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Bush Heritage Australia’s submission to  
‘Land Management and Biodiversity Conservation Reforms’ 

Bush Heritage Australia is a national not-for-profit organisation, protecting millions of 
hectares of ecologically important land for the benefit of nature and all Australians. While 
operating nationally, Bush Heritage Australia has an interest and an influence on the 
protection of our native species and natural landscapes in NSW. Bush Heritage Australia has 
particular interests in areas around our reserves and in our self-identified priority 
landscapes, namely, SE NSW, the Paroo Warrego and the Northern Woodlands Priority 
Landscapes. These priority landscapes cover a vast and diverse subset of the NSW human 
and environmental communities.  

Within these areas, we are focussed on increasing our impact, both on our reserves, and 
across the broader landscape. Aside from carefully managing our own land to protect our 
identified targets, Bush Heritage Australia takes a collaborative approach to land 
management and biodiversity protection, engaging and working with others on the 
protection of these targets at a landscape scale. 

We commend the NSW government for a comprehensive document, and we look forward to 
playing a significant role in the delivery of this investment strategy. In order to best plan 
our interaction and collaboration in this initiative, we would enjoy an opportunity for 
further clarification. Further, we provide in this document, some comments that would 
provide additional avenues for collaboration. 

Approach for identifying priority investment 

In principle the methodology as outlined in the strategy is broadly appropriate. The 
supporting online planning information presents the available data in a logical tabular 
format i.e. it shows the relationships between geology, landform, soils and vegetation 
communities within each sub-region.  However there are several missing components that 
should be given consideration. These are: 
 
(1) The extent to which each vegetation community has been modified i.e. what percentage 
is the current remnant of its original (pre-clearing) extent? 
 
(2) What are the threats to and key biodiversity values of each mapped remnant vegetation 
community within the sub-region? Examples are critical habitat for species; contains 
endangered plant communities; threatened by weed invasion, water extraction, extreme 
impacts of climate change (as informed by NARCLIM) etc. 
 
(3) Well founded estimates of the probability of success of restoring the land to a viable, 
functioning ecosystem.  
 



 

  

Further clarification and providing more detailed description of the criteria may help with 
understanding the prioritisation of some lands over others. With similar criteria, other 
conservation agencies have developed quite different priorities for investment. 
 
It should also be noted in the strategy how the mapping and assessments will be adapted 
over time as data changes or new data becomes available.  Further consideration of the 
above points will ensure the strategic targeting of key areas will achieve greater 
conservation outcomes. It would also be helpful to understand the avenues by which 
updated information could be shared with the BCT to inform the State’s investment strategy 
long term. 
 
The final version of the online mapping tool is required to fully assess its capability as the 
“In prep” version is challenging use in a key planning assessment due to its incompleteness 
and difficulties in interpretation. 
 
The strategy or supporting documents do not appear to acknowledge the mapped “Key 
biodiversity areas” across the state. Many of these represent important wetland habitat and 
both wetland and dryland connectivity areas and have relevance to cross-landscape 
pathways for climate change induced movement of animals. It would be good to know if this 
was an oversight or is this data not considered relevant in a planning context, and if so 
why? 
 

Funding 

In general this section needs clarification and additional information. It is not clear exactly 
which conservation actions the government will invest in. For example, there is no mention 
of assisted or leveraged purchase of priority lands to increase the size of the National 
Reserves System. Elucidation of the rationale behind this omission would be helpful.  

It remains somewhat unclear how the government will prioritise funds based on the 
mapped priorities. For example, will Priority 3 have any or no chance of funding? Under 
what circumstances would funding be available? 

We acknowledge and appreciate that the strategy allows for programs that are already in 
place to continue such as Saving our Species and the NSW Koala Strategy, providing for this 
funding to remain available. It would be helpful to have an indication of the quantum if 
funds quarantined for such programs. 

It is unclear whether or not the BCT can or will provide a covenant on a property if it is not 
in a Priority area or is in the Priority Landscape but has a low Priority Ranking (i.e. 3, 4 or 5 
potentially). This should be clarified further. 

The document suggests that investment will not be approved where an offset market is 
operating or likely to operate, and yet The Biodiversity Conservation Trust also plays a key 



 

  

role in the delivery of the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Scheme. The relationship between this 
document and the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme should be explained clearly. 

Delivering the Plan 

Assistance for conservation management is always beneficial, however, the mechanisms 
mentioned here also require a great deal of clarification to ensure that there is equitable 
participation and to genuinely assess whether these mechanisms will have the greatest 
benefit to the quality and quantity of land managed for conservation. 

The methods and frequency of assessment land condition (subject to an agreement) to 
ensure that the forecast management outcomes are being achieved is not mentioned 
anywhere in the document. It would be helpful to have those guidelines in order to assess 
how NSW will measure the success of the program overall. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to further engagement and 
consultation.  

 
Yours sincerely 


	Approach for identifying priority investment
	Funding
	Delivering the Plan



