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NSW Office of Environment and Heritage  
Conservation Programs Branch 
Level 12  
PO Box A290  
Sydney South NSW 2000 
 
By email: lmbc.support@environment.nsw.gov.au 

December 15, 2017 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Submission on the Draft Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy 2017 – 2037 

I write as a Life Member of the National Parks Association of NSW and member of BirdLife Australia and 
the Regent Honeyeater Recovery Team, plus as a long-term advocate of ecologically sustainable 
development and protection of biodiversity for the citizens of NSW.  This submission is supported by 
members of NPANSW Armidale Branch.  We are grateful for this opportunity to comment.  

I have grave concerns about the feasibility of implementing proposals of the Draft Biodiversity 
Investment Strategy and its associated Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 
 
It is commendable that the Strategy aims to provide money to support private land conservation, but the 
whole document is compromised by the many flaws in self- assessment codes introduced with the 
Biodiversity Conservation Act in August 2017, and with the terms of the Act itself.   
 
The Codes and the BC Act 2016 should not have been activated prior to comprehensive regulatory 
mapping and to the setting up of the Biodiversity Conservation Trust, as comprehensively argued in 
submissions on the Act and Codes by many ecologists and environmental groups.   
 
There is anecdotal evidence that some farmers are already engaging in various types of clearing under 
the self-assessment farm and equity codes – clearing which may seriously inhibit conservation efforts by 
the Trust. Current regulations and amendments to the LLS Act provide no means of monitoring or 
regulating this. 
 
These factors are likely to seriously interfere with and/or stymie the effective operation of the Biodiversity 
Conservation Investment Strategy and the Biodiversity Conservation Trust  

The Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy claims to be promoting ecologically sustainable 
development principles, but these appear to have been comprehensively ignored by the Farm Code and the 
Equity Code, which will allow clearing of up to 625 ha per property per three years. 
These self-assessment codes are likely to lead to accelerated clearing of remnant vegetation without any 
attention to conservation of biodiversity 

It is notable that DPI appears to have set the terms of the Equity and Farm Codes, and to have over-
ridden concerns raised by OEH in order to favour concerns of some western farmers for political ends, 
despite a number of well-founded objections from its own advisors and from many ecological and natural 
resource  experts.  This inherently contradicts the aims and objectives of the Biodiversity Strategy and 
Act. 
 
Comments on the proposed purpose, objectives and targets for the Strategy 
Purpose: To guide investment in biodiversity conservation in NSW, and guide the Biodiversity Conservation Trust’s 
prioritisation of government investment in private land conservation 
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Objective: To optimise biodiversity outcomes at bioregional and state scales … 
The purpose, objective and targets are commendable, but are unlikely to be achievable if predicted 
increases in clearing of remnant vegetation occur as a result of activation of the farm and equity codes 
under the Biodiversity Conservation Act regulations. The targets for 2022 and 2937 are heroic, 
but depend on effective operation of the Biodiversity Conservation Trust, which is yet to define 
its work plan and operation, and will depend on the inadequate and unfinished mapping to 
measure its outcomes. There are a large number of landscapes yet to be sampled, and many 
(most) of these are in the Wheat-Sheep belt, discussed below. 
There is clearly a major problem for achieving effective outcomes for the Strategy and for the 
Biodiversity Conservation Trust (Section  2, 2.3.4) because the Wheat belt and Brigalow–
Nandewar Bioregion are at greatest risk of inappropriate clearing under the DPI self-assessment 
codes, but are also Priority 1 areas for conservation effort because they are already 70-90% 
cleared (Section 2)  

The Biodiversity Conservation Investment Strategy claims to be promoting ecologically sustainable 
development principles, but these appear to have been comprehensively ignored by the Farm Code and the 
Equity Code, which will allow clearing of up to 625 ha per property per three years. 
These self-assessment codes are likely to lead to accelerated clearing of remnant vegetation without any 
attention to conservation of biodiversity 
It is notable that DPI appears to have set the terms of the Equity and Farm Codes, and to have over-
ridden concerns raised by OEH in order to favour concerns of some western farmers for political ends, 
despite a number of well-founded objections from its own advisors and from many ecological and natural 
resource  experts. 
 
Do you have any comments on the investment principles (section 3.2)? YES 
Do you have any comments on the short- and long-term targets (section 3.3)? YES 
Are there other targets we should consider including in the strategy? If so, how should they be measured (sect 3.3)?  
 
Principle 1: Areas of high environmental value should be prioritised YES 
Principle 2: Areas that improve ecological connectivity and resilience to climate change should be prioritised YES 
 
We strongly agree that highest priority should be given to Principles 1 and 2, but we draw attention to 
the inherent contradiction and conflict with terms of the equity and farm codes under the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act, which is highly likely to accelerate clearing of remnant bush in the most overcleared 
areas of the State, such as the Wheat-Sheep Belt and Brigalow Belt South/Nandewar Bioregions.  
 
These are the areas where there is greatest pressure (particularly from large agribusiness operators) for 
code-based clearing to increase farm incomes by increased cropping.  We have already seen the results 
of previous clearing efforts in the murder of OEH compliance officer Glen Turner and subsequent 
convictions for the illegal clearing subject of his investigations.   We have also seen the reports of 
allegations of theft   of environmental water flows in north-west NSW adding to pressures on the Gwydir 
and other Wetlands which are priorities for conservation.  Again there is an inherent contradiction 
between the State’s management of MDBA water flows (obliquely criticised by the MDBA) and its 
professed commitment to the conservation of biodiversity. 
 
Principle 2 is very strongly supported by Armidale Branch of NPANSW, and means there must be 
appropriate and better management of Crown land Travelling Stock Routes and Reserves, and indeed all 
Crown land in NSW.  
 
However, it conflicts with the fact that the Codes and LLS regulations do not set any red flag areas, and 
that TSRs managed by Local Land Services (LLS) are not exempt from code-based clearing, while the 
Crown Lands review seems to be endorsing sale of Crown land even in the Western Division. 
 
Do you have any comments on the proposed approach for identifying priority investment areas (section 2.3 and 
supplementary information online)?  



 
We recommend that all TSRs be made exempt from code-based clearing, and that all LLSs refrain from 
issuing long-term grazing permits under their interim management strategies, while the Biodiversity 
Conservation Trust urgently assists with identification of High Conservation Value areas of TSRs as part of 
its mandate to prioritise and maximise conservation benefits.   This needs to be done urgently as part of 
the Trust program to prioritise Outstanding Biodiversity Areas. 
 
As a member of the BirdLife Australia Regent Honeyeater Recovery Team I have been  involved in  
identifying and monitoring Mugga Ironbark (Eucalyptus sideroxylon) patches, which are key breeding 
habitat  for the Critically Endangered Regent Honeyeater on TSRs and adjacent private property of the 
Bundarra-Barraba-Kingstown area, part of Northern Tablelands LLS district.  The TSR patches are now 
recognised as HCV areas by NTLLS, who have modified or cancelled grazing permits as a result of my 
requests, for which I thank them.   Adjacent landholders have in the past informally agreed to conserve 
their Ironbark patches, but have been reluctant or unwilling to consider formal agreements, and mostly 
rejected approaches from the SOS program.  At least one landholder appears to be thinning his Ironbark 
patch, removing the Box and Red Gum trees from between the Ironbarks since the promulgation of the 
Biodiversity Conservation Act and self-assessment code regulations.  
 
This reinforces my arguments above for the Biodiversity Conservation Trust to expedite identification of  
Areas of Outstanding Biodiversity Value, particularly on TSRs by directing funds to LLS and local 
conservation  groups and Landcare organisations  to assist in prompt identification of AOBVs. 
 
I can make more information available about core Regent Honeyeater breeding habitat in the Bundarra-
Barraba-Kingstown-Inverell area of the Northern Tablelands.  The area has been declared a Key 
Biodiversity Area for the critically Endangered Regent Honeyeater under international criteria – an extra 
reason for prompt action by the Biodiversity Conservation Trust. 
 
Comments on the roles of key agencies and stakeholders (section 4.2) 
Clearly there is a conflict between the aims and roles of DPI and OEH.   The DPI setting up of the LLS 
system, with amalgamation of CMAs and LLMAs/RLPBs is not designed to take account of biodiversity 
issues.   Likewise the land management tools set up under the Biodiversity Conservation Act, particularly 
the Regulations and self-assessment Codes, are not designed to take account of biodiversity values.  This 
particularly applies to the offsets and set-asides associated with the codes. 
 
We recommend that the Biodiversity Trust should consider very carefully its role to help proponents of  
large developments find offsets or instead provide money to the Trust in lieu.   We have grave concerns 
that this may be open to manipulation and not in the best interest of conserving biodiversity.   
 
Feedback about the proposed approach to reviewing the strategy (section 4.3) 
  
 There are concerns about the map-based approach, given the inadequate and superficial nature of some 
of the map data.   There are also concerns about the review timing  Five years is too long, and there 
should b e a thorough review  instituted by the Minister for the Environment after three years. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments.   I hope they will be taken intoaccount in 
finalising the draft  Biodiversity  Conservation  Investment Strategy. 
 
I am happy to provide further information if required. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
National Parks Association of NSW Armidale Branch 
 
 



              
 

 
 
 
 




