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Q1

First name

Margaret

Q2

Last name

Mackinnon

Q3

Email

Q4

Can we contact you about your submission (if needed)?

Yes

Q5

Can we add your email to our mailing list for occasional
updates on this topic?

Yes

Q6

What best describes you?

I am representing an NGO or community group.

Q7

What best describes your main regional interest?

South East
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Your submission may be published. If you do not want
your personal details or responses published, please tell
us here.
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Q9

What do you consider is the most significant action(s) we can undertake to protect and restore biodiversity and
ecosystem function on private lands?

1. Operationalise the existing legislation

The most significant action would be to immediately cease clearing of native vegetation, especially Plant Community Types that are 
80 percent or more already cleared. This action would be the only valid response to support the NSW Plan for Nature’s overarching 

goal “to leave nature better off than we found it”.

Halting land clearing, especially of the critically endangered native grasslands communities, could be achieved immediately if there 
was a genuine commitment by the government to implement the existing legislation in full. This requires rolling out the tools that, 

although available for 8 years, have not yet been operationalised, namely, the Native Regulatory Map and the grassy groundcover 
assessment tool (GGAM).  While these remain undelivered, self-assessment by landholders is allowed to continue, and subjective 

assessments such as “compromised groundcover” that allow clearing under the Land Management Code continue to be deployed, 
leading to large amounts of ‘unallocated’ clearing. 

Halting land clearing also requires activating and resourcing LLS to deliver the extension and advice that landholders need to interact 

with the legislative framework.  Just as for the tools, the lack of provision on the Monaro of these resources has significantly 
contributed to excess land clearing.  Eight years on from the legislation being handed down, most Monaro landholders remain 

completely unaware of the legislated constraints on native vegetation management on their land.  Those that do know a little about it 
are largely confused or have an inaccurate understanding of it.

Better mapping of native grasslands and other high biodiversity vegetation types is also needed before the legislation can be fully 

applied.  Remote sensing tools and methodologies to accurately map vegetation types are now readily available within Australia’s 
academic community and the government should immediately adopt these new technologies and deliver them to on-ground decision-

makers. 

More on-ground assessors are needed in order to provide the necessary information for final decisions on clearing under the 
legislation’s rules. 

Most of the above have been recommended under the NSW Plan for Nature.  But the problem all along - non-delivery by the 

government agencies of the tools needed to operationalise the legislation and regulations, despite recommendations made years ago 
by various bodies (e.g., the NRC, the National Audit Office, the Elton Report, DCCEEW via 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2020.106710) - remains.  A notable example is the MER which, although identified as a key resource 
needed to implement the 2016/2017 ‘biodiversity legislation reforms’, appears to be not yet developed. Until the government is 

prepared to take meaningful action on the recommendations of their own reviews, including the most recent reviews of the BC Act and 
the LLS Act Part 5A, the tripled rate of land clearing since the ‘new’ legislation was introduced will only continue. 

Further details on the above points are given in our two submissions to the NRC’s recent  reviews of managing non-woody vegetation 

and managing CEECs, and in our submissions to the BC Act review and our ‘Statement from the Field’ to all relevant government 
agencies of December 2022. 

2. Legislative reforms

The ‘curve-ball’ of African Lovegrass invasion on the Monaro may mean that conservation of the critically endangered Monaro native 
grasslands can never succeed under the existing legislation.   A rapid response tactical team may be needed to devise a solution to 

this issue.  The solution may entail changing the legislation or its regulations.  For example, one outcome might be that application of 
the NVR map is abandoned, with all clearing decisions simply requiring an on-ground assessment using the GGAM.  Another might be 

a recommendation for strategic acquisition of intact CEEC areas into the National Reserve System.
 

3. Incentives








