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1. Introduction
1.1

Project background

Biosis Pty Ltd was commissioned by GHD, acting on behalf of Neoen Australia Pty Ltd, to prepare Preliminary
Documentation for the proposed development of Victoria’s Big Battery project at 680 Ballan Road,
Moorabool, Victoria (EPBC 2020/8614). The proposed development was deemed to be a controlled action by
the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE) under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) as it is likely to have a significant impact on listed
threatened species and communities (section 18 and 18A of the EPBC Act). This document provides
responses to the Department’s request for further information (Attachment 1).
The subject site is approximately 63 kilometres south-west of Melbourne’s Central Business District and 13
kilometres north of Geelong. It surrounds the existing Moorabool Terminal Station managed by AusNet
(Figure 1). The site is bounded to the north east by Anakie Road, to the south west by Ballan Road and is
otherwise surrounded by agricultural land.

1.2

MNES relevant to the proposal

1.2.1

Supporting documentation

Surveys and assessments were conducted by GHD and their report (GHD 2020) is referenced throughout this
document. The Preliminary Documentation largely draws on the details presented in that report. With the
exception of the vulnerable Striped Legless Lizard Delma impar (SLL), the assessments were conducted in a
manner which complies with appropriate standards and are considered adequate for the Australian
Government to assess the proposed action in relation to relevant Matters of National Environmental
Significance (MNES). Many sections of this report have therefore been extracted from that assessment.
Survey information provided by Ecology and Heritage Partners (2018) on the distribution of Striped Legless
Lizard within the proposed offset site was confirmed by additional observation conducted by Biosis.
Information sources used to prepare this documentation are referred to throughout and listed as references
at the end of the document. Specific documents are also provided as attachments. The reference list includes
all the relevant information relating to the currency of that information (i.e. dates). The references also
include all relevant guidelines, plans and policies considered in this preliminary documentation. No significant
uncertainties are attached to these information sources and the work of other consultants is taken as reliable.
1.2.2

Natural Temperate Grassland of the Victorian Volcanic Plain (NTGVVP)

GHD (2020) describe occurrence of NTGVVP on the site (Figure 2) as follows:
The threatened ecological community Natural Temperate Grassland of the Victorian Volcanic Plain
(Critically Endangered under the EPBC Act) (NTGVVP) occurs within the proposed project area. Patches of
Heavier Soils - Plains Grassland (EVC 132_61) within project area meet condition thresholds to constitute
the threatened community based on cover of native tussock grasses. The vegetation is a mix of Bristly
Wallaby-grass Rytidosperma setaceum and Kneed Spear-grass Austrostipa bigeniculata growing under
planted non-native and native trees (i.e. River Red-gums Eucalyptus camaldulensis). A total of nine
indigenous flora species were recorded by GHD (2020) within the broader study area. Weeds, including
noxious species, are common and widespread with 31 introduced species recorded during the GHD
assessment.
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The patches are moderately weedy (25-50% cover of weeds) and common weeds include Perennial Rye-grass
Lolium perenne, Soft Brome Bromus hordaceous, Great Brome Bromus diandrus and Toowoomba Canary-grass
Phalaris aquatica. Weeds listed under the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994, Weeds of National
Significance (WoNS) and High threat weeds are present. They include Serrated Tussock Nassella trichotoma
and Chilean Needle Grass Nassella neesiana (but comprise < 5% cover).
Up to 0.583 hectares of the NTGVVP community is proposed to be removed or impacted within the
construction footprint, which equates to approximately 13% of the total 4.5 hectares of the community
recorded within the site.
1.2.3

Striped Legless Lizard

The project timeframe did not allow for targeted surveys for SLL to be done at an appropriate time of year.
The flora and fauna assessment therefore did not include any survey for SLL. GHD (2020) identified the
presence of about 39 hectares of potential habitat for SLL, although it was described as low quality (Figure 2).
In the absence of a targeted survey, the precautionary principle has been applied and the species is deemed
to be present due to the presence of suitable habitat.
GHD (2020) describes the habitat for SLL within the site as follows:
Potentially suitable habitat for SLL was identified across much of the study site (39 hectares identified as
potential SLL habitat). SLL is found only in temperate grassland habitats, where it is active during the day
from late spring to early autumn, feeding on insects. The species spends nights and periods of rest
within the soil layer or at the base of tussocks (Australian Government 2011a). Across its range there are
four distinct historically isolated lineages - i: NSW and ACT; ii: South Australia and central west Victoria; iii:
central and south west Victoria; and iv: eastern Victoria) (Maldonado 2009). Each lineage is reported to
have a high level of genetic divergence, indicating that each should be considered as a separate
Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) for management purposes. The study site is within the central and
south west Victoria ESU (GHD 2020).
All areas of the site support equivalent potentially suitable for this species, except for the wetter sections
(a dam that was dry and a small waterway that held water at the time of the site visit) in the north-west of
the site, which do not provide suitable habitat. The habitat at the site is dominated by non-native flora
and is consequently not of high quality for the SLL. However, it does provide areas of dense tussock
grassland, and some of the non-native grass species are high-threat weeds that are known to be used by
SLL at other sites (e.g., Chilean Needle Grass and Serrated Tussock).
There is surface rock within the soil in some parts of the site, but not where the battery storage facility is
proposed. Rocks appear to be historically undisturbed in some sections (mainly in the south-west of the
site), while relocated and mounded for land-use purposes in others (e.g., two large mounds in north-east
and east sections).
Biosis understands that DAWE has assessed the importance of a presumed population of SLL located at the
site against the Australian Government’s Conservation Advice for the species. The Conservation Advice for the
species states that:
“All populations of the striped legless lizard are likely to be important for the species recovery. The basis for this
is the major loss and degradation of its grassland habitat, the ongoing pressures in remaining habitat and the
highly fragmented nature of known habitat and populations”.
and
“The understanding of fine scale population structure is limited and difficult to assess given the fragmented and
disturbed nature of the species habitat and the difficulty in detecting the species due to its cryptic nature. For
these reasons it is considered that when one or more individuals are found on a site that they are a member/s
of an important population.”
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Therefore, Biosis understands that DAWE considers that if the site does indeed support a population of SLL,
that population meets the definition of an important population irrespective of the size or extent of the
population.
1.2.4

Golden Sun Moth Synemon plana

GHD (2020) describes the habitat for Golden Sun Moth (GSM) within the site as follows.
This species has been recorded 30 times within 10 km of the site, most recently in 2016. GSM is
associated with wallaby-grasses and spear-grasses and/or introduced needle-grasses, all of which occur
within the study site. Therefore, potentially suitable habitat for this species occurs within the study site
and targeted surveys for GSM were undertaken. The survey methods used to determine
presence/absence of GSM are outlined within the EPBC Act Policy Statement 3.12 - Significant Impact
Guidelines for the Critically Endangered Golden Sun Moth (Synemon plana) (DEWHA 2009).
The following extract is taken from the GHD (2020) report.
Four surveys were undertaken, following the EPBC survey parameter guidelines (DEWHA 2009) as closely as
possible. No Golden Sun Moths were detected within or adjacent to the study site.
All surveys were undertaken in December, which is typically within the peak of the local flying season, and which
was the peak period around Melbourne in 2019 also (reports from the ECA Victoria Golden Sun Moth flight
update list-server: admin@ecavic.org.au ).
Grassland at the site was also visited on 9 January 2020, under conditions that were suitable for Golden Sun
Moth activity. Golden Sun Moths were detected in the greater Melbourne area on this day (ECA list-server), but
were not detected at the Moorabool site. This effectively resulted in a fifth assessment of the site for Golden Sun
Moth.
As far as local weather patterns allowed, surveys were undertaken with appropriate intervals between days.
Where the interval was shorter than 5 days, one if not both of the relevant surveys was on a day of ideal (versus
adequate or marginal) weather conditions for Golden Sun Moth emergence and detection, as told by numerous
reports from other surveyors elsewhere in Melbourne grassland areas (ECA list-server).
Surveys were undertaken by two people on warm to hot, mostly sunny days (near or above 20 degrees Celsius
by 1000 hours), between 1000 and 1400 hours, and at least two days since substantial rain.
Surveys were done mostly in light winds. However, hot, sunny, summer days in the Victorian volcanic plains
grasslands typically bring northerly winds, and at times the wind strengthened and became breezy.
No GSM were detected. Given the survey conditions, results and reports of GSM activity at other sites, there is
a high degree of confidence in the conclusion that GSM is not present in the study area and will therefore not
be impacted by the proposal.
1.2.5

Swift Parrot Lathamus discolor

GHD (2020) describes the habitat for Swift Parrot within the site as follows:
The Swift Parrot has been recorded five times within 10 km of the study area, the most recent of which
dates from 2010. This species is endemic to south-eastern Australia but breeds only in Tasmania, and
migrates to mainland Australia for the winter months. In Victoria, it is found mostly in dry forests and
woodlands of the box-ironbark region of the inland slopes of the Great Dividing Range, mainly between
Stawell in the central west and Wodonga in the north-east. Because of their mobility, Swift Parrots have
been recorded from hundreds of locations, including many locations across the greater Geelong area.
These locations vary depending on the flowering of eucalypts and availability of other food resources
such as lerps.
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GHD (2020) concluded that ‘It is considered possible that this species may forage occasionally or rarely within the
woodland habitat and scattered trees within the study site, but is not expected to rely on habitat within or around
the study site. The project is expected to have a negligible impact on this species.’
1.2.6

Other listed species & ecological communities

No further listed threatened species or ecological communities are likely to be present within the study area
(GHD 2020) and there are not expected to be any impacts on any other listed species or ecological
communities.
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2. Preliminary Documentation
2.1

Description of the action

(a) The location, boundaries and size (in hectares), and a description of all components of the action.
b) The anticipated timing and duration (including start and completion dates) of each phase of the project.
Response
The site assessed for its biodiversity values covers approximately 60 hectares and is otherwise known as 680
Ballan Road, Moorabool. It is located approximately 63 kilometres south-west of the Melbourne central
business district and 13 kilometres north of Geelong and surrounds the existing Moorabool Terminal Station
managed by AusNet (Figure 1). The site is bounded to the north east by Anakie Road, to the south west by
Ballan Road and is otherwise surrounded by agricultural land.
It is therefore largely within a rural setting and surrounded by agricultural land and other associated
infrastructure. This existing road network will provide access to the site with a new access way being
constructed for the battery itself.
Historically the site has been used for the grazing of domestic stock prior to the development of part of the
property as the Moorabool Terminal Station. The area surrounding the existing electrical infrastructure is now
an undeveloped parcel of land used for the grazing of sheep.
The site is zoned as Farm Zone (FZ) within the City of Greater Geelong and is also included within a broad area
covered by an Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO4). The ESO is designated for the protection of the
remnants of environmental values associated with the Victorian Volcanic Plains including native grasslands
and habitat for threatened fauna.
The proposed development plan and its relationship to the surrounding land-use is shown in Figure 3. The
master plan consists of battery cells and electrical inverters to be housed in either shipping container style
buildings or outdoor cabinets; a control room and office or spare parts room and ancillary works including
underground cabling, transformers, extension of a busbar at an existing substation, benching and earthing,
security fencing, lighting and visual screening and establishing safe access pathways and roads within the site.
The total area of the Action will be less than 6.7 hectares.
Operational requirements for the project include requirements for the developer to obtain all relevant
Victorian and Commonwealth Government approvals to allow them to commence works. The proposed
development would result in the complete loss of all ecological values within the development footprint
within a few weeks of the project’s initiation. From the start of on-site construction works the full project is
expected to be complete within 10 months.
Works will be excluded from the undeveloped land outside the project footprint by temporary construction
fencing identifying these areas as No Go Zones.
The development footprint is nearby existing electricity transmission infrastructure, indicating that the
proposed action is an appropriate and well planned development for the site. There are no inherent conflicts
for this type of development at this location according to the Victorian Planning Scheme. No alternative sites
were considered by the proponent as this location has been deemed as the ideal connection point to the
electricity network by the Proponent.
Once completed, the ongoing management and maintenance of the site will not involve any ground
disturbance beyond the established project footprint.
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2.2

Relevant impacts

(a) An assessment of potential impacts (including indirect and facilitated impacts) that may occur as a result of the
proposed action on any MNES.
Response
2.2.1

Natural Temperate Grassland of the Victorian Volcanic Plain

Neoen’s plan for development of the site has avoided most of the areas supporting NTGVVP within the site.
The NTGVVP vegetation within the study site is of low quality, receiving a score of 17 out of a possible 100
using the Victorian Vegetation Quality Assessment Methodology (VQA, also referred to as habitat hectare
methodology – DSE 2004). Nevertheless, the vegetation within the study site met the condition thresholds for
the NTGVVP community based on: > 50% of the cover of perennial grasses were native grasses at the time of
survey.
The project will reduce the extent of the NTGVVP community by a maximum of 0.583 hectares, which equates
to 13% of the NTGVVP present on the overall site. NTGVVP within the site is already highly fragmented,
occurring as seven dispersed patches. A narrow strip of NTGVVP will be retained between the construction
area and north-eastern boundary fence, approximately 30 m wide. However, such a narrow strip of NTGVVP
is unlikely to be ecologically viable in the long-term, as it will be fragmented by hard surface to the south-west
(by the Battery Storage Facility) and to the north-east (by Anakie Road) and may be shaded by the proposed
infrastructure. Therefore, a precautionary approach has been taken when calculating potential impacts and
this vegetation is considered lost.
NTGVVP will not be further fragmented by the proposed works but the outer part of one of the largest
patches is proposed to be removed. The removal is unlikely to reduce the number of ‘stepping stone’ patches
of NTGVVP within the broader landscape (e.g. for seed dispersal and genetic dispersal).
The ecological community occurs across a large area from Melbourne to the South Australian border. In this
landscape context, the proposed removal would not significantly reduce the extent of the community. The
proposal will not modify or destroy abiotic (non-living) factors (e.g. water, nutrients, or soil) necessary for the
ecological community’s survival, including any reduction of groundwater levels or substantial alteration of
surface water drainage patterns. Invasive species will be managed through the maintenance of existing land
management practices on the balance of the property and the ongoing control of noxious weeds within
project footprint.
The following summarises known and potential impacts on NTGVVP (GHD 2020):
•

Permanent loss of small area of community, being up to 0.583 hectares (battery storage facility) which
equates to approximately 13% of the total 4.5 hectares of the community present within the site.

Without mitigation measures, additional impacts may include:
•

Potential introduction of new weed species and/or spread of established weeds into areas of NTGVVP
to be retained. This could ultimately lead to further degradation of the NTGVVP proposed to be
retained, if not managed.

•

Potential loss of additional areas of NTGVVP beyond the construction footprint, if not managed.

•

Potential changes to surface water run-off (e.g. inundation of NTGVVP) if additional surface water runoff from the increased hard surface is not diverted away from NTGVVP.
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2.2.2

Striped Legless Lizard

The project assessment timeframe did not allow for SLL targeted surveys to be done at an appropriate time
of year. Therefore, the species is presumed to be present within the study site.
Aside from a farm dam and an ephemeral waterway, GHD (2020) considered all grassland (native and exotic)
at the site to be suitable habitat for this species. This information has been summarised as follows:
The habitat at the site is dominated by non-native flora and was consequently not of high quality for the SLL.
However, it does provide areas of dense tussock grassland, and some of the non-native grass species are
high-threat weeds that are known to be used by SLL at other sites (e.g., Chilean Needle Grass and Serrated
Tussock). There is surface and embedded rock in some parts of the site, but not where the battery storage
facility is proposed.
Assuming a population of SLL is present, overall, expected impacts include:
•

Permanent loss of 4.4 hectares of habitat (battery storage facility and BESS Connection 220kV
Switchgear area).

•

Permanent loss of 0.49 Ha of potential habitat (cable installation).

•

Potential injury or death of individuals, if they occur at the site.

2.2.3

Other listed species

Targeted surveys failed to record any additional listed threatened species within the study area, including
GSM. Given the site’s location within a largely developed and disturbed area, the proposed action is
considered unlikely to result in any direct or indirect impacts to these or any additional listed species.
2.2.4

Certainty with respect to impacts on MNES

The information presented and referred to within this report has been based on the best available
information for the study area and surrounding local area, and has given due regard to relevant policy
documents. The extent of NTGVVP and SLL habitat been documented in GHD (2020). No further information
is needed to determine impacts to these or other listed ecological communities or species.
The impacts are well documented and it is unlikely that there are additional or unforeseen impacts. The loss
of the small area of potential habitat on site would be irreversible.

2.3

Proposed avoidance and mitigation measures
(a) A description of the avoidance and mitigation measures proposed for matters impacted (including those in
adjacent areas), including a statement of the outcome and performance target, the ongoing management
and monitoring and location and timing of each measure.
(b) An assessment/demonstration of how effective these measures are likely to be and describe the reduction in
impacts to MNES.

Response
2.3.1

Natural Temperate Grassland of the Victorian Volcanic Plain

The location of the battery storage facility and cabling has been located to minimise impact on the NTGVVP
community. The construction footprint will be generally in accordance with the area shown in Figure 3 and its
impact would not exceed 0.583 hectares of the NTGVVP community. This equates to approximately 13% of
the total 4.5 hectares present within the study site.
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A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will be prepared and implemented as a part of local
council approval procedures. The CEMP will include measures to ensure works do not occur outside of the
construction footprint and include measures to protect areas of NTGVVP to be retained during construction.
Such measures will include:
•

Vegetation protection fencing and “No-Go” signage.

•

Vehicle and machinery hygiene protocols to prevent the introduction of new weed species into the
site and the spread of existing established weeds within the site.

•

Weed control before construction works commences for Weeds of National Significance and Declared
Noxious Weeds.

•

Sediment and erosion control measures to prevent sediment deposition onto adjacent areas of
NTGVVP to be protected.

Stormwater run-off will be designed so that adjacent areas of NTGVVP community will not be compromised.
Run-off from the Battery Storage Facility will be directed to retarding basin 2 and treated before discharge.
Offsets will be sourced in line with the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy (Australian Government 2012)
to compensate for impacts to NTGVVP within the study area. These offsets will be identified and procedures
to legally secure the protection of the offset site for conservation will be initiated prior to the development
proceeding and will be finalised within six months of the approval to proceed.
2.3.2

Striped Legless Lizard

SLL is presumed to be present as project timelines did not allow for targeted surveys to be undertaken in
accordance with survey guidelines published by the Australian Government.
Most of the potential SLL habitat within the site is being retained.
To minimise impacts on the grassland habitat for SLL the project will:
•

Minimise the area of ground disturbance and habitat removal (i.e. minimise the project footprint).

•

Use previously disturbed areas of the site as much as possible, including for lay-down and access
(e.g., existing road, previous soil deposition sites).

To further minimise the likelihood of impacts to SLL the project will:
•

Engage an ecologist to check trenches left open overnight for the presence of trapped SLL. This must
be done prior to work resuming that day.

•

Engage an ecologist to be present during the first soil disturbance at the site. If SLL is found
individuals would be moved to suitable habitat within 100 metres of their capture location.

The CEMP will include actions to prevent the introduction or spread of weeds that could further reduce the
site quality for both MNES and include requirements to:
•

Maintaining hygiene on vehicles and machinery passing through SLL habitat, to minimise weed
spread.

•

Avoiding introducing weeds or non-indigenous plants into site.

•

Reducing weed cover in and around the construction area, taking care to avoid drift of herbicides
onto native vegetation (for example use selective herbicide application and not aerial application).

Offsets will be sourced in line with the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy (Australian Government 2012)
to compensate for impacts to SLL within the study area. These offsets will be identified and procedures to
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legally secure the protection of the offset site for conservation will be initiated prior to the development
proceeding and will be finalised within six months of the approval to proceed.
It is possible that SLL occurs in areas outside of the construction footprint. No activities associated with this
development will occur outside of the construction footprint. No machinery, rubbish, construction materials,
tools, vehicles or other equipment will be stored in areas of potential habitat outside the construction
footprint. To ensure this does not occur, all contractors working on this development site will have pre-start
inductions that address MNES on the subject land and the potential for these matters to be present. No go
areas will also be delineated from the development site by temporary fencing and marked as a no go zone for
all works associated with this development.

2.4

Residual impacts/proposed offsets

If residual impacts are likely to be significant please provide an offset package to compensate for residual impacts to
MNES. This should consist of an offset proposal key commitments and management actions for delivering and
implementing a proposed offset.
Offsets must directly contribute to the ongoing viability of the species and ecological communities and deliver an
overall conservation outcome that improves or maintains the viability of the protected matter, as compared to what
is likely to have occurred if neither the action nor the offset had taken place. The offset proposal should demonstrate
how the conservation outcome will be delivered for the protected matter.
The proposed offset must meet the requirements of the Department’s EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy
(October 2012) available at: www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/epbc-act-environmental-offsets-policy.
The Department’s Offset Assessment Guide may be used as a guide to estimate the area of offset required to
adequately compensate for the residual impacts of the project, it is available at:
www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications/epbc-act-environmental-offsets-policy
A project officer within the Department will assess the offset based on the information provided in the offset
proposal using the offsets assessment guide. The proposal must include, but not be limited to, the following:
a) A description of the offset site(s) including location, size, condition and environmental values.
b) Details of the surveys undertaken in accordance with the survey guidelines used to confirm the presence of the
protected matter at the offset site.
c) Details of the quality of the offset site including vegetation condition assessment (VQA) and habitat
characteristics for the protected matter must also be included.
d) Details of on-going threats to the protected matter including the extent and type of weeds present.
e) A comparison of these environmental values to the impact site.
f) Justification of how the offset meets the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy.
g) The specific environmental outcomes to be achieved.
h) Details on how the offset will be secured, managed and monitored to meet these environmental outcomes,
including:
i. Management actions, performance targets, monitoring methodology and review criteria.
ii. Responsibility and timing for implementation of actions.
Please note, in all cases targets and criteria should be specific and measurable. Offsets required by the State can
contribute to offset obligations under the EPBC Act if those offsets also meet the requirements of the EPBC Act
Environmental Offsets Policy.
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Please also provide evidence of engagement with any third parties engaged to deliver the proposed offset (including
the proposed landowner of the offset site and any entity providing a security mechanism for the offset), and
confirmation that those third parties are able to deliver the aspects of the proposed offset for which they are
responsible, as described in the offset management plan.
Response
The provision of an offset area consistent with the output of the EPBC Act offset calculator is expected to be a
condition of approval consistent with the Australian Government Outcomes-based conditions policy
(Australian Government 2016).
The offset assessment guide was used to define the extent of a proposed offset site. The calculator was used
to identify the extent and condition of the offset prescription defined for both the area of NTGVVP and SLL
habitat required to provide a 100% direct offset. The larger of the two offset prescriptions would then be used
to identify an offset area which supported both values so they could be offset concurrently.
2.4.1

Natural Temperate Grassland of the Victorian Volcanic Plain offset calculation

The condition of patches of NTGVVP within the proposed action area was found to be relatively uniform
throughout (GHD 2020). The quality of these patches was assessed by using the Victorian Government’s
‘habitat hectare’ assessment protocols developed by DELWP (DSE 2004). The habitat hectare assessment
considers a number of factors including weed cover, organic matter, recruitment and species richness.
Patches of NTGVVP within the proposed action area were assigned a habitat score 17/100 in accordance with
this assessment protocol (DSE 2004). However, the impact calculator only uses integers to represent a score
out of ten and therefore, for the purpose of determining offset requirements for the loss of these patches, a
score of 2/10 was conservatively applied as the input score to inform the EPBC Act impact calculator. The
calculated quantum of impact (in adjusted hectares) for the maximum impact of 0.583 hectares of NTGVVP
was therefore 0.12.
The risk related time horizon for the offset site has been set at 20 years with the time until ecological benefit
set at 10 years to match the initial timeframe for the approved OMP. Note however, that site management
needs to span the duration of the approval under the EPBC Act which will be set at 20 years.
The risk of loss for the vegetation without the offset is set at 10%. This is based on the existing land-use
(grazing) and the low likelihood that this area of native vegetation would be cleared in the next 20 years, since
it is protected under national environment law. However, remnants such as these are still illegally or
inadvertently cleared and there remain existing permitted uses (i.e. fertiliser application) which if exercised
pose a significant threat to this community. There is, therefore, still some residual risk of loss given that the
site does not have formal protection. The proposed offset would continue to be used for agricultural
purposes if not protected under a legal mechanism. While Victoria’s native vegetation clearing regulations
offer some existing protection to the native vegetation within the proposed offset site, continued agricultural
uses such as grazing would likely lead to its continued degradation.
The risk of loss with offset is set at 1% because the site would be protected in perpetuity and there is
therefore a relatively low probability of the vegetation deteriorating in the presence of active management to
promote the improvement of native vegetation through active weed control works and biomass
management. However, the risk is not considered zero as there is a small probability that the invasion of new
high threat weeds or the influence of climate change could have negative impacts on this vegetation.
These assessments are made with a relatively high degree of confidence (set at 90%) because of observations
associated with other NTGVVP offsets in Victoria’s western district. Similarly, there is a high confidence (90%)
for the time to ecological benefit being achieved based on observations from similar management regimes
for NTGVVP offset areas managed under legally enforceable protective covenants.
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The habitat hectares score of the proposed offset for NTGVVP is assessed as 58/100 (Biosis 2020a) which is
rounded to a start quality score of 6/10 in the EPBC Act offset calculator. The EPBC Act Offsets Assessments
Guide requires that when determining the suitability of a proposed offset, the minimum requirement is that
the quality score of the offset site (future value with offset) must at least reach the same value as the quality
score of the impact site. Without active management, NTGVVP would be expected to deteriorate in quality as
weeds would be expected to gradually increase in prevalence. A number of high threat herbaceous weeds
were recorded on the site. Without active management, the total cover of these weeds would be expected to
increase.
Additionally, there is currently no restriction on the type or number of stock (stocking density) grazing the site.
Unrestricted grazing and high stocking rates (i.e. a change to grazing regimes) could be expected to result in a
reduction in the quality of the community due the effects of selective grazing. Conversely, without active
grazing, the quality of the grassland could deteriorate due to a build-up of biomass leading to a smothering of
sensitive species and those that require inter-tussock spaces for their persistence.
Conservatively a score of 5/10 is set for future quality without the offset (active management), which we
consider very conservative given the observed and often rapid degradation of grasslands in the absence of
active management. Once protected, the proposed offset area will have active biomass management through
the use of selective grazing and potentially burning to maintain grassland structure and plant species
diversity. Regular weed control works would also occur. The aim of the management plan for the offset site is
to improve the existing condition of the grassland. This would be achieved through an increase in the score
allocated to weed cover (Lack of Weeds) and increasing the diversity of life-forms present resulting in an
increase in the assessed Understorey Score. The target for this increase is to elevate the score from 15/25 to
20/25. Therefore, we have conservatively elevated the future quality of a NTGVVP offset site to a score of 7/10.
The output of the offset calculator for NTGVVP using these parameters identifies an offset of 1.5 hectares
would provide in excess of a 100% direct offset (Appendix 2). This represents an offset of 2.6 times the
proposed loss with the offset having a condition score at least four units higher that the impacted vegetation.
2.4.2

Striped Legless Lizard offset calculation

An approved methodology to score SLL habitat has not been defined in any available literature or in any
advice or recovery plan prepared for DAWE. As DAWE has identified the need for consistency between habitat
quality assessments for EPBC Act impact and offset calculations, we propose the following scoring method
developed by Biosis for the vulnerable SLL. To guide scoring habitat quality of a particular location, we have
drawn on relevant available literature, including the Conservation Advice for SLL (Threatened Species
Scientific Committee 2016) and the referral guidelines for the SLL (Australian Government 2011a).
The protocols outlined in Appendix 1 were used to score both the impact and identified offset site.
Based on these parameters, the impact to 4.89 hectares of SLL habitat at the battery storage site is
conservatively allocated a quality score of 7/10. This includes a connectivity score of 2/2, a threats score of 1/2,
a site condition score of 1/3 and, because of the lack of survey data, a precautionary species stocking rate
score of 3/3.
This provides a derived quantum of impact measured by the EPBC Act offset calculator of 3.42.
The risk related time horizon for the offset site has been set at 20 years with the time until ecological benefit
set at 10 years to match the timeframe of the OMP.
The setting of the other parameters is as described for NTGVVP.
The habitat quality for SLL within the offset site is rated at 9/10. This assessment was based on the broad
extent of the offset site, the numerous SLL records from the offset site, and the quality of the NTGVVP
present. In the absence of active management, it is expected that the quality of the habitat would deteriorate
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over time. Using the scoring guidelines in Appendix 1 we have set the future quality of the habitat without
offset at 7/10 given potential loses in habitat condition and stocking rate under adverse management. Active
ecological management of the site is expected to maintain the condition of SLL habitat (NTGVVP) present but
it cannot be improved as the site will always carry the impact of historical management. Therefore the future
site quality for SLL with offset was set at 9/10.
Using this data as input for the EPBC Act offset calculator results in an offset prescription of 16.9 hectares of
SLL habitat (Appendix 2). This represents an offset of 3.5 times the proposed loss with the offset habitat
having a condition score at least two units higher that the impacted habitat.
The offset site will be protected and managed in a manner consistent with the approved OMP. The OMP
submitted for approval is provided as Attachment 4.
2.4.3

Overall offset strategy

The offset strategy for the development at 680 Ballan Road, Moorabool is to provide a site which concurrently
provides the SLL habitat and NTGVVP offset requirements producing a 100% of the prescribed offset as
defined by the EPBC Act offset calculator.
Based on these input settings, a 16.9 hectare offset site supporting NTGVVP and occupied SLL habitat would
provide in excess of 100% of offset requirements as a direct offset. These requirements have been identified
at 6060 Hamilton Highway, Cressy, Victoria, otherwise known as Chathams. Chathams is known to support a
broad area of NTGVVP with a large known population of SLL (EHP 2018, Biosis 2020a).
Biosis (2020a) documents the condition and extent of NTGVVP within a 16.9 hectare section of this property in
the south of Lot 5. This assessment identified the habitat score for the NTGVVP present as 63.09/100 (Table 1
in Biosis 2020a). This site condition report is appended to this preliminary documentation (Attachment 2).
The extent of the SLL population was assessed by EHP (2018) (Attachment 3). This assessment documented
the presence of SLL from 20 tile grids scattered across the 270 hectare property from a single survey on 29
October 2018. This survey recorded 30 SLL individuals, including 19 individuals from Lot 5 and 4 individuals
from the survey grids (14 and 19) located within the proposed offset area. Biosis (2020a) subsequently
recorded 8 skin sloughs from grids 14 and 19 in June 2020 (Attachment 2).
A 16.9 hectare portion in the south western corner of Lot 5, 6060 Hamilton Highway Cressy has been
identified as the offset area (Biosis 2020a&b).
2.4.4

Offset Management Plan

Biosis (2020b) provides an offset management plan for the management of the nominated offset site within
Chathams (Attachment 4). It includes all the relevant details relating to how the offset site will be secured,
managed and monitored. It also defines the specific environmental outcomes to be achieved from
management measures.

2.5

Other approvals and conditions

If progressed from information provided in the referral, information on any other requirements for approval or
conditions that apply, or that you reasonably believe are likely to apply, to the proposed action.
Response
A planning permit would be issued by City of Greater Geelong for removal of native vegetation when the local
planning approvals process is complete. This permit is required before works can proceed.
That permit, and its associated conditions will prescribe offsets under the Victorian guidelines for the removal,
destruction or lopping of native vegetation (DELWP 2017). Those offsets will not be able to be achieved
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concurrently with any offsets approved under the EPBC Act and will be sourced through an approved agent
for the Victorian BushBroker. Neoen will meet all conditions associated with this permit.

2.6

Social and economic

Please describe the economic and social impacts of the proposed action, including projected costs and benefits, such
as employment opportunities expected to be generated.
Response
The Victorian Big Battery (VBB) is an up to 600MW battery energy storage system (BESS) that will contribute
significantly to the energy storage capacity in Victoria. The Victorian electricity sector is at risk of under-supply
during extreme demand periods. This demand could be met by constructing additional generators,
increasing the level of interconnectors between neighbouring states or installing battery energy storage
systems.
Conventional generation and transmission are long term projects, taking years or decades to deliver, and so
are not reasonable alternatives for the short term electricity shortfall. For this reason Neoen is committed to
quickly deploy large-scale battery projects in order to add security, and reduce prices for Australian electricity
customers. The project will provide Fast Frequency Response services to the National Electricity Market, be a
reserve to augment power supplies in Victoria and will provide improved grid reliability. Such energy storage
facilities can reduce spot price volatility and protect the grid from network disturbances thus improving
reliability and reducing power costs.
The proposed action will result in the removal of 0.583 hectares of native vegetation that corresponds to a
listed threatened ecological community and 4.4 hectares of potential habitat for a threatened species (SLL).
However, this impact is proposed to be offset by protecting 16.9 hectares of this ecological community and
confirmed SLL habitat at Chathams (Attachment 4). This offset site will be secured and managed in perpetuity,
and is therefore broadly consistent with the ESD principle of inter-generational equity.

2.7

Environmental record of person proposing to take the action

If updated from the referral, please describe the environmental record of the person proposing to take the action,
including if there are any proceedings under Commonwealth, State or Territory law for the protection of the
environment or the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources
Response
Neoen is the largest owner and operator of renewable energy projects in Australia and is the owner of the
world’s largest battery project, Hornsdale Power Reserve, in South Australia. Across all of these projects
Neoen has always complied with all environmental protocols and has never been found to be in breach of
any permit, law, or regulation. There are no proceedings under Commonwealth, State or Territory law against
Neoen.
AusNet Services own and operate the Victorian electricity transmission network, one of five electricity
distribution networks, and one of three gas distribution networks in Victoria. AusNet Services is subject to
both Federal and State Government environmental legislation and has not been in breach of any legislation
which are material of nature. There are no proceedings under Commonwealth, State or Territory law against
AusNet Services for the protection of environment or the conservation and sustainable use of natural
resources.
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2.8

Conclusion

Please provide an overall conclusion as to the environmental acceptability of the proposal with regards to the
objects and requirements of the EPBC Act including the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD). You
may wish to include a statement as to whether or not the controlled action should be approved and may
recommend conditions pertaining to an approval.
Response
The majority of the areas identified as NTGVVP and potential habitat for SLL will not be impacted by the
proposed development. At the local scale, the proposal would result in the removal of 0.583 hectares of
NTGVVP (13% of the ecological community within the broader site) and 4.89 hectares of potential Striped
Legless Lizard habitat (out of approximately 39 hectares of potential habitat within the broader site). The
removal of this habitat will contribute to the ongoing, incremental loss of NTGVVP on the Victorian Volcanic
Plain (VVP), but makes a comparatively minor contribution to these losses in the context of ongoing and rapid
urban development and agricultural intensification on the VVP, both of which will result in the further
degradation and loss of many small grassland areas over the next few decades.
The proposed protection and management of the Chathams offset site will provide a secure environmental
benefit for both MNES impacted by the VBB development and offsets the small losses to MNES within the
impacted site. This is considered to be a measured and appropriate response to the EPBC Act and its
associated offsets policy.
The proposed action is broadly consistent with the guiding principles of ESD outlined in the National Strategy
for Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESDSC 1992). The proposed action will stimulate positive social and
economic outcomes, while seeking to offset unavoidable environmental losses.
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Appendix 1 Guide to scoring habitat quality for Striped
Legless Lizard
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EPBC Offsets Guide: Habitat Quality Scoring Method for the Vulnerable Striped
Legless Lizard Delma impar
Prepared by Daniel Gilmore and Ian Smales
Biosis Pty Ltd
Draft Version 1.0
6 June 2020.
The EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy (Australian Government 2012) (the policy) outlines the
Government’s approach to the use of environmental offsets (‘offsets’) under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The policy is accompanied by the Offsets Assessment Guide (the
guide). The guide has been developed in order to give effect to the requirements of the policy, utilising a
balance sheet approach to estimate impacts and offsets for threatened species and ecological communities.
The guide is a tool to assist experts in the Australian Government Department for the environment in
determining the suitability of offset proposals. The guide is also available to proponents to assist with
planning for future development proposals and estimating potential future offset requirements.
The Guide is an Excel spreadsheet with embedded formulae. Essentially it is an impact and offset calculator.
One of the attributes that is used in the Offsets Guide for listed threatened species and communities is
Habitat Quality.
The quality score for area of habitat or area of community is a measure of how well a specific site supports a
particular threatened species or ecological community and contributes to its ongoing viability. There are three
components that contribute to the calculation of habitat quality: site condition, site context, and species
stocking rates. It is important to note that the assessment of quality for threatened species habitat and
ecological communities is not simply a scoring of vegetation ‘pristineness’. Rather, there are three
components that contribute to the calculation of habitat quality:
•

Site condition: This is the condition of a site in relation to the ecological requirements of a threatened
species or ecological community. This includes considerations such as vegetation condition and
structure, the diversity of habitat species present, and the number of relevant habitat features.

•

Site context: This is the relative importance of a site in terms of its position in the landscape, taking
into account the connectivity needs of a threatened species or ecological community. This includes
considerations such as movement patterns of the species, the proximity of the site in relation to other
areas of suitable habitat, and the role of the site in relation to the overall population or extent of a
species or community.

•

Species stocking rate: This is the usage and/or density of a species at a particular site. The principle
acknowledges that a particular site may have a high value for a particular threatened species, despite
appearing to have poor condition and/or context. It includes considerations such as survey data for a
site in regards to a particular species population or, in the case of a threatened ecological community
this may be a number of different populations. It also includes consideration of the role of the site
population in regards to the overall species population viability or community extent. These
components contribute to the final habitat quality score, however the weighting given to each
component is dependent on the ecological requirements of the impacted species or ecological
community (Figure 1, adapted from the Commonwealth’s EPBC Offsets Assessment Guide). For
example, for some species the most important consideration is the location of a site in the landscape,
whereas for others the presence of important habitat features on the site itself may be the most
important influencing factor.
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Figure 1 Key considerations in determining the quality of threatened species and ecological community habitat
(Adapted from the Australian Government’s EPBC Offset Assessment Guide).

Evaluate the key ecological attributes of the species or ecological community:

Habitat requirements and variability: What are the nesting, breeding, foraging, dispersal, migration and/or
roosting requirements of the species? What are the various ecological components and occurrence states for
the ecological community?
Lifecycle and population dynamics: What are the key life cycle stages of the species/community? How do
these impact its population viability or ecosystem integrity?
Movement and distribution patterns: How does the species population or ecological community function
across the landscape/ seascape?
Threatening processes: What are the threatening processes contributing to the loss of the species or ecological
community?

Determine site characteristics in relation to species or ecological community ecology:
Site Condition

What is the structure and
condition of the vegetation
on the site?
What is the diversity of
relevant habitat species
present (including both
endemic and non-endemic)?
What
relevant
habitat
features are on the site?

Site Context

What is the connectivity
with other suitable/known
habitat or remnants?
What is the importance of
the site in relation to the
overall species population
or the occurrence of the
community?
What threats occur on or
near site?

Species Stocking Rate

What is the presence of the
species on the site?
(i.e. confirmed / modelled).
What is the density of
species known to utilise the
site?
What is the role of the site
population in regards to the
overall species population?

Habitat Quality
As the Commonwealth has identified the need for consistency between habitat quality assessments for EPBC
Act impact and offset calculations, we propose the following scoring method for the vulnerable Striped
Legless Lizard. To guide scoring of habitat quality for a particular location, we have drawn on relevant
available literature, including the Commonwealth’s Conservation Advice for Striped Legless Lizard
(Threatened Species Scientific Committee 2016) andthe Commonwealth’s referral guidelines for the striped
legless lizard (Australian Government 2011b).
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Three site characteristics shown in Figure 1 contribute to habitat quality:
•

Site Context (scored as X/4)

•

Site Condition (scored as X/3)

•

Species Stocking Rate (scored as X/3)

Where all of the criteria for a score are not met, the score will revert to the next lowest score. Thus, the total
score for habitat quality is out of a possible maximum of 10.
Site context (X/4)
Site context relates to:
•

The connectivity of the site to other suitable habitat.

•

The importance of the site in relation to the overall species population.

•

The number and severity of threats operating at the site.

The habitat of Striped Legless Lizard (natural temperate grassland and grassy woodland) is severely depleted
and fragmented, which means many populations are now functionally isolated. Nevertheless, Striped Legless
Lizard populations are known to persist in very small habitat fragments, including sites of less than 1 ha.
These isolated sites can still support high densities of the species. For example, 86 individuals were trapped in
a 0.4 ha grassland remnant in Keilor Downs in Melbourne (Megan O’Shea, pers. comm.). This grassland
remnant had been isolated from nearby populations by urban development for at least 40 years.
Low landscape and functional connectivity is now typical for most sites occupied by Striped Legless Lizard.
However, surveys and research have demonstrated that in many cases Striped Legless Lizards appear to be
able to persist in these isolated remnants. Therefore, connectivity to other populations may not necessarily
be essential for the persistence of a population in the medium term, provided habitat structure remains
suitable and existing and future threats are appropriately managed.
‘Connectivity’ has therefore been scored out of 2 according to the size of the habitat remnant, as follows.
1/2= Site < 0.5 ha
2/2 = Site equal to or > 0.5 ha
The site context assessment includes the total area of known or suspected Striped Legless Lizard habitat
within the impact or offset site and connected to that habitat (i.e. including contiguous habitat offsite).
The Conservation Advice for the species states that:
“All populations of the striped legless lizard are likely to be important for the species recovery. The basis
for this is the major loss and degradation of its grassland habitat, the ongoing pressures in remaining
habitat and the highly fragmented nature of known habitat and populations”.
and
“The understanding of fine scale population structure is limited and difficult to assess given the
fragmented and disturbed nature of the species habitat and the difficulty in detecting the species due to
its cryptic nature. For these reasons it is considered that when one or more individuals are found on a
site that they are a member/s of an important population.”
Therefore all impact and offset sites with confirmed Striped Legless Lizards are likely to support an important
population and ‘importance’ is not given any weighting for site context.
Threats impacting upon Striped Legless Lizards and their approximate severity of risk, are listed in Table 1 of
the Conservation Advice for the species. All Striped Legless Lizard populations are likely to be subject to
varying levels of cat and fox predation and this threat, which is difficult to compare between sites, is not used
when scoring the ‘threat’ component of Site Context.
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Fire and grazing have both been shown to be positively correlated with the persistence of Striped Legless
Lizard, by maintaining an appropriate grassland structure and floristic diversity (Scroggie et al. 2019).
However, sites that are subject to intensive and concurrent application of these disturbance regimes have
been shown to have lower population persistence (Scroggie et al. 2019).
Similarly, low or no biomass reduction is also considered to be a threat to the species, as it can result in a
dense sward that has reduced structural complexity and floristic diversity (Scroggie et al. 2019). The buildup
of biomass can also lead to more intense and extensive uncontrolled fires, which could lead to increased
mortality and habitat deterioration.
Threats have been scored as follows:
•

Site currently subject to continuous, intensive grazing by livestock or kangaroos, thereby reducing
the floristic and structural complexity of the habitat.

•

Site subject to frequent, widespread and intense fires, including deliberate burns that are not
sympathetic to the maintenance of Striped Legless Lizard habitat.

•

Site subject to historical or ongoing ploughing, pasture improvement and agricultural intensification.

•

Site subject to historical or ongoing removal of surface and/or embedded or rock.

•

Site subject to frequent slashing thereby reducing the structural complexity of the habitat,

•

Site dominated by exotic grasses to the extent that the majority of the site is no longer defined as
native vegetation.

•

Site currently not subject to any form of appropriate biomass reduction (e.g. low-moderate intensity
grazing or sympathetic ecological burns to maintain structural and floristic diversity of the habitat).

‘Threats’ have been scored as follows:
0/2 = Site subject to 5 or more of the above threats.
1/2 = Site subject to between 1 and 4 of the above threats.
2/2 = Site subject to none of the above threats.
Site condition
Sites that have the best potential to support viable Striped Legless Lizard populations are located in areas that
support or once supported native grasslands or grassy woodlands. These areas must contain suitable tussock
structure, appropriate soil type and minimal major disturbance such as ploughing (Coulson 1990; Dorrough &
Ash 1999; Hadden 1995; O'Shea 1996). Sites that are rich in native tussock-forming grass species (often >2050% cover) such as Kangaroo Grass Themeda triandra, Spear-grasses Austrostipa spp. and Poa tussocks Poa
spp. provide good habitat for Striped Legless Lizard, although the species can also inhabit areas dominated
by introduced grass species where the site has a history of grazing and pasture improvement (Coulson 1995;
Dorrough 1995; Smith & Robertson 1999; Australian Government 2011a). The species shelters within grass
tussocks, thick ground cover, in soil cracks and under rocks and other debris (Smith & Robertson 1999).
Site condition is scored as follows:
1/3 = Poor - Site (on average) supports a species-poor ground flora with low structural complexity (reflecting
inadequate biomass management). Dominated by a few native or predominantly introduced tussock-forming
grasses with no or very few native forbs with or without embedded and/or surface rock.
2/3 = Satisfactory - Site (on average) supports a moderately diverse ground flora with good structural
complexity (reflecting some biomass management). Dominated by an average diversity of native tussockforming grasses and average diversity of native forbs with or without embedded and/or surface rock.
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3/3 = Good - Site (on average) supports a species-rich and structurally complex ground flora (reflecting
appropriate biomass management). Dominated by an above average diversity of native tussock-forming
grasses and above average native forbs, together with embedded and/or surface rock.
Species Stocking Rate
The Striped Legless Lizard is a cryptic species and has the potential to go undetected despite presence at a
site, even with suitable survey methods outlined by the survey guidelines. Recapture rates can be very low
and therefore cannot be used to determine a true representation of the size of a population (Smith &
Robertson 1999). Density within populations is highly variable and has been reported ranging from 0.78
SLL/ha to 155 SLL/ha, but typically less than 30 SLL/ha (O’Shea 2016, Biosis Research 2012, ARAZPA 1996). The
scoring of stocking rate set out here contributes a potential 3 points out of the overall total of 10 points.
Artificial shelter (tile) surveys for Striped Legless Lizards are generally conducted to detect the presence of the
species at impact and offset sites. Rarely is the technique used for estimating site level densities to calculate
‘stocking rates’. This is because estimating density requires Striped Legless Lizards encountered under the
tiles to be captured and photographed so that they can be reliably identified from the unique scale pattern on
their head. The technique necessitates a degree of skill and training. Capturing and processing the animals is
time consuming. It also involves a level of risk to Striped Legless Lizards as they sometimes drop their tail
during capture and may be unduly stressed.
Therefore, we propose an alternative method using the maximum number of Striped Legless Lizards
detected at a tile grid during any one site survey as a surrogate for density. This includes counts of
sloughs as well as actual lizards (sloughs are routinely encountered under artificial shelters).
The following rationale has been used to derive an approximate density rate of Striped Legless Lizards per
hectare. It assumes that habitat and Striped Legless Lizards are relatively uniformly distributed across the
subject site. While it is recognised that those assumptions may not hold across all sites, they are necessary
underlying assumption of all survey techniques that involve representative sampling of a site, including the
use of tile grids.
A grid of 50 tiles set out at 5 metre intervals has the assumption that each tile has a ‘capture’ or ‘encounter’
area for Striped Legless Lizards that covers 25m2 (i.e. a tile in the middle of a 5 x 5 metre square), hence the
entire 50 tiles covers a total capture area of 1250m2 (i.e. including the external capture area of each tile on the
outside perimeter of the grid). The entire grid of 50 tiles is thus sampling one eighth (12.5%) of a hectare.
Hence, for the present purposes, we can assume that the maximum number of Striped Legless Lizards
encountered under the tile grid during any one of the seven required monitoring events can be multiplied by
8 to provide an approximate density of lizards per hectare. By this reckoning, if the maximum number of
Striped Legless Lizards encountered during any one monitoring event is one, we can assume a density of
between 1 and 8 animals per hectare. If the maximum number encountered during any one monitoring
event is two, we can assume a density of between 8 and 16 animals per hectare. If the number encountered
as greater than 2, we can assume a density of greater than 16 animals per hectare.
These rates conform quite closely with densities described for eight sites by O’Shea (2016). Four of those sites
had density rates of between 1.2 and 4.9 Striped Legless Lizards per hectare; while the other four sites had
densities of 17.5, 18.8, 44 and 156 per hectare.
On the basis of this reckoning, the scoring method for ‘stocking rate’ is as follows:
1/3 = A maximum of 1 individual, or slough encountered under the tile grid during any one of 7 monitoring
events.
2/3 = A maximum of 2 individuals or sloughs encountered under the tile grid during any one of 7 monitoring
events.
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3/3 = Three or more individuals or sloughs encountered under the tile grid during any one of 7 monitoring
events.
Surveys must be carried out as per the survey standards in the referral guidelines, including the minimum
number of grids based on the area of the site. This standard requires fortnightly tile grid checks between 1
September and 31 December (a minimum of 7 checks). More frequent checks can be undertaken (e.g.
weekly), but this is not mandatory. All sloughs must be removed during each check.
Where surveys at impact and offset sites have not been carried out in accordance with the methods outlined
in the referral guidelines for Striped Legless Lizard and those surveys have detected fewer than 3
individuals/sloughs, the stocking rate is assumed to be 3/3. This includes impact sites where no survey has
been undertaken for the species. The Commonwealth will generally not accept offset sites for Striped Legless
Lizard that have not been subject to a targeted survey for the species.
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Appendix 2 EPBC Act Offset Calculations
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Offsets Assessment Guide
For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
2 October 2012

Key to Cell Colours

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.
User input required
Matter of National Environmental Significance
Drop-down list
NTGVVP

Name
EPBC Act status

Critically Endangered

Calculated output
Annual probability of extinction

6.8%

Based on IUCN category definitions
Not applicable to attribute

Impact calculator
Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant to
case?

Description

Offset calculator

Quantum of impact

Units

Total
Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant quantum of
impact
to case?

Information
source
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Proposed offset

Time horizon (years)

Start area and
quality

Future area and
quality without offset

Ecological communities
Area

Area of community
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Site Assessment

0.583

Risk of loss
(%) without
offset

Hectares

Quality

2

Scale 0-10

Total quantum of
impact

0.12

Adjusted
hectares

site survey

Area of community
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0.12

Adjusted
hectares

Risk-related
time horizon
(max. 20 years)

20

Start area
(hectares)

1.5

1.5

Time until
ecological
benefit

10

Start quality
(scale of 0-10)

6

Number of features
e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Condition of habitat
Change in habitat condition, but no
change in extent

Description

Quantum of impact
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Information
source

Offset calculator

Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant to
case?

0.00

Area of habitat

No

Condition of habitat
Change in habitat condition, but no
change in extent

No

No

Total
Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant quantum of
impact
to case?
Number of features
e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

10%

Risk of loss
(%) with
offset

Future area
without offset
(adjusted
hectares)

1.4

Future area
with offset
(adjusted
hectares)

1.5

Future quality
without offset
(scale of 0-10)

5

Future quality
with offset
(scale of 0-10)

7

Units

Proposed offset

Time over
which loss is
averted (max.
20 years)

Start area
(hectares)

Time until
ecological
benefit

Start quality
(scale of 0-10)

Time horizon (years)

Risk of loss
(%) without
offset

Risk of loss
(%) with
offset

Future area
without offset
(adjusted
hectares)

Future area
with offset
(adjusted
hectares)

Birth rate
e.g. Change in nest success

Mortality rate
e.g Change in number of road kills
per year

Number of individuals
e.g. Individual plants/animals

0.0

Future quality
without offset
(scale of 0-10)

Start value

Net present value
(adjusted hectares)

% of
impact
offset

Information
source

1%
0.14

90%

0.12

0.03
0.13

2.00

75%

1.50

109.52%

Yes

0.78

0.0

Future quality
with offset
(scale of 0-10)

Future value without
offset

Future value with
offset

Raw gain

No

No

Threatened species

Threatened species
Birth rate
e.g. Change in nest success

No

Mortality rate
e.g Change in number of road kills
per year

No

Number of individuals
e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

No

No

No

Summary
Cost ($)
Protected matter attributes

Summary

Impact calculator

Quality

Total quantum of
impact

Confidence in Adjusted
gain
result (%)

Threatened species habitat

Area

No

Raw gain

Ecological Communities

Threatened species habitat

Area of habitat

Future area and
quality with offset

Minimum
(90%) direct
offset
Cost ($ total)
requirement
met?

Quantum of impact

Net
present
% of impact offset
value of
offset

Direct offset adequate?
Direct offset ($)

Other compensatory
measures ($)

Total ($)

Birth rate

0

$0.00

$0.00

Mortality rate

0

$0.00

$0.00

Number of individuals

0

$0.00

$0.00

Number of features

0

$0.00

$0.00

Condition of habitat

0

$0.00

$0.00

Area of habitat

0

$0.00

$0.00

Area of community

0.1166

0.13

109.52%

Yes

$0.00

N/A

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Confidence in Adjusted
gain
result (%)

Net present value

% of
impact
offset

Minimum
(90%) direct
offset
Cost ($ total)
requirement
met?

Information
source

Offsets Assessment Guide
For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
2 October 2012

Key to Cell Colours

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.
User input required
Matter of National Environmental Significance
Drop-down list

Striped Legless
Lizard

Name
EPBC Act status

Vulnerable

Calculated output
Annual probability of extinction

0.2%

Based on IUCN category definitions
Not applicable to attribute

Impact calculator
Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant to
case?

Description

Offset calculator

Quantum of impact

Units

Total
Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant quantum of
impact
to case?

Information
source

Units

Proposed offset

Time horizon (years)

Start area and
quality

Future area and
quality without offset

Ecological communities

Quality

No

Total quantum of
impact

Area of community

Risk-related
time horizon
(max. 20 years)

Start area
(hectares)

Time until
ecological
benefit

Start quality
(scale of 0-10)

No

0.00

Risk of loss
(%) without
offset

Risk of loss
(%) with
offset

Future area
without offset
(adjusted
hectares)

Future area
with offset
(adjusted
hectares)

Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant to
case?
Number of features
e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Condition of habitat
Change in habitat condition, but no
change in extent

SLL habitat

Description

4.89

Mortality rate
e.g Change in number of road kills
per year

Number of individuals
e.g. Individual plants/animals

Quality

7

Scale 0-10

Total quantum of
impact

3.42

Adjusted
hectares

Quantum of impact

Units

Habitat hassessment

Information
source

Area of habitat

Condition of habitat
Change in habitat condition, but no
change in extent

No

Yes

3.42

Total
Attribute
Protected matter attributes relevant quantum of
impact
to case?
Number of features
e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

No

Adjusted
hectares

Units

16.9

Proposed offset

Time over
which loss is
averted (max.
20 years)

Birth rate
e.g. Change in nest success

Mortality rate
e.g Change in number of road kills
per year

No

Matted Flax-lily

Information
source

20

Time until
ecological
benefit

10

Time horizon (years)

Start area
(hectares)

16.9

Future area
without offset
(adjusted
hectares)

15.2

Future area
with offset
(adjusted
hectares)

16.7

Start quality
(scale of 0-10)

9

Future quality
without offset
(scale of 0-10)

7

Future quality
with offset
(scale of 0-10)

9

Start value

Future value without
offset

1%
1.52

1.22

1.17
3.44

2.00

Future value with
offset

80%

Raw gain

80%

1.60

Confidence in Adjusted
gain
result (%)

100.43%

Yes

1.57

Net present value

% of
impact
offset

23.06

128.11%

Minimum
(90%) direct
offset
Cost ($ total)
requirement
met?

No

No

Threatened species

No

Yes

% of
impact
offset

Future quality
with offset
(scale of 0-10)

Risk of loss
(%) with
offset

Threatened species
Birth rate
e.g. Change in nest success

Net present value
(adjusted hectares)

0.0

10%

Risk of loss
(%) without
offset

Hectares

Offset calculator

Yes

Confidence in Adjusted
gain
result (%)

Threatened species habitat

18

Count

Number of individuals
e.g. Individual plants/animals

targeted survey

No

No

Yes

18

Count

60

20

60

45

75

30

Summary
Cost ($)
Protected matter attributes

Summary

Impact calculator

Area

0.0

Future quality
without offset
(scale of 0-10)

Threatened species habitat

Area of habitat

Raw gain

Ecological Communities

Area

Area of community

Future area and
quality with offset

Minimum
(90%) direct
offset
Cost ($ total)
requirement
met?

Quantum of impact

Net
present
% of impact offset
value of
offset

Direct offset adequate?
Direct offset ($)

Other compensatory
measures ($)

Total ($)

Birth rate

0

$0.00

$0.00

Mortality rate

0

$0.00

$0.00

Number of individuals

18

Number of features

0

$0.00

$0.00

Condition of habitat

0

$0.00

$0.00

Area of habitat
Area of community

3.423
0

23.06

3.44

128.11%

100.43%

Yes

Yes

$0.00

$0.00

N/A

N/A

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

80%

24.00

Yes

Information
source

Attachments
Attachment 1: Attachment A Request for Additional Information - Assessment by Preliminary
Documentation: Victorian Big Battery Project, Moorabool, Victoria (EPBC 2020/8614)
Attachment 2. Biosis 2020a. Victorian Big Battery Offset for Striped Legless Lizard Habitat and Natural Temperate
Grassland of the Victorian Volcanic Plain: Site Condition Report for 6060 Hamilton Highway, Cressy. Report for
Neoen Australia, Author S. Mueck, Biosis, Melbourne Project 33234.
Attachment 3: EHP 2018, Targeted Striped Legless Lizard Delma impar Survey within a proposed offset site,
Cressy, Victoria. Prepared for Star Pronunciation. Author A. Wong, Ecology and Heritage Partners, Ascot Vale.
Attachment 4: Biosis 2020b. EPBC Act referral 2020/8614 Victorian Big Battery Storage Facility, 680 Ballan Road
Moorabool, Victoria: Offset Management Plan: Chathams - 6060 Hamilton Highway, Cressy. Report for Neoen
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