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My Perspective 
We own a 20 ha property, it was not bought with the intention of producing primary production income.  It was 

purchased as nice place to live.  It was bought completely Privet infested with the belief that there may have been 

rainforest here, with the intention of bringing the rainforest back if it was here. 

In the 13 years after we moved here; 

 A considerable amount of Privet (Ligustrum sinense and L. lucidum), has been removed,  

 Over 220 plant species have been documented, most of them rainforest species, 

 Many bird and animal species have been documented, 

 An Endangered Ecological Community (EEC), has been found, 

 A number of threatened plant and animal species have been found, 

 Nomination of the property as a key management site in the Saving Our Species program is being actively 

pursued, 

 Upgrade from a Wildlife Refuge to a Voluntary Conservation Agreement is being actively pursued this 

year, 

 I have submitted a nomination for an Endangered Species, TSCA and EPBC nominations.  The EPBC 

committee are presently waiting for final input from the NSW Scientific Committee before making a final 

determination on the correct listing and inclusion on the 2015 Priority Assessment List.  

 

Presently this Wildlife Refuge is the only known location of the species inside the NSW NPWS reserve 

system. At the time of nomination, since 1983 there have been a total of 9 observations, 3 of which are 

unconfirmed but those 3 constitute the bulk of the population, about 230 of the 270 mature individuals.  

All of this has been at our own expense with the exception of a small 3 year grant from the Foundation for 

National Parks and Wildlife for weed control and seedling protection. 

Theme 2: Conservation action 
 

1. Is the current system effective in encouraging landowners to generate public benefits from 

their land and rewarding them as environmental stewards? Or are current mechanisms too 

focused on requiring private landowners to protect ecosystem services and biodiversity at 
their own cost?  

 

Generating public benefit? 

As landowners of land containing a Wildlife Refuge under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 our 
experience is the answer is no, the current system, legislation and practice, is not effective in encouraging us 
to generate public benefit.  
 
Generally we are left to our own resources or contacts to achieve an outcome.  I am not aware of any 
programs to provide any kind of assistance or encouragement (beyond Bush Matters and the calendar), to 
Wildlife Refuge signatories from the OEH. 
 
At the professional level the only positive reinforcement I have received to generate public benefit is 
external to OEH, coming from multiple staff from 2 herbaria and other organisations.  None of these people 



Page  3 
 

have been here but they have expressed appreciation for the work I have done, not just for them but also 
evidence of work done here in the past.  Local NPWS staff are quite friendly but have too much on their 
plates to be able to offer any suggestions onsite, it is their advice I would seek the most if I could.  Staff in the 
Conservation Partners section appear to be even more tightly stretched, these would be another important 
point of contact for me if they were better resourced. 
 
Interaction with OEH at a higher level is at times “opaque”. Attempting to participate in the Saving Our 
Species program took some time get a response but has progressed and they did assist in kick starting the 
VCA application process which may otherwise have had to wait until later this year or early next year.  
Another example is the short lead time given to comment on possible changes to a program or legislation 
that is important to me.   The first contact I had from OEH was a letter dated Monday 25 August 2014, in 
which I was invited to comment “As a landholder directly involved in private land conservation in NSW….”, 
“As part of the stakeholder engagement program”.  The theme I am responding to is targeted at private 
landowners who are concerned enough to want to protect or enhance biodiversity on their land, a public 
good.  I would be extraordinarily surprised if many of these stakeholders would have been aware of this 
review if it were only publicised on the OEH web site. 
 
If it were not for other contacts outside of OEH I would have had two weeks less to consider composing a 
response.  I was contacted twice in 3 days 2 weeks before notification from OEH which took a few days to 
arrive through the post.  The short lead time does not send positive messages about the relationship 
between either OEH or alternatively the Independent Biodiversity Review itself and private landholders. On 
the other hand nil active communication from OEH would have been less constructive. 
 

Rewarding environmental stewards 

As previously noted, the positive encouragement I get is from outside the OEH. 

At a financial level there is nil reward for being an environmental steward at the Wildlife Refuge level.  At this 

level there is no guarantee of preservation in the long term. A Wildlife Refuge agreement can be terminated 

with transfer of ownership or before that so there is no long term reward for effort by OEH.  However this 

approach does not encourage Wildlife Refuge managers to persist, either through time or in their efforts 

managing the habitats they are looking after or in increasing the level of protection.   

From the perspective of the EEC in the Wildlife Refuge, the time frames required for reaching any semblance 

of any of the mature phase cycles in Lowland Rainforest, into the many hundreds of years (Floyd, 1990 vol. 1, 

pp. 79, 88), make this time period of protection unproductive. 

At the VCA level the amount of financial incentive is marginally better, pro rata Council Rate and Local Land 

Services charge reductions. 

Currently we get close to no assistance in deciding how to do what needs to be done and none to do it.  In 

December 2013 I did complete a Diploma of Conservation and Land Management, this has trained me to find 

some of the resources I need, e.g. the vegetation lists obliquely referred to in the final determination for the 

EEC so I could validate the presence of that community. 

Current mechanisms are focused on requiring private landowners to protect ecosystem services and 

biodiversity at their own cost with exceedingly little support or encouragement. 
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2. Are there elements of the current system for private land conservation that raise impediments 
(for example, the binding nature of agreements and potential loss of production) for 
individuals who want to manage their land for conservation? If so what are they? What 
incentives might be effective, efficient and equitable in promoting biodiversity conservation 
on private land?  

 
My experience is that many landholders in this area believe that any kind of conservation agreement is giving 
up your land to the Government, that you lose control forever.  That perception is an impediment, a 
preconception, a barrier to initial investigation regarding any sort of conservation agreement.  
 
Currently I view the short term non-binding nature of the Wildlife Refuge as an impediment to my goal, to 
have the land return to rainforest.  I have been fortunate to see local forest untouched since the original ring 
barking frenzy of the early 1900s return to rainforest. My perception is that a non-binding agreement 
devalues and endangers the effort required to begin a restoration during my life time. Then there are those 
species using the Wildlife Refuge as a home or a foraging place in their territories.  By allowing the possibility 
of new owners clearing the property of their forage species all of these species are brought into danger, 
threatened or otherwise. It is possible by removing this geographic stepping stone that distances may 
become too great within a territory for some species.  This does not require the property to be cleared, 
something as simple as introducing a cyclical fire regime or cattle would achieve the same result for many 
frugivorous fauna by removing the species they feed on. 
 
I do appreciate that there are primary producers who would consider making some their property available 
to long term protection if there was some form of financial incentive.  This is especially important because 
this would be an additional income and increase the property’s value, on land they may be reluctant to 
exploit by removing vegetation.  What the funding mechanism could be I do not know.  At one point in the 
past there was the possibility of earning income from Carbon Credits / Sequestration but this was only for 
new forests, grown since about the 1980s and secondly at the moment the European market for Carbon 
Credits is quite depressed. Markets tend to be cyclical so perhaps the price of Carbon Credits may increase 
again. 
 

3. To what extent does current practice (rather than the legislation) determine outcomes?  
 
This property would most likely have failed to qualify for a covenant with the Nature Conservation Trust at 
the time I approached the NPWS for Wildlife Refuge status. 
 

 It is well outside their geographic target areas. 
 

 The area set aside is less than their minimum size for a covenant. 
 

 It was heavily infested with Ligustrum lucidum and L. sinense and still requires a number of 
years of weeding, perhaps a decade to kill them all.   
 
It is the ongoing weeding, the creation of gaps, the gap phase, that has encouraged a 
resurgence of one Vulnerable species in various locations and also the species nominated 
as Endangered, at many locations in the Refuge. 
 

At the time of application for Wildlife Refuge status only two vulnerable species were listed, I have since 
noted more Scheduled flora and fauna.  If an exception had been made by the Nature Conservation Trust 
regarding size, location and weed infestation and a survey was undertaken perhaps more threatened species 
may have been found. 
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There are unspecified expenses in setting up a covenant with the Nature Conservation Trust.  It is possible 
we may have declined based on the cost.  This is the last and probably terminal of the impediments we 
would have faced if we had considered approaching the Nature Conservation Trust because we wanted to 
manage our land for conservation.  
 
The NPWA Wildlife Refuge was the ideal entry point, we had incentive in that there were people we 
respected who thought what was here was worth preserving and most importantly it gave us access to 
external funding to continue the journey.  Even though I now view the nonbinding Wildlife Refuge 
agreement as an impediment it is a crucial stepping stone. 
 
  

Theme 6: Information provisions 
 

The following comments relates indirectly to 2 areas of interest in this theme; 

2. What type, quality and frequency of data should be collected about biodiversity? Who should 

be responsible for such a system? 

3. Is current data about biodiversity highly credible and readily accessible? If not, how can 

quality and access be improved? 

My concern is about how information about biodiversity is applied by the Rural Fire Service to controlled hazard 

reduction burns.    

RFS in deciding burn frequencies uses a simplified version of the current vegetation formations described by 

Keith. The assigned burn frequencies for these broad formations can always be carried out at the lowest end of 

the published range of frequencies, i.e. as per the Bushfire Environmental Assessment Code for New South Wales 

(2006, p. 21, sec. 5.5.4.2, Landscape consideration of fire regime for LMZs), for example a range of 8 - 15 years 

can be taken as meaning 8 - 10 years is the frequency a particular vegetation formation can be burnt.  The 

mapped boundaries in Keith (2004), can be used, while Keith (2004 p.25) writes; 

As a result, the currently mapped boundaries between vegetation classes in some parts of the State may 

be more a reflection of variations in map reliability than of 'true' vegetation patterns in the landscape.  

There is no expertise in assessing the damage continued burns approaching high frequency does to biodiversity in 

the RFS, its’ task is not that of a land manager. 

If the maps are not referred to the RFS at a local level does not often have the expertise to determine what the 

flora is to any great level of reliability, e.g. is the flora currently visible simply a seral stage resulting from too high 

a frequency burn previously.  

In assessing the occurrence of threatened species in areas planned for a hazard reduction burn the RFS is wholly 

reliant on BioNET.  If there is no occurrence in BioNET then threatened species do not exist in an area to be burnt.  

My own personal experience as a “citizen scientist” after a few attempts was that entering data into BioNET was 

too hard, I use the Atlas of Living Australia because it is easier.  I am aware there are geographic areas where no 

data has been collected. 

It also seems that in some circumstances voucher specimen data collected by the National Herbarium of NSW is 

not entered into BioNET. 
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It has been suggested that BioNET could harvest data from the Atlas of Living Australia.  Currently in the ALA for 

Citizen Science submissions there are no controls or corrections possible except by the person submitting the 

record.  There is no record of what resources/references were used to identify the species submitted.  There is 

also a much wider geographic range of sightings in the ALA for some species compared to say PlantNET, 

suggesting naturalised sightings are being recorded. 

To encourage more citizen science records in BioNET a web form would be more encouraging even though it 

would have a requirement for verification, reference citing etc. 


