. Salvage of extant habitat features can also be considered at the DA 
stage.

The subject site is in close proximity to the Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park, Robert Dunn Reserve, Warriewood 
Wetlands, Bayview Golf Club and Mona Vale Golf Club, all containing large quantities of higher quality foraging 
habitat and habitat features for tree hollow roosting species. Subsequently, microchiropteran bats are unlikely 
to prioritise utilisation of the subject site over higher quality and larger areas of habitat.

Due to its degraded condition and small area, the habitat to be impacted by a future DA associated with the
project will not be important for the long-term survival of these species within the locality. A small area of 
habitat will be retained within the subject site, and the surrounding landscape offers large areas of higher 
quality habitat. Subsequently, the project is not considered to have an adverse impact on the lifecycle of this 
species such that a viable local population is likely to be placed at risk.

b. in the case of an endangered ecological community or critically endangered ecological community, 
whether the proposed development or activity:

i. is likely to have an adverse effect on the extent of the ecological community such that its local 
occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction, or

ii. is likely to substantially and adversely modify the composition of the ecological community such that 
its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction,

Not applicable.

c. In relation to the habitat of a threatened species or ecological community: 

i. the extent to which habitat is likely to be removed or modified as a result of the proposed 
development or activity, and

ii. whether an area of habitat is likely to become fragmented or isolated from other areas of habitat as 
a result of the proposed development or activity, and
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iii. the importance of the habitat to be removed, modified, fragmented or isolated to the long-term 
survival of the species or ecological community in the locality,

Approximately 0.24 ha of degraded vegetation canopy may be removed from the subject site as part of a future 
DA. This habitat comprises marginal foraging habitat for the assessed microchiropteran bat species. 
Additionally, a 0.07 ha area of vegetation is proposed to be retained with a further 0.09 ha of exotic vegetation 
to be regenerated into PWSGF. The potential impacts to habitat are expected to be localised and will not cause 
a substantial change in the extent of the habitat for these species, given the high quality habitat available in 
the surrounding landscape.

The removal of vegetation is unlikely to result in the fragmentation of an area of habitat for microchiropteran 
bat species as they are all highly mobile, aerial species which accesses resources over a large area. Connectivity 
will remain throughout the 0.12 ha PWSGF retention/revegetation area which interfaces with adjacent 
vegetation outside of the subject site. As such, a future DA may encroach into the edge of existing foraging 
habitat, it will not isolate or fragment habitat. The potential habitat on the subject site represents only a very 
small area available to these species in the locality. As the species are highly mobile and access resources from 
across a large foraging range, the project is unlikely to decrease the movement of individuals and gene flow 
throughout the locality or within or between local populations. Accordingly, the project will not remove, 
modify, fragment or isolate important habitat.

Previous residential land use has resulted in the degradation of microchiropteran bat habitat within the subject 
site over time. The habitat in question is small in area, degraded, bears a low degree of connectivity to higher 
quality habitat within the surrounding landscape and offers limited breeding opportunities for tree-hollow 
roosting bats. Subsequently, habitat potentially impacted by a future DA is not considered important for the 
long-term survival of the assessed microchiropteran bat species within the locality.

d. whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an adverse effect on any declared area of 
outstanding biodiversity value (either directly or indirectly),

The BC Act currently lists the following AOBVs:

;

;

; and

Wollemi Pine habitat.

The project is not located within or in proximity to the aforementioned AOBVs and is therefore not likely to 
have an adverse effect on any AOBVs.

e. whether the proposed development or activity is or is part of a key threatening process or is likely to 
increase the impact of a key threatening process.

The project could result in the following key threatening process:
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communities.

The key- may potentially impact the foraging habitat for 
the assessed microchiropteran bat species. However, the vegetation on the subject site is highly degraded and 
is not considered optimal foraging habitat for these species. The majority of the subject site has been previously 
cleared and is now dominated by exotic vegetation and is highly influenced by residential land use. A small 
area of habitat will be retained and regenerated in the subject site with the re-establishment of native 
understorey, which may provide higher quality habitat for invertebrate prey species in the long term. 
Subsequently, clearing of native vegetation is not likely to significantly impact habitat for the assessed 
microchiropteran bat species.

Conclusion

Approximately 0.24 ha of largely exotic dominated, marginal foraging habitat will be removed within the 
subject site; however large areas of high-quality foraging areas are available within the surrounding landscape,
including Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park, Warriewood Wetlands, Robert Dunn Reserve, Mona Vale Golf Club 
and Bayview Golf Club. Local populations of the assessed microchiropteran bat species are unlikely to depend 
on the limited and degraded habitat resources contained within the subject site for their survival.

The habitat located within reserves of the surrounding area will remain in perpetuity and will continue to 
provide high habitat values, greatly exceeding the contextually small areas of habitat proposed to be 
potentially removed within the subject site. As such, the project or an associated future DA is not likely to place 
a viable local population of these species at risk of extinction. All five species are highly mobile and are expected 
to move between areas of remaining habitat within the immediate vicinity of the subject site and wider area. 
Nevertheless, a 0.12 ha retention/revegetation area will provide a small area of habitat within the subject site 
that will be managed under a VMP.

The project is not likely to have a significant detrimental impact upon any of the assessed species and 
subsequently a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report is not required based on this test of significance.

B.3. Large Forest Owl Species
The following threatened large forest owl species have been assessed collectively in the following Test of 
Significance:

Barking Owl (Ninox connivens); and

Powerful Owl (Ninox strenua).

a. in the case of a threatened species, whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an 
adverse effect on the life cycle of the species such that a viable local population of the species is likely to 
be placed at risk of extinction
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The Powerful Owl and Barking Owl are highly mobile, aerial species that have vast foraging ranges across large 
territories, such that the species are unlikely to rely on the small area of habitat within the subject site. The 
0.28 ha of marginal foraging habitat within the subject site is comprised of exotic grassland, exotic trees, 
planted native trees and scattered trees associated with PWSGF. The subject site would be within the territory 
of individuals or breeding pairs of the assessed species who would be expected to forage for prey within the 
subject site and surrounding landscape on an occasional or opportunistic basis.  

The subject site is in close proximity to the Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park, Robert Dunn Reserve, Warriewood 
Wetlands, Bayview Golf Club and Mona Vale Golf Club, all containing large quantities of higher quality foraging 
habitat and habitat features for tree hollow roosting species. Subsequently, Large Forest Owls are unlikely to 
prioritise utilisation of the subject site over higher quality areas of habitat.

The subject site contains two trees containing relatively large hollows (>15 cm) at a suitable height for owl 
roosting, however they are in an exposed location at the Darley Street frontage. The Barking Owl prefers to 
roost near waterways and wetlands, whilst the Powerful Owl typically nests in dense gully forests, none of which 
are present within the subject site. Subsequently, the subject site is only likely to provide low quality foraging 
habitat for the assessed species.

As such, the subject site only contains a small area of poor quality foraging habitat to be potentially impacted 
by a future DA. This area of habitat is not considered important for the long-term survival of these species 
within the locality. A small area of habitat will be retained within the subject site, and the surrounding landscape 
offers large areas of higher quality habitat. Subsequently, the project is not considered to have an adverse 
impact on the lifecycle of this species such that a viable local population is likely to be placed at risk.

b. in the case of an endangered ecological community or critically endangered ecological community, 
whether the proposed development or activity:

i. is likely to have an adverse effect on the extent of the ecological community such that its local 
occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction, or

ii. is likely to substantially and adversely modify the composition of the ecological community such that 
its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction,

Not applicable.

c. In relation to the habitat of a threatened species or ecological community: 

i. the extent to which habitat is likely to be removed or modified as a result of the proposed 
development or activity, and

ii. whether an area of habitat is likely to become fragmented or isolated from other areas of habitat as 
a result of the proposed development or activity, and

iii. the importance of the habitat to be removed, modified, fragmented or isolated to the long-term 
survival of the species or ecological community in the locality,
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A ~0.28ha area of marginal large owl foraging habitat may be removed from the subject site as part of a future 
DA. Additionally, a 0.07 ha area of vegetation is proposed to be retained with a further 0.09 ha of exotic 
vegetation to be regenerated into PWSGF. The potential impacts to habitat are expected to be localised and 
will not cause a substantial change in the extent of the habitat for these species, given the high quality habitat 
available in the surrounding landscape.

The removal of vegetation is unlikely to result in the fragmentation of an area of habitat for large forest owls
as they are all highly mobile, aerial species which accesses resources over a large territory. Connectivity will 
remain throughout the subject site throughout the 0.12 ha PWSGF retention/revegetation area which interfaces 
with adjacent vegetation outside of the subject site. As such, the development will encroach slightly into the
edge of existing foraging habitat, it will not isolate or fragment habitat. The potential habitat on the subject 
site represents only a very small area available to these species in the locality. As the species are highly mobile 
and access resources from across a large foraging range, the project is unlikely to decrease the movement of 
individuals and gene flow throughout the locality or within or between local populations. Accordingly, the 
project will not remove, modify, fragment or isolate important habitat.

Previous residential land use has resulted in the degradation of large forest owl habitat within the subject site
over time. The habitat in question is small in area, degraded, bears a low degree of connectivity to higher 
quality habitat within the surrounding landscape and offers limited or zero breeding opportunities. 
Subsequently, habitat potentially impacted by a future DA is not considered important for the long-term 
survival of large forest owls within the locality.

d. whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an adverse effect on any declared area of 
outstanding biodiversity value (either directly or indirectly),

The BC Act currently lists the following AOBVs:

;

;

; and

Wollemi Pine habitat.

The project is not located within or in proximity to the aforementioned AOBVs and is therefore not likely to 
have an adverse effect on any AOBVs.

e. whether the proposed development or activity is or is part of a key threatening process or is likely to 
increase the impact of a key threatening process.

A future DA is expected to result in the following key threatening process:

communities.
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The key-
the assessed large forest owl species. However, the vegetation on the subject site is highly degraded, would 
not offer breeding opportunities and is not considered optimal foraging habitat for these species. The majority 
of the subject site has been previously cleared and is now dominated by exotic vegetation and is highly 
influenced by residential land use. A small area of habitat will be retained and regenerated in the subject site
with the re-establishment of native understorey, which may provide higher quality habitat for owl prey species 
in the long term. Subsequently, clearing of native vegetation is not likely to significantly impact habitat for the 
assessed large forest owl species.

Conclusion

Approximately 0.28 ha of largely exotic dominated, marginal foraging habitat will be removed within the 
subject site; however large areas of high-quality foraging areas are available within the surrounding landscape,
including Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park, Warriewood Wetlands, Robert Dunn Reserve, Mona Vale Golf Club 
and Bayview Golf Club. Local populations of large forest owl species are unlikely to depend on the limited and 
degraded foraging resources contained within the subject site for their survival.

The habitat located within reserves of the surrounding area will remain in perpetuity and contain high habitat 
values, greatly exceeding the contextually small areas of habitat proposed to be removed within the subject 
site. As such, the project or an associated future DA is not likely to place a viable local population of these 
species at risk of extinction. Both species are highly mobile and are expected to move between areas of 
remaining habitat within the immediate vicinity of the subject site and wider area as part of their large 
territories. Nevertheless, a 0.12 ha retention/revegetation area will provide a small area of habitat within the 
subject site that will be managed under a VMP, potentially providing improved habitat for owl prey species in 
the long term. 

The project is not likely to have a significant impact upon any of the assessed large forest owl species and 
subsequently a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report is not required based on this test of significance.

B.4. Grey-headed Flying-fox
The Grey-headed Flying-fox has been assessed in the following Test of Significance:

a. in the case of a threatened species, whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an 
adverse effect on the life cycle of the species such that a viable local population of the species is likely to 
be placed at risk of extinction

The Grey-headed Flying-fox is a highly mobile species that forages over a vast habitat range. The subject site 
does not contain a breeding camp, however there are camps located at Warriewood and Avalon which are 2km 
and 9km from the subject site respectively. Subsequently, the species would be expected to occasionally and 
opportunistically utilise the potential foraging resources within the subject site on a seasonal basis coinciding 
with flowering and fruiting events of native and exotic trees.

The potentially impacted 0.24 ha area of marginal foraging habitat comprises exotic trees, planted native trees 
and scattered trees associated with PWSGF.  The species is highly mobile and forages over a large range centred 
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around breeding camps and would not depend on the marginal habitat of the subject site. Grey-headed Flying-
foxes within the vicinity of the subject site would have access to much larger, higher quality foraging areas. The 
subject site is in close proximity to the Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park, Robert Dunn Reserve, Warriewood 
Wetlands, Bayview Golf Club and Mona Vale Golf Club, all containing large quantities of higher quality and 
more varied seasonal foraging resources. Subsequently, the species is unlikely to prioritise utilisation of the 
subject site over higher quality and larger areas of habitat.

The habitat to be potentially impacted by a future DA will not be important for the long-term survival of the
species within the locality due to its degraded condition and small area. A small area of habitat will be retained 
within the subject site, and the surrounding landscape offers large areas of higher quality habitat. Subsequently, 
the project is not considered to have an adverse impact on the lifecycle of this species such that a viable local 
population is likely to be placed at risk.

b. in the case of an endangered ecological community or critically endangered ecological community, 
whether the proposed development or activity:

i. is likely to have an adverse effect on the extent of the ecological community such that its local 
occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction, or

ii. is likely to substantially and adversely modify the composition of the ecological community such that 
its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction,

Not applicable.

c. In relation to the habitat of a threatened species or ecological community: 

i. the extent to which habitat is likely to be removed or modified as a result of the proposed 
development or activity, and

ii. whether an area of habitat is likely to become fragmented or isolated from other areas of habitat as 
a result of the proposed development or activity, and

iii. the importance of the habitat to be removed, modified, fragmented or isolated to the long-term 
survival of the species or ecological community in the locality,

Approximately 0.24 ha of degraded vegetation canopy may be removed from the subject site as part of a future 
DA. This habitat comprises marginal foraging habitat for Grey-headed Flying-fox that may forage on blooms 
and fruit of trees within the subject site on an opportunistic, occasional or seasonal basis. Additionally, a 0.07 ha 
area of vegetation is proposed to be retained and a further 0.09 ha of exotic vegetation to be regenerated into 
PWSGF. The potential impacts to habitat are expected to be localised and will not cause a substantial change 
in the extent of the habitat for these species, given the high quality habitat available in the surrounding 
landscape and the high mobility of the species.

The removal of vegetation is unlikely to result in the fragmentation of an area of habitat for the Grey-headed 
Flying-fox which is a highly mobile, aerial species capable of accessing resources over a large area. Connectivity 
will remain throughout the subject site throughout the 0.12 ha PWSGF retention/revegetation area which 
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interfaces with adjacent vegetation outside of the subject site. A future DA may encroach into the edge of 
existing foraging habitat but it will not isolate or fragment habitat. The potential habitat within the subject site 
represents only a very small area available to these species in the locality. As the species are highly mobile and 
access resources from across a large foraging range, the project is unlikely to decrease the movement of 
individuals and gene flow throughout the locality or within or between local populations. Accordingly, the 
project will not remove, modify, fragment or isolate important habitat.

Previous residential land use has resulted in the degradation of potential habitat within the subject site over 
time. The habitat in question is small in area, degraded and bears a low degree of connectivity to higher quality 
habitat within the surrounding landscape and does not currently offer breeding opportunities for the species. 
Subsequently, habitat potentially impacted by a future DA is not considered important for the long-term 
survival of Grey-headed Flying-fox within the locality.

d. whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an adverse effect on any declared area of 
outstanding biodiversity value (either directly or indirectly),

The BC Act currently lists the following AOBVs:

;

;

; and

Wollemi Pine habitat.

The project is not located within or in proximity to the aforementioned AOBVs and is therefore not likely to 
have an adverse effect on any AOBVs.

e. whether the proposed development or activity is or is part of a key threatening process or is likely to 
increase the impact of a key threatening process.

The project could result in the following key threatening process:

communities.

The key-
the Grey-headed Flying-fox. However, the vegetation on the subject site is highly degraded and is not 
considered optimal foraging habitat for the species. The majority of the subject site has been previously cleared 
and is now dominated by exotic vegetation and is highly influenced by residential land use. A small area of 
habitat will be retained and regenerated in the subject site with the re-establishment of native understorey, 
which may provide higher quality habitat compared to current conditions in the long term. Subsequently, 
clearing of native vegetation is not likely to significantly impact habitat for the assessed large forest owl species.



     Final |      
Cumberland Ecology © Page 28

Conclusion

Approximately 0.24 ha of largely exotic dominated, marginal foraging habitat will be removed within the 
subject site; however large areas of high-quality foraging areas are available within the surrounding landscape,
including Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park, Warriewood Wetlands, Robert Dunn Reserve, Mona Vale Golf Club 
and Bayview Golf Club. Local populations of the Grey-headed Flying-fox are unlikely to depend on the limited
and degraded habitat resources contained within the subject site for their survival.

The habitat located within reserves of the surrounding area will remain in perpetuity and will continue to 
provide high habitat values, greatly exceeding the contextually small areas of habitat potentially impacted by 
a future DA. As such, a future DA is not likely to place a viable local population of the species at risk of extinction. 
The Grey-headed Flying-fox is highly mobile and is capable of moving between areas of remaining habitat 
within the immediate vicinity of the subject site and wider area. Nevertheless, a 0.12 ha retention/revegetation
area will provide a small area of habitat within the subject site that will be managed under a VMP.

The project is not likely to have a significant detrimental impact upon the Grey-headed Flying-fox and 
subsequently a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report is not required based on this test of significance.



     Final |      
Cumberland Ecology © Page 29

FIGURES



I





Level 6  Suite 601  8 West Street  North Sydney  NSW  2060 
Principal: S A Button BE(Hons) MEngSc 

p: 02 9929 4466  email: lacewater@bigpond.com.au 
Lyall & Associates Consulting Water Engineers ABN 93 257 653 251 trading as Lyall & Associates 





Medium Flood Risk Precinct

High Flood Risk Precinct

Low Flood Risk Precinct

































































WTP Australia Pty Ltd ACN 605 212 182 ABN 69 605 212 182
Level 26, 45 Clarence Street Sydney NSW 2000
T +61 2 9929 7422 E sydney@wtpartnership.com

29 September 2023

Andrew Thurlow

Magnolia Views Property Pty Ltd  

Andrewthurlow1@outlook.com

Dear Sir

159 - 167 DARLEY STREET MONA VALE ORDER OF COSTS BUDGET ESTIMATE 

Please find attached our Order of Costs Budget Estimate totalling $44,506,408 (Excl GST) inclusive
of contingencies and escalation.

Specifically, we have allowed for 5% design development contingency to be utilized during the 
design development period between now and construction. We have also allowed a further 5% 
construction contingency which is standard practice for the start of the construction period to 
cover unforeseen risks. It is also required to meet most financier s requirements.

The estimate has been prepared on benchmark rates for similar projects that have been completed 
and therefore including escalation during construction. These benchmarking rates are required to 
be escalated to the start of construction, which is for the basis of this estimate, we have assumed 
to be mid-2025. 

While we are not programmers, WT are regularly required to benchmark overall program durations 
as part of financier roles. A project of this nature and size would generally require a construction 
duration of 22-24 months.

Yours faithfully

IAN MENZIES

NATIONAL DIRECTOR

WT

WT REF: PR-021659 - 159 - 167 Darley Street Mona Vale
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159-167 Darley Street Mona Vale
Preliminary Budget Estimate 
29/09/2023

G.B.A. Quantity UNIT RATE/m2 EXTENSION
ELEMENT m2 m2 $ $

Demolition / Site Prep / Temp Works / Sservices Diversions / Relocations
Allow to Demolish existing buildings 1 Item 142,800 142,800
Provisional allowance for Hazardous Building Material Removal 1 Item 50,000 50,000
Allow to cap and disconnect incoming services 1 Item 30,000 30,000
Extra over for services relocations (excluded - assume no major relocations requied) Excl Excl
Allow to strip existing site 1 Item 244,880 244,880
Allow for incoming services connections (Included in Infrastructure Costs Below) Incl Incl
Allow for underpinning adjoining structures Excl Excl

Subtotal Demo 467,680

Basement incl Substructure
Basement
Bulk excavation 8,088 m3 50 404,415
E.O. for excavation in rock (assume 20%) - Minimal rock advised 1,618 m3 75 121,325
Allow for disposal of GSW (assume 150mm across basement area) 662 t 270 178,678
Allow for disposal of contaminated materials Excluded Excluded
E.O. for dewatering 1 item 50,000 50,000
Allow for Shoring - assume 450mm dia. contiguous secant shoring piles including 
capping beam and shortcrete - allow 1.5mtr socket TBA

1,020 m2 1,300 1,326,614

Allow for footings 2,451 m2 150 367,650
Allow for hydrostatic slab on ground - assume there is a water table issue 2,451 m2 500 1,225,500
Allow for Slab on Ground - incl. above Incl. Incl.
Allow for suspended slab - N/A N/A N/A
Allow for fitout to basement area (service, walls, columns, etc.) 2,451 GBA 640 1,568,640
Ground Floor Basement Entry Ramp (area assumed) 100 m2 750 75,000
External Façade - Allow for External Walls to last 162 m2 700 113,252
Allow for roller shutter - carpark 2 Item 20,000 40,000
Allow for roller shutter - townhouse 3 Item 10,000 30,000

Subtotal Basement 2,451 GBA 2,244 5,501,074
80 Cars 68,763 / car$   
31 m2/car

Residential - Aparments
Aparments Building A&B - GF Lobby 140 GBA 3,500 490,000
Aparments Building A&B - GF and L1 4,032 GBA 3,100 12,499,200
Aparments Building A&B - External Façade - Allow for External Walls 2,388 m2 1,200 2,865,600
Aparments Building A&B - Allow for Roof 2,139 m2 900 1,925,100
Aparments Building A&B - Residential Core  - 4 Lifts from Basement to Level 1 4 No. 250,000 1,000,000

Subtotal Residential - Apartments 4,172 GBA 4,501 18,779,900
38 units 494,208

110 m2/unit
Residential - TownHouse

TownHosue C,D&E - GF and L1 582 GBA 3,800 2,211,549
TownHosue C,D&E - External Façade - Allow for External Walls 615 m2 Incl. Incl.
TownHosue C,D&E - Allow for Roof 341 m2 Incl. Incl.
TownHosue C,D&E - Residential Core - Assume no private lifts Incl. Incl.

Subtotal Residential - TownHouse 582 GBA 3,800 2,211,549
3 units 737,183

194 m2/unit
# EXTERNAL / INFRASTRUCTURE WORKS / AMPLIFICATION WORKS

EXTERNAL WORKS 
Allow for Driveway 412 m2 500 206,000
Allow for hard and soft landscaping to remaining site area not covered by built area 3,107 m2 600 1,864,200
E.O. for suspended slab 400 m2 400 160,000
Allow to Footpaths within site boundary 168 m2 900 151,200
EXTERNAL SERVICES 

Allow for incoming services connections (assumes services at Site Boundary) 1 Item 100,000 100,000
Allow for fire water storage tank and stormwater detention tank 1 Item 250,000 250,000
Allow for solar panels to roof 1 Item 100,000 100,000
Prov Allowance for ESD Initiiatives Excl Excl
Allow for services diversions and amplification Excl Excl
Prov Allowance for Kiosk 1 Item 200,000 200,000
Prov Allowance for underground Power Lines and new Light Poles - Assume N/A

Subtotal External & Infrastructure 3,031,400

TRADE TOTAL 7,205 GBA 4,163 29,991,603

# PRELIMINARIES AND PROFIT

   Preliminaries - 21% 21 % 29,991,603 6,298,237
   Profit and overheads - 5% 5 % 36,289,840 1,814,492

7,205 5,289 38,104,332

# STATUTORY / COUNCIL FEES & CHARGES:

   DA / Building Construction Certificate Item Excl
   Long Service Leave Levy ( 0.35% ) Item Excl

7,205 5,289 38,104,332

# DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT FEES (excl) Item Excl

159-167 Darley Street Mona Vale - Concept Estimate Breakdown 29/09/2023



159-167 Darley Street Mona Vale
Preliminary Budget Estimate 
29/09/2023

G.B.A. Quantity UNIT RATE/m2 EXTENSION
ELEMENT m2 m2 $ $

Novated Consultants Fees Item Excl

Non Novated Consultants Fees Engaged by the Builder 1 % 38,104,332 381,043
7,205 5,341 38,485,375

# ESCALATION TO CONSTRUCTION START DATE (excl) - to be included in separate Development Budget Item Excl

# CONTINGENCIES AND ESCALATION

Construction Contingencies - (5%) 5 % 38,485,375 1,924,269

Design Contingencies - (5%) 5 % 38,485,375 1,924,269

Escalation to start of construction (4% in 2023, 2.8% in 2024 and 3.5% in 2025) 5.64 % 38,485,375 2,172,496

Total ( Excl Professional Fees & GST ) 7,205 GBA 6,177 44,506,408

# PROFESSIONAL FEES, DEVELOPMENT FEES AND DEVELOPMENT COSTS Item Excl

TOTAL ( Excl GST ) 7,205 GBA 6,177 44,506,408

NOTES:- 2,851 / m2$                   

1. Refer to attached List of Exclusions &  List of Information 3,468 / m2$                   

2. Based on bench marking, WTP recommend Professional Fees to be 8-9% including 
2 to 3% of Consultant Fees which will be novated across to the contractor.

87,364 / car$                 

106,268 / car$               

5,719 / m2$                   

6,336 / m2$                    

627,891 / unit$               

695,631 / unit$               

4,828 / m2$                    

5,445 / m2$                    

936,591 / unit$               

1,056,290 / unit$            

Basement - $/m2 incl Prelims & Margin
Basement - $/m2 incl Prelims & Margin + Demo & Ext 

Works Apportioned

Apartment - $/m2 incl Prelims & Margin
Apartment - $/m2 incl Prelims & Margin + Demo & Ext 

Works Apportioned

Apartment - $/unit incl Prelims & Margin

Apartment - $/unit incl Prelims & Margin + Demo & Ext 
Works Apportioned

Basement - $/car incl Prelims & Margin

Basement - $/car incl Prelims & Margin + Demo & Ext 
Works Apportioned

Townhouse - $/m2 incl Prelims & Margin
Townhouse - $/m2 incl Prelims & Margin + Demo & Ext 

Works Apportioned
Townhouse - $/unit incl Prelims & Margin

Townhouse - $/unit incl Prelims & Margin + Demo & Ext 
Works Apportioned
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159-167 Darley Street Mona Vale
Preliminary Budget Estimate 
29/09/2023

Exclusions

Escalation beyond mid 2025
Land costs, site acquisition costs, holding costs and interest charges;
Legal and Agent's fees;
Finance Costs;
Council contributions, special fees and payments (Section 94);
Development Application and Construction Certificates fees and charges;
Statutory Authority Fees and charges (Telstra, Energy Australia, Water and Agility);
Public artwork / sculptures;
Loose furniture and equipment, FF&E
Asbestos reports, monitoring and removal above allownace made in estimate;
Incoming services amplifications
Removal of contaminated spoil (if applicable), removal of asbestos, lead paint, etc. 
in excess of allowances made for GSW
Unknown site conditions;
Sales, leasing and Marketing Agent fees and costs;
Works to surrounding roads in excess of allowances made;
allowances made
Client Representative Fees, clerk of works costs;
Client project contingency;
Design and Construction contingencies in excess of 5% allowed in the estimate
Professional fees including Contractors D&C Fees;
Prolongation and time extension costs;
GST (10%);
Carpark management systems
Staging Costs 

Information Used
Att 3 - Appendix A - Drawings prepared by GILES TRIBE
Att 3 - Appendix B - Urban Design Study prepared by GILES TRIBE
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