
Submission on Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy 2017-2037 and the Draft NSW National 
Parks System Directions Statement 2017 

Submission by the NPWS Northern Tablelands Regional Advisory Committee 

Background 

The Northern Tablelands Regional Advisory Committee (NTRAC) provides advice to the Head of NPWS and 
Advisory Council on policies and plans for the region. 

Submission points 

The Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy 2017-2037 and NSW National Parks System Directions 
Statement has been circulated to members of the NTRAC. These documents point the way forward for how 
land will be identified and acquired including private conservation agreements for addition to the protected 
area estate across New South Wales.  

Support for the principles outlined in each of the draft documents, however, both the Draft Biodiversity 
Conservation Investment Strategy 2017-2037 and the Draft NSW National Parks System Directions Statement 
are limited to providing both program and policy overviews only and do not explain finer details of how the 
documents and all their parts have been developed. For this reason, it was difficult to provide meaningful 
comment without delving into the detail -how these documents relate and will be affected by changes made 
to the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, how metrics behind CAR were designed and how effective this 
system is in fine scale decision making, details about mapping tools used, and decisions behind Landscape 
Target numbers.  
 

A thorough understanding of both draft documents requires exploring additional supporting frameworks such 
as the ‘Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy’, ‘Identifying Priority Investment Areas’, ‘NSW National 
Parks Establishment Plan 2008 (DECC 2008)’, ‘National Parks System Status and Targets’, ‘National Parks 
System Principles and Approaches’ the ‘National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974’ along with additional policies 
outlined on page 14 of the ‘Draft NSW National Parks System Directions Statement’. Additionally, there 
doesn’t appear to be any information on how the current Directions Statement supersedes the previous NSW 
National Parks Establishment Plan 2008 (DECC 2008), which would be valuable in assisting readers in the 
review process.  

 

The Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy 2017-2037 

Conceptually, support for the principles outlined in this document and accompanying document ‘Identifying 
priority investment areas’ and the Draft NSW National Parks System Directions Statement. The proposed 
changes are timely when we face loss of species, increased risk due to climate change and financial pressures 
on the public and private sectors. 

There appears to be a disparity with: 

• Gap between National Parks and Wildlife Service and environmental communities’ interpretation of 
conservation and that of many landholders’ view limiting to control of environmental pests including 
many native species.   

• Recent changes to legislation in the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, may lead landholders to 
assume this will enable further land clearing within what this document has identified as a priority 
investment area due to a history of clearing for agriculture.  

• Lack of information provided at this level for a parcel of land to bridge the gap between landholder’s 
need to clear/manage land and identified conservation priority areas on the larger scale.  



There will be a need and recognition of concepts like integrated pest management including use of biodiversity 
to enhance agricultural productivity for the conservation strategy to be adopted. The financial support may 
well be the draw for this to occur.  This supports voluntary Environmental Systems concepts such as the third 
party audited Australian Landcare Management Group that has struggled through lack of a financial reward to 
the landholder to set aside and or manage land for biodiversity conservation principles. 

Part 1 The strategic context 

• Do you have any comments on the proposed purpose, objectives and targets for the strategy (section 
1.2)? 

Appears to be a well thought out and viable strategy to encourage landholders to conserve less protected 
ecosystems. Builds on and enhances an existing framework of less well coordinated objectives. This is 
supported by a comprehensive legal, institutional and financial framework. 

Having a separate organisation ‘The Biodiversity Conservation Trust’ provides for a credible administration 
point for public funding.    

Aligned to national reserve system and international targets and reporting. 

The CAR system of protected areas enables a clear and transparent identification of priority needs. 

Will work closely with National Parks and Wildlife Service using Draft Directions Statement to build and 
manage a protected area system across public and private land to improve biodiversity and socio-economic 
outcomes.  

• Are there other international or national commitments that you think the strategy should 
acknowledge (sections 1.4 and 1.5)? 

The European Union has changed the emphasis of public funding to farmers from a focus on price support 
towards environmental outcomes. Farmers receive payments for improved environmental management 
systems and revegetation programs. Australian farmers have lobbied for being rewarded for environmental 
stewardship. 

Does the current figure of conserved land in Australia (19.63% - page 7) include both marine and 
terrestrial reserves, what proportion is what? 

 

Part 2 Priority investment areas 

• Do you have any comments on the proposed approach for identifying priority investment areas 
(section 2.3 and supplementary information online)? 

All public land/s protection status should be reviewed, and priority given to protection of or management for 
conservation outcomes.   This is particularly important in the western two thirds of the state as we have such a 
small area of land permanently protected in the cropping, pastoral and western lands areas. Conservation 
outcomes should override mining and other uses.   

Uptake of landholder conservation agreements is likely to be slow until they are confident with the political 
process. Until government is seen to apply these principals to the use of public lands there will be reservations 
amongst landholders. 

• Is there any other data that we should consider using to identify priority investment areas (section 
2.3)? 

Securing the extensive network of narrow corridors of native vegetation that has survived inside public lands 
such as travelling stock reserves, road reserves and rail corridors as well as along stream banks should be a 
prerequisite for provision of vital habitat links between native vegetation remnants across bioregions. 



Encouraging adjoining landholders to take out conservation covenants on their land should be a priority rather 
than leasing public land back to the landholder for grazing access and income generation for the public utility. 
Rail corridors should not be enclosed by the neighbouring landholder’s fencing to enable management by 
grazing. The management priority should be reversed towards biodiversity and eventual community use.  

Principal 4: This is a significant change and may encourage landholders to change their system of 
management. Previously the only viable option was to use land for agricultural outcomes thus encouraging 
land clearing as an initial step. Most of the land suitable for intensive agricultural usage like cropping has been 
cleared or modified significantly and much of the land under threat from land clearing will likely only provide 
for opportunity cropping with little chance of ever being revegetated.   

Given the variety of mapping tools and methods, and the subsequent loss of resolution given differences in 
mapping scale, all available ecological mapping (including ground-truthed data) should be considered in 
assisting baseline data collection.  

Q: If a parcel of land is proposed as ‘areas of outstanding biodiversity value (ABOV)’ conservation does this 
take precedence over development/mining proposals for the same parcel of land? In any case do the first 
three ‘Priority Investment Principles’ take precedence over the fourth principle? The Hunter for instance, 
is listed as a priority area for Private Conservation yet with vast coal seams underlying land prioritised for 
‘Private Conservation’, such as alluvial floodplains of the Hunter region, development/mining is always 
going to trump conservation given conflicting priorities in the draft document such as those stated above.  

The thematic conservation priority under principle 2 of the document (page 16) ‘Areas that improve 
ecological connectivity and resilience to climate change should be prioritised’ states that “Priority is given 
to over-cleared landscapes that have the best opportunities to protect remaining core areas of remnant 
vegetation or to establish viable corridors”. This is further supported by the statement in the Draft NSW 
National Parks System Directions Statement which states “Areas experiencing increasing habitat 
modification, development and the regulation of natural water flows are likely to face the greatest threat 
and will receive high priority for better protection within parks”. However, in the Draft Biodiversity 
Conservation Investment Strategy 2017-2037 document under Principle 4, it states that ‘Areas under 
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’ and ‘Socio-economic benefits of investment in private 
land conservation. Investment in private land conservation should consider, and where possible avoid, 
areas that are likely to be future development sites for urban growth and mineral and energy resource 
industries’. These statements are quite conflicting, what is the justification for conservation losing out in 
this case?  

Q: ‘It may take some time for the Biodiversity Conservation Trust to become established in rural and 
regional communities, and for its programs and activities to mature’. Given this, are the proposed 2022 
targets realistic? Will decisions be rushed or opportunistic to meet target deadlines should swathes of 
‘second-rate’ land for conservation (that still satisfy CAR requirements) become available, or are the 
targets designed to flexible enough to factor in ongoing landholder agreements processes to allow for 
ongoing consultation and consideration between Biodiversity Conservation Trust and landholder 
conservation agreements? 

 

• Do you have any comments on the proposed profiles of IBRA subregions (section 2.4)? 

Support in principal. Much of the area depicted in Figure 5 Map of priority investment areas is of the key 
agricultural area of the state.  It is assumed mapping of least protected ecosystems, under-represented and 
inadequately protected NSW Landscapes and potential core areas and corridors will result with the same 
controversial areas as with the former Native Vegetation Act. So, use of financial reward to the landholder may 



induce a change in management options. Education about integrated pest management using biodiversity as 
part of management will be essential to carry the day. 

Q: Are each of these ground-truthed to account for differences within IBRA’s and what do the profiles look 
like? (the example on the ‘Have Your Say’ website was unavailable to view/comment on). 

 

Part 3 Making investment decisions 

• Do you have any comments on the investment principles (section 3.2)? 

Support in principal. Principal 4: Will be the key for landholder engagement and a broad education focus will 
be required to change thinking and take-up of scientifically documented benefits of integrated management 
systems that utilise biodiversity as part of a system.   

Having a long-term income support for conserved areas will enable landholders to implement changes to 
management practices. 

Q: ‘Where possible, consideration should be given to whether traditional ecological knowledge may 
inform investment decisions’ (page 24). What does traditional ecological knowledge mean? Does it refer 
to the collection of any available data from previous ecological surveys? 

Q: Principle 2 of Making Investment Decisions (page 24) ‘Funding levels attached to agreements should be 
in proportion to the duration of the protection secured – permanent agreements should attract higher 
payments than time‑bound agreements’. What about those with parcels of AOBV land, should funding 
levels be increased? And how does each patch going into land conservation get valued? Is the value 
increased if a parcel of land falls under several categories, e.g. a parcel of land that supports a vulnerable 
vegetation community, has threatened species within and is Koala habitat? Is this land considered AOBV? 

 

• Do you have any comments on the short- and long-term targets (section 3.3)? 

Agree in principal. It appears to be well thought through. 

Table 4 in text is Table 2 in table format. 

The precautionary principal will need to be applied to land clearing until the 133 of NSW Landscapes yet to be 
sampled in Priority investment area 1 have been completed. 

Despite the comments on ‘Thematic Conservation Priorities’ (pages 19-21) of the Draft NSW National Parks 
System Directions Statement; ‘protecting key corridors on the NSW tablelands and western slopes’ and ‘lands 
that will protect wild rivers, wetlands and catchments’, with the focus primarily on the slopes and plains there 
does not seem to be any ‘Near-Term Regional Priority’ directions in the draft that addresses either of these 
priorities for the New England Plateau of the Tablelands Bioregion (see pages 31-33). However, the Identifying 
priority investment areas document lists several IBRA subregions of New England Tablelands as Priority 1, 2, 3, 
4 and 5.  

 

• Are there any other targets we should consider including in the strategy? If so, how should they be 
measured (section 3.3)? 

OEH have been developing modelling systems for identifying socio-economic outcomes as part of 
government’s Making it Happen in Regions: Regional Development Framework, e.g. ‘Social and economic 
benefits of National Parks’.   

 



 

Part 4 Delivering the strategy 

• Do you have any comments on the roles of key agencies and stakeholders (section 4.2)? 

It will be essential to get a range of people and organisations on side for this to achieve it’s aims. It is not clear 
how we differentiate and or embrace the difference between a landholders’ and historical Local Land Service’s 
view of conservation (controlling feral pests including native species) and the environmentalists view (closer 
aligned to the information presented in this and supporting documents). 

For many landholders, it may require supporting recommendations from the agricultural service sector 
encouraging adoption of integrated pest management, organic principals such as rotations and use of 
biodiversity to enhance agricultural productivity. The benefits of biodiversity to provide for refugia and 
predators of pests is good science and being encouraged by some industries and education bodies. Promotion 
of these concepts will help broader conservation outcomes. 

The broader community also needs to be kept on side to understand the longer-term benefits of conservation. 

Following the initial assessment and management plan for a parcel of land going into a conservation 
agreement one concern is in relation to ongoing management of this land.  

Q: Who will undertake necessary and specialised work such as weed and pest management, flora and 
fauna surveys and ongoing ecological monitoring (before and ongoing) to properly monitor 
management decisions and evaluate program successes/failures?  
Q: If staff will be contracted for such roles, as has been outlined, will contractors be specialised in the 
necessary skillsets required to manage such environments?  
Q: Will the Biodiversity Conservation Trust oversee this management process or will this responsibility 
fall to NPWS and if so how will this be undertaken given the reduction in staffing and a growing 
National Park/conservation estate? 

• Do you have any feedback about the proposed approach to reviewing the strategy (section 4.3)? 

Points raised are relevant. However, documented uptake especially of binding agreements will be essential. 

 

The Draft NSW National Parks Systems Directions Statement  

Support in principle that the Directions Statement focuses on building a public land national parks system, 
permanently protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act and also applaud that the NSW Government 
recognises the national parks system is only one of many conservation options that will be needed to achieve 
our ambitious goals.  
 
The creation of a new Biodiversity Conservation Trust as a not-for-profit statutory body directing historic 
public investment in private land conservation is a good move and will encourage farmers to adopt biodiversity 
as part of an integrated land management system.   
 
It is a good initiative that the private land conservation program and the land acquisition program for the 
public land national parks system share the same broad biodiversity objectives and apply some of the same 
strategies. It is good that the public land acquisition program builds on the existing network of public land over 
large areas to sustain tracts of resilient and viable ecosystems. Agree that in regions where remnant 
vegetation is scarce, opportunities for further additions to the national parks system are limited and private 
land conservation is critical to prevent further biodiversity loss and improve connectivity in the landscape. 
Agree that private land conservation can expand the range of natural values that are protected and provide 
buffers and corridors to enhance the network of reserves.  
 
 
 



Innovative solutions 
Creating predator-proof exclosures on parks:  Predator proof exclosures have been demonstrated to cause 
severe imbalances in ecosystems as the natural flow of species is either interrupted or completely halted.  
Investment dollars would be better spent on more intense and diverse cross tenure invasive species control 
programs. 
 
Saving our Species investment:  Investing in threatened, vulnerable, and endangered species within the 
Gondwana Rainforests of Australia World Heritage Area would be a wise investment that would support the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to uphold the Outstanding Universal Value of this world heritage area.  To 
date, very little has been proposed to happen in this area, and the advisory committees have a number of 
research scientists who can provide NPWS with the information needed to help save species in the World 
Heritage Area. 

 
As social expectations change it is vital that public land management approaches change to meet them. The 
national parks system will continue to be the foundation of conservation. The question is, what can be built on 
this foundation to ensure our environment and heritage is valued, protected, enjoyed and supports a 
prosperous and healthy New South Wales.   
Q: Does this commentary forecast the continuing laying out of ‘red carpet’ ease of approval for private 
investment and developments in National Parks?  Private investment will not fund or fulfil the obligations 
NPWS has to maintain our National Parks into the future.  Those dollars will go out to the investors’ pockets.  
The Development Application process as it currently stands, provides subtle approval to investors to build on 
park, even before adequate E.I.S. is done.  This must change to ensure adequate measures are in place 
approved developments before they are constructed.   The committee feels promotion of such developments 
will break down the ongoing healthy existence of the landscape and species that need complex ecosystems to 
survive into the future.  
 

Directions Statement Priorities 

The status of comprehensiveness and representativeness of NSW bioregions highlights the task ahead if we 
are to build a national parks system that is more comprehensive, adequate and representative (CAR). If 
government recognises significant benefits to communities and is committed to preserving public lands one 
has to question why travelling stock reserves, railway corridors, mining offsets, recently acquired reserves and 
conservation areas are not protected in perpetuity as an initial step in this process.   

National Reserve System 

The NSW national parks system planning regions primary and secondary focus is supported. The thematic 
conservation priorities focussing on poorly reserved ecosystems, threatened species and habitats, connectivity 
and improving management are supported.  However, the rundown of funding of the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service is of concern regarding their ability to deliver these aims.   

Measuring progress  

Looking at Aichi targets and interpretation of progress as outlined in Australian Government guiding principles 
for building the national reserve system makes sense. 

National Parks system status and targets 

Because most of the poorly represented landscapes occur on private lands it makes sense to pursue much of 
the focus outlined in the Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy. However, this is the same area most 
under threat from farming and proposed land clearing reforms. 

History has demonstrated repeatedly that much of this land in the western part of the state is marginal at best 
for cropping and once cleared can never be returned to it’s former status so the biodiversity strategy needs to 
be well thought through before further clearing takes place. There is a very concerned community that this has 
not been realised and or explained. 



Regional Priorities - Tablelands and western slopes bioregions 

Securing the extensive network of narrow corridors of native vegetation that has survived, mainly inside public 
lands, such as travelling stock reserves, road reserves (plus rail corridors) and land along stream banks should 
be a prerequisite for provision of vital habitat links between native vegetation remnants across the bioregions. 
Encouraging adjoining farmers to take out covenants on suitable land makes sense rather than the current 
practice of clearing and or issuing of grazing leases and enclosing rail corridors within the farm.  

Support in principle the near-term and longer-term direction. 

Despite the outlined ‘Thematic Conservation Priorities’(pages 18-21) which includes prioritising ‘protecting key 
corridors on the NSW tablelands and western slopes’, and ‘lands that will protect wild rivers, wetlands and 
catchments’, there does not seem to be any ‘Near-term Regional Priority Directions’ that addresses these 
priorities for the Tablelands (see pages 31-33). 

Of the current 571 recognised Landscapes in NSW 335 remain ‘unsampled’ (pages 9-11). Given this, should the 
sampling of ten (10) additional NSW landscapes be an adequate sampling target for 2022? How was this 
number derived and what of the remaining 325 ‘unsampled’ landscapes? 

 

The Northern Tablelands Regional Advisory Committee appreciates the opportunity to provide advice on 
aspects of these proposals, and would be happy to provide further clarification or advice, as required.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

, Northern Tablelands Regional Advisory Committee 
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