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This submission has been prepared in relation to the exhibition of the Draft Biodiversity 
Conservation Investment Strategy. 
 
This submission is from the  MidCoast Council and this submission reflects 
the opinions of this individual officer.  This submission is not intended to reflect the views of the 
broader Council. 
 
In preparing this submission, the following exhibition documents have been considered: 
 

• Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy, prepared by Office of Environment 
and Heritage, dated 2017. 

• Identifying priority investment areas - Supplementary information to the Draft Biodiversity 
Conservation Investment Strategy 2017–2037, prepared by Office of Environment and 
Heritage, dated 2017. 

 
My comments on the Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy are below: 
 
Important Perspective on the community consultation process 
 
Prior to the provision of our commentary regarding the exhibited material comment, I wish to 
make the following comments concerning the public exhibition and proposed commencement of 
the biodiversity reform material. 
 
The current public consultation period has been of insufficient time and did not involve any 
active consultation such as workshops, webinars or the like. 
 
The NSW Government introduced the 10/50 code and the Vegetation SEPP without adequate 
consultation, in my opinion.  Both of these statutes have been associated with significant 
problems, which has damaged the natural environment and hindered effective natural resource 
management administration.  The NSW Government must learn from these experiences and 
conduct appropriate, genuine and effective consultation on this Strategy. 
 
I feel that the public consultation process has been inadequate to provide a detailed and 
meaningful response to these complex reforms.  I do not feel that I have had adequate time to 
fully interrogate the exhibited documents to understand and provide constructive commentary 
to the Strategy. Additional consultation is required on this Strategy prior to finalisation. 
 
In relation to the recent biodiversity reforms, I provided a genuine, constructive, reasoned 
submission over 27-pages included recommended actions.  I was never provided with a 
response report to indicate how my concerns were considered.  Fait accompli public 
consultation dis-engages and disenfranchises key stakeholders and the wider community. 
 
As such, Local Government, as the principal authority responsible for land use and strategic 
planning and assessment, should be afforded more time to review, consider and make 
recommendations to this Strategy. 



I strongly advise that the consultation of the Draft Strategy be extended until such time as 
proper community consultation and dedicated targeted active consultation to Local Councils has 
occurred. 
 
Comments - Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy 
 

1. Firstly, it is positive that the NSW Government has committed to investing $240M over 
5-years in private land conservation, with $70M p.a. likely thereafter. 
 

2. It is also positive that the Strategy aspires to the attainment of a Comprehensive, 
Adequate and Representative (CAR) reserve system in NSW. 
 

3. The Draft Strategy, in the general context, is quite a simple document and provides very 
limited (and inadequate) detail.  In my view, it is not a document that can be used in its 
present form to deliver on the private land conservation budget or commitment.  I 
cannot interpret from this document in its present form the manner of advice that I 
could provide to a landholder or agency interested in the actual mechanisms, quantum 
or administrative framework for private land conservation.  There is no detail on the 
operations and administration process of the Biodiversity Conservation Trust.  I 
understand that a landholder may receive payments for biodiversity credits for 
Biodiversity Stewardship Sites and may receive payments for stewardship for 
Conservation Agreements, but how is such calculated, assessed, delivered and 
monitored?  Can the funds be used for public acquisitions for conservation reserves?  
Such detail is required in this Strategy prior to any finalisation. 
 

4. I disagree with the statement on pg. 8, "In regions where remnant vegetation is scarce, 
opportunities for further additions to the national parks system are limited."  The public 
reserve system is the highest and best form of conservation of biodiversity and 
increasingly, Governments will have to adopt innovative, proactive and targeted public 
conservation efforts, which may include significant restoration and revegetation actions 
for public reserve creation in under-reserved and over-cleared landscapes. 
 

5. The Biodiversity Conservation Trust should not only work with the NSW National Parks 
and Wildlife Service but also Local Government to "build and manage a protected area 
system across public and private land" (reference: pg. 8). 

 
6. The Draft Strategy adopts only two (2) targets.  These targets are probably not easily 

understood for the range of relevant stakeholders.  Surely, there are a range of additional 
credible and scientific targets that should be sought and achieved by this Strategy. 
 

7. The four priority investment areas identified on pg. 10 are generally sound but could 
relevantly be extended and expanded to other assets/ values. 
 

8. The fact that only 0.4% of NSW private land meets the IUCN definition of a "protected 
area" reflects a failure of Government policy, action and decision-making.   This is an 
incredibly-poor figure.  The inadequacy of previous private land conservation efforts 
must be recognised and reflected in the manner with which this Strategy moves forward.  
 

9. Further, the fact that many landscapes and plant community types in NSW are over-
cleared and under-represented in permanent conservation areas is a failure of 
governance and must be critically and actively recognised in the implementation of this 
Strategy and future biodiversity reform. 
 



10. The Draft Strategy is predicated on and is informed by data and mapping that is at an 
inadequate spatial scale and probably of inadequate accuracy.  The data that is used is 
modelled and coarse.  We have seen this through the land management and biodiversity 
reforms that vegetation and land use data is coarse and inaccurate.  The Strategy states 
that the BCT may undertake more refined conservation planning and mapping at sub-
regional and local scales.  This is not a discretionary position, but is absolutely critical to 
decision-making.  NSW Landscapes is not the correct spatial scale to deliver this Strategy 
but rather, plant community types is the correct spatial reference. 
 

11. Wildlife Refuges should not be considered as conserved land as they are not binding, not 
on title and can be extinguished at any time by the relevant party.   
 

12. I find it difficult to understand in Table 1 that an Area of Outstanding Biodiversity Value 
(AOBV) determination can, in itself, satisfy the IUCN definition of a protected area.  The 
AOBV does not actively conserve the land, but establishes higher land use controls only, 
as far as I am aware.  AOBV should certainly be a focus for conservation investment for 
both private land and public land conservation. 
 

13. Table 1 does not recognise the conservation contribution of s88 instruments under the 
Conveyancing Act, or community conservation land management under the Community 
Land Management Act or land conserved under development consents under Parts 3, 4 
or 5 of the EP&A Act.  All have roles to play in private land conservation. 
 

14. The four principles for the identification of priority investment areas are generally sound 
but do exclude the full range of special values of native vegetation (such as the 
ecosystem services functions of native vegetation, including carbon sequestration, 
provision of clean water, scientific and recreational opportunities and landscape 
amenity). 
 

15. Principle 4 is conflicted.  It states that "this principle prioritises areas of NSW where 
conservation assets are likely to be subject to significant pressure from agricultural 
clearing or incremental loss and may therefore benefit most immediately from protection 
and investment."  One of the whole premises of the LLS Act and other biodiversity 
reforms of the NSW Government was easier development (ie. clearing of land).  The LLS 
flyers for community information sheets advertised: 
 

• Triple bottom line outcomes 
• Faster and more streamlined approvals including more activities that can be 

undertaken without approval 
• More opportunities to develop your land for production 

 
If land clearing is made easier by the new legislation but also that areas of agricultural 
pressure will be targeted by the Strategy, then these are two conflicting targets of the 
land management and investment regime.   
  

16. I do not agree at all with the statement in the Strategy that "areas under development 
pressure from clearing for urban and other forms of development will not be prioritised 
through this process as these areas are expected to have a biodiversity offsets market 
operating.  Indeed, private land conservation investment should generally avoid areas 
where an active offsets market is in place so as not to impact the efficient operation of these 
markets."  This is not reasonable or appropriate due to the range of flexible delivery 
mechanisms associated with the biodiversity offsets scheme (eg. not like for like, not 
local offsets, payments for offsets, etc).  As such, the market cannot be relied on to 
deliver true outcomes.  I understood from earlier workshops that the BCT investment 



strategy could and should constructively operate in the urban offset development 
market to rectify perverse or biased offsets outcomes. 
 

17. From reading through the Draft Strategy and the Supplementary Information, the entire 
MidCoast Council area is not a priority investment area for the BCT.  Most reservation 
and native vegetation retention in this Council Area is residual (ie. the areas not 
preferred for agriculture or coastal development). Fertile river valleys and floodplains, 
littoral rainforests, etc are over-cleared and under-represented in reserves.  We cannot 
say that we have conserved the biodiversity adequately in this sub-region and yet we are 
not featured as any sort of mid to high-level priority of the investment strategy.  This 
reflects the coarse and inadequate spatial scale of the map data under to guide the Draft 
Strategy. 
 
There is reference to "some" investment of funds in areas that have met the adopted 
targets, but this statement is unquantified and not validated.  There is no detail around 
this statement. 
 

18. No Profiles of Subregions are available or published with the Draft Strategy.  This 
precludes a proper critical review of the Draft Strategy. 
 

19. The Draft Strategy does not define how much of the $240M investment will be used for 
administration of the BCT, including staff costs. 
 

20. The Draft Strategy does not appear to reflect the expert opinions of expert/ specialist 
conservation practitioners.  Finalisation of the Draft Strategy should be delayed until 
such time as it has been independently and expertly peer reviewed. 
 

21. The Draft Strategy does not recognise or consider any current or future schemes 
associated with vegetation protection and restoration for carbon sequestration markets. 

 




