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c/o Parliamentary Officer 

Natural Resources Committee 

GPO Box 572 

Adelaide SA, 5000 

e: NRC.Assembly@parliament.sa.gov.au 

 

6 August 2021 

 

Dear Natural Resources Committee, 

RE: Submission to the Review of the Native Vegetation Act 1991 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit to the review of this critically important South Australian 

environmental legislation. 

The Conservation Council SA is an independent, non-profit and strictly non-party political organisation 

representing around 60 of South Australia’s environment and conservation organisations and their 

90,000 members. 

In response to the central purpose of the inquiry – to determine whether the Native Vegetation Act 

has been effective in achieving its objectives – The Conservation Council SA has a clear conclusion: 

The Native Vegetation Act has not been effective in achieving its key objective of protecting 

South Australian native vegetation. This is predominantly due to an overabundance of 

exemptions and insufficient resourcing for enforcement and compliance. The Act and the 

resourcing of its enforcement must therefore be urgently strengthened. 

The best available evidence suggests nearly half a million hectares of native vegetation has been lost 

since 1990.1 Since European settlement, native vegetation has been widely cleared; this is particularly 

true in areas of agricultural production where the remaining native vegetation is largely scattered and 

in small pockets. For example, less than 10% of the original forest cover of the Mount Lofty Ranges 

remains 2. 

Despite these historical and more recent failures, the Native Vegetation Act does have a critical role 

to play in seeking to protect what little remains of South Australia’s original native habitat; the core 

elements in the legislation are worth retaining and enhancing.  

 
1 See: https://data.environment.sa.gov.au/Content/Publications/SA-Land-Cover-Layers-1987-2015-Technical-
Summary.pdf  
2 See: https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/soe-2018/files/13703_soer2018_biodiversity_issues_report.pdf    

mailto:NRC.Assembly@parliament.sa.gov.au
https://data.environment.sa.gov.au/Content/Publications/SA-Land-Cover-Layers-1987-2015-Technical-Summary.pdf
https://data.environment.sa.gov.au/Content/Publications/SA-Land-Cover-Layers-1987-2015-Technical-Summary.pdf
https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/soe-2018/files/13703_soer2018_biodiversity_issues_report.pdf
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Furthermore, The Conservation Council SA has a key message that underpins its entire submission to 

the review: 

Any attempt to further weaken the Native Vegetation Act or backsliding on the legislation’s 

role in environmental protection will not tolerated by anyone in our South Australian 

community who values our environment.  

Year after year has seen further environmental degradation in our state and promises of greater 

protections without overall improvement. The steady erosion of the effective implementation of the 

Native Vegetation Act is a part of this story. 

Native vegetation: a critically valuable resource 

Beyond on its intrinsic value, native vegetation provides a range of critical ecosystem services that are 

vital for human health and wellbeing and land productivity. Specifically, it: 

• protects water resources; 

• forms and protects soil; 

• sustains biodiversity; 

• provides habitats for native wildlife; 

• stores and cycles nutrients; 

• provides carbon sinks; 

• maintains water table levels; 

• maintains regional weather patterns; 

• reduces risk of salinity and soil erosion; 

• provides shelter for stock and crops; 

• conserves genetic resources; 

• provides sites for tourism and recreation; and 

• provides residents with a sense of place and identity3. 

As a response to climate change, there is burgeoning global, national and local interest in the role of 

native vegetation as a carbon sink and the broader provision of ‘nature climate solutions’4.  

The habitat loss and biodiversity decline that results from the reduction of native vegetation have 

devastating consequences. In the most recent South Australian State of the Environment Report 

(2018) biodiversity decline was recorded as the second greatest challenge facing the South Australian 

environment after climate change: “Habitat loss, primarily through the widespread historic clearance 

of native vegetation and drainage of wetlands, continues to threaten native plants and animals.”5  

Further, a key finding of the Report was that “[o]ur native plants and animals are in serious trouble 

with many in decline and likely to become extinct.”6 

Overabundant exemptions and exceptions 

Over time, exemptions – including those cemented in the Native Vegetation Regulations 2017 – have 

eroded the efficacy of the Native Vegetation Act and compromised its key purpose. The submission 

 
3 As reproduced from the Government of the Northern Territory, see: https://nt.gov.au/environment/soil-
land-vegetation/native-vegetation  
4 https://www.naturalclimate.solutions/ 
5 p9, State of the Environment Report 2018 – Summary, Environmental Protection Authority, Government of 
South Australia, November 2018 
6 p6, Ibid. 

https://nt.gov.au/environment/soil-land-vegetation/native-vegetation
https://nt.gov.au/environment/soil-land-vegetation/native-vegetation
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from the Nature Conservation Society of South Australia (NCSSA, a member of The Conservation 

Council SA) highlights a series of concerns: 

• Almost all clearance applications are approved, with outright refusals being very rare. Analysis 

of the Clearance Application Register7 shows that 98% of applications made between 2010 

and 2020 were approved. A further 1% were approved for a smaller area than for what was 

applied. This means that only 1% of over 1400 applications were refused outright. 

• The exemption for declared ‘major projects’ inappropriately reduces the role of the Native 

Vegetation Council from decisive to advisory; for example, the development application for a 

rocket test facility within a heritage agreement property and the crucial Whaler’s Way habitat 

area at the tip of the Eyre Peninsula is a clear example of how this exemption is inappropriate 

and deleterious. 

The Government has in the past stepped in to over-ride the independence of the Native Vegetation 

Council and insert inappropriate exemptions for favoured projects. These include two projects 

specifically named within the Regulations themselves (for the SA Motorsport Park at Tailem Bend and 

for developments within Flinders Chase National Park). These and other exemptions undermine the 

integrity of the Act, erode public confidence and prevent the achievement of its Objects. 

In addition to these specific exemptions, the NCSSA submission comprehensively outlines the 

numerous ways the original intent of the Act is compromised through inadequate practice and 

interpretation. 

Insufficient resourcing 

The submission from the NCSSA also details concerns related to insufficient resourcing of 

implementing and enforcing the Act and its regulations. 

Some of their key observations are reproduced below: 

• “The staffing levels within the Native Vegetation Branch have reduced over time. The NCSSA 

understands that there was once a large team of Assessment Officers who assisted applicants 

with navigating the approval process as well as undertaking field visits, but that the number 

of staff currently administering the Act is now substantially reduced. 

• Resourcing for compliance activity under the NV Act appears inadequate. Specifically, the 

NCSSA understands that a key Departmental officer responsible for assessing imagery to 

support the Change Detection Program, which identified 20-30% of suspected illegal clearance 

activity on average each year prior to 2019-20, has left and has not been replaced.” 

Resourcing for monitoring, compliance and enforcement clearly needs to be increased sufficiently to 

implement the Act as Parliament intended. 

Common misunderstandings 

In the experience of the Conservation Council SA, there are several common misunderstandings 

related to the Native Vegetation Act. In this submission, we focus on two in particular: the 

misconception that the Act is highly restrictive, and the role of native vegetation in bushfire 

prevention. 

 
7 See: Department for Environment and Water, Clearance application register 

https://www.environment.sa.gov.au/topics/native-vegetation/clearing/clearance-application-register
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Restrictiveness 

Anecdotally, many landholders appear to believe that the Native Vegetation Act prevents them from 

undertaking perfectly routine or even non-routine activities upon their own properties relating to 

native vegetation. However, setting aside the technicalities of specific activities, the phenomenally 

high approval rate for native vegetation clearance (as referenced above) emphasises that this is a 

misconception. 

Too often, native vegetation is considered an after-thought in the design process of larger projects.  

Instead of incorporating native vegetation into design considerations at the beginning of the process, 

in the same way that every other infrastructure element (road location, pipelines, powerlines etc) 

shapes a development, native vegetation is ignored until it becomes extremely challenging and costly 

to change the design. 

Native vegetation then is framed as the ‘problem’ that prevents development. 

Smarter, biodiverse-sensitive design, with better consideration of native vegetation at the beginning 

of the planning and design process, offers an opportunity for a better approach. 

Bushfire prevention 

There is a widespread misconception, perpetuated in certain media, that native vegetation is the 

cause of bushfires and/or exacerbates the devastation that bushfires create. 

Following that logic, the appropriate response is therefore to remove as much native vegetation from 

the landscape near settled areas and along roadside verges as possible. 

However, the latest science underpinning estimates of the efficacy of hazard reduction burning shows 

that:  

1. It reduces the intensity and spread of bushfires and enhances fire suppression activities under 

some circumstances. Its effectiveness, however, is lowest on days of extreme fire weather 

when most loss of life and property occurs.  

2. Its effectiveness in altering fire behaviour is highest in the first ~6 yrs in many vegetation types, 

but can diminish significantly thereafter.  

3. It needs to be applied strategically and targeted close to assets (e.g. houses), rather than 

haphazardly applied across broad landscapes.  

4. The effectiveness of hazard reduction burning varies depending on historical climate and land 

management factors.  

5. It is most effective when carried out within 500 m of the asset to be protected, and may be 

ineffective if, after conducted, vegetation is retained close to the asset.  

6. It is infeasible in landscapes dominated by pasture or crops.  

7. It can have both positive and negative effects on natural ecosystems, depending when and 

where it is implemented.  

8. It should not be equated with indigenous cultural burning; the latter was primarily done to 

achieve other objectives. 
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Plant and animal communities in Australia have evolved with fire regimes exhibiting different fire 

severity, frequency, extent, season, and configuration. Fire can be a necessary component for the 

maintenance of some native vegetation communities (e.g. heathlands, grasslands), but also cause the 

destruction of others (e.g. alpine peatlands). It is too simplistic to claim that the Australian bush 

‘needs’ fire or has uniformly evolved to cope with fire. There are examples where too frequent, too 

intense or too extensive fires have contributed to the local extinction of native species (e.g. Bowman 

et al. 2014). 

Burning more vegetation more often will not prevent bushfires from occurring on catastrophic risk 

days when most losses and damage occur. 

In many regional and rural areas, especially highly cleared agricultural districts, the native vegetation 

found in roadside reserves comprises a large proportion of what little remains of the original 

vegetation, only increasing its importance for all the reasons outlined in the introduction to this 

submission, but especially for biodiversity, provenance, and native fauna habitat. 

Rather than acting as a ‘wick’ to spread fire, native vegetation on roadsides can provide a barrier at 

which to stop or hold up pasture and crop fires. 

Correction of these two great misconceptions – the role of native vegetation in bushfires, and the 

perceived restrictiveness of the Act – should feature prominently in any future awareness-raising of 

the importance of native vegetation and the operation of the Act. 

Regulatory confusion 

Another issue that afflicts the key objective of the Act to protect native vegetation is the amount of 

regulatory confusion. The Act and its intersection with other regulations, especially planning law 

including the Planning & Design Code is complex, and widely misinterpreted.  

There are opportunities to resolve confusion, including through awareness-raising, providing 

additional publicly available, simplified language informational resources (factsheets, guides, etc.); 

and through regulatory reform. 

In particular, we highlight the confusion that exists in peri-urban areas between the operation of the 

Native Vegetation Act, and the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (PDI) Regulations that cover 

Significant and Regulated Trees: 

Example 1: The interaction between the NV Regulations and existing Regulations covering Regulated 

and Significant Trees 

Certain native vegetation is covered by the regulatory schemes for native vegetation and planning. 

These intersect where a tree meets the criteria for a regulated/significant tree prescribed by the PDI 

Regulations and is deemed native vegetation under the Act.  

The Native Vegetation Regulations (NVRs) allow for the removal of any large trees within 10 metres 

of a building, including a home, shed and carport for maintenance to be carried out on that building. 

The PDI Regulations allow for the removal of any large trees within 20 metres of a dwelling in a 

medium / high bushfire risk zone. Therefore, if a tree is more than 20 metres from a dwelling, then 

development approval and native vegetation approval are both required. If a tree is less than 20 

metres from a dwelling, development approval is not required but native vegetation approval is 

required. If a tree is less than 10 metres from a dwelling, development approval and native vegetation 

approval are not required. 
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There are various issues with this: 

a. There are no protections for large eucalypts within 10 metres of a building.  As areas covered 

under the NV Act often overlap with bushfire risk areas, the 20-metre rule is frequently used 

to override the NVR by ‘accident’, resulting in the removal of pre-European settlement trees 

for structures such as solar panels or because they make a mess. As a result, the NVRs 

unintentionally lessens protection for regulated trees deemed as native vegetation. 

b. The 10-metre rule applies to buildings, whereas the 20-metre rule applies to dwellings. This 

adds a further level of confusion for homeowners and often increases the amount of native 

vegetation that can be cleared.  Additionally, the building or dwelling does not even need to 

be on the same property as the tree.  A shed on a neighbour’s property can be used as a reason 

to remove a tree on the adjoining property, even though the neighbour has no complaint 

about the tree and wants it to remain. This rule is also mis-interpreted as allowing the removal 

of virtually anything within the 10-metre zone, whether for maintenance or not. 

c. There is no definition of maintenance and therefore it is open to misinterpretation. 

d. The 20-metre rules sends the message that trees near homes are inherently dangerous. 

Branches overhanging a home may drop embers onto the home, but such branches can be 

pruned for asset protection and the tree maintained. There are two further problems with 

this regulation.  Firstly, big trees can actually slow down fires, rather than speed them up 

through reducing windspeeds.  Secondly, trees removed are often replaced with fine fuels, 

and these tend to be planted right up to the house.  These burn readily and in doing so take 

the fire closer to the asset. 

The Native Vegetation Overlay in the Planning and Design Code covers large areas of metropolitan 

Adelaide. The interaction between the NV Regulations and existing regulations covering regulated and 

significant trees not only adds confusion for homeowners, but also gives less protection for native 

vegetation. 

Recommendation: 

Change the exemption to require permission to remove large trees within the asset protection zone 

covered by the NV Regulations in Metropolitan Adelaide. 

Example 2: Inappropriate use of fencing rules for farmers in Metropolitan Adelaide  

The NV Regulations allow for removal of vegetation within 5 metres of a fence line, with CFS approval.  

If the fence marks the boundary between two properties, the fire break cannot exceed a total of 5 

metres.  

The intention is to allow farmers to maintain fuel breaks around their fences.   

However, it is being used in metropolitan Adelaide to remove large trees without the need for 

approval to do so, in suburbs such as (in the Mitcham Council area alone), Belair, Blackwood, Glenalta, 

Bellevue Heights, Craigburn Farm, Coromandel Valley, Eden Hills, Hawthorndene.  These suburbs are 

all considered medium/high bushfire risk. There are no checks and balances in place to guarantee that 

clearance is occurring in order to maintain a fuel break.  

This exemption should only apply outside metropolitan Adelaide. 
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Recommendation: 

Change exemption to apply only outside metropolitan Adelaide. 

Similar native vegetation reviews 

In direct response to part 2 of the terms of reference (“Explore the outcomes of any similar reviews in 

other jurisdictions in the past 3 years”) The Conservation Council SA has compiled a list of the key 

outcomes of these reviews relevant from Australian State and Territory jurisdictions and from the 

Federal jurisdiction; this list can be found at Appendix 1. 

As evidenced in our desktop scan, the recurrent theme from most native vegetation reviews that 

there is clear evidence that native vegetation is not adequately protected. This is due to a 

combination of recurrent reasons: insufficient transparency of decision-making in the regulation of 

native vegetation; weaknesses in the implementing legislation or in regulations; and/or lack of their 

enforcement. These inadequacies then have a clear causal relationship upon escalating ecosystem 

decline and species extinction. 

Management of native vegetation 

Private conservation 

Private land conservation through Heritage Agreements plays an important role in protecting native 

vegetation in South Australia, with over 1,600 landholders permanently protecting more than 1.8 

million hectares of wildlife habitat, capturing more than 73 million tonnes of carbon per year.8 

As noted in the submission from Trees For Life (another member of the Conservation Council SA), 

“Ongoing mechanisms to provide financial and technical support for private landholders to help 

them maintain their native vegetation is essential.”  

Further, the Conservation Council SA strongly recommends increased and sustained annual funding 

of at least $8 million per annum for the Revitalising Private Conservation (or any replacement) 

program to ensure the appropriate management of Heritage Agreements in SA. 

Offsets 

The popularity and broad application of environmental offsetting – described as Significant 

Environmental Benefit (SEB) offsets in the Native Vegetation Act – often lacks both scientific rigour 

and resources for ongoing monitoring to determine whether the ‘offset’ area is achieving the intended 

outcome of ‘no net loss’ for biodiversity. 

In principle, an environmental offset for the unavoidable clearance of native vegetation is a positive 

development. However, in practice, it is often an inadequate compromise, tilting decision-making 

towards the approval of native vegetation clearance on the false promise of a ‘middle way’ that 

incorporates environmental offsets. The benefits of intact, in-situ native vegetation – even degraded 

native vegetation – are not easily or quickly replaced, and arguably are not realistically ‘replaceable’ 

through offsets at all. 

Environmental offsets in South Australia have historically been poorly resourced and insufficiently 

maintained – if at all – beyond their establishment. Further, there appears to be a fundamental 

misunderstanding of the real costs involved with long-term habitat restoration which tilts decision-

 
8 See: Native Vegetation Council Annual Report 2014-2015 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwiI3tSNyJvyAhWIyjgGHZM6By4QFnoECAYQAw&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.environment.sa.gov.au%2Ffiles%2Fsharedassets%2Fpublic%2Fcorporate%2Fabout_us%2Fannual-reports%2Fnative-vegetation-council%2Fnative-vegetation-council-annual-report-14-15-rep.pdf&usg=AOvVaw0bT-WePNuL0fuTH9xAv2tc
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making towards an overreliance on offsets. The time lags in establishing offsets are also insufficiently 

measured; for example, some habitat features such as tree hollows, slow-growing plant species, or 

habitat for endangered fauna are simply irreplaceable in the short to medium term, requiring many 

decades to form or restore. 

 

In summary: 

▪ The Native Vegetation Act is currently not achieving its key objective of protecting South 

Australian native vegetation, due to: 

- Inadequate resourcing for implementation and long-term monitoring 

- Too many exemptions, and  

- Over reliance on off-sets 

▪ However, the original Act is sound, with native vegetation protection an essential community 

investment in economic, social and environmental wellbeing  

▪ Therefore, the Committee’s focus should be on identifying opportunities to strengthen the Act 

through minimising exemptions and regulatory overlap, and the delivery of more resources for 

enforcement and long-term monitoring alongside the setting aside of areas of protection on 

private and public land  

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit to the Review of the Native Vegetation Act 1991.  

We would like the opportunity to present to the Committee and look forward to the public hearing 

stage of your deliberations. 

If you require further information, please contact me at craig.wilkins@conservationsa.org.au. 

 

Yours sincerely,  

  

Craig Wilkins  

Chief Executive 

 

  

mailto:craig.wilkins@conservationsa.org.au
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Appendix 1: Summary of similar reviews related to native vegetation 

The thematic conclusions from most of these reviews is that native vegetation requires additional 

protection, current protections are not being adequately enforced, and that decision-making in the 

regulation of native vegetation can benefit from additional transparency. 

The relevance of the three-year cut-off referred to in the terms of reference is not apparent and so 

the list has been expanded to focus on the most recent within a longer timeframe. 

 

ACT: ACT Government Australia’s Native Vegetation Framework – Progress Report 2015, July 20159 

• As a Government-led rather than independent review, the report makes few clear conclusions 

as to how successful the ACT Government’s framework has been, but rather provides an 

update against the goals within the framework 

Commonwealth of Australia: Independent Review of the EPBC Act, October 202010 

• The key finding of the review was that “Australia’s natural environment and iconic places are 

in an overall state of decline and are under increasing threat. The environment is not 

sufficiently resilient to withstand current, emerging or future threats, including climate 

change. The environmental trajectory is currently unsustainable.”11 

• Further, the review found that: “Australia is losing biodiversity at an alarming rate and has 

one of the highest rates of extinction in the world. More than 10% of Australia’s land mammals 

are now extinct and another 21% are threatened and declining”12, which has clear links to 

habitat clearance. 

• In its 38 recommendations, the review highlighted the importance of reforming and 

strengthening National Environmental Standards – where they relate to Matters of National 

Environmental Significance – to align with community and stakeholder expectations, including 

native vegetation (under the theme of ‘Ecosystems, biodiversity and habitat’)13. 

New South Wales: Managing Native Vegetation, Audit Office of New South Wales, June 2019 

• The key conclusion of the Audit Office’s review was damning, namely, that the repeal of the 

Native Vegetation Act 2003 (NSW) and other environmental legislation, and its replacement 

with the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (NSW) and the Local Land Services Amendment 

Act 2016 (NSW) was a failure. Specifically:  

“The clearing of native vegetation on rural land is not effectively regulated and managed 

because the processes in place to support the regulatory framework are weak. There is no 

evidence-based assurance that clearing of native vegetation is being carried out in accordance 

with approvals. Responses to incidents of unlawful clearing are slow, with few tangible 

 
9 See: https://www.environment.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/839452/ACT-Government-
Australias-Native-Vegetation-Framework-ACCESS.pdf  
10 See: https://epbcactreview.environment.gov.au/resources/final-report 
11 pviii, Ibid. 
12 p40, Ibid. 
13 p45, 48, Ibid. 

https://www.environment.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/839452/ACT-Government-Australias-Native-Vegetation-Framework-ACCESS.pdf
https://www.environment.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/839452/ACT-Government-Australias-Native-Vegetation-Framework-ACCESS.pdf
https://epbcactreview.environment.gov.au/resources/final-report
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outcomes. Enforcement action is rarely taken against landholders who unlawfully clear native 

vegetation.  

There are processes in place for approving land clearing but there is limited follow-up to ensure 

approvals are complied with.”14 

Northern Territory: No recent relevant review 

Queensland: Independent Review of Vegetation SACs [Self-Assessable Codes], November 2015 

• The top-level conclusion of the review was that the new SACs “potentially allow greater areas 

of remnant and regrowth vegetation to be cleared and/or thinned, for a wider range of 

purposes, than did the acceptable solutions of the equivalent [earlier regulations]”, including 

that: 

o the Vegetation SACs had allowed landholders to clear more vegetation closer to 

watercourses and wetlands than before;  

o that the use of averages in guidelines rather than the adoption of guidelines specific 

to regional ecosystems “may not retain sufficient vegetation to adequately conserve 

biodiversity or ecological processes”; and 

o recommending caution when considering whether or not the ‘thickening’ of 

vegetation is a threatening process. 

Tasmania: No recent relevant review 

Victoria: Review of the native vegetation clearing regulations, Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning, November 201615 

• The review concluded that:  

o better protections were required for protecting sensitive native vegetation such as 

large trees, sensitive wetlands and coastal areas, endangered Ecological Vegetation 

Classes, and dispersed rare and threatened species habitats;  

o the functionality of native vegetation regulations should be streamlined (but not 

watered down); and importantly: 

o improved transparency of the native vegetation regulatory system. 

Western Australia: Modernising the Environmental Protection Act (consultation summary report), 

Department of Water and Environment Regulation, May 202016 

• This was a process to pass key reforms to the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) and 

the subsequent legislative amendments have not yet been subject to independent or 

Government review. 

 
14 See: https://www.audit.nsw.gov.au/our-work/reports/managing-native-vegetation  
15 See: https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/51800/RNVCR-Outcomes-
Report.pdf  
16 See: https://consult.dwer.wa.gov.au/strategic-policy/environ-protection-act-amendments-
consultation/user_uploads/modernising-the-ep-act---consultation-summary-report---edited-version-fi....pdf  

https://www.audit.nsw.gov.au/our-work/reports/managing-native-vegetation
https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/51800/RNVCR-Outcomes-Report.pdf
https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/51800/RNVCR-Outcomes-Report.pdf
https://consult.dwer.wa.gov.au/strategic-policy/environ-protection-act-amendments-consultation/user_uploads/modernising-the-ep-act---consultation-summary-report---edited-version-fi....pdf
https://consult.dwer.wa.gov.au/strategic-policy/environ-protection-act-amendments-consultation/user_uploads/modernising-the-ep-act---consultation-summary-report---edited-version-fi....pdf
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• However, in the consultation summary report prior to the legislative amendment process, 

there was support for the following most salient issues: 

o clearing provisions to be a standalone part of the Act or a new Act; 

o improving administrative efficiency without negatively affecting environmental 

outcomes; 

o increasing transparency by publishing clearing applications and the decisions on these 

applications; 

o the need to maintain current and accurate mapping for environmentally sensitive 

areas; 

o concern at too much discretion on decisions relating to clearing permits being 

provided to the statutory decision-maker (the CEO of the Department); 

o time limits for clearing permits; 

o vegetation clearing principles should be mandatory considerations regardless of their 

relevance, and that the CEO should not make a decision that is at variance or seriously 

at variance to the clearing principles; and 

o the use of remotely sensed images, such as satellite imagery, as evidence for 

compliance and enforcement purposes. 


