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Introduction 

In 2009 the NSW Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW) 
prepared the Draft Cumberland Plain Recovery Plan, hereafter known as the plan, for the 
threatened biodiversity of western Sydney. The plan identified the recommended actions to be 
taken to provide for the long-term survival and protection of a suite of 20 threatened species, 
populations and ecological communities that occur on the Cumberland Plain.  
 
The plan was placed on public exhibition from 9 November to 18 of December 2009 in 
accordance with the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act) and 
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act). Under both Acts, a recovery plan must be placed on public exhibition to provide the 
community and interested parties with the opportunity to write a submission. Section 61 of 
the TSC Act states:  
 

As soon as practicable after preparing a draft recovery plan, the Director-General must:  
publish notice of the preparation of the draft recovery plan in the Gazette …. The notice must 
invite persons to make written submissions to the Director-General about the draft recovery 
plan. 

 
Similarly, section 275 (2) b of the EPBC Act states that the Minister must: 
 

invite persons to make written comments about the proposed plan ...  
 
During the public exhibition period, 36 submissions were received from public authorities, 
conservation groups and the community (Table 1). DECCW is appreciative of the effort that 
many have gone to in providing submissions on the plan. The submissions have provided 
valuable feedback and helped identify aspects of the plan that needed refinement or additional 
information. This report is a summary of, and response to, those submissions. 

Table 1. Breakdown of the number and source of submissions received on the plan 
Type of submission Number of submissions 

Government agencies and councils 15 

Individual community members and private 
organisations 

9 

Non-government organisations  12 

Total 36 

 
DECCW read each submission and identified the issues raised. Analysis showed that there 
were groups of similar issues, which are discussed in this report under the following themes:  

1. The scope, objectives and actions of the plan 

2. Priority conservation lands  

3. Regulatory protection 

4. Funding 

5. Enforcement 

6. Education 

7. Management recommendations 

8. Offsets 

9. Consultation 

10. Monitoring and measurable targets 
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Within each of these themes, the issues raised are identified and the adequacy of the plan in 
relation to these is discussed. For each issue, justification is provided for the decision on 
whether to modify the plan or retain its original text. The changes made to the plan are 
summarised at the end of the each theme. 
 
For the most part, the issues raised were common to several submissions, but there were some 
specific issues raised by an individual or organisation that necessitated a response. Many 
minor editorial changes were also suggested in the submissions. Most of these have been 
included in the plan, but have not been identified or discussed in this report. All references to 
the plan refer to the Draft Cumberland Plain Recovery Plan that was placed on public 
exhibition for comment. 
 

Theme 1. The scope, objectives and actions of the plan 

While most submissions agreed with the need for a recovery plan for the threatened 
biodiversity of the Cumberland Plain, many raised issues regarding the scope of the plan, that 
is, the multi-entity approach, as well as the proposed objectives and the recommended actions. 
72% of all submissions commented on the issues under this theme.  
 
Issues raised under this theme were: 

 the geographic area and threatened entities addressed by the plan 

 individual recovery plans should be prepared for each threatened entity covered in the 
plan, with specific actions and a focus on on-ground management 

 the plan does not effectively protect the threatened flora of the Cumberland Plain  

 the plan should emphasise the relationship between recovery plans and the TSC Act 

 the impacts of climate change were not considered in the plan. 

 
Addressing the issues  

The geographic area and threatened entities addressed by the plan 
Many submissions expressed concern at the exclusion of some local government areas 
(LGAs) and threatened entities from the plan. Central to this issue were questions about the 
geographic extent of the Cumberland Plain and how it is defined and depicted in the plan.  
 
There is an inconsistency between the area of the Cumberland Plain depicted in Figure 1 of 
the plan and the list of local government areas that wholly or partly occur on the Cumberland 
Plain (p.1). Figure 1 shows the local government areas of Ku-ring-gai, Ryde, Willoughby, 
Lane Cove, Hunters Hill, North Sydney and Canada Bay as occurring on the Cumberland 
Plain but these councils are not included in the list of Cumberland Plain councils. Figure 1 
incorrectly identifies some areas of the Hornsby Plateau as being part of the Cumberland 
Plain as the map was mistakenly based on previous vegetation mapping studies such as Tozer 
(2003).  
 
Section 2 of the plan defined the Cumberland Plain as the broad shale basin of the 
Cumberland Plain in western Sydney (Figure 1). The shaded area in Figure 1 of the plan is the 
study area from The native vegetation of the Cumberland Plain, western Sydney: systematic 
classification and field identification of communities (Tozer 2003). Tozer (2003) covers a 
wider area than the Cumberland Plain, including a large central section of the Hornsby 
Plateau and the northwest margin of the Woronora Plateau (p.2).  
 
The Cumberland Plain, as it should have been defined in the plan, is the area bounded by the 
Hornsby Plateau, Blue Mountains Plateau to the west and the Woronora Plateau. Small 
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sections, however, of these surrounding plateaux have been included in the scope of the plan 
where they contain Shale Sandstone Transition Forest threatened ecological community 
(TEC).  
 
The local government areas of Ku-ring-gai, Ryde, Willoughby, Lane Cove, Hunters Hill, 
North Sydney or Canada Bay do not occur on the Cumberland Plain and none of the 
threatened species, populations or ecological communities covered by the recovery plan is 
known to exist in these areas. These areas have been excluded from Figure 1 in the plan. 
  
The map of the Cumberland Plain and associated text in the plan has been amended to clarify 
the area to which the plan applies. The list of local government areas to which the plan applies 
has not been changed.  
 
A number of submissions questioned the exclusion of various threatened species, populations 
and ecological communities from consideration in the plan, including: 

 Blue Gum High Forest  

 Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest  

 Downy Wattle (Acacia pubescens)  

 Nodding Geebung (Persoonia nutans)  

 Spiked Rice-flower (Pimelea spicata)  

 Tadgell's bluebell (Wahlenbergia multicaulis) population in the Auburn, Bankstown, 
Baulkham Hills, Canterbury, Hornsby, Parramatta and Strathfield LGAs  

 Matted Bush-pea (Pultenaea pedunculata)  

 Hibbertia superans and  

 Pimelea curviflora var. curviflora.  

 
Page 1 of the plan clearly states the reasons for not including these threatened species, 
populations and ecological communities: 
 

The recovery plan focuses on the threatened species, populations and ecological communities 
that are endemic to the Cumberland Plain or have the vast majority of their populations in the 
Cumberland Plain (Table 1). The following threatened ecological communities will not be 
specifically addressed in the recovery plan, as only a small proportion of their distribution 
occurs within the study area, or a recovery plan already exists: 
 Blue Gum High Forest 
 Coastal Saltmarsh in the NSW North Coast, Sydney Basin and South East Corner 

Bioregions 
 Freshwater wetlands on coastal floodplains of the NSW North Coast, Sydney Basin 

and South East Corner bioregions 
 Swamp Oak floodplain forest of the NSW North Coast, Sydney Basin and South East 

Corner bioregions 
 Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest. 

 
Blue Gum High Forest and Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest were excluded as they are not 
endemic to the Cumberland Plain. They occur wholly or largely outside the area covered by 
the plan as discussed above.  
 
Species that occur on the Cumberland Plain for which a recovery plan already exists include 
the Downy Wattle (Acacia pubescens), Nodding Geebung (Persoonia nutans) and the Spiked 
Rice-flower (Pimelea spicata). The Tadgell's Bluebell (Wahlenbergia multicaulis) population 
in the Auburn, Bankstown, Baulkham Hills, Canterbury, Hornsby, Parramatta and Strathfield 
LGAs has an advanced draft recovery plan that is nearing finalisation.  
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The Matted Bush-pea (Pultenaea pedunculata) and Hibbertia superans were excluded from 
consideration in the plan as they are not primarily endemic to the Cumberland Plain.  
 
Page 2 of the plan states that: 
 

It should be noted that recovery strategies for the threatened entities that are not covered by this 
plan are contained in the Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water’s (DECCW) 
Priorities Action Statement (PAS). 
 

For further information on the recovery strategies outlined in the PAS, visit the NSW 
Threatened Species Website at www.threatenedspecies.environment.nsw.gov.au.  

 
DECCW has amended the plan to include a list of threatened species and populations raised 
in submissions and the reasons for their omission from the recovery plan. No amendment or 
clarification is required in relation to the threatened ecological communities. 
 

Individual recovery plans should be prepared for each threatened entity covered in the 
recovery plan, with specific actions and a focus on on-ground management  

Several submissions suggested a desire for multiple single-entity recovery plans to be 
prepared in place of a multi-entity, regional recovery plan. It was also suggested that the 
proposed recovery actions be primarily focused on on-ground management. Submissions 
stated a belief that the plan fails to deliver specific actions for threatened entities that will lead 
to their recovery.  
 
In relation to the multi-entity approach, the plan states (p.1): 
 

By focusing on a group of threatened entities within a defined landscape or geographical 
area, the recovery plan will deliver a more coordinated and targeted recovery program than 
could be achieved through the implementation of a number of single species plans. This 
approach has also enabled regional conservation priorities to be clearly identified for the 
preferential investment of finite resources. 
 

DECCW believes that this approach will better address the common threats that affect all of 
the species, populations and ecological communities in the recovery plan. This will be 
achieved through the implementation of objectives and actions that aim to build a protected 
area network, deliver best practice management, promote awareness, education and 
engagement and enhance information, monitoring and enforcement. The actions listed under 
the four themes of the recovery program will provide for the long term survival and protection 
of each of the threatened species, populations and ecological communities covered by the plan 
(with the exception the Sydney Plains Greenhood (Pterostylis saxicola) and the endangered 
population of Pomaderris prunifolia for which additional species specific actions are 
included). 
 
In relation to the implementation of on-ground threat abatement actions, the plan states that 
the aim of building a protected area network is to secure land to be actively managed for 
conservation purposes (p.11) through the implementation of Actions 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.5. The 
preferred mechanisms listed in Table 5 of the plan require long-term, detailed plans of 
management to be developed and implemented, which identify the biodiversity values present 
and the on-ground management actions required to conserve these. 
 
Furthermore, Actions 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 under specific Recovery Objective 2, on pages 12 
and 13 of the plan, seek the adoption of best practice standards for bushland management 
across the study area. These standards include the adoption of the best practice guidelines for 
management and restoration of bushland on the Cumberland Plain (DECC 2005). Dependent 
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on the location, tenure, and management objective of the bushland in question, the best 
practice standards also require management planning, monitoring and reporting. 
 
DECCW does not believe that any amendments are required in the plan in relation to specific 
recovery actions for each entity or increasing the plan’s focus on on-ground management. 
 

The plan does not effectively protect the threatened flora of the Cumberland Plain 

There was a perception that the plan is too focused on the conservation of threatened 
ecological communities and inadequate attention was given to threatened flora species and 
populations, with specific actions provided for only two species. 
 
The plan states (p.8) that the presence of individual threatened species and populations played 
a key role in the identification of the priority conservation lands. In describing the 
methodology used to identify the priority conservation lands on page 8, the plan states that 
“additional targets were applied for the inclusion of the recovery plan’s threatened flora 
species and endangered populations” and that areas of ‘other vegetation’ were included in 
priority conservation lands (PCLs) when they occurred at a site that was selected to meet a 
threatened flora target. However, DECCW acknowledges that no detail on these threatened 
flora targets was provided in the plan and that greater emphasis was given to describing the 
way that threatened ecological communities are catered for by the priority conservation lands 
than for threatened flora.  
 
The plan does provide specific actions for two threatened flora species: Sydney Plains 
Greenhood and Pomaderis prunifolia. These are required due to the low number of known 
sites for these species. The other threatened species listed in the plan are more widely 
dispersed and have a broader range of threats and pressures, which are covered by the actions 
in the plan. Specifically, Actions 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 seek the adoption of best practice 
standards for bushland management across the study area. Dependent on the location, tenure, 
and management objective of the bushland in question, the best practice standards require 
management planning, monitoring and reporting. These requirements relate to all threatened 
biodiversity at the site and not just the threatened ecological communities. 
 
DECCW has amended the plan to include the targets for individual threatened flora species 
and populations that were used to derive the priority conservation lands. To clarify the 
assessment process for the PCLs, DECCW will make the Report on the Methodology for 
Identifying Priority Conservation Lands on the Cumberland Plain (DECCW 2010) available 
on the DECCW website.  
 

The plan should emphasise the relationship between recovery plans and the TSC Act 

It was raised that the plan needed to give a clearer explanation of the relationship between the 
recovery plan and the TSC Act. This issue was raised because the plan recognises its 
relationship with the NSW State Plan (NSW Government 2010), the Metropolitan Strategy for 
Sydney (Department of Planning 2005), the Growth Centres biodiversity certification order 
(NSW Government 2007) and the resulting Growth Centres conservation fund, giving an 
impression that the plan encourages development in the Cumberland Plain.  
 
DECCW acknowledges that the legislative context provided by the TSC Act was not included 
in the plan, but refutes that the plan encourages development in the Cumberland Plain. The 
Metropolitan Strategy for Sydney (Department of Planning 2005) and the Growth Centres 
biodiversity certification order (NSW Government 2007) provide significant context for the 
future of the Cumberland Plain and the plan would be incomplete without discussion of the 
constraints and opportunities provided by these documents. Furthermore, the Metropolitan 
Strategy for Sydney (Department of Planning 2005) and Growth Centres Conservation Fund 
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provide strong planning and economic support for the implementation of the Cumberland 
Plain Recovery Plan into the future. 
 
DECCW has amended the plan to add information that outlines its relationship to the TSC 
and EPBC Acts.  
 

The impacts of climate change were not considered in the plan 

Submissions suggested that the impacts of climate change were not considered with one 
submission suggesting that the plan “fails to grasp the potential impacts of climate change on 
the communities and flora and fauna species”.  
 
The plan acknowledges the likely impacts of climate change in a practical sense through the 
recognition that climate change is likely to place greater additional stresses on smaller 
remnants relative to larger ones. As such, the impacts of climate change were an important 
component of identifying the priority conservation lands. By prioritising investment and on-
ground action in the largest, most intact and better condition remnants, the priority 
conservation lands provide part of a ‘safety net’ for the likely future biodiversity impacts of 
climate change.  
 
The plan also recognises that buffers, corridors and ecological linkages will play an important 
role in supporting the biodiversity of the priority conservation lands (p.9). However, a 
separate section on the importance of corridors and small remnants has been added to the plan 
to further emphasise this point. 
 
DECCW has amended the plan to better recognise the corridors and other ecological linkages 
that may complement the priority conservation lands and assist in ameliorating the likely 
impacts of climate change. 
 

Outcome. The plan has been amended as follows: 
 the map of the study area and associated text in the plan has been amended to clarify 

the area to which the recovery plan applies  
 a list of threatened species raised in submissions and the reasons for their omission 

from the recovery plan has been included  
 the targets for individual threatened flora and populations that were used to derive the 

priority conservation lands has been included 
 a Report on the Methodology for Identifying Priority Conservation Lands on the 

Cumberland Plain will be released  
 information that outlines the relationship of the plan to the TSC Act has been added  
 text has been added to further emphasise that corridors and other ecological linkages 

to the priority conservation lands will assist in ameliorating the likely impacts of 
climate change. 
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Theme 2. Priority conservation lands 

Feedback on the use of priority conservation lands (PCLs) in the plan to focus conservation 
efforts was provided by 61% of the submissions.  
 
Issues raised under this theme were: 

 corridors should be included as part of the PCLs 

 small remnants are important in the conservation of biodiversity  

 the PCLs do not accurately or effectively represent the threatened entities 

 the PCLs contain areas of non-vegetated land, and areas that are zoned residential and 
industrial should not be excluded from the PCLs  

 the data used to determine the PCLs are out of date, should require ground-truthing to 
verify its accuracy, and should be publicly available. 

 

Addressing the issues 

Corridors should be included as part of the PCLs 

The majority of submissions on this theme raised the issue that habitat corridors should have 
been given more attention in the plan. Many of these submissions suggested that regional or 
local corridors linking the priority conservation lands should have been included as part of the 
PCLs to provide connectivity for species dispersal and life cycle requirements and to provide 
buffers to the likely impacts of climate change.  
 
While its primary focus is on the PCLs, the plan does recognise the important role of buffers, 
corridors and ecological linkages in complementing and enhancing these regional 
conservation priorities. For example, the plan states (p.9) that: 
 

While the priority conservation lands are considered to represent the regional conservation 
priorities for the Cumberland Plain, it is recognised that areas of local conservation 
significance (such as council reserves) can complement and enhance these regional 
conservation priorities. Areas of local conservation significance will include buffers, 
corridors and ecological linkages for the priority conservation lands. The implementation of 
best practice management on these and other areas of local conservation significance will 
contribute to long-term viability of biodiversity. 

 
Buffers, corridors and ecological linkages are recognised as being of local conservation 
significance because they play a supporting role to the areas of regional conservation 
significance. 
 
The plan also states (Recovery Objective 1, p.11) that the spatial identification of the regional 
conservation priorities will assist strategic planners in determining: 
 

 Where planning protection measures can most effectively be applied to conserve the areas 
that are of greatest significance for threatened biodiversity in the region 

 Where buffers, corridors and other ecological linkages (such as stepping-stone reserves) 
are needed to support these areas 

 
DECCW acknowledges that important work is being undertaken by other agencies, local 
governments and communities to identify, protect, and restore corridor lands in western 
Sydney through a variety of strategies and mechanisms. Under Action 4.4 of the plan (p.16), 
DECCW will encourage and assist local councils to prepare biodiversity strategies that are 
consistent with the plan. It is intended that these strategies identify the buffers, corridors and 
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ecological linkages that are required to support the priority conservation lands, and other areas 
of local conservation significance (p.16). 
 
DECCW has amended the plan to better recognise and emphasise the relationship of the plan 
to the following large projects focusing on providing corridors and connectivity to and 
throughout the Cumberland Plain including: 

 Protected lands identified in the Growth Centres biodiversity certification order (NSW 
Government 2007)  

 Biodiversity Restoration Strategy – Western Sydney Parklands (Department of Planning 
2008b)  

 Biodiversity Restoration Strategy – South and Ropes Creeks (Department of Planning 
2008c)  

 Hawkesbury–Nepean Catchment Action Plan (HNCMA 2006). 

 

Small remnants are important in the conservation of biodiversity  

Submissions on this issue suggested that the plan understated the importance of small 
remnants, particularly given the critically endangered status of Cumberland Plain Woodland, 
and that smaller fragments should be protected through inclusion in the priority conservation 
lands or other mechanisms. These submissions raised that small remnants can be important 
for local populations of flora and fauna (particularly flora) and may contain important 
examples of variability within ecological communities and species across the Cumberland 
Plain. Also, some submissions expressed concern that the areas not included in the PCLs 
would be seen as being of less importance and would therefore be more vulnerable to 
clearing. 
 
Recovery Objective 1 of the plan aims to build a protected area network focused on the 
priority conservation lands. The draft refers to the assessment methodology used to identify 
these lands, which is described in the Report on the Methodology for Identifying Priority 
Conservation Lands (DECCW 2010). The significant funding and resources available for 
implementation of conservation efforts on the Cumberland Plain are only a fraction of that 
required to protect and restore all remnants. Therefore the scope of the assessment was to 
identify the lands that are most suitable for investment in conservation activities, rather than 
the identification of all lands in the region with conservation value. The identification of 
priority areas for future conservation management within the plan should not be 
misinterpreted as underrating the significance of remnant vegetation outside the identified 
priority areas. The plan attempts to provide a practical, realistic conservation focus for 
DECCW and others, but also acknowledges that there are additional areas of conservation 
value outside the PCLs, including smaller remnants.  

 
The plan includes many actions that aim to support and promote protection, management and 
restoration across the wider Cumberland Plain on lands that contain the threatened entities 
covered by the plan. These actions are to be implemented within and outside the PCLs. For 
example, under Recovery Objective 2, which aims to deliver best-practice management, 
Actions 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 relate to lands within and outside of the PCLs, including small 
remnants. Similarly, Actions 3.4, 3.5 and 3.7 can all be implemented on, or in relation to, 
small remnants. Finally, Actions 4.4, 4.5 and 4.7 encourage protection, management, 
compliance and research for threatened biodiversity both within and outside of the PCLs 
regardless of the size of remnants.  
 
The plan has been amended to include a section on the importance of small remnants and 
corridors to clarify the importance of these.  
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The PCLs do not accurately or effectively represent the threatened entities 

Some submissions raised that the PCLs do not accurately or effectively represent threatened 
entities on the Cumberland Plain. This included comments that the minimum target of 15% of 
the remaining area of each of the plan’s threatened ecological communities to be included in 
the PCLs was too small for protecting TECs. Also raised under this issue was that some TECs 
were better represented than others and that the variability of some communities across the 
Cumberland Plain is not represented in the PCLs. 
 
The national criteria generally applied for the conservation of forest biodiversity in Australia 
are known as the CAR criteria (Commonwealth of Australia 1992). These criteria include, as 
a general principle, that 15% of the pre-1750 extent of each forest ecosystem, 60% of the 
extant area of each vulnerable ecosystem, and all remaining rare and endangered ecosystems 
be included in a Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative (CAR) reserve system, with 
flexibility applied according to regional situations. These criteria are guidelines rather than 
mandatory targets, designed to deliver good conservation results as well as acceptable social 
and economic outcomes.  
 
The NSW Reserve Establishment Plan (DECCW 2008), while being based on the 
conservation planning principles of CAR, recognises the extent to which broad scale habitat 
loss is acting to permanently limit the opportunities for establishing large or moderately sized 
reserve systems in many regions such as the Cumberland Plain.  
 
The Cumberland Plain is a highly fragmented landscape and many of the vegetation 
communities present have been cleared to well below 15% of their pre-1750 extent. The 
establishment of conservation targets in the region is a complex issue, particularly due to 
competing land uses, high land values and management costs, and the continued threat of 
further clearing and fragmentation.  
 
In recognition of the above issues, the priority conservation lands assessment set a minimum 
target of 15% of the existing area of each of the TECs. This is equivalent to at least 5% of the 
pre-1750 distribution of these TECs. The assessment has also set minimum targets for the 
inclusion of the threatened flora species and endangered populations.  
 
While DECCW acknowledges that 15% is a modest target for inclusion of the remaining 
extent of each TEC, this target has been greatly exceeded for most. Between 25 and 91% of 
the extant distribution of the nine subject TECs are represented in the PCLs. Also, six of these 
have greater than 60% of their remaining area within the PCLs. In addition, threatened plants 
are well represented, as outlined under Theme 1. 
 
It must be stressed however, that the targets applied in the identification of the PCLs do not 
represent thresholds which, if passed, indicate ‘recovery’ of the threatened entities. The 
targets were applied to assist in identifying the best remaining opportunities to secure long-
term biodiversity benefits in the region and, in doing so, provide a practical and realistic focus 
for recovery efforts. 
 
DECCW has included information about threatened species and population targets for the 
PCLs in the plan, and included additional text clarifying the rationale for applying these 
targets. To clarify the assessment process for the PCLs, DECCW will make the Report on the 
Methodology for Identifying the Priority Conservation Lands on the Cumberland Plain 
(DECCW 2010) available on the DECCW website.  
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The PCLs contain areas of non-vegetated land, and areas zoned residential and industrial 
should not be excluded from the PCLs  

The composition of the PCLs was another issue raised in submissions. The two main points 
raised under this issue were the belief that areas with no mapped vegetation or non-threatened 
vegetation should be excluded from the PCLs, and lands zoned for residential or industrial 
purposes (including the Western Sydney Growth Centres) should have been considered for 
inclusion.  
 
In relation to the inclusion of non-vegetated areas or areas with non-threatened vegetation, the 
plan is clear on the reasons that these were included in the PCLs. In Section 6 (p.8) of the plan 
it states: 
 

The priority conservation lands also contain ‘other vegetation’ and areas with no mapped 
vegetation. These vegetation types were included when they occurred at a site that was 
selected to meet a threatened flora target, or when they were part of a larger remnant that 
was selected to meet a threatened ecological community target. Also included were areas with 
no mapped vegetation. These include roads, rivers and derived native grasslands. Non-
vegetated areas were also included if they were part of the existing DECCW estate or were 
needed to establish practical management boundaries. 

 
Some areas with no mapped vegetation were included in the PCLs in order to establish 
practical management boundaries and the management viability of the vegetation. This 
includes areas where ground truthing has confirmed the presence of derived native grasslands 
with a strong capacity for restoration. The inclusion of other areas with no mapped vegetation 
(e.g. roads, rivers, fire-trials etc) is a reflection of the regional scale of the assessment.  
 
DECCW does not believe that the inclusion of these areas in the PCLs is misleading as the 
focus of the PCLs is on the protection and management of the threatened species, populations 
and ecological communities that are present. The exclusion of roads, rivers and fire-trails 
from the priority conservation lands will have no practical benefit to the recovery program.  
 
Some submissions suggested that areas zoned residential and industrial, including the certified 
areas of the Growth Centres, should have been considered for inclusion in the PCLs. These 
lands were excluded from the assessment that identified the priority conservation lands on the 
basis of cost-effectiveness.  
 
Conservation outcomes for lands zoned for development are much harder to achieve in the 
context of a recovery program as they attract higher land values and are subject to stronger 
development pressures than other areas. Historically, rezoning from residential to 
environmental protection has been very difficult to achieve and private land owners may 
pursue compensation if this occurs. As a result these lands are generally too expensive to 
pursue or reserve through the recovery program. Land-use outcomes for these lands will be 
dealt with through the existing environmental assessment processes under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and the existing Biodiversity Certification of the Western 
Sydney Growth Centres (NSW Government 2007).  
 
To clarify the assessment process for the PCLs, DECCW will make the Report on the 
Methodology for Identifying the Priority Conservation Lands on the Cumberland Plain 
(DECCW 2010) available on the DECCW website.  
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The data used to determine the PCLs are out of date, require ground-truthing to verify its 
accuracy, and should be publicly available.  

One third of submissions expressed concern that the data used to identify the PCLs were out 
of date and did not adequately reflect the current extent of the threatened ecological 
communities of the Cumberland Plain. In particular, questions were raised about the reliance 
of the plan on studies that used aerial photography from 1997–1998 (NPWS 2002, Tozer 
2003) to define the PCLs and describe the extent of TECs.  
 
The plan acknowledges that more up-to-date data is required to inform conservation actions 
on the Cumberland Plain. Actions 4.1 and 4.2 of the plan aim to review the adequacy of 
existing regional vegetation mapping and seek resources to update this data.  
 
The figures used to describe the current extent of Cumberland Plain Woodland in Table 2 of 
the plan were questioned in submissions. The plan referenced Native Vegetation Maps of the 
Cumberland Plain, Western Sydney – Interpretation Guidelines (NPWS 2002). The figure of 
24,972 ha of Cumberland Plain Woodland used in Tables 2 and 3 of the plan was derived 
from Table 3 of NPWS (2002) by adding the total extent of larger, better condition remnants 
(11,054 ha mapped as classes ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’) and the extent of remnants comprising 
scattered trees (13,917 hectares mapped as classes ‘Cmi’, ‘TX’ and ‘TXR’).  
 
However, in its final determination for the listing of Cumberland Plain Woodland as critically 
endangered the NSW Scientific Committee (2009) referenced The native vegetation of the 
Cumberland Plain, western Sydney: a systematic classification and field identification of 
communities (Tozer 2003). While Tozer (2003) utilised the same source data as the NPWS 
(2002) report, Tozer (2003) argues that “the current extent of woody native vegetation is best 
described by polygons of classes A and B combined with a relatively small area 
mapped…class C” (p.13) and as a result lists the 1997 extent of Cumberland Plain Woodland 
as 11,054 hectares. Tozer (2003) does not include scattered tree classes (mapped as Cmi, TX 
and TXR) in describing Cumberland Plain Woodland, although the publication does recognise 
that “areas with scattered cover or no cover at all may have either high or low diversity” (p.1). 
The NSW Scientific Committee and Simpson (2008) reviewed this extent based on 2007 
aerial photography and found that 442 ha of A, B or C class Cumberland Plain Woodland had 
been cleared since 1997.  
 
At the time of writing the plan in mid 2009, DECCW interpreted the NSW Scientific 
Committee determination (NSW Scientific Committee 1997) as likely to encompass a broad 
range of condition classes, which may have included a significant proportion of the scattered 
tree classes. DECCW therefore included this class in the extent of Cumberland Plain 
Woodland as described in the plan. However, the recent NSW Scientific Committee (2009) 
determination of Cumberland Plain Woodland as critically endangered has clarified that 
mapped scattered tree classes are generally of low to very low condition and have a low 
probability of containing native vegetation that would meet the definition as the critically 
endangered ecological community. As a result DECCW has updated the plan to be consistent 
with the interpretation and figures published by the NSW Scientific Committee in their recent 
final determination.  
 
Given the regional scale of the assessment, it was not feasible to ground truth each site to 
verify the accuracy of the vegetation mapping. The final suitability assessment of the PCLs 
relied primarily on 2007 aerial photography and 2005 SPOT (satellite) imagery to detect 
vegetation disturbances and identify potential management problems that would incur 
significant costs. Some site inspections were undertaken at selected sites where access was 
permitted. Highly disturbed sites were removed from the PCLs if they were considered to not 
contribute substantially to the viability of a larger remnant.  
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To clarify the assessment process for the PCLs, DECCW will make the Report on the 
Methodology for Identifying Priority Conservation Lands on the Cumberland Plain (DECCW 
2010) available on the DECCW website.  
 
With regard to making information publicly available, Action 3.2 of the plan states: 
 

DECCW will provide access to information resources associated with the recovery program (such 
as the recovery plan, vegetation maps, best practice management guidelines, threatened species 
profiles) through the DECCW website. 

 

Outcome. The plan has been amended as follows: 
 text has been added to better recognise and emphasise the relationship of the plan to 

other projects that focus on providing corridors and connectivity to and throughout 
the Cumberland Plain  

 a section on the importance of small remnants and corridors has been included to 
clarify the importance of these 

 a Report on the Methodology for Identifying Priority Conservation Lands on the 
Cumberland Plain will be released to clarify the assessment process for the PCLs. 
Minor amendments to the plan have also been that clarify the methodology 

 figures on vegetation extent have been updated to be consistent with those used by the 
NSW Scientific Committee in their recent final determination for Cumberland Plain 
Woodland  

 information about the threatened species and population targets that were used when 
identifying the PCLs has been added. 

 
 
Theme 3. Regulatory protection 

More than a third (36%) of the submissions on the plan discussed the legislation governing 
the threatened entities of the Cumberland Plain. The majority believed that the current 
legislation does not adequately protect threatened species, populations or ecological 
communities.  
 
Issues raised on this theme were: 

 the plan should be able to influence environmental planning instruments and council 
decisions 

 Penrith Council should apply environmental protection zoning to all PCLs within the 
Deerubbin lands 

 critical habitat should be declared for the TECs, in particular Cumberland Plain Woodland 

 the plan will restrict activities on PCLs to conservation initiatives only, to the detriment of 
small landholders that may want to develop part of their property. 

 
Addressing the issues 

The plan should be able to influence environmental planning instruments and council 
decisions  

A number of submissions thought that the plan should be able to deliver strong regulatory 
protection for threatened species, populations and ecological communities on the Cumberland 
Plain through changes to the existing planning framework. Central to this idea was the call for 
planning mechanisms and restrictive zonings that prevented clearing. Suggestions included 
the creation of a Cumberland Plain State Environmental Planning Policy to override other 
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planning instruments, or giving DECCW the power to override Council decisions at the 
zoning or development stage to achieve greater protection.  
 
The plan acknowledges the influence that future planning decisions concerning the scale and 
location of urban development will have on the success of recovery efforts to build the 
protected area network. The identification of priority conservation lands is intended to inform 
land-use planning decisions and assist strategic planners in determining where planning 
protection measures can most effectively be applied to conserve the areas that are of greatest 
significance. Action 1.4 encourages local councils to include the identified PCLs in 
environmental protection and regional open space zones in their local environmental plans 
(LEPs), and this action was endorsed by many councils.  
 
However, the plan also acknowledges that the identification of PCLs does not in itself imply 
or guarantee conservation outcomes. The PCLs are integrated with existing land-use planning 
strategies to provide the highest possible degree of awareness, acceptance and uptake by 
planning authorities. DECCW does not have a statutory approval role for any environmental 
planning instruments (with the exception of those instruments proposed for biodiversity 
certification). Their creation is the responsibility of local councils and the Department of 
Planning. DECCW does, however, provide advice to councils when they are making or 
reviewing LEPs, and will continue to recommend that councils rezone land with high 
conservation value as environmental protection or regional open space in accordance with 
Action 1.4 of the plan.  
 
No amendment or clarification is therefore required in relation to the plan’s approach to 
regulatory control. 
 
Penrith Council should apply environmental protection zoning to all PCLs within the 
Deerubbin lands 

Almost a third of all submissions expressed concerns that Penrith Council has not done 
enough to conserve the lands in Penrith owned by the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land 
Council (DLALC), which are mostly included in the PCLs. The submissions stated that 
DECCW should override Council’s decisions. 
 
DECCW is not a planning authority and has no power to override the planning decisions 
made by Council or the Department of Planning (DoP). However, DECCW has provided 
advice to Council regarding the value of the PCLs to help inform its planning outcomes.  
 
In its January 2009 submission to the exhibited draft Penrith LEP Stage 1, DECCW 
recommended the application of environmental conservation (E2) zones to the PCLs. 
DECCW also stated that where this was not practicable an environmentally sensitive lands 
overlay should be applied. This advice applied to all PCLs not just those owned by DLALC, 
as the advice related to the ecological values of the land rather than the tenure.  
 
In accordance with this advice, the main zonings applied by Penrith Council to the PCLs were 
E2 – Environmental Conservation and RU4 – Rural Small Holdings with a minimum two 
hectare lot size. An environmentally sensitive lands overlay was applied to PCLs that had not 
been zoned E2 such as the RU4 zoned lands. The overlay requires the landholder to obtain 
consent from Council before carrying out development on their land, including clearing 
vegetation or carrying out earthworks. DLALC objected to the application of E2 zonings over 
their lands. Following that objection, a decision was made to defer most of the E2 zoned 
DLALC lands to Stage 2 of the draft Penrith LEP for further investigation.  
 
In order to help Penrith Council and DoP finalise planning outcomes over the deferred 
DLALC lands, DECCW has produced an Ecological Assessment Report which has been 
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provided to the DLALC, Council and DoP. The report reconfirmed the high conservation 
value of the deferred lands. The Ecological Assessment Report will be among the information 
used by Council to decide the most appropriate planning outcomes for the deferred DLALC 
lands in Stage 2 of the Penrith LEP. At the time of writing Stage 1 of the Penrith LEP is with 
DoP awaiting gazettal while Stage 2 is still being completed by Council and has yet to go on 
public exhibition.  
 
The plan has not been amended as this issue lies outside of the scope of the plan. DECCW has 
provided considerable technical advice on this issue and these decisions will be made by 
Penrith Council and the Department of Planning. 
 

Declaration of critical habitat 

Some submissions recommended the declaration of critical habitat as a means of protecting 
the critically endangered Cumberland Plain Woodland ecological community. The draft plan 
states that the declaration of critical habitat under the TSC Act is not considered to be a 
priority for the threatened entities addressed by the plan.  
 
It should be noted that a critical habitat declaration under the TSC Act does not automatically 
prevent vegetation clearing. It is a trigger for an increased level of environmental impact 
assessment through the preparation of a Species Impact Statement (SIS).  
 
It is envisaged that, given its status as a critically endangered ecological community, 
substantial impacts on viable remnants of Cumberland Plain Woodland will trigger the 
preparation of a SIS anyway in the absence of a critical habitat declaration. This will occur 
through the established Assessment of Significance process under the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). 
 
The federally listed entities in the plan have not had critical habitat declared under the EPBC 
Act. The plan, however, identifies land that is critical to the survival of the threatened entities 
as the PCLs, in accordance with Section 270 (2) (d) of the EPBC Act, which states: 
 

In particular, a recovery plan must identify the habitats that are critical to the survival of the 
species or community concerned and the actions needed to protect those habitats. 

 
DECCW has therefore decided that it is not necessary to declare critical habitat for the 
Cumberland Plain Woodland as it is listed under the TSC Act. DECCW has, however, 
amended the Plan clarify ‘habitat critical to the survival’ of threatened entities as defined 
under the EPBC Act. 
 
The plan will restrict activities on priority conservation lands to conservation initiatives only, 
to the detriment of small landholders that may want to develop part of their property  

Some submissions expressed concern that the identification of PCLs would disadvantage 
small landholders, whose land is within the PCLs, who may want to sell or develop their land.  
 
The PCLs represent the areas that DECCW believes are the highest priority for conservation 
effort as they are typically large tracts of good-quality habitat that contain threatened species, 
populations and ecological communities. While the plan promotes the PCLs as being regional 
conservation priorities, it does not alter the existing regulatory framework, nor does the 
identification of the PCLs guarantee conservation outcomes for those lands. The plan states 
(p.24): 
 

This recovery plan does not require that additional planning protections be placed over the 
priority conservation lands, as the socio-economic implications of such a requirement have 
not been assessed. What the recovery plan does do, however, is inform land-use planning 
decisions by clearly identifying the priority conservation lands as being regional priorities for 
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the conservation of threatened biodiversity. The socio-economic implications of future 
rezoning or development proposals in the priority conservation lands will be addressed via 
the existing assessment processes of the EP&A Act.  

 
Furthermore, the potential mechanisms identified for including land within the protected area 
network include BioBanking, which provides funding to land owners for the costs of 
conservation management required to improve the biodiversity value of land.  
 
No amendment or clarification is therefore required in relation to this matter in the plan. 
 

Outcome. The plan has been amended as follows: 
 text has been added to clarify ‘habitat critical to the survival’ of threatened entities as 

defined under the EPBC Act. 

 
Theme 4. Funding 

A third of the submissions (33%) discussed funding issues, in particular, the need for external 
funds to support local councils in their efforts to conserve the threatened entities of the 
Cumberland Plain.  
 
Issues raised were: 
 there is insufficient secured funding to implement and maintain actions, and actions 

should be fully funded by State and Federal governments 

 funding should go to actual on-ground actions rather than public awareness campaigns or 
consultation and liaison activities 

 private landholders should be offered incentives or compensation for maintaining 
ecological values 

 the identification of PCLs could prevent other areas securing conservation funding. 

 
Addressing the issues 

There is insufficient secured funding to implement and maintain actions, and actions should 
be fully funded by State and Federal governments 

Many submissions, particularly from local government, were concerned that they would not 
have the funds to carry out the actions in the plan, and generally advocated that future 
investment associated with the management of Cumberland Plain’s threatened biodiversity in 
the PCLs should be the responsibility of the State and Australian Government. In addition 
some submissions identified that a lack of secured and ongoing funding would lead to best-
practice site management lapsing over time.  
 
The plan acknowledges that there is limited funding available in the context of that required 
to comprehensively implement the plan. This is despite the Growth Centres Conservation 
Fund providing an unprecedented opportunity to support recovery efforts with up to $530 
million to be spent in western Sydney and surrounding areas over the next 30 years. As a 
result, the plan advocates preferential investment in the PCLs as these lands represent the best 
remaining opportunities in the region to maximise long-term biodiversity benefits for the 
lowest possible cost.  
 
The Growth Centres Conservation Fund will be used to voluntarily purchase land for addition 
to the public reserve system and to establish perpetual conservation agreements, including 
Biobanking agreements, on public and private lands both within and outside the Growth 
Centres. This focus on long-term conservation mechanisms will provide lasting security for 
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these lands, with the preferred mechanisms of reservation and Biobanking agreements coming 
with perpetual management funding.  
 
The conservation and management of threatened species, populations and communities is not 
solely the role and responsibility of State or Federal governments. All land owners and 
managers play an important role in conserving and managing biodiversity, and many local 
councils have statutory obligations to protect and manage threatened entities on their land and 
make ecologically sustainable decisions as consent and determining authorities.  
The local councils listed as responsible for implementing actions in the plan have endorsed 
those actions, as per Section 60 (2) of the TSC Act, which states: 

 
A measure must not be included in a recovery plan for implementation by a public authority 
unless the chief executive officer of the public authority approves of the inclusion of the 
measure. 
 

State and Australian Government departments also have limited funding and resources and 
rely on in-kind staff contributions and external grants to implement many conservation 
programs. DECCW encourages councils, other government agencies and other land managers 
to partner DECCW in seeking funding for projects that will assist the implementation of 
actions in the plan.  

 

DECCW has reviewed the likely costs of actions in the plan and made amendments to the 
costing table in Appendix 1.  

 

Funding should go to actual on-ground actions rather than public awareness campaigns or 
consultation and liaison activities 

It was suggested that available funding should be spent on implementing on-ground actions 
rather than public awareness campaigns and liaison activities. 
 
The plan has a strong focus on the implementation of on-ground threat abatement actions. 
Recovery objectives 1 and 2 are focused on securing land to be actively managed for 
conservation and the application of best practice management to the PCLs and lands that 
contain the threatened species, populations and ecological communities addressed by the plan.  
 
Public awareness campaigns and community consultation and liaison activities play an 
important role in the conservation of biodiversity. Without an understanding of the remaining 
biodiversity values and the threats they face, the potential for the people of western Sydney to 
support and/or engage with on-ground conservation activities through Bushcare or other 
initiatives will be curtailed. These activities are especially relevant for the Cumberland Plain 
as 76% of all bushland on the Cumberland Plain occurs on private land (DEC 2005).  
 

No amendments to the plan are required on this issue.  

 

Private landowners should be offered incentives or compensation for maintaining ecological 
values 

Some submissions felt that private landowners should be compensated for maintaining 
biodiversity values on undeveloped land, or encouraged to do so with financial incentives.  
 
Actions 1.2 and 3.3 of the plan seek to use a range of voluntary mechanisms to secure 
biodiversity outcomes on private lands, including acquisition for reservation and the 
establishment of conservation covenants. The implementation of these actions within the 
PCLs will be strongly supported by the investment of the Growth Centres conservation fund. 
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Landowner payments for the establishment of BioBanking agreements incorporate in-
perpetuity management funding as well as compensation for lost opportunity costs. 
 

It is possible that additional funding for on-ground management will be available for private 
landowners if DECCW, councils and/or other government agencies are successful in 
obtaining external grants to implement components of the recovery program (e.g. Actions 1.2, 
2.2 and 3.5). 

 
DECCW agrees that private landholders should be rewarded for helping to conserve 
biodiversity on their land and believes that the plan includes mechanisms that provide that 
incentive. No amendments on the plan are required on this issue.  
 
The identification of PCLs could prevent other areas securing conservation funding 

Some submissions expressed concern that the identification of PCLs would make it harder, or 
prevent land managers from securing funding to carry out conservation actions on land 
outside of the PCLs. 
 
A number of actions in the plan seek to encourage preferential investment in the PCLs in 
order to maximise conservation outcomes for threatened species, populations and ecological 
communities. While this may reduce the availability of funds for projects outside the PCLs, it 
is a necessary approach given the limited funding and resources that are available for the 
recovery program. 
 
Opportunities for the funding for recovery efforts outside the PCLs will still exist, particularly 
where it is demonstrated that a site supports the PCLs (e.g. as a buffer, corridor or ecological 
linkage) or is identified in a local government biodiversity strategy (see Action 4.4) as being 
of local conservation significance.  
 

No amendments to the plan are required on this issue.  

 

Outcome. The plan has been amended as follows: 

 the costings table in Appendix 1 of the plan has been reviewed, with costings included for 
additional actions. 

 
Theme 5. Enforcement and compliance 

The issue of enforcement was raised by 14% of submissions. Most of these submissions 
questioned how the protection of biodiversity will be enforced outside of the PCLs. 
 
Issues raised were: 

 the need for support to enforce biodiversity protection 
 the actions involving compliance and education should be extended to landholders 

and neighbours of all threatened ecological communities, not just those within the 
PCLs. 

 
Addressing the issues 

The need for support to enforce biodiversity protection 

Many submissions felt that compliance and enforcement of biodiversity protection measures 
should be strengthened in the plan and were concerned that councils and other authorities 
were not doing enough to stop clearing of native vegetation.  
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Under Recovery Objective 4 (p.15), the plan recognises that compliance and enforcement 
programs are required to tackle unauthorised clearing and degradation activities. The plan 
promotes a two-fold strategy in this regard. Firstly, DECCW will seek to improve the capacity 
of landowners and other stakeholders to understand and effectively implement parts of the 
recovery program through the actions under Objective 3 (pp.14–15). Secondly, the plan 
proposes a new direction for compliance and enforcement in addition to the strengthening of 
existing relationships with regulatory authorities, particularly local government. To this end, 
Action 4.3 recognises the potential for remote sensing technologies to assist with monitoring 
and compliance, a task that will be greatly assisted by the verification and updating of 
regional vegetation maps. Action 4.5 commits DECCW to work collaboratively with local 
councils to enhance the compliance and enforcement program with regard to the unauthorised 
clearing of bushland on the Cumberland Plain. 
 
DECCW believes that the implementation of the existing actions will effectively address 
enforcement issues and no amendments are required to the plan. 
 
The actions involving compliance and education should be extended to landowners and 
neighbours of all threatened ecological communities, not just those within the PCLs  

There were some concerns raised in submissions that compliance and education in the plan 
was restricted to those landowners that had properties in or adjacent to the PCLs.  
 
As discussed above, DECCW supports compliance and recommends the development of 
educational programs to inform all landowners of their responsibilities when they have 
threatened species, populations or ecological communities on their land, irrespective of 
whether they are in the PCLs. This is reflected in Action 3.4, which states that DECCW will: 
 

Work collaboratively with local government authorities to inform communities about the value 
and role of remnant vegetation on the Cumberland Plain … 

 
The plan does not specifically state that this should be implemented only in or adjacent to the 
PCLs. It is the intent of Objective 3 to communicate the plan’s messages to all communities 
on the Cumberland Plain. However, in light of the issue raised in submissions, DECCW will 
add text to the Plan to clarify this.  
 

Outcome. The plan has been amended as follows: 
 text has been added to clarify that compliance and education should be targeted to all 

landholders on the Cumberland Plain, not just those within or adjacent to the PCLs. 

 
Theme 6. Education 

The discussion of community education was a component of 14% of submissions on the plan, 
with most supporting the proposed education program.  

 
Issues raised were: 

 the plan should have a greater focus on education 

 specific education programs should be created to educate the community on the 
importance of corridors  

 small remnants should be used as a tool to increase community interface with 
vegetation  

 education programs should be targeted to many organisations, not just councils. 
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Addressing the issues 

The plan should have a greater focus on education 

There was general consensus amongst submitters that education plays an important role in the 
conservation of biodiversity, but some thought that the plan should have a greater emphasis 
on education.  
 
Of the four recovery objectives in the plan, Recovery Objective 3 is dedicated to education. 
The plan states (p.19): 
 

Actions under this objective seek to improve the capacity of stakeholders to understand and 
effectively implement relevant parts of the recovery program. This will involve providing 
access to information, developing skills and knowledge, and providing support through 
advice, materials and funding. 

 
DECCW believes that the suite of actions under this objective comprehensively cover the 
efforts needed to better disseminate information on the Cumberland Plain and its threatened 
entities to the community. Therefore no amendments have been made to the plan. 
 
Specific education programs should be created to educate the community on the importance 
of corridors  

Among those submissions that approved of the education component of the plan, some felt 
that the actions in the plan should be more targeted. For example, it was believed that there 
should be a program to inform landowners and the community about the benefits and 
importance of conserving corridors for biodiversity.  
 
The main educational objectives of the plan are to increase awareness, education and 
engagement with the community to broaden their understanding and appreciation of the 
biodiversity of the Cumberland Plain. While, the plan has been written at a regional scale, 
DECCW recognises that specific education programs are required for the community across 
the entire Cumberland Plain. As a result many of the education actions under this objective 
have been written to be inclusive of all remnant vegetation on the Cumberland Plain, 
including buffers, corridors and other ecological linkages for the PCLs.  
 
DECCW believes that the actions in the plan are broad enough to allow educators to tailor 
their programs to suit their target audience and the conservation needs of the area, such as the 
importance of corridors. As discussed under Theme 2, the plan will be amended to better 
recognise and emphasise the relationship of the plan to other projects that focus on providing 
corridors and connectivity throughout the Cumberland Plain. 
 
Small remnants should be used as a tool to increase community interface with vegetation 

Some submissions expressed the view that the areas not included in the PCLs should be 
conserved for many reasons, including as a tool to increase community interface with native 
vegetation management and biodiversity conservation issues. 
 
The plan contains many recovery actions that promote community interaction with native 
vegetation and the utilisation of small remnants to facilitate this. For example, actions 3.4, 3.5 
and 3.7 of the plan aim, respectively, to: 
 

Work collaboratively with local government authorities to inform communities about the value 
and role of remnant vegetation on the Cumberland Plain, the best practice standards for its 
management, and any opportunities to participate in the recovery program 
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Work with Aboriginal communities, landowners, community groups, and students to deliver 
best practice standards for bushland management (Appendix 2), and to identify other 
opportunities for involvement in the recovery program 
 
Develop interpretive programs for key local reserves that contain examples of the threatened 
biodiversity addressed in the recovery plan. 
 

DECCW acknowledges that small remnants can contain high conservation values and are 
important for the conservation of biodiversity for many reasons, including that they may act 
as an educational tool to local communities to facilitate their interest in native vegetation. 
DECCW believes that the existing actions in the plan adequately encourage community 
interface with vegetation remnants, regardless of their size or context, and no amendments are 
required to the draft Plan.  
 
Education programs should be targeted to many organisations, not just councils 

It was suggested that Action 3.4 in the plan be broadened to include other stakeholder 
organisations and community groups: 
 
The intention of this action was for DECCW to work closely with local governments to 
encourage the delivery of education programs on the biodiversity of the Cumberland Plain to 
landowners and the community to encourage greater participation in best-practice 
management of remnants. DECCW agrees, however, that broadening this action to include 
other organisations may achieve better education and biodiversity conservation outcomes and 
has amended the action accordingly.  
 

Outcomes. The plan has been amended as follows: 
 a new section has been added to the plan to reinforce the importance of small remnants 

and corridors: Section 7 The important role of corridors and small remnants 
 Action 3.4 in the plan has been amended to be inclusive of other groups and 

organisations. 

 

Theme 7. Management recommendations 

The issue of management recommendations, in particular fire regimes and the dependence on 
bush regeneration guidelines, was discussed in 19% of the submissions.  
 
Issues and ideas raised were: 

 the plan recommends generic and inappropriate fire regimes  

 there should be greater coordination of public land management  

 the plan relies too heavily on regeneration techniques outlined in Recovering 
bushland on the Cumberland Plain: Best practice guidelines for the management and 
restoration of bushland  

 
Addressing the issues 

The plan recommends generic and inappropriate fire regimes  

A concern raised about the recommended fire regimes in the plan was that intensity and 
season were not taken into account and that some vegetation communities may require more 
or less frequent fire. For example, one submission stated that “the fire prescriptions included 
in the plan are basic and omit consideration of two important components of fire regimes (i.e. 
seasonality and intensity).”  
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The plan addresses these issues in Appendix 3, which states (p.26): 
 

The key factors in fire regimes are the fire’s frequency, intensity and season of occurrence … 
The recommended fire intervals (i.e. fire frequencies) for Cumberland Plain ecological 
communities will vary depending on their structure, with the grassy woodlands requiring a 
higher fire frequency than the shrubby woodlands to maintain their structure. There is a need 
for further investigation of fire intervals for the Cumberland Plain, to determine more 
conclusively the required fire regimes for various ecological communities. 

 
Each patch of native vegetation on the Cumberland Plain, even patches of the same 
community, will differ in floristic composition and structure, condition, threats and landscape 
context. They will also represent a differing level of fire threat to surrounding properties. All 
these variables are important to consider when determining an appropriate fire regime for a 
patch of vegetation, which is why actions 2.2, 2.3 and 2.5, along with Appendix 2 promote the 
development of site management plans for the threatened entities listed in Table 1 of the 
recovery plan. Site management plans should address site-specific threats and management 
techniques for the entities present, and should include detailed and up-to-date information on 
the appropriate fire regime for that community or threatened species.  
 
The recommended fire regimes outlined in the plan are therefore generic and based on fire 
interval guidelines for broad vegetation types (NPWS 2003) and the NSW Rural Fire 
Service’s Threatened Species Hazard Reduction List. They have been amended to include 
information based upon studies carried out specifically within Cumberland Plain ecological 
communities (Watson 2005), and the issue of fuel loads. The plan advocates that site specific 
plans should be adopted that take seasonality and intensity into consideration in the local 
context.  
 

No amendments to the plan are required on this issue.  

 

There should be greater coordination of public land management 

One of the submissions raised that there was little focus in the plan on mechanisms to 
coordinate public land management to achieve better outcomes, and proposed the 
establishment of a public land management committee.  
 
DECCW agrees that there is a need for a mechanism to promote recent research and advances 
in restoration techniques to public land managers of PCLs and other land with conservation 
value on the Cumberland Plain. This would also ensure greater consistency in approach to 
tackling landscape-wide threats such as weed invasion and increase the effective 
implementation of recovery efforts.  
 
A technical committee comprising researchers and practitioners who are working to conserve 
the ecological communities of the Cumberland Plain will be beneficial in providing a forum 
to facilitate discussions on up-to-date best-practice management methods and results. 
DECCW has amended the plan to include a new action to establish this group. 
 

Action 2.7: DECCW will coordinate a Cumberland Plain land managers’ technical group to 
refine and promote best practice standards for bushland management and restoration on 
public lands within the Cumberland Plain. 

 

The plan relies too heavily on regeneration techniques outlined in the Cumberland Plain best-
practice guidelines 

There was a concern that the plan relies too heavily on Recovering bushland on the 
Cumberland Plain: Best practice guidelines for the management and restoration of bushland 
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(DEC 2005), and a belief that document is too generic to be applicable to all communities 
covered by the plan. 
 
The best-practice guidelines (DEC 2005) identify the vegetation communities of the 
Cumberland Plain and their common threats, and outlines the theoretical and practical 
restoration techniques needed to help conserve those communities. The guidelines are 
generic, broadly covering all threats and the different types of vegetation communities, but 
advocate the need for site assessments to determine how to best proceed with managing a 
particular patch of bushland. This is consistent with the best practice standards (Appendix 2) 
of the plan, which encourages the development of site management plans.  
 
DECCW acknowledges that there are active advances being made in the understanding of 
threats and the range of on-ground techniques to manage them. In recognition of the need to 
keep up to date with these advances, DECCW has amended the plan to include a new action 
to coordinate a Cumberland Plain land managers’ technical group. It is envisaged that this 
group will consider and revise the best-practice techniques where applicable and promote the 
outcomes to practitioners and land managers in western Sydney.  
 

Outcomes. The plan has been amended as follows: 
 the source of the proposed fire intervals for threatened species, population and community 

has been clarified 
 a new action to coordinate a Cumberland Plain land managers’ technical group to refine 

and promote best practice standards has been included in the plan. 

 

Theme 8. Offsets 

The implementation of offset schemes on the Cumberland Plain was discussed by 17% of 
submissions on the plan.  
 
Issues raised were: 

 Opposition to the use of offsetting for critically endangered ecological communities. 
 
Addressing the issues 

Opposition to the use of offsetting for critically endangered ecological communities 

Several submissions were concerned with the plan’s endorsement of offset schemes, such as 
BioBanking. Where suggestions were made as to alternatives, it was suggested that the plan 
should be encouraging conservation covenants over offsets.  
 
The plan advocates the use of BioBanking as one of a suite of preferred conservation 
mechanisms (Table 6) for proponents seeking to offset unavoidable biodiversity impacts in 
the region for developments outside of the Growth Centres. Action 1.2 also encourages the 
establishment of conservation covenants: 
 

DECCW will seek and encourage investment for the protection of the threatened biodiversity in 
Table 1, including via voluntary acquisition or conservation agreements, to be preferentially 
targeted to the priority conservation lands. 

 
Amongst the benefits of Biobanking agreements over other forms of conservation covenant is 
that Biobanking agreements come with secure in-perpetuity funding for on-ground 
management actions. This is particularly important in a highly fragmented landscape such as 
western Sydney where active on-ground management is needed to prevent the loss of 
biodiversity values over time.  
 

Cumberland Plain Recovery Plan Submissions Report Page 22



Cumberland Plain  Submissions Report 

 

Cumberland Plain Recovery Plan Submissions Report Page 23

Action 1.5 of the plan seeks to direct any offset funds that result from unavoidable impacts on 
the threatened biodiversity addressed to where they will be most effectively invested: 
 

In circumstances where impacts on the threatened biodiversity listed in Table 1 are unavoidable, 
as part of any consent, approval or license that is issued, ensure that offset measures are 
undertaken within the priority conservation lands where practicable. (Note that offsets for impacts 
within the Growth Centres will continue to be provided in accordance with the Growth Centres 
Biodiversity Certification Order.) 

 
The Growth Centres conservation fund, established by the biodiversity certification of the 
North West and South West Growth Centres, will provide $530 million over the next 30 years 
to secure the protection and management of high conservation bushland in western Sydney 
and surrounding areas. The fund will be used to voluntarily purchase land for addition to the 
public reserve system and to establish perpetual conservation agreements, including 
Biobanking agreements, both within and outside the Growth Centres. The plan states (p.15): 
 

The voluntary acquisition of private land and the establishment of conservation covenants in 
the PCLs will be strongly supported by the investment of the Growth Centres conservation 
fund, in accordance with the biodiversity certification order.  

 
The plan acknowledges the reality that there will be further impacts on the threatened 
biodiversity of the Cumberland Plain primarily due to urban sprawl. It is prudent to ensure 
that any offset funds generated by unavoidable impacts on threatened biodiversity are 
invested in a manner that will achieve the greatest biodiversity benefit. Without the Growth 
Centres conservation fund and potentially other offset funds much of the PCLs will remain 
unprotected and unmanaged.  
 

No amendments to the plan are required on this issue.  

 

Theme 9. Consultation 

The level of consultation in preparing the plan was seen as inadequate by 14% of 
submissions. 
 
Issues and ideas raised were: 

 the plan did not involve enough consultation with stakeholders or experts 

 Aboriginal groups, including land councils, were not properly consulted. 
 

Addressing the issues 

The plan did not involve enough consultation with stakeholders or experts 

Some of the submissions expressed concern that there was not enough consultation in the 
development of the plan. 
 
The preparation of the plan has involved over 10 years of stakeholder consultation. This has 
involved numerous meetings with, and presentations to, local Aboriginal land councils, 
catchment management authorities, councils and conservation groups. DECCW has also held 
workshops with experts to determine, for example, appropriate fire regimes and research 
actions. The drafting and refinement of the actions in the plan also involved consultation with 
the affected government agencies.  
 
Prior to the release of the plan for public exhibition, targeted stakeholders were asked to 
provide feedback on the Bushland of the Cumberland Plain: Directions for Recovery Working 
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Paper (DECC 2008b), which outlined the proposed strategy for the recovery program and 
described the concept of priority conservation lands. Twenty-three responses were received 
from Australian, State and local government agencies, public authorities and environmental 
groups. Stakeholders were generally supportive of the direction and actions outlined in the 
working paper, and their comments and criticisms formed the basis of the plan. The plan was 
then placed on public exhibition for a six-week period, as specified by section 61 of the TSC 
Act.  
 
A Preparation details section has been included in the plan that highlights expert 
consultation. 
 
Aboriginal land councils were not properly consulted in the preparation of the plan 

There was a perception that DECCW did not consult adequately with local Aboriginal land 
councils in the preparation of the plan. 
 
DECCW recognises that local Aboriginal land councils (LALCs) have social, cultural and 
economic interests for their lands that both compete with and complement the land’s 
biodiversity values. Deerubbin, Gandangara and Tharawal LALCs, and other groups 
representing Aboriginal people from the Cumberland Plain, have been contacted during the 
preparation of the plan, and consultation with these groups is ongoing. These three LALCs 
were consulted on the development on the plan and Deerubbin and Gandangara LALCs 
received copies of the working paper for comment, as they have landholdings within the 
PCLs. The working paper was also sent to the Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation, Muru 
Mittigar Aboriginal Cultural and Education Centre and Gandangara Elders Group. DECCW 
has also met with Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council many times to discuss 
conservation options for their land.  
 
DECCW proposes to work closely with the LALCs to identify opportunities for multiple 
outcomes for their land. Opportunities may exist through DECCW’s Land Alive program to 
engage with LALCs regarding biodiversity issues. The Land Alive program gives Aboriginal 
land owners a chance to balance economic objectives with land stewardship responsibilities 
through managing land for conservation under the Biobanking Scheme. 
 
The Land Alive program has engaged with two of the three LALCs in the Cumberland Plain 
area and has an on-going relationship with the NSW Aboriginal Land Council to develop 
strategies to identify and address policy and legislative concerns from the Land Councils’ 
perspective. 
 
The plan has been amended to include more information about the extent of the consultation 
with the Aboriginal community in the preparation of the plan. 
 

Outcomes. The plan has been amended to: 
 include a section that highlights expert consultation 
 include more information on consultation with the Aboriginal community in the 

preparation of the plan.  
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Theme 10. Monitoring and measurable targets 

Monitoring and measurable targets were discussed by 33% of submissions.  
 
Issues raised were: 

 the plan has no quantitative, measurable key performance targets 

 threatened species and habitat values should be identified and monitored in remnants 
in and outside of the PCLs to monitor and evaluate the success of the plan. 

 

Addressing the issues 

The plan has no quantitative, measurable key performance targets 

Several submissions criticised the plan for having no measurable key performance targets. 
The comment was that the targets were too vague and needed to be quantified.  
 
The operating context of recovery planning in western Sydney is influenced by many factors 
and is exceedingly complex. For example, high and extremely variable land values between 
different land-use zones and across the broad geographic area of the Cumberland Plain 
preclude any reasonable or realistic area-based targets for inclusion of lands in the protected 
area network. In light of these issues, the timeframes for achieving targets of any magnitude 
are difficult to predict, and as a result the targets in the plan will remain unchanged. However, 
targets will be included for recovery Actions 5.1–5.7 for the two threatened plant species with 
specific actions, Pterostylis saxicola and Pomaderris prunifolia. DECCW will work closely 
with other agencies and groups to help facilitate these activities through implementation of 
site management plans that identify threatened species and habitat values. 
 

Threatened species and habitat values should be identified and monitored in remnants in and 
outside of the PCLs to monitor and evaluate the success of the plan 

Submissions on this issue cited a lack of measurable benchmarks or objectives for bushland 
extant, structure and condition, and that the plan should identify remnants with threatened 
fauna for monitoring the success of plan.  
 
DECCW acknowledges the importance of monitoring and has recommended this as a research 
priority in Appendix 4 of the plan, which suggests: 
 

Establishing long term monitoring sites to assess the long-term change in vegetation structure 
and required management. 

 
Monitoring the recovery of threatened species, populations and ecological communities is one 
of the criteria of the Best Practice Standards for Bushland Management (Appendix 2). The 
best practice standards apply to land both within and outside of the PCLs, and include site 
management plans. Site management plans identify the threatened entities on the land, their 
threats and how best to manage these threats to help recover these entities. The best practice 
standards require that:  
 

monitoring is undertaken periodically to determine the status of any ecological communities 
and threatened populations that are present, or to assess the effectiveness of any threat 
abatement measures that are being implemented.  

 
Stakeholders are expected to identify monitoring targets and priorities in site plans and 
implement works in accordance with the plans. Site management plans are encouraged under 
Actions 2.2, 2.3 and 2.5 (p.13) for the threatened entities covered by the plan and are outlined 
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in Appendix 2. Action 4.7 aims to support stakeholders in monitoring threatened entities 
covered by the plan: 
 

DECCW will support, promote and, where feasible, undertake research and monitoring that 
will assist future management decisions regarding the Cumberland Plain’s threatened 
biodiversity, in accordance with the research priorities detailed in the recovery plan 
(Appendix 4) 

 
Similarly, species habitats and management requirements can be identified in local 
government biodiversity strategies, which DECCW encourages councils to prepare. Action 
4.4 (p.16) states: 
 

DECCW will encourage local councils to prepare or review biodiversity strategies to be 
consistent with the recovery plan and that guide protection, management and strategic 
investment in threatened biodiversity, both within and outside of the priority conservation 
lands 

 

No amendments to the plan are required on this issue.  

 

Outcomes. The plan will be amended to: 
 include performance targets for Pterostylis saxicola and Pomaderris prunifolia.  
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