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Voluntary Declaration
Voluntary Declaration 

so

Acacia harpophylla

• Inappropriately planned 

• Not suitably resourced 



lead to 0.5/10 less-than-forecast 
improvement in habitat quality for the Koala and 
0.4/10



(DPIF, 2008)
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Koala and Squatter Pigeon exceed the targeted 100% 
offset by 3 or 4
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Habitat 
attribute 

BioCondition Components 

Tree richness A total of 42 sampling locations exceeded the reference values for tree 

richness, with an average of 116% of benchmark richness across all sites, 

though 12 sites were recorded as not achieving benchmark numbers. 

Lower scores for tree richness were mostly in non-remnant habitats, which is to 

be expected. It is likely that tree richness will increase as a natural consequence 

of the other management measures such as removal of cattle.  

Small improvements to Squatter Pigeon scores may be gained with benchmark 

tree richness where deficient, with 0.77/100 for breeding and foraging habitat 

and 0.04/100 for dispersal habitat. 

Shrub richness Approximately 57% of all offset sampling sites exceeded the benchmark value 

for shrub richness, for these sites, no gains in BioCondition scores are possible 

by increasing shrub richness.  

Shrub richness may be increased where deficient by limiting livestock access to 

areas with excessive Carissa ovata cover as this species appears to be generally 

avoided by cattle, therefore if un-grazed, a greater variety of shrubs are likely 

to eventually grow. Control of Carissa may include careful burning; however, 

this is to be avoided in all Brigalow ecological communities. 

Shrub richness may also be improved by planting in strategic locations to act as 

source populations for deficient shrub species, as given the size of the offset 

site comprehensive planting is likely to be impractical. 

Overall, shrub richness will only affect Squatter Pigeon habitat quality and will 

increase BioCondition scores for those sites that are below the benchmark 

values. 

Shrub richness scores can be increased in 16 sites (AUs), allowing for a gain of 

2.1, and in 38 AUs sites allowing for a gain of 3.8. 

22 sites cannot be improved as these sites are already scored as equal to or 

greater than reference values. 

Shrub richness will affect the BioCondition aspect of the Squatter Pigeon 

(Breeding & Foraging) scores. With shrubs increased to 100% of richness 

benchmarks, Squatter Pigeon breeding and foraging scores will increase by 

0.72/100, while dispersal scores will increase by 0.05/100. 

Grass richness No offset sampling locations had more perennial grass species than the 

benchmark value. However, 100% of sites contained fewer grass species than 

the reference value. There is no strong correlation between Buffel grass 

presence (measured by cover) and native grass richness throughout the Offset 

site.  

Grass richness can be improved by thinning overhead shrub and canopy cover, 

optimising grazing intensity, or reducing weed cover.  

Grass richness does not affect the habitat quality scores of the Koala or Greater 

Glider. Improving grass richness would generate minor improvements in 

BioCondition overall (up to 3.4/100), as well as the understorey richness 

component of Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) habitat condition scores. 

Improving grass richness to reference values at the sites where this is deficient 

would only improve overall Squatter Pigeon breeding and foraging habitat 

quality by 0.64/100 and dispersal habitat by 0.19/100.  

Forb richness Of the 43 offset AUs sampling locations, 2 had more recorded forb species than 

the reference value. However, 41 of the sampling sites contained fewer forb 

species than the benchmark value. Forb richness can be improved by thinning 

overhead shrub and canopy cover, optimising grazing intensity or by reducing 

weed cover. Forb richness was largely unrelated to weed cover at the offset 

site, with a range of weed coverage values for the deficient sites. 

Forb richness does not affect the habitat quality scores of the Koala or Greater 

Glider. Improving forb richness would generate minor improvements in 

BioCondition and the understorey richness component of Squatter Pigeon) 

habitat condition scores. Improving forb richness to reference values at the sites 

where this is deficient would only improve overall Squatter Pigeon breeding and 

foraging habitat quality by 0.77/100 and for dispersal habitat by 0.08/100. 
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Limiting grazing will likely increase forb richness as livestock are likely to 

browse on a variety of native forbs; with livestock removed, native 

grazing/browsing species will continue to feed on forbs, however the overall 

pressure on these species is likely to be reduced. 

Canopy height To achieve maximum BioCondition scores for canopy height, sites must achieve 

>70% of the reference value. The average of each of the 38 AUs within the 

offset site, 18 achieved this target. The sites that failed to achieve this target 

had canopy heights that were 7-67% of the benchmark. It is expected that half 

of the deficient sites as they are non-remnant will achieve maximum points for 

canopy height within 20 years of additional growth. 

Where canopy cover is in excess, thinning of canopy trees may allow for less 

competition between canopy species, allowing these trees additional 

opportunity to achieve benchmark heights.  

Canopy height is not a component of the species-specific habitat scores for any 

of the three species. Rather, it is a component of BioCondition, which makes up 

a third of the total score for Squatter Pigeons. Expected improvements in canopy 

height will only improve overall Squatter Pigeon breeding and foraging habitat 

quality by 0.25/100 and dispersal habitat improvements of only 0.05/100. 

Native perennial 

grass cover 

Five AUs achieved the maximum possible points for native grass cover within 

HVR, remnant and non-remnant vegetation. Six AUs that were deficient in 

native grass cover (under 10% of benchmark BioCondition) were dominated by 

exotic vegetation, mostly grasses.  

Canopy thinning where in excess will increase native perennial grass cover. Care 

must be taken to avoid the further colonisation of Buffel grass. 

Native grass cover does not affect the habitat quality scores of the Koala and 

Greater Glider. It does, however, affect Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) 

habitat quality via its contribution to BioCondition, though the groundcover 

component of the species-specific score remains unchanged as weeds were 

mostly replaced in the calculations and bare ground and rock were not affected. 

Improvements in native perennial grass cover have the potential to improve 

overall Squatter Pigeon breeding and foraging habitat quality by 0.21/100 and 

dispersal habitat by 0.09/100. 

Organic litter 

cover 

Organic litter cover is equal to or exceeds the reference value at 38 offset AUs. 

At 12 sites, the litter cover is >100% of the reference value, resulting in 

penalised BioCondition scores. The main way to reduce litter cover to reference 

values is through the thinning of the shrub and tree layers where these are in 

excess, to reduce the amount of leaf fall. Thinning can be achieved via fire or 

manual removal, with greater control possible for the latter. 

Litter cover does not affect the habitat quality scores of the Koala and Greater 

Glider. It affects the habitat quality of the Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) 

via its contribution to BioCondition and the groundcover component of the 

species-specific score. Reductions in litter cover can improve overall Squatter 

Pigeon breeding and foraging habitat quality by 0.45/100 and dispersal habitat 

by 0.05/100. 

Grass coverage will increase, as a result of these changes, though this will be 

difficult to quantify. 

Recruitment Recruitment levels were generally poor, with only 17 AUs possessing 75% or 

more of seedlings and saplings of the dominant canopy species and a significant 

portion of AU’s had 0 recruitment. Improvements will be possible by reducing 

cattle within the site and potentially by thinning the grass layer (physically or 

using fire), thereby creating space for seedlings of canopy species. In general, 

however, recruitment is considered a constraint on current habitat quality 

scores. Supplementary planting of Koala and Greater Glider food plants is a 

Recruitment scores only directly affect BioCondition, which is a component of 

the Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) habitat quality score. The minor 

improvements that are possible would increase overall Squatter Pigeon scores 

for breeding and foraging habitat by 0.34/100 and dispersal habitat by 0.02/100.   
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potential in the heavily grazed areas, along waterways as well as in the non rem 

Brigalow, however natural recruitment with the removal of cattle is expected to 

occur. 

Number of large 

trees 

Relatively minor improvements in the number of large trees are expected over 

the timescale of an offset (20 years). Based on studies in nearby Poplar Box 

woodlands, existing trees are expected to expand by 20% over 20 years (Back et 

al. 2009). Based on these projections, a small number of trees that are 

currently smaller than the threshold for a “large tree” will qualify as large trees 

after 20 years. Further improvements are possible by selective thinning of non-

food trees and saplings to improve the growth rates of retained food trees. 

Back et al. (2009) found a 50% increase over 20 years in tree circumference in 

Poplar Box woodlands that had 80% of trees removed. Assuming the benefits of 

clearing are linear, with 0% clearing resulting in 20% increase in circumference 

and 80% clearing resulting in 50% increase, 30% clearing is expected to result in 

a 31% increase in circumference over 20 years.    

Analysis of the recorded large tree data indicates 159 individuals within 20% of 

the threshold with a further 153 within 30% of the threshold. 

Number of large trees has a relatively minor influence on Squatter Pigeon 

habitat quality, through its effect on BioCondition. Without thinning, Squatter 

Pigeon scores are expected to increase by 0.70/100 for eucalypts and 0.65/100 

for non-eucalyptus for breeding and foraging habitat, and 0.1/100 for eucalypts 

and 0.08/100 for non-eucalypts for dispersal habitat via expected increases in 

the number of large trees.  

Improvements to the number of large trees have greater effects on Koalas and 

Greater Gliders, due to the greater importance of this habitat feature for these 

species. Such improvements have been factored into the calculations presented 

under “basal area of Koala and Greater Glider food trees” (refer to the “species-

specific habitat attributes” section of this table).  

Woody debris No AUs achieved the maximum possible score for total woody debris. The 

amount of woody debris at most sites is primarily a symptom of the long 

history of excessive stem densities of trees and shrubs locally, rather than 

recent mass tree death.  

Excessive woody debris could be reduced through controlled burns. In the long 

term, reducing the high density of small trees and encouraging fewer but larger 

trees would reduce total woody debris accumulation.  

For sites with insufficient woody debris, reducing fire frequency and allowing 

debris to accumulate to benchmark levels will be sufficient without further 

action. Hollow bearing trees felled during clearing operations within the 

disturbance footprint may be valuable if deposited in areas of insufficient 

woody debris. 

Depositing woody debris taken from areas being cleared for mining activities 

into debris deficient habitat for the Ornamental Snake is the only method that 

is practicable for increasing habitat scores for this species. 

Increasing the woody debris naturally is expected to increase naturally in 

proportion to increase in large trees and will take significant time to increase 

from current levels to that of the benchmark. Improvements in the woody debris 

is conservatively expected to increase by 0.26/100 for breeding and foraging 

habitat and 0.10/100 for dispersal habitat for the Squatter Pigeon. Actions taken 

to improve other habitat attributes (e.g., to increase the number of large trees 

used by Koalas and Greater Gliders, and to improve ground cover composition) 

will likely generate more natural amounts of woody debris without additional 

interventions. 

 

Weed cover A total of 34 non-native plant species were recorded across the 115 offset 

sampling sites. Weeds comprised 0% to 100% of the understorey vegetation 

cover across sites. Over 25% (30 sites) had over 50% weed cover. Weed 

prevalence at the offset site was similar to the impact site, where weeds 

Buffel grass cover is discussed in the species-specific attributes section below, 

and control of other weeds such as other exotic grasses may not be possible. 
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comprised at average of 34% of the understorey vegetation cover. The most 

widespread weeds were the pasture grasses Melinis repens (Natal Grass) and 

Urochloa mosambicensis (Sabi Grass). Megathyrsus maximus (Green Panic 

Grass) and Cenchrus ciliaris (Buffel Grass) was locally dominant in non-remnant 

pastures.  

Eight weed species recorded at the offset site are restricted plants under 

Queensland’s Biosecurity Act 2014: Opuntia tomentosa (Velvet Tree Pear), 

Opuntia stricta (Common Prickly Pear), Lantana camara (Lantana), Cryptostegia 

grandiflora (rubber vine), Parthenium hysterophorus (Parthenium), Harrisia 

martinii (Harrisia), Jatropha gossypiifolia (Bellyache Bush), and Parkinsonia 

aculeata (Parkinsonia). Of these, Lantana and Rubber Vine pose the greatest 

risk to threatened fauna as they smother trees growing in riparian areas, 

hindering movement of the Koala and Greater Glider and potentially 

suppressing the growth of food trees (Tomley 1995). Rubber Vine densities can 

be reduced through the judicious use of fire (Bebawi and Campbell 2002) or 

herbicide treatment (Department of Agriculture and Fisheries 2020).  

There is little scope for reducing the density of other dominant weeds without 

significant cost, as these are largely pasture grasses. Exotic grasses are difficult 

to control due to fast growth rates and short generation times, alongside an 

absence of selective herbicides that do not kill native grasses. 

Control of succulents such as cacti have not been quantified as coverage of these 

species was outside the scope of the field assessments. 

Improvements to non-native coverage would result in improvements of 0.5/100 

for Squatter Pigeon foraging and breeding habitat and 0.06/100 for Squatter 

Pigeon dispersal habitat.   

Tree canopy 

cover 

Nine of the AUs exceeded the target values for tree canopy cover, at 6 AUs to 

the extent that the BioCondition scores were penalised. Tree cover in remnant 

vegetation was on average 1.8× higher than reference values. Vegetation at 

offset sites had an average of 60% of the canopy cover of reference sites. The 

site with the densest vegetation (Site038) had a canopy cover that was 2 

higher than the reference values. Woodland thickening could be a symptom of 

historical clearing activities (stimulating dense regrowth), fire suppression, or 

prolonged grazing (reducing competition between trees and grass). Once a 

heavy tree cover is established, it tends to be self-sustaining; low grass cover is 

maintained (even in the absence of further grazing) via heavy leaf litter fall and 

shade, further reducing the capacity of the understorey to carry a fire. Tree 

cover is therefore best reduced by thinning. 

Most of the sites that have excessive canopy cover are deficient in shrub cover, 

as is to be expected. Therefore, thinning canopy cover will ensure shrubs will 

also likely approach benchmark coverage levels, which is included in the 

calculation. 

The removal of excess canopy cover and allowing gaps in deficient sites to fill 

would deliver benefits to the Squatter Pigeon of 0.79/100 for foraging and 

breeding habitat, and 0.06/100 for dispersal habitat. 

Thinning trees could lead to short-term declines in the total food available to 

Koalas and Greater Gliders if not done carefully. Total food is determined by 

total basal area of food trees, so the removal of any food trees (even saplings) 

could slightly lower habitat quality scores. This effect is expected to be small if 

thinning targets non-food trees and the smallest food trees. This is because 

larger trees contribute disproportionately to total basal area (the loss of small 

trees has a small effect), and the reduction in competition with other trees will 

encourage greater growth rates in the remaining large food trees. Long-term 

gains in food trees from thinning are expected to far outweigh any minor short-

term losses. Maximising canopy cover scores for BioCondition across offset 

sampling sites has the potential to improve the habitat score for the Koala by 

0.017/100 for foraging, shelter and dispersal and 0.02/100 for dispersal but has 

no direct effect on the Greater Glider (although refer to fire, total food and large 

trees, which are indirectly affected by thinning canopy cover).   
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Conversely, allowing growth in sites deficient in canopy cover will ensure much 

of the vegetation that comprises the shrub layer will be promoted to canopy 

cover over time, thus reaching levels closer to the benchmark. For sites with 

excessive Carissa ovata cover, the thinning of this species will allow for an 

increase in canopy species. 

 

Shrub cover Shrub cover mostly consisting of Carissa ovata exceeded the reference values 

at 2/3 of sampling locations in the offset site. At 22/147 sampling locations. 

Shrub cover was so high that BioCondition scores were penalised. At 13 sites, 

shrub cover was greater than 1.5 higher than the benchmark values. On 

average, shrub cover across all AUs is approximately 70% of benchmark.  

The primary cause of high shrub cover is likely to be selective grazing by 

livestock – allowing Carissa to grow in excess as it is selectively ignored at the 

expense of other species. Shrub cover is more amenable to management via 

fire than tree cover. Still, thinning manually is preferable to the use of fire in 

that it affords greater control over which shrubs and trees can be removed and 

retained. Thinning is also less likely to start fires that spread into Brigalow 

habitat.  Removal of cattle will also improve shrub cover overall.  

Shrub cover has no direct effect on the habitat scores for the Koala or Greater 

Glider. Achieving benchmark shrub cover levels at the 40 sites below benchmark 

and thinning sites above 150% of benchmark could improve the habitat scores 

for Squatter Pigeon by 0.26/100 for foraging and breeding habitat and 0.17/100 

for dispersal habitat. 

Shrub cover being thinned will not affect woody debris and is unlikely to affect 

organic litter but will increase grass cover. 

Species-specific Habitat Attributes 

Distance to water  All portions of the proposed offset site are within 3 km of a watercourse and/or 

permanent water in the form of dams, waterholes and waterways. For the 

portions not within this distance of water, the habitat quality can be improved 

through provision of new, permanent water sources.  

These water sources need not be large or expensive. Squatter Pigeon (Breeding 

& Foraging’s and other fauna can utilise cattle drinking troughs; minor 

modifications can make these more accessible to a wider range of fauna such 

as poles/branches for easy access from the ground and ramps for ease of 

egress for fauna that may fall in. Water sources must be made reliable 

throughout the year to allow for maximum value to fauna and to justify the 

increase in value applied to the Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) habitats. 

A maximum of 7.8/100 points may be gained for foraging habitat values, and 

9.52/100 for dispersal values for the Squatter Pigeon by strategically adding 

permanent water sources to ensure the entire offset site is within 1 km of 

permanent water.  

Threat from 

vehicles 

Several roads and tracks likely to be used at night, restricts the maximum score 

achievable for the Koala and Ornamental Snake. There is no scope for 

improving this score. 

No improvement possible. 

Threat from dogs 

and other feral 

animals 

The offset site lies partially within 10 km of Dysart, potentially providing 

supplementary food for dingoes and feral dogs. As these food sources are 

Implementing a predator control program has the potential to improve habitat 

scores for the Koala by 0.048/100 for shelter and dispersal areas, 0.05 for 

foraging habitat  
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within the home range of a dingo, there is the potential for predator population 

densities to be artificially elevated within the offset site. 

A predator control program may include baiting or shooting. It is unlikely that 

dog and cat baits will affect native fauna if deployed correctly. 

Habitat for Squatter Pigeon has the potential to improve 0.026/100 for breeding 

and foraging habitat, 0.04/100 for foraging habitat and 0.04/100 for dispersal 

habitats. 

Threat from fire Around half of the Greater Glider matter area possessed a fuel hazard score of 

“high” as a result of having >30% tree cover. Threat from a fire can be reduced 

through thinning the canopy and subcanopy layers. 

Thinning the total cover of trees over 4 m to 30% is expected to reduce the fire 

hazards at the cost of species diversity in these layers. It is expected that the 

grass and forb layer will also be affected, however, this is difficult to quantify 

and has thus been ignored in this calculation. 

Minor improvements are expected in areas of high risk by undertaking burn offs 

or targeted grazing activities to reduce ground fuel load.   

Dense shade 

trees 

Dense shade trees were present at most sites with remnant vegetation and 

there is little scope to improve this habitat attribute relevant to the Koala. 

Dense shade trees are expected to develop naturally on non-remnant sites over 

a 20-year period. 

Some improvements are possible for the Koala. A maximum gain of 0.01/100 for 

koala foraging shelter and breeding habitats and a gain of 0.029/100 for koala 

dispersal habitat is possible.  

Basal area of 

Koala and 

Greater Glider 

food trees 

The basal area of existing trees will expand over time. Back et al. (2009) found a 

20% increase over 20 years in tree circumference in Poplar Box woodlands in 

central QLD. The starting size of trees and climate were similar to the offset 

site. This equates to a 48% increase in basal area. Further improvements are 

possible by selective thinning of non-food trees and saplings to improve the 

growth rates of retained food trees. Back et al. (2009) found a 50% increase 

over 20 years in tree circumference in Poplar Box woodlands that had 80% of 

trees removed. Assuming the benefits of clearing are linear, with 0% clearing 

resulting in 20% increase in circumference and 80% clearing resulting in 50% 

increase, 30% clearing is expected to result in a 31% increase in circumference 

over 20 years (equivalent to a 72% increase in basal area).  

Through the natural expansion of existing tree trunks, habitat scores for the 

Koala and Greater Glider are expected to increase. Greater glider habitat can be 

expected to increase by 0.01/100 for future denning areas and 0.008/100 for 

current denning. 

Koala habitats can be expected to increase by 0.01/100 for foraging shelter and 

dispersal habitats and 0.01/100 for dispersal habitat. Thinning 30% of existing 

trees may be required to allow these gains to occur. These benefits assume that 

thinning removes a negligible number of food trees and canopy cover is not 

reduced to such an extent that habitat scores are affected. The current canopy 

cover suggests this is achievable. The lack of benefit of thinning to the Greater 

Glider is because sites in some AU’s will reach their maximum-possible habitat 

quality scores for basal area over 20 years of natural expansion, such that any 

additional gains in basal area do not result in further score improvements. This is 

not surprising, given the abundance of Greater Glider food already contained 

within the offset site. 

Buffel Grass Buffel Grass was absent from around half of sampling locations and in varying 

densities (5 to 97% cover) at the sites where present. Some sites have a cover 

of over 95%, with most sites with Buffel grass with a coverage of under 25%.  

Removal of Buffel grass, though unlikely to be viable on a site-wide scale, will 

improve habitat scores for the Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) in areas 

Buffel grass, if absent will attract a score of up to 16 points on individual sites 

with heavy infestations, however if covering over 40% of a site will reduce the 

score to 1. It follows that if eradicated, lack of Buffel grass cover will increase 

scores for the Squatter Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging) by 0.003/100 for foraging 

and breeding habitat. 
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of heavy infestation. In the calculations, Buffel grass removal will see native 

perennial grass in its place. The ground cover ratio will not be affected. 

Buffel will re-invade constantly, especially into non remnant habitats, therefore 

improvement in other aspects of habitat will play a part in reducing Buffel 

cover, however the data shows no clear correlation between Buffel cover and 

canopy cover. 

In summary, targeted removal of Buffel grass is not viable, though the 

calculations make the assumption that this is possible. 

Targeted grazing in areas of dense buffel grass will reduce the coverage of this 

species in some areas. 

Groundcover 

composition 

There is substantial scope for improving the groundcover composition (the 

cover of vegetation and extent of bare ground) to benefit Squatter Pigeons due 

to the current low grass cover and excessive litter cover. Only 10% achieve 

maximum scores for groundcover composition. This could be achieved by 

thinning canopy or shrub layers where these are in excess, the leaf litter and 

living aspects of groundcover will likely approach benchmark levels once 

thinning is undertaken.   In areas of greater glider habitat groundcover 

reduction will improve risk of fire. 

The benefits of improving groundcover composition for the Squatter Pigeon 

(Breeding & Foraging) have already been incorporated into the respective 

improvements for perennial grass cover and litter cover, as discussed in the 

BioCondition section of this table. 

NDVI The entire Tay-Glen offset site possesses dense woody vegetation with a 

Normalised Difference Vegetation Index exceeding 0.125 (the threshold density 

for Squatter Pigeon when measured on 8 August 2024 following a dry period. 

No actions can therefore be taken to improve the shelter score for the Squatter 

Pigeon (Breeding & Foraging).  

No improvement possible (when within 1 km of water source). 

Habitat 

connectivity 

Habitat connectivity is largely driven by the spatial configuration of habitat 

beyond the boundary of the offset site. One Statewide Biodiversity Corridor 

transverses the southern section of the offset area and a Regional Biodiversity 

corridor transvers the northern section of the offset area. The offset sites and 

surrounding tracts of remnant vegetation are linked by vegetated corridors, 

particularly along creek lines (Figure 6). There is therefore no potential for 

improvement within the bounds of the offset site. 

No improvement possible. 



 

• 

• 























 







 



 





 



 



 







































































Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00
Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

1167 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

6 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

7570.7

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

7570.7

700.14
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
5

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

5

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

7 2.00 80% 1.60 1.34

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

1012.85 144.66%

$0.00 $0.00

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

N/A

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 80% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

7647.14
Start area 

(hectares)

Area of community

Yes 700.14

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Koala (Foraging, 

Shelter & 

Endangered

1.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Yes

Koala (Foraging, 

Shelter & 

Dispersal)

Area

Impact Assessment 

Report Metserve
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
144.66% Yes1012.85

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat
Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

No No

Threatened species

No

$0.00

$0.00

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 700.14 Yes $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

0

Protected matter attributes



Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00
Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

750 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

6 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

3952.2

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

3952.2

450.00
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
4

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

4

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

6 2.00 80% 1.60 1.34

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

528.76 117.50%

$0.00 $0.00

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

N/A

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 80% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

3992.17
Start area 

(hectares)

Area of community

Yes 450.00

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Greater Glider 

(Denning)

Endangered

1.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Yes
Greater Glider 

(Denning)

Area

Impact Assessment 

Report Metserve
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Middlemount Coal 

Southern Extension 

Offset Area - non rem 

areas

117.50% Yes528.76

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat
Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

No No

Threatened species

No

$0.00

$0.00

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 450 Yes $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

0

Protected matter attributes
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Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00
Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

19.3 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

6 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

215.7

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

215.7

11.58
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
6

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

6

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

7 1.00 80% 0.80 0.67

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

14.43 124.63%

0

Protected matter attributes

$0.00

$0.00

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 11.58 Yes $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

No No

Threatened species

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Yes
Greater Glider 

(Foraging)

Area

Impact Assessment 

Report Metserve
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
124.63% Yes14.43

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Greater Glider 

(Foraging)

Endangered

1.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

Area of community

Yes 11.58

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 80% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

217.92
Start area 

(hectares)

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

N/A

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00 $0.00

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00
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Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00
Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

234.6 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

6 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

1810.1

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

1810.1

140.76
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
5

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

5

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

6 1.00 80% 0.80 0.67

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

121.08 86.02%

$0.00 #DIV/0!

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

#DIV/0!

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

#DIV/0!

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 80% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

1828.36
Start area 

(hectares)

Area of community

Yes 140.76

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Greater Glider 

(Future Denning)

Endangered

1.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Yes
Greater Glider 

(Future Denning)

Area

Impact Assessment 

Report Metserve
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
86.02% No121.08

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat
Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

No No

Threatened species

No

$0.00

#DIV/0!

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 140.76 No $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

0

Protected matter attributes



Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

372.5 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

8 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

3331.8

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

3331.8

297.99
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
6

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

6

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

8 2.00 80% 1.60 1.55

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

517.35 173.61%

$0.00 $0.00

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

N/A

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 80% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

3365.48
Start area 

(hectares)

Area of community

Yes 297.99

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Squatter Pigeon 

(Breeding)

Vulnerable

0.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Yes
Squatter Pigeon 

(Breeding)

Area

Impact Assessment 

Met Serve
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
173.61% Yes517.35

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat
Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

No No

Threatened species

No

$0.00

$0.00

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 297.992 Yes $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

0

Protected matter attributes



Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

10%

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

767.6 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

7 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

5015.1

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

5015.1

537.34
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
6

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

6

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

8 2.00 80% 1.60 1.55

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

778.72 144.92%

0

Protected matter attributes

$0.00

$0.00

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 537.341 Yes $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

No No

Threatened species

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Yes
Squatter Pigeon 

(Dispersal)

Area

Impact Assessment 

MetServe
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
144.92% Yes778.72

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Squatter Pigeon 

(Dispersal)

Vulnerable

0.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

Area of community

Yes 537.34

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 80% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

5065.76
Start area 

(hectares)

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

N/A

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00 $0.00

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00



Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

10%

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

78.95 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

8 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

2260.6

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

2260.6

63.16
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

2
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
5

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

5

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

8 3.00 80% 2.40 2.39

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

540.37 855.56%

$0.00 $0.00

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

20

Start area 

(hectares)

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

0 $0.00

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

N/A

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 855% 0.00

Net present value 

0.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

2283.4
Start area 

(hectares)

Area of community

Yes 63.16

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

No

Area

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Future area and 

quality with offset

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

No

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Squatter Pigeon 

(Foraging)

Vulnerable

0.2%

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Yes
Squatter Pigeon 

(Foraging)

Area

Impact Assessment 

MetServe
Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
855.56% Yes540.37

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat
Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

No No

Threatened species

No

$0.00

$0.00

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 63.16 Yes $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

0

Protected matter attributes



Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

71.7 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

7 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

238.9

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

238.9

50.19
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
4

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

4

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

7 3.00 90% 2.70 2.26

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00
Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

0.00 0.00 0.00

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

0.00 #DIV/0!

53.93 107.46%

0

Protected matter attributes

$0.00

#DIV/0!

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 0 #DIV/0! $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

No No

Threatened species

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

No

Area

Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!0.00

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat

Yes 50.19

90%

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Brigalow

Endangered

1.2%

107.46% Yes

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

Area of community

Yes

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

Yes Brigalow

Area

Impact Assessment 

Metserve

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Adjusted 

hectares

Future area and 

quality with offset

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 0.00

0.00

Net present value 

0.00

0.000.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

Start area 

(hectares)

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
53.93

20

50.19 Yes $0.00 N/A

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

#DIV/0!

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

Start area 

(hectares)
241.31

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

#DIV/0!

$0.00 #DIV/0!

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00



Offsets Assessment Guide

Matter of National Environmental Significance

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

5.22 Hectares

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

1%
Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

1%

6 Scale 0-10

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

121.4

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

121.4

3.13
Adjusted 

hectares

Time until 

ecological 

benefit

15
Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)
6

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

6

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

7 1.00 80% 0.80 0.67

Risk of loss 

(%) without 

offset

Risk of loss 

(%) with 

offset

Future area 

without offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

Future area 

with offset 

(adjusted 

hectares)

0.0

0.00
Time until 

ecological 

benefit

Start quality 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

without offset 

(scale of 0-10)

Future quality 

with offset 

(scale of 0-10)

0.00 0.00 0.00

Attribute 

relevant to 

case?

Description Units
Information 

source

Attribute 

relevant 

to case?

Units Proposed offset Raw gain
Confidence in 

result (%)

Adjusted 

gain

% of 

impact 

offset

Minimum 

(90%) direct 

offset 

requirement 

met?

Cost ($ total)
Information 

source

No No

0.00 #DIV/0!

8.12 259.23%

0

Protected matter attributes

$0.00

#DIV/0!

Future value with 

offset

Summary

 Cost ($)

Quantum of impact

Net 

present 

value of 

offset

% of impact offset Direct offset adequate?

S
u

m
m

a
ry

Area of habitat 0 #DIV/0! $0.00

Quantum of impact

Condition of habitat

No No

Threatened species

No

Start value
Time horizon 

(years)

Quality 

Total quantum of 

impact

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

User input required

Drop-down list

Offset calculator

Not applicable to attribute

No

No

Area

Area of habitat

Threatened species habitat

Adjusted 

hectares
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!0.00

Threatened species habitat

O
ff

se
t 

ca
lc

u
la

to
r

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Protected matter attributes Quantum of impact Protected matter attributes

Protected matter attributes

Number of features

e.g. Nest hollows, habitat trees

Total 

quantum of 

impact

Area of habitat

Yes 3.13

80%

2 October 2012

For use in determining offsets under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Calculated output

Poplar on sand - 

RE11.3.2

Endangered

1.2%

259.23% Yes

Im
p

a
ct

 c
a

lc
u

la
to

r

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Number of individuals

e.g. Individual plants/animals

No

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

Birth rate

e.g. Change in nest success

Condition of habitat

Change in habitat condition, but no 

change in extent

Net present value 

(adjusted hectares)

Time horizon 

(years)

Key to Cell Colours

Future area and 

quality without offset

Area of community

Yes

This guide relies on Macros being enabled in your browser.

Name

EPBC Act status 

Annual probability of extinction

Based on IUCN category definitions

Impact calculator

Yes
Poplar on Sand - 

RE11.3.2

Area

Impact Assessment 

Report Metserve

Ecological communities

Area of community

Ecological Communities

Quality

Total quantum of 

impact

Adjusted 

hectares

Future area and 

quality with offset

Mortality rate

e.g Change in number of road kills 

per year

0.00 0.00

0.00

Net present value 

0.00

0.000.00

Threatened species

Time over 

which loss is 

averted (max. 

20 years)

Start area 

(hectares)

Habitat Quality 

Assessment BA
8.12

20

3.132 Yes $0.00 N/A

$0.00

Number of features 0

Birth rate

#DIV/0!

Area of community

0

0 $0.00

Risk-related 

time horizon 

(max. 20 years)

Start area 

(hectares)
122.6

Start area and 

quality

Future value without 

offset

Number of individuals 0 $0.00

Direct offset ($)
Other compensatory 

measures ($)

$0.00

Mortality rate

$0.00

Total ($)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

#DIV/0!

$0.00 #DIV/0!

No

No

No

$0.00 $0.00
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