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Executive Summary
Purpose of this Report
This Response to Submissions Report (RTS) is submitted to the Department of
Planning and Environment (DP&E) as part of a Development Application under Part
4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). It relates
to a proposal for a new zoological facility situated within the Western Sydney
Parklands (the zoo), and has been prepared on behalf of the applicant, Sydney
Zoo.
Development within the Western Sydney Parklands with a capital investment
value of more than $10 million is State Significant Development (SSD) for the
purposes of the EP&A Act. As the proposed development will have a capital
investment value of $28 million it is SSD.
The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposal was publicly exhibited
between 10 December 2015 and 8 February 2016, during which time
submissions were received from members of the public and government agencies.

Overview of the Project
The Western Sydney Parklands Trust (WSPT) undertook a public tender process
for an area of land within the Bungarribee Precinct of the Western Sydney
Parklands, for the purposes of a tourism facility. Sydney Zoo was the successful
tenderer and having obtained the consent of WSPT, has since lodged a
development application (DA) with the DP&E.
During the preparation of the EIS Sydney Zoo ran multiple public consultation
sessions and meetings with key stakeholders in order to inform the public and
appropriate authorities about the proposal.
The Development Application (DA) as exhibited seeks approval for the following
key components of the Zoo:


Animal exhibits across several enclosures of varying design for a range of
native and exotic animals;



Back-of-house buildings for exhibits;



Main entrance building comprising entry/exit, and gift shop;



Restaurant and café;



Kiosks and amenities;



Educational show arena;



Picnic areas and gardens;



Wetlands and waterways;



Service building containing:
–

Administration areas;

–

Curatorial and food preparation areas; and

–

Veterinarian space;



Wayfinding signage;



Service yard with maintenance shelter;



Internal services and utilities to support the zoo, including water, sewer,
electricity and telecommunications;
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Main car park for approximately 484 vehicles, with an overflow car park for
approximately 840 vehicles (accessed via an internal road connecting to the
Great Western Highway);



Bus and coach parking;



Subdivision; and



Landscaping of the site associated with all of the above.

Overview of Submissions
The EIS was exhibited from 10 December 2015 and 8 February 2016, with a total
of 56 submissions. Submissions were received from a total of 10 government
agencies including:


Blacktown Council;



Department of Primary Industries – Animal Welfare Unit;



Department of Industry – Division of Resources and Energy (NSW Geological
Survey);



Environment Protection Authority;



Office of Environment and Heritage;



Transport for NSW;



Roads and Maritime Services;



Department of Primary Industries – Water; and



Sydney Water.

Additionally, the Department of Planning and Environment provided comments as
part of the notification of submissions.
A total of 46 submissions were received from individuals, landowners and special
interest groups. The majority of these were objections, with the remainder being
comments. One submission indicated support of the proposal.
The main issues identified within these submissions included:

ii
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Heritage (Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal);



Air quality and noise;



Animal welfare;



Construction;



Consultation;



Flora and fauna concerns;



Government policy issues;



Operational concerns (including waste management);



Siting and design (including security);



Socio-economic impacts;



Traffic impacts; and



Water quality impacts.
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Proposed Amendments to the Proposal
In response to the issues raised within the submissions, a key amendment to the
proposal has been made to remove the footprint of the overflow car park out of an
area identified as River Flat Eucalypt Forest, resulting in improved environmental
outcomes with a reduction in the overall area of protected vegetation to be
removed.

Conclusion and Justification
The Proposal, identified as a State Significant Development, has been subject to
an EIS and, subsequently to this RTS. The potential environmental, social and
economic impacts, both direct and cumulative, have been identified and
thoroughly assessed as part of the EIS and also as part of this RTS. No significant
adverse environmental, social or economic impacts have been identified by the
proposal in preparing the EIS or the RTS. Any potential environmental and cultural
impacts identified will be mitigated through the implementation of measures for
the construction and operation of the Proposal (refer to Section 8.0 of this RTS).
Sydney Zoo will contribute to the social and cultural infrastructure of Western
Sydney. It will contribute to economic growth and jobs creation in the region,
while providing educational and Aboriginal cultural advancement opportunities.
Significant steps have been taken in the planning and design of this development
to ensure it is sustainable and any environmental impacts are minimised.
The potential impacts of the development are acceptable and are able to be
managed as outlined within the safeguard and mitigation measures contained
within the EIS and its appended technical reports, and this RTS. Given the
planning merits of the proposal, the proposed development in our assessment
warrants approval by the Minister for Planning and Environment.
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1.0 Introduction
Sydney Zoo (the applicant) is seeking approval for the construction and operation
of the Sydney Zoo (the zoo), a zoological facility located in the Western Sydney
Parklands.
An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared for the proposal seeking
approval pursuant to Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979 (EP&A Act) in support of the application for State Significant Development
(SSD).
The EIS was publicly exhibited, in accordance with Section 83 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulations 2000 (EP&A Regs), between
10 December 2015 and 8 February 2016. During this exhibition period,
submissions were invited from all stakeholders including members of the
community and government agencies. A total of 56 submissions were received,
with 46 from the community, landowners and special interest groups, and 10
from government agencies. The submissions received from the EIS exhibition form
the subject of this report, known as the Response to Submissions Report (RTS).

1.1

Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this RTS is to respond to submissions raised by both community
and government stakeholders during the exhibition of the EIS. This RTS has been
prepared to satisfy the provisions of Section 89G of the EP&A Act and Section
85A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. Each of the
submissions received has been collated, analysed and addressed (as relevant).
This RTS also provides a description of design amendments made to the zoo
(known as the amended Zoo proposal) which have been undertaken to address
submissions received and also to reduce the overall environmental impact of the
proposal. In addition to this amendment description, this RTS provides further
environmental assessment to accommodate the change to the proposal and serves
as an addendum to the technical specialist reporting provided within the EIS.

1.2

Background to the Project

The site is within the Western Sydney Parklands. The master plan for the Western
Sydney Parklands outlines the desire for the site to become an “emerging hub for
regional passive recreation, tourism, social and cultural activities” as part of the
broader Bungarribee Super Park Precinct. To achieve this, the Western Sydney
Parklands Trust (WSPT) invited prospective proponents to submit responses to a
Request for Proposals to provide a tourism facility within the Bungarribee Precinct
of the Western Sydney Parklands. Sydney Zoo was the successful tenderer, and
entered into an agreement with the WSPT on 5 December 2014.
WSPT remains the owner of the site. WSPT is a semi-autonomous statutory
authority of the NSW Government, established and maintained under the Western
Sydney Parklands Act 2006. The lease terms for the site were given approval by
the NSW Minister for Environment and Heritage in mid-2015.

1.2.1 Approval Pathway
The State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Parklands) 2009
(Western Sydney Parklands SEPP) applies to the subject site, and (amongst others)
aims to allow a diverse range of recreational, entertainment and tourist facilities in
the Western Sydney Parklands, while encouraging education and research.
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It is considered that the proposed zoo complies with these aims, as the facility will
be a significant tourist attraction for visitors and locals within the area, as well as
performing valuable education and research roles.
Under the Western Sydney Parklands SEPP the land is unzoned. This allows for all
development to be either permissible with development consent or permissible
without development consent. Development that is proposed by anyone other
than a public authority requires development consent. As the proponent is not a
public authority, development consent is required under the EP&A Act.
State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011 (SRD
SEPP) was adopted on 1 October 2011 and identifies SSD.
Clause 5 of Schedule 2 of the SRD SEPP identifies that ‘development that has a
capital investment value of more than $10 million on land identified as being
within the Western Parklands’ is declared to be SSD for the purposes of Section
89C of the EP&A Act. The subject site is located within the designated area.
Consequently, the zoo is SSD requiring assessment under Part 4 of the EP&A Act
with the Minister as the consent authority.

1.3

Overview of the Original Proposal

The proposed development will provide a new recreational facility for Western
Sydney. The proposal, as exhibited, will comprise a zoological facility containing
animal exhibits and associated infrastructure over the site, being a total area of
approximately 16.5ha, for the following key components:

2
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Animal exhibits across several enclosures of varying design for a range of
native and exotic animals;



Back-of-house buildings for exhibits;



Main entrance building comprising entry/exit, and gift shop;



Restaurant and café;



Kiosks and amenities;



Educational show arena;



Picnic areas and gardens;



Wetlands and waterways;



Service building containing:
–

Administration areas;

–

Curatorial and food preparation areas; and

–

Veterinarian space;



Wayfinding signage;



Service yard with maintenance shelter;



Internal services and utilities to support the zoo, including water, sewer,
electricity and telecommunications;



Main car park as exhibited provided for approximately 475 vehicles (within a
further nine accessible spaces), with an overflow car park for approximately
840 vehicles (accessed via an internal road connecting to the Great Western
Highway), a total of 1,324 parking spaces;



Bus and coach parking;
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Subdivision; and



Landscaping of the site associated with all of the above.

An indicative layout of the original proposed Zoo is provided in Figure 1.
Approximately 40% of the area under this proposal is occupied by impermeable
surfaces (roofs, paths, car parks) with the rest of the area being vegetated and
park-like, offering a continuation of the green corridor being developed as part of
the adjoining Western Sydney Parklands.

1.4

Overview of the Amended Proposal

In response to the issues raised within the submissions, the proposal has been
amended to remove the footprint of the overflow car park out of an area identified
as River Flat Eucalypt Forest, resulting in greater environmental outcomes with a
reduction in the overall area of protected vegetation to be removed. This has
resulted in the number of car parking spaces being reduced from 1,324 total
spaces to 1,053 (inclusive of 18 accessible spaces). Based on traffic modelling,
this may increase the potential shortfall in car spaces by approximately 271 during
peak operational days, or 5% of the time.
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Figure 1 – The original proposed masterplan for the Sydney Zoo
Source: Aspect

4

JBA



15247

Sydney Zoo  Response to Submissions | 12 May 2016

Figure 2 – The amended proposal masterplan for the Sydney Zoo
Source: Aspect
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1.5

Site Location and Context

The site is located approximately 33 kilometres west of the Sydney Central
Business District (CBD), and approximately 15 kilometres east of Penrith. It falls
within the Western Sydney Parklands, and is in close proximity to the Great
Western Highway, M4 Western Motorway and Westlink M7, providing excellent
access to both the state and regional road network and surrounding parkland
areas. Traffic studies have concluded there is ample spare capacity in the road
network to accommodate a development of this nature.
The site of the proposed Sydney Zoo is 16.5ha in size, and irregular in shape.
Access will be from the Great Western Highway approximately 75m from its
southern border.
The site’s locational context is shown at Figure 3.

Figure 3 – The subject site (shown in red) is adjacent to the Great Western Highway
Source: NearMap

1.6

Objectives of the Project

The vision for the zoo is to create an iconic tourist attraction which complements
the overall masterplan for the Bungarribee Precinct of the Western Sydney
Parklands. The facility will be an important part of the cultural infrastructure for
the region and wider Sydney area through:

6
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Aboriginal cultural advancement;



providing education on Aboriginal culture and way of life to students and
international tourists (through what will be the potentially highest attended
Aboriginal educational centre in Australia);
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provision of educational programs for the public focusing on the natural and
cultural heritage of Western Sydney;



providing for a high level of information and education about species
conservation to enable visitors to understand first-hand about living with
animals;



minimising the visual impact of the built form and structure of the zoo on the
wider Bungarribee Precinct;



enhancing the regeneration of native vegetation on the site; and



establishment of a key destination and tourist facility in the growing Western
Sydney region, building on key transport and infrastructure links.

1.7

Structure of this Report

The RTS includes the following sections:


Section 1 Introduction: Provides an introduction to the proposal, the site
context, the statutory approval process and the structure of the RTS.



Section 2 Exhibition and Consultation: Provides a description of the
consultation which has been undertaken as part of the zoo project to date.



Section 3 Overview of Submissions: Provides an analysis of the submissions
received during the exhibition of the EIS and identifies key issues raised.



Section 4 Response to Government Agency Submissions: Provides a response
to the key issues received from Government Agencies and responses prepared
by Sydney Zoo’s technical specialists.



Section 5 Response to Community Submissions: Provides a summary of the
community, community organisation and private organisation submissions
received and responses prepared by Sydney Zoo’s technical specialists.



Section 6 Proposal Amendment: Provides a description of the amendment to
the zoo design including an alteration to the car park and the impact on civil
works.



Section 7 Further Assessment: Provides an environmental assessment of the
amendment to the zoo design with reference to technical specialist addendums
where relevant.



Section 8 Revised Mitigation Measures: Provides a list of revised
recommendations and mitigation measures based on the technical studies
undertaken.



Section 9 Conclusion.

Technical studies prepared to support this RTS are appended to this report.
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2.0 Exhibition and Consultation
A Community Consultation Outcomes Report is provided at Appendix B. A
summary is provided here.

2.1

Activities prior to EIS exhibition

During the preparation of the EIS, a number of consultation activities with key
stakeholders took place in order to create an open dialogue during the design
phase.

Media launch
A media launch was held on 7 September 2015 at the site. The Minister for the
Environment and Heritage, the Hon Mark Speakman SC MP announced Sydney
Zoo’s plans to bring the proposed zoological tourist attraction to Western Sydney.
This event was attended by a wide range of key stakeholders including Members
of Parliament, the CEO of the WSPT, Aboriginal leaders, representatives from
state and local government including the Mayor of Blacktown Stephen Bali,
strategic partners and a wide range of major metropolitan and regional media
outlets. It received extensive media coverage in print, social media and television,
with feedback from the Daily Telegraph that it received a very high number of
shares and forwards on their website. Public awareness of the project is
consequently very high.

Project website
The project website www.talksydneyzoo.com was launched alongside the media
announcement on 7 September 2015. The project website includes information
about the site, the proposal, the planning process, partnerships and consultation
opportunities. It allowed for the general public to be provided with updated
information on the progress of the application.
An online feedback form on the website allowed people to comment and register
to the mailing list. A contact email address and phone number were also listed
with visitors encouraged to send through any questions or concerns to the project
team.

Social media
The applicant, Sydney Zoo, has engaged with the local community and
stakeholders online via Facebook, Instagram and Twitter. Project updates, images
and consultation details have been published via social media channels.

2.1.1 Consultation with key stakeholders
Sydney Zoo consulted with State authorities, agencies and organisations as well
as community stakeholders prior to the exhibition of the EIS as per the
requirement of the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs),
with a number being consulted multiple times. Several community groups were
also approached and consulted during the preparation of the EIS. Full details of key
issues and topics are provided in the Consultation Outcomes report at Appendix B.
The following entities were consulted during the preparation of the EIS:


8
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Local and State government authorities and agencies;
–

NSW Department of Planning and Environment;

–

NSW Department of Primary Industries: Exhibited Animals Advisory
Committee;

–

NSW Office of Environment and Heritage;
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–

NSW Environment Protection Authority;

–

Western Sydney Parklands Trust;

–

Blacktown City Council;

–

WorkCover NSW;

–

NSW Health; and

–

Blacktown Police Command.

Service and Infrastructure providers;
–

Transport for NSW;

–

Roads and Maritime Services; and

–

Busways.

Specialist interest groups;
–

Taronga Conservation Society and Taronga Zoo;

–

Featherdale Wildlife Park (Elanor Investors Group), including discussions
held in 2014;

–

The Western Sydney University;

–

TAFE NSW;

–

University of Sydney; and

–

Muru Mittigar Aboriginal Cultural and Education Centre.

The public, including community groups.

This consultation was undertaken through a range of mediums, including emails,
phone conversations, formal and informal briefings and letter submissions.
Feedback provided from stakeholders and the community assisted with the design
of the proposal as submitted in the EIS.
Table 1 – Key consultation activities undertaken

Date
29 May 2015

Authority or Organisation
The Office of the NSW Premier

Senior Policy Advisor
12 June 2015
Blacktown City Council

Mayor and Councillors

General Manager
12 June 2015
Western Sydney University

Director of Strategic and Government relationships
25 June 2015
NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet

Senior Regional Coordinator, Greater Western Sydney
21 August 2015

Busways

Transport for NSW
11 September 2015 Blacktown and District Environment Group
18 September 2015 State Member for Prospect (Labor)
13 October 2015
Exhibited Animals at the NSW Department of Primary
Industries

Leader
14 October 2015
Western Sydney Local Health District

Chief Executive
15 October 2015
Environment Protection Authority

Senior Environment Protection Officer
20 October 2015
Transport for NSW

Type of discussion
Briefing

22 October 2015

Email correspondence

22 October 2015

Elanor Investors Group (Featherdale)

Chief Executive Officer
Office of Environment and Heritage

Stakeholder meeting

Stakeholder meeting
Informal briefing
Email correspondence
Phone conversation
Briefing
Email correspondence

Email correspondence
Email correspondence
Briefing

Briefing
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Date

28 October 2015

1 December 2015

Authority or Organisation

Senior Operations Officer

Regional Biodiversity Conservation Officer
Department of Planning and Environment

Senior Planner
Blacktown Police

Muru Mittigar Ltd

Chief Executive Officer

Type of discussion

Initial briefing and meeting
regarding emergency
access etc. Discussions
ongoing.
Email Correspondence

There have been multiple ongoing meetings with TAFE NSW and Western Sydney
University.

2.1.2 Consultation with the community
A total of 47 people attended the first community information session held on 22
October 2015 at the Bungarribee Community Centre Resource Hub. The event
was promoted through newspaper advertisements, letterbox drops and social
media.
The feedback received during the community information session was
overwhelmingly positive, with the majority of people welcoming the proposal and
requesting to stay informed during the planning and development process.
The key topics discussed included:


positive comments about the project;



discounted tickets for Bungarribee residents and families;



noise impacts;



car parking;



alignment of the project with the Western Sydney Parklands Trust master plan;



funding arrangements with the Western Sydney Parklands Trust and what they
plan to do with revenue received from the lease of Sydney Zoo;



impacts on local businesses;



increased traffic and access via Great Western Highway;



connections with the Western Sydney Parklands via bike paths;



construction impacts;



wildlife conservation; and



future consultation opportunities.

2.2

Public exhibition

The EIS was placed on exhibition between 10 December 2015 and 8 February
2016 in accordance with Section 89F(1)(a) of the EP&A Act. Hard copies of the
EIS were available for public review and comment at a number of locations
throughout Sydney.
The EIS (and associated supporting technical studies) was made available to the
public in electronic format on the DP&E website
(http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action= view_job&job_id= 722
8) during this time.

10
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2.2.1 Government agency consultation
A number of meetings and further correspondence were undertaken with
government agencies during the exhibition of the EIS, including with the
Department of Planning and Environment. Correspondence has also occurred with
the Office of Environment and Heritage.

2.2.2 Community information session
A total of 59 people attended the second community information session held on
16 December 2015 at the Bungarribee Community Centre Resource Hub.
The second community information session was held during the public exhibition
period of the EIS to provide the community and stakeholders with further
opportunity to view the plans and provide feedback.
The feedback received during the community information session was generally
positive. The key topics discussed included:


positive comments about the project and excitement for opening of the zoo;



the creation of more local jobs;



the opportunity for Western Sydney residents to have close access to a zoo;



a suggestion of free car parking to help attract more people to visit the zoo;



noise impacts;



increased traffic and access via Great Western Highway;



discounted tickets for Bungarribee residents and their families;



educational programs for schools and preschools;



suggestion of an overnight safari experience;



potential odours as a result of the project;



impacts on local businesses;



environmental impacts as a result of the project;



potential to widen Doonside Road and the creation of a bus lane;



economic benefits on the local community;



interest in ancillary services such as merchandise kiosks and restaurants;



concern with animals escaping the zoo;



construction impacts;



wildlife conservation;



potential for bird exhibits;



potential job opportunities;



heritage items; and



wayfinding signage.
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2.3

Post Public Exhibition Consultation

Future consultation will be undertaken with stakeholders throughout the detailed
design phase of the project. This will include further discussions with universities
and Aboriginal groups in relation to partnerships, educational programs and future
research opportunities.

2.3.1 Department of Planning and Environment and the
Office of Environment and Heritage
Since the exhibition of the EIS, there has been further consultation with key
authorities including the DP&E and OEH. The purpose of further consultation was
to allow Sydney Zoo to provide the amended proposal (as presented in this RTS)
to the OEH, and to discuss the technical application of the Biodiversity Offset
Policy, with a view to calculating the likely number of offset credits required under
the Policy. In particular, there is some uncertainty as to the minimum thresholds
at which the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects and the
Framework for Biodiversity Assessment should be applied.
OEH indicated that it was supportive of the amendments to the scheme as
presented in this RTS, but that it is currently undertaking a review of the policy in
regards to its applicability at the scale of impacts proposed by Sydney Zoo. OEH
have confirmed they are in the process of completing this review and expect to be
able to provide further commentary in late May 2016. It is expected that this
would coincide with the OEH’s review and response to the RTS.

2.3.2 Elanor Investors Group
A further meeting held with Elanor Investors Group on the 13 April 2016 was
intended to reassure Elanor as to competitive pressures on Featherdale, and to
affirm that Sydney Zoo believes there are opportunities for the two facilities to
work together constructively. The following is a brief summary of the outcome of
that meeting:

 The offerings provided by the two facilities are differentiated through price,
time of experience, the animal collection and the display strategy.

12

JBA



15247



A key part of Featherdale’s customer attraction and differentiation to other
facilities is providing visitors with the ability to get “up close and personal”
with the animals.



Sydney Zoo’s animal collection efforts are well progressed, with identification
of sources for almost all of the animals expected to be in the Zoo collection.
Accordingly, the Zoo expects to open with a full complement of exotic species
from the outset. Sydney Zoo stated that to do otherwise would disappoint the
public and result in a loss of credibility and audience momentum that would
potentially take years to rebuild.



Sydney Zoo believes that there is a great opportunity for the Zoo and
Featherdale to work together constructively to increase audience penetration in
the Sydney market, and Elanor executives stated that they intended to
investigate strategies for achieving this.



In the interim Sydney Zoo will ensure that Elanor is afforded the opportunity to
participate in the strategic discussions that are being planned between other
local tourism operators and Destination NSW. Featherdale can be an important
contributor to plans to develop the Western Sydney tourism cluster and
together have the opportunity to work towards improving infrastructure
development, progressing the area’s growth and development, and improve
visitor numbers to the area.
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Sydney Zoo is also seeking to examine ways in which collaboration on public
education and conservation outcomes could be achieved. This has the potential
to allow both facilities to serve the community while simultaneously improving
brand awareness and overall audience participation.

Elanor have confirmed that they are open to discussing collaborative opportunities
with the Sydney Zoo.

2.4

Consultation: the next steps

As provided in Planning Circular (PS 11-022) (30 September 2011) the criteria for
a SSD to be determined by the Planning Assessment Commission (PAC) are based
on the following:


More than 25 members of the public having made a submission on the
application; or



The Council for the area objects in writing to the application; or



A political donation disclosure statement has been lodged with the application
(i.e. a political donation has been made by the applicant).

During the exhibition of the EIS a total of 39 community submissions were
received. As a result of the number of community submissions received the SSD
Application is to be assessed by the PAC.

2.4.1 Statutory exhibition of the Response to
Submissions Report
Public exhibition of the RTS report (incorporating proposed amendments to the
development) is required under Section 89F of the EP&A Act, which directs the
Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment to make the RTS report
publicly available for a minimum period of 30 calendar days.
During the exhibition period, any person (including a public authority) may make a
written submission to the Secretary. All submissions received will be provided to
the applicant (Sydney Zoo) in order to be considered in the context of the EP&A
Act approval processes.
Sydney Zoo’s past consultation with and engagement with the community has
improved awareness and understanding of the project, and has given the applicant
a sound understanding of the matters that are of most interest to the community.
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3.0 Overview of Submissions
A total of 56 submissions have been received during the recent exhibition of the
EIS (between 10 December 2015 and 8 February 2016). These submissions have
been received from both government agencies and the public. The primary
objective of this RTS is to collate, analyse and respond to the submissions
received during the exhibition of the EIS.
An overview of the submissions and a summary of the process undertaken to
ensure the submissions have been accurately responded to is provided below.

3.1

Submissions received

Submissions were received from a total of 10 government agencies including:


Blacktown Council;



Department of Primary Industries – Animal Welfare Unit;



Department of Industry – Division of Resources and Energy (NSW Geological
Survey);



Environment Protection Authority;



Endeavour Energy;



Office of Environment and Heritage;



Transport for NSW (received on 22 April 2016);



Roads and Maritime Services (received on 26 April 2016);



Department of Primary Industries – Water; and



Sydney Water.

The DP&E requested further information as part of the request for a RTS report,
and have not been included in the overall submissions count. The additional
information requested is found within this RTS report at Section 4.1.
In addition, DP&E received a total of 46 submissions from community members,
landowners and special interest groups. The majority of these were objections,
and several were identifiable as part ‘form letters’ with some individual
composition. Figure 4 outlines the distribution of submissions from the various
stakeholders.
18%
5%

Government

5%

Community Organisation
Private Organisation
Public

72%

Figure 4 – Breakdown of submissions received
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3.2

Submissions response methodology and
approach

3.2.1 Government agency
As outlined above, a total of 10 government agencies provided submissions, with
the DP&E providing comments with the request for a RTS report. Each submission
varied in terms of the number and types of issues raised, with some agencies
raising more issues than others (dependant on their function and responsibility).
Each agency submission was reviewed in detail to identify the key issues.
Those submissions were then provided to the relevant technical specialists of the
zoo’s project team for consideration and preparation of a response. Where
additional information was required to respond to the submission issue raised, it
has been provided within this RTS report.

3.2.2 Public and other organisations
The approach to capture feedback from the community was to ensure that the
overarching concerns for the project were identified. The community submissions
were reviewed and summarised into key issues, using a reference number
assigned to each submission. This served to clearly show which issues raised the
most concerns within the community, while also capturing specific issues at a
detailed level. One public submission was heavily redacted by the DP&E prior to
receipt of the submission by the applicant so the full context was unable to be
obtained.

3.3

Summary of key comments

This section summarises and analyses the submissions received from
stakeholders, highlighting the issues of concern.
Table 2 – Key government comments

Key Issue
Siting and design
Traffic
Heritage (Aboriginal and nonAboriginal)
Flora and fauna concerns
Services
Water quality
Air quality
Construction impacts
Operational aspects
Security
Waste management

No. of government submissions
raising issue
4
3
2

% of government submissions
raising issue
40%
30%
20%

2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

20%
20%
20%
10%
10%
10%
10%
10%
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Siting and design
40%

10%

Heritage (Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal)
Flora and fauna concerns

10%
10%
10%

Services
20%

10%

Traffic
Water quality

10%

Air quality
Construction impacts

30%

20%

20%

Operational aspects
Security
Waste management

Figure 5 – Government issues
Table 3 – Key community comments

Key Issue
Flora and fauna concerns
Government policy issues
Animal welfare concerns
Operational aspects
Siting and design
Socio-economic concerns
Traffic impacts
Heritage
Air quality (including noise)
Consultation process
Support for the proposal

4%

4%

4% 2%

No. of community submissions
raising issue
27
17
13
5
4
4
2
2
2
1
1
2%

2%
59%

% of community submissions
raising issue
59%
37%
28%
11%
9%
9%
4%
4%
4%
2%
2%
Flora and fauna concerns
Government policy issues

9%
9%

Animal welfare concerns
Operational aspects

11%

Siting and design
Socio-economic concerns
Traffic impacts
Heritage
Air quality (incl. noise)

28%
37%

Soil and Water Quality
Consultation process
Support for the proposal

Figure 6 – Community issues by type
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3.3.1 Key issues analysis
Based on the above analysis, the following appear to be the key issues raised by
the community and government agencies submissions received during the public
exhibition period of the Sydney Zoo proposal:


Heritage (Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal);



Air quality and noise;



Animal welfare (including waste management);



Construction;



Consultation;



Flora and fauna;



Government policy;



Operational concerns;



Siting and design (including security and services);



Socio-economic impacts;



Traffic impacts; and



Water quality impacts.

A response to each of these follows in the relevant sections.

3.3.2 Summary of Submitters by Issue
The following Table 4 identifies the submissions and the issues raised by each.
Note that the categories have been sorted as per above for clarity.
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Table 4 – Submissions received and issue categories identified

Heritage
DP&E
(Aboriginal
Website
and nonSub. Submission
Aboriginal)
Submitter
no.
No.
1
138837
Ryde Hunters Hill Flora
and Fauna Preservation
Society
2
139170
Endeavour Energy
3
139732
Sydney Water

4
138915
Blacktown City Council
5
139734
Office of Environment

and Heritage
6
139073
Environment Protection
Authority
7
140330
Urbis, representing
Elanor Investors Group
(Featherdale Wildlife
Park)
8
137338
Mulgoa Valley Landcare
Group

9
139076
NSW Greens
10 136358
NSW Department of
Industry: Resources
and Energy
11 140334
NSW DPI: Animal
Welfare Unit
12 139000
Taronga Conservation
Society Australia
13 139953
Department of Primary
Industries: Water
14 136779
Blacktown and District
Environment Group Inc.
15 135909
Community member
16 136587
Community member
17 135915
Community member
18 135808
Community member
19 135621
Community member
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Category of Issue Raised by Submission
Animal
welfare
Air quality
Flora and Government
Operation
(including Construction Consultation
and noise
fauna
policy
waste
management)




Siting and
design
(including
security and
services)

Socioeconomic

Traffic

Water quality






























No comments or issues raised.




















No comments relating to a category.
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DP&E
Website
Sub. Submission
no.
No.
Submitter
20 137059
Community member
21 135905
Community member
22 135907
Community member
23 135899
Community member
24 137103
Community member
25 137047
Community member
26 137067
Community member
27 137136
Community member
28 136990
Community member
29 136984
Community member
30 136183
Community member
31 135929
Community member
32 135889
Community member
33 135885
Community member
34 135484
Community member
35 139006
Community member
36 138771
Community member
37 138851
Community member
38 137260
Community member
39 137152
Community member
40 137614
Community member
41 139295
Community member
42 138986
Community member
43 138564
Community member
44 137227
Community member
45 137243
Community member
46 138823
Community member
47 139709
Community member
48 138765
Community member
49 137398
Community member
50 137215
Community member
51 137267
Community member

Heritage
(Aboriginal
and nonAboriginal)

Category of Issue Raised by Submission
Animal
welfare
Air quality
Flora and Government
(including Construction Consultation
Operation
and noise
fauna
policy
waste
management)











Siting and
design
(including
security and
services)

Socioeconomic






Traffic

Water quality
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DP&E
Website
Sub. Submission
no.
No.
Submitter
52 139530
Community member
53 141024
Community member
54 139941
Community member
55 147682
Roads and Maritime
Services
56 N/A
Transport for NSW
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Heritage
(Aboriginal
and nonAboriginal)


Category of Issue Raised by Submission
Animal
welfare
Air quality
Flora and Government
(including Construction Consultation
Operation
and noise
fauna
policy
waste
management)






Siting and
design
(including
security and
services)

Socioeconomic

Traffic




Water quality
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4.0 Response to Government Agency
Submissions
This chapter provides a summary of the key issues raised in the submissions from
government agencies, including the local council.

4.1

Department of Planning and Environment

The DP&E requested additional information in response to a number of issues
which are outlined in Table 5.

JBA



15247

21

Sydney Zoo  Response to Submissions | 12 May 2016

Table 5 – Responses to key issues raised by the DP&E

Comment
Response
Biodiversity
In accordance with Part 2, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, The original proposal, due to the proposed overflow car park, resulted in the removal of an area of River Flat Eucalypt Forest,
Secretary's environmental assessment requirements (SEARs) were issued for the preparation of an
however retained a stand of Cumberland Plain Woodland (CPW), which is proposed to be rehabilitated.
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Sydney Zoo development. In order to comply
with the transitional arrangements outlined in the NSW Biodiversity Policy for Major Projects, the SEARs Sydney Zoo, in response to submissions received, proposes to amend the design to remove the footprint of the overflow car
include a requirement for you to provide an assessment of the biodiversity impacts of the proposed
park from the existing River Flat Eucalypt Forest vegetation. This has resulted in a reduction in the number of car spaces (see
development in accordance with the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment 2014 (FBA).
Section 6.0 and 7.0 for further detail). The removal of the car park from the vegetated area has eliminated any impact on this
Whilst the EIS includes a Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) which has generally been prepared in vegetation and reduced the required offset credits under the Biodiversity Policy. OEH is currently undertaking a review of the
accordance with the requirements of the FBA, the BAR does not address the operational impacts of the Biodiversity Offsets Policy to determine the applicability and consistency of the methodology when assessing vegetation
development on the biodiversity values of the Cumberland Plain Woodland (CPW) within the proposed impacts by projects, and consequently Sydney Zoo awaits confirmation of the requirement for credits, subject to conditions
car park. Based on the information contained in your letter dated 23 December 2015, the Department
imposed upon determination of the application.
understands that you may seek to alter the layout of the development to address the operational impacts
of the proposed development on the CPW within the proposed car park. Should you revise the layout of Furthermore, a CPW planting strategy (Appendix E) has been prepared by Sydney Zoo. A CPW Management Plan in
the development to respond to issues identified in the agency and public submissions, you will need to
accordance with the structure at Appendix R will be prepared to identify objectives and management strategies for this site.
update the BAR to assess the ecological impacts of the design changes.
In addition, should the revised BAR identify that there are unavoidable losses to the biodiversity values of
the site, the BAR must be accompanied by a BOS. The BOS must outline the specific conservation
measures proposed to offset the loss in biodiversity values across the site. The conservation measures
proposed to offset the development must be developed in accordance with the principles outlined in the
NSW Biodiversity Policy for Major Projects and the FBA. Any departures from the methodology outlined in
the FBA must be fully justified in the BOS.
Consultation
The Department notes that the EIS specifies that the results of the on-line consultation and community
A community and consultation outcomes report is attached to this RTS at Appendix B. The report outlines the consultation
information session undertaken by the Applicant during the exhibition of the EIS will be provided in your undertaken prior to and during the public exhibition of the EIS. DP&E’s request that a summary be provided of the
Response to Submissions report (RTS).
submissions received during the public exhibition period, has been satisfied by this RTS report, which outlines and responds
The Department requests that you include a community and agency consultation outcomes report in the to the issues raised by submissions received, and also provides an amended design of the proposal in response to those key
RTS. This report should summarise the submissions received by the Applicant and the Department during issues. Accordingly, this request from the DP&E is addressed through both Appendix B and the main body of this RTS report.
the exhibition period. The details of any design measures proposed to address the issues raised in the
agency and public submissions should also be identified in the outcomes report and RTS document.
Car Parking
The overflow carpark is currently located within an area classified as an 'Endangered Ecological
An amended design has been prepared and is available at Appendix A. Further discussion around this is provided below.
Community' (EEC). There is a low frequency of use of this carpark and as such, the Department
requests that you provide an alternate design to avoid the loss of this EEC.
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Comment
Ecologically Sustainable Development
The EIS regularly comments on the environmentally sustainable development initiatives and the
materials that are to be used. The Department notes that these are not generally the most
sustainable materials (e.g. concrete panels). Please provide further detail of the environmentally
sustainable development initiatives to be implemented by the Sydney Zoo and the commitments of
Sydney Zoo during the construction and operational phases of the development.

Response
Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs, which includes environmental, social and economic considerations, not just the single
issue of greenhouse gas emissions. The criteria for choosing sustainable building materials are:

Embodied energy

Resource depletion

Recyclability

Life cycle contribution

Environmental impact
Embodied energy in building materials has been studied for the past several decades by researchers interested in the
relationship between building materials, construction processes, and their environmental impacts. Embodied energy has two
forms in construction of buildings:
1) Initial embodied energy; and
2) Recurring embodied energy.
The initial embodied energy in buildings represents the non-renewable energy consumed in the acquisition of raw materials,
their processing, manufacturing, transportation to site, and construction. The initial embodied energy has two components:

Direct energy, the energy used to transport building products to the site, and then to construct the building; and

Indirect energy, the energy used to acquire, process, and manufacture the building materials, including any
transportation related to these activities.
The recurring embodied energy in buildings represents the non-renewable energy consumed to maintain, repair, restore,
refurbish or replace materials, components or systems during the life of the building. As buildings become more energyefficient, the ratio of embodied energy to lifetime consumption increases. Clearly, for buildings claiming to be "zero-energy" or
"autonomous", the energy used in construction and final disposal takes on a new significance. The design of the habitat
buildings (pre-cast concrete construction) have taken into consideration all aspects noted above and have been designed for
the zoo’s needs and environment conditions of the site in the following ways:
1) To create a building with a structure that had a 100-year life cycle to allow the exhibits to change and be refreshed.
The single most important factor in reducing the impact of embodied energy (EE) is to design long life, durable and
adaptable buildings. Buildings should aim to use materials that have lower EE.
2) The choice of construction material should depend on all of the benefits it contributes to optimising the buildings
performance over its life cycle.
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Comment
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Response
To create a low humidity and low temperature controlled environment without mechanical air conditioning.
To create a stable environment to exhibit animals and insects with artificial means of climate control.
To create an environment that allows for the control of natural daylight and to limit the use of artificial lighting.
To create a structure that will disappear into the landscape.
To create a “green roof” over the entire exhibit building that will allow for a native animal exhibit to be over the top.
The building like all concrete building constructed now can be 100 % recycled into the next generation of building
materials.

The proposed precast panels are to be made by Humes who are located 1.2km from the site, therefore the “direct energy” has
a very low impact. Direct energy is the energy used to transport building products to the site, and then to construct the building.
With regard to the ongoing operations of the new facility, there will be a recycling programme set up across the site for general
rubbish handing and recycling. This will be implemented as the project nears completion. During the construction phase
materials and wastage will be separated and dispatched for recycling by suppliers during the course of construction and
managed onsite by the site builder and construction managers.
Additional Benefits
Opportunities for partnerships with education institutions and other organisations are presented. The Letters from those organisations confirming that discussions have been ongoing are provided at Appendix H.
Department recommends that correspondence from these institutions and organisations be provided.
Alternatives
The Response to Submissions (RTS) should clarify any alternate sites that were considered, and
Sydney Zoo underwent a significant site research and validation process prior to selecting the current site. This involved
why these sites were not considered suitable to accommodate the proposed development.
identification of private individual land holdings, land bank opportunities and government land tenders. The current site was
selected from the government land tendering process, of which Sydney Zoo was the successful tenderer.
The site itself was selected through a WSPT run process including stakeholder and community engagement on the draft
Master Plan and Landscape Concept Plan for Bungarribee, which resulted in the allocation of the area for the purpose of a
tourism hub.
Additionally, during the preparation of the lease agreement (post-tender), there were a number of boundary adjustments made
to the site to reduce any development impacts on the existing Cumberland Plain Woodland and other vegetation on the site.
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4.2

Office of Environment and Heritage

The Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) provided a written submission
which identified issues relating to flora and fauna, traffic and Aboriginal Heritage.

Aboriginal Heritage
The OEH outlined that due to other pressing issues no comments on Aboriginal
heritage were able to be provided.
It is noted that the OEH were unable to review the submitted Aboriginal heritage
information.

Flora and Fauna
Table 6 below provides a summary of the key issues raised by OEH regarding the
flora and fauna of the site and the proposal’s consistency with the NSW
Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects.
The proposed re-design of the car park reduces the overall impact of the zoo on
vegetation requiring offsets to 0.24ha (due to a large proportion of vegetation
being valued less than 17 under the assessment methodology). Historically,
environmental policies including the 2009 Biobanking Assessment Methodology
and Credit Calculator Operational Manual state that ‘for operational reasons, the
minimum size of a vegetation zone is 0.25ha’. As per Section 2.3.1 above, the
OEH is currently undertaking a review of the Biodiversity Offsets Policy to
determine the applicability of the methodology at the scale of impacts proposed by
Sydney Zoo.
Under the amended proposal, if the 0.25ha threshold is no longer deemed to apply
to credit assessments, it is anticipated that approximately eight credits would be
required, pending the outcomes of OEH’s review of the Policy.

Additionally, the Sydney Zoo letter of 23 December 2015 to the DP&E addressed
the comments provided by the OEH of 1 December 2015. That letter, while not
publicly available, has been incorporated in part into the responses provided in
Table 6 below.
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Table 6 – Response to key issues raised by the OEH

Comment
The proposal (as exhibited) is not consistent with the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major Projects.

OEH has concerns that the Cumberland Plain Woodland (CPW) proposed for retention within a carpark setting
may not meet the definition for CPW in perpetuity given the small patch sizes, degree of isolation, large edge to
area ratios and the proposed incompatible surrounding land use.

OEH notes the Landscape Masterplan does not identify any plantings within the retained CPW patches to improve
their condition, nor does the duration of the Landscape Masterplan appear to be specified. Given these
considerations, any proposal to more directly impact these areas in the future may result in their complete removal
and no requirement for offsets.
Although the potential for these small patches to degrade further under the current land use is recognised, it is
OEH's opinion that the proposed development (as exhibited) would likely result in their demise in the long run and
therefore, the 'retained' areas of CPW should be assessed as though they are to be removed. Note the following
requirements from the FBA:
s. 8.3.1.2 ''The proponent must incorporate the principles of avoiding and minimising impacts to biodiversity into the
entire life cycle of the Major Project consistently with the guidelines in Subsection 8.3.2".
s. 8.4.1.2 "When assessing indirect impacts, the assessor must consider all adverse impacts that can reasonably
be predicted to result from the development. The assessor must consider indirect impacts on biodiversity where
they are sufficiently related to the development to be considered a consequence of the development".
The letter from Jake Burgess to DPE identifies an "intended collaboration" with universities and Aboriginal
agencies with respect to urban bushland regeneration and maintenance. Sydney Zoo wishes to explore whether
such a collaboration would provide comfort to OEH as to the long-term security of the retained patches of CPW. In
this regard, and to satisfy the requirements of the FBA, OEH requires more than an "intended collaboration" and
would need to see a specific management plan for the retained patches to demonstrate the measures to be
employed to enhance and then manage them as CPW in perpetuity. It would be expected that such a plan would
include the identification of: threats resulting from the development (for example, but not limited to, trampling,
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Response
As highlighted in the December 23rd letter Sydney Zoo is of the opinion that the Offsets Policy presents a
number of difficulties in its practical application to the current proposal. A meeting with OEH was held on 21
April 2016 to discuss the methodology of the Offsets Policy. It is noted that OEH are currently undertaking a
review of the methodology for assessment of applications. Under the amended proposal, it is anticipated
that approximately eight credits would potentially be required, however this would be subject to confirmation
of the OEH’s Policy with respect to the 0.25ha threshold.
Sydney Zoo has proposed several measures to improve the connectivity of the existing stands of vegetation
and also to augment existing stands by planting mid storey and understorey plants. As part of its
management and impact avoidance strategy, Sydney Zoo has proposed to fence off and actively manage
the existing stands to ensure that they are maintained. This represents an improvement on the current
condition of the in-place stands. Refer to the Sydney Zoo CPW Vegetation Management Plan and weed risk
management plan for further details on this in Appendix E and Appendix J.
A planting strategy and planting plan for the CPW areas identified in drawing L17 of the landscape master
plan is currently in the process of being developed (noting further detailed design is to occur). This includes
species identification, plant spacing and species mix, mulching and spoil preparation strategies and
suppliers of endemic seeds. A copy of this report is provided in Appendix E. As per discussions held with
OEH, a framework for the management of the CPW is provided at Appendix R.
This is not consistent with standard ecological framework and the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment,
all of which seek avoidance as the number 1 priority, followed by mitigation as number 2, with offsetting only
required once these actions have been undertaken. The Sydney Zoo proposal will increase the area of
CPW present, and improve its quality. Additionally, a management plan is being prepared (refer to structure
in Appendix R) which will ensure the maintenance and rehabilitation of CPW in perpetuity. This approach
has been discussed with and approved by OEH. It should be noted that the proposed car park amendment
reduces the impact on the River Flat Eucalypt Forest, and decreases the total area of vegetation to be
impacted to less than 0.25ha.
Refer to Appendices E, J and R for the CPW Management Plan, Planting Strategy and Weed Risk
Management Pro-Forma and Appendix H for written confirmation from the Western Sydney University
and Muru Mittigar regarding proposed collaborations. Furthermore, the retained patches of CPW will be
appropriately managed through the appropriate management plan (refer to the structure in Appendix
R), which will address standards of fencing, watering, maintenance and planting.
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Comment
rubbish dumping, weed invasion); specific measures to be implemented for example, but not limited to, planting of
CPW species of local provenance, installation of an access deterrent such as bollard fencing, weed removal
program; who will undertake the works (with evidence of their commitment/engagement and qualifications and
experience in CPW bush regeneration); and, how the on-going management would be funded. Any approval of the
project would require the management plan to be implemented in perpetuity. It should be noted that it may be
difficult to demonstrate that the smaller and more isolated patches of CPW proposed for retention could be
effectively managed and maintained as CPW in the long-term and therefore, OEH may still require offsets for these
smaller patches identified as FlD 2 and FlD 5 within the 'Footprint' shapefile.
OEH previously raised the concern that the proposal does not satisfy the objective to "improve biodiversity and
bushland quality within the precinct", specific to the Bungarribee Precinct (see
http://www.westernsydneyparklands.com.au/assets/Resources/PianSections/Prect4Bungarribee.pdf), of the
Western Sydney Parklands Plan of Management.
OEH provided a list of studies to support the opinion that recreation of CPW at a ratio of only 2.1:1 compared to the
area being cleared, will lead to a net loss of biodiversity values over time. The letter from Jake Burgess dated 23
December 2015 claims the ratio is sufficient given historical ratios however, no examples were provided.
As previously advised by OEH in our letter dated 1 December 2015 (see Attachment 2), there may be potential for
Biobanking credits to be established and secured by the WSPT in order for the lessee of the site to achieve the
desired project outcomes and meet relevant objectives. This would be a matter for the WSPT and Sydney Zoo to
investigate.
It is unclear why Plots 1, 7, 8 and 9 have been included in the calculator as HN526 when they are HN528. It is also
unclear why Plot 6 has been included in HN526 if it is in a zone mapped as 'exotic'.

Response

Following discussion with OEH it is clear that there is no ability to offset on-site, and this comment is now
dealt with.

As discussed further in Section 6.0, Sydney Zoo proposes to modify the design of the car park to remove its
footprint from the area of River Flat Eucalypt Forest. The retention of that area therefore removes any need
for credits to be sourced based on prior operational policies. Sydney Zoo notes that OEH is currently
reviewing the Policy’s implementation.
The Biodiversity Assessment Report identifies that the HN528 zone is too small for assessment on its own,
and thus was merged with the larger area of HN526. This follows standard assessment protocol.
It is agreed that the inclusion of Plot 6 in HN526 is an error.
It is noted that part of the CPW area in the vicinity of Plot 1 that is mapped in the 'footprint' layer as being
Noted. There is some area which is mapped as exotic to the north and around the edges of this plot which
'retained' is also mapped in the 'vegetation zones' layer as 'exotic'.
will be kept. This is a protective buffer for the in place CPW and Sydney Zoo will seek to improve the viability
of this stand, which will also be planted with species native to CPW.
Landscape Masterplan Part 15 (DWG L22 Rev A) is not consistent with the GIS shapefile for 'retained' land: the
Drawing L22 was illustrative as a demonstration of car park zones, it inaccurately shows impact on the
plan shows 'asphalt car park' over the northern part of the largest 'retained' patch of CPW. However, part of this
patch referenced that is different from the actual plans. This has been amended. The area contains both
area is also mapped as 'exotic'; see above. Please clarify the extent of land to be 'retained'.
exotic and CW species as there is a construction buffer established around the CPW to assist in its
preservation
OEH notes that surveys were undertaken at a suitable time of year for all the flora species except potentially According to the "Survey time matrix" from the assessment tool and Threatened Species Profile Database,
Pimelea spicata. Pspicata can appear any time of year but mostly in summer, and can be difficult to detect
Pimela spicata can be surveyed for at any time of year (Jan - Dec). Survey did not detect this species, and
when not in flower. As no surveys were done in summer, what further justification can be provided to be
the habitat was disturbed with little understorey, so there would have been a high likelihood of detecting this
certain the species does not occur on site? Were any reference populations known to be flowering at the time species, if present.
of survey?
OEH notes that no camps of Grey-headed Flying-fox or maternity caves of the Little Bentwing-bat were
Those species are not predicted by the tool (either as an ecosystem credit species or a species credit
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Comment
Response
recorded on site. The BAR does state however, that up to two trees with hollows suitable for microbats would species). Therefore, no survey is required according to the assessment methodology.
be removed. Tree hollows provide potential roosting habitat for the Little Bentwingbat. Given this, and the
SEARs' requirement to address s.9.2 of the FBA for impacts to Little Bentwing-bat roost sites, OEH requires
evidence that the species is unlikely to roost on site (by undertaking targeted surveys for the species; to date,
only habitat assessment has been undertaken) and/or s.92 of the FBA is to be addressed.
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Proposed CPW Management Plan Framework
The CPW Management Plan, as required to be prepared as a condition of consent,
will have a structure similar to the below (refer to Appendix R):


Introduction:



Background Information;



Management Issues;



Objectives and Strategy; and



Management Guidelines.

Traffic
The OEH indicated support for the notion to reduce the car park size and remove
its footprint from the River Flat Eucalypt Forest in the western part of the Sydney
Zoo site, and identified that land to the south of the site appeared suitable for that
temporary use, but that survey works would be required.
Appropriate amendments have been made to the proposed overflow car park to
remove its footprint from the existing River Flat Eucalypt Forest area. This has
resulted in the overflow car park spaces reducing from 840 to 577, however has
eliminated any material impact on existing native vegetation and allowed for the
total removal of the requirement for offsets stemming from the development of
the proposal.
Furthermore, Sydney Zoo is in discussions with the WSPT (refer to Appendix I)
regarding the temporary use of the adjacent site to the south for overflow car
parking.

4.3

Environment Protection Authority

The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) provided a detailed submission, which
addressed the key issues of construction impacts including air quality and noise,
and operational impacts relating to siting and design, noise, waste management
and water quality.

Construction
The key issues regarding construction of the zoo included concerns and
recommendations around the following:


Unexpected asbestos find management;



Waste control and management (general);



Dust control and management;



Erosion and sediment control; and



Noise impacts.

Sydney Zoo can confirm that a Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) will be developed in conjunction with the appointed contractor to ensure
the above issues are managed appropriately, in line with the recommendations
provided by the EPA in their submission. The CEMP will require sign off by the
certifier as part of the construction certification process.
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Operation
The EPA confirms that they consider environmental impacts during operation of
the facility can be appropriately managed through the implementation of
management practices. Sydney Zoo can confirm that an Operational Plan
addressing these issues will be prepared.

Air quality and noise
A concern was raised that the on-site storage and composting of organic wastes
may generate odours, with a recommendation that the zoo should be required to
ensure that measures are taken to minimise odour emissions on the site and
prevent odour emissions from the site.
The EIS was supported by an Air Quality Impact Assessment prepared by
Wilkinson Murray which outlined the potential emissions during construction and
operation. In particular, that assessment identified that peak odour emissions from
the zoo during operation would not be detectable at nearby sensitive receivers.
Additionally, appropriate management measures will be incorporated into the
Operational Plan (to be prepared as part of Animal Licensing requirements).
The EPA identified that the EIS raised the prospect of the zoo operating up until
10pm during peak periods and offering overnight Zoo experiences, and that the
EIS noise impact assessment did not address the predicted impact of noise from a
public address system or an event involving amplified music. Noise generated by
the collection of waste was also raised as a concern.
Sydney Zoo will ensure that any public address system installed at the site will be
unobtrusive on nearby sensitive receivers during operation. Additionally, there are
currently no plans to run events requiring amplified music at the site, other than
potentially at a grand opening event. Any future plans for amplified music (in
short-term event form or long-term permanent exhibit form) would be the subject
of a separate application.
The collection of waste, as identified by the EPA, will be undertaken during the
following hours, subject to confirmation with the selected contractor:


7.00am to 6.00pm Monday to Friday; and



8.00am to 6.00pm Saturdays, Sundays and public holidays.

These hours will be confirmed as part of the Operational Plan for the zoo, which
will contain a Waste Management component.

Siting and Design
The EPA notes that the EIS identified opportunities to minimise energy use and
potable water demand on-site.
Sydney Zoo can confirm that these measures are being investigated further to
ensure minimal energy and potable water consumption during operation of the
Zoo. Additionally, appropriate water and energy saving devices will be installed in
buildings where practical, and will include devices such as star-rated showerheads
and toilets and LED lighting fixtures.

Waste Management
The EPA outlines that veterinary services will be provided by the Zoo, which will
generate clinical and related waste, and that the nature and scope of these wastes
be identified together with the measures proposed to handle, store, transport and
disposes of those wastes. Additionally, the EPA has requested to be consulted
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prior to any proposed installation and operation of x-ray or radiography equipment
on the site due to the radiation material associated with that equipment. The EPA
also requested clarification around the storage and composting of organic material
in regards to leachate issues.
Sydney Zoo will comply with the relevant trackable waste requirements of the
Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014, which will be
outlined within the Operational Plan to be prepared.
Sydney Zoo will consult with the EPA regarding any future equipment involving
radiation materials and control, however is looking to utilise digital imaging
methods that do not employ regulated materials. If this is not possible, then a
waste management plan (to form part of the Operational Plan) for the processing
and handling of regulated materials will be developed prior to occupancy.
Composted organic material will be recycled on site as a disposal method, in
particular for gardening and landscaping purposes.

Water Quality
The EPA raised two main water quality concerns being the impact on potential
groundwater and surface water to Eastern Creek, and the ambient water quality
targets.
The groundwater and surface water impacts raised by the EPA related to:


An assessment of existing groundwater and surface water quality for Eastern
Creek against relevant criteria;



Identification of pollutants likely to be generated by project activities including
stormwater runoff and estimated concentration and quality against the relevant
criteria;



Assessment of the impact of any pollutants on surface and groundwater,
including Eastern Creek;



Details of practical measures proposed to be adopted to mitigate, prevent and
control any water pollution; and



Details of any proposed discharge to receiving waters, including the nature,
volume and location.

The EPA considers that the EIS does not adequately describe or demonstrate the
suitability of the MUSIC model in particular the nodes and settings used in that the
Zoo may have higher run-offs for nutrients and sediments than expected for the
urban land use node in the modelling. The EPA anticipates that run-off from animal
enclosures would contain higher concentrations of nutrients, suspended solids,
organic matter and pathogens relative to urban stormwater, and that the identified
water sensitive urban design devices may not be suitable. Additionally, the EPA
outlines that the wastewater from the hippopotamus pool (now proposed to hold
Asian Water Buffalo), the aquaria and wet moats may require additional or
alternative treatment.
The groundwater quality has been assessed and reviewed against the ANZECC
Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality 2000, as part of the Consulting
Earth Scientists (CES) Environmental Site Assessment (refer to Appendix H of the
EIS submission). This has been undertaken at two locations as outlined in the
Environmental Site Assessment report prepared by CES in support of the EIS
submission. These locations, MW01 and MW03 are located in the western portion
of the site and were intended to provide a baseline groundwater quality
assessment. The results from this analysis indicated that no heavy metals,
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petroleum hydrocarbons or polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons were detected in any
groundwater samples in excess of the Tier 1 Assessment Criteria.
The current quality of surface water has not been assessed since Eastern Creek is
not part of the site and therefore not included as part of the assessment (no other
surface water features were identified during the environmental site assessment).
The following chemicals were identified within the EIS as likely to be used during
the operation of the zoo and be located on the site:


liquid petroleum gas;



acetone;



methylated spirits;



petrol;



kerosene;



mineral turpentine; and



cleaning products (including bleach), both acidic and alkaline.

The prediction of the pollutants that may be used or leaked/spilt at the site during
operation will be determined by the specific requirements of Sydney Zoo for
chemicals and their management (and release to groundwater/migration in
groundwater to surface water) and as such both the range of chemicals and their
concentrations could vary widely (determined by management and groundwater
attenuation factors). Therefore, it is not currently possible to predict the impact of
any pollutant runoff on surface and groundwater, including Eastern Creek.
Applicable Water Assessment Criteria (WAC) (Appendix K) has been prepared to
allow for modelling (during detailed design once the location, concentration and
nature of chemicals are known). The application of the WAC to stormwater
discharge modelling will allow for that analysis to be completed. The WAC has
been prepared in accordance with:


1: Table 3.3.2 (lowland river) and 3.4.1 of the Australian and New Zealand
Environment Conservation Council (ANZECC) Guidelines for Fresh and Marine
Water Quality 2000;



2: Healthy Rivers Commission, "Independent Inquiry into the Hawkesbury
Nepean River System" 1998; and



3: National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) Guidelines for
Managing Risks in Recreational Waters 2008.

As described in the EIS, Sydney Zoo has committed to prepare a CEMP which will
incorporate industry standard water pollution management measures, including
sediment erosion control safeguards. These will be implemented during the
construction process and include measures such as:


sediment control fences including straw bale check dams;



pollution control bunds around material storage locations;



emergency spill kits;



reinstatement of disturbed surfaces as soon as possible; and



monitoring of water quality within the site.

Further detail on the proposed management measures for the construction period
will be provided within the CEMP, to be approved as part of the construction
certificate process.
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During operation of the facility, it is anticipated that the proposed water sensitive
urban design devices (including the proposed bio-retention basins) will effectively
treat any surface water runoff created as part of the day to day operation of the
Zoo. These devices include grassy buffers and swales, and gross pollutant traps
installed within the on-site stormwater system (as described within the Civil and
Stormwater Report and Civil Engineering Plans prepared by Lindsay Dynan in
support of the EIS).
As outlined within the Civil and Stormwater Report submitted with the EIS, there
are three on-site detention storage basins proposed as part of the stormwater
management system of the Zoo. These all discharge to:


Storage 1: to the west of the site via multiple low level piped culverts, to help
disperse the flow to the natural ground surface uphill from the alignment of
Eastern Creek



Storage 2: via a piped culvert to a proposed easement to the east, draining to
existing wetlands.



Storage 3: via a piped connection to the stormwater pit and pipe network for
the new access road to the east of the site boundary.

As explained within the submitted EIS and supporting technical report, the
DRAINS modelling system was used to determine the peak rainfall runoff rates for
a variety of annual recurrence interval rainfall events. These runoff rates have been
calculated for both pre-and-post-development scenarios to demonstrate the on-site
detention system is effective in attenuating peak flows to pre-developed levels
across the site.
Table 7 – Storage 1 peak site discharge

North-West and South-West Quadrants
Contributing Catchment
104,100m2
Percentage Impervious
56.7%
Proposed Storage Volume
2,930m3
Proposed Outlet
4/DIA225 piped culverts
Peak Discharge Rates
Annual Recurrence Interval (ARI)
Pre-Developed Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
1
0
2
0.11
5
0.46
10
0.99
20
1.31
50
2.10
100
2.43

Post-Developed Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
0.31
0.35
0.41
0.46
0.78
1.46
1.87

Source: Lindsay Dynan

Table 8 – Storage 2 peak site discharge

North-East Quadrant
Contributing Catchment
Percentage Impervious
Proposed Storage Volume
Proposed Outlet
Peak Discharge Rates
Annual Recurrence Interval (ARI)
1

26,770m2
45.3%
800m3
1/DIA225 piped culvert
Pre-Developed Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
0

Post-Developed Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
0.11
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North-East Quadrant
2
5
10
20
50
100

0.05
0.18
0.39
0.50
0.77
0.90

0.13
0.18
0.20
0.22
0.24
0.42

Source: Lindsay Dynan

Table 9 – Storage 3 peak site discharge

South-East Quadrant
Contributing Catchment
Percentage Impervious
Proposed Storage Volume
Proposed Outlet
Peak Discharge Rates
Annual Recurrence Interval (ARI)
1
2
5
10
20
50
100

8,680m2
83.4%
210m3
1/DIA225 piped culvert
Pre-Developed Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
0
0.02
0.07
0.15
0.19
0.29
0.34

Post-Developed Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
0.06
0.07
0.07
0.08
0.08
0.23
0.34

Source: Lindsay Dynan

The results above indicate that the proposed detention facilities reduce the peak
site discharges to pre-development rates for all design storms, except for low
intensity events for the 1 and 2 year ARI. The pre-development peak discharge
rates for the 1 and 2 year ARI are considered to be low due to the adoption of
Blacktown Council’s requirement for antecedent moisture content (AMC) of 2.5 in
the DRAINS modelling. The AMC is a measurement of the pre-storm soil moisture
level, and a value of 2.5 can be considered conservative, with a value of 3 more
typical. Due to the natural soils on the site being highly reactive clays, a more
appropriate value would be 3-3.5, and subsequently the DRAINS model was remodelled with the AMC changed to 3, delivering the results (Table 10 below)
Table 10 – Peak site discharge with AMC of 3

Annual Recurrence Interval (ARI) Pre-Development Peak Discharge
(m3/s)
Storage 1
1
0.12
2
0.38
Storage 2
1
0.05
2
0.16
Storage 3
1
0.02
2
0.06
Source: Lindsay Dynan
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The water quality assessment was completed by Lindsay Dynan in support of the
EIS. Lindsay Dynan adopted the principles for MUSIC design specified by
Blacktown Council who are widely known to have one of, if not the most,
stringent controls for MUSIC modelling and make their pre-approved MUSIC nodes
(which differ to the default settings and as a general rule are conservative
compared to default settings) available to consultants. The pollution reduction
targets provided by the Blacktown Council Development Control Plan are outlined
in Table 11.
Sydney Zoo agrees with the assertion that the source of pollutants from the zoo
exhibits could be unique compared to the generic “Urban” source node in MUSIC,
and notes that Lindsay Dynan assessed the development based on default
“Agricultural” nodes but found that the conservative Blacktown approved “Urban”
node produced higher pollutant loads.
To address the potential for increased pollutant loads, Lindsay Dynan ensured that
the pollutant removal objectives specified by Blacktown Council were well
exceeded, not just met, particularly Nitrogen and Phosphorous which are present
in animal manure. The MUSIC model used generally addressed the following:


Runoff from the Zoo sub-catchments is treated by primary grassy
buffers/swales before being directed to secondary bioretention basins;



Runoff from new roof catchments, all of which are located within the Zoo, will
be collected and diverted (via a first flush device) directly to the pit and pipe
subsurface network; and



Runoff from the carpark sub-catchments will be treated by primary proprietary
pit insert before being directed to a secondary proprietary gross pollutant trap.

As per the EIS, the results of the MUSIC modelling are provided in Table 11.
Table 11 – Pollution reduction results

Pollutant

Total Suspended
Solids
Total Phosphorus
Total Nitrogen
Gross Pollutants

Sourced

Residual

Reduction

Council
Requirements

kg/yr
33,600

kg/yr
3,750

%
88.8

%
85

24.3
141.0
1,310

5.39
38.9
0

77.8
72.5
100

65
45
90

Source: Lindsay Dynan

Based on the MUSIC modelling results as outlined in Table 11 it has been
demonstrated that the treatment train as identified in the EIS and supporting report
by Lindsay Dynan, meets and exceeds Blacktown Council’s stormwater pollutant
treatment targets.
Sydney Zoo notes that water from within the hippopotamus pool (now the Asian
Water Buffalo pool), aquaria and wet moats will operate under a closed loop
system complete with mechanical filtration. As such, the intention is that water
from within these closed systems will not discharge to stormwater systems. Back
of house wash down will be discharged to sewer and not to Eastern Creek or its
tributaries, or to any on-site water storage system. There are currently no permits
to import hippopotamus’ into Australia, and therefore the zoo will not house the
species at initial opening and the exhibit space will be used for Asian Water
Buffalo. There is potential for the species to be sourced in the future.
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4.4

Department of Industry – Animal Welfare
Unit

Siting and Design
The DPI Animal Welfare Unit (AWU) notes that the Exhibited Animals Advisory
Committee was approached for comment on the development application,
however it was not scheduled to meet during the timeframe, and the Committee
does not have the function to comment on development applications. However,
the AWU recognises that a preliminary meeting with Sydney Zoo has been held
regarding the proposal, notwithstanding no formal application has yet been lodged.
It is noted in the submission that the EIS does not provide sufficient details to
comment on exhibit compliance, and that the AWU will require detailed drawings
and information regarding the on-exhibit and off-exhibit facilities, and the animals
being held there, as a formal application for an authority. Approval must be gained
prior to commencing operations or obtaining animals.
The AWU did note that Building 7 is proposed to hold four animals, and under the
Standards for Exhibiting Australian Mammals in New South Wales there is a
requirement for a holding area to be at least 25m2 , whereas the proposed Building
7 is under that requirement, being 24.8m2 .

4.4.1 Response
Sydney Zoo notes that no formal application has yet been lodged with the AWU
as planning approval is firstly required. The formal application will include detailed
design drawings showing compliance with the relevant legislation around exhibit
facilities and animals to be held on the site. This application will be submitted
during the determination period of this SSD application. Approval of the
application to the AWU is ultimately dependant on an inspection of the completed
premises.
Building 7 has been amended to reflect the minimum 25m2 size required.

4.5

Department of Primary Industries – Office
of Water

The Office of Water provided a written submission which raised three main issues.

Flora and Fauna
The submission notes that the proposal seeks to include a car park along the
western edge of the site, encroaching into the proposed bushland corridor under
the Parklands Plan of Management. The Office of Water recommends that the car
park is relocated outside of that area, and identifies the cleared area to the south
of the site as a potential car park option.

Siting and Design
The submission also notes that if any works are to be undertaken within 40m of
Eastern Creek, a Controlled Activity Approval is required.

Water Quality
It is also raised that the proposal seeks to discharge stormwater to the west into
Eastern Creek, and recommends that if outlet structures are to be located on
waterfront land, the following mitigation measure be included: “the design and
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construction of any outlet structures on waterfront land is to be in accordance
with the Guidelines for outlet structures on waterfront land (DPI 2012)”.

4.5.1 Response
Sydney Zoo has proposed to reduce the size of its car park to remove the footprint
from the River Flat Eucalypt Forest along the sites western boundary. No works
are proposed to occur within 40m of Eastern Creek and a Controlled Activity
Approval is not required.
The recommended mitigation measure for stormwater discharge has been adopted
(refer to Section 8.0).

4.6

Department of Industry – Resources and
Energy

The Department of Industry – Resources and Energy provided no comment or
objection to the development.

4.7

Blacktown City Council

Blacktown City Council commented on planning matters (car parking, boundary
fencing and open area usage) and heritage matters, and provided a list of
recommended conditions to be imposed on the development at the determination
stage.

Siting and Design
Council identified that the required minimum number of accessible car parking
spaces is provided in relation to the 475 permanent car parking spaces, however
that the 840 overflow spaces does not allow for the provision of accessible
spaces and an appropriate path of travel. Council also recommended that an area
close to the overflow car park entry point be designated for that purpose, and also
that the drop off zone should cater for any visitor drop offs, not just taxi and
buses, and be signposted as such. Further detail on the proposed fencing was also
requested.

Heritage
Council identified that works at the nearby Doonside residential precinct indicated
a high level of Aboriginal artefacts being retrieved in the area, reflected by the
number of Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System records in the
precinct, but that this is unlikely to cover the full magnitude of Aboriginal heritage
in the area. The submitted Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Study prepared by Artefact
in support of the EIS noted that a further Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) would be required to establish the archaeological potential of key
areas of the site, in consultation with local indigenous groups. Council
recommended that the ACHAR be completed and assessed prior to the issue of
development consent, and opportunities to preserve significant artefacts and
usage sites intact within the development be investigated. An Aboriginal Heritage
Impact Permit is to be provided prior to the commencement of works, which
identifies a suitable location within the precinct for keeping artefacts retrieved
during the works. Additionally, it was recommended that areas be set aside in the
planning of the site for the protection and interpretation of the Aboriginal heritage
of the site.
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Council identified that the European Heritage Study completed as part of the EIS
did not conduct an aerial imagery analysis to establish former uses on the land,
such as farming and the previous Overseas Telecommunications Commission
(OTC) site, and a post office and school to the west of Eastern Creek. Council
indicate that there was a small structure located on the site of the proposed Zoo
within early aerial photography, including an associated bee hive well. Further, the
site was previously within the State Heritage Curtilage for Bungarribee Estate, and
was potentially used in association with the training of the Australian Light Horse
and other early military uses. Council also requested that the potential to use the
current entry gates of the former OTC site as Zoo gates be investigated, and that
the European Heritage Study be updated to reflect the additional research.
An Interpretation Strategy for the complex should then be developed from the
ACHAR and European Heritage Study.

4.7.1 Response
The car park has been modified in response to submissions to remove its footprint
from the area identified as River Flat Eucalypt Forest in the western part of the
site. As part of the redesign and in response to this submission, a ‘drop off zone’
is now provided near the zoo entry, to allow for use by visitors parking in the
overflow spaces during peak periods. This ‘drop off zone’ is not exclusively for the
use of taxis and buses, and will be sign posted to that effect. An additional area
for accessible parking has been made available with an additional eight accessible
spaces to the west of the Zoo entry within the main hardstand car park. One
additional accessible parking space has been provided near the administration
building at the western end of the site, for a total of 18 accessible spaces.
Additionally, parking management will be addressed within the Operational Plan
for the Zoo, and this will be prepared prior to occupation.
The perimeter security fencing of the zoo will run along the service access road to
the west, north and east and between the carpark and the enclosure spaces to the
south. It will be 4.5m high chain mesh fence with a top angle of 0.5m, with
closed circuit television cameras at specific locations. It will be obscured from
public view by existing vegetation to the east and west, the new plantings by
WSPT to the north and the set back from the road and plantings to the south to
ensure an aesthetically appealing vista is provided that continues the natural
appearance of the Parklands.
The car park and its existing central vegetation area will be bounded by informal
edges that prevent car movement such as boulders and logs. In addition to these
measures to prevent illegal car access, the entrance to the car park will have
boom gates.
The proposed space between the permanent and overflow car park area contains
an existing stand of CPW to be retained and rehabilitated. This area will undergo
significant replanting to improve the quality of the CPW stand to allow for a
natural environment within the car park area. It will be cordoned off appropriately
to ensure that vehicles and pedestrians cannot enter this protected area.
It is agreed that an ACHAR will be prepared as part of the Aboriginal investigations
on the site. Artefact have completed the methodology for archaeological test
excavations for the site (Appendix Q), in conjunction with local indigenous bodies,
with investigatory works scheduled to commence the week commencing 26 April
2016. The ACHAR will be completed during that process, and accordingly it is
proposed that the ACHAR be required as a condition of consent, prior to the
commencement of construction.
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As the proposal is considered SSD, under Section 89(J) of the EP&A Act, no AHIP
under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 is necessary.
As discussed in the proposal, there will be a strong Aboriginal heritage theme and
educational program running throughout part of the zoo. This is currently being
prepared in consultation with Muru Mittigar (refer to Appendix H), and will ensure
that any items of Aboriginal heritage found on the site during construction will be
interpreted appropriately, and if suitable, used on-site as part of that program.
The SOHI has been updated to include an aerial imagery analysis (refer to
Appendix F). This indicates that the dwellings/ structures either side of the Great
Western Highway visible on historical aerials are located to the west of Eastern
Creek, not near to the site. Additionally, the alignment of the Great Western
Highway has been altered so Sydney Zoo is actually located some distance from
the original roadway (greater than 100 metres).
The identified post office, school and bee hive well are also located to the west of
Eastern Creek. No specific information on the Light Horse use of the site has been
identified, and it is considered that any use for military training purposes would
have been short-lived in nature.
Furthermore, there may be an opportunity (subject to discussion between Sydney
Zoo and the WSPT) to re-use the former OTC gates in some form on the site.
A Heritage Interpretation Plan will be prepared as part of future detailed design of
the proposal.

Recommended Conditions
Blacktown Council outlined a number of draft conditions requested to be applied
to any determination for the proposal. Sydney Zoo considers the majority of these
to be suitable, however provides comments in response to those deemed
unsuitable below.
Table 12 – Blacktown Council Recommended Conditions

Council Condition
12. The ACHAR is to be completed and assessed prior
to issue of any Development consent. Opportunities to
preserve significant aboriginal artefacts and usage sites
intact within the development are to be investigated
where identified in the ACHAR report.

Response
As explained above, Sydney Zoo is currently in the
process of undertaking archaeological test
excavations through Artefact, in consultation with
local indigenous groups. Due to the timing, it is
considered that this be a condition prior to
construction commencing, rather than prior to
receiving development consent.
14. An Interpretation Strategy for the complex is to be This will be completed prior to occupation and should
developed arising from the studies and submitted
be conditioned as such.
prior to issue of any Development consent.
15. An AHIP is to be provided prior to the
The zoo is considered to be SSD, and under Section
commencement of works identifying a location within 89(J) of the EP&A Act, no AHIP (under the National
the precinct or nearby in Western Sydney Parklands for Parks and Wildlife Act 1974) is required. Any artefacts
a keeping place for artefacts retrieved during the works. retrieved on site will be addressed in the Interpretation
Strategy, with a view to retaining as many on site as
appropriate.
Prior to the release of construction certificate
31. Design an on-site detention basin to mitigate all post The three OSD facilities presented in the EIS
developed flows from the site to not exceed pre
submission will be updated to suit the following:
developed rural catchment flows (with an initial pervious 
Pre-developed flows to be adjusted to suit an
loss of 15 mm) for all storm events from 1 in 2 year ARI
initial pervious loss of 15mm (compared to the
to 1 in 100 year ARI. This design is to be supported by
current industry standard 5mm)
electronic modelling that complies with the requirements 
The outlet structures will be updated to provide a
of the Council's Engineering Guide for Development
two stage outlet control plus overflow weir

JBA



15247

39

Sydney Zoo  Response to Submissions | 12 May 2016

Council Condition
2005 and account for any bypass of the detention
basin. The DRAINS model 2015 12 03- EIS ExhibitionDrains.drn provided in support of the application does
not use the required 15 mm initial loss for the existing
rural site, but used 5 mm initial loss which is only
applicable to the developed site. This significantly
overestimates the allowable discharge rates. None of
the targets have been achieved. A two stage outlet
control plus weir is required to manage the various flow
rates. Provide pre and post as two separate models.
32. Amended Concept Drainage Plans from Lindsay
Dynan must address the following:
i) The bioretention areas are scattered throughout the
development. To ensure effective operation each basin
is to be designed to ensure an absolute minimum filter
area of 1. 7% of the catchment area draining to it. Each
basin is to be designed for maintenance and ensure
vehicular access for future system replacement.
32. ii to xvii, xx and xxi
32.
xix. The four separate outlets from Basin 2
discharging to Eastern Creek are to be deleted and
provide a single discharge point into the stilling basin.
The stilling basin is to be a minimum of 30 m long
with level overflow to provide uniform sheet flow
downstream.
32.
xxii. Provide clear sections and details to verify that the
minimum harvesting storage volumes can be achieved
and a minimum 80% non-potable reuse efficiency
achieved. The Main Storage Basins are shown as 2400
m3 of permanent storage in MUSIC (this is the storage
available for reuse and excludes settlement zones, etc)
however Table 3 of the Stormwater Management Plan:
Sydney Zoo, 3 December 2015 indicates a live volume
of 1750 m3.
32.
xxiii. All development including carparks are to be
above the 1 in 100 year ARI flood level. Any building
floor levels are to be above the 1 in 100 year ARI
flood level plus 0.5 m.
33. i to ix

4.8



Response
(compared to the currently designed single outlet
control plus overflow weir)
The post-developed peak site discharge will be
limited to pre-developed rural catchment peak
discharge for all storm events from the 1 in 2 year
ARI to the 1 in 100 year ARI inclusive.

The bioretention areas have been sized to represent
2% of the contributing catchment area (higher than the
BCC requirement). The final site layout will ensure that
all bioretention basins are accessible by a service
vehicle for future maintenance purposes.

This will be provided with the detailed design
drawings.
This will be updated with the detailed design
drawings.

The MUSIC modelling will be updated to only account
for the live volume storage requirements. The 80% nonpotable re-use efficiency will be achieved.

This has been achieved.

The parameters, detail and nodes will be updated
with the detailed design. Additionally, the MUSIC
model will be updated to suit the correct live volume
of 1750m3, and bypass flows adjusted with the
detailed design.

Endeavour Energy

Endeavour Energy provided a written submission which identified that as a nearby
landowner no objection was raised. The submission provided that an application
for connection of load will need to be submitted, and that access to the existing
electrical infrastructure on and near to the site is maintained at all times. Public
safety and worker safety resources were attached.

4.8.1 Response
Under the Sydney Zoo lease terms, WSPT, as landlord, is responsible for provision
of electrical services to the site. WSPT will provide a full application indicating the
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expected electrical draw on the network, to Endeavour Energy. This will be
completed during detailed design of the proposal. The CEMP will ensure that
public and worker safety requirements will be followed, and will also ensure that
access to existing electrical infrastructure is maintained as required.

4.9

Sydney Water

Sydney Water commented that detailed water and wastewater requirements will
need to be provided at the Section 73 application phase, and confirmed the
location of connections for drinking water and wastewater.

4.9.1 Response
Sydney Zoo notes the response from Sydney Water and will ensure the relevant
information is provided at the Section 73 application stage.

4.10 Transport for NSW
Transport for NSW provided a written response, received by the DP&E on 22 April
2016. This submission identified multiple issues including:


a lack of future ‘design year’ traffic level modelling with an agreed growth rate
on the State road network and the need to upgrade the proposed access point
intersection;



the lack of assessment for the peak visitation period outside of school holidays;



the need to take into account a ‘summer time’ analysis assuming additional
traffic from Wet’N’Wild and the Sydney Motorsport Park;



the need for information on construction and service vehicle traffic, including
proposed routes; and



the lack of swept path analysis at the intersection with the Great Western
Highway, and detail on pedestrian connections to the nearby bus stop.

4.10.1 Response
GTA Consultants have provided a detailed response to each of the key issues
raised by Transport for NSW at Appendix S. A summary of the responses is
provided here.
Historical survey data along the Great Western Highway was reviewed which
indicated that the AM peak (typically 7am or 8am) has experienced growth of
30% in the last 9-10 years, whereas traffic flows during the PM and Saturday
peaks have decreased over the past four years. Additionally, off-peak traffic has
experienced limited growth in that four-year period. Based on that review, and
noting the proposed zoo would generate limited traffic volumes during the AM
peak period, the analysis completed in the Traffic Impact Assessment submitted
within the EIS is considered representative of a 10-year design horizon.
Additionally, the intersection of the Great Western Highway, the Parkland Access
Road and Rudders Street was designed and approved with consideration for the
construction of a tourist facility and other similar uses within the area, with access
provided by the northern leg of the intersection (the Parkland Access Road). It is
therefore considered suitable for the purpose of the zoo, and is noted that
intersection phase timings can be adjusted to accommodate the development and
any future development in the Parklands.
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Furthermore, seasonal peak periods (school holidays) for similar tourist facilities
generally require special event traffic management rather than construction of
infrastructure to cater for peak activity, which would occur for 5% of the year in
this case. Assessment of the operation of Wet’N’Wild indicates that negligible
traffic impacts would occur during its peak operational period in 2021, requiring
no further traffic analysis. Any major events at Sydney Motorsport Park will
require special event traffic management, as was assessed in the Traffic Impact
Assessment, with a typical weekend event being held during that assessment
time. As previously outlined, Sydney Zoo will prepare a traffic management
strategy as part of the Operational Plan to manage visitor traffic during peak
periods.
Given the above, no further traffic modelling is considered necessary.
Detailed design and construction planning of the development has not yet
commenced which does not allow for the calculation of construction traffic
volumes, however indicatively it is expected that vehicle volumes will be in the
order of 10 vehicles per hour (peak) with up to 50 vehicles per day. Construction
vehicles are anticipated to access the site from the Great Western Highway
towards the M7 Motorway in the west, and the wider regional arterial road
network in the east. The construction traffic volumes are considered to be minor
in the context of the existing road network and background traffic volumes. A
detailed construction traffic management plan during construction would contain
further assessment.
Service vehicle deliveries for the zoo would usually occur during early morning and
outside of the surrounding road network peak periods and involve:


Six vehicles per week for animal food deliveries;



Two vehicles per day for café deliveries; and



One vehicle per week for the gift shop.

These traffic movements are considered to have a negligible impact on the
surrounding road network and nearby intersections.
Swept path analysis was completed for heavy vehicles at the intersection of the
Great Western Highway, the Parklands Access Road and Rudders Street during
the design and approval of the intersection. No changes are proposed to the
intersection layout as part of this proposal. Additionally, detailed swept path
analysis were provided as part of the Traffic Impact Assessment for internal site
circulation.
The provision of access to the site, including public pedestrian pathways
connecting to and through the parklands, is the responsibility of the WSPT. WSPT
will be determining the location of pathways as part of the planning and design for
the internal parklands access road that will connect the Zoo to the GWH. Sydney
Zoo is in discussions with the Trust and Blacktown Council regarding this matter.

4.11 Roads and Maritime Services
Roads and Maritime Services provided a written submission, received by the DP&E
on 26 April 2016, which indicated general support subject to the following key
issues:
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Access arrangements for the subject site;



Traffic control signal plans are to be submitted to Roads and Maritime;



The extension of the storage/turning lane on the Great Western Highway will
require extension; and

Sydney Zoo  Response to Submissions | 12 May 2016



The swept path of the longest vehicle accessing the site shall be in accordance
with AUSTROADS and be submitted to Roads and Maritime.

4.11.1 Response
A detailed response is provided in Appendix S, with a summary provided here.
All access to the Sydney Zoo will be via the existing intersection of the Great
Western Highway, Parkland Access Road and Rudders Street as outlined within
the EIS documentation. Additionally, no modifications to that intersection are
required or proposed as part of the development, and therefore no traffic control
signal plans are required.
The SIDRA Intersection analysis provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment
confirms that the existing turn lanes at the intersection are adequate to
accommodate the typical traffic volumes expected with the proposed
development.
Swept path analysis has been completed for on-site movements and are provided
in the Traffic Impact Assessment.
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5.0 Response to Public Submissions
This chapter provides a response to the key issues raised in the submissions from
the public, including special interest groups and private organisations. Submissions
have been grouped and responded to by issue as outlined in Section 3.0. Refer to
Table 4 which outlines a matrix of submissions for referencing to the relevant
section.

5.1

Air Quality and Noise Impacts

Submissions: 1, 16
Concerns were raised about the impacts of the Zoo on air quality due to the loss
of the established green corridor, which acts as a ‘green lung’ for Sydney.
Additionally, the noise of hippopotamus’ at night was raised as a concern, as to
the potential impacts of this on nearby residents.

5.1.1 Response
As outlined within the Air Quality Impact Assessment report prepared by
Wilkinson Murray in support of the EIS, the zoo will have negligible impacts on the
air quality of its immediate surroundings. The Air Quality Impact Assessment
investigated both dust and odour impacts during construction and operation of the
proposal, and identified that there would be no impact, with the construction and
operation phases of the zoo complying with the relevant air quality criterion.
Furthermore, while the zoo is removing existing vegetation on the site, that
vegetation is considered to be of poor quality. The proposed landscaping
associated with the zoo involves the replanting of more trees than currently exist
on-site, and includes native species.
The Noise Impact Assessment prepared by Wilkinson Murray as part of the EIS
submission identified the impact on sleep disturbance from roaring lions during
night time hours. The analysis indicated that noise levels from lions have the
potential to reach up to 114dBA at one metre, equating to a LAmax sound power
level of 122dBA. Research has not been able to find reliable information on LAmax
sound power levels from hippopotamus’.
Noise levels at sensitive residential receivers associated with the potential roaring
of lions from their enclosures (located in the western half of the Zoo site) have
been predicted as per Table 13 below. This indicates that the roaring of lions is
unlikely to disturb sleep as the predicted noise levels comply with the established
screening levels.
Table 13 – Predicted noise levels of roaring lions at sensitive receivers

Receiver
Bungarribee
Eastern Creek
R1

Predicted LAmax Noise Level (dBA)
Calm Meteorological
Adverse Meteorological
Conditions
Conditions
33
38
38
43
50
54

Screening
Level

Compliance

60
60
63

Yes
Yes
Yes

Source: Wilkinson Murray

A source with a LAmax sound power level of approximately 130 dBA in the vicinity
of the lion enclosure would result in maximum noise levels at the most affected
receiver being equal to the sleep disturbance screening criterion. An LAmax sound
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power level of 130 dBA is approximately equal to that of a Formula One racing
car, and it is considered unlikely that a hippopotamus would produce a sound
power level of this magnitude.
It is considered that as the EIS has assessed a roaring lion at night, this addresses
the concerns of hippopotamus’ noise, and subsequently their noise would be
unlikely to disturb sleep.
There are currently no permits to import hippopotamus’ into Australia, and
therefore the zoo will not house the species at initial opening. There is potential for
the species to be sourced in the future.

5.2

Animal Welfare

Submissions: 9, 12, 15, 16, 17, 21, 22, 23, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33
One submission identified the inclusion of a ‘show arena’ within the plans,
indicating the desire to be an entertainment facility with animals. Additionally, it
outlines its concerns that the exhibits to be provided while meeting legislative
requirements will not provide the habitat or space for animals to exhibit their
natural behaviour.
Several submissions raised concerns about animals being kept in captivity within a
zoo, as it was suggested this was cruel and created distress for the animals. Some
submissions outlined that the site area appeared to be too small to provide suitable
conditions for a number of the proposed larger animal species including elephants
and that this provided stress on those species (as detailed in Section 5.7).
Additionally, one considered that there may not be adequate staffing to maintain
the health of the animal collection proposed.
The following other issues were identified relating to animal health:


No exhibit operational plan was provided as part of the EIS;



The location of the rubbish collection area adjacent to proposed Building 3 may
negatively impact on animal health management;



Quarantine facilities need to accommodate the international quarantine of
exotic species, with biosecurity policies needing to align with the AUSVET
plan; and



There is no provision for the management of large deceased animals outlined in
the EIS, or a pathology lab post mortem room.

Further submissions raised issues relating to animal welfare and back of house
details relating to animal comfort:


A lack of detail on the thermal regulation of exhibits to accommodate the
exotic species proposed;



Detail is requested on what plant and equipment would be used to manage
aquatic exhibits and holding facilities for nocturnal and reptile species;



The back of house and holding areas do not appear to have been designed to
future proof breeding of species as part of the regional breeding program;



The location of elephants adjacent to the car park may require more separation;



Minimisation of cross-overs between human and animal spaces to reflect
workplace health and safety best practice;



The three species of rhinoceros held in Australia have very different spatial and
environmental needs and the proposed species for the zoo is not specified;
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Designs should avoid predator and prey visual lines; and



Zoo Aquarium Association of Australasia (ZAA) Elephant Management
Guidelines and the Captive Management Plan for Asian Elephants should be
followed in the absence of national or state standards for Asian Elephants.

5.2.1 Response
Sydney Zoo notes the terminology used within the submitted plans, and seeks to
clarify that the ‘show arena’ does not imply the exploitation of animals through
performances, but rather the provision of educational programs for the public
focusing on species conservation (similar to those conducted at Taronga Zoo and
other leading zoos). The program will likely involve the demonstration and
explanation of animal traits and aspects. The Zoo will seek to introduce a learning
environment into its functions through including educational aspects to teach
visitors about the animals within the zoo, and will use this to ensure the public
becomes aware of the importance of conservation. No animals will be made to
perform any ‘act’ outside of their normal behaviour.
Sydney Zoo has been in discussion with various educational facilities and
organisations, including the Western Sydney University, University of Sydney
(USYD), TAFE NSW and Muru Mittigar, regarding potential partnerships including
educational programs, training opportunities and job placements.
The approval of all aspects of the zoo animal husbandry and facilities come under
the governance and supervision of the Department of Primary Industries of New
South Wales, regulated by the Exhibited Animals Protection Act 1986 (EAPA Act)
and Regulations. Sydney Zoo will meet and where possible exceed all
requirements determined by the EAPA Act and regulations. Where this Act and
regulations may fall short of regulating best practice for animal care, the zoo will
adopt best practice husbandry and facilities as demonstrated by Zoo and Aquarium
Association (ZAA) accredited facilities.
Additionally, the animal specimens for the zoo will be sourced from existing animal
facilities both nationally and internationally. These specimens will be transplanted
into the zoo and provided with time to acclimatise to their new surroundings. The
exhibits are being designed by specialists who have experience in animal
requirements and wellbeing, and are being designed with animal welfare as the
foremost important aspect.
The zoo site is over 16 hectares which is approximately the same size as Perth
Zoo and twice the size of Adelaide Zoo. All of the zoos below have either
historically or currently display the animals proposed to be displayed by Sydney
Zoo.


Adelaide Zoo: 8 hectares



Perth Zoo: 17 hectares



Taronga Zoo: 21 hectares



Melbourne Zoo: 22 hectares

Sydney Zoo has prepared an Animal Welfare Policy (Appendix L contains a brief
summary) which outlines the zoo’s commitment to providing respect and the best
care for its animals. Sydney Zoo is committed to the health, safety and well-being
of the animals and will understand and consider each animal’s behavioural and
physiological needs to design habitats that reproduce the animal’s natural
environment, within the legislated space requirements.
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Sydney Zoo will ensure that the animal specimens will have ample space and
shelter by providing habitats that meet or exceed legislative requirements, and


are secure;



are safe and shelter them from the weather;



minimise exposure to fear and distress;



allow each animal an opportunity to escape aggression from compatriots;



provide an enriched environment to allow for environmental stimuli and
fulfilment; and



are checked daily, and are clean and hygienic.

To ensure the animals have appropriate nutrition and drinking water the zoo facility
will:


provide food and water of the highest quality and hygiene standards, with
special attention to individual needs and circumstances;



Provide diets for each animal that are developed and maintained under the
supervision of a veterinarian and based upon the expected diets in the wild;



provide food and water in ways that not only satisfy health needs but provide
opportunity for behavioural enrichment as well;



maintain accurate records on the diets provided;



monitor the weight and health condition of individual animals; and



maintain high standards of hygienic food preparation, handling and storage.

To prevent pain and disease, Sydney Zoo will:


deliver a leading veterinary care program that meets current international
standards for zoo and wildlife health care and understands and adapts to needs
of each species and animal’s biology;



maintain data on the status, health and wellbeing of all the animals over time;



maintain preventative health care programs;



ensure effective quarantine protocols for all incoming animals;



ensure staff understand and limit the risks of disease incursion from all
potential vectors; and



ensure that suffering is minimised in the event of terminal illness or disease.

To bring these policies into effect, Sydney Zoo will ensure that staff have the
resources, training, skills and experience necessary to their roles and
responsibilities, and maintain staffing levels that enable programs to be delivered
effectively, including:


maintaining the highest professional standards of curatorial staff and support
and encourage staff to obtain qualifications in relevant disciplines;



ensuring staff awareness and understanding of Sydney Zoo’s policies,
procedures and reporting processes, and training relating to animal health; and



maintain an animal ethics committee with independent board reporting.

As described in more detail in Section 5.7, the zoo is located on a site that is
approximately the same size as Perth Zoo. Additionally, all animal space
requirements as per legislation (the Exhibited Animals Act 1986) will be met and
detailed within the licensing requirements under that Act. Preliminary meetings
between the Sydney Zoo and the Registrar of the EAPA and Senior Scientist of
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the NSW DPI have been held. The determination of adequacy of the zoo to hold
the specified animal species rests with their authority. A separate submission
containing all animal related details will be produced for the NSW DPI in due
course.
There is a head vet office, plus combined curatorial and vet desks proposed. The
Sydney Zoo is in advanced negotiations with the Veterinary School at the
University of Sydney with regard to adjunct veterinary services for the zoo. This
will create well-equipped and staffed veterinary facilities and services. The current
veterinary facility designs have been overseen by several past zoo vets currently
working at the University of Sydney.
Policies and procedures regarding all animal related practices and procedures will
be developed as the relevant staff members are engaged. The development of the
Zoo’s operational plans also comes under the governance and supervision of the
Department of Primary Industries of New South Wales, regulated by the Exhibited
Animals Protection Act 1986 (EAPA) and Regulations. Sydney Zoo vets will be
working with the USYD vet staff to make sure operation of the veterinarian
aspects of the zoo are in line with the AUSVETPLAN. An Operational Plan for the
zoo outlining specific exhibit management policies will be prepared during detailed
design. This Plan will specifically refer to individual exhibits and the management
of individual species as required.
The internal layout of Building 3 has been reconfigured to improve efficiency. This
will not affect the proposed building envelopes or require modifications to the
SSDA. As part of this internal reconfiguration, the waste management area and
the veterinary services will be further separated.
All biosecurity and associated quarantine considerations are being discussed and
resolved with NSW DPI under the Non-Indigenous Animals Act and the EAPA and
with the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture. Sydney Zoo will conform to
all of the requirements set out under the Quarantine Act 1908 and Draft
Biosecurity Act 2015 with respect to Quarantine and Biosecurity. The
requirements for quarantine are being considered and integrated during the
detailed design stage of the zoo. An accreditation is required for the zoo to be a
quarantine site which sits outside of the planning approval process. Sydney Zoo
has prepared Workplace Health and Safety policies (refer to Appendix N) which
outline biosecurity management.
Facilities will be provided for deceased animals including a pathology lab, post
mortem room and freezer for large deceased animals. This will be specified during
the detailed design of the Zoo, and relevant policies will be implemented as part of
the overarching Operational Plan.
The environmental requirements for each species are of primary concern to
Sydney Zoo’s exhibit design team who are continuing to research all requirements
for the proposed species. The zoo will deliver best practice for all husbandry
practices and exhibit design. All spaces related to the husbandry of the animals
will exceed the requirements set out under the EAPA or relevant standards for
each species.
The zoo elephant facility at this stage is designed as a single sex facility.
Currently, Sydney Zoo proposes to utilise the elephant facility as a repository for
the excess male elephants that are currently being held within the regional
breeding program zoos.
The positioning of exhibits within the zoo grounds is at a stage where there is
flexibility around specific locations. It is noted that the proximity of the elephant
facility adjacent to the car park may present an issue. This is currently being
researched and the exhibit footprint will be adjusted if the impacts from the car
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park are deemed significant to the welfare of the elephants. The acceptable
placement of exhibits is also a consideration of the AWU when assessing an
application to open a new facility. Again, Sydney Zoo notes that the final sign-off
on the suitability of the exhibits for the animals is the responsibility of the
Department of Primary Industries, who will inspect and certify each enclosure prior
to Sydney Zoo being allowed to place animals within it.
The final detailed exhibit design will conform to all WHS requirements under the
BCA and all areas that are more specific to the care and maintenance of captive
animals. All species have differing requirements that might not be covered under
the BCA. Sydney Zoo is treating each species individually from a WHS
perspective.
The species of rhinoceros that will be held at Sydney Zoo is the White Rhino.
Sydney Zoo has been in discussions with current holders of white rhino in the
region, including Taronga Western Plains, Zoos South Australia and Mogo Zoo.
The final exhibit designs will demonstrate best practice for the management of
white rhino specimens.
Visual barriers will be included in the final designs where predator and prey are
situated in close proximity to reduce animal stress created by predator and prey
visual contact.
The ZAA Elephant Management Guidelines and the Captive Management Plan for
Asian Elephants are being consulted as Sydney Zoo develops exhibit and animal
management strategies. These guidelines, in conjunction with the EAPA and
Regulations, are forming the basis of the zoo’s management plan for Asian
elephants.

5.3

Consultation

Submission: 7
One submission considered that the response to the consultation requested by the
SEARs was inadequate.
As described in Section 2.0 above, a comprehensive consultation process has
been undertaken by Sydney Zoo during the preparation of the EIS documentation.
This involved a number of community information sessions with technical
specialists on hand to answer any queries from the public.
Furthermore, the SEARs required that Sydney Zoo consult with the following
bodies as described in Table 14 below. The date of correspondence with those
bodies has been recorded, and the date of any response received. Refer to Table 1
in Section 2.0 above for further information regarding consultation held.
Table 14 – SEARs consultation requirements compliance

SEARs Consultation Requirement
Western Sydney Parklands Trust

Blacktown City Council

Department of Primary Industries: Exhibited
Animals Advisory Committee

Date of correspondence
Frequent throughout preparation of EIS, including the
request of landowner’s consent for lodgement of the
application.
12 June 2015, 3 August 2015, 16 October 2015.
Briefings to inform Council of the proposal, and
ongoing discussion, mainly relating to stormwater
management
13 October 2015
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SEARs Consultation Requirement
Department of Primary Industries: Office of
Water
Commonwealth Department of the Environment
NSW EPA
WorkCover NSW
NSW Health
Office of Environment and Heritage
Featherdale Wildlife Park

Date of correspondence
12 October 2015

N/A
12 October 2015
13 October 2015
13 October 2015
12 October 2015
12 October 2015, with a follow up meeting on 13
April 2016
Taronga Zoo
13 October 2015
Transport for NSW
6 October 2015
Roads and Maritime Services
6 October 2015
Busways and any other public transport provider 6 October 2015

Additionally, consultation was undertaken with:


Western Sydney University;



University of Sydney;



TAFE NSW;



Blacktown and District Environment Group; and



Muru Mittigar Ltd.

The Western Sydney Parklands Trust has been consulted throughout the entire
preparation of the EIS, as was the Office of Environment and Heritage and
Blacktown City Council.
Featherdale Wildlife Park was originally consulted on 29 July 2014 about the
Sydney Zoo proposal with an option presented for the owners, Elanor
Investments, to invest in Sydney Zoo. Further correspondence in October 2015
informed Elanor Investors Group (an investment and funds management business
listed on the Australian Stock Exchange) of the status of the EIS preparation. A
response was received from Elanor which outlined the following:


Concern that the establishment of a new Zoo in close proximity to Featherdale
will undermine the commercial feasibility, and will result in a range of undesired
impacts on Featherdale; and



A request that a comprehensive social and economic impact analysis
addressing the viability of the project and an assessment of the impacts on
Featherdale be completed, and that this is shared with Featherdale prior to
completion of the EIS.

Any responses received from those parties above where relevant have been
incorporated into the design of the zoo, and into the EIS submission for public
exhibition, and where necessary further discussion was had. Specific issues raised
have been addressed in this RTS.
The SEARs identified the Commonwealth Department of the Environment as
requiring consultation. Under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) a referral is required to the Australian
Government for proposed “actions that have the potential to significantly impact
on matters of national environmental significance or on the environment of
Commonwealth land. “
A Protected Matters Search completed during the preparation of the EIS identified
22 listed threatened species as being within a two kilometre radius of the site,
with one area of Commonwealth Land (Telstra Corporation Limited). Further
assessments completed by EcoLogical Australia have concluded that the proposal
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is unlikely to have a significant impact on any of the identified ecological matters
of national environmental significance.
An assessment of the proposal’s impact on matters of national environmental
significance under the EPBC found that there is unlikely to be a significant impact
on any matters of national environmental significance or on the environment of
Commonwealth land (refer to Section 6.10 of the EIS). Accordingly, the proposal
has not been referred to the Commonwealth Department of Environment and
consultation with that Department was deemed unnecessary.

5.4

Flora and Fauna

Submissions: 1, 8, 9, 14, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27, 34, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,
44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 54
The overarching issue which the majority of the public submissions raised was the
destruction or perceived risk of damage to the natural environment. Several issues
were raised which relate to the flora and fauna of the site. These include the
introduction of exotic species into the natural environment and the potential weed
issues this would create near to Eastern Creek. In particular, the planting of
African flora species was raised, and that this would be counterproductive to the
time and money spent by volunteer groups in removing similar weed species such
as love grass, olive and boxthorn.
Submissions identified that there are two significant plant communities on the site,
being River Flat Eucalypt Forest and Cumberland Plains Woodland, with both being
protected under legislation, and consider that the first priority should be to protect
and rehabilitate this land for ecological reasons.
One submission also considers that the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major
Projects is inappropriate for dealing with some of the last remnants of endangered
ecological communities and does not permit for suitable outcomes in regards to
removing protected vegetation.
It is also noted that the proposed native vegetation planting is welcome, but
considered this would be more effective as part of a larger rehabilitation project
that maintains and expands the existing forest. The recognition of large amounts
of exotic grasslands and invasive weeds should be seen as an opportunity to
rehabilitate the area.
Also raised was the potential impact on the natural flora and fauna, including
macro-fauna (kangaroos) and bird species located within the general vicinity of the
site, which may be affected due to a loss of suitable habitat. There were also
concerns raised around biosecurity and weed management, and that the Parklands
should be providing important flora and fauna, not allowing it to be removed. The
impact of construction and operation activities on the site was mentioned as
potentially having a detrimental impact on the wildlife and habitat of the Parklands.
One submission considered that the EIS does not clarify the extent of derived
native grasslands and exotic grasslands on site, and that there are errors in the
EIS’s connectivity assessment, which appeared to have a gross misunderstanding
that fauna connectivity only occurs with canopy trees. The submission continued
that the majority of significant biodiversity on the subject site are grassland and
grassy-woodland specialist fauna. For these species the proposal constitutes one
of the greatest breaks in connectivity for the Sydney region, severely and
permanently dividing the largest regional grassland habitat into two pieces, and
that this must be properly assessed by a legitimate connectivity assessment.
Additionally, it notes that 'small stands of CPW are also present at the site in the
form of Derived Native Grassland' however these do not appear to have been
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mapped or included in the 1.65 hectares of direct impacts considered within the
Biodiversity Report submitted with the EIS, and that the retention of part of the
creek line vegetation is completely irrelevant to the interests of woodland and
grassland fauna which do not use riparian habitats. The submission also considers
that landscaping is not ecological restoration, and that the preservation of natural
areas must always prioritise revegetation as an offset mechanism. Finally, the
submission considered that the EIS failed to meet the Biodiversity Offset Policy.
In summary, the key issues raised by the public relate to:


Adverse impacts on the natural flora and fauna, including grazing macrofauna
on the site, during construction and operation;



Introduction of exotic species into a natural environment;



The Parklands should provide important flora and fauna habitat, not advocate
its removal;



Errors in the connectivity assessment and lack of clarification of the extent of
derived native grasslands and the unclear mapping techniques for the derived
native grasslands;



The failure of the EIS to meet the Biodiversity Offset Policy;



Retention of the creek line vegetation is considered irrelevant.

5.4.1 Response
A CEMP will be produced by the construction contractor which will outline
relevant mitigation measures and safeguards to be implemented during the
construction process. This will include (but not be limited to) measures to manage:


Air and noise impacts (through an Air Quality Management Plan and
Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan);



Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, including a Soil and Water Management
Plan;



Traffic impacts, including the movement of construction vehicles to and from
the site, implemented through a Construction Traffic Management Plan;



Security measures and safe work practices to ensure a safe worksite (a Health
and Safety Plan);



Impacts on fauna in the case of construction fencing vandalism (through a
Flora and Fauna Management Plan);



Waste produced during construction;



Any unexpected contamination finds (via a Contamination Management Plan);
and



Any concerns raised by the local community during the construction process
(including a community contact hotline and register).

Additionally, an Operational Plan will be prepared by Sydney Zoo to outline
operational management practices to be implemented and adhered to postopening. This Operational Plan will outline policies and strategies around car
parking, flora and fauna management, waste management and day-to-day
operation (amongst other topics).
It is understood that kangaroos live in the surrounding Bungarribee precinct.
However, the Biodiversity Assessment Report for Sydney Zoo did not record
kangaroos as being present on the Sydney Zoo site (refer to Appendix E of the
Biodiversity Assessment Report submitted with the EIS). The impacts on potential
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species within the boundaries of the development have been considered as part of
the ecological assessment that was conducted by EcoLogical Australia. Sydney
Zoo understands that those animals will not be directly impacted by the
development.
Sydney Zoo notes the submitters concerns and identifies that the proposal has
sought to retain the most significant stands of vegetation, notably throughout the
car park. As described further, Sydney Zoo has proposed an amendment to the car
park to remove its footprint from the River Flat Eucalypt Forest located at the
western boundary of the site. The Zoo also proposes significant landscaping of the
site and in fact will be planting more vegetation cover than currently exists on-site.
The Western Sydney Parklands Trust is currently undergoing works within the
Bungarribee area to create a ‘Super Park’, with new landscaping and vegetation
proposed. The zoo’s proposed landscaping ties in with the wider vision for the
Super Park, particularly that area to the north of the zoo site.
The Bungarribee precinct has been subject to an extensive history of intense
grazing and vegetation clearance, and industrial uses (as an OTC site). Remnant
vegetation occurs as scattered trees and along Eastern Creek. Overall the majority
of the site is in poor to moderate condition as the site has been subjected to
historical clearing and grazing, with a large proportion of the vegetated area being
regrowth or planted vegetation.
The proposal looks to retain and enhance existing stands of CPW, and further
rehabilitate a significant part of the land area. Further, the proposal includes the
planting and managing of CPW species as an active program of bushland
rehabilitation on site, to improve connectivity of the various existing CPW stands.
This includes the extensive planting of over-storey, mid-storey and understorey
CPW vegetation. Refer to the CPW Management Plan at Appendix E and Appendix
J for further details.
The current proposal entails the disruption of 1.07ha of native vegetation, of
which 0.83ha, or more than 50% is in such poor quality as to have no offset
requirement under the Biodiversity Offset Policy. Sydney Zoo has proposed that it
pursue extensive in-situ replanting of 1.74 hectares of critically endangered
Cumberland Plain Woodland on site, and further improvement of existing in situ
vegetation through the planting of mid storey and understorey CPW species within
the patches of CPW that the masterplan has designed around.
Sydney Zoo is in the process of developing a planting strategy and planting plan
for the CPW areas identified in drawing L17 of the landscape master plan. This
includes species identification, plant spacing and species mix, mulching and spoil
preparation strategies and suppliers of endemic seeds. A copy of this report is
provided in Appendix E. A CPW Management Plan is also being prepared in
accordance with the structure outlined at Appendix R.
The site occupies approximately 7% (16.5ha) of the Bungarribee precinct, which
is 216ha of open scenic landscape that includes Eastern Creek and its flood plain,
which flows through former grazing lands. The Precinct is surrounded by the M7
Motorway to the west, and residential and industrial land to the south and east.
In 2013 the WSPT undertook stakeholder and community engagement on the
draft Master Plan and Landscape Concept Plan for Bungarribee. This consultation
included stakeholder site tour workshops, onsite community ‘Have a Say days’, an
online exhibition and the opportunity to make written submissions. Over 250
community members commented during this public consultation period. In this
consultation process the allocation of the area which Sydney Zoo intends to
occupy was determined.
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As a result of the public consultation process for the development of the
Bungarribee precinct, WPST identified, as one of three objectives, that the
provision of ecological links to the east and south to Doonside Reserve and
Bungarribee was a key priority. Encapsulated in this priority is the land use
opportunity for bushland regeneration and conservation – this includes the planting
of approximately 1,000 red gums in the area.
It is anticipated that overall the wider Bungarribee project being undertaken by the
WSPT will lead to a net creation of cover and potential habitat for kangaroo and
other wildlife. In addition, Sydney Zoo is looking to conduct its own extensive
bushland regeneration efforts, along with nesting boxes for habitat creation for
birds and flying mammals. This should lead to the creation of predator free
habitats for many birds and flying mammals in the area, including microbats.
The subject of ecological corridors was dealt with in Section 3.6 of the
Biodiversity Assessment Report submitted as part of the EIS. The Biodiversity
Assessment Report identified that there are no formal state or regional biodiversity
links present within the study area, however that local wildlife corridors do exist at
a smaller scale. It also identified that a regionally significant biodiversity corridor is
associated with the riparian buffer around Eastern Creek (a 4 th order watercourse),
however that riparian buffer is not impacted by the proposed construction or
operational footprint. The links from within the study area will not be severed by
the proposed works as the proposal is focused on land already cleared or degraded
areas of vegetation and will not introduce new access points through any local
corridor.
The extent of the various vegetation zones, including derived native grasslands are
mapped in Figure 5 of the Biodiversity Assessment Report. The derived native
grasslands are included in the 1.65ha of disturbed land as part of the calculation in
Table 7 of that report. The derived native grassland is in poor condition, with an
index score of less than 17, and so while they are accounted for, they do not
contribute to the overall credit calculations under the framework for Biodiversity
Assessment. The proposal has been amended to remove the footprint of the
overflow car park from the River Flat Eucalypt Forest in the western portion of the
site, reducing the number of credits required to approximately eight. This is
subject to re-analysis of the plot data for the areas being impacted. As outlined in
Section 2.3.1 the OEH is currently undertaking a review of the Biodiversity Offsets
Policy to determine the applicability of the methodology when assessing
vegetation impacts by projects at the scale proposed by Sydney Zoo. Accordingly,
Sydney Zoo awaits the outcomes of OEH’s review of the Biodiversity Offsets
Policy.
The proposed planting strategy divides the site into three zones that for naming
purposes in the DA documentation were titled:


Cumberland Plain Vegetation – an assemblage of Cumberland Plain Woodland
species intended to assist in the regeneration of this Critically Endangered
Ecosystem. This is by far the largest planting precinct within the Zoo.



South East Asian tropical/African Highland – a mixture of native and non-native
leafy understorey and mid storey plants designed to convey a sense of
fecundity and lushness.



African Grasslands – an assemblage of both native and non-native trees and
mid storey species evocative of the African plains (e.g. bottle trees, acacia).

At no point has Sydney Zoo contemplated using invasive or exotic grass other
than those commonly used on most residential lawns in the Sydney area. The
preference is to use native grasses throughout the Zoo and as part of the detailed
design phase the feasibility of this will be assessed in terms of aesthetics and
durability.
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Sydney Zoo is conscious of its responsibilities to rehabilitate the currently
degraded exotic ecosystems that are on site, while also striking a balance with
providing an attractive aesthetic for both visitors and as a setting for the animals.
This involves striking a balance between the predominant use of native species
and non-native ones. For a species list, refer to the Planting Strategy prepared by
Geogenic Landscapes at Appendix E.
The species lists are preliminary only, however in using non-native species Sydney
Zoo will be careful to select species that:


Are a known factor – being widely available and in use in gardens around the
Sydney area; and



Present minimal risk of seed transmission.

Sydney Zoo will utilise a weed risk assessment for each species – a pro-forma of
which is attached at Appendix J. This is derived from the Australian Botanic
Garden manuals as a local source of knowledge on the weed potential of certain
plants within the Cumberland Plain. In addition, the zoo will develop a horticultural
management plan, identifying strategies to minimise, control and eradicate
different weed species. This management plan is provided in Appendix E and
Appendix J.

5.5

Government Policy

Submissions: 1, 9, 14, 19, 32, 34, 36, 37, 39, 41, 42, 43, 46, 49, 51, 52, 53
A number of public submissions raised concerns with the public Western Sydney
Parklands area being used for a private development, and also concerns about the
future use of the wider Western Sydney Parklands. One submission stated that the
WSPT should be adequately funded by the State government to maintain and
expand bushland as well as provide recreational opportunities, such as parks,
without requiring self-funding by selling or leasing land. Additionally, the
Government never identified what alternative uses of the space were considered
before the lease was awarded to Sydney Zoo. A further submission suggested
that the State Government should offset the loss of open space, and another
considered that the selection of animals proposed within the Zoo is not consistent
with the general native Australian nature of the wider Western Sydney Parklands.

5.5.1 Response
The Western Sydney Parklands Plan of Management was prepared through
engagement with stakeholders and the community in 2010, and placed on public
exhibition in late 2010, prior to adoption in January 2011. Development of the
Plan of Management for the Western Sydney Parklands involved a broad range of
consultation activities designed to gain stakeholder feedback and suggestions on
the future management of the Parklands. The Plan provides a strategic vision for
the Western Sydney Parklands and outlines the guidelines and objectives for the
future development and enhancement of the area. Furthermore, it recognises the
importance of the Parklands in forming a green link between the North West and
South West Growth Centres and the challenges associated with ensuring this is
maintained.
The consultation process was conducted in two stages between June and
November 2010. The early part of the process helped raise awareness about the
Trust’s objectives, and inform the community about the various opportunities to
get involved in developing the draft Plan.
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The second stage of the consultation process coincided with public exhibition of
the draft Plan between 11 October and 22 November 2010. Engagement activities
included stakeholder workshops structured around the five Strategic Directions,
along with additional workshops focused on the 16 Parklands Precincts identified
in the draft Plan. The public exhibition period was supported through newspaper
advertisements, a Plan of Management web page, community ‘Have a Say’ days,
online discussion forums, a survey (online and face-to-face) and a ‘1800’
community phone line.
Over 840 people participated in the public engagement process. About 680 people
received information on the draft Plan, contributed to the ‘Have a Say’ day events
or attended the Stakeholder Workshops, and more than 160 people provided
comments through the online discussion forums, surveys or written submissions.
Key stakeholders and the community were asked to identify opportunities,
challenges and issues relating to the Strategic Directions identified in the draft Plan
and comment on the Precinct Plans. This feedback was used to develop the Plan.
The Plan was released to the public in December 2010.
A key part of the plan is the land use framework, which represents the allocation
of land within the Parklands for various uses and development opportunities.
Under this Framework, 1% of the WSPT managed land has been allocated for
tourism uses (as outlined in the Plan of Management). Potential uses in this area
include tourism and hospitality related retail premises and tourist and visitor
accommodation.
Within the Parklands managed areas, 72% of the land area remains allocated to
green space – picnic and play areas, bushlands and habitat corridors, sporting
facilities and urban farming.
The Plan of Management identifies that the Bungarribee Precinct is 216ha in size,
and has a future desired character of becoming an emerging hub for regional
passive recreation, tourism opportunities and social and cultural activities. It
specifically identifies the site for a tourism facility, with the site to be situated in a
scenic landscape setting, while delivering a strong and cohesive image along the
Great Western Highway.
The site represents just 7% of the overall area of the Bungarribee Precinct (16.5h),
and in terms of the whole Western Sydney Parklands corridor (encompassing
5,280ha), 0.31% of the total area. Additionally, adjacent areas to the Zoo site
have been identified as the location for a business hub, within the 2014
Supplement to the Plan of Management. Potential uses in this area include tourism
and hospitality related retail premises, tourist and visitor accommodation,
warehouse, storage and distribution premises and transport related services.
The WSPT is currently constructing the Bungarribee Super Park to the north of the
site, which will provide for open space and recreational facilities for the
community. As outlined above, the Zoo uses only 7% of the entire Bungarribee
Precinct, and it is considered that suitable levels of open space are available in the
immediate vicinity of the zoo site with the Zoo providing a complementary public
tourism and recreational destination.

5.6

Operation

Submissions: 35, 38, 42, 51, 54
Several submissions raised issues around operational aspects of the Zoo including
the lack of biosecurity and weed management detail and what vegetation species
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were proposed. A question was raised about the requirement for air and water
pollution monitoring during the Zoo’s operation.
It was also identified that the EIS outlined that the Zoo only 'proposes' to
participate in breeding and conservation.
Multiple submissions identified the major focus of the Zoo on African wildlife,
rather than Australian wildlife, which was considered contradictory to the wider
‘theme’ of the Western Sydney Parklands. One recommendation was that 40% by
species be dedicated to native Australian species, and that an Australian theme
should dominate the Zoo’s culture and vision.
The financial consequence of commercial failure of the Zoo proposal was also
raised as a concern, with a recommendation for a bond to be held, for
bioremediation of the land and re-homing of the animals in the event that the Zoo
was financially unviable post-opening.
A recommendation was proposed that the Zoo should seek to fund significant and
meaningful conservation and revegetation of degraded or lost Cumberland Plain
Woodlands elsewhere in the Western Sydney Parklands Trust lands, with the work
to be undertaken by an organisation such as Greening Australia. It was not clear if
this was to occur during the construction or operation phase.

5.6.1 Response
As described above in Section 5.4, the zoo planting strategy divides the site into
three zones:


Cumberland Plain Vegetation;



South East Asian tropical/African Highland; and

African Grasslands
At no point has Sydney Zoo contemplated using invasive or exotic grass other
than those commonly used on most residential lawns in the Sydney area. The
preference is to use native grasses throughout the Zoo and as part of the detailed
design phase we intend to assess the feasibility of this in terms of aesthetic and
durability.
Air monitoring and water quality monitoring will form part of the Operational Plan
of the zoo to ensure that all standards are being met. This monitoring (and
remediation if required) is a requirement of the lease agreement between Sydney
Zoo and the WSPT, and will be a condition of consent. The Operational Plan will
include specific environmental standards that must be maintained.
Sydney Zoo is currently in the early stages of animal procurement, which includes
discussion around breeding program involvement. Partnerships are being
investigated with reputable organisations that are pursuing breeding efforts
overseas to ensure the survival of critically endangered species. As discussed in
Section 5.2, for example, the zoo elephant facility at this stage is designed as a
single sex facility. While involvement in a breeding program is a commitment of
Sydney Zoo, that involvement will be a longer term goal, once the zoo has moved
beyond the initial opening and establishment phase. It should be noted that
participation in breeding programs is a condition of the lease agreement between
Sydney Zoo and the WSPT. The zoo will be involved in conservation programs
from commencement of operations, with all its animal specimens to be sourced
from existing facilities and providing a valuable source outlet for existing breeding
programs.
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The native Australian nature of the wider Western Sydney Parklands has been
incorporated into the design of the zoo, notably through the Aboriginal
interpretation theme currently being prepared in conjunction with Muru Mittigar.
The zoo is also seeking to provide a different animal experience for the community
through the provision of exotic animal species as the main feature of the zoo.
While Australian native animals are proposed in part (and a strong feature of the
Aboriginal interpretation theme), it is noted that exotic species are generally under
represented within the Western Sydney area, with Taronga Zoo being located
approximately 35kms away being the other main exotic species facility.
Subsequently, Sydney Zoo seeks to differentiate itself through the provision of, in
the majority, exotic species. Native Australian landscaping and vegetation features
will be implemented where appropriate.
Sydney Zoo has undergone significant and robust commercial analysis to ensure
that the venture will be a viable and contributing economic driver for Western
Sydney. This analysis has included investigation of the current market for a facility
like Sydney Zoo and determined that there was sufficient need for a zoo in
Western Sydney to enable the successful operation of the proposal. The investors
behind the project have high levels of financial stability and other successful
ventures, and it is considered that Sydney Zoo has stable capital and funding
mechanisms in place.
Sydney Zoo is required to remediate the land to original condition as part of its
lease with WSPT. Lease deposits will be taken as a condition of the lease
arrangement with WSPT. Upon closure of the zoo the animals will be placed with
other facilities within the Australian Zoo network. There is steady and regular
demand for animals in this network and it can be done relatively easily. The AWU
is responsible for the oversight and administration of these contingencies.
The recommendation is noted regarding the funding of revegetation elsewhere
within the wider Western Sydney Parklands. Sydney Zoo notes that the WSPT has
its own revegetation programs in place to maintain and improve the ecological
quality of the wider Parklands. Further, volunteer groups, such as Greening
Australia, have been undertaking replanting in other areas of the Parklands.

5.7

Siting and Design

Submissions: 12, 16, 30, 34
Several submissions raised concerns about the overall size of the Zoo and its
exhibits, and considered it to be too small for the species proposed, with this
potentially having negative impacts on disease and health management, hygiene
practices and safety (as also outlined above in Section 5.2). The proposed large
herbivore species (elephant, giraffe, rhinoceros, gorillas etc.) were identified as
requiring a substantial food supply, and that the area within Building 3 did not
appear to be large enough to meet the nutritional needs of those species.
There was also confusion as to the reference to the African Grasslands area as to
whether this referred to the proposed flora species or the animal species.

5.7.1 Response
The approval of all aspects of the Sydney Zoo animal husbandry practices and
facilities come under the governance and supervision of the Department of Primary
Industries of New South Wales, regulated by the Exhibited Animals Protection Act
1986 (EAPA Act) and Regulations. The zoo will exceed all requirements
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determined by the EAPA Act and regulations. Where this Act and regulations may
fall short of prescribing best practice for animal care, the zoo will adopt best
practice husbandry and facilities as demonstrated by Zoo and Aquarium
Association (ZAA) accredited facilities.
The site is over 16 hectares which is approximately the same size as Perth Zoo
and twice the size of Adelaide Zoo. All of the zoos below have either historically or
currently display the animals listed by the Zoo.


Adelaide Zoo: 8 hectares



Perth Zoo: 17 hectares



Taronga Zoo: 21 hectares



Melbourne Zoo: 22 hectares

The food storage areas for the large herbivores are to be located in Building 3 and
within the back of house enclosure space as necessary. Based on current
stocking assumptions the zoo estimates that large herbivores will consume
approximately 1,000 kg of dry feed a day. The bulk storage shed for fodder will be
20m by 10m, which will provide up to one month’s food storage at any one time.
In addition, some specialised feeds will need to be held for longer inventory times,
so provisions for additional storage areas for this feed will be included in the
detailed design development phase.
Sydney Zoo is seeking to stage feed deliveries three times per week, which will
require 3,000 kg of storage on site. In addition, some specialised feeds will need
to be held for longer inventory times, so provisions for additional storage areas for
this feed will be included in the detailed design.
Consultation with ZAA accredited facilities (Taronga Western Plains, Zoos Victoria
and Zoos South Australia) has been held and is continuing to be held to ensure the
Zoo provides adequate facilities, space and husbandry needs for all the species
that will be under the Zoo’s care. Sydney Zoo intends to continue on this path as
further development of the exhibits, animal care facilities and practices are
finalised. Inspections by the Animal Welfare Unit of NSW DPI who administer the
EAPA will ensure the adequacy of the zoo facilities prior to its opening.
The African Grasslands area, as identified within the proposed masterplan, refers
to the animal species proposed and not the vegetation.

5.8

Heritage

Submission: 9, 53
A submission identified that the EIS reports there will be adverse impacts on the
identified Aboriginal heritage of the site, largely due to the construction of the
proposed car park, and states that in most cases there will be a total loss of
Aboriginal heritage value.
One submission raised concerns about the process undertaken in the preparation
of the SOHI, including queries around the reasoning for an Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) search. The submission also
commented on the proposed long-term care and management of any retrieved
Aboriginal objects from the site, and the identified Aboriginal stakeholder groups.
There was comment on the referencing to aerial imagery and the OTC site (related
to previous studies) which was located on the site, and also the identification of
previously recorded Aboriginal sites within the study area. There was also
comment on the absence of silcrete identified within the groundwater bore tests.
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5.8.1 Response
In response to the comments regarding heritage, Artefact have amended the SOHI
(Appendix F and Appendix G). Refer to Sections 4.2 and 4.7 for further reference
to heritage comments.
As outlined within the EIS, a key feature of the proposal is an Aboriginal
interpretation theme, providing an educational experience about the Aboriginal
heritage of the local area, including Aboriginal history, cultural education, bush
food, medicine and technology.
The exact form of this is yet to be determined; however discussions with Muru
Mittigar, who are informing the process, are ongoing. Any item of Aboriginal
heritage significance discovered during the construction process will be properly
managed in accordance with the relevant legislation.
These programs are expected to drive significant demand from school excursions,
and the zoo will develop age appropriate educational materials and activities to
facilitate this. It is anticipated that 40,000 school students a year would attend
the zoo, of an estimated 450,000 school students in the area.
Additionally, Sydney Zoo will consult with Muru Mittigar to ensure compliance
with all heritage requirements before and during site works, including through the
preparation of an ACHAR report (to be a condition of consent).
Artefact have prepared an archaeological test excavation methodology which is
currently being finalised with the relevant heritage bodies.
Conducting an AHIMS search is a requirement under OEH guidelines, even if there
is knowledge of recorded Aboriginal sites existing within the site area. The AHIMS
search undertaken for the Zoo looked at an area larger than just the footprint of
the proposal, in order to identify a wider spread of potential items. Additionally, it
is not practical to place an AHIMS identification label onto each location within the
AHIMS map. The SOHI has however been updated to include site locations for
those registered within the study area. Additionally, if there is no surface visibility
on site, it is not possible to identify artefacts on the ground surface, even if they
are previously recorded sites.
The long-term care and management of any retrieved Aboriginal objects from test
or salvage excavation will be discussed with stakeholders through the consultation
process required for the preparation of the ACHAR.
A previous consultant report which addressed heritage in the general Bungarribee
area used a number of aerial images that were adopted by Artefact in the SOHI.
These images were not provided with dates within the original report. Additionally,
references to the previous use of the site, the OTC, have been clarified within the
amended SOHI report. It should be noted that previous site works completed by
other consultants cannot be assessed due to a lack of knowledge.
The provided list of Aboriginal stakeholders for the project is relatively standard for
many projects in Sydney at the moment. The names of each stakeholder group are
not something that Artefact can comment on.
Additionally, CES were not identifying archaeological relics during environmental
and geotechnical investigations, and no indurated siliceous material was identified
within the soil logging process.
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5.9

Socio-economic Impacts

Submission: 7, 33, 35, 42
A number of submissions raised concerns with the financial consequence of a
commercial failure of the proposed Zoo, with one submission querying the impact
of the Sydney Zoo on the economic viability of Featherdale Wildlife Park
(Featherdale). One submission identified the lack of local infrastructure at
Doonside Railway Station (including lifts).
A submission identified that the Economic Impact Assessment prepared by KPMG
in support of the EIS did not acknowledge Featherdale, and therefore no
assessment of the social or economic impacts on Featherdale, resulting in an
inadequate assessment. Additionally, the EIS did not adequately address the
economic and social impacts of the proposal, and that the Sydney Zoo would
result in unacceptable economic and social impacts, and detrimental impacts on
tourism, employment and other benefits provided by Featherdale.
It was noted that Sydney Zoo will provide native and exotic species and it
therefore appeared to be in direct competition with Featherdale. It therefore has
the potential to draw significant visitor numbers away from Featherdale, with no
evidence in the EIS to support the statement that ‘patronage for both attractions is
sourced from different markets’.
In summary, the key socio-economic issues raised by submissions include:


Lack of local infrastructure at Doonside Railway Station;



Financial consequences of the commercial failure of the Sydney Zoo;



Inadequate assessment of social and economic impacts on Featherdale,
including the impact on the economic viability of Featherdale;



That Sydney Zoo would result in unacceptable economic and social impacts,
including detrimental tourism and employment effects; and



Direct competition with Featherdale with the potential to draw visitor numbers
away, with no evidence that patronage is sourced from separate markets.

5.9.1 Response
The zoo will be serviced by Busways route 279 from Blacktown Station.
Blacktown is a multiple line station and therefore more appropriate for this
purpose. There is significant infrastructure at Blacktown Station including lift
access.
As explained in Section 5.6, Sydney Zoo has undertaken commercial analysis to
ensure that the venture would be a viable and contributing economic driver for
Western Sydney that included investigation of the current market for a facility like
the zoo. Additionally, there is a lease deposit arrangement between Sydney Zoo
and the WSPT, to provide for financial coverage for remediation at the end of the
lease period, or in the event of failure.
KPMG have been engaged to undertake an in-depth social and economic impact
assessment of the Sydney Zoo in response to the matters raised in the
submissions (Appendix O). This report addresses the socio-economic impacts of
the Sydney Zoo on the surrounding region and Featherdale. The following is a
summary extract of the key findings of that report.
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Visitor Assumptions
Due to a mix of geography and low levels of reinvestment by some existing
facilities, local audience penetration by zoos in the Sydney market is lower than
that of other cities. On that basis, it is considered that the Zoo is likely to access a
latent market within the Sydney audience, by growing the market and increasing
economic impact, rather than attracting existing visitors from other venues with
no net increase in market size.
Sydney Zoo projects visitation between 500,000 to 875,000 people per annum.
These projections can be tested through examination of three benchmarks on zoo
visitation throughout Australia and New Zealand (refer to Appendix O for full
details on the benchmarks):
1. Comparable visitation levels for major zoos in the region;
2. Assessing demand for quality tourism facilities in Western Sydney; and
3. Scope for competition – assessing visitation levels for competitive markets in
other cities.
These benchmarks provided for the identification of market penetration of the
Sydney Zoo, assessing both local and tourist visitation. The analysis provides for
two potential visitation scenarios:


Base case visitation of 710,000 (15.3% market penetration); and



Low case visitation of 500,000 (10.9% market penetration).

Economic Impacts
The audience penetration statistics indicate there is sufficient scope in the market
to support three differentiated operators in the Sydney market. The inclusion of
Sydney Zoo in total audience penetration for the Sydney market is comparable
with that in Melbourne, in which three zoos in the city all experience healthy
visitation numbers and commercial viability. Furthermore, studies indicate that the
economic benefits of competition to the community are widespread. The socioeconomic impact assessment attached at Appendix O addresses the potential for
overall adverse social and economic impacts as a result of the Sydney Zoo
development. Two cases have been used based on the expected visitation and
factoring in the exchange of market share from other facilities:


Low Case: assumed forecast visitation to Sydney Zoo of 500,000 visitors per
annum, and a strong competitive impact on Featherdale of approximately 25%
visitor reduction (104,000 per annum), resulting in net visitation of 396,000 to
the region.



Base Case: assumed forecast visitation of 799,000 visitors per annum to
Sydney Zoo, with only a small diversion from other businesses creating net
visitation of 789,000 to the region.

The two scenarios have been used to identify the level of direct economic
impacts:


Capital and operation expenditure;



Tourist expenditure;



Visitor travel expenditure;

The capital expenditure outlay for the Zoo is estimated at $24.2 million
(independent of visitor numbers, and fixed for both low and base cases).
Estimated annual operational expenditure of $13.3 million for the base case of
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700,000 visitors per annum and $11.5 million for the low case (500,000 visitors
per annum) has been calculated, and varies given the changes in the number of
visitors.
Tourist expenditure has been calculated to be approximately $7.2 million for the
base case and $3.5 million for the low case, with this analysis assuming that all
non-local zoo visitors will spend an extra half-day in Sydney, with 50% of their
daily expenses to be spent on NSW goods and services.
Travel expenditure for visitors to the Zoo has been calculated separately, due to
the basis that all expenditure on travel to and from the Zoo would be incremental
to the NSW economy, including the spend by local residents. Estimates of the
travel costs have been calculated based on the market penetration data (refer to
Appendix O for further details). Based on the estimated visitor numbers and
estimated trip costs per person results in expenditure of $2.9 million per annum
for the base case and $1.4 million for the low case. This has been determined
from the distances from each local government area to Sydney Zoo, and the travel
costs per kilometre from Austroads data, of $2.60 for local Zoo visitor travel (per
person, per trip) and $12 for non-local Zoo visitor travel (per person, per trip).
Wider economic impacts include the flow-on effects for other parts of the
economy as a consequence of the Zoo development, with the benefit analysis
taking into account the potential benefits of economic activity stemming from
direct spending from zoo visitors, tourists, and the construction and operation of
the Sydney Zoo.
Based on this, the total economic impact for once-off capital expenditure of $61
million is the sum of the direct impact of $24.2 million and the flow-on effect of
$36.8 million. The total wider economic impacts across the ongoing expenditure
scenarios range from the base case of $57.8 million per annum to the low case of
$39 million. The low case differs from the base case in visitor travel expenditure,
as most diverted visitation from Featherdale Wildlife Park is assumed to be local
visitors.
The base case presents a contribution to the economy of $57 million per annum,
which shows benefits flowing from all three categories (capital, tourist and travel
expenditure), including increased local and international tourism, with total impacts
valued at $17 million. This indicates that the Sydney Zoo will be contributing to
the creation of a ‘tourism cluster’ in Western Sydney.
Furthermore, the construction and operation phases of the proposal will add
employment opportunities into the local labour market, with an anticipated
construction phase once-off impact of approximately 160 full time person years of
employment. The operational phase is anticipated to create an on-going impact of
between 89 (low case) and 120 (base case) per annum jobs.
Directly affected businesses

As raised by a submission, there is concern that the Sydney Zoo development will
cause strain on the Featherdale operation based on four key areas:


Offering;



Proximity;



Budget; and



Amenity.

Featherdale features over 300 species on display with over 1,700 birds and animal
specimens, and are actively involved in breeding and conservation programs, and
education about Australian wildlife.
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It is acknowledged that the opening of a new tourism facility creates excitement
amongst visitors, and may draw patronage from other establishments, however
positive aspects of competition include innovation, productivity and the prevention
of complacency in business practices.
In addition to the two scenarios presented above (low case and base case), a third
impact scenario was identified, which used the cost and revenues data to
determine the ‘breakeven point’, to estimate the drop in visitation, that might,
subject to capital investment by Elanor Investors Group, cause Featherdale Wildlife
Park to close (refer to Appendix O for full details).
The ‘breakeven point’ for Featherdale, based on operating expenses exceeding
revenues, is a decrease in visitors below 210,000. Visitation in the 2014/15 year
was 383,698, indicating a required decrease of 173,698 visitors. Without new
capital investment, that decrease would make park operations unsustainable in the
long term. However, increasing capital investment would also increase amenity of
the park and subsequently its appeal to the wider market.
This scenario assumes lower forecast visitation to the Sydney Zoo, with the
diverted visitation from Featherdale creating net visitation of116,000 to the
region. To model the impact of Featherdale closing, the estimated operational
expenditure of Featherdale was deducted from that of the Sydney Zoo operational
expenditure to reflect a lower net contribution to the economy, with a net
additional operational expenditure of $4.7 million. These were then applied to the
tourism, travel and calculation of wider economic impacts as described above.
The economic impact of the Sydney Zoo under this scenario (with Featherdale
closing) would create a total benefit of $15 million to the NSW economy,
accounting for less net visitation and less net economic activity from the
operations of the Zoo. Employment impacts would be 60 annual fulltime
equivalent jobs, after accounting for adjustments across Sydney Zoo and
Featherdale and the broader economy.
The Sydney Zoo product offering is significantly differentiated from that of
Featherdale, and as such, Sydney Zoo considers the competitive threat to
Featherdale’s business is relatively low due to:


Sydney Zoo having a much broader animal collection with minimal focus on
birds, with no plans to have an aviary. Featherdale has an estimated 70% of
species and exhibits dedicated to bird species.



Sydney Zoo will be a longer visitation time (3-4 hours), and will have a
different purchase decision driver;



Sydney Zoo’s admission fees will be higher than those of Featherdale’s; and



The Australian Animals collection at Sydney Zoo is to be presented in the
context of an Aboriginal cultural experience, whereas Featherdale models itself
as providing an opportunity to get “up-close” with Australian wildlife. These
differing presentations and strategies further differentiate the facilities where
there is the greatest potential for overlap.

The Zoo is seeking to provide a different animal experience for the community
through the provision of exotic animal species as the main feature of the Zoo.
While Australian native animals are proposed in part, it is noted that exotic species
are generally under represented within the Western Sydney area, with Featherdale
Wildlife Park providing a native Australian experience rather than exotic species.
Subsequently, the Sydney Zoo seeks to differentiate itself through the provision
of, in the majority, exotic species. Native Australian landscaping and vegetation
features will be implemented where appropriate.
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The case study of Fleay’s Wildlife Park and Currumbin Wildlife Sanctuary on the
Gold Coast provides an example where two wildlife focused facilities can co-exist
and complement each other’s business offerings (refer to Appendix O).
Taronga Zoo is located over 35 kilometres to the east of the zoo site, and contains
over 4,000 animals from over 350 species. It is considered that the Sydney Zoo
can complement Taronga Zoo by providing Western Sydney residents the
opportunity to experience and learn about exotic species, while balancing
development between Western and Eastern Sydney.
The presence of other recreational facilities and activities in the immediate area
(Wet’N’Wild, Blacktown International Sportspark, Eastern Creek Raceway)
presents the opportunity to create a tourism cluster in the vicinity of the Sydney
Zoo site.

Social Impacts
A submission identifies that the closure of Featherdale Wildlife Park, due to
economic pressure from the Sydney Zoo, would result in negative social and
economic impacts on the local and broader community.
Sydney Zoo acknowledges the important social programs that Featherdale
conducts including mobile education programs, work experience and volunteer
employment. The submission considers that the loss of the social programs is
predicated on the closure of Featherdale, however as explained above, Sydney
Zoo does not consider its entry into the market will lead to the closure of
Featherdale. Accordingly, those community and social programs should continue.
Sydney Zoo is seeking to be an integral part of jobs creation, training and
education in the Western Sydney community, and is looking at integrating
Aboriginal cultural education with the proposed Australian natural heritage exhibit.
This initiative seeks to contextualise Aboriginal culture, history and way of life with
the animals and plants in that exhibit, and is a key part of the Zoo’s education
program for school groups. Working with Darug organisation Muru Mittigar on the
development of an experience delivered through both guided tours and technology
(e.g. phone-based apps) will ensure the program provides an overview of:


Aboriginal culture both in the whole Australian context and specific to the
Darug people of Western Sydney; and



Bush medicines, technologies and food. How the people moved with the
seasonality of the area in which they lived, including an explanation of the
nomadic lifestyle, shelters and survival skills.

Sydney Zoo and Muru Mittigar are also working together to develop a “Ranger
program” involving placement of Aboriginal staff in Sydney Zoo.


The ranger program to consist of multiple roles to allow workplace and cultural
flexibility for the Aboriginal staff as required.



Rangers job description to cover:
–

Cultural Awareness programs and tours within the Zoo for school groups
and tourists;

–

Animal welfare and keeper roles in the Australiana exhibits; and

–

Native planting, grounds maintenance, bush foods and medicines plant
maintenance.
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This initiative may potentially see up to 10% Full Time Equivalent employees of
Aboriginal descent in the Sydney Zoo. It will be the largest initiative of its kind in
Sydney.
In addition, Sydney Zoo is looking to establish a number of community programs
with strategic partners:


TAFE NSW on the development of vocational training across a range of
industries, school work experience and volunteer programs



Western Sydney University to provide research partnerships and scholarships in
a range of fields. From immersive visitor experience, interactive school
education programs, to bush regeneration and wildlife research.

Refer to Appendix H for letters from these organisations indicating partnerships
and opportunities are currently being investigated and refined.

5.10 Traffic Impacts
Submissions: 16, 30
Two submissions raised concerns around the impact of traffic on Doonside Road,
the Great Western Highway and the M7 and M4 Motorways.

5.10.1 Response
The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) report prepared by GTA in support of the EIS
provided an assessment of the impacts of traffic on the Great Western Highway
and Parkland Access Road intersection. The TIA noted there are anticipated
variations in attendance across the year, including peak, shoulder and off-peak
periods, with vehicle movements to the Zoo distributed from the following
directions:


North via Westlink M7 Motorway – 20%;



North via Doonside Road – 10%;



East via Great Western Highway – 35%;



South via M7 Motorway/ Wallgrove Road – 20%;



South via Brabham Drive – 5%; and



West via Great Western Highway – 10%.

The anticipated traffic generation during the network peak period is summarised in
Table 15 below, assuming a vehicle occupancy rate of 3 people per vehicle, and
an 85% vehicle and 15% public transport mode share, and allows for an additional
5% to account for shuttle bus, coach or minibus movements. Additional staff
vehicle movements have been included in the tables below and are expected to
introduce 50 vehicles before 9.00am and after 6.00pm.
Table 15 – Traffic Generation Summary

Peak Period
Weekday AM
(Network)
Weekday (Site)
Weekday PM
Weekend
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Time
8.00am-9.00am
11.00am-12.00am
4.30-5.30pm
11.00am-12.00pm

Entering Vehicles
(veh/hour)
681

Exiting Vehicles
(veh/hour)
0

Total Traffic
Generation
68

171
0
246

65
44
94

236
44
340
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Peak Period

Time

Entering Vehicles
(veh/hour)

Exiting Vehicles
(veh/hour)

Total Traffic
Generation

1.
Including staff and visitor arrivals
Source: GTA Consultants

Based on these estimated vehicle numbers, the following SIDRA modelling was
completed to assess the operation of the existing intersection at the Great
Western Highway/Rudders Street/Parkland Access Road intersection.
Table 16 – Post-Development Operating Conditions

Intersection

Peak

Great Western
AM
Highway/Rudders
Street/Parkland
Access Road

Leg

North
South
East
West
All
PM
North
South
East
West
All
Saturday North
South
East
West
All

Degree of
Saturation
(DoS)
0.04
0.45
0.56
0.62
0.62
0.22
0.61
0.63
0.39
0.63
0.29
0.30
0.04
0.33
0.30

Average
Delay
(seconds)
70
4
58
4
4
50
1
53
25
10
48
7
53
19
15

95th Percentile
Queue (m)

Level of Service
(LoS)

2
18
26
22
27
12
10
37
82
82
23
48
3
58
58

E
A
E
A
A
D
A
D
B
A
D
A
D
B
B

The results indicate that the intersection will continue to operate satisfactorily,
although queuing will increase slightly on all approaches. This increase is
considered to be negligible in terms of the surrounding road network and its
capacity.
Subsequently, as this intersection will be the main entrance into the Zoo site, and
has been modelled to operate satisfactorily during peak periods for the Zoo, it is
considered that the nearby intersections of Doonside Road, the M4 and M7
Motorways and the Great Western Highway will also operate satisfactorily due to
their indirect access routes to the Zoo.
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6.0 Proposal Amendment
The proposal has been amended from that described in the EIS to respond to
submissions provided by government agencies and the community, and also to
reduce its overall environmental impacts. The amendment to the proposal involves
the removal of the overflow car park from the area adjacent to Eastern Creek, to
respond to the submissions specifically provided by the OEH and a number of
members of the public (refer to Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this RTS).
Further detail on this design amendment has been provided to supplement the
description for the proposal within Section 3 of the EIS. Approval is sought for the
proposal, as amended by this RTS, in accordance with Part 4, Division 4.1 of the
EP&A Act.
The following technical specialist documentation has been provided to support the
amended Sydney Zoo proposal:


Letter from EcoLogical Australia confirming the offsets strategy



Confirmation of traffic and parking impacts from GTA Consultants



Updated Statement of Heritage Impact



Amended Archaeological Survey Report



ACHAR Methodology Report



Screening Criteria for stormwater discharge



Cumberland Plain Woodland Planting Strategy



Structure for a Cumberland Plain Woodland Management Plan



Addendum Social-Economic Impact Assessment

This section provides a description of the amended proposal and associated
changes to the built form, construction and operation. This section should be read
as an addendum to Section 3 of the EIS. Where no alteration has been made to
the proposal there has been no further discussion within this RTS.

6.1

Overview

The OEH raised concerns with the location of part of the overflow car park, of
which the western part required the removal of 0.58ha of River Flat Eucalypt
Forest.
The amended proposal has removed the footprint of the car park from the area
identified as River Flat Eucalypt Forest. This results in no loss of that vegetation,
and a reduction in the size of the car park and number of parking spaces.
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Figure 7 – The amended Sydney Zoo proposal
Source: Aspect
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6.1.1 Amendments to Car Park
The removal of overflow parking from the area affected by River Flat Eucalypt
Forest has resulted in a change to the number of available spaces:
Table 17 – Amended car parking numbers

Original Proposal
Main Car Overflow Total
Park
Car Park
Area
18,793m2 21,412 m2 40,205 m2
1,315 (1,324 inclusive
Car Spaces 475
840
of accessible spaces)
Accessible
9
0
9
Spaces

Revised Proposal
Main Car Overflow Total
Park
Car Park
18,793m2 15,644m2 34,437m2
1,035 (1,053 inclusive of
458
577
accessible spaces)
18

0

18

This entails a net reduction in total available car spaces of 271.
Furthermore, a drop off zone for all vehicles near to the Zoo entry has been
provided. This will be signposted accordingly and is not limited to buses or taxis.
Accessible parking spaces are proposed to be provided near to the main entry,
with full access to and from the entry building via pavement and level grades.

6.1.2 Civil Works
The revision of the car park results in changes to the level of earthworks required
for the project. The original design required the importation of 13,600m3 of fill
across the site.
Table 18 – Amended cut and fill volumes

Overflow Car Park
Original design
Amended design

Fill Volume
15,700m3
4,700m3

Cut Volume
200m3
200m3

Net Volume
15,500m3
4,5003

The amended design has resulted in a reduction of 11,000m3 net fill. This will
have positive impacts on erosion and sediment control, as well as traffic
movements during construction.
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7.0 Further Assessment
This section provides an additional assessment for each of the key technical areas
to identify any impacts that differ between the original design proposal and the
amended design proposal. This environmental assessment provides an addendum
to Section 6 of the EIS report. Additional technical specialist studies (as relevant)
have been provided.

7.1

Key Issues

The key issues arising from the proposed alteration of the car park footprint relate
to:


Traffic and parking;



Flora and fauna;



Civil works; and



Heritage.

7.1.1 Traffic
The carpark design and sizing is based on first principles estimation of traffic
requirements, which is in-turn based on a forecast range of visitor outcomes.
There are no regulatory standards for deriving car park size requirements for
facilities of this nature. The range of potential visitor outcomes is an estimation
based on visitation projections produced by Sydney Zoo’s analysis. Actual
visitation numbers and hence actual demand for car spaces cannot be known
accurately until the Zoo commences operation.
Based on the prior modelling as part of the EIS, Sydney Zoo’s traffic consultants
(Appendix C) estimated that under the previous car park plan the car park would
potentially be under capacity by approximately 26 spaces for an estimated 5% of
the time, if Sydney Zoo were to achieve the high case estimated visitor range of
800,000 per annum.
This was based on total carpark demand in the high visitor range as follows.
Table 19 – Sydney Zoo Daily Visitation Profile

Period
Peak

Shoulder
Off Peak

Day
Weekday
Weekend and
Public Holiday
Weekday
Weekend
Weekday
Weekend

Approximate % Minimum Daily Maximum Daily Estimated % of
of Year
Visitation
Visitation
Peak
5%
3,400
5,500
100%
5%
6,000
8,000
15%
5%
50%
20%

1,400
2,500
900
1,575

2,300
3,300
1,450
2,100

40-45%
25-30%

Source: GTA Consultants
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Table 20 – Visitor Parking Demand

Period
Peak
Shoulder
Off-peak

950
450
300

Estimated Parking Demand
Weekday
Weekend
1,350
650
400

Source: GTA Consultants

Under the revised car park layout and structure, Sydney Zoo estimates that car
park demand would exceed the available spaces during the peak weekend period
only, by approximately 297 spaces, based on total estimated demand for 1,350
spaces. This would occur approximately 5% of the time during a given year.
It should be noted that this number is conservative in two ways – firstly it
presumes that Sydney Zoo will achieve the high range of projected visitation
scenarios. If actual visitation is less than 800,000, rather for example 700,000
per annum, then there will be no excess demand for car spaces over supply.
Secondly it conservatively assumes average car occupancy of three people per
car, noting that the average occupancy per vehicle from the original submission is
3.34 people per vehicle.
Table 21 – Vehicle occupancy estimate

Visitor Group
Families
Couples
Singles
Overall average people per vehicle

Anticipated Visitor Composition
Average People per Vehicle
85%
3.6
12.5%
2.0
2.5%
1.0
3.34

Source: GTA Consultants

If the occupancy per car was 3.34, the demand for car spaces would reduce to
approximately 1,213 and the high case shortfall would reduce from 297 to 59 car
spaces, 5% of the time.
The following Table 22 represents a comparison of the car spaces available under
the Sydney Zoo plan against similar comparable facilities.
Table 22 – Car park size comparison

Sydney Zoo (original)
Sydney Zoo (revised)
Taronga Zoo
Scenic World
Wet’N’Wild
Featherdale Wildlife Park

Visitors
800,000
800,000
1,400,000
850,000
n/a
383,700

Peak day visitors
5,000 - 8,000
5,000 - 8,000
10,000 - 15,000
5,000 - 10,000
15,000 - 20,000
1,500 - 1,800

Car spaces
1,324
1,053
834
226
1,810
174

Over flow management
Based on high case visitor projections there is the potential for a shortfall in car
spaces based on the revised carpark design. This equates to approximately 297
spaces on peak weekends, or 5% of the operating days in a given year.
Sydney Zoo is investigating two ways of managing this should it occur. One
option is the provision of short-term access to over flow car parking on adjacent
land owned by the WSPT. This is currently being discussed with the WSPT, who
have indicated that a short-term licence for the purpose of overflow car parking is
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an option, subject to appropriate legal arrangements (Appendix I). This will assist
with management of the initial peak visitation period, and allow Sydney Zoo time
to establish stable visitation patterns and develop longer term options for car park
development should the need persist. The source of these spaces has not been
finalised, although Sydney Zoo’s preferred option is the land immediately to the
south of the proposed car park.
The second option is the adoption of time of day ticketing. This strategy is
designed to smooth out the mid-morning rush by limiting access and/or offering
differential pricing. The change in timing will manipulate the entry and exit times
of people so that the number of people within park, and hence car space demand,
can be optimised.

7.1.2 Flora and fauna
The proposal to alter the footprint of the overflow car park so that there is no
parking in the existing River Flat Eucalypt Forest has obvious environmental
benefits, namely the retention of that protected vegetation.
The Biodiversity Assessment Report dated December 2015 (submitted with the
EIS) notes impacted vegetation in three zones (Figure 8):


Grey Box – Forest Red Gum grassy woodland on flats of the Cumberland Plain,
Sydney Basin Bioregion (HN 528);



Grey Box – Forest Red Gum grassy woodland on flats of the Cumberland Plain,
Sydney Basin Bioregion (HN528) (derived native grassland); and



Forest Red Gum – Rough-barked Apple grassy woodland on alluvial flats of the
Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin Bioregion (HN526).

Figure 8 identifies the specific development impacts on those vegetation types,
with Figure 9 outlining the impacts by the overflow car park.
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Figure 8 – Native vegetation and Plant Community Types on the Sydney Zoo site
Source: EcoLogical Australia
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Figure 9 – The original design of the overflow car park
Source: Aspect
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The impacts of the overflow car park as originally proposed were as per Table 23
(Figure 9), and resulted in the removal of 0.58ha of River Flat Eucalypt Forest.
Table 23 – Vegetation zones and plot requirements

Vegetation Vegetation
Plant
Zone
Community community
type
Grey Box –
Forest Red
Gum grassy
woodland on
Cumberland
flats of the
1
Plain
Cumberland
Woodland
Plain, Sydney
Basin
Bioregion

Ancillary
Code

Medium

Grey Box –
Forest Red
Gum grassy
Cumberland woodland on
Derived
Plain
flats of the
Grassland
Woodland Cumberland
Plain, Sydney
Basin
Bioregion
Forest Red
Gum –
Rough-barked
Apple grassy
woodland on
River Flat
alluvial flats of
Medium
Eucalypt
the
Forest
Cumberland
Plain, Sydney
Basin
Bioregion

2

3

Total

Area
impacted
(ha)

Plots
Plots
required collected

0.24

1

5

0.83

1

1

0.58

1.65

2

4

2

9

Description of
plots used
Plots collected in
the Cumberland
Plain Woodland
‘good’, ‘medium’,
and ‘poor’ zones.
Due to the small
size of this
vegetation zone it
was merged with
vegetation zone 3.
Plots collected in
the Cumberland
Plain Woodland
‘derived grassland‘
zone.

All plots collected in
the River Flat
Eucalypt Forest
‘medium’ zone. In
addition, as this is a
merged zone, plots
collected from the
Cumberland Plain
Woodland ‘good’,
‘medium’, and
‘poor’ zones were
also used.
It is noted that an
extra plot was
collected from the
exotic area

Source: EcoLogical Australia

Of these, only the medium quality Cumberland Plain Woodland 0.24ha and the
River Flat Eucalypt were surveyed to be in sufficient condition to require
offsetting, with the HN528 derived native grassland having a site value of less
than 17 and therefore not requiring offsets. Further, the Cumberland Plain
Woodland (Forest Red Gum) was below the 0.25ha area required to be identified
as a standalone plot as in the outlined methodology for the Framework for
Biodiversity Assessment (FBA), and was incorporated into the River Flat Eucalypt
Forest for calculation of the offset requirements.
The revised proposal for the car park (Figure 10) removes the impact on the River
Flat Eucalypt Forest (HN526). The revised proposal therefore now results in the
following impacts to vegetation:
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Grey Box – Forest Red Gum grassy woodland on flats of the Cumberland Plain,
Sydney Basin Bioregion (HN 528) – moderate to good (medium): 0.24ha; and
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Grey Box – Forest Red Gum grassy woodland on flats of the Cumberland Plain,
Sydney Basin Bioregion (HN528) – moderate to good, site value less than 17
(derived native grassland): 0.83ha.

Therefore, with the modification to the car park design, again the derived native
grassland (with the site value less than 17) does not require offsets, which leaves
0.24ha of HN528 Grey Box (Forest Red Gum grassy woodland of moderate to
good (medium) quality) impacted. As mentioned previously, the OEH is currently
undertaking a review of the Biodiversity Offsets Policy to determine the
applicability of the methodology at the scale of impacts proposed by Sydney Zoo.
Under the amended proposal, it is anticipated that approximately eight credits
would be required, however this would be subject to the outcomes of OEH’s
review of the Policy.
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Figure 10 – The revised car park layout has no impact on the western vegetation
Source: Aspect
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7.1.3 Civil Works
As outlined above in Section 6.1.2, the amended car park design allows for a
reduction in net fill of 11,000m3 . This will have positive impacts on erosion and
sediment control across the site, with a much smaller amount of fill being brought
on-site, reducing the potential for major sediment issues to arise. The reduction in
net fill will also reduce the number of truck movements during the construction
period. It is considered that the mitigation measures as previously proposed are
suitable to manage any potential impacts.

7.1.4 Heritage
An amended SOHI and Archaeological Survey Report has been prepared by
Artefact and is included at Appendix F and Appendix G in response to comments
received during the exhibition period. The ACHAR report is provided at Appendix
Q.
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8.0 Revised Mitigation Measures
The collective measures required to mitigate the impacts associated with the
proposed works are detailed in Table 24 below. These measures have been
derived from the previous assessment in Section 7.0 (former Table 70) and those
detailed in appended consultants’ reports. The main changes to the mitigation
measures are identified in bold italics.
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Table 24 – Summary of site specific environmental safeguards and management measures

Impact
General
General
Air and Odour
Air quality emissions – general
management

Air quality emissions through vehicle
movements

Air quality emissions through loading
and transport of materials
Air quality emissions
Odour management across the site

Noise
The potential for exceedance of the
NMLs across the proposal footprint

Environmental safeguards

Responsibility

Timing

Environmental awareness training must be provided, by the contractor, to all field personnel and subcontractors.

Contractor

Pre-construction and during
construction as required.


Reduce drop heights during loading and unloading of fill material

Minimise area of exposed surfaces

Minimise amount of stockpiled materials

Where possible, apply barriers, covering or temporary rehabilitation

Rehabilitate completed sections as soon as practicable

Restrict construction activities during unfavourable weather conditions
Water carts and sprays to be used to suppress instances of dust transportation

All construction plant, equipment and vehicles to be properly maintained and operated so as to alleviate excessive
exhaust emissions

Engines of construction plant to be switched off when not in use
Limit vehicle speeds on-site to 40km/h
Waste and material loads leaving the subject site are to be covered at all times

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Any material deposited on the road network due to truck movements to and from the site would be either prevented or cleaned Construction contractor
up immediately.

Procedures for staff to report the presence of odours, particularly in unexpected places;
Sydney Zoo

If composting windrows require turning, this should be done during periods of good atmospheric dispersion
Maintaining an odour complaints register which captures all complaints from patrons and off-site receptors

Construction

Prepare a construction noise and vibration management plan (CNVMP). It would be a sub-plan of the CEMP. As a minimum, Construction contractor
the plan would:

Map the sensitive receiver locations including residential properties

Include safeguards and management measures to manage out of hours working

Include an assessment to determine potential risk for activities likely to affect receivers, including for activities
undertaken during and outside of standard working hours

Include a process for assessing the performance of the implemented safeguards and management measures

Specify the equipment restrictions that would be implemented at night if night works required

Describe the respite periods that would be implemented

Specify restrictions on allowing equipment, plant and traffic to idle on site

Specify the avoidance of activities that would generate impulsive noise

Ensure any potentially impacted receivers are informed ahead of any planned works taking place outside of the
recommended standard hours for construction works

Ensure noise at sensitive receivers is monitored

Identify how the construction staging and program includes for monitoring at sensitive receivers

Include a specific process for documenting and resolving issues and complaints.

Pre-construction

Operation
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Impact

The potential for exceedance of the
NMLs
across the proposal
footprint
Construction noise impacts

Construction noise impacts

Construction noise impacts
Traffic, parking and access
Construction traffic impacts

Operational traffic impacts
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Environmental safeguards
Note: The CNVMP would be routinely updated in response to any changes in noise and vibration. Tool box talks would be
used to communicate constructor obligations and responsibilities under the plan.
Locate fixed plant as far from residences as possible and behind site structures

Working hours are to be restricted in accordance with the EPA Interim Construction Noise Guideline. Working hours are to be
in accordance with:

Between 7.00am and 6.00pm, Monday to Friday.

Between 8.00am and 1.00pm Saturdays.

No work or deliveries on Sunday and/or public holidays.
If work is required to be undertaken outside normal work hours, the Contractor will need approval from the Principal. The
Contractor is to provide enough information for the Principal to evaluate any potential noise impact from the proposed works.
Community and business notification would be done prior to works commencing outlining the nature of the works, work hours
and contact number. Additional community and business notification would be done at least five days before works outside
standard hours that has a potential to cause any noise impact.
Any required night time work predicted to exceed the noise management level should aim to not affect residences for more
than two consecutive nights or where possible, more than six nights over a one-month period.

Responsibility

Timing

Construction contractors

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor / Sydney Pre-construction/
Zoo
construction
Construction contractor / Sydney Construction
Zoo

A construction traffic management plan (CTMP) would be prepared as a sub-plan of the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would Construction contractor
include the following controls:

minimise use of heavy vehicles on local roads

restrict deliveries to outside of peak traffic periods where possible

ensure emergency vehicle access is maintained, including consultation with

emergency services

identify haulage routes and minimise impacts on local routes

provide warning and advisory signage

providing safe access points to work areas from the adjacent road network

safety barriers where necessary

maintaining adequate sight distance

displaying prominent warning signage

covering truck loads

avoiding vehicle idling

deliveries planned to minimise the number of trucks arriving at site at one time.

materials delivered and spoil removed from the site during standard construction hours.

use of Traffic Controllers to ensure safe vehicle and pedestrian movements for example when trucks enter or leave the
site

a Driver Code of Conduct plan

Provide for local community consultation and notification of local road network and traffic impacts
An operational transport management plan (OTMP) would be prepared which would investigate the potential of the following: Sydney Zoo

online booking systems, with allocated visiting periods and staggered timing

Pre-construction/
Construction

Operation

Sydney Zoo  Response to Submissions | 12 May 2016

Impact

Environmental safeguards
implementation of peak period availability of additional accessible parking spaces
off-peak ticketing price reductions
promotion of access via the M7 Motorway
promotion of arrivals via public transport
promotion of car pooling
combined tour packages with other tourist destinations
potential for additional regular route bus services and direct shuttle bus services between Blacktown Railway Station
and the site (subject to further consultation with TfNSW)

promotion of school tours during off-peak periods

preparation of a Work Place Travel Plan to minimise staff travel by private car

preparation of a Transport Access Guide for visitors

extended opening hours, particularly during peak periods to flatten out the peak
An initial opening period transport management plan will be prepared with considering for the peak opening period and
specific opening events which would be expected to have different traffic generating impacts compared to normal operation.

Responsibility

Timing









Initial opening traffic impacts

Water, drainage and stormwater
Sediment-laden run off and associated Prepare a Soil and Water Management Plan as part of the CEMP and address the following:
water quality impacts management

The NSW Soils and Construction – Managing Urban Stormwater Volume 1 ‘the Blue Book’ (Landcom, 2004) and
Volume 2 (DECC, 2008)
Detail the following as a minimum:

Identification of catchment and sub-catchment areas, high risk areas and sensitive areas

Sizing of each of the above areas and catchment

The likely volume of run-off from each road sub-catchment

Direction of flow of on-site and off-site water

Separation of on-site and off-site water

The direction of run-off and drainage points during each stage of construction

Dewatering plan which includes process for monitoring, flocculating and dewatering water from site (i.e. formation or
excavations)

A mapped plan identifying the above

Include progressive site specific Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plans (ESCPs). The ESCP is to be updated at least
fortnightly

A process to routinely monitor the Bureau of Meteorology weather forecast

Preparation of a wet weather (rain event) plan which includes a process for monitoring potential wet weather and
identification of controls to be implemented in the event of wet weather. These controls are to be shown on the ESCPs

Provision of an inspection and maintenance schedule for ongoing maintenance of temporary and permanent erosion
and sedimentation controls.
On-site sediment and waste laden run 
Erosion and sediment control measures would be implemented to ensure no sediment leaves the site.
off and associated water quality

All waste materials (such as demolition materials) would be contained to prevent possible run off prior to removal from
impacts during construction
the site.
Outlet structures discharging to

The design and construction of any outlet structures on waterfront land is to be in accordance with the
Eastern Creek within waterfront land
Guidelines for outlet structures on waterfront land (DPI 2012)
Accidental spillage and associated
Maintain emergency spill kits on-site at all times and make all staff aware of the location of the spill kits and trained in their use.
water quality impacts

Sydney Zoo

Operation

Construction contractor

Pre-construction/
construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Designer

Detailed design

Construction contractor

Construction
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Impact
Fuel storage and refuelling

Machinery maintenance checks
Erosion risk

Aboriginal heritage
Potential heritage and archaeological
impacts - general

Environmental safeguards
All fuels, chemicals, and liquids would be in an impervious bunded area within the compound site.
The refuelling of plant and maintenance of machinery would be undertaken in impervious bunded areas within the
compound site.
Machinery would be checked daily to ensure there is no oil, fuel or other liquids leaking from the machinery.

Disturbed surfaces would be reinstated as soon as possible.

Erosion and sedimentation control measures would not be removed until disturbed areas have stabilised.

Any damage from construction to the ground surface shall be restored to pre-construction condition on completion of
works.



Develop an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR). It would be within the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan
would:

map locations of known and potential sites of heritage and archaeological value do

identify high-risk and no-go zones

identify potential environmental risks and impacts due to the proposed work

identify appropriate safeguards and management measures to minimise potential risk

identify appropriate safeguards and management measures to avoid the risk of harm

implement appropriate safeguards and management measures to protect heritage items and potential archaeological
assets
Heritage induction training to cover all 
Provide Aboriginal heritage awareness training to the construction workforce prior to starting on site which would
works across the site
include:
guidelines to follow if unanticipated heritage items or deposits are located during works
the procedure for managing any unexpected find, discovering human remains, or unearthing other archaeological
remains.

Provide the Aboriginal heritage awareness training to any person or visitor to the site during construction
Unexpected finds discovery across the 
If unexpected finds are discovered during the proposed works, immediately cease all works within 10 metres of
site
discovering an unexpected find (e.g. archaeological remains, heritage item, and potential relic).

Engage a heritage consultant to assess the find and the NSW Heritage Division would be notified of the discovery of a
relic in accordance with Section 146 of the NSW Heritage Act 1977
Human remains discovery across the Handle human remains under the same process as an unexpected finds discovery; however, prior to the archaeologist
site
recording the find contact the NSW Police, the OEH environment line and the OEH anthropologist.
Non-Aboriginal heritage
Potential heritage and archaeological Develop a non-Aboriginal heritage management plan (NAHMP). It would be a sub-plan of the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan
impacts - general
would:

map locations of known and potential sites of heritage and archaeological value do

identify high-risk and no-go zones

identify potential environmental risks and impacts due to the proposed work

identify appropriate safeguards and management measures to minimise potential risk

identify appropriate safeguards and management measures to avoid the risk of harm

implement appropriate safeguards and management measures to protect heritage items and potential archaeological
assets
Heritage induction training to cover all 
Provide non-Aboriginal heritage awareness training to the construction workforce prior to starting on site which would
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Responsibility
Construction contractor

Timing
Construction

Construction contractor
Construction contractor

Construction
Construction

Construction contractor

Pre-construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Pre-construction

Construction contractor

Construction
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Impact
works across the site

Environmental safeguards
Responsibility
include:
the location of heritage items outside the study area, including the extant gate entrance for the former OTC transmission
station
guidelines to follow if unanticipated heritage items or deposits are located during works
the procedure for managing any unexpected find, discovering human remains, or unearthing other archaeological
remains.

Provide the non-Aboriginal heritage awareness training to any person or visitor to the site during construction
Unexpected finds discovery across the 
If unexpected archaeological finds are discovered during the proposed works, immediately cease all works within 10
Construction contractor
site
metres of discovering an unexpected find (e.g. archaeological remains, heritage item, and potential relic).

Engage a heritage consultant to assess the find and the NSW Heritage Division would be notified of the discovery of a
relic in accordance with Section 146 of the NSW Heritage Act 1977
Human remains discovery across the Handle human remains under the same process as an unexpected finds discovery; however, prior to the archaeologist
Construction contractor
site
recording the find contact the NSW Police, the OEH environment line and the OEH anthropologist.
Waste management
Waste generation during construction Classify, handle and store all removed waste in the construction compounds/laydown areas in accordance with the NSW
Construction contractor
Waste Classification Guidelines 2009: Part 1 Classifying Waste (DECCW) and Storing and Handling liquids, Environmental
Protection (DECC, 2007).
Waste and resource management
Prepare a waste and resource management plan (WRMP) as a sub-plan of the CEMP. As a minimum describe the measures Construction contractor
during construction across the proposal for handling, storing and classifying waste when ‘onsite’ and its subsequent disposal offsite to the relevant licenced facility.
Waste disposal during construction
across the proposal

Send all disposed materials to a suitably licenced waste management/landfill facility.

Waste handling and storage during
construction across the proposal

Store and segregate all waste at source (e.g. the construction compounds/laydown areas) in accordance with its classification. Construction contractor
This includes recycled and reusable materials.

Littering and site tidiness during
Monitor for waste accumulation, littering and general tidiness during routine site inspections.
construction across
the proposal footprint
Resource recovery during construction Apply resource recovery principles:
across the proposal

Reuse proposal-generated waste materials onsite (e.g. topsoil, recycled aggregate) providing it meets with exemption
and classification requirements

Failing that, transfer the materials for use elsewhere on another site under a resource recovery exemption

Employ waste segregation to allow paper, plastic, glass, metal and other material recycling. These materials could be
either reused onsite or transferred to a recycling facility

Consider composting general putrescible waste to allow recovery. Transfer these materials offsite to a composting
facility.
Reducing primary resource demand
Use recycled and low embodied energy products to reduce primary resource demand in instances where the materials are
during construction across the proposal cost and performance competitive (e.g. where quality control specifications allow).
Landscape character and visual impact
Management of the construction works 
to minimise their visual impacts on
nearby streetscape character

Light spill impacts during construction 

Construction contractor

Construction contractor

Timing

Construction

Construction

Construction /
Operation
Construction /
Operation
Construction /
Operation
Construction /
Operation
Construction /
Operation

Construction contractor

Construction /
Operation

Construction contractor

Construction /
Operation

Implement a maintenance schedule to ensure the entry to the Parklands from the Great Western Highway remains clear Construction contractor
and tidy
Consider screening methods to reduce the visual impact of the work site
Screen, shield and cut-off all temporary site lighting to prevent light spill where possible
Construction contractor

Construction

Construction
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Impact
across the proposal footprint

Operational light spill impacts on
adjacent properties








Vegetation and biodiversity
Biodiversity management across the
entire proposal footprint

Environmental safeguards
Use directional light sources where possible to reduce lateral light spill
Use low luminescence lighting lights where feasible to reduce the lateral light spill
Shield the top of all site lighting to prevent any upward light glare
Remove any lighting conflict with the general street lighting to prevent the risk of motorists becoming disorientated or
distracted
Follow the lighting design specification that aims to ensure any the height and direction of any lighting pole would not
introduce sky glow or impacts on neighbouring residential properties or road users of the Great Western Highway
Use directional lighting fixtures with cut-offs and filters as required

Prepare a biodiversity management plan (BMP) as a sub-plan of the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would:

Provide for the discovery of unexpected threatened flora or fauna.

Provide for contractor staff training to be aware of the sensitivity of the surrounding environment including threatened
ecological communities

Identify impact areas and measures for clearly delineating these areas, using fences or similar means to prevent
encroachment of the works into the surrounding bushland.
Biodiversity management across the

Vegetation / woody debris for removal should be used in adjacent areas for habitat features or mulched for soil erosion
entire proposal footprint
control.

Work in riparian zones (i.e. areas of River Flat Eucalypt Forest) would be undertaken to limit impacts on aquatic flora
and fauna, and their habitats. This would include measures to preventing run-off into the adjacent vegetation and creek
and clearly delineating the construction area boundaries.
Noxious weed management

Areas proposed for disturbance where noxious weeds are present should be managed according to the weed class.

Soil containing seeds from exotic grass species should be removed from the site as soon as practicable and / or stored
appropriately to prevent their spread.

Wash down machinery before entering the site to limit weed spread.
Biodiversity impacts on watercourses 
Construction adjacent to drainage lines should be completed during dry periods.
and drainage lines

Storage areas should be located away from the drainage lines to minimise risk of pollution and adverse impact to
aquatic ecosystems. Installation of sediment and runoff control measures to prevent runoff entering adjacent bushland
areas and watercourses.

Potential chemical pollutants (e.g. fuels, oils, lubricants, paints etc.) would be stored in appropriate containers within
bunded areas within construction compounds to minimise the risk of the pollution of aquatic environments.
Loss of hollow bearing trees

As a precautionary measure ensure a qualified ecologist would be present during the felling/pruning of any identified
hollow-bearing trees to manage wildlife that may be disturbed and/or injured.
The ecologist would assess the species and then release them to the nearest suitable habitat if uninjured.
Impacts on non-listed species across 
As a precautionary measure close-off all excavations overnight, in locations where night works are not planned, to
the entire construction site
prevent animals becoming trapped

Inspect each excavation prior to the works starting in the morning

Have a designated qualified person that would capture any inadvertently trapped species and release the species into
the nearest suitable habitat if uninjured
If construction lighting is required at night direct light beams away from vegetative areas to protect microbats.
Loss of habitat for fauna from clearance 
Direct seed with native provenance grass seeds or sterile grasses on exposed areas.
Retention of fallen logs and relocation to adjacent areas where possible to provide habitat resources for ground-dwelling
species.
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Responsibility

Timing

Construction contractor/
Sydney Zoo

Detailed design/
Pre-construction

Construction contractor

Pre-construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor
Sydney Zoo

Construction

Construction contractor

Construction

Construction contractor
Sydney Zoo

Construction
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Impact
Operational biodiversity management




Bushfire
Bushfire management - general

Environmental safeguards
Prevention of runoff and wastewater from the zoo entering the adjacent watercourse through the implementation of a
constructed wetlands and harvesting pond in the west of the site
Ongoing weed control should be undertaken along the length of the works to reduce the impacts of edge effects on
adjacent vegetation.

Responsibility
Sydney Zoo

Implement appropriate hazard reduction program in consultation with Western Sydney Parklands and Cumberland Zone Rural Sydney Zoo
Fire Service where woodland vegetation is within or above threshold.
Bushfire management during operation Maintain access roads and tracks within the site and consider the following ongoing management of any buildings and
Sydney Zoo
landscaped areas:

Removal of combustible material, particularly litter in gutters, near buildings.

Removing excess amounts of fuel from garden areas (including organic mulch).

Ensuring garden plantings do not overhang any buildings, tree canopies are discontinuous, and shrubs are not
positioned within two metres of buildings.
Operational Bushfire Management Plan Prepare a Bushfire Emergency Management Plan outlining evacuation routes, firefighting protocols and hydrant locations.
Sydney Zoo
Hazards and risk
Construction hazard and risk
Prepare a hazard and risk management plan (HRMP) as a sub-plan of the CEMP. As a
Construction contractor
management across the proposal
minimum, the plan would:

Include an emergency response plan

Be prepared by a suitably qualified hazard management specialist

Provide for the implementation, monitoring and maintenance of the identified hazard controls.
Accidental spillage and discharge

Keep wet and dry spill kit, sand-filled/gravel-filled socks and geotextile matting ‘onsite’ at all times.
Construction contractor
across the proposal during construction 
Train staff in the appropriate deployment, use, removal and disposal of spill kit.
Workforce and public safety during
Fence off and secure the site to prevent public access.
Construction contractor
construction across the proposal
Workforce and public safety during

Use terracing excavation methods where applicable.
Construction contractor
construction across the proposal

Backfill or cover all open excavations with boards/plates outside of working hours.
Workforce and public safety during
Inspect the entry connection into the Parkland Access Road ahead of any required demobilisation to ensure there are no road- Construction contractor
construction across the proposal
user or pedestrian hazards.
Hazardous material and dangerous
Handle and use dangerous goods and hazardous materials in accordance with: the NSW Occupational Health and Safety
Construction contractor
goods transportation to the construction Act 2000; the Storage and Handling of Dangerous Goods Code of Practice (WorkCover NSW, 2005); NSW Road and
site during construction
Rail Transport (Dangerous Goods) (Road) Regulation 1998; and Australian Government’s
Code for the Transport of Dangerous Goods by Road and Rail (National Transport Commission, 2008).
Utility or services strike
Undertake detailed utility surveys as part of the detailed design along with utility-provider consultation.
Construction contractor
across the proposal during
Sydney Zoo
construction
Utility or services strike across the
Prepare and work to a utility and services plan. No work would take place outside of this plan without additional consultation Construction contractor
proposal during
and utility searches.
construction
Hazardous material and dangerous
Handle, store and use dangerous goods and hazardous materials in accordance with: the NSW Occupational Health and
Sydney Zoo
goods transportation and storage
Safety Act 2000; the Storage and Handling of Dangerous Goods Code of Practice (WorkCover NSW, 2005); NSW Road and

Timing
Operation

Operation
Operation

Operation
Pre-construction

Construction
Construction
Construction
Construction
Construction

Construction

Construction

Operation
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Impact
across the site during operation

Environmental safeguards
Rail Transport (Dangerous Goods) (Road) Regulation 1998; and Australian Government’s Code for the Transport of
Dangerous Goods by Road and Rail (National Transport Commission, 2008).
Hazardous materials and dangerous goods will be store within a bunded and secure storage facility on-site.

Hazardous material and dangerous
goods storage during operation
Driver safety across the proposal during Incorporate car park signage to indicate direction of travel and traffic calming devices including speed humps and speed limits,
operation
Ecologically sustainable development
Energy efficiency measures during

Investigate opportunities for alternate energy provision after an initial review period of operation
operation
Building performance during operation 
Prepare a Section J energy efficiency assessment of the main buildings during the detailed design stage to determine
possible energy saving measures
Water usage

Implement water efficient fittings and fixtures into building design
Transport during operation

Promote the use of public transport for patrons and staff

Prepare an OTMP as outlined in Section 6.3.3
Greenhouse gas emissions during

Recycle or compost waste were possible
construction

Choose nearby sources of fill and other building materials to reduce transport emissions

Ensure construction plant is regularly maintained to ensure optimum fuel efficiency

Where possible, operate construction plant at lower power settings to conserve fuel, and switch off engines when not in
use

Plan construction activities to avoid double handling of fill and other materials.
Greenhouse gas emissions during

Utilise energy efficient building design features such as natural ventilation and lighting, and insulation
operation

Consider on-site renewable energy, such as solar power

Investigate the feasibility of using electric powered mobile plant on site.
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Responsibility

Timing

Sydney Zoo

Operation

Sydney Zoo

Detailed design/Operation

Sydney Zoo

Operation

Sydney Zoo

Detailed design

Sydney Zoo
Sydney Zoo

Detailed design
Operation

Construction contractor

Construction

Sydney Zoo

Operation
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9.0 Conclusion
This proposal seeks approval for the construction and operation of a zoological
facility within the Bungarribee Precinct of the Western Sydney Parklands (SSD
7228).
This RTS has been prepared to satisfy the provisions of Section 89G of the EP&A
Act and Section 85A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation
2000. Each of the submissions received during the public exhibition period of 10
December 2015 to 8 February 2016 has been collated, analysed and addressed.
In particular, this RTS has described and assessed a design change that removes
overflow car parking from the area classified as River Flat Eucalypt Forest, to
address comments received by the DP&E, OEH and the community. Overall, the
amended design results in an improved environmental outcome, compared to the
original proposal as described in the EIS (refer to Sections 6.0 and 7.0 of this
RTS).
The mitigation measures provided within the EIS have been updated where
necessary to respond to the submissions received, and these updated measures
will further reduce the overall environmental impacts during both the construction
and operation of the proposal.
Having regard to biophysical, economic and social considerations, including the
principles of ecologically sustainable development, the carrying out of the project
is justified for the following reasons:


The proposed Zoo introduces a new destination tourist and recreational
attraction into the Western Sydney area;



The Zoo will provide for employment and educational opportunities and will not
adversely impact on the local or regional economy;



The zoo use is in accordance with the Western Sydney Parklands Plan of
Management which identifies the Bungarribee Super Park as suitable for a
tourist and commercial hub;



The masterplan retains areas of biological importance and proposes landscaping
and vegetation planting to ensure a contiguous connection with the wider
Western Sydney Parklands area; and



The Zoo will maintain exceptional standards of animal welfare, as required
under the EAP Act, and participate in conservation programs to ensure the
intergenerational wellbeing of native and exotic flora and fauna species.

Given the merits described above it is requested that the application be approved.

9.1

Next Steps

Once this RTS is submitted to the DP&E, the planning approval, under Part 4 of
the EP&A Act, will involve the following steps prior to determination:


The DP&E will consider the information contained within the EIS and this RTS
(in particular the mitigation measures proposed) as part of its preparation of an
Assessment Report and, if recommended for approval, associated draft
conditions;



The Planning Assessment Commission (PAC) will then consider the
Assessment Report, consult with relevant stakeholders, and make a
determination on whether to approve the SSD application. The PAC would

JBA



15247

89

Sydney Zoo Response to Submissions | 12 May 2016

provide the final conditions of approval, which will guide the construction and
operation of the proposal.
Should planning approval be granted for the project, Sydney Zoo would begin
preparing an application for licensing under the EAP Act through the Department
of Primary Industries – Animal Welfare Unit.
Sydney Zoo is committed to continuing consultation with stakeholders, including
the community, throughout the planning, construction and operation of the
project.
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10.0 Acronyms and Abbreviations
AASA
ACHAR
AHIMS
AWS
AWU
BOM
CBD
CEEC
CEMP
CLT
CNVMP
CTMP
dBA
DD Act
DPI
DoS
EP
EP&A Act
EPBC Act
EAP Act
EIS
ENM
EPA
ERA
ESD
Featherdale
ha
IBRA
ICNG
INP
ISEPP
LoS
NAHMP
NMLs
OEH
OTC
OTMP
OU
PAC
PAD
PM2.5
PM10
RBL
RNP
SEARs
SEPP
SEPP33
SEPP64
SRD SEPP
SSD

Aboriginal Archaeological Survey Assessment
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System
automatic weather station
Animal Welfare Unit
Bureau of Meteorology
Central Business District
Critically Endangered Ecological Community
construction environmental management plan
cross laminated timber
construction noise and vibration management plan
construction traffic management plan
A-weighted decibels
Disability Discrimination Act 1992
NSW Department of Primary Industries
Degree of Saturation
equivalent persons
Environmental Protection and Assessment Act 1979
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
Exhibited Animals Protection Act 1986
Environmental Impact Statement
excavated natural material
Environment Protection Authority
Environmental Risk Assessment
environmentally sustainable development
Featherdale Wildlife Park
hectare
Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia
NSW EPAs Interim Construction Noise Guidelines
NSW Industrial Noise Policy
State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007
Level of Service
non-Aboriginal heritage management plan
noise management levels
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage
Overseas Telecommunications Commission
operational transport management plan
odour units
packaged air conditioner units
Potential Archaeological Deposit
particulate matter ≤2.5μm
particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 or equal to a nominal 10
micrometres
Rating Background Noise Level
NSW Road Noise Policy
Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements
State Environmental Planning Policy
State Environmental Planning Policy No 33—Hazardous and Offensive Development
State Environmental Planning Policy No 64—Advertising and Signage
State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011
State Significant Development
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TfNSW
TSP
VENM
VOC
VRF
WMP
WSPT
WWS
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Transport for NSW
total suspended particles
virgin extracted natural material
volatile organic compound
variable refrigerant control
Waste Management Plan
Western Sydney Parklands Trust
Wet’n’Wild Sydney

