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1 Introduction 
A planning proposal to rezone land at Mount Gilead has undergone extensive community and 
stakeholder consultation since 2012 and was approved and gazetted in 2017 (Figure 1). The proposed 
development will be for residential land use and is planned to consist of residential dwellings, with an 
indicative yield of approximately 1,700 lots, associated infrastructure, community centre and small 
kiosk/store, parkland, open space and biodiversity offset and environmental conservation areas.  

As protection of the major biodiversity issues in the study area was achieved through the planning 
process, it was determined that an application for biodiversity certification of the development land 
would streamline the future development application processes.  

An application for the conferral of biodiversity certification can only be made by a planning authority. 
Campbelltown City Council (CCC) is therefore the applicant for biodiversity certification. 

In accordance with the savings and transitional provisions of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, 
section 126N of the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, CCC must give notice of its intention 
to seek biodiversity certification in accordance with the public notification requirements.  

A public notice regarding the exhibition was published in the Sydney Morning Herald and Macarthur 
Chronicle newspapers on Tuesday 12 December 2018. A public notice was also placed in the 
Macarthur Advertiser on 13/12/17. The application was publicly exhibited between Tuesday 12 
December 2017 and 31 January 2018 (34 business days excluding public holidays/51 calendar days) 
with copies of the application and associated reports available for viewing at Council’s Civic Centre, HJ 
Daley Library and Eagle Vale Central Library or by downloading from Council’s website. 

The land proposed for biocertification is shown in Figure 2 and comprises parts of Lot 61 DP 752042, 
Part Lot 2 DP1218887 and Lot 3 DP 1218887, Appin Road, Gilead. 

Nineteen submissions were received within the exhibition period (Appendix A).   

All the submissions were reviewed and comments noted.  Comments have been grouped by “issue” 
and are presented in Table 1 and Section 2 and summarised below.  Comments that have been raised 
by more than one submission have been grouped to avoid repetition.  Eight broad issues were raised in 
the 19 submissions, of which the first five are relevant to the biocertification assessment and application 
(Timing of exhibition, report content, biocertification process and method, assessment of critically 
endangered ecological communities, assessment of threatened species), whilst the last three (‘planning 
issues’, ‘other site values’ and ‘other issues’ are not part of the Biocertification Assessment Method and 
have been addressed through other process (i.e. the rezoning of the land (CCC 2015) and the Greater 
Macarthur Land Release Investigation (DPE 2015).  

This report provides a summary of the submissions, along with a response to the issues raised and 
whether any changes or additions to the original documentation will be made as a result of these 
submissions. A summary of the issues raised and which submission raised the issue is provided below 
and in Table 1:  

• Timing of exhibition 
• Report content 

o adequacy of report 
o data not included from CCC study 
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• Biocertification process and method 
o complexity of exhibition documents 
o Improve or maintain test 
o Consultation with the Office of Environment and Heritage 
o Expert Reports for Koala 
o Zoning of wildlife corridors 

• Critically endangered ecological communities 
o threats and cumulative impacts 
o offsets 
o red flags 

• Threatened Species Matters 
o Koala 

 records of Koala  
 impacts to koala habitat and movement corridors 
 dog attack 
 chlamydia 
 road kill 
 hydrological changes impacting koala habitat 
 Need for Koala habitat protection plan 
 Koala credit deficit 

o Grey-headed Flying-fox 
o Large-eared Pied Bat 
o Swift Parrot 
o Cumberland Land Snail 
o Squirrel Gliders 
o Hollow-bearing trees 

• Planning issues 
o Greater Macarthur Growth Area 
o Cumulative impacts of development 
o Lack of infrastructure 
o Previous DA refusal 
o Management of rural land 
o Loss of rural land 

• Other site values 
o Heritage values 
o Heritage listing 
o Agricultural values 

• Other issues 
o Water pollution 
o Air pollution 
o Land tenure 
o Political issues 

 
The exhibited Biocertifcation report (ELA 2017) has now been updated in response to these 
submissions (ELA 2018).  
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Figure 1: 2017 Planning outcome for Mt Gilead MDP lands 
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Figure 2: Area proposed for Biocertification (ELA 2018) 
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Table 1: Summary of submissions by Issue 

Submission Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Total 

Timing of exhibition           X       X             X X   4 

Report Content                                         

Adequacy of report                   X                   1 

Data not included from CCC study       X           X       X   X X     5 

Biocertification process and method       X                   X   X   X   4 

Complexity of exhibition documents     X X                   X     X     4 

Improve or Maintain       X                           X   2 

Consultation with OEH                           X           1 

Expert Reports (Koala)       X                               1 

Zoning of Wildlife Corridors       X                   X   X X     4 
Assessment of critically endangered ecological communities                                         

Threats and cumulative impacts X     X           X       X     X     5 
Offsets                   X               X   2 
Red Flags     X             X       X       X   4 

Assessment of threatened species   X             X X             X     4 
Koala                                         

Records of Koala   X     X           X       X   X     X 6 
Impacts to koala habitat and movement corridors X X X X X X     X X X X X X X X X X X 17 
dog attack           X       X       X     X   X 5 
chlamydia X   X X   X       X       X   X X X X 10 
road kill X     X X X       X X     X   X X     9 

hydrological changes impacting koala habitat                                 X     1 
Need for Koala habitat protection plan     X X   X       X             X     5 
Koala credit deficit                               X   X   2 

Grey-headed Flying-fox                   X             X     2 
Large-eared Pied Bat                                       0 
Swift Parrot                   X       X     X     3 

Cumberland Land Snail X                 X                   2 
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Submission Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Total 
Greater Glider X                                     1 
Squirrel Gliders                   X                   1 
Hollow-bearing trees                                 X     1 
Planning issues                                       0 

Greater Macarthur Growth Area         X X                 X   X     4 
Cumulative impacts of development         X         X       X     X     4 
Lack of infrastructure         X X X     X X     X X         7 
Previous DA refusal                   X             X     2 
Management of Rural Land                   X                   1 
Loss of rural land                     X                 1 

Other site values                                       0 
Heritage values X       X         X             X   X 5 
Heritage listing           X       X             X     3 
Agricultural values X         X         X               X 4 

Other issues                                         

Water pollution       X     X                       X 3 

Air pollution             X     X             X     3 

Land tenure/Ownership                                     X 1 
Political Issues     X   X X       X       X X X       7 

 

Notes: 

S11 endorses TEC submission (S16) and NPA submission (S17) 

S12 endorses the NPA submission (S17) 

S13 endorses the NPA submission (S17) 

S10, S14, S17 (NPA) included their submission for the EPBC PD.  Issues raised in these submissions have also been included in the biocertification response report and this issues summary 

where relevant. 

S18 included his submission for the rezoning of the study area - which has not been considered here. 

S19 was the same submission as used as for the EPBC PD submission. 
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2 Response to issues 

2.1 Timing of  Exhibit ion 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of 

Biocertification 
report 

• Timing over the Christmas/New Year means few 
people will have had the time to review this 
application and give their comments. Time 
extensions have not been granted by Council.  

• All reports including that of consultants by Council to 
undertake surveys on Mt Gilead also consider 
cumulative effects and once all this information is 
collected it be placed on public display and 
adequate time be allowed and not during a holiday 
period. 

6,10,17, 18 

This issue was raised in 4 of the 19 submissions received. 16 of the 
submissions (75%) did not raise this issue. 

Section 126N of the TSC Act requires the public notification to be for not 
less than 30 ‘days’ after the date of the notification notice is first 
published in a newspaper.  

The 30 day period has been exceeded by the exhibition process 
conducted by Council which was 34 business days/51 calendar days. 

 

No changes required. 

N/A 
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2.2 Report Content  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / action 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Adequacy of report 

• I do not think the reports produced in regard to this 
stretch of land do the property justice and that the 
biodiversity and heritage values of the area have 
been downplayed. 

10 

This issue was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions received. 18 of the 
submissions (95%) did not raise this issue. 

The Biodiversity Assessment report has been prepared by accredited 
assessors in accordance with the BCAM and was reviewed prior to 
exhibition by the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH). 

The report includes a detailed assessment of the biodiversity values of 
the Biodiversity Assessment Area, including biodiversity data from 
immediately adjoining lands (Noorumba and Beulah biobank sites and 
the adjacent parts of the Mt Gilead property), but not the entire Mt Gilead 
property or broader Mount Gilead area. 

It is noted that there are a number of threated species known to occur in 
the broader area (e.g. Squirrel Glider, Cumberland Land Snail, 
Pomaderris brunnea) which were not recorded in the biocertification 
study area, due largely to the poorer quality of the habitats available 
resulting from over 100 years of agricultural land use. 

New figures 5, 6 
and 7 added to 
revised report to 
show location of 
threatened 
species in broader 
area in relation to 
Mt Gilead study 
area 

• I would like to commend Eco Logical Australia for 
their extensive survey work 

11 No changes required N/A 

• The land which is the subject of this application 
should not be looked at in isolation 

4 
The subject land has not been considered in isolation. The 
Biocertification Assessment report has included the results of targeted 
surveys from the adjoining lands  

Table 3, Figures 
5,6,7,8 & 13 

Data Not included from CCC Study 4,10,14,16.17   

• I understand that council has employed a consultant 
who has already found proof that Koalas and 

10 
This issue was raised in 5 of the 19 submissions received.  

In October 2017, Council engaged a specialist ecological consultant to 

Section 2.1.3 
updated to reflect 



M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

 

 9 

 

2.2 Report Content  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / action 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Squirrel Gliders along with Cumberland Plain Snails 
are living or passing through Mount Gilead this 
should put a question on the ecological reports 
undertaken by the proponent and the development 
put on hold whilst further studies into wildlife 
corridors and which animals are using them is clear. 

undertake a comprehensive assessment of koalas and their habitat in 
the south Campbelltown area. The aim of the South Campbelltown 
Koala Habitat Connectivity Study (SCKHCS) was to provide evidence-
based advice and guidance on the viability of koala habitat and 
connectivity across the area in order to inform the design and scope of 
proposed infrastructure and planning processes for south Campbelltown. 

The findings of the SCKHCS (Biolink, 2017) were presented to Council 
at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 13 March 2018 and the study 
subsequently amended to address comments relating to the cause of 
eutrophication around the junction of Woodhouse-Menangle and Nepean 
Creeks in the area.  

The results of the SCKHCS were not available at the time that the 
biodiversity certification application was developed and as such could 
not be considered within the exhibited documents. However, the 
Biodiversity Certification Assessment Report and Biocertification 
Strategy has since been updated in light of the findings of the SCKHCS.  

Eco Logical Australia recorded Koala, Squirrel Gliders and Cumberland 
Land Snail to the west of the biodiversity certification assessment area 
(BCAA)/study area (and not in the BCAA) in 2016/17 as part of broader 
investigations into the Department of Planning’s Macarthur Land 
Release Investigation study. This data was provided to CCC and OEH 
as required by licence conditions. The SCKHCS also found evidence of 
Squirrel Gliders in areas west of the BCAA. 

The SCKHCS also found evidence of Koala utilisation within the BCAA. 
However, this does not change the conclusion in the Biodiversity 
Certification Assessment Report regarding the presence of Koala habitat 

finings of 
SCKHCS study. 

Koala credit 
calculations 
provided in 
S.4.8.2 - species 
credits 

A new regional 
Koala 
habitat/records 
figure added 
(Figure 10) and 
Figure 11 updated 
to reflect 
SCKHCS findings. 
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2.2 Report Content  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / action 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

in the study area.  

The report prepared by ELA has already assumed that Koala were 
present as stated in sections 2.1.3 and 4.8.2 and Figure 10 (now Figure 
11) of the assessment report which notes that Koalas have been 
recorded on both sides of Appin Rd, in Noorumba and Beulah Reserves 
to the north and south of the study area and to the west of the study 
area. The assessment concluded that all of the remnant bushland and 
scattered trees (29.64 ha) within the BCAA was Koala habitat and 
impacts to 10.79 ha of this habitat have been assessed, requiring 284 
Koala species credits. 

Part of the BCAA is identified as ‘core koala habitat’ under Council’s 
draft Comprehensive Koala Plan of Management (CKPoM). Core koala 
habitat has been derived from generational persistence modelling based 
on an analysis of historical koala records in Campbelltown (refer to 
Appendix C of the draft Campbelltown CKPoM). Furthermore, the results 
of the SCKHCS (Biolink, 2017) indicate that the area supports a resident 
population of koalas. The Biodiversity Certification Assessment Report 
and Biocertification Strategy have been amended to reflect the findings 
of the SCKHCS. 

Regardless, of the presence of ‘Core koala habitat’, consideration of 
SEPP44 is not required for a biodiversity certification assessment (Refer 
to the BCAM and S126N of the TSC Act).  Nevertheless, in order to 
achieve a ‘improve or maintain’ biodiversity outcome under the BCAM all 
impacts on Koala habitat are being offset with every effort being made to 
offset such impacts within the Campbelltown area. 

Of the 29.64 ha of Koala habitat in the BCAA, 10.79 ha will be impacted, 
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2.2 Report Content  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / action 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

mainly scattered paddock trees,16.66 ha will be permanently protected 
and managed in three proposed biobank sites with an additional 5.64 ha 
to be restored, and 2.19 ha will be retained in rural land and open space.  
Additional habitat will also be created in open space landscape 
plantings. 

Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala Management Plan 
(Phillips 2017), identified two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) which 
run east to west to the north and south of the study area through 
Noorumba and Beulah Reserves (Appendix B). These key Koala HLA 
will not be impacted by the proposal and will be enhanced by the 
proposed restoration in the Biobank sites and landscaped open space 
areas that are adjacent to these links.  

CCC ‘updated’ fauna habitat corridors (March 2017), also focus on these 
two core linkages in areas to the north and immediately to the south of 
the BCAA (Appendix C). which were categorised as ‘Primary Corridors” 
in November 2017 (Appendix D). The biobank site adjacent to 
Noorumba Reserve is shown as forming part of the corridor to the north. 

Koala corridor mapping undertaken by OEH in relation the broader 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area shows the same linkages across the Mt 
Gilead Study area as ‘secondary corridors’. (Appendix E).  

The SCKHCS identified three east west linkages in the broader Gilead 
region which include the corridors to the north and south of the BCAA 
which were also identified by the Draft Campbelltown CKPoM, CCC and 
OEH.  

• At a recent Campbelltown Council meeting I first 
heard that Council engaged an ecologist who found 

4 See response above.  The findings of the SCKHCS were presented to 
Council at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 13 March 2018 and were not 

Report updated to 
include reference 
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2.2 Report Content  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / action 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

evidence of koala scats throughout this proposed 
development site yet this report is not included as 
part of this biodiversity certification application (the 
Eco Logical report funded by the Dzwonniks does 
not really refer to recent evidence of koalas on the 
Mt Gilead property). 

publicly available at the time the exhibited documents were prepared. 
The SCKHCS study sampled one survey location within the BCAA, and 
koala scats were found to be present at this location.  However, this 
does not change the conclusion in the Biodiversity Certification 
Assessment Report regarding the presence of Koala habitat as koalas 
were already assumed to be present within the BCAA. The Biodiversity 
Certification Assessment Report and Biocertification Strategy have been 
amended to reflect the findings of the SCKHCS. 

 

to SCKHCS 
findings 

• The information collected in late 2017 by Ecologists 
employed by CCC (including evidence of koala) 
should be placed on public exhibition along with the 
Eco Logical report dated October 2017. 

16 See response above.  

• Council has employed an environmental consultant 
who has found Koala Scats on Mount Gilead and so 
the assumption of Eco Logical that there were no 
Koalas present appears to be incorrect 

17 
See response above. ELA assumed the presence of Koalas within the 
BCAA. 

Section 2.1.3 and 
4.8.2 species 
credits – Koala 
and Figures 10 
and 11 

 

2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Complexity of exhibition documents – this issue was raised in 4 of the 19 submissions 



M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

 

 13 

 

2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• There are few if any members of the public who 
have any mastery of the complex assessment 
criteria required to accompany an application for 
biodiversity certification. The papers exhibited on 
Council website are lengthy and complex. 

3 

Noted. The assessment and report were prepared by accredited 
assessors in accordance with the BCAM (Biocertification Assessment 
Methodology). The OEH reviewed several draft versions of the report to 
make sure that it had addressed all of the relevant requirements and 
was adequate for exhibition. 

OEH will also make further reviews of the application and associated 
documentation prior to making a recommendation to the Minister. 

No changes required 

N/A 

• It is difficult as a lay person to fully understand the 
concept of Koala habitat credits, it would be comical 
if it is not potentially so serious, when considering 
this land holistically in the context of all the land 
along Appin Road between Campbelltown and 
Appin which is largely already owned by developers. 

4 
Noted. See response above. 

No changes required. 
N/A 

• The development proposed does not take into 
consideration the long term effects of the region as 
a whole. More work needs to be done to consider 
the long term benefits. 

11 See comment re Cumulative impacts in Section 2.12  

• The Biodiversity Certification Assessment 
Methodology 2011 (BCAM) is used to quantify the 
biodiversity values that would result from 
certification of these development areas. These 
values are converted into credits that can be traded 
to offset damage to species and communities 
caused by development. How credits are calculated 

14 

The number of credits required for impacts or generated by conservation 
measures is determined by the BCAM and assessed by an accredited 
assessor. In general terms, impacts on areas of higher quality vegetation 
require more credits than impacts on areas in poorer condition as 
outlined in Section 4 of the assessment report and summarised in 
Tables 13 and 14.  The OEH reviewed several draft versions of the 
report to make sure that it had addressed all of the relevant 

Section 4 of 
Report shows 
updated credit 
numbers following 
minor changes to 
boundaries of 
offset areas (area 
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2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

is not clear and the process relies heavily on the 
integrity of assessors. 

requirements and was adequate for exhibition. increased) 

• The problem with bio-certification is the system pre-
supposes, that once asked for, approval will be 
given by the Minister. It is just a matter of how to go 
about getting that approval and the outcome may 
not be best for the conservation of threatened 
species 

14 

The BCAM, including the definition of a red flag area, is a standard 
assessment methodology that includes a set of rules for all assessments 
throughout NSW. The methodology recognises that a standard definition 
of a red flag area does not capture the specifics/context of each 
individual site and has a set of variation criteria which, in certain 
specified circumstances (see Section 2.4 of the BCAM), allow the 
Director-General of OEH to decide that the impacts on the red flag area 
may be offset. 

Section 2.4 of 
BCAM 

• We are told that BioCertification will ensure that land 
on Mt Gilead will be protected into the future, but 
legislation changes every few years and we have no 
faith that this will not be the case, and in the recent 
past we have seen the rezoning of Scenic 
Protection Areas, both RE1 and RU2 lands within 
the Campbelltown Council region. The only way for 
these wildlife corridors to be protected is that 
development is not allowed to go ahead. 

17 

The biocertification assessment proposes the registration of three 
biobank sites comprising 22.50 ha of existing (16.66 ha) and restored 
(5.64 ha) Koala habitat. 

All proposed offset areas will be registered as Biobanking Agreements 
(which are an in perpetuity agreement registered on the land title, which 
only the Minister for the Environment can remove). 

All offset areas will be provided with management funds for in perpetuity 
conservation management. The Biobanking Agreements provides more 
certainty in protecting the koala habitat than a ‘no development’ scenario 
because of the requirements in the agreements for proactive vegetation 
management.  

Section 6.2-
updated to 
reflect third 
biobank site 
to be 
registered 
once land is 
transferred to 
Council 

• Department of Environment has been given 
photographic proof that an amazing number of 
native species are utilising Mt Gilead either living on 
the property or moving through. These species may 
not be including [sic] in the EPBC listings, but it 

17 

The Biocertification assessment is based on comprehensive surveys of 
the study area and adjoining lands and has addressed all of the matters 
required by the BCAM. Habitat for non-listed species such as Wombats, 
Echidnas, Wallabies etc is addressed by the protection of 22.5 ha of 
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2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

does show the property is important and a 
necessary wildlife corridor between the Georges 
and Nepean Rivers. These species include 
wombats, echidnas, wallabies, wallaroos, possums, 
small birds and a family of lyre birds and since that 
time squirrel gliders, Cumberland land snails and a 
high number of koala scats. 

habitat in the study area. 

Application does not achieve an ‘improve or maintain’ outcome - this issue was raised in 2 of the 19 submissions 

• This biodiversity certification application does not 
result in an overall ‘improvement or maintenance’ in 
biodiversity values as required, and biocertification 
therefore should not be granted. 

4 

An improve or maintain outcome is described in Section 2 of the BCAM 
and is achieved if ‘red flag’ areas are avoided and all impacts are offset 
by the number of required credits (or the Director-General of OEH is 
satisfied that impacts to red flag areas may be offset in accordance with 
the variation criteria in s2.4 of the BCAM).  

Subject to the Director –General approval of the red flag variation 
request (Section 5 of the report), the conservation measures proposed in 
the assessment will generate all the required credits for impacts to 
vegetation types and a deficit for impacts to Koala habitat, which will be 
met by a commitment to purchase additional Koala credits. As such, and 
in accordance with the BCAM, the proposal is considered to meet an 
‘improve or maintain’ outcome. 

Section 2.4 of 
BCAM and 

Section 4 and 5 of 
report 

• If a community or species is endangered or critically 
endangered, it needs more than being ‘maintained’ 
– it should be preserved and enhanced where it 
stands and not off-set elsewhere, either on-site or 
off-site. 

18 

There are provisions in the BCAM that allow impacts to endangered 
ecological communities in specified circumstances with offset areas 
being significantly larger than impact areas. 

The proposed conservation measures permanently protect, manage and 
restore some 22.50 ha of these endangered communities compared to 
the 10.79 ha being impacted. The management of the offset areas 

Section 4, 
6.2-6.4 
updated to 
reflect minor 
changes to 
boundaries of 
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2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

includes improving the quality and extent of vegetation and restoration of 
currently cleared areas. 

offset areas 
and 
commitment 
to third 
biobank site 

• Within councils BCA, there will be plots of native 
vegetation linked in some cases by street trees that 
are not natives, and this will create a patchwork of 
green spaces.  This is less suitable than the existing 
wildlife corridor through the assessment site that is 
being provided by native scattered paddock trees.  
On this basis the bio-certification should not be 
granted because the existing biodiversity on the 
land will be diminished and wildlife movement made 
more difficult. The test under the TSC Act to 
“improve or maintain” will not be achieved.  

18 

There are no wildlife corridors or Key Habitat Linkage Areas identified 
within land proposed for biocertification on Biolinks 2016; 2018, 
Council’s or OEHs wildlife corridor maps (Appendices B, C, D and E) 
that are impacted by the proposal. Further, the proposal does not affect 
the recommendations in the SCKHCS for fauna overpasses at 
Noorumba and Beulah 

The land proposed for biocertification comprises largely scattered 
paddock trees that whilst providing habitat for Koala, is of lower value 
than intact woodland.  Patches of higher quality vegetation, surrounded 
by open space, are proposed for conservation measures where the 
quality of habitat in these areas will be enhanced and expanded. 

The Noorumba and Beulah biobank sites form part of a corridor that 
facilitates connectivity between the Georges and Nepean River 
catchments. The proposed biobank sites further enhance these 
corridors. 

Whilst landscaping with locally indigenous species, including Koala feed 
tree species is proposed for the open space areas, it is not proposed to 
include Koala feed species in street plantings so as not to attract Koalas 
into urban areas. 

Refer to 
maps at 
Appendices 
C, D & E 

Consultation with OEH - this issue was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions 



M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

 

 17 

 

2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• It is clear from the documents that the OEH and Eco 
Logical were in consultation over the development 
since March 2015. 

14 

This issue was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions received. 

Agreed, a Biocertifcation Assessment is a large, complex, strategic 
assessment and the guidelines for making a Biocertifcation Application 
(OEH 2015), strongly recommend that Planning Authorities, consult with 
OEH throughout the process. 

No changes required  

 

Refer to OEH 
2015 Biodiversity 
Certification – 
Guide for 
applicants 

Expert Report for Koala - this issue was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions 

• The Koala is assumed to be present (because it 
requires specific assessment under BCAM) and 
expert reports conveniently claim Koalas are likely 
to utilise the two proposed biobank sites. 

4 

This issue was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions received. 

Potential Koala habitat has been mapped across the entire study area, 
including all of the scattered paddock trees, which was confirmed by the 
SCKHCS. 

In accordance with the BCAM, Koala have been ‘assumed’ to be present 
for impact assessment purposes and have also been assessed as being 
‘likely to be present’ in the proposed offset areas which are higher quality 
habitat and adjacent to other areas of bushland, including Noorumba 
Reserve, where Koala have been recorded. 

The Biodiversity Certification Assessment Report and Biocertification 
Strategy have been amended to reflect the findings of the SCKHCS. 

Figure 11 of 
Biocertification 
Report updated to 
include SCKHCS 
findings  

Zoning RE1 and Wildlife Corridors - this issue was raised in 4 of the 19 submissions 

• There is no doubt that Council staff has tried to make 
good on a bad development and has given wildlife 
corridors serious consideration, but it is surprising 
and disappointing that advice given by NSW 

17 

The land was rezoned in 2017, there are no proposals to change the 
zoning of the land within the biocertification study area. 

The areas currently zoned RU2 is a continuation of the existing land use 
and a requirement for the heritage values of the Mt Gilead Homestead. 

Section 6 of report 
– Biocertification 
Strategy updated 
to reflect 
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2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Government Departments appears to have been 
ignored, especially in regard to the zoning of areas 
REI Public Recreation and RU2 Rural Landscape 
which should be E2 Environmental Protection. 

The biocertification application will not result in any changed land use in 
this area.  

The proposed biobank sites also have a biodiversity overlay as part of 
the LEP (zoning instrument) to protect these areas (see Clause 7.20 of 
the LEP).  

Despite the RE1 zoning of the open spaces areas, the proposed offset 
areas within this land will be protected by registered Biobank 
Agreements (which are an in perpetuity agreement registered on the 
land title, which only the Minister for the Environment can remove). 

All offset areas will be provided with management funds for in perpetuity 
conservation management. 

commitment to 
third biobank site 
on Lot 61 

• At the very least these patch sizes on Lot 61 should 
be increased, not decreased, zoned E2 
Environmental Protection (not RE1 Public Recreation 
or RU2 Rural Landscapes as currently proposed for 
some of the retained native vegetation) and 
continuous corridors made to facilitate ease of 
movement. 

14 

Two patches of SSTF with a combined area of 3.61 ha on Lot 61 will be 
transferred to Council, categorised as ‘Community Land’ under the Local 
Government Act and registered as a biobank site providing in perpetuity 
protection. 

It is acknowledged that other areas of SSTF on Lot 61 (1.37ha) will be 
cleared subject to the approval of the Red Flag variation request and a 
further 0.47 ha of lower quality (non Red Flag) SSTF. These areas were 
zoned residential in September 2017. 

All offset areas will be provided with management funds for in perpetuity 
conservation management. 

The areas currently zoned RU2 is a continuation of the existing land use 
and a requirement for the heritage values of the Mt Gilead Homestead. 
The biocertification application will not result in any changed land use in 
this area. 

Section 6 of report 
– Biocertification 
Strategy updated 
to reflect 
commitment to 
also register this 
land as a biobank 
site 
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2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

The biobanks and the Community Land also have a biodiversity overlay 
as part of the LEP (zoning instrument) to protect these areas, (see 
Clause 7.20 of the LEP). 

• The proposed areas of vegetation retention create a 
mosaic of native vegetation and open space across 
the Mt Gilead Stage 1 area, but would fail to retain 
suitable koala corridors enabling animals to travel 
the few kilometres between the Georges and 
Nepean River. Instead, the Total Environment 
Centre (TEC) recommend creating two koala 
corridors (see TEC Map 2 below and recommend 
that all retained vegetation be zoned E2 
Environmental Protection and only used for 
conservation purposes (not RE1 Public Recreation 
or RU2 Rural Landscape as currently proposed for 
some of the retained native vegetation). While this 
will result in the reduction in the number of housing 
lots, it would demonstrate that our planning and 
environmental protection system can give real and 
balanced recognition to the importance of wildlife 
corridors and habitat expansion (refer to maps from 
submission 16 and 17 in collated submissions PDF). 
These corridors should be zoned E2 Environmental 
Protection (not RE1 or RU2 as currently proposed for 
some of the retained native vegetation). 

16, 17 

The proposed Noorumba-Mt Gilead Biobank site forms part of an 
identified corridor in CCC corridor Map (Appendix C and D).  This area 
is proposed for protection.  

The land proposed for biocertification comprises largely scattered 
paddock trees which has lower value to Koalas than intact woodland.  
Patches of higher quality vegetation, surrounded by open space, are 
proposed for conservation measures where the quality of habitat in these 
areas will be enhanced and expanded. 

It is not intended to create Koala habitat, or attract Koala’s into urban 
areas by vegetation restoration where they will be threatened by 
domestic animals and subject to vehicle strike. 

All proposed offset areas will be protected by registered Biobank 
Agreements (which are an in perpetuity agreement registered on the 
land title, which only the Minister for the Environment can remove), 
regardless of the underlying zoning. 

All offset areas will be provided with management funds for in perpetuity 
conservation management. 

No changes required. 

 

• Fig 2 (draft Planning Proposal land zoning map) 4, 18 Land shown as Open Space - Passive in Figure 4 will be subject to land Section 1.4 
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2.3 Biocert if ication Process and Method 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

shows that there is a considerable area of land 
zoned for public recreation on this site. If this 
particular area could be zoned in a way which 
creates a wildlife corridor/bushland protection zone 
between Noorumba and the farm, then wildlife 
including Koalas could safely traverse the site once 
the rest of the site is developed into a housing 
estate.  The lack of safety in crossing this 
development site could foreseeably fragment our 
koala colony and sign its death knell unless it can be 
adjusted to create a continuous wildlife corridor 
between the biobanking sites (even a koala-friendly 
wildlife underpass would be a welcome sight in this 
development). 

scape plantings to provide additional habitat for Koala’s. updated to reflect 
landscaping 
commitments in 
Open Space 
areas. 

• Lands attached to the heritage protection area are 
marked blue in Figure 4 and includes large stand of 
mature trees and should be either included in the 
heritage precinct or zoned E2. 

• Destruction of habitat and the building of houses in 
Fig 1 and 3 will block movement of Koalas and other 
native species between the Georges River and 
Nepean River systems, and movement between 
Noorumba Reserve and Humewood (Beulah). 

4,17,18 

These trees are to be retained in the existing rural landscape and 
provides connectivity through the Homestead Lot to the Nepean River 
(refer to Figure 10). 

The development will not change the current recognised corridors from 
Georges River and Nepean River (which are north and south of the 
BCAA.) There is no recognised or identified corridor between Noorumba 
Reserve and Beulah through the BCAA – see Council corridor maps at 
Attachments C and D. 
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2.4 Crit ical ly Endangered Ecological Communities 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Threats and cumulative impacts to EECs – this issue was raised in 5 of the 19 submissions (1, 4,10, 14, 17) 

• The development site is on critically endangered 
Cumberland woodlands that we only have around 
5% left of this precious land left 

1 

Agreed. 8.59 ha of CPW is mapped within the study area of which 2.43 
ha will be impacted (All impacted CPW is classified as in ‘low’ condition, 
comprising scattered paddock trees other than 0.12 ha which is within a 
riparian buffer and classified as red flag vegetation regardless of its 
condition). 

The proposal, permanently protects 4.63 ha of CPW and will restore a 
further 1.64 ha in the Noorumba-Mt Gilead Biobank site 

Section 4 and 6 of 
updated report 

• Shale Sandstone Transition Forest contains koala 
feed trees, and yet this application confirms that a 
particularly high percentage of this EEC will be 
destroyed in this development. This would be 
unfortunate given that it is listed as an EEC for a 
very good reason, and given that this property is 
surrounded by core koala habitat. 

4 

As indicated above, impacts to EECs and threatened species habitat are 
permitted under the BCAM in certain conditions subject to a 
demonstration of avoiding and minimising impacts to the maximum 
extent possible and meeting red flag variation criteria that address 
issues such as condition and viability. 

Of the 20.61 ha of SSTF mapped within the study area, 8.36 ha will be 
impacted. Over 80% of these impacts (6.99 ha) is to SSTF classified as 
in ‘low’ condition, comprising scattered paddock trees. The remaining 
1.37ha that will be impacted are classified as Red Flag Areas under the 
BCAM. The majority of impacts being a corridor set aside for the 
proposed widening of Appin Rd (4.75 ha). 

The proposal, permanently protects 11.59ha of existing SSTF in two 
biobank sites and will restore a further 4.0 ha. 

Section 4, 5 and 6 
of updated report 

• the cumulative effects of clearing Critically 
Endangered Woodland and Forests from Mount 
Gilead to Wilton must be taken into consideration 
and the present development application should not 

10 
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2.4 Crit ical ly Endangered Ecological Communities 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

be assessed as a one off development (Lendlease 
chief Tarun Gupta is quoted as stating that a 610 
hectare site had been acquired) 

• Trees between Noorumba Reserve and Beulah will 
be reduced in number, and even though they are 
EPBC Act Critically Endangered species. These 
trees should remain in place so that Koalas have a 
safe haven away from dogs and vehicles. 

• The upgrade to the Campbelltown to Appin Road, 
and the building of the Spring Farm Link Road will 
degrade and destroy a large amount of the 
Cumberland Plain Woodland and Shale Sandstone 
Transition Forest both EPBC Critically Endangered 
communities. 

 

This is matter being addressed by the Department of Planning and 
Environment (DP&E) and OEH in the broader assessment of the 
Macarthur Land Release Area. 

 

 

The 4.75 ha of scattered paddock trees between Noorumba and Beulah 
do not meet the minimum condition threshold to be listed as part of the 
community listed under the EPBC Act. Whilst these scattered trees will 
be lost the proposal will permanently protect and manage 4.63 ha of 
CPW, 11.59 ha of STFF and 0.44 ha of RFEF it will also restore a further 
1.64 ha of CPW and 4.0 ha of STTF.  

Proposed upgrades to Appin and Spring Farm Link Roads are not part of 
the biodiversity assessment and will be subject to separate impact 
assessment and approval, however, as the zoning of the Mt Gilead study 
area provides for a corridor to facilitate the upgrade to Appin Rd. 4.75 ha 
of impacts to 4.75 ha of low condition SSTF have been included in the 
assessment. 

 

• There are also other threatened communities such 
as the critically endangered Cumberland Plains 
Woodland and Shale Sandstone Transition Forest 
throughout the area. They are on Mt Gilead and 
right up the Nepean Valley. 

14 

Agreed. CPW and SSTF have been mapped in the study area and 
assessed. 

No changes required. 

 

• Lerps, insects and subdivision are now increasing 17 The proposal, permanently protects 4.63 ha of CPW and will restore a  
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2.4 Crit ical ly Endangered Ecological Communities 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

the amount of both of these woodlands (SPW and 
SSTF) being lost within the Sydney Basin especially 
in South Western and Western Sydney. Remnant 
pockets should be protected 

further 1.64 ha in a Biobank site. 

The proposal, permanently protects 11.59 ha of SSTF in three biobank 
sites and will restore a further 4.0 ha. 

 

Red Flags – this issue was raised in 4 of the 19 submissions (3, 10, 14, 18) 

• There are 2 such matters where the public will 
require that the Minister and Council act decisively 
in the interests of preservation and protection of the 
environment rather than even bigger profits for 
developer – The Red Flag Section for the expert 
reports and Koala Habitat 

3 

Noted. The proposal will permanently protect and manage 82.5% of red 
flag areas. The request for a red flag variation to impact on 1.49 ha of 
red flag SSTF (1.37) and CPW (0.12) areas is subject to the Director-
General’s approval. 

Koala habitat is not a red flag matter as defined by the BCAM. As per 
the requirements of the BCAA impacts on koala habitat will be offset 
using a combination of credits generated from Biobank sites within the 
BCAA and credits purchased from outside of the BCAA (to address a 
deficit in koala credits). A commitment has been made to purchase 
credits for the local koala population to address the credit deficit.   

No changes required. 

Section 5 

• The public will rightly question 2 aspects. First, why 
areas 1, 2 and 3 in figure 16 of the Eco Logical 
report need be removed at all as they are clearly an 
integral part of the Red Flag area identified by the 
experts. Second, why the proposed RE 1 areas 
shown in Figure 2 have now been significantly 
shrunk by the application of a complex formula 
which “allows” somewhere else on the site, or in 
some other unspecified location, in some way to 

3 

Area 1, 2 and 3 in Figure 16 (now Figure 18) were zoned residential 
after a detailed rezoning process in September 2017. 

A red flag variation request has been prepared seeking approval to 
impact areas 1, 2 and 3 in Figure 18 and dedicate the remaining 1.14 ha 
of Red Flagged SSTF to Council as a Bushland Reserve together with a 
further 1.52 ha of non-red flagged SSTF (that will subsequently be 
registered as a biobank site. This request will be subject to the Director-
General’s approval. 

Section 5 



M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

 

 24 

 

compensate for the removal and destruction of 
these Red Flag areas. 

In accordance with the BCAM, the Director-General may approve red 
flag variation requests if certain criteria such as condition, small size and 
viability are met which are addressed in the assessment report. 

• By looking at figure 16 side by side with figure 10, 
this shows that all of areas 1, 2 and 3 are koala 
habitat; in the mind of the public, this is yet another 
Red Flag even if the formula and result driven 
approach taken by the experts produces a different 
outcome.  This provides compelling evidence for 
significant changes to be made to the current 
proposed development. 

3 

Koala habitat is not a red flag matter as defined by the BCAM. As per 
the requirements of the BCAA impacts on koala habitat will be offset 
using a combination of credits generated from Biobank sites within the 
BCAA and credits purchased from outside of the BCAA (to address a 
deficit in koala credits). A commitment has been made to purchase 
credits for the local koala population to address the credit deficit.   

 

 

• The Ecological assessment raised a Red Flag area 
on Lot 61 DP752042 for critically endangered flora 
that is also koala habitat their studies did not find 
koalas on the assessment site, but OEH took the 
attitude that they needed to assume koalas were 
present. Once the assumption of Koalas was made, 
Ecological then applied for a Red Flag waiver to 
deal with endangered species. They realised they 
would be in a deficit credit situation with koalas so, 
also, they just decided to go and buy credits to off-
set this deficit. However if a Red Flag has been 
raised, it should be treated as a Red Flag. It means 
“stop!” It doesn’t mean: “How do we get around this 
problem? Oh, let’s apply to the Minister for a 
waiver/variation. And also, we are going to have a 
deficit credit situation with koalas, so we better go 
buy some credits too.” It doesn’t pass the sniff test 
of common sense, that as soon a Red Flag is 
raised, the reaction is “How do we get around it?” 
That is what is happening here, and the Minister 

14 

The BCAM, including the definition of a red flag area, is a standard 
assessment methodology that includes a set of rules for all assessments 
throughout NSW. The methodology recognises that a standard definition 
of a red flag area does not capture the specifics/context of each 
individual site and has a set of variation criteria which, in certain 
specified circumstances (see Section 2.4 of the BCAM), allow the 
Director-General of OEH to decide that the impacts on the red flag area 
may be offset 

Koala habitat is not a red flag matter as defined by the BCAM. 

It is not intended to create Koala habitat, or attract Koala’s into urban 
areas by vegetation restoration where they will be threatened by 
domestic animals and subject to vehicle strike. 

Whilst the patch of bush that will become a Council Reserve and 
biobank site is mapped as Koala habitat, the assessment has not 
‘claimed’ any Koala credits for this area instead enhancing and 
protecting Koala habitat adjacent to the wildlife corridors in the north of 
the site identified by Council. 

Section 5 
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should not give bio-certification.  The actual 
proposal they are making is they want to reduce 
these vegetation patches by half their size. It has 
been a Red Flag area and now they want to halve it 
off and put houses there. That doesn’t make sense. 
It defies the purpose of having the legislation to 
protect threatened species. 

• Red flag areas need to be preserved, not subjected 
to a “variation” from the Minister.  18 

The BCAM, including the definition of a red flag area, is a standard 
assessment methodology that includes a set of rules for all assessments 
throughout NSW. The methodology recognises that a standard definition 
of a red flag area does not capture the specifics/context of each 
individual site and has a set of variation criteria which, in certain 
specified circumstances (see Section 2.4 of the BCAM), allow the 
Director-General of OEH to decide that the impacts on the red flag area 
may be offset 

Section 5 

 

Offsets– this issue was raised in 2 of the 19 submissions (10,18) 

• If a community is endangered or critically 
endangered it should be preserved and enhanced 
where it stands and not offset elsewhere, either off-
site or on-site.  For eg, the stands of timber on Lot 
61 DP7502042 will take many years to replicate 
elsewhere and reducing their patch size will reduce 
their long-term viability 

18 

Two patches of SSTF with a combined area of 3.41 ha on Lot 61 will be 
transferred to Council, categorised as ‘Community Land’ under the Local 
Government Act and registered as a biobank site providing in perpetuity 
protection. 

It is acknowledged that other areas of SSTF on Lot 61 (1.37 ha) will be 
cleared subject to the approval of the Red Flag variation request and 
0.47 ha of non-red flagged SSTF. These areas were zoned residential in 
September 2017. 

No changes required. 

 

• Trees to be impacted located to the west of Lot 61 
DP7502042 are regarded by locals as parrot nesting 
trees due to their age, most have hollows suitable 
for nesting birds. You can’t offset this (see map 

18 See above.  
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contained in Submission 18 in collated submissions 
PDF for location of parrot nesting trees). 

 
 

2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Records of Koala – this issue was raised in 6 of the 19 submissions (1,4,10, 14,16,19) 

• Mention sightings of koalas at Mt Gilead 1 

In October 2017, Council engaged a specialist ecological consultant 
to undertake a comprehensive assessment of koalas and their 
habitat in the south Campbelltown area. The aim of the study was to 
provide evidence-based advice and guidance on the viability of koala 
habitat and connectivity across the area in order to inform the design 
and scope of proposed infrastructure and planning processes for 
south Campbelltown. The results of this study were not publicly 
available at the time of preparation of the biocertification assessment 
report and hence the exhibited material.   

The findings of the SCKHCS (Biolink, 2017) were presented to 
Council at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 13 March 2018 and the 
study subsequently amended to address comments relating to the 
cause of eutrophication around the junction of Woodhouse-Menangle 
and Nepean Creeks in the area. The information provided in the 
study does not change the conclusion in the report regarding the 
presence of Koala habitat in the study area.   

The assessment prepared by ELA has already assumed that Koala 
were present as stated in the section 2.13 and 4.8.2 of the report and 
shown in Figure 10 which notes that Koalas have been recorded on 
both sides of Appin Rd, in Noorumba and Beulah Reserves to the 
north and south of the study area and to the west of the study area. It 

 

 

Section 2 of the 
report has been 
updated to include 
findings of 
SCKHCS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 2.1.3 and 
4.8.2 species 
credits – Koala 
and Figure 10 and 
11 
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

is also stated that Koala’s are likely to use habitat resources within 
the study area from time to time. The assessment concluded that all 
of the remnant trees (29.64 ha) within the study area are Koala 
habitat and impacts to 10.79 ha of this habitat have been assessed. 

• Koala are now reported within Mt. Gilead, Noorumba 
Reserve and at Broughton College, there are more 
Koala sightings along the Appin Road and Noorumba 
Reserve which are not shown as they are in the hands 
of WIRES. 

10 

See above. It is agreed that Koalas occur in Noorumba Reserve, Mt 
Gilead and Beulah. Measures to conserve Koalas and koala habitat 
within the broader Macarthur South Priority Urban Release Area are 
currently be assessed by OEH in consultation with ecologists, DP&E 
and the relevant Councils. 

 

• Koalas are present at Noorumba reserve, Mt Gilead 
and Beulah. Development will be a death warrant to this 
population. 

14 See above  

• Figure 19 (p78) of the EPBC PD shows that the number 
of sightings of koala in the locale is significantly and 
drastically reduced in most areas except Mt Gilead in 
the 3 periods up to the most recent time. As it appears 
sightings provide a direct correlation to the size of the 
koala population, Figure 19 provides direct evidence 
that development north of Mt Gilead over the past 10 
years has drastically and irretrievably reduced the koala 
population and by extension, the measures proposed in 
the EPBC PD have not worked and will not work 
without a more rigorous approach to preservation of 
existing endangered habitat. 

19 

Figure 19 in the exhibited PD report only shows records held by the 
Atlas of NSW Wildlife. As stated in submissions 10 and 14, there are 
additional records of Koalas held by other bodies such as WIRES, 
that are not shown. Figure 19 is not an analysis of population trends 
and these conclusions cannot be drawn from the data in Figure 19. 
Figure 19 has been included in the PD report to provide context to 
the extent of Koala habitat and records in the locality and show likely 
movement corridors across areas with denser, continuous habitat, 
whilst acknowledging that areas with scattered trees will also be 
used.  

Figure 19 of PD 
report is now 
included in the 
biocertification 
report as Figures 
10 and 11 and 
have been 
updated with the 
records from the 
SCKHCS records. 

Impacts to koala habitat and wildlife corridors – this issue was raised in 17 of the 19 submissions 
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Refers to wildlife / koala movement corridor through Mt 
Gilead  

1 

Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala Management Plan 
(Phillips 2016), identified two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) 
which run east to west to the north and south of the study area 
through Noorumba and Beulah Reserves (Appendix B). These key 
Koala HLA will not be impacted by the proposal and will be enhanced 
by the proposed Biobank sites and landscaped open space areas 
that are adjacent to these links.  

CCC ‘updated’ fauna habitat corridors (March 2017), also focus on 
these two core linkages (Appendix C). which were categorised as 
‘Primary Corridors” in November 2017 (Appendix D). The Mt Gilead-
Noorumba Biobank site being established as part of the biodiversity 
certification application forms part of the CCC mapped corridor to the 
north.  

Koala corridor mapping prepared by OEH for the broader Macarthur 
Urban Release Mapping shows the same linkages as ‘secondary 
corridors’.  

No changes required 

 

• Every time some V.I.P visits from another country our 
politicians can’t wait to put a koala in their arms and 
have a photograph taken with them holding them yet 
you keep allowing developers to cut down trees that are 
vital for their survival.   

2 
The proposal will permanently protect and manage 19.49 ha of Koala 
habitat in registered conservation areas 

 

• Prof R Close has said that to maintain the health of our 
local disease-free koala population, genetic diversity 
must be maintained through koalas being free to visit 
neighbouring koala colonies. Therefore healthy 

4 
Agreed.  

11.99ha of existing and restored SSTF will be retained and enhanced 
in the proposed Macarthur-Onslow Biobank site with links through 
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

corridors connecting areas of core koala habitat should 
be fully mapped out prior to any biodiversity 
applications being considered in any development 
along Appin Road between Campbelltown and Appin, 
especially given the lack of a State Government 
approved CKPoM along this large area of koala habitat. 

Woodhouse Creek and Menangle Creek to the Nepean River. The 
Wildlife corridors proposed by CCC have been enhanced via the 
proposed Noorumba-Mt Gilead Biobank site.  6.71 ha of existing and 
restored CPW will be retained and enhanced in the proposed Mt 
Gilead - Noorumba Biobank adjacent to Councils Noorumba Reserve 
with links Menangle Creek to the Nepean River 

Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala Management Plan 
(Biolink 2016), and subsequent informal updates to this by Council, 
identifies two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) which run east to 
west to the north and south of the study area through Noorumba and 
Beulah Reserves (Appendix B). These key Koala HLA will not be 
impacted by the proposal and will in fact be enhanced by the 
proposed Biobank sites and landscaped open space areas.  

• Fig 4 shows that wildlife travelling across the ground 
from Noorumba alongside the water canal will have its 
way totally blocked by residential development as no 
buffer is proposed along that boundary of the property. 
A wildlife corridor/bushland buffer between the 
proposed development and the Sydney water canal 
fenceline would provide some protection for wildlife and 
would also add protection to the convict-built water 
canal by minimising the sight-lines to it. 

4 

Disagree. The Noorumba Reserve and proposed Noorumba-Gilead 
Biobank site provide a continuous link from Appin Rd along 
Menangle Creek to the Nepean River. 

The proposed Noorumba-Gilead Biobank site forms part of this 
existing link and will protect and enhance the extent of existing 
vegetation cover within this linkage. 

Water NSW specifically requires no vegetation adjacent to the canal 
in urban areas for security reasons. 

 

• I have lived in the area for 34 years and for about 30 of 
those years had not once seen a koala. Now, I have 
seen 5 in the wild and many more dead on the side of 
the road as their habitat and mating corridors have 

5 Noted. See above for impact assessment response  
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

been destroyed. I do not believe for one minute that a 
development of 1700 houses over 201ha will have no 
impact.  

• This national symbol [koala] needs habitat, not strips of 
land isolated and unconnected to larger areas of bush. 
Without it, they cannot thrive and will eventually 
disappear. 

6 

Due to the historical land use practices associated with the Mt Gilead 
study area (being predominately of an agricultural and farming 
nature), the current Koala habitat within the study area largely 
consists of scattered paddock trees.  

The proposal permanently protects and restores area of bushland to 
create larger areas of bush identified a key habitat links in Councils 
Koala Management Plan. 

 

• The koala colony moves between the Georges and the 
Nepean River and all lands along the river should be 
protected from development in line with maintaining the 
rivers’ health and supporting koala habitat. 

6 See above  

• So far as I know, there is no plan, either from Council or 
the State Government to protect into the future this 
koala habitat. 

6 

Refer to Councils draft Comprehensive Koala Management Plan 
(Biolink 2016) 

The proposal will permanently protect and manage 19.49 ha of Koala 
habitat in registered conservation areas 

 

• It seems apparent that this development will destroy 
core koala habitation. Sadly, we are seeing more and 
more destruction of koala habitation and we need to 
keep important koala colonies safe if they are to 
continue thriving in the wild 

9 

Part of the BCAA is identified as ‘core koala habitat’ under Council’s 
draft Comprehensive Koala Plan of Management (CKPoM). Core 
koala habitat has been derived from generational persistence 
modelling based on an analysis of historical koala records in 
Campbelltown (refer to Appendix C of the draft Campbelltown 
CKPoM). 

Furthermore, the results of the South Campbelltown koala 
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

connectivity study (Biolink, 2017) indicate that the area supports a 
resident population of koalas. 

Regardless of the presence of core koala habitat, consideration of 
SEPP44 is not required for a biodiversity certification assessment 
(Refer to the BCAM and S126N of the TSC Act). As per the 
requirements of the BCAA impacts on koala habitat will be offset 
using a combination of credits generated from Biobank sites within 
the BCAA and credits purchased from outside of the BCAA (to 
address a deficit in koala credits). A commitment has been made to 
purchase credits for the local koala population to address the credit 
deficit.   

• Council staff has worked hard trying to have wildlife 
corridors included in the development, but at this point it 
is unclear whether State and Federal Governments or 
the proponent will agree to these corridors which must 
allow the safe passage of Koalas and other Australian 
species to cross between the two rivers without getting 
killed by dogs or vehicles. 

10 

The Noorumba-Mt Gilead biobank site that forms part of this proposal 
will help protect and enhance one of the proposed wildlife corridors 
proposed by CCC. Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala 
Management Plan (Phillips 2016), and subsequent informal updates 
to this by Council, identifies two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) 
which run east to west to the north and south of the BCAA through 
Noorumba Reserve and the Beulah Biobank site (Appendix B). 
These key Koala HLA will not be impacted by the proposal and will 
be enhanced by the proposed Biobank sites and landscaped open 
space areas. 

 

• On the night of 22nd November when councillors 
discussed the wildlife corridors, Councillor Ben 
Moroney put forward an amendment that would have 
removed the dead ends within the wildlife corridors and 
this was passed by the councillors, but I note that no 

10 

Noted. On 28 November 2017 after considering a report on proposed 
natural asset corridors Council resolved: 

 
‘That the additional areas identified at the Council meeting held 28 
November 2017, be studied further for future reference’.  
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

record of this was kept on the night.  
In response to this resolution, opportunities to further enhance habitat 
connectivity within the identified areas has been explored however, it 
was determined that there was limited opportunity to further enhance 
habitat connectivity within the BCAA. 

• Council has stated that corridors should be 350 metres 
wide to avoid erosion on both sides and give protection. 
This can still be achieved by altering the layout on the 
proposed land use map (BCAA) Page 9 By bringing the 
higher density housing shown on the land previously 
owned by the Dzwonnik family to the front of the 
property, add to this, and leaving the back of the 
property for larger blocks of land. By doing this there 
should not be so many roads going through the 
development. All roads built on site near or in wildlife 
corridors should be on a bridge or in a culvert (see 
maps provided in submission 10). 

10 

The Noorumba-Mt Gilead biobank site that forms part of this proposal 
will help protect and enhance one of the proposed wildlife corridors 
proposed by CCC. Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala 
Management Plan (Phillips 2016), and subsequent informal updates 
to this by Council, identifies two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) 
which run east to west along the north and south of the study area 
through Noorumba and Beulah Reserves (Appendix B). These key 
Koala HLA will not be impacted by the proposal and will be enhanced 
by the proposed Biobank sites and landscaped open space areas. 

 

• I see that two small areas are marked for Bushland 
Reserves at the moment these areas have Critically 
Endangered CPW and SSTF on them, these areas 
should be linked together and included into a wildlife 
corridor across the development, and it is unclear as to 
who will eventually manage these areas, as it is 
obvious that council cannot cope with even keeping our 
roads clear of litter and rubbish let along add more 
Reserves and roads to the burden. 

10 

The land comprising the two Bushland Reserves will be transferred to 
Council, registered as a biobank site with funding for permanent 
protection and management of SSTF. The reserve is linked via open 
space to the Noorumba Reserve in the north. 

Updated to reflect 
commitment to 
register as a 
biobank site (after 
land transfer) 
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Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Mt Gilead is the narrowest area linking bushland 
between the Georges and Nepean Rivers and this 
movement corridor between will be lost due to the 
development. This corridor must be conserved for 
fauna movement. 

10, 16, 17 

The Noorumba-Mt Gilead biobank site that forms part of this proposal 
will help protect and enhance one of the proposed wildlife corridors 
proposed by CCC. Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala 
Management Plan (Phillips 2016), and subsequent informal updates 
to this by Council, identifies two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) 
which run east to west to the north and south of the study area 
through Noorumba and Beulah Reserves and not through the study 
area (Appendix B). These key Koala HLA will not be impacted by 
the proposal and will be enhanced by the proposed Biobank sites 
and landscaped open space areas. 

Koala corridor mapping undertaken by OEH in relation the broader 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area shows the same linkages across the 
Mt Gilead Study area as ‘secondary corridors’. (Appendix E).  

The SCKHCS identified three east west linkages in the broader 
Gilead region which include the corridors to the north and south of 
the BCAA which were also identified by the Draft Campbelltown 
CKPoM, CCC and OEH.  

OEH have identified a primary corridor linking the Georges River 
Catchment Koala population and the Nepean catchment to the south 
of Gilead. 

 

• Koalas are being found south of Appin and a corridor 
between Glenfield and Wilton should be identified 
protected and managed by OEH, and this corridor must 
allow these animals to move safely between the two 
river systems of the Georges and Nepean Rivers 

10 Noted.  See previous discussions on corridors.   
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Raised in 
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Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
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• I am greatly concerned about the effects on wildlife and 
especially the associated corridor along the properties 
boundary and in particular to the North at Noorumba 
Reserve. 

12, 13 Noted. Refer to previous discussion on corridors   

• Every effort and expense must be made to ensure that 
there is minimal impact on the Koala population and to 
ensure the continued existence of Koala’s in the area 
as well as their ability to traverse through the area 
(Koala’s are dwindling in Australia with massive habitat 
loss and here we are with a location on the edge of 
Sydney that is proven to be vital to their health and 
existence and 1700 homes will be built right in the 
middle of it all). 

15 

Noted and agreed. The proposal has sought to avoid impacts on 
koala habitat and does not impact on Priority Habitat Linkages 
identified within the Draft Campbelltown CKPoM nor corridors 
identified on other CCC natural asset corridor mapping.  

 

Dog attack – this issue was raised in 5 of the 19 submissions (6,10, 14, 17 & 19) 

• Within a few months of residents moving into the 
redevelopment at Airds at least one Koala had been 
killed by a dog and others have tried to move back into 
what were once areas of woodland destroyed for 
housing. It is obvious the same thing will happen when 
Mt Gilead is developed and Koalas will be killed 

10, 17 

The application does not propose to retain or generate Koala habitat 
in private backyards which may attract Koalas and put these Koalas 
in contact with unrestrained dogs.  Similarly, the street tree palate 
adopted for Mt Gilead does not propose Koala habitat species. 

Koala habitat will be enhanced in proposed offset areas which will be 
fenced and managed for conservation. Dogs will be prohibited from 
these conservation areas and resources have been provided to 
enforce these provisions. 

Public open space areas, where dogs will be required to be kept on a 
leash will have landscape tree plantings that will supplement Koala 
habitat. 
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Raised in 
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• Concern for development resulting in dog attack on 
local koala population 

6, 10, 19 See above.  

• there will have to be some restrictions on residents 
along Appin Road keeping their front gates shut and 
dogs under control, especially at night. The same will 
apply to all the residents in this new housing estate. 
They will have to keep their domestic animals under 
control at all times, or perhaps, there should be a ban 
on keeping dogs altogether. None of this will be easy to 
enforce. 

14 

The widening of Appin Road is not part of the proposed action. Any 
proposal to upgrade/widen Appin Road will be subject to a separate 
approval and detailed environmental impact assessment by Roads 
and Maritime Services (RMS).  I 

The application does not propose to retain or generate Koala habitat 
in private backyards which may attract Koalas and put these Koalas 
in contact with unrestrained dogs.  Similarly, the street tree palate 
adopted for Mt Gilead does not propose Koala habitat species. 

Koala habitat will be enhanced in proposed offset areas which will be 
fenced and managed for conservation. Dogs will be prohibited from 
these conservation areas and resources have been provided to 
enforce these provisions. 

Public open space areas, where dogs will be required to be kept on a 
leash will have landscape tree plantings that will supplement Koala 
habitat. 

 

• dog owners cannot be guaranteed to keep their dogs 
fenced and under control at all times, especially at night 
when Koalas are more likely to move into built up areas 

• Dog attack (and road kill) within built up areas within the 
Campbelltown region are the two main reasons why 
Koalas have been killed in the past and this is 
continuing and increasing in numbers.   

17 

See above 

The application does not propose to retain or generate Koala habitat 
in private backyards which may attract Koalas and put these Koalas 
in contact with unrestrained dogs.  Similarly, the street tree palate 
adopted for Mt Gilead does not propose Koala habitat species. 

Koala habitat will be enhanced in proposed offset areas which will be 
fenced and managed for conservation. Dogs will be prohibited from 
these conservation areas and resources have been provided to 
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Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

enforce these provisions. 

Public open space areas, where dogs will be required to be kept on a 
leash will have landscape tree plantings that will supplement Koala 
habitat. 

The widening of Appin Road is not part of the proposed action. Any 
proposal to upgrade/widen Appin Road will be subject to a separate 
approval and detailed environmental impact assessment by Roads 
and Maritime Services (RMS).   

Chlamydia -  this issue was raised in 10 of the 19 submissions (1, 3, 4, 6,10, 14, 16, 17, 18 & 19) 

• Campbelltown has the only known disease free koala 
colony and their habitat should be protected.  Concerns 
for this chlamydia-free population being threatened 
from Mt Gilead development 

1, 3, 4, 6, 10, 
14, 16, 17, 19 

The key core Campbelltown Koala areas, as stated in the Koala 
Management Plan (Biolink 2016) are Kentlyn, Minto Heights and 
Wedderburn, all to the east of Appin Rd and a broader 
Campbelltown-Rural-Urban Interface (CRUI) KMP that includes 
Gilead to the west of Appin Road. The purposes of the CRUI is to 
acknowledge the presence of areas of preferred habitat and the 
presence of potential linkages connecting the Wedderburn KMP with 
the Nepean River. 

The biocertification application is consistent with the objectives of this 
KMP as it minimises losses to and fragmentation of patches of 
preferred Koala habitat > 10 ha in size, enhances connectivity to the 
Nepean River, retains preferred Koala food trees and commits to 
planting additional food trees. 

The proposal includes pre-clearance survey to ensure that any 
koalas on site during clearance activities are allowed to move away 
prior to any clearing of habitat. 

Add overview 
Koala map as per 
PD report 
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• To date the local Koalas are Chlamydia disease free but 
it has only been an assumption that Koalas are present. 
There is now strong evidence from a study undertaken 
on behalf of Campbelltown Council in late November 
2017 that Koalas are present. I ask Council to release 
details of that study and extend the submission time so 
people can be fully informed before making a comment. 

14 

The findings of the SCKHCS (Biolink, 2017) were presented to 
Council at the Ordinary Council Meeting on 13 March 2018 and the 
study subsequently amended to address comments relating to the 
cause of eutrophication around the junction of Woodhouse-Menangle 
and Nepean Creeks in the area.  

The results of the SCKHCS were not available at the time that the 
biodiversity certification application was developed and as such could 
not be considered within the exhibited documents. However, the 
application documents have since been amended to consider the 
outcomes of the SCKHS. 

The SCKHCS found evidence of Koala utilisation within the BCAA. 
However, this does not change the conclusion in the Biodiversity 
Certification Assessment Report regarding the presence of Koala 
habitat in the study area.  

The report prepared by ELA has already assumed that Koala were 
present as stated in sections 2.1.3 and 4.8.2 and Figure 10 (now 
Figure 11) of the assessment report which notes that Koalas have 
been recorded on both sides of Appin Rd, in Noorumba and Beulah 
Reserves to the north and south of the study area and to the west of 
the study area. The assessment concluded that all of the remnant 
bushland and scattered trees (29.64 ha) within the BCAA was Koala 
habitat and impacts to 10.79 ha of this habitat have been assessed, 
requiring 284 Koala species credits. 

Report updated to 
include findings of 
SCKHCS 

• As all other NSW koala communities have a disease 
problem, it would be better to preserve this disease-free 
colony rather than benefitting an unhealthy colony 

18 
It is proposed that the deficit of Koala credits will be secured from the 
local Koala population thus protecting additional habitat.  

Report updated to 
reflect 
commitment to 
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(through purchase of koala credits) that may die out 
anyway in the future 

purchase deficit 
Koala credits from 
local population – 
see Section 6 

Road kill  
This issue was raised in 8 of the 19 submissions received (1, 4, 6, 
10, 11, 14, 16, 17) 

 

• I’m a wildlife rescuer [and] have removed many 
deceased koalas and kangaroos that have not been 
lucky enough to survive Appin Rd to get through to the 
wildlife corridor through Mt Gilead 

1 

The widening of Appin Road is not part of the proposed action. Any 
proposal to upgrade/widen Appin Road will be subject to a separate 
approval and detailed environmental impact assessment by RMS. 

OEH has prepared a regional koala corridor map for the Greater 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area, which covers parts of Wollondilly and 
south Campbelltown (Appendix E). The map identifies regional 
priorities for koala conservation, with an emphasis on the protection 
of larger parcels of contiguous intact habitat (>100ha) identified as 
‘primary corridors’, over ‘secondary corridors’ which have been 
identified by OEH to include all east-west corridors in south 
Campbelltown. This map shows the same corridor network across 
the Mt Gilead study area as Council’s natural asset corridor mapping, 
however the corridor categories differ (Appendix D). 

OEH’s regional koala corridor map is being used to inform the 
environmental impact assessment currently being prepared by Roads 
and Maritime Services (RMS) for the proposed Appin Road upgrade. 
Subsequently, OEH’s advice to RMS regarding koala mitigation 
measures proposes for the construction of continuous wildlife 
exclusion fencing along the road reserve boundary to prevent any 
future movement of koalas across Appin Road.  

No changes to 
report as this 
issue will be 
addressed by the 
RMS in the 
environmental 
assessment 
documents 
associated with 
the Appin Road 
upgrade.  
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Council is in strong opposition to this approach, as this would not 
only sever connectivity through this area, but create a significant 
barrier for not only koalas, but all fauna movement through the south 
Campbelltown region. 

Studies have shown that the installation of exclusion fencing along 
linear infrastructure developments without supporting connectivity 
structures to facilitate the safe movement of wildlife, results in cluster 
mortalities of fauna from vehicle-strike incidents where the fencing 
segments end. The outcome is that road fatality incidents are not 
reduced, but merely re-located elsewhere in the road corridor; the 
consequences of which could also have safety implications for driver 
collisions. 

The Campbelltown community highly values koalas as an iconic 
species and Council places emphasis on their protection. In this 
regard, at its Ordinary Meeting held on 13 June 2017, Council 
resolved (in part) that: 

1. In line with the Koala Plan of Management, Council write to 
the Minister for Roads and Infrastructure that additional 
funds be allocated for the immediate installation on Appin 
road of fauna overpass crossings and a minimum distance 
of flexi fencing either side to assist in guiding koalas safely 
across. 

2. This crossing and associated fencing be installed along 
Appin Road in known koala crossing corridors, in the same 
manner as fencing on the Pacific Highway north of Sydney. 

• The soon-to-be-widened Appin Road already sees way 4 See above  
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

too many Koala deaths due to vehicle impact 

• Some 17 koala were killed in one two month period 
recently on the roads nearby. Every loss of an 
individual is a blow to maintaining this important colony 
as a viable population 

6 See above  

• It is not just Koalas and other native species that will be 
impacted but humans as well.  Appin Road is notorious 
for road fatalities of humans over many many years 

11 See above  

• Koala fencing and suitable animal crossings should be 
installed along the entire length of Appin/Campbelltown 
Road. Just fencing a part of the road will see native 
animals move either into Bradbury, Rosemeadow or St 
Helens Park, or further along the road towards Appin 
and then be killed either by vehicles or dogs whilst 
trying to move between the two river systems 

10 See above  

• I do some work for WIRES and I pick up injured and 
dead Koalas and wildlife along Appin Road.  Yes 
Minister, there are koalas on the western side of Appin 
Road at Noorumba Reserve, Mt Gilead and Beulah. I 
have picked them up from that stretch of the road. 

14 
Note and agreed, there are Koala on both sides of Appin Rd, see 
above. 

 

• concern for increased road kill resulting from the 
development 

10 See above  

• A widened Appin Road will need wildlife fencing, 
overpasses or underpasses 

14 See above  
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Many koalas are killed while crossing Appin Rd but 
some succeed in getting across 

16 See above  

• TEC recommend the construction a wildlife underpass 
across Appin Rd near Noorumba reserve and 
Macarthur-Onslow Mt Gilead sites, as well as floppy top 
fences to prevent koala access to Appin Rd along the 
Mt Gilead housing development 

16 See above  

• Koala fencing and suitable animal crossings should be 
installed along the entire length of Appin/Campbelltown 
Road. Just fencing a part of the road will see native 
animals move either into Bradbury, Rosemeadow or St 
Helens Park, or further along the road towards Appin 
and then be killed either by vehicles or dogs whilst 
trying to move between the two river systems 

• there hasn’t been any confirmation by developers, State 
or Commonwealth Government that these movement 
corridors, Koala fencing, underground or overhead 
wildlife corridors will be in place before development 
commences. 

• road kill (and dog attack) within built up areas within the 
Campbelltown region are the two main reasons why 
Koalas have been killed in the past and this is 
continuing and increasing in numbers.   

• The widening of Appin Road up to six lanes, the 
building of the Spring Farm Link Road and subdivision 
along the Appin Road will increase the high number of 

17 

See above 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See above 

 

 

 

See above 
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Koalas and other native species already being killed 
along the Appin Road between Campbelltown and 
Appin. It would be far more logical to build a road 
further south that would not endanger the 
Campbelltown Koala population, link up with the Picton 
Road to take traffic to the South Coast, avoid the Appin 
township, and also link present planned subdivision 
south of the township of Appin. 

• Once fencing is in place along the Appin Road it is 
more than likely Koalas will get caught on the wrong 
side and wander into the nearby suburbs of St Helens 
Park, Bradbury and Ambarvale, we therefore request 
that a 20 metre tree lined nature strip be included into 
the widening of the Appin Road and building of Spring 
Farm Link Road, which might help Koalas and other 
native animals to gain access to Noorumba Reserve. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See above 

 

Hydrological changes impacting koala habitat 

• Clearing of land, changing topography and the possible 
filling of ephemeral creeks will change the flow of water 
across Mt Gilead which can kill trees utilised by Koalas. 

• The filling in of buffer dams could increase the 
likelihood of flooding which can kill trees utilised by 
Koalas. 

17 

Hydrological changes impacting koala habitat was raised in 1 of the 
19 submissions received. 

The stormwater quality management strategy will preserve the state 
of existing watercourses and ensure that post-development pollutant 
loads are consistent with Council stormwater pollutant load reduction 
targets. This will be achieved through the construction of stormwater 
detention structures with multi-staged outlets located adjacent to the 
proposed bio-retention systems to ensure that all post-development 
discharges are equal to or less than predevelopment peak 
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

discharges 

No ephemeral creeks will be impacted by the proposal. 

The detention basins will be embellished with native plantings 
arounds the banks that will provide habitat for birds, frogs and 
foraging/nesting resources for bats, birds and arboreal mammals.  
This will provide a strong buffer area between the urban development 
interface with the proposed formal offset areas. 

Need for Koala habitat protection plan 

• There needs to be a detailed map of wildlife corridors 
along the Appin road corridor prior to any development 
going ahead along Appin Road so that wildlife 
overpasses and/or wildlife underpasses and floppy top 
fencing can be properly planned prior to Appin Rd being 
widened to (sic) help ensure survival of all wildlife in 
both the Campbelltown and Wollondilly LGA’s into the 
future. 

4 

Agreed.  Koala corridor mapping for the broader South Campbelltown 
Urban Release Area which includes the BCAA has been prepared by 
OEH (Appendix E).  

The Noorumba-Mt Gilead biobank site that forms part of this proposal 
will help protect and enhance one of the proposed wildlife corridors 
proposed by CCC. Figure 5.3 in CCC draft Comprehensive Koala 
Management Plan (Phillips 2016), and subsequent informal updates 
to this by Council, identifies two Key Koala Habitat Linkages (HLAs) 
which run east to west to the north and south of the study area 
through Noorumba and Beulah Reserves (Appendix B). These key 
Koala HLA will not be impacted by the proposal and will be enhanced 
by the proposed Biobank sites and landscaped open space areas.  

 

• We are pleased to see that Mallaty Creek has been 
included as part of the suggested wildlife corridor, but 
as land further along Appin Road is now with State 
Government for their determination as to whether 
development will be allowed. We would have preferred 

17 See above   
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

to see wildlife corridors identified all the way between 
Rosemeadow and Appin which would have meant 
Campbelltown Council negotiating with Wollondilly 
Council, but would have instilled more confidence in the 
long term survival of this important and very necessary 
corridor. 

• S19 does not support the provision of a wildlife corridor 
linking Noorumba and Beulah through the homestead 
lot (Lot 1).  This Lot 1 is not part of the Lendlease 
acquisition. 

19 
The landowner of the Homestead has supported and consented to 
the depiction of wildlife corridors linking Noorumba and Beulah 
through the Homestead lot 

 

Koala credit deficit – this issue was raised in 2 of the 19 submissions (16 & 18) 

• We are of the view that the 159 koala credit deficit 
should be addressed by creating suitable koala corridors 
within the BCA area. 

16 

133 of the required 284 Koala credits have been created by two of 
the proposed BioBank sites in the study area that include habitat links 
identified by Council. Preference will be given to retiring credits from 
within the Campbelltown LGA.  

It is the intention that the remaining 151 Koala credits will be secured 
from registered Biobank sites prior to the commencement of Stage 2 
of the proposed development.   

The number of 
Koala credits 
required has been 
updated from 292 
to 284 as part of 
minor boundary 
changes to 
proposed Biobank 
sites (impacted 
areas slightly 
reduced, offset 
areas slightly 
increased). 

• Biocertification of development land gives certainty to 
developers and councils in that once certification is 

18 See above.   
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2.5 Koala 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response / Actions 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

granted, they don’t have to take into account the ecology 
of the land they are developing – but may not be in the 
best interest of preserving threatened species and 
communities. For example, the BCA for Mt Gilead will 
result in a 159 koala credit deficit, which will be 
addressed by buying credits elsewhere and benefitting 
koalas elsewhere, however it is quite a different thing to 
have a healthy koala population on site. 
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2.6 Grey-headed Flying-fox 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Grey-headed Flying-Fox use Mt Gilead and 
surrounding areas 

10 

Impacts to Grey-headed Flying Foxes was raised in 2 of the 19 
submissions received. 

There are no GHFF camps in the study area. The species was recorded 
foraging in the site and passing over the site.  

Under the BCAM species credits are not required for impacts to GHFF 
foraging habitat, however, the proposal will permanently protect 16.66 
and restore 5.64 ha of foraging habitat and additional foraging 
opportunities in open space landscape plantings.  

 

• This bat has been driven away from built up areas 
and is a nightly visitor to the bushland in the local 
area, clearing of bushland for fire protection, 
subdivision, human produced noise and light is of 
considerable danger to the future of this species and 
possible new roosting sites such as along the Appin 
Road should be maintained.  

17 
Noted. Proposal will permanently protect and restore 22.50 ha of 
foraging habitat and additional foraging opportunities in open space 
landscape plantings. 

 

• Every year Western Sydney is getting hotter 
whether this is due to Climate Change or heat sink 
areas caused by major increases in dark roofed 
houses and roads is unclear, but it should be taken 
into consideration that thousands of baby Flying 
Foxes are dying and whole generations of these 
mammals are increasingly being lost. 

 

17 

This will be addressed as part of the Urban Master Planning/Design and 
DA process. 
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2.7 Large-eared Pied Bat  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Since the devastating fires of Christmas 2001/2002 
which burnt across the area from Appin Road to the 
coast, there has been a marked decline in sightings 
of Micro Bats in the Campbelltown region, along 
with some bird species.  It will take many years for 
the numbers to recover if at all, but only if habitat is 
kept intact or increased  

• the clearing of trees bearing hollows and dead trees 
along the Appin Road will seriously hamper the 
restoration of these populations 

17 

Impacts to habitat of the threatened Large-eared Pied Bat was not raised 
in any submissions. Although submission 17 does address general 
impacts on microbats in the area. 

The Large-eared Pied Bat was recorded foraging in the study area. 

Under BCAM species credits are not required for impacts to Large-eared 
Pied Bat foraging habitat, however, the proposal will permanently protect 
and restore 22.50 ha of foraging habitat and additional foraging 
opportunities in open space landscape plantings 

The proposal, permanently protects 4.63 ha of CPW and will restore a 
further 1.64 ha in the Noorumba-Mt Gilead Biobank site. The proposal 
also permanently protects 11.59 ha of SSTF and will restore a further 4.0 
ha in the Macarthur-Onslow and Council Reserve (Lot 61) Biobank site. 

These conservation measures provide secure habitat for micro bats and 
bird species. 

Where possible, HBT will be retained in open space areas (where safe 
to do so), and will be protected in proposed offset areas. HBT 
recruitment will occur in offset areas (biobanks, conservation lands) and 
open space over time to add to those already existing in these areas. 

Further, the Biobank Assessments and CEMP proposes to salvage 
woody material and hollows for relocation to the biobank sites to 
augment fauna habitat values 
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2.8 Swift  Parrot  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Swift Parrot use Mt Gilead and surrounding areas 10 

Impacts to Swift Parrot foraging habitat was raised in 3 of the 19 
submissions received. 

Swift Parrots were considered likely to use the site from time to time as 
potential habitat is present on site. The species is difficult to survey for 
due to its nomadic nature and may only visit sites infrequently when 
winter flowering eucalypts are active. 

Accordingly, the study area was identified as potential foraging habitat 
for Swift Parrot. 

Swift Parrots do not breed in hollows on mainland, only Tasmania 

Under the BCAM Species credits are not required for impacts to Swift 
Parrot foraging habitat, however, the proposal will permanently protect 
16.66 ha and restore 5.64 ha of potential foraging habitat and additional 
foraging opportunities in open space landscape plantings. 

 

• The endangered Swift Parrot, for example, is found 
in Beulah so it must fly across Mt Gilead where 
there are old hollow nesting trees. 

14 Noted and assessed as potential habitat.  

• It was the wrong time of year for Eco Logical to 
survey for the Swift Parrot, however there are 
historical records of this species on the 
neighbouring Humewood (Beulah) property and as 
far as we could ascertain no surveys have been 
undertaken within the past 35 years when they were 
identified. 

• A good number of the species were identified at 
Camden Airport Conservation Woodland 2015/2016 

17 

Swift Parrots were considered likely to use the site from time to time as 
potential habitat is present on site. The species is difficult to survey for 
due to its nomadic nature and may only visit sites infrequently when 
winter flowering eucalypts are active. 

Accordingly, the BCAA was identified as potential foraging habitat for 
Swift Parrot. Tree hollows and foraging trees will be available in the 
biobank, conservation lands and the open space areas. 

Swift Parrots do not breed in hollows on mainland, only Tasmania 
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2.8 Swift  Parrot  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

by Alan Leishman. 

• Further Swift Parrots were identified at Macarthur 
Square by Michael Paul when he was undertaking a 
survey in regard to a recent development. 

• It should be assumed that Swift Parrots are present 
on the property rather than dismiss their existence, 
and therefore, suitable tree hollows and foraging 
should be retained 
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2.9 Cumberland Land Snai l  

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Notes sightings of Cumberland woodlands snail and 
the greater glider 

1 

Records of the Cumberland Plain Land Snail was raised in 2 of the 24 
submissions received. 22 of the submissions (92%) did not raise this 
issue. 

The Cumberland Land Snail has not been recorded in the BCAA, largely 
due to lack of suitable habitat (dense ground litter). Cumberland Land 
Snails were recorded in Noorumba Reserve to the north of the study 
area (ELA 2017), on the eastern side of Appin Rd, and to the west of the 
study area in Woodhouse Creek. 

Extensive surveys have been undertaken of the study area and adjoin 
lands. The Greater Glider (which is not a listed threatened species in 
NSW) has not been recorded. 

The Squirrel Glider, which is listed as vulnerable in NSW, however, has 
been recorded to the west of the study area. There is no suitable habitat 
for the Squirrel Glider in the study areas. 

Report updated to 
include Figure 6 
which shows other 
Cumberland Land 
Snail records to 
west of study area 

• Cumberland plain snail (NSW endangered), 
although not listed under the EPBC Act it has been 
listed under the Species Action Statement and the 
Justification for allocation to this management 
stream is:  This species is distributed across 
relatively large areas and is subject to threatening 
process that generally acts at the landscape scale 
(e.g. habitat loss or degradation) rather than at 
district, definable locations.  

17 

The Cumberland Land Snail has not been recorded in the BCAA, largely 
due to lack of suitable habitat (dense ground litter). Cumberland Land 
Snails were recorded in Noorumba Reserve to the north of the study 
area (ELA 2017), on the eastern side of Appin Rd, and to the west of the 
study area in Woodhouse Creek. 
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2.10 Squirrel Glider 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

TSC Act listed threatened species 

• refers to sightings of Cumberland woodlands snail 
and the greater glider 

1 

Records of the Squirrel Glider was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions 
received. 

The Squirrel Glider was recorded to the west of the BCAA by ELA during 
broader surveys for the Macarthur Release Area. This data was provided 
to OEH and Council. Evidence of the Squirrel Glider was also found to 
the west of the BCAA as part of the SCKHCS. 

Squirrel Gliders were not recorded in the BCAA. 

Report updated to 
include Figure 6 

which shows 
Squirrel Glider 

records to west of 
study area 

 

2.11 Other Threatened Species and Habitats Impacted 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Just a few of the EPBC and NSW Threatened 
species that use Mt Gilead and surrounding areas 
including Gang Gang Parrots who come to 
Campbelltown every summer to breed.  Glossy and 
Yellow Tail Cockatoos, Swift Parrots, various owls 
including the Powerful Owl, Grey Headed Flying 
Foxes, Koalas, Pigmy Possums, Squirrel Gliders, 
Giant Burrowing Frogs and several other frog 
species. The list is endless without even touching on 
the endangered flora of the area including ground 
orchids. 

10 

Assessment of C’wealth NSW TSC Act listed threatened species was 
raised in 4 of the 19 submissions received. 

Targeted surveys for both TSC and EPBC Act listed species were 
undertaken across the study area and adjacent lands as described in the 
PD. 

See above re Koala, Cumberland Land Snail, Large-eared Pied-bat, 
Grey-headed Flying Fox, Squirrel Glider and Swift Parrot. 

Eastern Pygmy Possum not recorded in study area – no suitable habitat. 

Giant Burrowing Frog not recorded in study area (lack of suitable habitat 
(dense ground cover/litter). 

There were no threatened flora recorded in the study area. Pomaderris 

Report updated to 
include Figures 5, 
6 and 7 which 
show other 
threatened 
species records in 
the locality. 

Figures 13 and 14 
show survey effort 
in and adjacent to 
the study area. 
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2.11 Other Threatened Species and Habitats Impacted 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

brunnea was recorded in Woodhouse Creek 300m to the west of the 
study area. 

• There are also other threatened species that will be 
affected if this is allowed to go ahead. 

2, 9 

Assessment of C’wealth NSW TSC Act listed threatened species was 
raised in 4 of the 19 submissions received. 

Targeted surveys for both TSC and EPBC Act listed species were 
undertaken across the study area and adjacent lands as described in the 
PD. 

See above re Koala, Cumberland Land Snail, Large-eared Pied-bat, 
Grey-headed Flying Fox, Squirrel Glider and Swift Parrot. 

Eastern Pygmy Possum not recorded in study area – no suitable habitat. 

Giant Burrowing Frog not recorded in study area (lack of suitable habitat 
(dense ground cover/litter)). 

There were no threatened flora recorded in the study area. Pomaderris 
brunnea was recorded in Woodhouse Creek 300m to the west of the 
study area. 

Report updated to 
include Figures 5, 
6 and 7 which 
show other 
threatened 
species records in 
the locality. 

Figures 13 and 14 
show survey effort 
in and adjacent to 
the study area. 

Hollow-bearing trees 

• Tree Hollows can take between 100 and 200 
hundred years to form for small birds and mammals, 
and larger hollows for birds such as the Black 
Cockatoo can take a lot longer.   

17 

Impacts to hollow bearing trees was raised in 1 of the 19 submissions 
received. 

A hollow bearing tree (HBT) assessment was undertaken and a 
significant proportion of trees that could be inspected for utilisation by 
hollow dependant fauna was undertaken. Where possible, HBT will be 
retained in open space areas (where safe to do so), and will be 
protected in proposed offset areas. HBT recruitment will occur in offset 
areas (biobanks, conservation lands) and open space over time to add 
to those already existing in these areas. 

Further, the Biobank Assessments and CEMP proposes to salvage 

Figure 9 & 
Appendix H 
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2.11 Other Threatened Species and Habitats Impacted 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

woody material and hollows for relocation to the biobank sites to 
augment fauna habitat values. 

No change to the PD Report is required 

• Trees to be impacted located to the west of Lot 61 
DP7502042 are regarded by locals as parrot nesting 
trees due to their age, most have hollows suitable 
for nesting birds. You can’t offset this. 

18 
These trees are on land that has retained its rural land zoning and will be 
retained. 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Greater Macarthur Growth Area  Planning issues was raised in 4 of the 19 submissions  

• This push to rezone Gilead into more housing with 
the suggestion that it will have little to no impact 
on" sensitive vegetation; heritage; and traffic and 
transport infrastructure are able to be managed and 
mitigated by a combination of additional LEP 
provisions, site-specific development controls, the 
provision of road infrastructure through a VPA, and 
the offsetting of the loss of vegetation." is ridiculous! 
We have seen first hand the destruction and impact 
that the small development of Appin Valley has had 
on wildlife in the area. 

5 

The rezoning of the study area was initiated in 2012, well in advance of 
the DPEs release of the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Area (in 
draft) in 2015. Planning for the wider region, in terms of impacts on 
endangered ecological communities from development, is still ongoing. 

As part of the planning process for the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth 
Area, DPE is considering the cumulative impacts of development in the 
Greater Macarthur region on endangered ecological communities, noting 
that development outcomes have already been defined for sites like Mt 
Gilead and Menangle Park, and more recently draft plans on exhibition 
for South East Wilton. 

Whilst planning for the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Area is 
continuing, it will not alter the development outcomes established for Mt 
Gilead through the land use controls that were recently approved by the 
Minister for Planning and now reflected in Campbelltown Local 
Environmental Plan 2015. DPE in planning for the Greater Macarthur 
Priority Growth Area will consider the wider cumulative impacts on 
endangered ecological communities from future development in the 
region. In doing so, DPE will need to take into account that development 
outcomes have already been put in place for certain areas such as 
Bingara Gorge, Menangle Park and Mt Gilead.  

The biocertification application for the site corresponds with the 
approved conservation and land use outcomes for the site that can now 
readily occur in a holistic manner under the recently adopted land use 
controls rather than defer piecemeal assessment of vegetation removal 
against the EP&A Act in individual development applications. 

 



M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

 

 55 

 

2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• the problems of traffic, infrastructure and general 
loss of amenity has produced some of the worst 
new development I have seen on very small blocks 
with all trees cleared prior to road building and very 
few planted afterwards. Ask any resident how they 
feel about the extreme overbuilding of an already 
crowded Macarthur! 

6 
Not a matter for consideration in the biocertification application and will 
be dealt with through the normal DA process.  

 

• I’m sure I speak for many Campbelltonians who are 
just SICK TO DEATH of being imposed upon in 
having our area  defiled by these 
endless,  formulaic, treeless, narrow, cul-de-saced 
estates 

7 

Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application 
and will be dealt with through the normal DA process. 

Proposed open space area will be landscaped with local tree species. 
 

• As an aside if there is to be development can the 
final product actually be something that ties in well 
and appropriately with the environment? Not some 
suburban monstrosity where a tree or anything 
green is never seen and it's all just ugly houses. 
Development companies are worth millions and yet 
it seems that so often a primary school class could 
come up with designs and developments that 
manage the environment better and are more 
environmentally appealing and sustainable. An 
example where it appears to have been done better, 
mostly due to the planting of a lot of gum trees in the 
suburb and well designed houses, is Ropes 
Crossing in the Blacktown LGA, a Lend Lease 

15 

Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application 
and will be dealt with through the normal DA process. 

Proposed open space area will be landscaped with local tree. 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

development in fact). 

• The Mt Gilead proposed development is the first 
step in the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth 
Plan/Greater Macarthur Investigation Area, which 
will see the destruction of thousands of hectares of 
good to remnant Cumberland Plain Woodland, and 
Shale Sandstone Transition Forest, Koala habitat 
and trees bearing hollows which are known to be 
the roosting place for micro bats, many bird species 
and tree dwelling mammals.  

 

17 

As part of the planning process for the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth 
Area, DPE is considering the cumulative impacts of development in the 
Greater Macarthur region on endangered ecological communities, noting 
that development outcomes have already been defined for sites like Mt 
Gilead and Menangle Park, and more recently draft plans on exhibition 
for South East Wilton. 

 

• The development proposal within the Greater 
Macarthur Priority Growth Plan/Greater Macarthur 
Investigation Area, is a plan created by the NSW 
State Government and goes against the principles 
of the Greater Sydney Commission, who have been 
excluded from having any say in the Plan, and past 
development refusals by local and State 
Government. 

• The Macarthur Priority Growth Plan will indeed be 
on a major alteration of landscape and destruction 
of bushland scale, probably never seen in our region 
before.   

17 

The proposal has been on public exhibition and no one has been 
excluded from comment. As part of the planning process for the Greater 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area, DPE is considering the cumulative 
impacts of development in the Greater Macarthur region on endangered 
ecological communities, noting that development outcomes have already 
been defined for sites like Mt Gilead and Menangle Park, and more 
recently draft plans on exhibition for South East Wilton. 

 

• We question whether this development is necessary 
given that thousands more properties will be built 

17 
The subject land has been proposed for housing, not apartments, since 
2010 – refer to section 1.3 of the assessment report. 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

along the railway corridors, including high rise units. 

Cumulative impacts of development 

• It saddens me that at every turn developers are 
trying to tear up parts of the community that are 
crucial to the public's wellbeing. Mental health, 
obesity and other anxiety disorders are crippling our 
country and all developers are doing (and being 
allowed to do) is cram more people in to small 
spaces, removing back yards from green spaces 
from the community and exacerbating all 
the aforementioned problems. 

5 

Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application. 

It is noted that recreational open space and open space for biodiversity 
preservation are included in the assessment area 

 

• Along with the Mt Gilead proposal, there is a 
concurrent plan to build a parkway through the 
Georges River alignment to come out at Liverpool. 
This State Govt proposal will also seriously impact 
the NECESSARY habitat for the colony also 
affected by Mr Gilead’s proposal. 

6 
Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application 
for Mt Gilead and can only be considered if and when that proposal is 
formalised 

 

• Cumulative effects of the proposed Greater 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area (GMPGA) and land 
held by Lend Lease (at least 610 hectares) makes it 
obvious that this is not a one off development.  
Therefore, the development of all proposed 
development should be the basis of any decision 
made by government.  If we just examine a few 
developments such as Mt Gilead, Macquariedale 
Road, and Kellerman Drive, plus future 

10 

As part of the planning process for the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth 
Area, DPE is considering the cumulative impacts of development in the 
Greater Macarthur region on endangered ecological communities, noting 
that development outcomes have already been defined for sites like Mt 
Gilead and Menangle Park, and more recently draft plans on exhibition 
for South East Wilton. 

Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application. 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

developments along the Appin Road being planned 
now, it is very clear that Critically Endangered 
Woodlands and Forests along with Koala Habitat 
will be extinct in the very near future.  

• This Mt Gilead development is just the beginning for 
the developer, Lend Lease. They have control of the 
land all the way to the Nepean River and they and 
other developers have thousands of hectares along 
the Nepean Valley to Appin, Douglas Park and 
Wilton. There are some real habitat gems in this 
whole area and it will be all lost unless the Minister 
acts now and stops this development at Mt Gilead 
before it starts. 

14 

As part of the planning process for the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth 
Area, DPE is considering the cumulative impacts of development in the 
Greater Macarthur region on endangered ecological communities, noting 
that development outcomes have already been defined for sites like Mt 
Gilead and Menangle Park, and more recently draft plans on exhibition 
for South East Wilton. 

Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application. 

 

• Ask that the cumulative effects of the Mt Gilead 
development along with future development along 
the Appin Road and Wilton is assessed and not 
taken as a one off development. 

17 

As part of the planning process for the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth 
Area, DPE is considering the cumulative impacts of development in the 
Greater Macarthur region on endangered ecological communities, noting 
that development outcomes have already been defined for sites like Mt 
Gilead and Menangle Park, and more recently draft plans on exhibition 
for South East Wilton. 

Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application. 

 

 

Lack of infrastructure: 

• The report states that up to 1700 new 
dwellings would be squashed into the area with an 
average lot size of 600sqm. With the average 

5 
The need for additional infrastructure required to support development of 
the site is not a consideration of the BCAM. 

In rezoning the site for residential purposes, both CCC and the Minister 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

number of cars per household in Australia being 1.9 
this means an extra 3400 cars on an already 
overburdened Appin road (approx). 

for Planning determined that additional schools are not required for this 
development. The Department of Education confirmed that existing 
schools could be upgraded to meet additional demand or alternatively, 
new school facilities could be delivered offsite as part of the Greater 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area planning.  

As a result of the rezoning of the site, Federal and State Governments’ 
in partnership with Lendlease has allocated funds to carry out upgrades 
to Appin Road to improve capacity and safety.  

As part of the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Area planning, DPE 
have identified the need for additional infrastructure to support 
development of the wider Gilead and Menangle Park region. 

• It is also said that a VPA is in place to widen Appin 
road - however, this will only apply to the section 
from Rosemeadow to Gilead and then a bottle neck 
toward Wollongong. Also - I have experienced how 
little VPA's actually mean and how developers are 
more than happy to just pay the price as opposed to 
fulfilling the agreement. 

5 

As a result of the rezoning of the site, Federal and State Governments’ 
in partnership with Lendlease has allocated funds to carry out upgrades 
to Appin Road to improve capacity and safety.  

As part of the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Area planning, DPE 
have identified the need for additional infrastructure to support 
development of the wider Gilead and Menangle Park region 

 

• There is a constant message being pushed by 
developers that housing supply is low - a point that 
has also been disproven on many occasions,  There 
are plenty of empty houses (or house that have 
been bought up by investors - often foreign and are 
being rented or remain empty deliberately)  

5 Not a relevant matter for consideration in the biocertification application  

• Where it states that "For those social and economic 
services and facilities that will not be provided on 

5 As a result of the rezoning of the site, Federal and State Governments’ 
in partnership with Lendlease has allocated funds to carry out upgrades 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

site, it is considered that there is sufficient capacity 
in the neighbouring areas to accommodate the 
needs of the incoming community." I see a big 
problem. Most services - hospitals, doctors, 
transport etc in the Campbelltown area are already 
overburdened. How do they expect more people to 
access these already 'full' services? You can't 
create space where there is none! 

to Appin Road to improve capacity and safety.  

As part of the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Area planning, DPE 
have identified the need for additional infrastructure to support 
development of the wider Gilead and Menangle Park region 

• general concern for lack of infrastructure to support 
the level of development in the area 

7, 10 See above  

• We do NOT get “more jobs”, “more local 
employment” as you all claim. All the people who 
come out here to the estates are lining up with me 
every morning on the M7 & M5 to go their jobs 
which are NOT in Campbelltown 

7 
The Biocertification assessment has assessed impacts to biodiversity 
values. It has not undertaken any assessment of jobs or more local 
employment. 

 

• Appin Rd will be worse than Narellan Rd is because 
every new estate that’s going to be built along there 
will have a traffic light at it’s entry 

7 

The widening of Appin Road is not part of the proposed action. Any 
proposal to upgrade/widen Appin Road will be subject to a separate 
approval and detailed environmental impact assessment by Roads and 
Maritime Services (RMS).   

 

• The proposal does not look at the effects of extra 
traffic movements on the area. 

11 

The widening of Appin Road is not part of the proposed action. Any 
proposal to upgrade/widen Appin Road will be subject to a separate 
approval and detailed environmental impact assessment by Roads and 
Maritime Services (RMS).   

 

• There also appears to be no plan for a school in the 
proposal.  All of the local schools are full I believe.   

11 In rezoning the site for residential purposes, both CCC and the Minister 
for Planning determined that additional schools are not required for this 
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2.12 Planning Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

development. The Department of Education confirmed that existing 
schools could be upgraded to meet additional demand or alternatively, 
new school facilities could be delivered offsite as part of the Greater 
Macarthur Priority Growth Area planning.  

• There is an alternative for these developers in the 
South West Growth Centre which was planned and 
set up for development and has a railway line. 

14 This is a town planning consideration  

Previous DA refusal 

Development of Mount Gilead has been refused twice in 
the past and red flags should have been flying with a 
third refusal by council the only decision council should 
have made, and now after State approval has been 
given council is trying to negotiate for wildlife corridors. 

10 

Under the EP&A Act, each rezoning, or planning proposal is considered 
on its merits. Determinations of past planning proposals (or 
Environmental Studies as termed in in 1995), do not have bearing on 
future rezoning applications or applications for Strategic Assessments 
under the EPBC Act.  

In considering the amendment to Campbelltown Local Environmental 
Plan 2015 that this application for Strategic Assessment relates to, both 
CCC and the Minister for Planning determined that residential 
development is appropriate on the basis appropriate biodiversity 
outcomes had been reached. At a state level, these are to be managed 
by a Biobank Agreement and Biodiversity Certification Agreement. 

 

In 1995 Campbelltown Council refused to allow a 
subdivision at Mt. Gilead this was for less houses than 
are proposed within the present development. The 
refusal was based on a Nexus Mt. Gilead Environmental 
Study which found the development would be unsuitable 
because of air pollution and run off to the Nepean River. 

17 See above  
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2.13 Other Site Values 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Heritage values 

• the historical significance of this land is unbelievable 
and should be protected for the community into the 
future 

1 

Heritage values were raised in 5 of the 19 submissions received.  

No State or locally listed heritage items are contained within the site. 
Prior to rezoning the site for urban development both CCC and the 
Minister for Planning considered the impacts of the development on the 
heritage values of the Homestead contained on adjoining land (Lot 1 in 
DP 1218887). 

The impact of development on the heritage values of an area is not a 
BCAM requirement. This is addressed through the planning system. 

 

• There is also a large section marked in light blue 
Rural land, it is unclear about the future of this land 
and it should be either marked as a heritage or 
wildlife reserve otherwise it will probably be 
developed for housing in the future. 

10, 17 
The area identified as Rural Land will remain as rural land and will be 
subject to restrictions on residential redevelopment under the planning 
controls. 

 

• Heritage values of Mt Gilead, The Cobb and Co 
Road, Beulah, Humewood, The Upper Water Canal 
the Hume Monument, and Meadowvale will also be 
seriously compromised   

17 

The impact of development on the heritage values of an area is not a 
BCAM requirement, these are addressed through the planning system. 
Prior to rezoning the site for urban development both CCC and the 
Minister for Planning considered the impacts of the development on the 
heritage values of the Homestead contained on adjoining land (Lot 1 in 
DP 1218887). 

 

Heritage listing 

• This property of Mt Gilead is heritage listed and 
deserving of serious consideration before 

6 No State or locally listed heritage items are contained within the site. The  
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2.13 Other Site Values 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

redevelopment. buildings to which the submission refers are located on a different lot. 

Both CCC and the Minister for Planning considered the impacts of the 
development on the heritage values of the Homestead contained on 
adjoining land prior to rezoning the site for urban development 

• The heritage values of Mount Gilead, Beulah, 
Meadowvale have been downplayed within reports 
and there is no doubt that their value will be lost 
once development goes ahead. This group of 
buildings and their land, should have been listed on 
the State Heritage list and protected. 

10 See above  

• Mount Gilead was identified as an item of State 
significance, but has not has not been listed on the 
NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) under the NSW 
Heritage Act (1977), which appears to be an 
anomaly. 

10 See above  

• A national heritage listing has been lodged and Mt 
Gilead is worthy of this listing 

10 See above  

• We cannot understand why this group of heritage 
buildings has not been given the protection of either 
State or National Heritage Protection; this could be 
that subdivision has become more important than 
retaining these grand old properties 

• Mount Gilead was identified as an item of State 
significance, but has not has not been listed on the 
NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) under the NSW 

17 

No State or locally listed heritage items are contained within the site. The 
buildings to which the submission refers are located on a different lot. 

Both CCC and the Minister for Planning considered the impacts of the 
development on the heritage values of the Homestead contained on 
adjoining land prior to rezoning the site for urban development 
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2.13 Other Site Values 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

Heritage Act (1977), which appears to be an 
anomaly. 

Agricultural values 

• I’m hoping council and government do the right thing 
and protect the beautiful farm as a whole and not 
dissecting it till its gone forever 

1 

Prior to rezoning the site for urban development both CCC and the 
Minister for Planning determined that the loss of agricultural land for 
grazing is negligible in the context of NSW in line with the requirements 
of the EP&A Act. 

Lot 1 is not the subject of this referral. 

 

• The rapid development of Narellan, Gregory Hills, 
Oran Park, etc has already changed a considerable 
part of Macarthur, once the birthplace of Australian 
rural industry 

6 See above  

• The Scenic Protection Zoning should not have been 
removed, and the agricultural benefits to our area 
kept in tacked, so that future residents of 
Campbelltown can actually afford to eat fresh 
vegetables, fruit and meat. 

10 See above  

• This land is currently a productive farm and as such 
should be preserved for the future.  We cannot be 
turning all our farmland over to housing 
development.  The NSW Government is currently 
proposing reforms to the planning framework for 
primary production and rural development.  In 
regional areas of NSW some of the most productive 
farmland has been subdivided and sold for 

11 

The impact of development on the on quantum of agricultural lands is 
not a consideration of the BCAM. In rezoning the site for residential 
purposes, both CCC and the Minister for Planning determined that the 
loss of agricultural land for grazing is negligible in the context of NSW in 
line with the requirements of the EP&A Act. 

Neither the rezoning or the biocertification application of the site propose 
to impact on existing vegetation on Lot 1 in DP 1218887. 
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2.13 Other Site Values 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

housing.  This can't continue or if it does we will also 
be like the Koalas with nothing to eat.  When Mt 
Gilead was first farmed it was said to be the most 
productive land in the early colony.  If now the land 
use has been allowed to slip into mere cattle grazing 
and of little importance, then the current owners are 
not making best use of this property. 

• General concern for loss of agricultural and scenic 
values 

10, 19 See above  

• Ongoing grazing in Lot 1 necessitates the retention 
of all treed areas for livestock shade and shelter and 
allows successful coexistence with wildlife 

• GPT's and other measures must ensure that 
drainage into the Heritage Dam will not reduce the 
use of this water for domestic use and irrigating 
pastures for livestock.  Concerns the measures 
won't be maintained. 

19 

Neither the rezoning or the biocertification application of the site propose 
to impact on existing vegetation on Lot 1 in DP 1218887 

 

Stormwater detention and bio retention basins required as part of the 
planning requirements ensure that the impact of urban runoff does not 
adversely impact adjacent properties, biobanks or conservation areas. 
CCC has the statutory responsibility/obligation of maintaining the 
completed infrastructure 

 

 

 

2.14 Water Pol lut ion 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Fig 13 “Site Analysis map” in the Campbelltown 4 Stormwater detention and bio retention basins required as part of the  
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Council document shows drainage flowing towards 
Noorumba and the Sydney water canal, which could 
result in pollutants washing from the proposed 
development into the reserve and then into the 
Sydney water supply. Plus, water drainage changes 
can adversely impact the health of bushland, 
thereby affecting wildlife within that bushland, 
detracting from the health of the Noorumba 
biobanking site and therefore its wildlife. I consider 
these impacts would hinder biodiversity. 

planning requirements ensure that the impact of urban runoff does not 
adversely impact adjacent properties, biobanks or conservation areas. 
CCC has the statutory responsibility/obligation of maintaining the 
completed infrastructure 

• General concern for pollution increasing from 
development 

7   

 

2.15 Air Pollution 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• General concern for air pollution at present and 
getting worse into the future 

7 

In rezoning the site for residential purposes, both CCC and the Minister 
for Planning determined that based on more localised and recent air 
quality data, the development of the site for residential purposes will not 
have significant impacts on air quality. 

 

• Air pollution is a major concern especially in the 
Macarthur district, it is now common knowledge that 
air flows bring pollution down from Sydney and then 
it drains out through the Macarthur Region every 
night. We further know that lung cancer and 
childhood asthma are increasing in our region 

10, 17 See above  

• the health of the local human population damaged 
by the extra air pollution that development, extra 

17 
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roads and vehicles will cause. 

• The cumulative effect of extra air pollution 
emanating from houses and vehicles should be 
considered rather than taking this as a one off 
development 

 

See above 

 

2.16 Land Tenure 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

In her submission, Katrina Hobhouse discusses land 
ownership, the structure of the Mt Gilead Pty Ltd 
(MGPL), various legal proceedings and recent changes 
to Mt Gilead ownership including acquisitions with 
Lendlease (see submission for details and relevance) 

19 

 

The ownership structure of Mt Gilead P/L are not a consideration of an 
assessment under the TSC Act. 

 

 

 

2.17 Polit ical Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

• Strong leadership is required to ensure that its 
biodiversity is improved and maintained rather than 
diminished and depleted. Councils and Ministers are 
ultimately answerable to the broader public, which of 
course includes developers. 

• There are 2 such matters where the public will 
require that the Minister and Council act decisively 
in the interests of preservation and protection of the 

3 

 

 

 

 

Noted. The application for biocertification, including the request for red 
flag variations, will be assessed and determined by the NSW Minister for 
the Environment. 
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2.17 Polit ical Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

environment rather than even bigger profits for 
developer – The Red Flag Section for the expert 
reports and Koala Habitat. The Minister should show 
leadership and decline the request for a waiver 
absent a more meaningful on-site solution. 

 

• I do not understand how Lend Lease a 
DEVELOPER can be allowed to hire the same 
company (Biological) as the STATE GOVERNMENT 
to do a report on an area they wish to develop. 

• I believe it is unethical that developers (with no 
vested interest in the area other than dollars) are 
allowed to come in, sell off tiny parcels of land at 
ridiculous prices, perform sub standard work that 
needs constant maintenance and then leave.  

• The reports have been prepared on behalf of the 
developers. An issue of public perception 

5 
The Biocertification Assessment Report has been prepared by 
accredited assessors. 

 

• The Biodiversity Conservation Act much trumpeted 
by the State Government is a sham and will result in 
carte blanche for developers whilst koala and other 
threatened native species are lost, and totally 
unsuitable ‘other’ land used to offset this loss. This 
is a shell game con which the public sees and they 
will hold the State Government responsible for it. 

6 
The application for biocertification is being assessed under the Savings 
Provisions of the BC Act and follows the methodology prescribed by the 
TSC Act. 

 

• And I’m very cynical regarding the “DoTEE” -  that’s 
just a charade to make it look & appear as though 
something is being carefully considered & looked 

7 
The application for biocertification will be assessed by the NSW Minister 
for the Environment, not the C’wealth DoTEE. 
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2.17 Polit ical Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

over, when in actual fact the outcome has already 
been decided & the public haven’t been consulted.  

• I feel that once all the new information is to hand the 
public should be able to comment once again, 
although to be honest I think anything we say is a 
waste of time, as I am sure the only reason this 
development was passed by councillors is because 
the proponent offered cash to help upgrade Appin 
Road. 

10 Noted.  

• A disease free colony of koalas in an already 
critically endangered habitat should be ringing alarm 
bells at all levels of government. Of course, no 
development at Mount Gilead would be best for the 
survival of this disease free colony that may become 
the saviours of the species on mainland Australia, 

14 See comments in relation to Koala issues above.  

• It is very sad and unfortunate that such a beautiful 
location will have 1700 homes built on it. I do 
understand however that people do need to live 
somewhere. So can all responsible parties please, 
please, ensure that any development that takes 
place does so with utmost care and responsibility 
given to the environment and biodiversity of the 
area. 

15 Noted.  

• All responsible parties MUST ensure no cost cutting 
takes place, Lend Lease can easily afford to 
develop in a completely environmentally responsible 

15 Noted  
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2.17 Polit ical Issues 

Comments 
Raised in 

submissions 
Response 

Relevant Section 
of ELA report 

way. How any council, government or authorising 
agency could allow anything but would be an 
absolute dereliction of duty and a complete moral 
and professional failure. Please ensure that any 
development that takes place makes the 
environment the first priority and can be an example 
for the rest of Sydney, NSW and Australia. 

• Implementing the wildlife corridors recommended by 
the TEC would reduce the number of house lots but 
would demonstrate that the NSW planning system 
can give real and balanced recognition to the 
importance of wildlife corridors and habitat 
expansion. 

16 Noted. See comments on wildlife corridors above.  
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3 Conclusion 
Of the issues raised in the 19 submissions, several were not relevant to matters the Biodiversity 
Certification Assessment Methodology (BCAM) is required to follow (i.e. suitability of land for urban 
development (planning matter), impacts to agricultural land (planning matter) lack on infrastructure 
(planning matter), previous DA refusal, heritage values and political decision making). 

The most common issue raised in the submissions is the threat to the local chlamydia-free population of 
koala and the impact this development (and by association, an upgrade to Appin Road) will have on this 
population.  In particular the loss of habitat and movement corridors, increase in road kill and dog 
attack, increased stress on koala as a result of the development causing chlamydia which will reduce 
the health, breeding and size of the local population.  

Other key issues included the complexity of the BCAM process and impacts to endangered ecological 
communities. 

Prior to preparing the application, Lendlease and Campbelltown City Council consulted extensively with 
the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage and the Department of Planning and Environment through 
the Mt Gilead Planning Proposal to address the suitability of the land for urban development and protect 
environmental values (including endangered ecological communities, Koala habitat and corridors).   

The proposal is consistent with this planning outcome and protects (and enhances) all Koala corridors 
identified in Councils Comprehensive Koala Plan of Management (Biolink 2016) by a commitment to 
register these areas as in perpetuity conservation areas. The potential upgrade of Appin Road is not 
part of the application and is currently being prepared by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
(RMS). In preparing the review of environmental factors for Stage 1 of this road upgrade, RMS has 
consulted with OEH regarding the management of Koalas and is currently proposing Koala mitigation 
fencing along the eastern side of Appin Rd, which is identified by OEH as the Primary Koala corridor 
(Refer to Appendix E of this report). 

Following a review of the relevant issued raised in the exhibition period, it is concluded that the 
assessment has followed the BCAM, however, the assessment report has been updated to provide 
additional information on the presence of threatened species in the locality (Figures 5, 6 and 7), include 
additional Koala records from the SCKHCS (Biolink 2018) (Figures 10 and 11), updated credit 
calculations to reflect minor amendments to proposed offset areas (which have been increased slightly), 
and reflect the commitment to register the proposed Council Reserve on Lot 61 as a Biobank site 
following land transfer to CCC. 
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Appendix A : Compendium of submissions 
Note: Names of submitters removed for privacy reasons. 
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Submission 1 – Richardo Lonza 

From: Richard Lonza <Savewildlifeandbushlandsinctown@live.com> 
Date: 30 January 2018 at 9:52:36 pm AEDT 
To: "lindy.deitz@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au" <lindy.deitz@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au> 
Subject: MT GILEAD submission 
 

Hi I’m Ricardo   

I’m emailing my submission about Mt Gilead. MT GILEAD the historical significance of this land is unbelievable 
and should be protected for the community into the future unless you have entered the premises you won’t 
understand the feeling you get on this site. as for the wildlife in the area of this development site of 1700 to 2000 
homes I’m a wildlife rescuer have removed many deceased koalas and kangaroos that have not been lucky 
enough to survive Appin Rd  to get through to the wildlife corridor through Mt Gilead that they have been using 
to get from A to B for many years . The development site is on critically endangered Cumberland woodlands 
that we only have around 5% left of this precious land left also there has been noted sightings of the koala , 
Cumberland woodlands snail , and the greater glider . Remember Campbelltown has the only known disease 
free koala colony and their habitat should be protected. I’m hoping council and government do the right thing 
and protect the beautiful farm as a whole and not dissecting it till it’s gone forever.  

 
 
HELP SAVE THE WILDLIFE AND BUSHLANDS IN 
CAMPBELLTOWN  
 
Ricardo lonza wildlife activist  
0434 026 799 
 
Facebook link  
https://m.facebook.com/CampbelltownWildlifeAndBushlandsProtemoction/ 
 

  

mailto:Savewildlifeandbushlandsinctown@live.com
mailto:lindy.deitz@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au
mailto:lindy.deitz@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au
https://m.facebook.com/CampbelltownWildlifeAndBushlandsProtemoction/
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Submission 2 – Patrick McGee 

I am totally against this submission as it will affect native animals and threatened species. We have lost so 
much bushland due to deforestation. Every time some V.I.P visits from another country our politicians can't wait 
to put a koala in their arms and have a photograph taken with them holding them yet you keep allowing 
developers to cut down trees that are vital for their survival.  How can you allow this project to go ahead and 
sleep at night while OUR koalas are losing their homes. So hypocritical. There are also other threatened 
species that will be affected if this is allowed to go ahead. Please do not allow this.  

Thankyou. Pat McGee.  

Name: Patrick McGee    

Email: patmac64@yahoo.com.au  

Phone: 0404205231 

  

mailto:patmac64@yahoo.com.au


M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

©  E C O  LO G IC A L  A U S T R A L IA  P T Y  LT D  Page 4 

Submission 3 – Save Mt Gilead Incorporated (Sue Gay) 

Save Mt Gilead Incorporated                                      31st January 2018 

180 Appin Road  

APPIN NSW 2560 

                                                                        Email:council@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au 

 

To: The General Manager 

Campbelltown City Council  

PO Box 57 

CAMPBELLTOWN NSW 2560 

 

Submission Regarding Mt Gilead Biodiversity Certification Application 

There are few if any members of the public who have any mastery of the complex assessment criteria required 
to accompany an application for biodiversity certification. The papers exhibited on Council website are lengthy 
and complex. The invitation to the public to make submissions is an essential part of the community consultation 
process which has at its heart the need to balance the commercial drivers for provision of additional housing 
against the protection and preservation of the ever-diminishing natural flora and fauna. 

The Campbelltown area has an ever-shrinking reservoir of natural flora and fauna. Strong leadership is required 
to ensure that its biodiversity is improved and maintained rather than diminished and depleted. Councils and 
Ministers are ultimately answerable to the broader public, which of course includes developers. The difference is 
that sectional interests are mainly focussed on doing the minimum to achieve their goals and objectives, 
whereas the broader public look at the big picture and make an assessment as to whether decision makers 
have applied common-sense or merely ticked the boxes.  

Most members of the public would understand that the reports on the Council website have been prepared by 
experts on behalf of the developers. Seeing that these same experts have identified areas where there is a 
demonstrated requirement to maintain the existing biodiversity it is therefore a very significant matter in terms of 
public perception. 

There are 2 such matters where the public will require that the Minister and Council act decisively in the 
interests of preservation and protection of the environment rather than even bigger profits for developers. 

The Red Flag section of the expert reports  

The Minister, Council and the developer have a real opportunity to show leadership by working out more 
meaningful on-site solutions than those currently proposed. 

Even with no knowledge of the Threatened Species Conversation Act 1995 and its complexities, virtually every 
member of the public knows a Red Flag or signal means Stop – the retained experts clearly acknowledge that 
removal of Red Flag areas will NOT improve or maintain those specific endangered and threatened areas. 
The public will rightly question 2 aspects. First, why areas 1, 2 and 3 in figure 16 of the Eco Logical report need 
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be removed at all as they are clearly an integral part of the Red Flag area identified by the experts. Second, why 
the proposed RE 1 areas shown in Figure 2 have now been significantly shrunk by the application of a complex 
formula which “allows” somewhere else on the site, or in some other unspecified location, in some way to 
compensate for the removal and destruction of these Red Flag areas. 

The lack of common-sense in the outcome derived from this formula driven approach, is also graphically and 
clearly seen by looking at figure 16 side by side with figure 10. This shows that all of areas 1, 2 and 3 are koala 
habitat; in the mind of the public, this is yet another Red Flag even if the formula and result driven approach 
taken by the experts produces a different outcome and is yet another reason why the Minister should show 
leadership and decline the request for a waiver absent a more meaningful on-site solution.    

Koala habitat 

The submissions lodged by Total Environment Centre on 16 and 17 January incorporate a great deal of 
common-sense as well as an acknowledgement that a large part of this Mt Gilead land will be approved for 
development. Figures 10 and 16 referred to above provide compelling evidence for significant changes to be 
made to the current proposed development. 

Doing this will ensure that the Government policy decision to take significant measures to protect koalas, 
including its recently announced initiative to acquire koala habitat land just south of Mt Gilead and the 
Campbelltown area, is not undermined by the insidious erosion of biodiversity which is always present when 
there is development of greenfield areas.  

This is a perfect time for the Minister to demonstrate the Government’s resolve to act decisively and resolutely 
to protect the unique chlamydia-free koala population at and around Mt Gilead. There is a similar opportunity for 
Council and the developer to show their respect for our shared heritage.  

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

 

S L Gay  

 

Sue Gay  

Public Officer 

Help Save Mt Gilead  
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Submission 4 – Nea Makowski 

The General Manager 

Campbelltown City Council 

By email: council@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au 

 

30 January 2018 

 

Dear Ms Deitz, 

Mount Gilead Biodiversity Certification Application 

Biocertification can be conferred by the Minister if the ‘conservation measures’ proposed in the application result 
in an overall ‘improvement or maintenance’ in biodiversity values.  The relevant items considered for this 
biocertification application which covers 208.89ha of land, include 29.81ha of native vegetation communities 
(CPW and SSTF (critically endangered ecological communities under the NSW Threatened Species 
Conservation Act 1995 and Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999), 
and River-Flat Eucalypt Forest (endangered ecological community under the TSC Act). The remaining 179.08 
ha of the assessment area is not considered (exotic vegetation and cleared land). As for threatened flora & 
fauna species recorded near or within the assessment area, only the Koala is considered because it requires 
specific assessment under the BCAM (it is assumed to be present for impact assessment purposes, and ‘expert 
reports’ conveniently claim koalas are likely to utilise the two proposed Biobank sites located within the BCAA 
which will be registered prior to this application for biodiversity certification being determined).  
 

I submit that this biodiversity certification application does not result in an overall ‘improvement or maintenance’ 
in biodiversity values as required, and that biocertification therefore should not be granted, for the following 
reasons. 

1. The land which is the subject of this application should not be looked at in isolation from the surrounding land, 
given its location as the narrowest distance between the Nepean River and the Georges River, its position being 
nestled between two sites which are rich in flora and fauna biodiversity including Koalas (Noorumba Reserve 
and the Beulah Biobanking site), being surrounded by EEC buffers, and being wedged between the Sydney 
water canal and the soon-to-be-widened Appin Road (a road which already sees way too many Koala deaths 
due to vehicle impact). 

2. At a recent Campbelltown Council meeting I first heard that Council engaged an ecologist who found 
evidence of koala scats throughout this proposed development site yet this report is not included as part of this 
biodiversity certification application (the EcoLogical report funded by the Dzwonniks does not really refer to 
recent evidence of koalas on the Mt Gilead property). 

3. Fig 2 (draft Planning Proposal land zoning map) shows that there is a considerable area of land zoned for 
public recreation on this site. If this particular area could be zoned in a way which creates a wildlife 
corridor/bushland protection zone between Noorumba and the farm, then wildlife including Koalas could safely 
traverse the site once the rest of the site is developed into a housing estate. Instead, the plans in the EcoLogical 
report (including Fig 4 “Proposed land use within the BCAA”) show this area of open space and bushland from 
Noorumba across part of the development site as becoming land-locked within the area of higher density 

mailto:council@campbelltown.nsw.gov.au
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housing (in current Lot 61), leaving wildlife in a position where they either have to retrace their steps back to 
Noorumba or having to cross roads and fences to reach open space of farmland  to the southwest and/or the 
bushland of Beulah. Given the fragility and rarity of Campbelltown’s largely disease-free and growing koala 
population the lack of safety in crossing this development site could foreseeably fragment our koala colony and 
sign its death knell unless it can be adjusted to create a continuous wildlife corridor between the biobanking 
sites (even a koala-friendly wildlife underpass would be a welcome sight in this development). 

4. Prof R Close has said that to maintain the health of our local disease-free koala population, genetic diversity 
must be maintained through koalas being free to visit neighbouring koala colonies. Therefore healthy corridors 
connecting areas of core koala habitat should be fully mapped out prior to any biodiversity applications being 
considered in any development along Appin Road between Campbelltown and Appin, especially given the lack 
of a State Government approved CKPoM along this large area of koala habitat. 

5. Fig 4 shows that wildlife travelling across the ground from Noorumba alongside the water canal will have its 
way totally blocked by residential development. , as no buffer is proposed along that boundary of the property. A 
wildlife corridor/bushland buffer between the proposed development and the Sydney water canal fenceline 
would provide some protection for wildlife and would also add protection to the convict-built water canal by 
minimising the sight-lines to it. 

6. Shale Sandstone Transition Forest contains koala feed trees, and yet this application confirms that a 
particularly high percentage of this EEC will be destroyed in this development. This would be unfortunate given 
that it is listed as an EEC for a very good reason, and given that this property is surrounded by core koala 
habitat. 

7. Fig 13 “Site Analysis map” in the Campbelltown Council document shows drainage flowing towards 
Noorumba and the Sydney water canal, which could result in pollutants washing from the proposed 
development into the reserve and then into the Sydney water supply. Plus, water drainage changes can 
adversely impact the health of bushland, thereby affecting wildlife within that bushland, detracting from the 
health of the Noorumba biobanking site and therefore its wildlife. I consider these impacts would hinder 
biodiversity. 

8. It is difficult as a lay person to fully understand the concept of Koala habitat credits, it would be comical if it is 
not potentially so serious, when considering this land holistically in the context of all the land along Appin Road 
between Campbelltown and Appin which is largely already owned by developers. There needs to be a detailed 
map of wildlife corridors along the Appin road corridor prior to any development going ahead along Appin Road 
so that wildlife overpasses and/or wildlife underpasses and floppy top fencing can be properly planned prior to 
Appin Rd being widened help ensure survival of all wildlife in both the Campbelltown and Wollondilly LGA’s into 
the future. 

Thank you for the opportunity to take part in this process. I hope my submission is of some assistance. 

Due to privacy reasons I request my name and address be omitted if submissions are published, and I reserve 
the right to add to this submission if more information comes to light. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Nea Makowski 

PO Box 440x, Leumeah NSW 2560 
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Submission 5 – Deborah Monte 
 
Attn: Mrs Lindy Dietz - General Manager  

I am writing to express my opposition to the rezoning/development of the Mt Gilead site. 

Firstly, i do not understand how Lend Lease a DEVELOPER can be allowed to hire the same company 
(Biological) as the STATE GOVERNMENT to do a report on an area they wish to develop. It seems like 
something out of a bad movie.   

The report states that up to 1700 new dwellings  would be squashed into the area with an average lot size of 
600sqm. With the average number of cars per household in Australia being 1.9 this means an extra 3400 cars 
on an already overburdened Appin road (approx). It is also said that a VPA is in place to widen Appin road - 
however, this will only apply to the section from Rosemeadow to Gilead and then a bottle neck toward 
Wollongong. Also - i have experienced how little VPA's actually mean and how developers are more than happy 
to just pay the price as opposed to fulfilling the agreement. 

There is a constant message being pushed by developers that housing supply is low - a point that has also 
been disproven on many occasions,  There are plenty of empty houses (or house that have been bought up by 
investors - often foreign and are being rented or remain empty deliberately)  This push to rezone Gilead into 
more housing with the suggestion that it will have little to no impact on" sensitive vegetation; heritage; and traffic 
and transport infrastructure are able to be managed and mitigated by a combination of additional LEP 
provisions, site-specific development controls, the provision of road infrastructure through a VPA, and the 
offsetting of the loss of vegetation." is ridiculous! We have seen firsthand the destruction and impact that the 
small development of Appin Valley has had on wildlife in the area. 

I have lived in the area for 34 years and for about 30 of those years had not once seena koala. Now, i have 
seen 5 in the wild and many more dead on the side of the road as their habitat and mating corridors have been 
destroyed. I do not believe for one minute that a development of 1700 houses over 201hA will have no impact.  

Where it states that "For those social and economic services and facilities that will not be provided on site, it is 
considered that there is sufficient capacity in the neighbouring areas to accommodate the needs of the incoming 
community." i see a big problem. Most services - hospitals, doctors, transport etc in the Campbelltown area are 
already overburdened. How do the expect more people to access these already 'full' services? you can't create 
space where there is none! 

It saddens me that at every turn developers are trying to tear up parts of the community that are crucial to 
the public's well-being. Mental health, obesity and other anxiety disorders are crippling our country and all 
developers are doing ( and being allowed to do) is cram more people in to small spaces, removing back yards 
from green spaces from the community and exacerbating all the aforementioned problems. 

I believe it is unethical that developers (with no vested interest in the area other than dollars) are allowed to 
come in, sell off tiny parcels of land at ridiculous prices, perform substandard work that needs 
constant maintenance and then leave.  

It reminds me of the Dr Seuss book "The Lorax". However, at lease the Lorax redeems himself in the end. I do 
not see developers or those in coercion with them feeling any remorse or enlightenment in the end.   

Thank you for the opportunity to express our concerns, i do hope that common sense prevails in the end. 

Regards,  

Debra Monte 



M t  G i l e a d  B i o d i ver s i t y  C er t i f i c a t i o n  –  r e s p o ns e  t o  p u b l i c  s u bm i s s i o n s  

©  E C O  LO G IC A L  A U S T R A L IA  P T Y  LT D  Page 15 

15 Broughton Cres  

APPIN NSW 2560 

0419 274 182 
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Submission 6 – Elizabeth Gossell 

From: Elizabeth Gossell [mailto:wandeen@bigpond.com]  
Sent: Friday, 19 January 2018 10:12 AM 
To: roberth@ecoaus.com.au 
Cc: Freelander, Mike (MP); Frydenberg, Josh (MP) 
Subject: Mt Gilead Proposal for rezoning and development 
 

Dear Sirs - Please forward to persons involved in accepting submissions on the above 

I understand that the exhibition of the above plans will end today; therefore I hasten to add my name to those 
others who have objected to the rezoning and proposed development of this area. My objections are as follows: 
- 

1. This property of Mt Gilead is heritage listed and deserving of serious consideration before 
redevelopment. The rapid development of Narellan, Gregory Hills, Oran Park, etc has already changed 
a considerable part of Macarthur, once the birthplace of Australian rural industry. We cannot get it back 
once it is gone and the problems of traffic, infrastructure and general loss of amenity has produced 
some of the worst new development I have seen on very small blocks with all trees cleared prior to road 
building and very few planted afterwards. Ask any resident how they feel about the extreme 
overbuilding of an already crowded Macarthur! 

2. This proposed redevelopment for residential housing is on land that runs right down to the Georges 
River and adjoins important koala habitat already endangered by what has been done in the last 10 
years. This koala colony is the only known disease-free colony in NSW and Chlamydia has threatened 
nearly all existing colonies with a disease that has the potential to wipe out koalas in NSW. This national 
symbol needs habitat, not strips of land isolated and unconnected to larger areas of bush. Without it, 
they cannot thrive and will eventually disappear. The more development placed near them, the sooner it 
will happen. Cars, dogs and other risks of living near humans is already having a big impact – some 17 
koala were killed in one two month period recently on the roads nearby. Every loss of an individual is a 
blow to maintaining this important colony as a viable population. 

3. Along with the Mt Gilead proposal, there is a concurrent plan to build a parkway through the Georges 
River alignment to come out at Liverpool. This State Govt proposal will also seriously impact the 
NECESSARY habitat for the colony also affected by Mr Gilead’s proposal. 

4. The koala colony moves between the Georges and the Nepean River and all lands along the river 
should be protected from development in line with maintaining the rivers’ health and supporting koala 
habitat. 

5. One thing Macarthur is not short of is people – the rapid development of the area will continue to cause 
difficulties not yet apparent and then there is the second airport, again, perilously close to the areas I 
am discussing.  

6. Surely, there is some point at which the community is entitled to push back against rampant 
development especially when unintended consequences are piling up as a result. 

7. So far as I know, there is no plan, either from Council or the State Government to protect into the future 
this koala habitat. The Biodiversity Conservation Act much trumpeted by the State Government is a 
sham and will result in carte blanche for developers whilst koala and other threatened native species 
are lost, and totally unsuitable ‘other’ land used to offset this loss. This is a shell game con which the 
public sees and they will hold the State Government responsible for it. 

8. Please do not participate in this action to rezone and develop Mt Gilead for residential housing. 
Macarthur has done its part and shouldered a huge amount of residential development in the areas 
mentioned above closer to Sydney. More will no doubt come with the second airport. Let Mt Gilead 

mailto:wandeen@bigpond.com
mailto:roberth@ecoaus.com.au
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stand as testament to at least one government body understanding the significance and importance of 
the koala colony along the Georges and Nepean River catchments. It makes sense to conserve 
catchments – we need the water in this dry continent, so to jeopardise it and the inhabitants who also 
need it is short-sighted in the extreme. 

9. I hope that your government will not be accorded the notoriety of being the cause of the beginning of 
the end for Macarthur’s koalas! 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Elizabeth Gossell 

Fowler Road  

Illawong NSW 2234 

(we live on the other side of the Georges River and have close family who live in Macarthur 
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Submission 7 – Orlando Brasile 

To: the General Manager 

Here we go again.  

Yet ANOTHER development  

I’m sure I speak for many Campbelltonians who are just SICK TO DEATH (!!!) of being imposed upon in having 
our area  defiled by these endless,  formulaic, treeless, narrow, cul-de-saced estates .  

What we have out here (in Campbelltown) which is different from other parts of Sydney is:  our open spaces, 
green hills & trees.  

What do we get in exchange for the destruction of all this ????   We get: MORE traffic, MORE pollution, MORE 
noise, AND increased rates to pay for it .  

We do NOT get “more jobs”, “more local employment”  as you all claim. All the people who come out here to the 
estates are lining up with me every morning on the M7 & M5  to go their jobs which are NOT in 
Campbelltown  !!! 

Why would tourists now want to come out here?   Where’s the drawcard? When all that we had is gone ?? 

This is absolutely disgusting and it has to end .  

And I’m very cynical regarding the “ DEE”  -  that’s just a charade to make it look & appear as though something 
is being carefully considered & looked over, when in actual fact the outcome has already been decided & the 
public haven’t been consulted.  

It’s nothing but a quick money grab & that’s all it is.  

Enough is enough  

Any by the way, the Appin Rd will be worse than Narellan Rd is because every new estate that’s going to be 
built along there will have a traffic light at it’s entry.  

 

 

Orlando Brasile 

17 Edmund Pl, Rosemeadow  

0406033120 
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Submission 8 – Katia Falco 

Get the FUCK out of my country. 

Name: Katia Falco,  

Email: katiofalco@hotmail.com 

Phone: 0410446280 

  

mailto:katiofalco@hotmail.com
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Submission 9 – Yvonne Fessler 

Attention:   The General Manager 

Regarding.  Application for the conferral of biodiversity certification on Lot 61 DP 752042, Part Lot 2 DP1218887 
and Lot 3 DP 121887, Appin Road, Gilead 

 

Dear Sir, 

As you will see from my address, I reside in Queensland.    Nevertheless, I am 

Greatly concerned about the application regarding the above lots. 

It seems apparent that this development will destroy core koala habitation as well The habitats of other 
important native wildlife. 

Sadly, we are seeing more and more destruction of koala habitation and we need To keep important koala 
colonies safe if they are to continue thriving in the wild. 

Therefore, I am asking you to please take into consideration the detrimental Consequences of destroying koala 
habitation and keep our koalas safe for the 

Future.   We really need to preserve koala colonies no matter whereabouts in 

Australia they are as everyone is important for the future. 

Thank you for reading my email and making the right decision to protect Our koalas for the future. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Yvonne Fessler 

3 Quorn Close 

Buderim Qld 4556 

Tel.  07 5476 6794 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Submission 10 – Barry Durman 

No Tree No Me 
 
 
 Campbelltown City Council  
 
Council@Capbelltown.nsw.gov.au.  
 
Attention: The General Manager  
 
Re: Mount Gilead Biocertification Application.  
 
I do not think the reports produced in regard to this stretch of land do the property justice and that the 
biodiversity and heritage values of the area have been downplayed.  
 
Development of Mount Gilead has been refused twice in the past and red flags should have been flying with a 
third refusal by council the only decision council should have made, and now after State approval has been 
given council is trying to negotiate for wildlife corridors.  
 
Council staff has worked hard trying to have wildlife corridors included in the development, but at this point it 
is unclear whether State and Federal Governments or the proponent will agree to these corridors which must 
allow the safe passage of Koalas and other Australian species to cross between the two rivers without getting 
killed by dogs or vehicles. Other than in zoos we know that animals will run if they see humans, and this is why 
they often run into cars.  
 
On the night of 22nd November when councillors discussed the wildlife corridors, Councillor Ben Moroney put 
forward an amendment that would have removed the dead ends within the wildlife corridors and this was 
passed by the councillors, but I note that no record of this was kept on the night.  
 
Council has stated that corridors should be 350 metres wide to avoid erosion on both sides and give 
protection. This can still be achieved by altering the layout on The proposed land use map (BCAA) Page 9 By 
bringing the higher density housing shown on the land previously owned by the Dzwonnik family to the front 
of the property, add to this, and leaving the back of the property for larger blocks of land. By doing this there 
should not be so many roads going through the development. All roads built on site near or in wildlife 
corridors should be on a bridge or in a culvert.  
 
I understand that council has employed a consultant who has already found proof that Koalas and Squirrel 
Gliders along with Cumberland Plain Snails are living or passing through Mount Gilead this should put a 
question on the ecological reports undertaken by the proponent and the development put on hold whilst 
further studies into wildlife corridors and which animals are using them is clear.  
 
I feel that once all the new information is to hand the public should be able to comment once again, although 
to be honest I think anything we say is a waste of time, as I am sure the only reason this development was 
passed by councillors is because the proponent offered cash to help upgrade Appin Road. A reduction in the 
speed limit and speed cameras would be cheaper and save lives. 
 
I see that two small areas are marked for Bushland Reserves at the moment these areas have Critically 
Endangered CPW and SSTF on them, these areas should be linked together and included into a wildlife corridor 
across the development, and it is unclear as to who will eventually manage these areas, as it is obvious that 

mailto:Council@Capbelltown.nsw.gov.au
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council cannot cope with even keeping our roads clear of litter and rubbish let along add more Reserves and 
roads to the burden.  
 
I have noticed an increasing number of elderly people regularly picking up litter in Campbelltown streets and 
Reserves, they do it because they cannot stand to see the mess, these people do this unrewarded and with 
little thanks from the public.  
 
There is also a large section marked in light blue Rural land, it is unclear about the future of this land and it 
should be either marked as a heritage or wildlife reserve otherwise it will probably be developed for housing in 
the future.  
 
The heritage values of Mount Gilead, Beulah, Meadowvale have been downplayed within reports and there is 
no doubt that their value will be lost once development goes ahead. This group of buildings and their land, 
should have been listed on the State Heritage list and protected. The Scenic Protection Zoning should not have 
been removed, and the agricultural benefits to our area kept in tacked, so that future residents of 
Campbelltown can actually afford to eat fresh vegetables, fruit and meat.  
 
And: The value of the Campbelltown Koala colony should not be compromised by blocking their only wildlife 
corridor between the two rivers by housing which will only bring more people and more competition for local 
jobs, more children for overcrowded schools, and more vehicles to try to find car parking places near train 
stations and shops.  
 
Campbelltown is full and the door should be closed and this wonderful vista when leaving Campbelltown will 
be lost forever.  
 
OUR CHILDREN DESERVE A BETTER FUTURE AND THEIR CHILDHOOD DAYS SHOULD BE FULL OF HAPPY 
MEMORIES NOT THAT OF A PLACE THEY LOVE BEING DESTROYED. 
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Submission 11 – Margaret Rolphe 

From: Margaret Rolph <maronind@hotmail.com  
Sent: Monday, 29 January 2018 12:40 AM  
To: robeth@ecoaus.com.au  
Cc: elizabeth.oliver@environment.gov.au  
Subject: Mt Gilead proposal for development by Lend lease submission  
  

Margaret Rolph 

15 Rupert Street 

Ingleburn 2565 

0287980057 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I would like to endorse my support for the submissions sent by the National Parks Association of NSW and also 
the Total Environment Centre.   

I would also like to commend Eco Logical Australia for their extensive survey work. 

However, it is my opinion that the development proposed does not take into consideration the long term effects 
on the region as a whole.  It is not just Koalas and other native species that will be impacted but humans as 
well.  Appin Road is notorious for road fatalities of humans over many many years.   

The proposal does not look at the effects of extra traffic movements on the area. 

There also appears to be no plan for a school in the proposal.  All of the local schools are full I believe.   

The other thing is that this land is currently a productive farm and as such should be preserved for the 
future.  We cannot be turning all our farmland over to housing development.   

The NSW Government is currently proposing reforms to the planning framework for primary production and rural 
development.  In regional areas of NSW some of the most productive farmland has been subdivided and sold 
for housing.  This can't continue or if it does we will also be like the Koalas with nothing to eat.  When Mt Gilead 
was first farmed it was said to be the most productive land in the early colony.  If now the land use has been 
allowed to slip into mere cattle grazing and of little importance, then the current owners are not making best use 
of this property. 

We must aim to strike a balance with development and not focus on just the need to house people. 

In conclusion,  I believe that the proposal as it stands is flawed and more work needs to be done to consider the 
long term benefits to the community as a whole for retaining the land as it is and preserving it for future 
generations.  

Yours faithfully, 

Margaret Rolph,   

mailto:maronind@hotmail.com
mailto:robeth@ecoaus.com.au
mailto:elizabeth.oliver@environment.gov.au
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Submission 12 – Lynette Bowden 
 
Re: The Mt Gilead Biodiversity Certification I strongly oppose this submission and I wish to endorse the 
attached submission by the Macarthur branch of the National Parks Association (NPA) NSW. I am greatly 
concerned about the effects on wildlife and especially the associated corridor along the properties boundary and 
in particular to the North at Noorumba Reserve.  
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Submission 13 – Stephen Fellenberg 

I would like to make you a where that I am not in support of the Mt Gilead Biodiversity Certification. I wish to 
support the attached submission by the Macarthur branch of the National Parks Association (NPA). The 
development may have adverse effects on wildlife and the associated corridor along the properties boundary 
and in particular to the North at Noorumba Reserve. 
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Submission 14 – Catherine Banister 

Dear Ms Deitz 

General Manager 

Campbelltown City Council, 

 

SUBMISSION ON CAMPBELLTOWN CITY COUNCIL'S APPLICATION FOR BIODIVERSITY 
CERTIFICATION OF MOUNT GILEAD URBAN RELEASE AREA LANDS UNDER SECTION 126N OF THE 
THREATENED SPECIES CONSERVATION ACT 1995 (TSC ACT) 

 

I welcome the opportunity to comment on Council's Biodiversity Certification Application (BCA) for these lands. 
Please find attached a copy of my submission I sent to Lend Lease Communities P/L for the assessment under 
the EPBC Act for your information.  

The problem with bio-certification is the system pre-supposes, that once asked for, approval will be given by the 
Minister. It is just a matter of how to go about getting that approval and the outcome may not be best for the 
conservation of threatened species 

Bio-certification  of development land gives developers and councils  assurance that once certification is 
achieved they  do not have to consider the ecology on the development land and that development may 
proceed without the usual environmental assessment requirements under the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979  

The Biodiversity Certification Assessment Methodology 2011 (BCAM) is used to quantify the biodiversity values 
that would result from certification of these development areas. These values are converted into credits that can 
be traded to offset damage to species and communities caused by development.  How credits are calculated is 
not clear and the process relies heavily on the integrity of assessors.   

Now turning to the Mount Gilead Biodiversity application. 

It is clear from documents that Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) and Ecological were in consultation 
over this Mount Gilead development since March-April 2015, and a lot of work and planning has been carried 
out by Ecological. The Ecological assessment raised a Red Flag area on Lot 61 DP752042 for critically 
endangered flora that is also koala habitat their studies did not find koalas on the assessment site, but OEH 
took the attitude that they needed to assume koalas were present. 

Once the assumption of Koalas was made, Ecological then applied for a Red Flag waiver to deal with 
endangered species. 

They realised they would be in a deficit credit situation with koalas so, also, they just decided to go and buy 
credits to off-set this deficit. 

However if a Red Flag has been raised, it should be treated as a Red Flag. It means "stop!” It doesn’t mean: 
"How do we get around this problem? Oh, let’s apply to the Minister for a waiver/variation. And also, we are 
going to have a deficit credit situation with koalas, so we better go buy some credits too."    

It doesn’t pass the sniff test of common sense, that as soon a Red Flag is raised, the reaction is "How do we get 
around it?" That is what is happening here, and the Minister should not give bio-certification.  
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The actual proposal they are making is they want to reduce these vegetation patches by half their size. It has 
been a Red Flag area and now they want to halve it off and put houses there. That doesn't make sense. It 
defies the purpose of having the legislation to protect threatened species  

To date the local Koalas are Chlamydia disease free but it has only been an assumption that Koalas are 
present. There is now strong evidence from a study undertaken on behalf of Campbelltown Council in late 
November 2017 that Koalas are present. I ask Council to release details of that study and extend the 
submission time so people can be fully informed before making a comment. 

This raises the threshold. 

A disease free colony of koalas in an already critically endangered habitat should be ringing alarm bells at all 
levels of government. At the very least these patch sizes on Lot 61 should be increased, not decreased ,  zoned 
E2 Environmental Protection (not RE1 Public Recreation or RU2 Rural Landscapes as currently proposed for 
some of the retained native vegetation) and  continuous corridors made to facilitate ease of movement.  

A widened Appin Road will need wildlife fencing, overpasses or underpasses and there will have to be some 
restrictions on residents along Appin Road keeping their front gates shut and dogs under control, especially at 
night. The same will apply to all the residents in this new housing estate. They will have to keep their domestic 
animals under control at all times, or perhaps, there should be a ban on keeping dogs altogether. 

None of this will be easy to enforce 

Of course, no development at Mount Gilead would be best for the survival of this disease free colony that may 
become the saviours of the species on mainland Australia    

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Catherine Banister  
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Submission 15 – John Murray 

I would like to make a submission concerning the Mount Gilead Biodiversity Certification Application. It is very 
sad and unfortunate that such a beautiful location will have 1700 homes built on it. I do understand however that 
people do need to live somewhere. So can all responsible parties please, please, ensure that any development 

that takes place does so with utmost care and responsibility given to the environment and biodiversity of the 
area. Surely, common sense can be used and we can maintain a place where our kids can actually have some 
natural environment to enjoy without having to travel hours away. The environmental importance of this area 
and the beauty of it has been well documented. Every effort and expense must be made to ensure that there is 
minimal impact on the Koala population and to ensure the continued existence of Koala's in the area as well as 
their ability to traverse through the area (Koala's are dwindling in Australia with massive habitat loss and here 
we are with a location on the edge of Sydney that is proven to be vital to their health and existence and 1700 
homes will be built right in the middle of it all). The same goes for all biodiversity in the whole area. All 
responsible parties MUST ensure no cost cutting takes place, Lend Lease can easily afford to develop in a 
completely environmentally responsible way. How any council, government or authorising agency could allow 
anything but would be an absolute dereliction of duty and a complete moral and professional failure. Please 
ensure that any development that takes place makes the environment the first priority and can be an example 
for the rest of Sydney, NSW and Australia. Please show some leadership and strength and don't just let money 
drive everything. Please do what you know is right.  

(As an aside if there is to be development can the final product actually be something that ties in well and 
appropriately with the environment? Not some suburban monstrosity where a tree or anything green is never 
seen and it's all just ugly houses. Development companies are worth millions and yet it seems that so often a 
primary school class could come up with designs and developments that manage the environment better and 
are more environmentally appealing and sustainable. An example where it appears to have been done better, 
mostly due to the planting of a lot of gum trees in the suburb and well-designed houses, is Ropes Crossing in 
the Blacktown LGA, a Lend Lease development in fact). 

Sincerely and with serious concern, but hoping to be pleasantly surprised, 

John Murray. 
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Submission 16 – Total Environment Centre 
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Submission 17 – National Parks Association (Patricia Durman) 

Campbelltown City Council 
PO Box 57 
Campbelltown 
NSW 2560 
       Please address all correspondence to: 
28th January 2018     63 Katanna Road Wedderburn 2560 
 
       bazpat@bigpond.com 
 
SUBMISSION: Mount Gilead Biodiversity Certification Application 
 
We are opposed to this development which will degrade the heritage values of Mt. Gilead, Beulah, the Hume 
Monument, and Meadowvale, and cut the essential and last wildlife corridor between the Nepean and Georges 
Rivers, thus endangering the future of the Campbelltown Koala populations’ ability to expand into the Nepean 
system and beyond.  
 
There is no doubt that Council staff has tried to make good on a bad development and has given wildlife 
corridors serious consideration, but it is surprising and disappointing that advice given by NSW Government 
Departments appears to have been ignored, especially in regard to the zoning of areas REI Public Recreation 
and RU2 Rural Landscape which should be E2 Environmental Protection.  
 
We are pleased to see that Mallaty Creek has been included as part of the suggested wildlife corridor, but as 
land further along Appin Road is now with State Government for their determination as to whether development 
will be allowed. We would have preferred to see wildlife corridors identified all the way between Rosemeadow 
and Appin which would have meant Campbelltown Council negotiating with Wollondilly Council, but would have 
instilled more confidence in the long term survival of this important and very necessary corridor.  
 
We are told that Biocertification will ensure that land on Mt.Gilead will be protected into the future, but legislation 
changes every few years and we have no faith that this will not be the case, and in the recent past we have 
seen the rezoning of Scenic Protection Areas, both RE1 and RU2 lands within the Campbelltown Council 
region.  The only way for these wildlife corridors to be protected is that development is not allowed to go ahead.   
 
Furthermore, Council has now identified wildlife corridors within the development, but there is no guarantee that 
these corridors will be accepted by the proponent, Councillors, State or Commonwealth Governments.  
 
Neither has the question of who will fund Koala fencing, underpasses or overpasses for native animals along 
the Appin Road, or whether these will be in place before building takes place.  
 
Once fencing is in place along the Appin Road it is more than likely Koalas will get caught on the wrong side 
and wander into the nearby suburbs of St Helens Park, Bradbury and Ambarvale, we therefore request that a 20 
metre tree lined nature strip be included into the widening of the Appin Road and building of Spring Farm Link 
Road, which might help Koalas and other native animals to gain access to Noorumba Reserve. 
 
A 20 metre Nature Strip would also give Campbelltown a more appealing look than the broken wooden fences 
that are in place at the moment and unfortunately will remain, and the generally neglected and uncared for state 
it is at the moment.  
 

mailto:bazpat@bigpond.com
jburton
Line
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It should be a question as to the quality of wildlife corridors in an area that is known to be an integral and 
essential part of the last corridor between the Georges and Nepean Rivers for the last viable Chlamydia free 
Koala population in NSW and not the number of unsustainable houses that can be built. 
 
We question whether this development is necessary given that thousands more properties will be built along the 
railway corridors, including high rise units.  
 
The following comments are taken from Campbelltown City Council – Ordinary Meeting 22/11/2016. 8.1 Draft 
Mount Gilead Planning proposal – Outcome Of Public Exhibition.  
 
Department of Primary Industries Would prefer the zoning of the watercourses and riparian  

corridors to be zoned E2 Environmental Conservation and not RE1 
Public Recreation and RU2 Rural Landscape, and be under the under 
Council’s ownership and management. 
 

Environment Protection Authority Considers that this planning proposal should not be assessed in 
isolation, but should be considered as part of the Macarthur 
Investigation Area and the South West Sydney Sub Regional Delivery 
Plan (now Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Plan) 

 
Heritage Council (OEH) Considers that the adjacent colonial farms (Mt.Gilead, Beulah and 

Meadowvale) have been overlooked in the heritage assessment. And: 
Recognition of the former Hillsborough cottage (should have been 
included) 

 
Office of Environment & Heritage Advises that areas proposed for conservation should be zoned E2 

Environmental Protection to ensure the long term retention and 
protection of these areas.  

 
 They also request that active recreation and other incompatible uses 

be removed, and that corridors are widened. 
 
Wollondilly Shire Councils main concerns were that zoning should be upgraded, to alleviate the impacts on 
existing regional habitat and corridors and the movement of Koalas.  
 
Wollondilly Council were also concerned about the potential air quality impacts which have been glossed over 
by a vague suggestion that trees will be planted to mitigate the extra air pollution. However as houses will be 
built so close that residents will not be able to plant trees this suggestion is hard to believe or take seriously.  
 
In 1995 Campbelltown Council refused to allow a subdivision at Mt. Gilead this was for less houses than are 
proposed within the present development. The refusal was based on a Nexus Mt. Gilead Environmental Study 
which found the development would be unsuitable because of air pollution and run off to the Nepean River. 
 
 Nothing has changed except Councils attitude to development and that we now know more about the effects of 
air pollution to the local population and that Macarthur has very high numbers of childhood Asthma and Lung 
Cancer in adults. We also know that air pollution from the Sydney region drains through Macarthur every 
evening.  
 
CAMPBELLTOWN CITY COUNCIL – SUGGESTED WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 
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We agree with Total Environment Centre that a substantial wildlife corridor between Noorumba Reserve and 
Beulah is an essential corridor and must be in place and zoned E2 Environmental Protection.  Further, those 
dead end corridors should be linked to avoid Koalas ending up in backyards where they are likely to be killed by 
dogs. 
 
At least one Koala has been killed within the new Airds redevelopment, and others have tried to enter the 
development in an effort to find their traditional habitat it is obvious that the same thing will happen in 
developments along the Appin Road.  
 
EPBC development where Koalas may be killed by dogs or vehicle strike is dealt with in the attached 
Submission to Eco Logical.  
 
In regard to: Lands attached to the Heritage protection area of the Mount Gilead Homestead marked in blue 
Figure 4: Proposed development layout plan zones and proposed conservation areas – Eco Logical EPBC 
Preliminary Documentation Report (EPBC 2015/7599)  
 
This area includes a stand of large mature trees, which would provide foraging for Koalas, native mammals and 
birds, plus tree hollows which provide nesting for several different species.  
 
This area should either be included within the Heritage precinct of the Homestead, or zoned E2 Environmental 
Protection.  
 
We attach a map of our preferred corridors   
 
We also attach a copy of our Submission to Eco Logical Australia who are collating all Submissions received by 
the public, and request that our comments within this Submission be taken as part of this submission.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Patricia Durman 
For: National Parks Association of NSW Inc., 
(Macarthur Branch) 
 
 
Attachments:   Maps in relation to suggested wildlife corridors 

NPA Federal submission in regard to EPBC species which we believe should have   been 
included into all Reports  
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Mount Gilead Primary, Secondary and our suggested additional corridors should all be E2 Environmental 
Protection 
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General Area  
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Lendlease Communities (Mt Gilead) Pty Ltd         Please address all postal correspondence to: 
Eco Logical Australia                                                   63 Katanna Road 
Suite 2, Level 3                                                             Wedderburn NSW 2560            bazpat@bigpond.com                                                                             
668 Old Princes Highway 
Sutherland NSW 2232 
 
Attention Robert Humphries 
 
21st January 2018 
 
SUBMISSION: MT GILEAD RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT UNDER THE EPBC ACT (EPBC 2015/7599) 
 
We are opposed to this development on the following grounds: 
 
The Mt Gilead proposed development is the first step in the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Plan/Greater Macarthur 
Investigation Area, which will see the destruction of thousands of hectares of good to remnant Cumberland Plain 
Woodland, and Shale Sandstone Transition Forest, Koala habitat and trees bearing hollows which are known to be the 
roosting place for micro bats, many bird species and tree dwelling mammals.  
 
The development proposal within the Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Plan/Greater Macarthur Investigation Area, is a 
plan created by the NSW State Government and goes against the principles of the Greater Sydney Commission, who have 
been excluded from having any say in the Plan, and past development refusals by local and State Government.  
 
The Heritage values of Mt Gilead, The Cobb and Co Road, Beulah, Humewood, The Upper Water Canal the Hume 
Monument, and Meadowvale will also be seriously compromised, and the health of the local human population damaged 
by the extra air pollution that development, extra roads and vehicles will cause.   
 
We cannot understand why this group of heritage buildings has not been given the protection of either State or National 
Heritage Protection; this could be that subdivision has become more important than retaining these grand old properties.  
 
The cumulative effect of extra air pollution emanating from houses and vehicles should be considered rather than taking 
this as a one off development.  
 
KOALA  
 
Section 8: Could your action interfere substantially with the recovery of the koala? 
                    EPBC Act referral guidelines for the vulnerable koala 
 
Comment to follow items 1 to 5   relate to the EPBC Referral on this proposal               
 

(1)  Increasing koala fatalities in habitat critical to the survival of the koala due to dog attacks to a level that is 
likely to result in multiple, ongoing mortalities. 
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There is absolutely no legislation in place that would see dogs banned from new estates, this has been tried and failed in 
the past. Neither can irresponsible dog owners be guaranteed to keep their dogs fenced and under control at all times, 
especially at night when Koalas are more likely to move into built up areas.  
 
Despite the findings of Prof. Robert Close who had reported all his sightings of Koalas to National Parks and Wildlife (now 
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage) for inclusion within the BioNet, and the submission and verbal assertions of 
local people the redevelopment at Airds went ahead and within a few short months of residents moving into the area 
now at least one Koala had been killed by a dog and others have tried to move back into what were once areas of 
woodland destroyed for housing.  
 
It is obvious the same thing will happen when Mt Gilead is developed and Koalas will be killed.  
 

(2) Increasing koala fatalities in habitat critical to the survival of the koala due to vehicle-strikes to a level that is 
likely to result in multiple, ongoing mortalities. 
 

 
The widening of Appin Road up to six lanes, the building of the Spring Farm Link Road and subdivision along the Appin 
Road will increase the high number of Koalas and other native species already being killed along the Appin Road between 
Campbelltown and Appin.  
 
If subdivision along the Appin Road did not proceed the road would probably not need to be widened, neither would the 
Spring Farm Link Road need to be built. It would be far more logical to build a road further south that would not endanger 
the Campbelltown Koala population, link up with the Picton Road to take traffic to the South Coast, avoid the Appin 
township, and also link present planned subdivision south of the township of Appin.   
 
 
Unfortunately, it is more than likely that Koalas will be killed by vehicle strike once the new development goes ahead. 
Fatalities have in the past and continue to be recorded within existing suburbs in Campbellltown, 
 
Dog attack and road kill within built up areas within the Campbelltown region are the two main reasons why Koalas have 
been killed in the past and this is continuing and increasing in numbers. 
 

(3) Facilitating the introduction or spread of disease or pathogens for example Chlamydia or Phytophthora 
cinnamomi, to habitat critical to the survival of the koala, that are likely to significantly reduce the reproductive 
output of koalas or reduce the carrying capacity of the habitat.  

 
It is a known fact that Koalas suffering from Chlamydia produce less young, and do not live as long as the Campbelltown 
Koala population, and that the protection of the Campbelltown population is critically important so that they can 
continue to stay healthy to add to the gene pool and move into other areas especially into the Nepean River Corridor, 
Wollondilly, the Camden area and east across the Holsworthy Military Reserve.  
 
A large gene pool indicates high genetic diversity, increased chances of biological fitness, and survival. A small gene pool 
indicates low genetic diversity, reduced chances of acquiring biological fitness, and increased possibility of extinction.  
Gene pool – Biology https://www.biology-online.org/dictionary/Gene_pool 
 
 

(4)   Creating a barrier to movement to, between or within habitat critical to the survival of the        koala that 
is likely to result in a long-term reduction in genetic fitness or access to habitat critical to the survival of the 
koala. 

https://www.biology-online.org/dictionary/Gene_pool
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Destruction of habitat and the building of houses shown in Fig. 1 and 3 Pages 15 to 20 (EPBC Preliminary Documentation 
Report (EPBC 2015/7599) will block movement of Koalas and other Native species between the Georges and Nepean 
River systems, and movement between Noorumba Reserve and Humewood (Beulah) 
 
The existing wildlife corridor between the Georges and Nepean Rivers is the last opportunity to ensure that Koalas and 
other native species can continue to move between the two major river systems.  
 
From the very high number of native animals including Koalas killed on the road between Noorumba Reserve, Gilead and 
Beulah it is obvious that the wildlife corridor is an existing and busy thoroughfare necessary to the future health of the 
Campbelltown Koala population and other native species. It has to be assumed that at the moment for every animal killed 
at least one or two successfully cross from one river system to the other.  
 
Wildlife Corridors across Mt Gilead should be zoned E2 Environmental Protection and not RE1 Recreation or RU2 Rural 
Landscape. Advice to this effect was given by NSW Office of Environment and Heritage and NSW Department of Primary 
Industries. These areas should be used only for conservation purposes and should not be used for recreation including 
ovals, or picnic areas 
 
               (5)Changing hydrology which degrades habitat critical to the survival of the koala to the  
               extent that the carrying capacity of the habitat is reduced in the long-term.  
 
Clearing of land, changing topography and the possible filling of ephemeral creeks will change the flow of water across Mt 
Gilead and any trees that are left standing will be put under stress from less or more water around their trunks and root 
systems.  
 
The filling in of buffer dams could increase the likelihood of flooding which can kill trees utilised by Koalas, and of course 
cause major problems to residents.  
 
KOALA FENCING ALONG APPIN ROAD AND NATIVE ANIMAL CROSSINGS have been discussed but no firm commitment has 
been made by local or state government to build and fund the installation of fencing or road crossings for native animals, 
and at this stage it is not known whether tunnels will be able to be built as the land is flat on both sides of the road which 
could result in all tunnels being flooded.  
 
Eco Logical Australia’s EPBC Assessment Report states “No Presence assumed” (of Koalas ) and  no additional survey 
required( Page 105). Since then council has employed an environmental consultant who has found Koala Scats on Mount 
Gilead and so the assumption of Eco Logical that there were no Koalas present appears to be incorrect and the 
Department does have the authority to insist on receiving the Report undertaken by Councils consultant. 
 
Department of Environment has been given photographic proof that an amazing number of native species are utilizing Mt 
Gilead either living on the property or moving through. These species may not be including in the EPBC listings, but it does 
show the property is indeed an important and necessary wildlife corridor between the Georges and Nepean Rivers.  
 
These species include Wombats, Echidna, Wallabies, Wallaroos, Possums, small birds and a family of Lyre Birds and since 
that time Squirrel Gliders, Cumberland Plain Snails and a high number of Koala scats have been identified by 
Campbelltown Councils consultants.  
 
GREY HEADED FLYING FOX Vulnerable EPBC Act  
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This bat has been driven away from built up areas and is a nightly visitor to the bushland in the local area, clearing of 
bushland for fire protection, subdivision, human produced noise and light is of considerable danger to the future of this 
species and possible new roosting sites such as along the Appin Road should be maintained. 
 
 
The Flying Fox roosting area at Macquarie Fields is causing many residents to demand that this species is removed from 
their neighbourhood. Flying Foxes within the Royal Botanic Gardens in Sydney have already been chased away from their 
traditional roosts.      
 
Every year Western Sydney is getting hotter whether this is due to Climate Change or heat sink areas caused by major 
increases in dark roofed houses and roads is unclear, but it should be taken into consideration that thousands of baby 
Flying Foxes are dying and whole generations of these mammals are increasingly being lost.                                           
 
MICRO BATS  
 
We could only find 8 species of Micro Bat recorded by Eco Logical one of which the Large-Eared Pied Bat listed as 
Vulnerable under the EPBC Act. 
 
Since the devastating fires of Christmas 2001/2002 which burnt across the area from Appin Road to the coast, there has 
been a marked decline in sightings of Micro Bats in the Campbelltown region, along with some bird species  
 
It will take many years for the numbers to recover if at all, but only if habitat is kept intact or increased the clearing of 
trees bearing hollows and dead trees along the Appin Road will seriously hamper the restoration of these populations. 
Lighting from streets and houses will further increase the decline of Micro Bats.  
 
EPBC Act - CRITACALLY ENDANGERED WOODLAND - CUMBERLAND PLAIN SHALE WOODLANDS, SHALE-GRAVEL 
TRANSITION FOREST  AND SHALE SANDSTONE TRANSITION FOREST  
 
Department of Environment: Shale Sandstone Transition Forest Profile 07 September 2017 
Only 9,950 ha remains intact 22.6% of its original extent 
 
 Cumberland Plain Woodland only 6% remains totalling only 6400 hectares.  
 
Lerps, insects and subdivision are now increasing the amount of both of these woodland species being lost within the 
Sydney Basin especially in South Western and Western Sydney, only by protecting both of these types of woodland 
including remnant pockets can the future of their existence be ensured or at least helped to remain as important and 
necessary woodland species.  
 
The Clearing of native vegetation is a Key Threatening Process on Schedule 3 of the Act. 28th February 2011. 
 
As previously stated and of concern to the Department, the clearing of these types of woodland for farming, development 
and the like has already seriously compromised the long term survival of these woodland species.  
 
 
 
The proposed Mt.Gilead/Greater Macarthur Priority Growth Plan  development proposal will open the door for remnant 
to huge stands of both of these woodland species being destroyed not only on both sides of the Appin/Campbelltown 
Road, but beyond to Wilton.  
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The cumulative effects of clearing Critically Endangered Woodland and Forests from Mount Gilead to Wilton must be 
taken into consideration and the present development application should not be assessed as a one off development. (see 
attached newspaper cutting in which Lendlease chief Tarun Gupta is quoted as stating that a 610 hectare site had been 
acquired)   
 
TREE HOLLOWS  
 
The Scientific Committee, established by the Threatened Species Conservation Act, has made a Final Determination to list 
the Loss of Hollow-bearing Trees as a KEY THREATENING PROCESS in Schedule 3 of the Act. Listing of key threatening 
processes is provided for by Part 2 of the Act.  
 
Tree Hollows can take between 100 and 200 hundred years to form for small birds and mammals, and larger hollows for 
birds such as the Black Cockatoo can take a lot longer.  
 
Native species utilizing the hollows of both alive and dead trees include many of the endangered animals identified under 
the EPBC Act. (Voluntary Conservation on Private and Public Land Note 5 – 1999 NPWS) 
 
SWIFT PARROT Swift Parrot 
Scientific name: Lathamus discolor 
Conservation status in NSW: Endangered 
Commonwealth status: Critically Endangered  
Gazetted date: 24 Mar 2000 
Profile last updated: 01 Dec 2017 
Swift Parrot  
 
It was the wrong time of year for Eco Logical to survey for the Swift Parrot, however there are historical records of this 
species on the neighbouring Humewood (Beulah) property and as far as we could ascertain no surveys have been 
undertaken within the past 35 years when they were identified. 
 
A good number of the species were identified at Camden Airport Conservation Woodland 2015/2016 by Alan Leishman. 
 
Further Swift Parrots were identified at Macarthur Square by Michael Paul when he was undertaking a survey in regard to 
a recent development.  
 
It should be assumed that Swift Parrots are present on the property rather than dismiss their existence, and therefore, 
suitable tree hollows and foraging should be retained 
 
 
CUMBERLAND PLAIN SNAIL (NSW ENDANGERED).  
 
Although not listed under the EPBC Act it has been listed under the Species Action Statement and the Justification for 
allocation to this management stream is: 
 
This species is distributed across relatively large areas and is subject to threatening process that generally acts at the 
landscape scale (e.g. habitat loss or degradation) rather than at district, definable locations.  
 
The Macarthur Priority Growth Plan will indeed be on a major alteration of landscape and destruction of bushland scale, 
probably never seen in our region before.  
 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/threatenedspecies/whatists.htm
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/species.html#categories
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/species.html
jburton
Line

jburton
Line
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For all these reasons and the high amount of EPBC species utilizing the Mt Gilead to Wilton region, we request that all 
reports including that of consultants employed by Campbelltown City Council to undertake surveys on Mt Gilead during 
2017 be included in the Eco Logical Report Also:- 
 
        That the cumulative effects of the Mt Gilead development along with future development along the         Appin Road 
and Wilton is assessed and not taken as a one off development. 
 
        That all Koala fencing, wildlife corridors including tunnels/overhead corridors be funded, planned and in place and 
agreed to by the State and Commonwealth Governments, developers and the local community.  
 
         That solid and worthwhile wildlife corridors between the Georges and Nepean River be identified and preserved.  
 
         That once all this information has been collected the proposed development be placed on public display and 
adequate time be allowed for the public to submit their comments, and not during a holiday period when members of 
government, Eco Logical and the public are on holiday.  
 
It is essential for the future continuing health of the Campbelltown Koala population and that of other Koalas in the 
Macarthur Region that if this development has to go ahead it be completed correctly. Otherwise the future of the Koala in 
NSW will be under the greatest threat since they were almost shot to extinction for their pelts. 
 
Both State and Commonwealth Government have stated that they will protect the Koala and Recovery Plans have been 
produced, The Campbelltown Koala population is the last one free of Chlamydia, and the corridor across Gilead is a very 
significant necessary part of the last link between the Georges and Nepean Rivers.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Patricia Durman 
National Parks Association of NSW Inc., 
(Macarthur Branch) 
 
Telephone: 0408692371 
bazpat@bigpond.com 
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Submission 18 – Wayne Smithers 

 

 

  





Biodiversity Certification Application for the Mount 
Gilead Urban Release lands under the NSW Threatened 
Species Act 1995 

Submission:  

Address: 

Mobile: 

 

Dated: 30 January 2018 





Frequently the off-set sites are not of the standard of the site being bulldozed and take 
many years to rehabilitate. For example, the stands of timber on Lot 61 DP7502042 of 
the site will take many years to replicate elsewhere and, by reducing the patch size of 
these magnificent trees, their long term viability will be reduced. 

Similarly, the trees that are going to be impacted by this development west of Lot 61 
are regarded by locals as parrot nesting trees because, due to their 200 year age, most 
have hollows suitable for nesting birds. Such things cannot be off-set. 

Yours sincerely 

 Dated 30 January 

2018 





Mount Gilead Rezoning Proposal 2015

Planning Proposal (Department Ref:

PP_2012_CAMPB_002_00): to amend the Interim

Development Order No.15 and the Campbelltown 

(Urban Areas) Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 

2002 

Submission: 

Address: 

Mobile: 

Dated 29 June 2015

SIGNED: 







xi. That there will be an adequate corridor to fulfil the stated second objective of the
Mount Gilead planning proposal; that is, to protect environmentally sensitive land and
provide an environmental bushland corridor that links the Noorumba Reserve with the
Beulah bio-banking site and the Nepean River Corridor

d) The Release Area is located in a long recognised "Scenic Protection Area", which

was deliberately made part of the Non-Urban (minimum l00ha development
standard) zone in IDO No 15, in order to protect it from future urban development.

e) In consideration of other issues raised in the submission.

3. That Council also write to the Minister for Water as it is recognised that the Minister
has a significant role in this matter.

4. That the attention of Government be drawn to the report in the Australian Financial
Review (23 May 2015, Page 39) detailing developer Lend Lease acquiring 610 ha of
Mount Gilead, significantly more than the 21 0ha Mount Gilead Urban Release Area, and
urge that the Environmental Assessment being undertaken address the considerably high
impact on the Nepean River and on the level of emissions from extra cars, wood burners
and hazard reduction burns, should the additional area be developed for housing.

5. That Council question the validity of the two-year-old Appin Road study and request
that it be upgraded to current standards in light of residents moving into Appin Valley
since 2013

6. That Council immediately initiate a campaign notifying all local residents of the
impact of the Mount Gilead Urban Release Area on their quality of life.

Signed 

Dated: 



Submission by 

Mount Gilead Rezoning Proposal 2015 
Planning Proposal (Department Ref: PP _2012_CAMPB_002_00): to amend the Interim Development 
Order No.15 and the Campbell town (Urban Areas) Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2002 

I have reviewed the Mount Gilead Planning Proposal, Draft Mt Gilead Development Control Plan and 
Supporting Documentation and make the following observations: 

The Draft Development Control Plan is an indicative structure plan only which is more detailed than 
the Local Environmental Plan but provides guidelines to site development only and can be altered at a 
future date. 
This means that the development principles and controls relating to Heritage and Views , street layout 
and public transport , Public Open Space , Residential subdivision and development can all be changed 
so what the public is being invited to comment upon may not even be the development that is 
eventually constructed on the site if approval is granted .. 
Unless there is another public exhibition and a further opportunity to comment on a final Development 
Control Plan then this present exercise may be a waste of time. 

That said, the site is located immediately south ofNoorumba Reserve, north of the Beulah Bio-Banking 
area and geological fault line, west of Appin Road and east of the Sydney Catchment Authorities Upper 
Canal. 
Also, it lies approximately 2-3 km from what was to be the proposed Leafs Gully Power station site, 
now abandoned. 

The Mount Gilead Proposal is not a development known as a "Major Project" under the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, (EP&A Act) as was the case with the Leafs Gully 
Power plant. It is a "Gateway" rezoning proposal under section 56(2) of the EP&A Act in which the 
Director General of Planning, acting as delegate for the Minister, determined that there could be an 
amendment to rezone the site to a range of urban purposes under the Campbelltown (Urban 
Area)LEP2002, subject to 8 conditions. (see Appendix A) 

First, have these conditions been fulfilled? 
Second, is the undertaking of those 8 conditions and completion of the required technical studies, 
regardless of their findings, sufficient to allow this Proposal to proceed to an automatic re-zoning of the 
site? 

For example, Condition 4 requires that Council ensure that an assessment of the final planning proposal 
against relevant S 11 7 Directions has been undertaken prior to the commencement of public exhibition. 
Council planning officers undertook this assessment but they concluded that this proposal has massive 
infrastructure and funding problems and may not be economically feasible. (February 2015, CCC 
Planning Committee Minutes) 
Therefore, should this proposal be allowed to continue to progress towards re-zoning? 
Clearly, the answer is ''No". In relation to residential zones, under clause 3. l (S)(a) (of SI 17 
Directions), a planning proposal must not permit residential development until land is adequately 
serviced (or arrangements satisfactory to the council, or other appropriate authority, have been made to 
service it). 
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Stormwater catchment and pollutant traps 

The llferitage Dam has been used for over 120 years to provide water to the Homestead for 

domestic use. As stormwater and other water flows from household activities (eg washing 

cars, paint brushes etc) from the proposed development will flow into the Heritage Dam, it 

is essential that the Gross Pollutant traps and other measures proposed are of the highest 

order to ensure this wate·r flowing into the dam is of suitable quality for domestic use and 

irrigating pastures for livestock. 

I am extremely concerned about the adequacy of the measures proposed which in several 

respects are entirely dependent on how well or often there is human intervention to clear 

traps or minimise polluting behaviour. 

Koala habitat 

The EPBC Report contains detailed information and analysis based on a comprehensive 

scheme designed to measure and then balance impacts of the environment. The 

information presented is subject to interpretation and the balancing exercise is undertaken 

with the sole purpose of obtaining approval to proceed with the proposed development. 

Items 3 and 4 in Table 1 on page 13 and 14 of the EPBC Re.port lists the additional 

information requests made by DotEE relevant to CEECs and koalas. 

Section 7 of the EPBC Report relates to koalas and clearly and appropriately acknowledges 

the proposed development adversely affects both the habitat and the koala population. 

However, the balancing act material lacks the same scientific rigour when it includes a most 

emphatic and simplistic statement that dog attacks on koalas WILL NOT occur in public use 

areas in or adjacent to critically endangered locales because people must keep dogs on 

leashes {page 76) and the untenable proposition that spread of chlamydia will not occur due 

because mitigation measures will b� in outlined in a CEMP (page 77). 

The inclusion on Figure 19 (page 78) is most helpful because it sets out the recorded 

observations of koala sightings over more than 10 years. Even a cursory examination of this 

most helpful pictorial shows a very disturbing fact; namely, the. number of sightings of the 

koalas in the locale significantly and drastically reduced in most areas except Mt Gilead in 

the 3 periods up to the most recent time. 

As it appears sightings provide a direct correlation to the size of the koala population, Figure 

19 provides direct evidence that development north of Mt Gilead over the past 10 years has 

drastically and irretrievably reduced the koala population and by extension the measures 
I 

suggested in the EPBC Report have not worked and will not work without a more rigorous 

approach to preservation of existing endangered habitat 

Yours faithfully 
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Appendix B Campbelltown Councils Koala 
habitat map (CCC 2016) 
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Appendix C : Campbelltown Councils revised 
Koala Corridor Map – March 2017 
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Appendix D : Campbelltown Councils Wildlife 
Corridors Map – November 2017 
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Appendix E : OEH Koala Corridors Map 2017 
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Appendix F : Additional Koala records – 
Submission #14 
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Appendix G : Proposed Koala Corridors - 
Submission # 1) 
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