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Dear Sir/Madam 

 

Submission to the NSW Native Vegetation Regulation Review from ANPC Inc.  
 

The Australian Network for Plant Conservation Inc. (ANPC – www.anpc.asn.au) is a non-

government, not-for-profit association dedicated to the conservation of Australia’s native 

plant species and vegetation systems. Our membership encompasses more than 300 

individuals and organisations. We specialise in exchange of knowledge and practical 

experience between scientists, land managers, and conservation practitioners. We run courses 

and workshops for on-ground native vegetation conservation and rehabilitation, facilitating 

interchange of latest findings from research and practice. We publish the quarterly 

Australasian Plant Conservation, and run biennial national conferences and forums. We 

produce manuals and guidelines on plant conservation techniques. Our Management 

Committee includes leading conservation scientists and practitioners.  

 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the proposed new Native Vegetation Regulation 

and the accompanying documents. 

 

Native plant species and native vegetation communities are intrinsic to the health of our soils 

and water resources, the survival of our native fauna, and our unique and varied national 

landscapes. Yet over much of Australia they are facing acute threats from the effects of over-

clearing, invasive species, fragmentation, and potentially climate change. While broad-scale 

land-clearing has been substantially curbed by regulatory means in the last decade, the decline 

of many native species and ecosystems continues via a set of continuing threatening 

processes.  Among these are the cumulative effects of past fragmentation of landscapes, 

including primary production zones. While many factors impinge on the survival or decline of 

native biodiversity in production zones, continued small-scale clearing is one, particularly for 

sessile organisms such as plants and for patch-dependent fauna.   

 

To slow the continuing overall decline, and to maintain conservation values in production 

landscapes, the remedies require best science and best practice. Management and remediation 

require a blend of practices and support mechanisms that enhance overall conservation 

without unreasonable impositions on land managers, but also without retreating to such a 

cursory level of assessment of both biodiversity and management impacts that sites of 

medium conservation value are overlooked, approvals to clear become largely automatic, and 



continued biodiversity decline becomes mandated and general except in tiny ‘high quality’ 

islands.  

 

The practical questions then include: 

• What constitutes an adequate level of rigour, of both site assessment and regulation, 

to achieve the objectives of the relevant legislation? 

• At what point does streamlining of assessment procedures result in such a diminution 

of knowledge base, adaptive management capability, and enforcement capability, as 

to defeat the stated purpose of the legislation? 

 

This submission addresses only some aspects of these issues, firstly in relation to some of the 

more general provisions of the proposed new Native Vegetation Regulation (‘NV 

Regulation’) the associated fact-sheets, and the draft new (2012) Environmental Outcomes 

Assessment Methodology (EOAM); and secondly in relation to the ‘Managing native 

grasslands’ Discussion Paper (‘Grasslands DP’) that accompanies the Review documentation. 

 

The Objects of the Native Vegetation Act  2003 are as follows (§3): 

(a) to provide for, encourage and promote the management of native vegetation on a 

regional basis in the social, economic and environmental interests of the State, and 

(b) to prevent broadscale clearing unless it improves or maintains environmental 

outcomes, and 

(c) to protect native vegetation of high conservation value having regard to its 

contribution to such matters as water quality, biodiversity, or the prevention of salinity or 

land degradation, and 

(d) to improve the condition of existing native vegetation, particularly where it has high 

conservation value, and 

(e) to encourage the revegetation of land, and the rehabilitation of land, with appropriate 

native vegetation, in accordance with the principles of ecologically sustainable 

development. 

 

The provisions of the Native Vegetation Act interact in complex ways with other State 

legislation, and all these have to be taken into account by land managers and regulatory 

agencies. Without disregarding the other relevant Acts, the ANPC’s concerns with native 

vegetation conservation in NSW relate particularly to the interplay between the Native 

Vegetation Act 2003 and the Acts dealing with the management of threatened species, 

threatened ecological communities, and biodiversity-threatening processes – i.e. the 

Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, and the 

NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (although the latter also provides a general 

framework for conservation of both threatened and non-threatened biodiversity). 

 

The Objects of the Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (‘TSC Act’) are (§3): 

(a)  to conserve biological diversity and promote ecologically sustainable development, 

and 

(b)  to prevent the extinction and promote the recovery of threatened species, populations 

and ecological communities, and 

(c)  to protect the critical habitat of those threatened species, populations and ecological 

communities that are endangered, and 

(d)  to eliminate or manage certain processes that threaten the survival or evolutionary 

development of threatened species, populations and ecological communities, and 

(e)  to ensure that the impact of any action affecting threatened species, populations and 

ecological communities is properly assessed, and 

(f)  to encourage the conservation of threatened species, populations and ecological 

communities by the adoption of measures involving co-operative management. 

 



Insofar as some of the proposed changes to the NV Regulation would appear to impact on the 

goals of the TSC and EPBC Acts and their implementation, we will comment below on some 

areas of concern. 

 

 

Continual streamlining does not guarantee better conservation management 
 

It should be noted that it is not only farmers who find it hard to relate the legal prescriptions 

of the NV Act and the NV Regulation to on-ground situations. A range of other stakeholders, 

including conservation practitioners and biodiversity assessors whose work is not tied to any 

single tenure, also have to navigate the complexity, to identify the needs and options for 

conservation actions and the opportunities for collaborative efforts with landholders.   

 

It is however the ANPC’s view that this complexity and uncertainty as to how regulation 

should be applied results in large part from a historical under-resourcing of biodiversity 

inventory and mapping, status assessment, and management support, and that these remain 

necessary preconditions for both good conservation management and for landholder certainty.   

 

The lack in many or most areas of detailed knowledge (at property and sub-catchment scale) 

of biodiversity richness, patchiness, and recovery potential, is a problem for all land managers 

and for regulators. Just as sound primary production requires detailed knowledge of the soils 

and water relations of an area, so biodiversity management requires similar inventory. The 

current knowledge gap is a major impediment to land managers incorporating conservation 

factors into their property planning ahead of time, and results in them having to commission, 

or conduct, often inadequate assessments immediately prior to commencing specific works – 

contributing to the perception of constant red tape. A governmental response of continually 

‘streamlining’ assessment and approval procedures (‘cutting green tape’) does nothing to 

remedy the continuing underlying lack of finer-scale inventory and understanding of local 

ecological processes, and risks eroding the conservation component of management 

 

A related concern is that in ANPC’s view, the levels of assessment of biodiversity presence, 

richness, and condition that are required under the present Regulation and associated 

instruments (e.g. PVPs), are already at or approaching the lower end of usefulness for 

biodiversity conservation inventory and effective adaptive management. A further dilution of 

assessment rigour for these factors is likely to reduce the ability of the State and land 

managers to meet Objects (c), (d), and (e) of the NV Act, whether that dilution happens 

through a shift to more cursory on-ground assessment and a greater reliance on modelling, or 

through a change of focus to coarser-scale vegetation types and away from finer-scale 

recognition of ecological communities ( e.g. as used in listings under the TSC Act, or in the 

Native Vegetation Classification and Assessment database (Benson et al, various papers, see 

www.rbgsyd.nsw.gov.au/science/Evolutionary_Ecology_Research/vegetation_of_nsw).   

 

For native vegetation management practices to meet the biodiversity conservation goals of the 

NV Act, and the TSC Act, more rather than less attention is needed to the ecological detail of 

what is on the property, the actual rather than coarsely modelled occurrence of biodiversity 

(including threatened species), and the actual rather than coarsely guesstimated level of 

habitat condition and recoverability. There is simply no adequate methodological substitute 

for greater resourcing of these information needs. 

 

Offsetting 

 
ANPC is concerned that there is a trend in State vegetation management to recognising broad 

vegetation types or formations for management purposes (including vegetation mapping, 

assessments, and approval and offsetting processes), and in some cases disregarding more 

closely defined ecological community definitions even when these are available (as they now 



are for most of the State). ANPC is of the view that management decisions, and associated 

maps and database records, should always include the best possible information level, 

including the diagnosis of vegetation types to closely defined community types wherever 

possible, and on a mandatory basis where Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs) are 

concerned.  

 

ANPC is of the view that offsets for clearing approvals (preferably leveraged) should 

wherever possible be of the same ecological community as fairly narrowly defined, especially 

for listed TECs. Offsets within a broad vegetation class or formation (e.g. simply woodland 

for woodland) should not be the default position.  ANPC realises that like-for-like offsets are 

not always possible within the one property tenure, particularly for TECs within highly 

cleared landscapes, but it should remain the primary goal, with fall-back options. Where like-

for-like is not feasible, a balance needs to be struck within the management region (e.g. 

CMA) to achieve a regional result as close as possible to maintenance or improvement of 

status for each TEC. 

 

Threatened species and ecological communities, and the ‘accredited expert’ problem 
 

At a number of points, the draft EOAM will allow ‘red light’ (no-clearance) situations to be 

overridden on the basis of conditional appraisals by ‘an accredited expert’. The conditions of 

accreditation, and the conditions under which such an expert may make an overriding 

determination, are spelt out quite clearly. 

 

We do however question whether a single person should be vested with sole determinative 

power of this sort in all the circumstances envisaged, and particularly not in relation to 

threatened species and ecological communities, as specified at several points in Section 10 of 

the new draft EOAM. 

 

The accreditation parameters make it clear that the person will be ‘expert’ in the application 

of the Regulation and its associated procedures, but it is evident that they may not necessarily 

have any expertise at all in relation to the species or ecological community at stake. There 

appears to be no requirement for them to consult with other stakeholders who do have such 

expertise, or who have management responsibilities for threatened entities, or an overview of 

cumulative threats and decline.  

 

The only knowledge-base they are required to address (EOAM, Sect. 10.3.1) in making their 

assessment, seems to be the OEH Threatened Species Profile Database. We are unclear 

whether this is the same as the Priority Action Statement database which has recently been 

greatly updated for species (but not communities) as part of the PAS2 process.  If it is the 

same database, then once the PAS2 revisions of data/knowledge and recommended 

management prescriptions are incorporated, it should be relatively up to date, although still 

not necessarily comprehensive.  If however it is not the same as the PAS2 database, then 

those recent revisions of knowledge will not be reflected unless specific steps are taken to 

ensure effective inter-communication, and it will not be an adequate tool for use in reaching 

some of the decisions envisaged under the EOAM Section 10, whether by the accredited 

expert or anybody else. 

 

Even assuming that the ‘accredited expert’ has full access to the PAS2 species data as revised 

during 2012,  that database as yet lacks any comparable reappraisal of data and management 

for threatened ecological communities, which would need to become a matter of high priority 

for OEH if TEC sites are to be meaningfully assessed under the proposed new regulation. 

 

Further, even if and when those data sources are up to date and available, ANPC questions the 

wisdom of having the ‘accredited expert’ make decisions without any required reference to 

either Recovery Plans (where these exist) or to wider circles of knowledge-holders who really 



are expert in the species or communities concerned, or who are charged with their overall 

management.  While it would be difficult to make a single prescription for a best-practice 

consultation procedure (the repositories of knowledge, responsibility and expertise are many 

and varied), a minimum requirement should include the relevant OEH threatened species 

officers. This would be necessary both to ensure tracking of the cumulative effects of clearing 

approvals, and to avoid inadvertent approval of clearing of sites which may have been 

identified in the PAS2 process as prospective priority investment sites, subject to negotiation 

with land-owners (quite a few such priority populations are partly or wholly on private land). 

Beyond this, some sort of due-diligence requirement for wider expert consultation would 

seem reasonable - the PAS2 expert stakeholder lists would be a start, and a requirement for 

some level of consultation with them could be specified in the new EOAM. Such 

consultations with both management officers and specialists would be particularly necessary 

where the ‘accredited expert’ is assessing whether or not a species can ‘withstand further loss’ 

(Section 10.3.3, Step 3) – not all populations of a species are equally valuable for its survival, 

and the significance of a particular population cannot be estimated purely on a basis of 

population size or spatial extent. 

 

Threatened species occurrence – guesswork or knowledge? 
 

The draft new EOAM provides for a fairly arcane procedure for predicting the likelihood of 

occurrence of threatened species based on surrogate features. Fact-sheet # 5 of the associated 

Review documents encapsulates this by stating that: 

It is proposed to predict and assess the presence of a greater number of threatened 

species based on the vegetation types on the property. These threatened species will no 

longer need to be individually assessed. This will speed up assessment times without 

compromising environmental outcomes. The changes will also make the EOAM consistent 

with the approach used to assess impacts on threatened species in urban areas. 

 

We find it impossible credit the third sentence of this statement.  In relation to the final 

sentence, the need for ‘consistency’ with urban-landscape procedures is nowhere validated in 

the review documents. The notion that the biodiversity assessment methodology appropriate 

for mostly well-studied and densely populated peri-urban areas is also appropriate for poorly-

known extensive rural freeholds and leaseholds, many of which may never have been 

surveyed for biodiversity, is not a serious approach to the detection and management of 

biodiversity values.   

 

The process of basing threatened species management on a purely theoretical assessment of 

their presence or absence, using vegetation type as a surrogate, may be excusable for highly 

mobile and hard to detect organisms, but is not a credible process for managing for the 

survival of sessile organisms such as plants, especially in highly cleared landscapes, such as 

the wheat/sheep belt, where vegetation-type correlates of known patches may have only weak 

predictive value. 

 

For effective adaptive management of biodiversity, particularly of threatened species and of 

site-dependent species like plants, actual data as to presence/absence and status is essential. If 

purely theoretical estimates of the probability of occurrence are substituted for actual 

knowledge, continued biodiversity decline on tenures so managed is inevitable. If such 

procedures become entrenched in the new EOAM it would be a retrograde step for New 

South Wales. 

 

 

Other comments on the Draft 2012 Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology 
 

The following comments relate mainly to grassland systems. 

 



It appears that Section 5 of the EOAM (‘Pasture cropping systems’) envisages the possible 

use of pasture cropping in high-value grassland. Pasture cropping as a technique has been 

developed as a measure to improve the condition and ecosystem services role of degraded 

gassy systems, whether exotic, native, or a mixture. We do not see that it has a role in high-

value native grasslands, many of which are down to single-digit percentages of their original 

extent. On the contrary, such high-value patches should be afforded every possible protection 

from further disturbance except where this is specifically geared to maintenance of the 

conservation values.  

We note here the potential for assessment outcomes that would conflict with the protection 

provisions for specific listed communities of the Commonwealth Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Examples might include: 

• White box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland and Derived Native 

Grassland,  

• Grey Box (Eucalyptus microcarpa) Grassy Woodlands and Derived Native 

Grasslands of South-eastern Australia, and  

• Natural Temperate Grassland of the Southern Tablelands of NSW and the Australian 

Capital Territory,  

which are listed, respectively, as Critically Endangered, Endangered and Endangered under 

the EPBC Act. Note too that the first two of these, under the names ‘White Box Yellow Box 

Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland’ and ‘Inland Grey Box Woodland in the Riverina, NSW South 

Western Slopes, Cobar Peneplain, Nandewar and Brigalow Belt South Bioregions’ are listed 

as Endangered ecological communities under the NSW TSC Act. Both of these TECs exist in 

derived-grassland states, and are amongst a number of NSW-listed TECs that could be 

affected by the ‘Pasture cropping systems’ provisions in the EOAM. 

 

Section 5.2 of the EOAM states, with respect to the ‘improve or maintain test’ for pasture 

cropping systems, that: 

Proposed broadscale clearing directly associated with the use of pasture cropping 

systems is to be regarded as improving or maintaining environmental outcomes if: 

a) the vegetation to be cleared is less than 90% of the benchmark for native species 

richness for the vegetation type where pasture cropping is used, and 

b) clearing of native vegetation only involves the incidental clearing of native 

groundcover species as a result of applying sub-lethal doses of a selective broadleaf 

herbicide immediately prior to drilling or as a result of drilling the annual crop using 

machinery designed to have minimal impact on the native groundcover .” 

In regard to clause (a), 90% of benchmark species richness seems to us to be an unduly high 

threshold. One could argue about cut-off percentages above which pasture cropping should 

not be allowed, but we think it should be significantly lower than 90%, and probably of the 

order of 50%. This would allow reasonably for underestimates of actual diversity during 

assessment (seasonal factors and low frequency or cryptic nature of some taxa), and would 

allow for a general assumed moderate potential for recoverability (in the absence of specific 

recoverability assessment). 

In regard to clause (b), the residual conservation values of grassy systems are particularly 

underpinned by the presence of native forb species.  ‘Sub-lethal doses of herbicide’ in 

conjunction with pasture cropping are likely to have severe effects on these species. 

A ‘Note to reader’ against EOAM Section 5.2 states: 

There are currently no restrictions on the application of fertilisers. Should fertiliser 

application be restricted?”  

We are of the opinion that the answer here should be ‘yes’.  The negative effects of fertiliser 

application to most native grassland species are well established. 



 

The ‘Managing native grasslands’ Discussion Paper 
 

The Discussion Paper makes a number of assertions as to the ‘intent’ of the Act, i.e.: 

• “The intent of the Native Vegetation Act 2003 (NV Act) is to allow existing 

rotational farming practices in native grasslands to continue, without the need for 

approval by the catchment management authority (CMA).” 

 

• “In some cases, the details in the [2005] NV Regulation do not support landholders 

automatically proceeding with existing rotational farming as they establish a 

requirement for approval. For example the continued management of large areas of 

native grasslands, such as the Monaro, which have traditionally been used for 

agricultural practices, may require approval by the catchment management authority. 

This is not the intent of the NV Act.” 

 

• “The NV Regulation also sets out the detailed assessment and offset rules for clearing 

native grasslands for new clearing proposals … In some cases the current rules 

automatically refuse clearing for native grasslands that are in low condition. This is 

not the intent of the NV Act.” 

 

The “intent” of a Regulation is subordinate to the Act that it is intended to facilitate, and the 

Objects of that Act. APNC finds it difficult to reconcile the DP’s assertions of the NV Act’s 

intent with the actual legislated Objects as quoted above, which are far more balanced. There 

are a number of points of discord between the two, which greatly detract from the value of the 

DP as a tool for the Review process.  Among them are: 

• An overly rigid assumption in the DP that remnant native vegetation can always and 

simply be allotted to either ‘high’ or ‘low’ conservation value classes – far more 

nuanced value scaling is necessary; 

• An apparent conflation in the DP of the concepts of ‘conservation value’ and 

‘vegetation condition’ - we would argue that vegetation in moderate or even low 

condition may have high conservation value, e.g. where it supports one or more 

threatened species; 

• An apparent assumption in the DP that ‘low condition’, and hence ‘low value’, is an 

irreversible state that effectively justifies abandonment of conservation management 

for a site (at least as regards biodiversity values) - this assumption flies in the face of 

the concept of habitat rehabilitation and Objects (d) and (e) of the NV Act.  

 

We acknowledge the inevitable looseness of concepts and language that must occur in a short 

public discussion paper, but the present DP goes much too far in oversimplifying the 

situation, failing to indicate any assessment of the real on-ground natural complexity that 

grassland managers face, and in elevating ‘red tape’ and ‘streamlining’ to be the only problem 

and the only solution. This does not contribute positively to the consultation process and the 

wider debate about balancing interests. 

 

The view that sites can be identified in a simplistic binary way as of ‘high’ or ‘low’ 

conservation value (and inferred recovery potential) is misleading. Insofar as this dualism and 

an increasingly cursory assessment philosophy become entrenched in the proposed new 

EOAM, there will be a loss of recognition of the actual richness and/or recoverability 

potential of particular sites, and a loss of opportunities for on-property differential 

management of patches. The final new EOAM, and the eventual Code of Practice, may 

recognise these greater levels of nuanced management, but the Discussion Paper does not 

make a good start. 

 



An overarching methodological issue is that grassy communities (perhaps more than any 

others except wetlands) have a seasonal and sometimes inter-year ecological dynamism that is 

rarely captured adequately by snapshot survey techniques.  Much of the conservation value, 

the recovery potential, and even the correct classification of the community, may depend on 

thorough surveys being done, at the right time of year to capture seasonal plant and fauna 

emergence, and with due attention to spatial variation in richness (e.g. with increasing 

distance from waterpoints).  

 

The assessment procedures canvassed in the Discussion Paper tend in the other direction. The 

DP states: 

To overcome this [i.e. lack of direct evidence of past agricultural/pastoral activities], the 

mix of plant species in the native grassland could be used as evidence. An examination of 

this mix would look at the presence or absence of certain indicator species. 

For example, for a native grassland in the Monaro: 

1. the dominance of corkscrew (Austrostipa scabra), tall spear grass (Austrostipa 

bigeniculata) or purple wiregrass/kerosene grass (Aristida ramosa), and 

2. the absence of species such as donkey orchids (Diuris spp.), billy button daisies 

(Craspedia spp.) and wild sorghum (Sorghum leiocladum), 

may indicate an agricultural history of intense grazing, ploughing and/or pasture 

improvement. 

 

While we certainly agree that species composition gives important clues to land-use history, it 

needs to be used with considerable care. Local and regional variations from dominant-species 

norms do occur without necessarily correlating with low richness, low condition and low 

recoverability.  Reliance on cursory surveys simply to confirm the presence, absence or 

relative dominance of one or two species as a surrogate for everything else is likely to lead to 

erroneous assessment.  The ‘species profile’ of grassy communities, in terms of both obvious 

species and less conspicuous species of conservation significance (e.g. many orchids), may 

change considerably with season and from year to year, and with varied levels of stock 

impact, often governed by terrain and water availability. Low-grade assessments and poor 

data levels, especially where based on inference from models or on cursory or wrong-season 

DIY surveys as part of a PVP, may well underrate true levels of diversity, significance, and 

patch-richness.  

 

In relation to the above surrogate-assessment example given in the Discussion Paper, we 

would suggest that the indicator species for both presence and absence are not necessarily the 

best chosen (at least for a Monaro site): 

a) In general, the dominance of particular native species is likely to be a much less reliable 

indicator of past disturbance (grazing and other), and certainly a much weaker indicator of 

condition, than the absence of certain key native species that would have been expected in a 

benchmark grassland of a particular type.  In other words, Clause 1 of the example cited in the 

Discussion Paper is an over-generalisation – there are cases on and near the Monaro of areas 

dominated by the two Austrostipa species named, which are nevertheless fairly species-rich 

and in fair to good condition.  As far as presence data goes, the presence of exotic grasses 

such as Phalaris (and some exotic herbs and forbs) is a better indicator than the dominance of 

a particular native grass species. 

b)  Absence of expected native species a grassland of a particular type is a better indicator, 

although arguing from absence has its own risks. However, even for this category the species 

in the Discussion Paper example are not all well chosen. For example, Sorghum is more 

common on the NSW Northern Tablelands than the Southern Tablelands, and its absence is 

not a good indicator for the latter region. We suggest more appropriate indicators for a 

Monaro example Clause 2 would be: 

2. The absence of Kangaroo Grass (Themeda australis), native species of the daisy family 

(Asteraceae), ground orchids, palatable species such as Blue Devil (Eryngium spp.) and 

restricted or rare plant or animal species, may indicate …” 



 

Amendment along these lines would be consistent with the approach taken in Rehwinkel 

(2007), but would still need to be tailored for other grassland types and other regions of the 

State. 

 

The usefulness of simple surrogate-indicators for self-assessment by landowners will be 

greatest in regions where a single type of grassland predominates, and which has strong, all-

year-persistent dominant species. Certain areas, especially in the northern part of the state, 

lend themselves to this, but many other areas do not, including much or all of the Monaro 

where at least four distinctive grassland associations have been identified. 

 

We suggest that there is a need for a wider critical and public workshopping of assessment 

procedures for grassland floristics, condition, and recoverability potential, before a new 

regulation and methodology is finalised. This should include New South Wales studies and 

proposed procedures not referenced in the Discussion Paper or the main text of the EOAM 

(e.g. Rehwinkel 2007, for the Southern Tablelands), and similar work developed in other 

States, particularly Victoria and Queensland. 

 

At a more general level, the very small percentage remaining of genuinely high-quality 

grasslands, especially natural temperate grassland (<3%) requires that further decline be as 

minimal as possible, and where unavoidable that leveraged offsets be required by regulation. 

To allow clearing or degradation of high-quality remnants without offsets (of the same 

community) cannot be said under any circumstances to constitute ‘improving or maintaining 

environmental outcomes’. 

 

Offsetting requirements should not however be limited to very high-quality grassland 

remnants.  A more nuanced scale of grassland value, encompassing species richness, 

ecological community type, presence/significance of threatened species (flora and fauna), 

‘condition’, and recovery potential, is needed.  Grassland sites that score in median levels for 

some of these parameters may nevertheless have high recovery potential, and offsetting 

requirements should be retained for these at least. We acknowledge that further work is 

needed to accurately gauge recovery potential for a variety not only of grassland types but of 

other vegetation types, but it is essential that such work be conducted if the concept of 

rehabilitation is to be a meaningful goal and an investment area). 

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this Review.  The Australian Network for Plant 

Conservation would be interested in providing further comment on this process if further 

public consultation periods are envisaged – please add us to you stakeholder list accordingly. 

 

For contact with the ANPC, please phone our national office on (02) 6250 9509 or email 

anpc@anpc.asn.au 

 

 

Merryl Bradley  
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assess a site's quality. Report to the Natural Temperate Grassland National Recovery Team. 

NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change. 

(http://www.landcarensw.org.au/files/GrasslandAssessmentMethod.pdf).  


