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Sent: Saturday, 25 November 2017 3:54 PM 
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Survey Name: Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy 2017-2037 
Submitted On: 25/11/2017 2:53:55 PM 

Q 1: Title: 

N/A 

Q 2: Surname: 

Q 3: Given name: 

Q 4: Organisation: 

N/A 

Q 5: Residential or postal address: 

Q 6: Town or suburb: 

Q 7: State/territory: 

Q 8: Postcode: 

Q 9: Phone: 

N/A 

Q 10: Mobile: 

N/A 

Q 11: Country: 

Australia 

Q 12: Email: 

 

Q 13: Please add your comments here: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Biodiverstiy Conservation Investment Strategy 
2017 - 2037.  
 
Broadly the strategy offers potential for investment planning.  
 
A key element of concern with the Strategy is the decision to exclude landscapes of mineral & 
development interest from consideration. What is especially concerning is that this restriction is not 
explicitly acknowledged nor is a justification provided: the Strategy is presented as if prioritization is 
strictly based on biodiversity representation targets. This is highly concerning: these landscapes 
comprise some of the most threatened and underrepresented biodiversity in the nation.  
 
The only explicit acknowledgement of the exclusion of landscapes of mineral & development interest 
is the comment that investment 'should consider, and where possible avoid, areas that are likely to be 
future development sites for urban growth and mineral and energy resource industries' (p29). 
 
However when the Strategy is considered more closely it is clear that exclusion of landscapes of 
mineral & development interest is designed and indeed runs consistently throughout all sections of 
the Strategy.  
 
The method through which these landscapes have been excluded is the otherwise inexplicable 
decision to map priority areas by IBRA subregion rather than Landscapes. The Strategy 
acknowledges that the Landscape unit best captures the diversity of ecosystems & their risk status. 
The Strategy itself demonstrates that IBRA regions are not rigorous in representing the most 
threatened biodiversity. Comparing Figure 4 (landscapes) and Figure 5 (IBRA subregions) shows that 
many of the State's most threatened landscapes occur within the states least threatened IBRA 
subregions.  
 
The impact of this methodology is that some of the states most critically underrepresented 
landscapes (the Hunter & Cumberland Plain) are denied a representative classification under the 
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Investment Strategy.  
 
This investment bias is furthered by adopting unsuitable datasets for assessment under Principle 4 
(Areas where high environmental value assets are under the greatest pressure). This principle has 
adopted 'Statewide land and soil capability data' as representing pressure on biodiversity assets. This 
explicitly excludes representation of landscapes at risk from activities other than agriculture - in 
particular mineral extraction and development. GIS Data are readily available on these risks, and the 
Strategy decision to not use these data further compounds the specific bias against landscapes 
threatened by development & mining.  
 
The decision to prioritise by IBRA subregions excludes investment from regions experiencing land 
use conflict through development and mineral interests - particularly the Cumberland Plain & Hunter - 
and is not based on best practice. 
 
It is disappointing to see this decision, but more concerning that it has been made without open 
acknowledgement in the Strategy 
 
On a separate note I raise strong concern with Target 3 and Target 4 (section 3.4). It is appropriate 
for the Strategy to recommend that investment in biodiversity outcomes should seek to maintain 
economic viability of target landscapes (without comprimising biodiversity outcomes). However the 
strategy Target 3 and 4 are explicit targets requiring biodiversity investment to specifically 'improve 
the financial sustainability' of business and communities. This is grossly inappropriate. Biodiversity 
investment should not be beholden to achieving broader financial outcomes, and these targets can 
only compromise the outcomes the Strategy is ostensibly established to deliver.  

Q 14: Or, upload your comments: 

N/A 

 


