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Summary of Recommendations

Parks and conservation management in the Northern Territory requires a much higher level of prioritisation by the
Northern Territory Government. There is a dangerous tendency within government circles to assume that the relatively
intact land and marine environments of the Northern Territory require less attention than the more highly damaged
ecosystems of southern Australian states. However, this can lead to a false sense of security. As the set of Biodiversity
Issues Papers released for this Parks and Conservation Masterplan process have demonstrated, there are numerous
threats to the health and well-being of our natural systems, as well as to the cultural values that both indigenous and non-
indigenous Territorians place on our environment. Fortunately, there is not as much damage to fix as down south, but
there is without doubt a substantial amount of potential damage that we can still prevent. We submit that the Parks and
Conservation Masterplan can play a vital role in setting a course for an international best-practice parks and reserves
system in the Territory, and also in establishing a robust framework for a ‘whole-of-landscape’ approach to conservation
management. Please note that the recommendations below will be more fully explained in the body of the submission.

Parks and Conservation Planning Frameworks

e  The Draft Parks and Conservation Masterplan should outline how the plan will relate to the forthcoming Integrated
Natural Resource Management Plan for the Northern Territory.

e That the Draft Parks and Conservation Masterplan make reference to global developments in protected areas
management, in particular recommendations made at the World Parks Congress in Durban in 2003 and IUCN best
practice.

o  Multiple-use philosophy should no longer underpin parks and reserves management in the Northern Territory. A
commitment should be made to giving full protection to core biodiversity areas and very high levels of protection for
the NT’s extensive intact landscapes. Indigenous cultural values must also be fully recognised and protected.

e The Draft Masterplan should explicitly affirm the need for Ecologically Sustainable Development in the Northern
Territory and the contribution a well-managed parks and reserves system can make towards the achievement of this
goal.

Recognising Indigenous Interests

e That the Draft Parks Masterplan recognise the need for well-resourced and governed Indigenous agencies that can
effectively participate in conservation activities.

e Aboriginal Ranger groups should be funded on a more secure and ongoing basis and be given enforcement powers
on Aboriginal land and sea country. This could be part of an expanded role for Caring for Country in the NLC region
and other Indigenous resource management programs across the Territory.

o  Commercial utilisation programs for native species must be shown to be ecologically sustainable and must be open
to public scrutiny. More funding will be required for collaborative research that investigates biodiversity conservation
outcomes on Aboriginal land. The Draft Masterplan should acknowledge that the conservation benefits of commercial
utilisation programs are largely undemonstrated at present.

o The Draft Masterplan should recognise that local Traditional Owners maintain the primary authority for resource
management decisions on their country. We would add here that all development activities, whether on Aboriginal
land or not, ought to be consistent with the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development.

o Joint management of additional Territory national parks is a positive development. The Draft Masterplan should
provide the public with an outline of the different models of joint management currently being negotiated. Models of
joint management for Marine Protected Areas, which go beyond the existing Gurig model in their recognition of
Aboriginal rights and authority, should also be discussed.

The Draft Parks Masterplan should analyse the existing situation of the Indigenous Protected Areas program in the
NT, before outlining how the number of IPAs can be expanded over the next decade or two.



Biodiversity Protection and the Parks and Reserve System

The Draft Parks Masterplan should support adding the principle of resilience to the CAR criteria and in the meantime
apply this principle to parks and reserves selection in the Northern Territory. The CAR criteria should not be applied
at the bioregional and regional ecosystem levels without additional criteria being included that assesses the natural
and cultural values of the bioregion as a whole.

The target of 80 percent retention of native vegetation across the Territory should be rejected. The vegetation
retention target for intact tropical savanna landscapes should be ‘no clearing'.

That the Parks Masterplan discuss the global and national significance of Territory environments. Where this
assessment work has not been done the Masterplan should recommend an initiative similar to the Cape York
Statement of Significance process.

That the Masterplan recognise that ecosystem-based approaches should be at the core of natural resource
management planning in the NT, including in the selection of conservation reserves.

The Parks Masterplan should set out a program and timetable for increasing the area of the NT in parks and
reserves to at least 10 percent by 2010 (and 20 percent by 2020).

IUCN categories for protected areas classification should be adopted in the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation
Act.

That the Parks Masterplan recommend a World Heritage nomination for West MacDonnell National Park and makes
a commitment to investigate the establishment of more UN Biosphere Reserves in the NT (in both instances
depending on support by Traditional Owners).

Off-Reserve Conservation

The system for ensuring environmental outcomes on pastoral leasehold land needs to be made more transparent
and effective. For instance, development approval should be required for all pastoral use activities that will potentially
impact on biodiversity values or degrade the land. The Parks and Conservation Masterplan should discuss in detail
how this can be achieved with reference to the current review of the Pastoral Land Act.

Pastoral lease arrangements, where still an option, should be tailored to particular regional circumstances and
altered according to the condition of the land. Ecosystem-based Property Management Plans, including a plan for
biodiversity conservation, should be required of pastoral leaseholders with implementation assistance from
government. Again, this discussion should be linked to the current review of the Pastoral Land Act

Positive incentives, such as stewardship payments and co-operative agreements, should be used to encourage
biodiversity conservation on pastoral land in the first instance. Enforcement mechanisms under the Pastoral Land
Act, such as fines for environmental breaches of lease conditions, must also be retained and strengthened.

Pastoral leases should also not be able to be subdivided for the private profit of leaseholders.

The recognition of native title rights and interests on pastoral land must be fully integrated into land management
regimes on pastoral leases.

All pastoral lease rents should be increased by an initial 100 percent to begin to recover the administrative and
environmental costs of pastoral leases. Further increases should depend on performance in relation to environmental
and sustainability criteria.

That the Draft Parks Masterplan explore options for off-reserve conservation on pastoral and freehold land drawing
on existing programs in other Australian jurisdictions.

The role of Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), such as WWF, Birds Australia, the Australian Wildlife
Conservancy and the Bush Heritage Fund, in off-reserve conservation and property acquisition should be supported
and encouraged.



Mining Activity in National Parks and Reserves

Minerals exploration, including for petroleum and gas, as well as mining activity should be prohibited in the national
parks and reserves system. As a first step this prohibition should apply to parks and reserves listed in [UCN
categories I-IV.

Marine Protected Areas

The Parks Masterplan should adopt the Queensland model of MPAs - a border to border marine park.

That the Parks Masterplan adopt the six-step process outlined by the North Australian Environment Alliance for
setting up Marine Protected Areas in the Northern Territory. These MPA’s should include highly protected areas
which are ‘no take’ zones, though customary fishing would be allowed.

That the Parks Masterplan recommend a specific piece of legislation enabling the establishment of Marine Protected
Areas and set out a timeline for implementation.

Freshwater Ecosystems

Rivers should be left free-flowing. A ‘no dams’ policy for all NT rivers of high conservation value should be legislated.
Natural flow regimes should not be interfered with through extraction of surface or ground water for human activities.

River systems should be classified and prioritised for protection under a NT Heritage Rivers Act, or as Heritage
Places under the Commonwealth EPBC Act.

Financial incentives and other support should be provided to landholders for preparing and implementing property
management plans and broader natural resource plans where freshwater conservation is proposed.

The conservation reserve system should focus more on conserving freshwater ecosystems, to balance the general
under-representation of these habitats and ecosystems in reserves. Resources should be allocated to negotiating
Ramsar listing on leasehold, and potentially on Aboriginal land.

Conservation Threats and Funding

More research should be completed on understanding changing fire regimes and on how to incorporate Aboriginal
knowledge in fire management. Collaborative fire management projects require long-term financial commitment if
they are to provide effective extension services in remote country.

Gamba grass, para grass and buffel grass need to become declared weeds in the NT.

Public environmental assessments funded by the pastoral industry should be carried out by the NT Government,
preferably by an EPA, before a new pasture species is introduced into the NT. No new species should be introduced
until it can be scientifically verified that the pastoral activities associated with the species will not result in a weed
problem. Relevant legislation should be amended accordingly.

Development approvals should be required if pastoralists plan to plant large areas with ‘improved pasture species'’.
Use of native pasture species should be encouraged in their place.

The NT Government should increase its spending on weeds management and pressure the Commonwealth for
additional assistance, particularly in Kakadu National Park and the Daly River catchment.

The Draft Parks Masterplan should discuss priorities and a timetable for exotic animal control in the NT. More
resources should be targeted to fox and cat control programs in the arid lands.



A timetable for implementing the recommendations of the Senate Committee Inquiry on cane toads should be
referred to in the Masterplan.

The Parks Masterplan needs to be integrated with the forthcoming Northern Territory Greenhouse Strategy. It should
discuss in detail the implications for biodiversity conservation and parks management of CSIRO’s climate change
research, and set out how these impacts will be managed.

It should be acknowledged that broad-scale landclearing in the Northern Territory is fundamentally incompatible with
the conservation of biodiversity, and additionally that landclearing is a significant contributor to CO2 emissions.
Legislative reform is required to bring the NT into line with other states and territories.

That the Parks Masterplan argue the case for significantly increased funding for parks and conservation
management in the NT. The environment budget should be increased to 10 percent of the NT Government budget.

Policy and Legislative Reform

Legislation should set out an ecologically sustainable framework within which development activities can occur in the
Northern Territory. ESD should be written into the Objects of all land and sea management, natural resource and
environment-related Acts.

A Territory Biodiversity Conservation Act ought to be considered as an overarching piece of legislation, which other
Acts such as the Pastoral Land Act and the Mining Act would need to be consistent with.

The NT Land Corporation Act should be repealed and the provisions in the Parks and Wildlife Commission Act
relating to the Conservation Land Corporation should be amended. Land tenure, administration and management
responsibilities contained under those Acts should be incorporated into existing conservation legislation or new
Integrated Natural Resource Management or Biodiversity legislation.

There needs to be much greater recognition of threatening processes and ecological communities within Territory
legislation. The public should be able to nominate these processes as well as additions to the threatened species list.

There is an urgent need to address the alarming rate of decline of various native species across the Northern
Territory. The Parks and Conservation Masterplan should establish a process and timetable for how the NT
Government intends to manage threatening processes and protect native species.

The current Planning Act review should result in third party appeal rights and the extension of a more comprehensive
planning process into rural areas of the Territory. The Draft Parks Masterplan should make reference to the role that
the Planning Act has in regulating development activities and also its limitations.



1.0. Introduction

The environmental groups represented by this submission welcome the opportunity to participate in the current Parks and
Conservation Masterplan review process initiated by the Northern Territory Government. There are many and varied
issues that need to be discussed in a public forum such as this, particularly now that the Territory Parks and Reserves
System is undergoing a period of historic change. This submission will discuss a number of these issues in detail, though
due to time constraints, by no means all topics are covered to the same degree. We do hope, however, that this
submission leads to an ongoing dialogue with the NT Government and other stakeholders over parks management and
conservation issues generally.

Our environmental groups are already very much involved in biodiversity conservation issues in the NT, on both sea and
land. We represent local and national constituencies that are determined not to see a repeat in Northern Australia of the
environmental mistakes that have transpired further south. In our view the integrity of Territory landscapes and marine
habitats must be preserved. We have serious reservations about the use of the Comprehensive, Adequate and
Representative (CAR) criteria for determining the extent of the parks and reserves system in Northern Australia. Our
concerns about the CAR criteria will be discussed in detail in this submission. Yet we are also encouraged by the evident
recognition in the Biodiversity Issues Paper that the ‘maintenance of interlinking natural landscapes intact over vast
scales’ is our ‘greatest environmental value’ (p43) and that greater emphasis should be given to ‘whole-of-landscape land
management’ (p43).

We are also concerned about the lack of clarity with respect to how the current Masterplan process fits into the Integrated
Resource Management Planning process underway at present. As we understand it the Parks Masterplan will be a
subset of the overarching Resource Management Plan for the Territory. Therefore in this submission we will not restrict
our comments to matters concerning parks and reserves, but will look at how parks planning fits into this broader
Territory-wide land and sea management structure. At the end of the submission we will also discuss the need for a
Biodiversity Conservation Act that sets the framework for ecologically sustainable development in the Territory.

Recommendation

e  The Draft Parks and Conservation Masterplan should outline how the plan integrates with the forthcoming Integrated
Natural Resource Management Plan for the Northern Territory.

1.1. Parks and Conservation — the political context

Management of the conservation estate in the Northern Territory is undergoing significant change. This has come about
due to uncertainties surrounding the legal status of 49 national parks and reserves following the Ward decision in the
Miriuwung-Gajerrong native title case in the High Court. Whilst most of these parks and reserves were redeclared, 11
were left open to Aboriginal land claims under the Aboriginal Land Rights (NT) Act 1976. Instead of engaging in a lengthy
and costly legal battle, the NT Government decided to negotiate directly with the Land Councils over the status of the
parks. The result was the Parks and Reserves (Framework for the Future) Act 2003, which rescheduled the parks as
either Aboriginal land and/or subject to joint management agreements (see Appendix 1). The new legal arrangement also
essentially determined the need for a new Parks and Conservation Masterplan. At the time of finalising this submission, it
was announced that three of the parks and reserves, Elsey and Litchfield National Parks and the Daly Conservation
Reserve, have been left out of the schedules and that their legal status will be determined through the court system.

The previous Masterplan (Parks and Wildlife Commission 1998a) was deficient in a number of important areas in the view
of environmental groups. Although it was accepted early on in the Plan that ‘protection of biodiversity is the overriding
principle guiding management of the parks’ (p2), a later section on ‘multiple use management’ observes that it is
‘important that parks do not unduly foreclose options for the Territory’ (p115). This observation is made with particular
reference to exploration and mining, pastoralism and fishing activities. Hence, we still have the disappointing situation in
the Territory where national parks are not off-limits to the mining industry. There is also very little attempt to deal with off-
reserve conservation in the previous Masterplan, particularly on pastoral land. This is left to a Bioregional Planning
Programme, which is really only now coming to fruition with the imminent release of discussion papers based on a series
of workshops.

On the positive side, the previous Masterplan did recognise the need to protect Indigenous cultural values and to involve
Aboriginal people more broadly in the management of the conservation estate. This is reflective of a global trend in
protected area management towards the incorporation of human concerns and aspirations and to no longer treat parks
and reserves as ‘islands’ divorced from the surrounding ecological, social and political context (Phillips 2003). Indeed, the
Convention on Biological Diversity (Section 8 (j)) calls on signatory nations such as Australia to respect, preserve and



maintain traditional knowledge and conservation practices. Meanwhile, the trend towards a more integrated approach is
exemplified by the title of last year's World Parks Congress in Durban - ‘Benefits Beyond Boundaries’. The growing
importance of participatory management models is illustrated in Table 1. This implies a widened notion of governance in
conservation decision-making, where responsibility for devising policy, for preparing management plans, for program
implementation and for performance monitoring are shared amongst various stakeholders at all levels — international to

local (Howitt 2001; O'Riordan and Stoll-Kleemann 2002).

Table 1. A New Paradigm for Protected Areas

Topic As it was: protected areas were ... As it is becoming: protected areas are ...
Objectives - Setaside for conservation - Run also with social and economic
- Established mainly for spectacular objectives
wildlife and scenic protection - Often set up for scientific, economic and
- Managed mainly for visitors and cultural reasons
tourists - Managed with local people more in mind
- Valued as wilderness - Valued for the cultural importance of so-
- About protection called “wilderness”
- Also about restoration and rehabilitation
Governance - Run by central government - Run by many partners and involve an array
of stakeholders
Local people - Planned and managed against people | -  Run with, for, and in some cases by local
- Managed without regard to local people
opinions - Managed to meet the needs of local people
Wider context - Developed separately - Planned as part of national, regional and

- Managed as ‘islands’

international systems

- Developed as ‘networks’ (strictly protected
areas, buffered and linked by green
corridors)

Perceptions

- Viewed primarily as a national asset
- Viewed only as a national concern

- Viewed also as a community asset
- Viewed also as an international concern

Management - Managed reactively within a short - Managed adaptively in a long term
techniques timescale perspective

- Managed in a technocratic way - Managed with political considerations
Finance - Paid for by taxpayer - Paid for from many sources
Management - Managed by scientists and natural - Managed by multi-skilled individuals
skills resource experts - Drawing on local knowledge

- Expertled

Source: Thomas and Middleton 2003, IUCN, p4. Also see Phillips 2003.

We envisage that the new Parks and Conservation Masterplan will be even more strongly influenced by the new

paradigm. However, we add a cautionary note that the recognition of social and economic concerns must not degenerate
into the further application of a multiple use framework to protected areas that are set aside for their ecological integrity
and biodiversity values. These areas are the foundation of the conservation estate and remain vital to the protection of
species, ecosystem and genetic diversity.

Recommendations

e That the Draft Parks and Conservation Masterplan make reference to global developments in protected areas
management, in particular recommendations made at the world Parks Congress in Durban in 2003 and IUCN best
practice.

o  Multiple-use philosophy should no longer underpin parks and reserves management in the Northern Territory. A
commitment should be made to giving full protection to core biodiversity areas and very high levels of protection for
the NT’s extensive intact landscapes. Indigenous cultural values must also be fully recognised and protected.



1.2. Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD)

The new Masterplan needs to be underpinned by an explicit acknowledgment that management of the Territory’s lands,
seas and natural resources, within parks and reserves and outside of them, should be carried out according to the
principles of ecologically sustainable development (ESD). Such an acknowledgment is absent in the stated purpose and
goal of the previous Masterplan. It is worth repeating what the principles of ESD are:

Integration - the effective integration of environmental, social (& cultural) and economic
considerations in decision making;

Community involvement — recognition that sustainability cannot be achieved, nor significant progress
made toward it, without the support and involvement of the whole community;

Precautionary behaviour — where there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage,
lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent
environmental degradation;

Equity within and between generations — fairmess and equal access to opportunities both in our
lifetimes, as well as for future generations

Continual improvement — the declining environmental situation means there is an imperative to take
immediate action to become more sustainable and to make continual improvement;

Ecological integrity — to protect biological diversity and maintain essential ecological processes and
life-support systems.

Source: National Strategy for ESD 1992 (cited in Cotter and Hannan 1999).

These are the principles that should guide the development of the Masterplan, particularly when it comes to assessing
whether extractive and commercial activities are acceptable within parks and reserves. We believe that some activities,
like mining, will not be acceptable, whereas other activities, such as well-managed eco-tourism and cultural tourism
ventures, will be. The precautionary principle is of considerable importance in the Northern Territory given the lack of
detailed scientific knowledge about how native ecosystems respond to threats, including altered fire regimes, exotic
plants and animals, climate change, landclearing and extractive use. Lack of understanding of the cumulative impacts of
these threats only increases the significance of the precautionary principle.

Ultimately, in order to save threatened species and maintain the health of regional and local ecosystems, the sources of
the threats to biodiversity will have to be addressed i.e. global climate change, resource consumption levels, inadequate
legal systems, and perverse government subsidies and market signals (Myers 2002). Further industrialisation of Territory
environments without a strategic planning framework in place, or an independent assessment and monitoring agency
such as an Environmental Protection Agency, will undermine attempts to preserve biodiversity through this Masterplan
process.

Recommendation

e That the Draft Masterplan explicitly affirms the need for Ecologically Sustainable Development in the Northern
Territory and the essential contribution a well-managed parks and reserves system makes towards the achievement
of this goal.

2.0. Recognising Indigenous Interests in an ESD framework

There is an increasing recognition that there is a vital link between governance arrangements and sustainable
development, especially on Indigenous-owned land (Dodson and Smith 2003). At an international level, governance is
framed around agreements such as the World Heritage Convention, the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, the
Convention on Biological Diversity and joint agreements between nations to protect certain migratory species, to which
Australia is a signatory. We could also refer to international agreements and documents with a more social orientation,
such as the Draft UN Declaration on Indigenous Peoples, which includes the right to self-determination and the right to
maintain and strengthen Indigenous political, economic, social and cultural characteristics, as well as Indigenous legal
systems (Nettheim et al 2002). Creating effective local institutions and decision-making processes is the key to building
sustainable economic, social, cultural and environmental outcomes in the Northern Territory’s regions and communities.



We would also like to point to a recommendation on governance from the IUCN World Parks Congress held in Durban,
South Africa, in September 2003. Clause 3 of recommendation 5.17: Recognising and Supporting a Diversity of
Governance Types for Protected Areas recommends that at least four broad governance types can be applied to IUCN
protected area categories:

Government-managed;
Co-managed (i.e. stakeholder management)
Privately managed; and

a
b
c
d)  Community managed (community conserved areas)

—_— ==

This was presented at the Congress in the form of a matrix (see below), which may be usefully applied to the Parks and
Conservation Masterplan process here in the Northern Territory. The most important implication is that the level of
protection is not dependent on the type of governance. Instead the whole range of governance possibilities exist for a
particular protected area category. An area controlled by an Indigenous community, for example, could be designated
Category 1, the highest level of protection, if that was the community’s ambition.

GOVERNANCE TYPE

MANAGEMENT CATEGORY Government | Co-managed | Community Private

|. Strict Nature Conservation

II. National Park for Conservation & Recreation

1. National Monuments/Natural Features Prot'’n

IV. Conservation Park/Wildlife Protection

V. Protected Landscape/Seascape

VI. Protected Area, Multiple Use

Source: Environs Kimberley and ACF 2003, p4.

Research has borne out that where Indigenous people have a greater degree of jurisdictional authority over resources on
their land, economic development outcomes are better and more sustainable in the long term (Cornell 2003; Sterritt
2002). The relevance of this research for the Parks Masterplan process is that conservation measures on Indigenous land
in the Northern Territory, including within jointly managed parks and reserves as well as on pastoral land subject to native
title claims, will require the involvement of well-resourced and effectively governed local resource management agencies.
We also support an enhanced enforcement role for Indigenous agencies. Altman and Whitehead (2003) further develop
this theme. They note the current under-resourcing of Aboriginal Ranger groups in the Northern Territory, as well as the
lack of understanding of the customary economy amongst policy-makers. There is a lack of formal recognition of the
‘caring for country’ activities that Aboriginal people undertake, including the reduction of feral animals, weeds and
wildfires, whilst they are living on country in outstations. There is also a lack of recognition of the beneficial flow-on effects
of biodiversity conservation activities that take place on Aboriginal land for the National Parks system itself.

Environmental groups represented by this submission support the good work being done by the Northern Land Council's
Caring for Country program, as well as other natural resource management programs initiated by other Northern Territory
land councils. There are currently over 30 land and sea management projects being run across the Top End, covering 50
percent of the Northern Land Council region, with around 350 people involved (Michael Storrs, Caring for Country Unit,
NLC: CSIRO Seminar 4/6/04). Rangers are involved in vital activities such as eradication of mimosa pigra, the relocation
of quolls to the Wessell Islands in the face of the cane toad threat in East Arnhem Land, and quarantine regulation. The
Caring for Country program’s underlying philosophy of ‘developing the capacity of people to manage their land' fits well
with the emphasis that this submission places on effective governance at the local level. We also support efforts to take a
more expansive approach to Caring for Country and understand that the Northern Territory Government and the Northern
Land Council are currently in talks to develop a ‘whole of government’ approach to Indigenous land and sea
management.

Caring for Country type initiatives could play a greater role in the management of an expanded national parks and
reserves system in the Northern Territory. Already Aboriginal Rangers in the Victoria River District and in Borroloola have
contracts to carry out conservation activities in national parks. It is important to see Caring for Country activities as an
integral part of development options for Indigenous communities. They are ultimately more important to livelihood than
major commercial projects such as mining ventures and gas pipelines that hold the promise of primarily non-sustainable
cash inflows through royalties. Altman (2001) reports that the customary economy remains a substantial part of the
overall ‘hybrid” economy — comprised of market, state and customary sectors - in Indigenous communities. Indeed, when
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the harvesting of local wildlife for dietary purposes is accorded a monetary value, it is seen to represent up to half of total
income for some individuals and groups. The availability of native species for customary harvesting depends upon the
maintenance of a healthy environment over large areas. This will certainly require a combination of approaches that rely
on the best scientific data as well as indigenous ecological knowledge.

Community-based Indigenous resource management can also be a cost-effective response to conservation problems,

whether or not Labor is supplied through the Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP) scheme. The
relative costs of management for various conservation models are depicted in Table 2.

Table 2. Management Costs of Various Conservation Models in the NT

Conservation Model Costs in $ / km?

Commonwealth/Aboriginal joint management e.g. Kakadu National Park 890
Northern Territory National Parks with heavy tourist use e.g. Litchfield NP 810-1170
Northern Territory National Parks — remote €.g Gregory NP 280
Indigenous Protected Areas e.g Dhimurru 280
Community-Based Indigenous (including CDEP) e.g Bawinanga 140
Community-Based Indigenous (not including CDEP) 60

Source: Michael Storrs, Caring for Country Unit, NLC: CSIRO Seminar 4/6/04

Though there is relatively little research work completed on the ecological effectiveness of community-based Indigenous
biodiversity conservation measures, preliminary studies around Maningrida have indicated that they are of a high order
and that biodiversity values are being maintained at least as well as in Kakadu National Park (Altman & Whitehead 2003).
Similarly, a study of the commercial harvest of the plant Bombax Ceiba for the arts and crafts industry around Maningrida
has indicated that communities have adequately identified the risks involved with over-exploitation (Altman & Whitehead
2003). More information, however, will need to be collected before a definitive statement can be made on the
sustainability of commercial harvesting activities, particularly regarding the harvesting of native animals. We would
emphasise that commercial harvesting operations, where they do occur, should be kept at a small-scale, with the benefits
flowing directly to local Aboriginal communities. This is in view of the uncertain scientific knowledge that exists on the
ecology of Northern Territory environments, the considerable number of ecological threats already present, such as
wildfires, exotic animals and weeds and the application of the precautionary principle.

We would also like to reiterate guidelines provided by the Environment Centre NT during the review of the Territory Parks
and Wildlife Conservation Act back in 2000 (ECNT submission October 2000,).

e The commercial utilisation of wildlife must be ecologically sustainable.

e The precautionary principle must be applied, with the onus of proof on the proposed utiliser to ensure that the
species or its habitat will incur no negative ecological impacts.

o Any proposed commercialisation programs or management plans must remain open to public input and scrutiny.

e The conservation of any species must not become dependent on its ongoing commercial use.

o Ifany species is found to be negatively impacted upon through commercial utilisation then the activities must cease.
Before government takes this step, however, there must be adequate consultation with Indigenous groups and the
opportunity given to take remedial action.

o Finally, the use of traditional knowledge and intellectual property considerations must be adequately accounted for
and negotiated in any commercialisation process.

We also note concerns held by at least one Indigenous group in Cape York, the Kaanju people, that an emphasis on
regional management, rather than local control, does not necessarily correspond with clan-based spiritual connections
with particular areas of land (Smith and Claudie 2003). This tension between local Indigenous autonomy and regional
organisation needs to be discussed in the Parks and Conservation Masterplan. The NT Government, through its Building
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Stronger Regions program, is currently encouraging the creation of regional development plans by Regional Development
Boards, as well as partnership agreements with regional Indigenous institutions such as the newly formed Nyirranggulung
Mardrulk Ngadberre Regional Authority based in Katherine (Ah Kit 2003). The main emphasis thus far has been on
models of service delivery to Indigenous communities and regional economic development. Environmental concerns have
received little attention and frameworks for sustainability at the regional level have been poorly articulated. Therefore we
are reluctant to see more authority over development planning being devolved from the Territory Government to the
regional level at this stage, nor should the regional institutions supplant the authority of Aboriginal traditional owners. The
Natural Resource Management planning process for the Northern Territory will potentially help to define the role of
regional organisations in environmental management. Until this regional sustainability framework evolves and can be
demonstrated to contribute to effective governance, however, we continue to favour close collaboration with local
Indigenous organisations that derive their authority directly from traditional land and sea ownership, such as Dhimurru
and Bawinanga.

Recommendations
e That the Draft Parks Masterplan recognise the need for well-resourced and governed Indigenous agencies that can
effectively participate in conservation activities.

e Aboriginal Ranger groups should be funded on a more secure and ongoing basis and be given enforcement powers
on Aboriginal land and sea country. This will be part of an expanded role for Caring for Country in the NLC region
and other Indigenous resource management programs across the Territory.

e  Commercial utilisation programs for native species must be shown to be ecologically sustainable and must be open
to public scrutiny. More funding will be required for collaborative research that investigates biodiversity conservation
outcomes on Aboriginal land. The Draft Masterplan should acknowledge that the conservation benefits of commercial
utilisation programs are largely undemonstrated at present.

e The Draft Masterplan should recognise that local Traditional Owners maintain the primary authority for resource

management decisions on their country. We would add here that all development activities, whether on Aboriginal
land or not, ought to be consistent with the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development.

2.1. Joint Management

The environmental groups represented by this submission support moves towards joint management of the Territory’s
national parks and reserves. The previous Masterplan noted that ‘there is a need for a more systematic framework to
underpin more long-term strategies for joint conservation and park management with Aboriginal people’ (NT Parks and
Wildlife Commission 1998a: 24). It also recognised that formalising a role for Aboriginal people would require flexible
arrangements. A key recommendation was the amendment of the Territory Parks and Wildlife Act in order to provide for
the declaration of Indigenous Protected Areas. As has been widely pointed out, however, the only IPA to eventuate has
been the Dhimurru IPA in East Arnhem Land. Joint management of national parks has been slow to proceed since 1997,
but was given an unforseen boost by the Ward native title case adjudication in the High Court. The Parks and Reserves
(Framework for the Future) Act 2003 now provides the desired systematic framework for Aboriginal involvement in parks
and reserves management. Details of what will constitute the powers and responsibilities of traditional owners and Parks
and Wildlife in the parks scheduled for joint management arrangements are not publicly available at the time of finalising
this submission. We expect that any future model of joint management for protected areas will conform to IUCN best
practice guidelines as detailed in Appendix 2 (Beltran and Phillips 2000), an approach which the Western Australian
Government has recently affirmed (Government of Western Australia 2003). It is likely that one or more of the existing
models of joint management will form the basis of the new arrangements, so it is worth reviewing these in brief.

Smyth (2001) has provided the most comprehensive overview of models of joint management of national parks in
Australia, including in the Northern Territory (Table 3). The Gurig Model (now known as Garig Gunak Baru National Park)
gave Aboriginal Traditional Owners nominal control over the Board of Management and secure tenure, with the Northern
Territory Government maintaining a strong role in the management of the park. However, current efforts by the traditional
owners to wrest control from the NT Government over fisheries management beyond the intertidal zone in the marine
park indicates to us that not all is well with this model. We support these efforts by traditional owners. Aboriginal-led
models of joint management should be applied to fisheries within a Marine Protected Area as well as to terrestrial
resources.

The Kakadu/Uluru/Nitmiluk model provides for a greater degree of Aboriginal authority by stipulating that traditional
owners comprise a majority on the Board of Management. Rental and other payments are also considerably higher than
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in Garig Gunak Baru National Park due to the benefits of tourism and the increased negotiating power this brings with it.
In 2001/02 Nitmiluk traditional owners received payments of $557,000 from the total park income of $812,000 plus a
rental payment of $140,000 (Nitmiluk (Katherine Gorge) National Park Annual Report 2001/02). Garig Ganak Baru
traditional owners, meanwhile, received only a total of $100,000 from all sources (Cobourg Peninsula Sanctuary and
Marine Park Board Annual Report 2001/02).

Table 3. Main features of NT joint management models

Gurig model Uluru model

Aboriginal ownership Aboriginal ownership

Equal representation of traditional Aboriginal majority on board of
owners and government management

representatives on board of
management. Aboriginal Chairperson | Lease-back to government agency for

has casting vote long period

No lease-back to Annual fee to traditional owners,
government Agency community council or board

Annual fee to traditional Owners Examples: Uluru — Kata Tjuta, Kakadu,

Nitmiluk National Parks.
Example: Garig Ganak Baru
National Park.

Source: Smyth 2001, p11-12

As far as models of joint management are concerned, we favour the Kakadu/Uluru/Nitmiluk model over the Gurig one.
Not only does it bring more substantial economic benefits to the traditional owners, but it allows for greater Aboriginal
control over tourism, as well as greater scope to protect highly valued Indigenous cultural and natural resources.
However, we recognise that this is a matter largely in the hands of the traditional owners themselves and the land
councils through their negotiations with the Northern Territory Government. A variation on these two models of joint
management may be appropriate for particular parks and reserves. Or indeed the Indigenous Protected Area model may
be more suited to the aspirations of traditional owners.

At present there is one Indigenous Protected Area (IPA) in the Northern Territory, the Dhimurru IPA in East Amhem Land.
Other prospective IPA’s are located in the Maningrida region and Lajamanu in the Tanami region. The Yolngu traditional
owners set the management requirements of the Dhimurru IPA in accordance with [IUCN accepted practices. There is
also an advisory body they can draw upon made up of the Department of Environment and Heritage, the Northern Land
Council and the Parks and Wildlife Commission. Important conservation activities undertaken by Dhimurru Rangers have
included a flora and fauna survey of Cape Arnhem, turtle monitoring, rehabilitation of land, weed and feral animal control
and management of visitor access (Department of Environment and Heritage
http://lwww.deh.gov.au/indigenous/ipa/declared/dhimurru.html : accessed 13/06/04). Protection of Yolngu cultural values
is central to both an agreement with Parks and Wildlife signed under Section 73 of the Territory Parks and Wildlife
Conservation Act and the management plan for the area (Agreements Treaties and Negotiated Settlements Project
Database http://www.atns.net.au/biogs/A000635b.htm : accessed 13/06/04). According to Dhimurru Executive Officer,
Steve Roeger, 'getting the people back on-country is the only way that these ecosystems will be effectively managed into
the future' (Department of Environment and Heritage n.d.).

Three questions arise here that require discussion in the Parks and Conservation Masterplan:

1. What has been the conservation success of the existing IPA - is there any ongoing monitoring?
2. Why have other IPAs been so slow being established?

3. Is there a real commitment by the NT Government to the goal of establishing additional IPAs?.

If the proposed IPAs in the Northern Territory do eventuate, it will be a significant extension to the reserve system.
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Recommendations

o Joint management of additional Territory national parks is a positive development. The Draft Masterplan should
provide the public with an outline of the different models of joint management currently being negotiated. Models of
joint management for Marine Protected Areas, which go beyond the existing Gurig model in their recognition of
Aboriginal rights and authority, should also be discussed.

o The Draft Parks Masterplan should analyse the existing situation of the Indigenous Protected Areas program in the
NT, before outlining how the number of IPAs can be expanded over the next decade or two.

3.0. Protecting biodiversity - fixing the CAR

Northern Australian terrestrial and marine environments are undoubtedly of very high ecological significance on a national
and global scale. Compared to southern Australia, vast areas are still relatively intact. However, as Woinarski, Milne and
Wanganeen (2001) point out, we can no longer assume that our environments are insulated from the kinds of species
declines that have occurred elsewhere. Models of conservation, such as the Comprehensive, Adequate and
Represenatative (CAR) reserve system, that have evolved to protect the highly degraded and fragmented natural
landscapes of further south are nevertheless of limited value in the Northern Territory. As Whitehead et al (2003) observe,
Northern Australian species are ‘extraordinarily prone to fluctuation in distribution and abundance over a range of time
and spatial scales’ (p242). As a consequence different sites assume critical importance for species protection at different
times. A conservation strategy based simply upon drawing protective boundaries around refuge areas may therefore turn
out to be ineffective. Conservation efforts are also hampered by inadequacies in the ecological information base.

That said, the Northern Territory Government has signed up to the National Strategy for Conservation of Australia’s
Biological Diversity and has an obligation to help achieve the national goal of a comprehensive, adequate and
representative reserve system. The environmental organisations represented by this submission support efforts to make
the National Reserve System more comprehensive, adequate and representative. The NRS remains the fundamental
component of what will hopefully be a more integrated ‘cross-tenure’ approach to conservation management. The
Discussion Paper Directions for a National Reserve System (Commonwealth of Australia 2004) noted that ‘experience in
Australia to date has generally demonstrated that it is seven times more effective to conserve intact native ecosystems
rather than attempting to re-establish them after they have been cleared or significantly degraded’ (vi). We in turn note
that this paper advocates a combination of two basic approaches to biodiversity conservation: 1) establishment and
management of a CAR system of national reserves; 2) the ecologically sustainable management of natural resources
across the broader landscape. This will be delivered as ‘part of an integrated natural resource management approach to
planning and management’ (p6). We support this overall approach but require clarification on how this might work in the
NT.

It is important that protected areas management should continue to play a distinct role in broader landscape conservation
strategies. The Directions paper proposes that in order to advance the comprehensiveness and representativeness of the
NRS, examples of at least 80% of the number of extant regional ecosystems in each bioregion should be included.
According to Possingham (2002: p9), an investment of $300-400 million nationally into the NRS would achieve this 80%
protection goal, save 14700 native species and result in collateral benefits of $2 billion. This goal is also articulated by the
Australian Conservation Foundation in their submission on the Directions paper (ACF 2004). We also support the call
from the ACF and WWF to add the principle of ‘resilience’ to the CAR criteria (WWF Australia 2004a). In view of the
additional stress that will be placed on ecosystems as a result of climate change, reserves must be of an adequate size
and should maintain significant connectivity with other ecosystems (also see Hansen et al for a detailed WWF discussion
of the principle of resilience and its application to protected areas management).

However, the CAR approach has its dangers and limitations, some of which were noted in the previous Masterplan (i.e.
information gaps, problems identifying genetic variation — see p71-73). Whilst we agree with the broad concept of creating
a network of protected ares with increasing connectivity, we are concerned that the goal of biodiversity protection may
cede further ground to an overriding guiding philosophy of ‘multiple-use management’ (see Figgis 2003). If new areas
become national or marine parks and are designated as multiple-use zones, without prohibitions on extractive activities
such as commercial fishing and mining, this in our view downgrades the system as a whole. There is still a very strong
case for having strictly protected areas and for high levels of protection presiding over large areas of sea and land.

The two main problems with the CAR model, as it is currently being applied in the Northern Territory, are as follows:
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a) arbitrary Territory-wide targets

Arbitrary targets are set for the retention of native vegetation across the Northern Territory. For instance, the Biodiversity
Issues Paper mentions a target of at least 80% retention of native vegetation across the Territory as a ‘prompt for
consultation’. Presumably this would mean that almost 20% of native vegetation would be open for clearing, given that
less than one percent has been cleared already. To put this into perspective, we would be countenancing the clearance
of around 268,000 square kilometres of vegetation, an area larger than the state of Victoria. This target is totally
unacceptable and it is disturbing to see it put forward for discussion in a paper that otherwise gives a sensible and
stimulating overview of biodiversity issues in the Territory. There is no discussion in the paper of the scientific basis of the
80 percent target, nor whether the other potential biodiversity goals listed there, such as the inclusion of all threatened
species into the reserve system, are compatible with such massive environmental destruction.

Meanwhile the IUCN 1992 global target of protection for a minimum 10% of each biome is essentially an international
political compromise and almost certainly will not be sufficient to prevent widespread extinctions. The Northern Territory
should be setting a much higher target, particularly since so much vegetation, of all types, remains largely intact.
McDonald et al (2004) suggest that a potential target for intact tropical savanna bioregions with more than 90% native
vegetation remaining is ‘no clearing’. At a sub-bioregional level, no regional ecosystem within an intact landscape should
be cleared to below 90 per cent retention threshold (p95-96).

b) bioregional and sub-bioregional application

The CAR system can present major problems when it is applied at bioregional and regional ecosystem levels. This is
particularly evident in the Draft Conservation Plan for the Daly River Bioregion released in August 2003 (DIPE 2003a).
Currently less than 2.5% of the bioregion is protected within the reserve system. The Draft Conservation Plan proposes to
extend this area to closer to 10% with the creation of new national parks in the Fish River Area and in the vicinity of Depot
Creek, taking in Umbrawarra and Butterfly Gorges, along with the extension of the Flora River Nature Park and the
declaration of a reserve corridor 500m metres on both sides of the Daly River. Yet even this larger reserve system, the
Draft Conservation Plan maintains, is in the long term likely to retain only 50% of the species that it originally contained
(p29). A range of threat mitigation measures for land outside of the proposed reserve system, such as buffer strips,
control of weeds and feral animals and ‘appropriate’ agricultural practice, are thus put forward. However, this approach
also leaves the door open for large areas of native vegetation and wildlife habitat to be cleared and large volumes of
groundwater in the Basin to be extracted. Put simply, this is an unacceptably risky and unbalanced approach to
conservation planning. Whitehead et al (2003) concede that in the identification of the Daly Basin reserve system
‘minimum viable population sizes and area needs are unknown for most species and were inferred from empirical
relationships for better-known taxa’ (p245).

Similarly, the target to retain at least 30% of all vegetation types in the bioregion is simply not adequate. This target is
based on computer modelling and inference from the distribution of surrogate species, more so than from detailed on-the-
ground wildlife and plant surveys. Whitehead et al (2003) point out that the process of configuring proposed protected
areas in the Daly Basin occurred within the constraints of a ‘poor knowledge base’ (p245). Herein lies the danger in
proceeding with large-scale developments that involve extensive landclearing. The scientific uncertainties are immense.
The economic rewards are almost always overestimated, and the potential ecological debt in terms of loss of biodiversity
is inadequately accounted for.

Adaptive management is often put forward as a suitable resource management methodology in circumstances where
there are knowledge-deficiencies. The argument seems to go like this. Press on with development plans regardless,
monitor the results of the ‘experiment’ and adapt environmental protection policies and procedures accordingly. One
argument in support of an adaptive management approach in Northern Australia is that the accrual of scientific
information to reduce uncertainty is unlikely to keep pace with changes in land use, given the threats posed by weeds,
feral animals, fire and agricultural development (Whitehead et al 2003: p247). Unfortunately, with regards to large-scale
agricultural development in particular, by the time the ‘experiment’ is over it may be too late to save a remnant species
that has suddenly turned up where the computer models said it ought not to have been. The precautionary principle must
take precedence where there is a poor knowledge base. Otherwise it is hard to see how the NT Government can
legitimately claim to be upholding the national obligation to ‘promote the protection of ecosystems, natural habitats and
the maintenance of viable populations of species’ (Commonwealth of Australia 2004). Furthermore, there would be little
prospect of delivering, within its own jurisdiction, on the goal of the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development in
Johannesburg to reverse the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010.

Recommendations

e The Draft Parks Masterplan should support adding the principle of resilience to the CAR criteria and in the meantime
apply this principle to parks and reserves selection in the Northern Territory. The CAR criteria should not be applied
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at the bioregional and regional ecosystem levels without additional criteria being included that assesses the natural
and cultural values of the bioregion as a whole (see below).

e The target of 80 percent retention of native vegetation across the Territory should be rejected. The vegetation
retention target for intact tropical savanna landscapes should be ‘no clearing'.

e It should be acknowledged that broad-scale landclearing in the Northern Territory is fundamentally incompatible with

the conservation of biodiversity (and additionally that landclearing is a significant contributor to CO2 emissions).
Legislative reform is required to bring the NT into line with other states and territories.

3.1. A framework for enhanced biodiversity assessment

The previous Masterplan put forward additional criteria for determining priorities for park selection — vulnerability,
irreplaceability, minimisation of management costs, international and national significance (p95-96). We suggest that
these are retained (though minimisation of costs should not be prioritised over the other criteria) and supplemented by the
criteria of resilience. We can also learn from some major work assessing the ecological significance of Cape York
Peninsula, another extensive, relatively intact northern Australian landscape (Mackey, Nix & Hitchcock 2001). The Natural
Heritage Statement of Significance of Cape York Peninsula lays out an alternative methodology for assessing natural
heritage significance based on the criteria used in the World Heritage listing and National Estate register processes. Two
additional criteria relevant to the intact landscapes of Northern Australia — Natural Integrity and Contribution to Knowledge
—were added to the list. This was due to inadequacies identified in the existing World Heritage and National Heritage
criteria, for example the role played by biological communities in regulating global life support systems.

The criteria are summarised as follows (Mackey, Nix & Hitchcock 2001, p7):

1.0 GEO-EVOLUTION

Outstanding examples representing major stages of Earth’s evolutionary history, including significant geological
processes which have contributed to the development of landforms, or significant geomorphic or physiographic
features.

2.0 GEODIVERSITY

The most important and significant lands for in situ conservation of geodiversity, including those containing rare
or threatened features of outstanding (universal/regional/continental/local) value from the point of view of
science or conservation.

3.0 BIO-EVOLUTION
Outstanding examples representing major stages of Earth’s biological evolutionary history, including the record
of life.

4.0 BIODIVERSITY

The most important and significant natural habitats for in situ conservation of biological diversity, including those
containing rare or threatened species, communities or ecosystems of outstanding
(universal/regional/continental/local) value from the point of view of science or conservation.

5.0 NATURAL INTEGRITY
Ecosystems and landscapes which exhibit outstanding ecological and geophysical integrity.

6.0 ON-GOING NATURAL PROCESSES
Geophysical, evolutionary, and ecological processes, including local and global-scaled life support systems fully
functional.

7.0 CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE

Examples of geomorphic or physiographic features, ecosystems, plant and animal communities or natural
processes or phenomena, the study of which has, or is continuing to, contribute significantly to an
understanding of natural history beyond that place.

8.0 AESTHETICS
Superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty or aesthetic importance.
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This classification highlights evolutionary processes, both past and future, the current natural diversity and integrity of the
environment, and human appreciation of natural values. When these eight criteria were applied, the researchers found
that Cape York Peninsula contained significant natural heritage values in all categories (p21). Many of these values were
globally significant. Indeed the authors comment:

‘A natural heritage assessment limited to such specific categories as rare and threatened species, or
limited only to the context of Cape York Peninsula, would fail to recognise the global significance of
its natural integrity’ (p22).

In contrast, assessment criteria for inclusion of areas in the CAR system focus on nationally or regionally significant
values. The authors conclude that it is not appropriate to create a ‘Swiss cheese’ land use pattern where each of the
natural values are spatially demarcated. Rather, an integrated approach to land use and land management is required in
order to protect one of the few remaining large-scale intact landscapes in the world. Moreover, the precautionary principle
should be fully taken into consideration when any new developments are planned. The Beattie Government’s
announcement in January to phase out broadscale landclearing of remnant vegetation in Queensland by 2006, including
in Cape York Peninsula, is a good example of this principle being put into practice.

A similar assessment of the regional, national and global significance of the landscapes of the Northern Territory could be
completed, with particular reference to their global significance in a world where biodiversity is under increasing threat.
This would also help the NT Government identify areas for potential World Heritage nomination. It would also provide the
initial step in an ecosystem-based approach to conservation management in the NT.

The Northern Australian Environment Alliance (2003), made up of national organisations like ACF and WWF as well as
state and local groups in Queensland, the NT and WA, believes Ecosystem Based Management must:

Give priority to the maintenance of biodiversity and ecosystem integrity,

Integrate and coordinate activities across all sectors in northern Australia,

Prepare agreed targets for resource use and conservation,

Provide for objective based management,

Provide overarching legislative arrangements that facilitates integrated based management,

Provide for the spatial management of land and sea resources,

Provide adequate funding for conservation orientated research,

Underpin management with the Precautionary Principle,

Take account of collective and cumulative impacts, and

Ensure broad-based community involvement in land and sea use, management and conservation (p13).

What is clear from the above discussion is that the protection of environmental values should be at the forefront of all
natural resource management planning. The NT Parks and Conservation Masterplan is integral to the achievement of an
ecologically sustainable future for the NT. It should form part of a broader package of legislative, policy and funding
reforms dedicated to the goal of ecological sustainability (see Section 9.0).

Recommendations

e That the Parks Masterplan discuss the global and national significance of Territory environments. Where this
assessment work has not been done the Masterplan should recommend an initiative similar to the Cape York
Statement of Significance process.

e That the Masterplan recognise that ecosystem-based approaches should be at the core of natural resource
management planning in the NT, including in the selection of conservation reserves.

3.2. Opportunities to Extend the Territory Parks and Reserves System

The Biodiversity Issues paper observes that the NT falls short in its commitment to a comprehensive, adequate and
representative reserve system. It is well shy of the minimalist national and international benchmarks that 10-15% of lands
should be devoted to conservation, with less than 5% currently in reservation. Deficiencies in the CAR system for the
North Australian context have already been discussed.

Increasing the reserve system to include 10% of each main NT environment would apparently cost a further $66 million

annually, plus the costs of acquisition of lands (Biodiversity Issues paper). This is not a huge amount in the context of the
overall Territory Government budget (approximately 2.5% of the total budget), particularly given that there will be
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substantial benefits to the NT economy in both monetary terms and in the provision of environmental services. The
National Directions paper (Commonwealth of Australia 2004) notes that several assessments of the net economic
benefits of protected areas to regional economies have been completed in Australia. The Wet Tropics World Heritage
Area in North Queensland was calculated to bring in $753 million in one year from the direct and indirect benefits of
tourism. On a smaller scale, Sturt, Kinchega and Mutawijinti National Parks in western NSW were found to generate $9.6
million per year. There are vitally important ‘non-use’ values to be gained from protected areas also. These include such
environmental services as clean air, climatic stability and water-shed protection (Commonwealth of Australia 2004: p8-9).

The Issues paper on Parks Classification observed that the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act does not specify
criteria for the selection of parks and reserves. It then outlined the IUCN categories for protected areas and asks whether
these should be formally adopted in the Northern Territory. The contributors to this submission believe they should. This
will bring the Northern Territory into line with international best-practice in protected areas management and provide a
coherent framework for the Masterplan (as discussed in Section 2.0).

The previous Masterplan included the following possibilities for extending the parks and reserves system.

e Limmen National Park (not yet designated)

Davenport Range National Park

Hayes Creek District extending to Umbrawarra and Butterfly Gorges

Consolidate individual reserves around Darwin into a Greater Darwin Park

Mary River National Park and consolidation of parks and reserves in the lower Adelaide River into two national
parks, Adelaide River National Park and Djukbinj National Park.

Extension of Keep River National Park into Spirit Hills (not yet designated)

Establishment of Caranbirini Waterhole Nature Park by agreement with landowner Mt Isa Mines

Joint NT-Queensland border park on Wollogarang, Nicholson, Calvert Hills and Wentworth pastoral leases
Sand dune and channel country of the Finke and Hugh Rivers

Dulcie Ranges National Park

Three Greater National Parks: Nitmiluk-Kakadu-Gurig; Greater MacDonnell National Park; Greater Central Desert
Ranges National Park

Limmen National Park is a significant addition to the reserve system, but, apart from that, progress on the other proposals
has been slow. We welcome, however, the inclusion in Schedule 5 of the Parks and Reserves (Framework for the Future)
Act 2003 of areas of Aboriginal land to be included in Elsey, Gregory and the proposed Davenport Range National Parks
(see Appendix). It is fair to say that the Nitmiluk-Kakadu-Gurig Greater Park is now off the agenda. It was probably driven
by NT Government efforts to stake a jurisdictional claim over Kakadu as much as anything else. Although we appreciate
that the West Arnhem Plateau is a biodiversity hotspot, we can see no compelling reason to resurrect this particular
proposal.

Appendix 3 is derived from material in Allen, Ledgar and Kiessling (1999), as well as from bioregional planning
documents produced by the Northern Territory Government. By no means does it cover all of the biodiversity values in
the Northern Territory. However, it does show that there are plenty of opportunities for additional parks and reserves,
especially if Traditional Owners become more convinced of their benefits. Most of the potential parks and reserves listed
in the table have already been mooted in NT Government and/or stakeholder documents, so there is no point in going
into detail on each one here. This is a task for the Parks Masterplan. Indeed we would like to see more discussion than
was in the previous Masterplan, where the detail was left for a Regional Masterplan process that never eventuated. We
will, however, briefly discuss the concept of a Biosphere Reserve as that is an oft-neglected possibility for biodiversity
conservation in the Territory, which has been usefully employed elsewhere in Australia.

UNESCO Biosphere Reserve

There are currently 12 biosphere reserves in Australia, including Fitzgerald River in Western Australia and Bookmark
Reserve in South Australia, with one in the NT at Uluru-Kata Tjuta. The Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 S337-341 says that a plan may be developed for managing a declared biosphere reserve.
Biodiversity protection within the reserve would then be eligible for Commonwealth funding. Reserves are divided into
three interrelated zones known as core areas (highly protected), buffer zones and an outer transition area (subject to
greater levels of human activity).

Similar to a World Heritage declaration, having a number of biosphere reserves within the NT would add to the prestige of
the parks and reserves system. We think that the Adelaide-Mary River wetland area and the Daly River Basin would be
prime candidates for additional biosphere reserves. Possibly even the formerly proposed Greater Park that included the
West Arnhem Plateau could be considered, with traditional owners having authority over management and where the
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three zones begin and end. We would favour, however, a World Heritage declaration over West MacDonnell National
Park if this has the support of traditional owners.

How are Biosphere Reserves selected?
To qualify for designation as a biosphere reserve, an area should normally:

e be representative of a major biogeographic region, including a gradation of human intervention in these
systems;

e contain landscapes, ecosystems or animal and plant species, or varieties which need to be conserved;

e provide an opportunity to explore and demonstrate approaches to sustainable development within the larger
region where they are located;

e be of an appropriate size to serve the three functions of biosphere reserves mentioned above;

e have an appropriate zoning system, with a legally constituted core area or areas, devoted to long-term
protection;

e aclearly identified buffer zone or zones and an outer transition area.

See http://www.unesco.org/mab/nutshell.htm

Recommendations

e  The Parks Masterplan should set out a program and timetable for increasing the area of the NT in parks and
reserves to at least 10 percent. We would preferably like to see 10 percent of the NT in protected areas by 2010 and
20 percent by 2020.

o |UCN categories for protected areas classification should be adopted in the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation
Act.

o That the Parks Masterplan recommend a World Heritage nomination for West MacDonnell National Park and makes
a commitment to investigate the establishment of more UN Biosphere Reserves in the NT (in both instances
depending on support by Traditional Owners).

4.0. Off-Reserve Conservation

‘It will not be sufficient to treat parks as islands, surrounded by lands inhospitable to wildlife conservation’
(Parks and Wildlife Commission 1997).

It is widely accepted that the implementation of off-reserve conservation is vital for the conservation of biodiversity across
the Northern Territory. A number of threatened species are found only on non-reserved land. For instance, as the
Biodiversity Issues paper mentions, the Carpentarian rock-rat only lives on Wollogorang pastoral property. There are 14
endemic threatened species on the Tiwi Islands, whilst bilbies are only found on Aboriginal land within the Northern
Territory. Moreover, there are some vegetation communities that are almost entirely within the pastoral estate such as the
Mitchell Grass Downs. To date there have been only three formal conservation agreements under Sections 73 and 74 of
the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act. This indicates to us that off-reserve conservation initiatives are not
occurring at a rate necessary to ensure the protection of biodiversity on large tracts of the Territory. Off-reserve
conservation on Aboriginal land has been discussed earlier in this submission, so this section concentrates on issues
surrounding conservation on pastoral leasehold land.

4.1. Pastoral Leasehold Land

Pastoral leasehold land occupies 47 per cent of the Northern Territory’s land area (Productivity Commission 2002). It is
therefore of fundamental importance to any integrated approach to conservation and biodiversity management across the
Territory. The previous Parks Masterplan paid little attention to off-reserve conservation on pastoral land (or on freehold
land for that matter). Presently, both pastoral and non-pastoral activities on leasehold land in the Territory are regulated
under the Pastoral Land Act 1992. Amongst other things, the Act prescribes the conditions under which the lessee can
use the land, such as stocking rates and the use of timber.
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There are no specific guidelines as to whether a proposed development or resource use will comply with the Act (see
DIPE website: http://www.ipe.nt.gov.au/). Rather, discretionary decision-making power is in the hands of the Pastoral
Land Board and the NT Minister for Lands and Planning. This is despite there being specific reference to environmental
standards in the Act. In Section 39 (b) lessees are required to ‘take all reasonable measures to conserve and protect
features of environmental, cultural, heritage or ecological significance’. Whilst the focus on merely protecting ‘features’ of
the land is clearly inadequate, there is also a more general duty of care, including the lessee’s participation in the ongoing
monitoring of the ‘environmental and sustained productive health of the land’, contained in Section 6. Landclearing on
pastoral land is now subject to the general guidelines contained in the Planning Act, but this is the only ‘pastoral use’
activity currently requiring development approval. This is another obvious shortcoming of the Pastoral Land Act that
should be rectified following the current review of the Act. There are also guidelines for assessing proposals to subdivide
land for pastoral purposes, which includes the potential impacts upon native plants and animals.

The general emphasis in the legislation is on preventing or minimising land degradation, where degradation is defined as
a decline in the condition of the natural resources of the land as well as the capacity to sustain pastoral productivity. This
duty of care extends to activities caused indirectly by humans, such as fire regimes, as well as direct human activities
such as pastoral activities and landclearing.

Non-pastoral land uses on pastoral leasehold land, such as tourism or conservation activities, are permitted through a
process set out in sections 86 to 89 of the Pastoral Land Act. Lessees can either apply for an excision of the lease, which
can be accompanied by a change of tenure, or they can be granted a permit for the non-pastoral activity for a 5-year
period (Productivity Commission 2002). The Pastoral Land Board makes recommendations to the Minister as to whether
these non-pastoral land uses should be allowed to proceed. The Annual Report 2002/03 of the Pastoral Land Board
noted that there were 4 applications for non-pastoral use approved in that financial year. So the number of approvals is
not large, however there is a glaring lack of transparency in this process.

Diversification of land use on pastoral properties as an alternative to cattle grazing should be encouraged, as long as it
does not cause further land degradation or biodiversity decline nor prop up unsustainable grazing operations on marginal,
degraded or high conservation value land. Lease renewals, where this option is still available (see below), should
introduce equity into public land use and access. Eco-tourism, seed collection, and Aboriginal uses should not be at the
instigation or discretion of the pastoral user. The native title rights and interests of traditional owners need to be fully
recognised (WWF 2004b).

Perpetual leases in the Northern Territory have been offered to pastoral lessees subject to participation in a monitoring
program, which assesses pasture condition and levels of land degradation, including the presence of feral animals and
noxious weeds. Since 1992, 84 percent of leases have been converted to perpetual status. In the 2002/03 financial year
there were 3 applications for a perpetual lease referred to the Minister of Lands with recommendations from the Pastoral
Land Board (Pastoral Lands Board 2002/03). The Act stipulates that land granted under perpetual lease cannot be
forfeited even if lessees do not meet lease conditions, though the Minister can order destocking and rehabilitation works
to be carried out if the lessee fails to lodge a remedial plan for degraded land. In our view the system of environmental
accountability is not open or transparent enough. Third party appeals, able to challenge the decisions of the Pastoral
Land Board or the Minister, should be allowed. These kinds of appeal rights already exist in the Territory Parks and
Wildlife Conservation Act. Pastoral lease rents are also very low at present — just 2 percent of the unimproved value of
the leased land - and do not cover the costs of administration, monitoring, and environmental protection and remediation.
All pastoral rents should be increased by an initial 100 percent, with further increases dependent upon the values and
condition of the land in question, as well as the land management record and published plans of the leaseholder.

Monitoring of land condition occurs every 3 years in the Top End and every 5 years in the semi-arid and arid zones.
However, there are clear deficiencies in this monitoring regime. There are no guidelines on how to make an assessment
as to what constitutes land in ‘good’, ‘fair’ or ‘poor’ condition in the great majority of pastoral districts. Nor are there
comprehensive guidelines in place to monitor the effects of pastoral and non-pastoral activities on biodiversity. We also
understand that a module on biodiversity has only recently been added to a land management training course for
pastoralists run by DBIRD and DPI (Alaric Fisher, DIPE, pers. comm. May 2004). Landcare activities aside, it is little
wonder that few pastoralists undertake biodiversity monitoring. These deficiencies need to be addressed given that
numerous threatened species are present on pastoral land, especially in the arid rangelands. Lack of information should
not be an excuse for the continuation of damaging activities. Precautionary action needs to be built into leasehold
arrangements, so that leaseholders are better able to exercise their duty of care.

Stafford-Smith et al (2000) argue that it is the resilience of rangelands to management mistakes that is the crucial factor

in protecting biodiversity. The MacDonnell Ranges, for example, are particularly susceptible to management mistakes,
whereas a number of other regions are at lower risk. Lease conditions should be tailored closely to particular regional
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circumstances and biodiversity values. Rents could also be higher on less resilient or higher conservation value land. The
most important management implication is that stocking rates should be well below what the land can sustain in the long
term, taking account of seasonal fluctuations, historical degradation and the conservation values and sensitivity of the
land in question. Responsibility for ensuring this takes place, especially in high-risk regions, lies primarily with the
Northern Territory Government, though independent auditing could also be undertaken by a suitably qualified third party.

There is an onus on the Pastoral Land Board to ensure that lessees rehabilitate degraded land and prepare remedial
plans in order to do so. The Minister has the power to take action, such as ordering the destocking of the land, if the
lessee does not come up with a suitable remedial plan. With the exception of applications for landclearing approval, there
is no requirement for pastoral lessees to prepare Property Management Plans, which would detail their overall long-term
approach to complying with their duty of care towards the land. Nor are there are any positive incentives, such as
stewardship payments or rent variations, for the lessee to prioritise biodiversity conservation. These could be provided by
DIPE through landholder agreements negotiated under Section 74 of the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act.
Not that it is at all surprising that biodiversity protection has been way down the priority order. Prior to amendments in
2000, the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act made no specific reference to biodiversity and, even after the
amendments, remains very much focused on the protection of species, rather than habitats or ecosystems as a whole
(Dawson 2002). Cooperative management agreements can also only pertain to species that are subject to a management
program. Yet as Dawson (2002) observes there are new opportunities enshrined in the amendments:

‘(It) may be possible to prove that some pastoral activities that affect plants and invertebrates come within
the scope of section 66, and are therefore prohibited under the (amended) Act, if they interfere with
protected wildlife by damaging or destroying the habitat of that protected wildlife (p255).

Areas of essential habitat can be declared, though in the Territory none have been yet.

There are also Commonwealth provisions under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act that allow
for conservation agreements, threat abatement plans, or recovery programs for nationally listed threatened species. This
points to a shared Territory and Commonwealth governmental responsibility for biodiversity conservation on pastoral
lands. The only time these provisions have been utilised in the Northern Territory is in relation to the recovery program for
the Central Rock-rat (Dawson 2002).

Cooperative agreements for ecosystem and habitat protection on pastoral lands provide the preferred means of
conserving biodiversity, rather than a strictly prescriptive or punitive approach. The prescriptive approach to regulating
land use on pastoral leases has been criticised by the Productivity Commission (2002). There is a move towards a more
outcome-focused natural resource management approach in jurisdictions like NSW and Queensland (Hyder Consulting
2000; Department of Resources and Mines 2003). This can involve incentives for conservation and biodiversity
management initiatives, such as performance-based lease arrangements that links the achievement of environmental
protection with more flexible and/or extended leases. The Queensland Government, for instance, has proposed a rolling
lease incentive, where long-term leases are renewed every 10 years depending upon whether pastoralists have
negotiated a conservation or Indigenous Land Use agreement, or where it can be verified that environmental performance
is satisfactory. This particular approach may have limited application here in the Territory, simply because most leases
are now on a perpetual tenure. Opportunities to use lease arrangements to encourage voluntary biodiversity conservation
measures have, misguidedly, been foreclosed to some extent. In light of this, we would emphasise that where
cooperation with leaseholders is not possible or breaks down, strict legal enforcement of the regulations needs to be
maintained. Sanctions, such as increasing rents to full cost and impact recovery commercial rates unless leaseholders
commence and subsequently implement an approved Property Management Plan, should also be a legal option.

Recommendations

o The system for ensuring environmental outcomes on pastoral leasehold land needs to be made more transparent
and effective. For instance, development approval should be required for all pastoral use activities that will potentially
impact on biodiversity values or degrade the land. The Parks and Conservation Masterplan should discuss in detail
how this can be achieved with reference to the current review of the Pastoral Land Act.

o Pastoral lease arrangements, where still an option, should be tailored to particular regional circumstances and
altered according to the condition of the land. Ecosystem-based Property Management Plans, including a plan for
biodiversity conservation, should be required of pastoral leaseholders with implementation assistance from
government. Again, this discussion should be linked to the current review of the Pastoral Land Act
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o Positive incentives, such as stewardship payments and co-operative agreements, should be used to encourage
biodiversity conservation on pastoral land in the first instance. Enforcement mechanisms under the Pastoral Land
Act, such as fines for environmental breaches of lease conditions, must also be retained and strengthened.

o Pastoral leases should also not be able to be subdivided for the private profit of leaseholders.

e The recognition of native title rights and interests on pastoral land must be fully integrated into land management
regimes on pastoral leases.

o All pastoral lease rents should be increased by an initial 100 percent to begin to recover the administrative and

environmental costs of pastoral leases. Further increases should depend on performance in relation to
environmental and sustainability criteria.

4.2. Off-Reserve Conservation Models from other States

As indicated above, governments elsewhere in Australia are increasingly looking to reward practices that ensure the long-
term economic and environmental sustainability of leasehold and private land. There is a wide range of measures that
can be used to move pastoral practices in this direction. They include technical advice and training, financial assistance,
management agreements, and tenure-based incentives such as in Queensland.

New South Wales has four different types of private land conservation mechanisms (in order of decreasing strictness and
investment by agencies) (Blanch 2004):

o  Conservation Agreements under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act. These agreements are in perpetuity and
the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service provides some funds and assistance to develop a Plan of
Management;

o  Wildlife Refuge, also under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act - less protective than conservation agreements
as well as less demanding on the landholder and the National Parks and Wildlife Service;

o Property Vegetation Plans under the Native Vegetation Act (which recently replaced Property Agreements under the
NSW Native Vegetation Act). In practice, an in perpetuity agreement is required if more than $50000 is invested by
the Government in implementing the plan;

e Land for Wildlife — a voluntary scheme where the landholder can opt out and there is little investment of resources by
the National Parks and Wildlife Service.

Another conservation initiative is occurring in the pastoral regions of western NSW, known as West 2000 Plus.
Established in 1997, the program is a $12 million rural recovery program, with $3.85 million earmarked for natural
resource management initiatives. It involves a partnership between the landholders of the Western Division, the NSW
Government and the Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. Rather than removing
domestic stock, the program is based on achieving positive conservation outcomes through active and adaptive
management. The successful completion of agreed conservation-based management activities form the basis of
landholders receiving a series of annual payments (see http://www.west2000plus.org.au/). An evaluation in 2001 showed
that the majority of landholders perceived positive economic and environmental benefits from the program, though grants
could have been targeted better to promote regional outcomes rather than individual benefits (URS Australia 2001).

Western Australia has embraced a very broad spectrum of tools to encourage off-reserve conservation (Department of
Environment et al 2004). Financial assistance is provided to landholders to preserve or manage bushland through either
grants or subsidies, or reductions in taxes, local rates or other charges. The Community Conservation Grants scheme is
an annual grant program jointly run by WWF and the Commonwealth’s Natural Heritage Trust to offer grants to
community groups of up to $30,000 to protect, restore or recover threatened species or ecosystems. Meanwhile, the
Direct Nature Conservation Grant, providing grants generally ranging from $500 to $5000, is available to community
groups to undertake conservation work on public lands. Legal protection for conservation purposes is provided under the
WA Department of Conservation and Land Management’s covenant program. On application for a conservation covenant,
the Department may offer landowners:

e up to $500 to cover the owner’s reasonable independent legal costs to check the covenant document;
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e acontribution to finance for fencing (up to $1500 per kilometre where funding has not been sought from other
funding sources); and
o other initial management costs to restore the land where past damage has occurred.

For example, 7000 hectares of the 347,000 hectare Boolardy pastoral station has been fenced off for the protection of
native species (Figgis 2003).

Since March 2000 Queensland has also implemented a statutory covenants program (Statutory Covenants Working
Group 2003). Legislation was amended to allow statutory covenants to be registered on land titles for conservation
purposes. Around 850 covenants have been entered into and registered by the Department of Natural Resources and
Mines, although less than half have been for conservation purposes. The majority have been registered to prevent two
parcels of land from being sold off separately. In many instances where conservation has been the primary motivation for
landholders, they have entered into agreements with a local government body.

Other possibilities for off-reserve conservation include performance bonds, where landholders are required to put up
money that can be used to rectify environmental damage should any be caused by their activities. The interest and
unclaimed bonds could be placed in a community or industry biodiversity fund. Alternatively, the awarding of performance
credits could be introduced on the basis of demonstrated environmental best-practice (CSIRO Division of Wildlife and
Ecology et al 1996). Diversification into nature-based ecotourism also provides an incentive to protect biodiversity on
freehold and pastoral leasehold land. The recent Productivity Commission (2003) report into biodiversity regulations
recommends that governments buy conservation services from landholders, ‘preferably through voluntary transactions
such as negotiated contracts or auctions’ (pxxii). This would lead to better environmental outcomes and increased
scrutiny of the costs and benefits of biodiversity protection measures. Voluntary agreements can be seen as an ‘entry
level’ for landholders into private conservation, which may then hopefully lead to a more binding covenant (Figgis 2003).
Land for Wildlife is a notable example of this type of voluntary approach. Auctioning of contracts to provide environmental
services is used extensively in the United States and has been trialed in Victoria through the Bush Tender initiative.
Landholders are required to compete directly for funds through a market mechanism (Productivity Commission 2003;
p184).

A further mechanism for off-reserve conservation is the purchase of land by private conservation interests such as the
Australian Bush Heritage Fund, the Australian Wildlife Conservancy and Birds Australia. There is only one instance of this
in the Northern Territory: Birds Australia has leasehold rights over the 262,000 hectare Newhaven Station north-west of
Alice Springs. The Australian Bush Heritage Fund is funded mainly through public donations and has purchased 16
reserves covering over 345,000 hectares of land, which contributes to Australia’s overall reserve system (see
http://lwww.bushheritage.org). However, it has purchased only one area of land in Northern Australia, a patch of tropical
rainforest in North Queensland, and none as yet in the Northern Territory. The Australian Wildlife Conservancy has
protected 450,000 hectares of bush in various locations in Western Australia (http://www.australianwildlife.org). There
may well be scope to approach the Wildlife Conservancy, and other similar organisations, to encourage them to purchase
or lease areas of land of high biodiversity value in the Northern Territory.

Revolving funds have been set up to invest funds in a property with conservation value, place a covenant or easement on
the property title and then resell into the market to raise funds for another purchase (Figgis 2003). The model for this in
Australia is The Trust for Nature (Victoria), a statutory authority established by the Victorian government in 1972 (see
http://lwww.tfn.org.au/). Since then it has achieved 368 covenants and protected over 15,500 hectares. In 2001 New
South Wales, following the Victorian model of the revolving fund, set up a Nature Conservation Trust. In 2003 it received
$1 million of NHT funding, which was matched by $1 million from the NSW Government, to go towards the revolving fund.

A new model for protecting fragmented ecosystems is called a Conservation Management Network (Figgis 2003). Whilst
developed to protect the grassy ecosystems of south-eastern Australia where there are no suitable areas of sufficient size
left to be reserved as a national park, the model could have application in Northern Australia with respect to the protection
of remaining patches of monsoon vine forest or significant wetlands. Those landholders involved in the management
network are able to share information, apply for funds and undertake biodiversity protection initiatives as a group,
provided that they have agreed to give their remnant patch some form of long-term protective status. An example in NSW
is the Monaro Grasslands Conservation Management Network, which WWF helped to set up in 2003
(http:/iwww.wwf.org.au/News_and_information/News_room/viewnews.php?news_id=27: accessed 20/6/04).

Recommendation

e That the Draft Parks Masterplan explore options for off-reserve conservation on pastoral and freehold land drawing
on existing programs in other Australian jurisdictions.

23



o  The role of Non-Government Organisations, such as WWF, Birds Australia, the Australian Wildlife Conservancy and
the Bush Heritage Fund, in off-reserve conservation and property acquisition should be supported and encouraged.

5.0. Mining in National Parks

The previous Parks Masterplan, as mentioned earlier, adopts a ‘multiple use management’ model. Minerals exploration
and mining are currently permitted in parks and reserves under Section 17 of the Territory Parks and Wildlife
Conservation Act and subject to conditions outlined in Section 176 of the Mining Act. Reservation of land from
occupation, including in protected areas, is however currently allowed under Section 178 of the Mining Act. The Minister,
in subsection 1, has the power to prohibit the recovery of any mineral or extractive mineral on or from an area of land. We
believe that as a first step this Ministerial power to prohibit mining should be extended to all parks and reserves in the NT
that are designated as IUCN categories I-IV and should also apply to mineral exploration activities. This would bring the
Northern Territory into line with the mining policy issued by the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA). In 1999
this international body issued a statement taking the view that mining exploration and exploitation of all kinds were
incompatible with the aims of protected areas in IUCN categories I-IV and so should be prohibited within their boundaries.
Mining and exploration, it said, should be strictly controlled in the other categories as well (World Commission on
Protected Areas 2000). All national parks in the NT are designated as category Il. Nineteen other conservation reserves
(e.g. Bullwaddy, Connells Lagoon), historical reserves (e.g. Stuart's Tree), management agreement areas (e.g.
Tnorala/Gosse Bluff), nature parks (e.g. Cutta Cutta Caves, N'Dhala Gorge) and conservation areas (e.g. Mary River
Crossing, Wildman River) are designated in categories I-IV (Department of the Environment and Heritage
http://lwww.deh.gov.au/parks/nrs/capad/2002/nt/nt-list02.html : accessed 20/05/04).

Some, but by no means all, of these areas have reservations from occupation upon them; for example, West MacDonnell
and Litchfield National Parks. The Mining and Parks Issues Paper notes that at present approximately one third of the
area covered by national parks is subject to reservations from occupation, which means that means that over 40,000
square kilometres of the park system remains open to mining and exploration. Unfortunately, in our opinion, the Parks
and Reserves (Framework for the Future) Act 2003 failed to prohibit mining in the parks and reserves listed in Schedules
1, 2 and 3 (see Appendix), by allowing exceptions for mining applications submitted before 19 September 2003 and for
areas occupied by mining interests up to the point that the Act commenced.

Mining and exploration activities are incompatible with the primary goal of protection of biodiversity values in Territory
parks and reserves. It is therefore not sufficient to simply rely on an inadequate environmental assessment process that is
not even overseen by an independent Environmental Protection Agency. Nor is it sufficient to rely on a Memorandum of
Understanding between Parks and Wildlife and the Department of Business, Infrastructure and Resource Development
that designates some areas within parks as off-limits, along with a Code of Conduct for Mineral Exploration in
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (Parks and Wildlife Commission 1998a: p117). The mere fact that the NT Government
contemplated allowing minerals exploration in the ecologically sensitive West MacDonnell National Park in 2002, before
announcing that the park would be protected from mining, raises serious questions about how vulnerable some of our
parks and reserves are. In May 2002 there were 8 granted exploration licenses, 57 exploration applications and 84
granted mining tenements in National Parks in the Territory (the latter are mostly in Kakadu where mining is prohibited
under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act). Territory parks and reserves, in
IUCN categories I-IV at the very least, should be entirely off-limits. Mineral activities will still be able to occur on up to 90
percent of the Northern Territory’s land even if the extent of the parks system is eventually doubled in area.

We also point out that mining is not allowed in Queensland national parks, apart from oil and gas exploration
(Queensland Environmental Protection Agency http://www.epa.qld.gov.au/parks_and_forests/management/principles/ :
accessed 20/5/04). The current Western Australian Government has a policy prohibiting mineral and petroleum
exploration and mining in national parks and nature reserves. These are states that are also reliant on the mining sector
for a significant proportion of their economic output. The NT Labor Government should be following the lead of its
counterparts by banning mining and exploration in the conservation estate.

Recommendation

e  Minerals exploration, including for petroleum and gas, as well as mining activity should be prohibited in the national
parks and reserves system. As an initial step this regulation should at least apply to parks and reserves listed in
IUCN categories I-IV.
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6.0. Marine Protected Areas

We are pleased to see increasing commitment from DIPE to the inclusion of Marine Protected Area planning in the Parks
and Conservation Masterplan process. The much improved version of the Marine and Coastal issues paper illustrates this
increasing commitment. However, the record of successive NT Governments on marine and coastal conservation issues
has been disappointing and does little to generate faith in the future management of marine and coastal environments. To
date in the Northern Territory, marine and coastal conservation issues have been accorded much lower priority than they
deserve, exemplified by the fact that there is only one marine park and some small additional aquatic reserves in the
Northern Territory’s coastal waters (there have also been two sea closures declared under the Aboriginal Land Rights Act
on the north coast of Arnhem Land). However, seven out of the 10 bioregions of Northern Territory waters do not contain
a single marine reserve. Those reserves that have been declared have been done so in ‘an ad hoc manner with little
recognition of principles or criteria established by the IUCN’ (Allen, Ledgar & Kiessling 1999). This is despite the previous
NT Parks Masterplan recognising that ‘the limited extent of the existing marine parks greatly constrains their effectiveness
in protecting biological diversity’ and that ‘additional marine parks are needed’ (Parks and Wildlife Commission 1998a:
p97). At the time there was also an existing proposal for a Beagle Gulf Marine Park, which the Masterplan supported, but
this has not come to pass in the intervening years. The plan then outlined a three-step process to rectify this deficiency:

Step 1 - Baseline Inventory of Marine Regions and Habitats
Step 2 — Formulation of Optimal Marine Park System
Step 3 — Marine Park System Establishment

It is a sad indictment of successive NT Governments that seven years on and we have yet to complete Step 1. Capacity
to undertake such work is severely limited by the fact that there are no marine management and conservation staff
presently employed in Northern Territory Government departments. In contrast, other Australian jurisdictions, such as
Queensland and Tasmania, already have planning frameworks in place for a marine protected areas system (e.g.
Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service 2000).

Fishing, at the present rate and extent, together with the associated impacts of this activity on bycatch species and
marine habitats, is by far the greatest known threat to the integrity of marine ecosystems in Australia (Nursey-Bray and
Pedder 2003). However, the previous Masterplan did not envisage excluding fishing from marine parks, but rather fishing
activity would be managed using zoning schemes, similar to the current management of the Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park. On 1 July 2004, one-third of the area of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, covering numerous IMCRA bioregions,
was zoned as no-take zones (though Indigenous customary fishing is still permitted). This is undoubtedly a significant
step towards securing the future of the Great Barrier Reef and sets an important precedent for marine protection
generally. The IUCN World Parks Congress held last year in Durban also called on the international community to
establish ‘strictly protected areas that amount to at least 20-30% of each habitat in marine and coastal areas by 2012’
(Northern Australian Environment Alliance 2004).

The benefits of ‘no-take’ marine protected areas (MPAs) are now well documented (see Table 4). There are dual benefits
for biodiversity conservation and for fisheries management. First and foremost though, the reason for establishing an
MPA is the benefits derived for biodiversity conservation. As a Commonwealth Government paper argued last year:
‘Without measures such as MPA's and ‘no-take’ reserves, marine biodiversity is likely to be lost before we know of its
existence or importance for humanity, or how it should be managed for long-term sustainability’ (Commonwealth of
Australia 2003: p6). MPAs, the paper also contends, can provide reservoirs of genetic material for the natural or assisted
recovery of areas affected by overfishing or pollution. A new study by WWF and the Royal Society for the Protection of
Birds (Balmford et al 2004) estimates that a global network of marine protected areas (MPAs) would ensure the sustained
delivery of marine ecosystem services worth an estimated US$7,000 billion each year, help safeguard a global fish catch
worth up to US$80 billion per year and generate approximately 1 million jobs.

In summary, fully-protected marine reserves can (from Roberts & Hawkins 2000):

Protect exploited populations, enhancing production of offspring which help restock fishing grounds.
Supplement fisheries through spillover of adults and juveniles into fishing grounds.

Provide a refuge from fishing for vulnerable species.

Prevent habitat damage and promote habitat recovery.

Maintain biodiversity by promoting development of natural biological communities that are different from those in
fishing grounds.

6 Facilitate ecosystem recovery after major human or natural disturbances.

oD~
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Table 4: Examples of the effects of reserves that offer protection from fishing

Reserve name and
location

Years of
protection

Habitat type

Effects reported

Leigh Reserve,
New Zealand

21

Warm-temperate
rocky reef

The most common predatory fish Pagrus auratus
was 6 times more common in the reserve than
outside, while the spiny lobster Jasus edwardsii
was 1.6 times more abundant, and had a bigger
carapace (a part of their homy outer skeleton:

average size = 110mm in reserve, 94mm outside).

In 18 years, sea urchin densities declined from
4.9m2to 1.4m2 in the reserve while urchin cover
rose from 14% to 40% in unprotected areas.

Exuma Cays Land and
Sea Park, Bahamas

10

Tropical seagrass
meadow

The average density of adult queen conch
(Strombus gigas) was 15 times higher in the
reserve, and late stage larval densities were 4-17
times higher.

Merritt Island Wildlife
Refuge, Florida, USA

28

Sub-tropical estuary

Experimental catch per unit effort was 2.6 times
greater in the reserve for all game fish combined,
2.4 times for spotted sea trout (Cynoscion
nebulosus), 6.3 times for red drum (Sciaenops
ocellata), 12.8 for black drum (Pogonius cromis),
5.3 for snook (Centropomus undecimalis) and 2.6
for striped mullet (Mugil cephalus). Fish in the
refuge were larger and more abundant, and
anglers were preferentially targeting the reserve
boundary.

Anse Chastanet
Reserve, St Lucia

Coral reef

Total biomass of commercially important species
was more than double that in fishing grounds and
the reserve contained three easily caught species
found nowhere else.

Maria Island Reserve,
Tasmania

Temperate rocky
reef

The densities of rock lobster (Jasus rubra) and
bastard trumpeter fish (Latridopsis forsteri)
increased by 1 and 2 orders of magnitude
respectively within the reserve. The numbers of
species also increased for fish, invertebrates and
algae, as did the densities of fish larger than
33cm.

Source: Roberts and Hawkins 2000, p18-20).

The current development of the Northern Regional Marine Plan by the National Oceans Office (NOO) represents one
opportunity to aim for similar levels of protection in Territory waters. The NT Government should work with the NOO to

develop a Territory-wide system of MPAs. As Nursey-Bray and Pedder (2003) point out, the Gulf area alone includes high
populations of marine turtles and important nesting sites for turtles and sea birds, substantial dugong populations,

extensive seagrass beds, high mangrove diversity, well-developed fringing coral reefs and a high diversity of benthic

biota. Particularly important are the waters surrounding offshore islands in the Sir Edward Pellew group. Nursey-Bray and

Pedder go on to argue that in order to ensure that there is adequate protection of marine species in Northern Australia,

large areas need to be set aside:

In the context of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, scientists have argued that protection of 30-50%
of each bioregion is essential for long term sustainability. However, in the Northern Planning area,
even more than 50% may be required to ensure long-term sustainability because of the highly
dynamic nature of tropical ecosystems. Critical habitats for marine animals; areas needed for feeding,
hunting, breeding, raising of young, migration and socialisation, are not stationary but move in
response to factors such as upwelling, temperature and salinity gradients and currents. In the

Australian northern tropics, great variability occurs in the timing, extent and duration of critical events
such as the monsoons. The way that marine (and indeed terrestrial) biotas alter their behaviours and
resource utilisation patterns in response to this variability is little understood.

In this context, ensuring that the “adequacy” part of CAR is properly addressed requires a very
conservative approach, using large percentages, until better scientific information can ensure a more
robust basis for planning (p16).

There is also scope for the establishment of co-management regimes with traditional owners as well as
Indigenous Marine Protected Areas involving:
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The recognition of existing Indigenous customary land and sea management systems.

A traditional hunting and fishing framework.

Indigenous sea use agreements and regional cooperative management plans.

Appropriate management arrangements for specific areas.

Various bi-cultural consultative processes and protocols to govern future arrangements.
Sea closures as appropriate - for example, restricting access for ceremonial purposes (p22).

A marine park could include, for instance, ‘no-take’ zones where customary fishing is still allowed. Protected zones in the
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park do not prohibit customary use due to the native title rights of traditional owners. This kind
of approach could set a marine conservation framework conducive to further negotiations with traditional owners. There is
even scope, as is already the case with the Dhimurru IPA, for using the Sacred Sites Act to restrict fishing in areas
designated as sacred sites. Commercial, recreational and customary fishing practices by non-traditional owners then
require a work permit. A further option is to establish zones that allow for controlled small-scale commercial fishing, but
exclude large industrial operations. This will give traditional owners the option to gain an income from the MPA in their
sea country.

The NT Government must re-affirm the aims of the previous Masterplan to establish a Marine Parks system, thereby
living up to the commitment made in 1992, along with other Australian governments, to establish a National
Representative System of Marine Protected Areas that is comprehensive, adequate and representative. However, we
suggest that more emphasis be placed on the establishment of strictly protected areas (though these will be open for
traditional Aboriginal use on a sustainable basis). There are a number of options for establishing a system of MPAs in the
NT.

1. A system of multiple-use MPAs. The MPAs would then be zoned based on the IUCN zoning system. If this
system is adopted it is essential that the MPAs are large enough to ensure the no-take zones of the MPAs
adequately reflect the protection necessary for entire bioregions.

2. A‘border to border’ marine park, based on the Queensland model, where the park extends along the entire
Queensland coastline, with declared IUCN category zones sitting within.

3. Asystem of no-take MPAs that are large enough to adequately protect the Territory’s marine biodiversity. As in
Option 1, the MPAs must also be large enough to ensure that they adequately reflect the protection necessary
for entire bioregions.

One of the groups represented by this submission, AMCS, has recommended that option 2 be implemented. This would
allow for similar management arrangements with Queensland making it much easier for visitors, residents and other
users of the marine environment. Marine Park management in Queensland is carried out by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). The NT does not have an EPA, but should the current Parliamentary Inquiry decide in favour of
establishing one, this Marine Park management role could potentially be handed over to the future EPA. Whichever
direction the NT Government heads in, marine conservation will need adequate resourcing to be effective.

The involvement of marine scientists in determining the selection criteria and management options at an early stage is
vital to the success of delivering a comprehensive, adequate and representative system of MPAs. We therefore strongly
recommend that scientists provide detailed guidance to government and stakeholders on possible sizes, levels of
protection and location of MPAs across all habitat types. For this reason we suggest the following steps:

Step 1: Objectives and criteria as well as conservation and management targets are established for the
Northern Territory's MPA system. Establishing objectives for the system will help stakeholders understand why
the system is needed and what is expected from them in the process.

Step 2: A scientific advisory committee is established to independently work with available information, identify
knowledge gaps for further research and identify options for a candidate MPA system for the Northern Territory
that includes levels of protection based on IUCN categories.

Step 3: Stakeholders meet to discuss identified options for candidate MPA systems and indicate their
preferences for areas that are ‘otherwise equal’ in achieving the objectives of the MPA system.

Step 4: Stakeholders provide written submissions detailing their comments and preferred outcomes.
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Step 5: NT Government together with the scientific advisory committee meets to discuss stakeholder
submissions with a view to selecting a candidate set of MPA’s that maximises biodiversity protection while
minimising negative and maximising positive social and economic effects. A socio-economic impact
assessment would be helpful in order to reach this point.

Step 6: Declaration proposals, public consultation and statutory declaration processes (including determination
of structural adjustment assistance) are developed for the candidate MPA’s.

Marine Parks can be declared under Section 12 of the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act. There are however,
no timelines specifying how much time should elapse before a plan of management must be prepared, or how often it
should be reviewed. Cobourg Marine Park had to be established under its own separate Act. The taking of fish and
aquatic life in NT parks is regulated by the Department of Primary Industry and Fisheries, rather than by Parks and
Wildlife. The Fisheries Act also has provisions for the Minister of Primary Industry and Fisheries to declare an area or
fishery to be a managed area or fishery. Two current examples are the Doctors Gulley Fish Reserve and the East Point
Fish and Aquatic Life Reserve. A Fisheries Management Plan is then required to be drawn up. In summary, there is
plenty of opportunity under current legislation to declare protected and managed marine areas, but we reiterate this has
been far too slow to occur. It may in fact be better to establish a specific piece of legislation in order to rationalise this
process, such as a Marine Parks and Conservation Act. Whatever legal framework is decided, a more strategic and
integrated planning process, as outlined in the six steps above, needs to occur.

Recommendations
e The Parks Masterplan should adopt the Queensland model of MPAs - a border to border marine park.

e That the Parks Masterplan adopt the six-step process outlined by the North Australian Environment Alliance for
setting up Marine Protected Areas in the Northern Territory. These MPA’s should include highly protected areas
which are ‘no take’ zones, though customary fishing would be allowed.

e That the Parks Masterplan recommend a specific piece of legislation enabling the establishment of Marine Protected
Areas and set out a timeline for implementation.

7.0. Freshwater Ecosystems

With the focus on vegetation mapping in determining the extent of the National Reserve System, freshwater systems are
under-represented. The National Reserve System Taskforce noted this shortcoming earlier this year and recommended
further discussion to establish what comprehensiveness, adequacy and representativeness mean for freshwater systems
(Commonwealth of Australia 2004). In its response to the NRS Directions paper, the ACF remarked that no matter how
large the proportion of a wetland or riparian system is reserved, if ecosystem function in ground and surface water flows
and nutrient levels is not maintained, adequacy cannot be claimed (ACF 2004). Therefore there must be nationally
agreed policy principles for the allocation and management of groundwater and surface water resources, which the
Northern Territory Government would be obliged to adhere to. Within this national context, recognition is required in the
NT Parks Masterplan that freshwater systems are not adequately represented within NT reserves. The Masterplan should
affirm the need to work, both at a national and Territory level, towards classifying, prioritising and protecting rivers of high
conservation value.

We support the recommendation by the Prime Minister’s Science, Engineering and Innovation Council (2002) to identify
Australia’s ‘least altered’ rivers as ‘Heritage Rivers' and ensure they are fully protected by Commonwealth law. A number
of these rivers will be in the Northern Territory. We point to the guidance given by The Wentworth Group of Concerned
Scientists (2003) that rivers with less than 5% of their water diverted for human use should be classified as Heritage
Rivers and; rivers with 5% to 15% water use should be classed as Conservation Rivers. By our reckoning all large rivers
in the Northern Territory, including the Daly, which has been earmarked for increased water extraction, could therefore be
classified as Heritage Rivers.

Queensland has adopted a Wild Rivers policy with legislation expected to be introduced to Parliament in the next year or
two. The prospective law will prohibit damming, clearing of the riparian zone, in-stream mining and other impacts on up to
a dozen gazetted wild rivers, most of which are in Cape York Peninsula (see
http://lwww.teambeattie.com/10_policies/policies_index.asp : accessed 14/6/04). Alternatively, or as an additional
approach, the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (Commonwealth) 1999 could be used to
nominate certain rivers for the National Heritage List. The Act was amended in late 2003 to add national heritage as a
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matter of national environment significance. This would attract funding for the preparation and implementation of river
management plans in order to protect heritage values.

Listing wetlands under the Ramsar Convention across different tenures is also an option that should be discussed in the
Parks Masterplan. Half a dozen Ramsar wetlands already occur on freehold land around Australia or on land managed by
councils or trusts. More will be listed in the next few years. Negotiating Ramsar listings on freehold or pastoral lease land
can be resource intensive and may take 2-5 years. However, the flexible nature of Ramsar listing, the recognition it
affords to the wetland owner, and the enhanced priority it receives for Natural Heritage Trust and National Action Plan on
Salinity funding means that this mechanism is potentially powerful for leasehold land. The New South Wales Department
of Environment and Heritage has established a communication and information sharing forum to assist landholders who
have Ramsar listed their farms to discuss management issues. This approach may have merits in the Northern Territory.
Additionally, conservation reserves and Crown lands may be listed to assist protection and rehabilitation. At present there
are no nationally agreed Ramsar listing targets for Australia, but this need not prevent the Northern Territory from going
ahead and developing a Ramsar policy and listing target.

As of May 2003 there were only 2 listed wetlands in the Northern Territory — Cobourg and Kakadu National Park Stages 1
and 2 and wetland components of Stage 3 (www.deh.gov.au/water/wetlands/publications/index.html : accessed 14/6/04).
Allen, Ledgar and Kiessling (1999) identified the southern Gulf of Carpentaria region as a high priority for wetland
conservation effort, whilst Whitehead and Chatto (1996) listed 30 wetlands of ecological importance in the Northern
Territory. And just to re-iterate a general theme of this submission, Whitehead and Chatto go on to say that wetland
conservation must be embedded in sustainable management arrangements encompassing entire landscapes:

‘A quest to assign importance to the separate pieces of the [wetland] jigsaw is quixotic, because we
can ill afford to lose any of them. It is the integrity and linked ecological function of the whole that
must be protected and maintained’ (p119).

Recommendations
¢ Rivers should be left free-flowing. A ‘no dams’ policy for all rivers should be instituted. Natural flow regimes should
not be interfered with through extraction of surface or ground water for human activities.

o River systems should be classified and prioritised for protection under a NT Natural/Living Rivers Act, or as Heritage
Places under the Commonwealth EPBC Act.

e  Financial incentives and other support should be provided to landholders for preparing and implementing property
management plans and broader natural resource plans where freshwater conservation is proposed or required.

e The conservation reserve system should focus more on conserving freshwater ecosystems, to balance the general
under-representation of these habitats and ecosystems in reserves. Resources should be allocated to negotiating
Ramsar listing on leasehold, and potentially on Aboriginal land.

8.0. Conservation Threats

There are numerous threats to biodiversity conservation in the Northern Territory, particularly fire, weeds, exotic animals,
climate change, pastoralism (discussed previously), land clearing and rapid industrialisation. These threats are
interconnected and compounding. For instance, the spread of gamba grass in the Top End and buffel grass in the arid
zone has increased the risk to native flora and fauna from intense fires. Climate change will encourage some exotic
animals to move into new habitats with consequent effects on native species. Our major concern is the lack of funding
and staff allocated towards tackling these threats. This is not the time for government and other agencies to reduce their
efforts. For example, the Biodiversity Issues paper asks the question, ‘have exotic pastures so altered our landscapes
that good fire management is now unachievable? The answer is no. More funds and personnel need to be allocated, and
quickly before it becomes too costly an exercise.

8.1. Fire

Currently about 50-60 percent of the tropical savanna landscape of the NT is burnt each year for a variety of management
purposes (McDonald et al 2003). Wildfires continue to be a problem in the tropical savannas. During the 1990s over 50
percent of Litchfield National Park and 40 percent of Nitmiluk was being burnt annually. The frequency of burning was
seen to be unsustainable in low open woodland and heath habitat, and both parks were prone to extensive fire incursions
(Edwards et al 2001). In the arid lands, suppression of fire on pastoral land has been followed by a number of large and
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damaging wildfires (Alaric Fisher, DIPE: pers. comm.). European fire regimes based on large scale burning and the
interaction of grassy weeds appear to have triggered a positive feedback cycle in some areas. Traditional Aboriginal
burning practices in contrast were characterised by a fine-scale mosaic of burnt and unburnt areas. Fires were lit
throughout the dry season depending upon the desired outcome in terms of flora and fauna management. We concur with
Bowman, Walsh and Prior (2004) when they say that resources should be allocated towards understanding how the
preservation of Aboriginal fire practices can help to break the grass-fire cycle. Collaborative fire management projects
based on such research findings, such as the one currently being conducted in the biodiversity hotspot of the upper
Liverpool, Goomadeer and East Alligator catchments in the stone country of West Arnhem Land, need ongoing financial
and logistical support.

Recommendation

o  More research should be completed on understanding changing fire regimes and on how to incorporate Aboriginal
knowledge in fire management. Collaborative fire management projects require long-term financial commitment if
they are to provide effective extension services in remote country.

8.2. Weeds

Sinden et al (2004) reports that weeds are a $4 billion dollar burden to the Australian economy, mostly from loss of
economic surplus in the agricultural industry but also through impacts upon tourism, recreation and the environment.
Unfortunately there is no breakdown of this figure on a state-by-state basis. However, the financial costs of weed control
on Indigenous land in the Northern Territory over the years 1998-99 to 2002-03 was deemed to be over $3 million per
year. A further $981,000 was spent by Parks and Wildlife on weed control in parks and reserves in 2001-02; DIPE spent
$108,000 on other land, particularly for roadside weed control; the control of Mimosa Pigra in Kakadu National Park in
order to protect biodiversity amounts to $1.5 million of Commonwealth funds per year. Finally, Natural Heritage Trust
funding for weed control in the Northern Territory, including some money for control on Indigenous lands (already
accounted for in the figure given above), amounted to $1.27 million in 2001-02 (Sinden et al 2004). These dollar amounts
are considered to be the minimum cost of controlling the spread of weeds in the Northern Territory and are in fact
inadequate for the task. They also do not take into account the losses to biodiversity that are occurring regardless.

Weeds are already a major problem in Litchfield National Park and surrounding areas. Mission and Gamba grass, in
particular, are invading these areas and changing fire regimes, the native vegetation structure, the recruitment of
eucalypts and nitrogen cycling through the system. Weeds have already inundated Wildman Reserve (Samantha
Setterfield, Senior Lecturer CDU: pers. comm.). We understand that the NT Government is revising its weeds of concern
list. Gamba grass ought to be placed on this list. In the Mary River catchment, para grass is having a notable effect on
native flora and fauna. In a yet to be published paper, Ferdinands, Begg and Whitehead have found that ‘where para
grass was present the median number of plant taxa was approximately 75% lower’ and that ‘most birds were associated
with areas of native vegetation or other habitats with little or no para grass’. They conclude that more intensive use of the
catchment would most likely spread exotic grasses associated with pastoral activity and would therefore be incompatible
with the Conservation Plan for the catchment.

Para grass is not a declared weed in the Northern Territory, primarily because some consider it to be a useful pastoral
species (Smith 2002). We also have grave concerns that more weeds will be deliberately imported from overseas into the
Northern Territory in order to benefit the pastoral industry. The experience thus far with the deliberate introduction of
gamba, buffel, mission, para grass and olive hymenachne should mean any further introductions are ruled out unless
detailed long term studies, funded by the pastoral industry, show the species concerned will not become a weed. Indeed,
according to the CRC for Australian Weed Management (2003) citing research by Lonsdale (1994), ‘of the 460 pasture
and legume plants introduced into northern Australia between 1947 and 1985, 60 became weeds, and only four proved
useful without also causing weed problems’. As recently as 1999 a list of 33 recommended pasture and fodder grasses
and legumes for the Top End (see Cameron & Lemke 1999) contained 20 species that are regarded as environmental
weeds or as having high potential for weediness. It is unacceptable that declared or known weed species that are used as
pasture are still being deliberately spread within the NT.

In the light of this dubious environmental legacy, money for government subsidies to the pastoral industry should be
reallocated to weed control. International and internal quarantine procedures for potential pasture species must also be
tightened, though it is recognised that responsibility for weed risk assessment of pasture species imports from overseas
lies with the Commonwealth Government under a process developed by Biosecurity Australia. A comprehensive and
public environmental assessment should also be conducted, preferably by a newly established Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), before any new pasture species is introduced. The necessary scientific research should be funded by the
pastoral industry. Native pastures should also be given preference in pastoral land management. Planting of large tracts
of pastoral leasehold land with so-called ‘improved pasture species’ should be subject to development approval by the
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Pastoral Land Board in the first instance, with third party appeals allowed. The NT Government needs to recognise that
preventing the importation and spread of weeds into the Territory is the most cost effective weeds management strategy
there is. Meanwhile, weed control measures should be viewed as an investment in the long term health of the land. This
will lead to economic spin-offs for the local tourism industry, which, it also should be pointed out, contributed five times
more income to the NT economy than pastoralism in 2001-02 (see NT Fact Sheets http://www.nt.gov.au/ntg/factsnt.shtml
and NTTC 2003).

Recommendations
e  Gamba grass, para grass and buffel grass need to become declared weeds in the NT.

o Public environmental assessments funded by the pastoral industry should be carried out by the NT Government,
preferably by an EPA, before a new pasture species is introduced into the NT. No new species should be introduced
until it can be scientifically verified that the pastoral activities associated with the species will not result in a weed
problem. Relevant legislation should be amended accordingly.

o Development approvals should be required if pastoralists plan to plant large areas with ‘improved pasture species'.
Use of native pasture species should be encouraged in their place.

e The NT Government should increase its spending on weeds management and pressure the Commonwealth for
additional assistance, particularly in Kakadu National Park and the Daly River catchment.

8.3. Exotic Animals

The Biodiversity Issues paper makes the point that there are almost no lands protected from exotic grazing animals in the
Northern Territory and that the control of these animals on conservation lands is requiring scarce management resources.
We note the success Parks and Wildlife has had removing 20000 feral horses from Finke Gorge and West MacDonnell
National Parks since 1984. This effort has been integral to the re-establishment of threatened species such as the Central
Rock-rat and the Black-footed Wallaby (Paltridge & McAlpin 2002). We are concerned, however, that there is, in contrast
to other jurisdictions, no substantial program to control the fox and cat populations, apart from some research into fox bait
delivery. The fox was shown to be the invasive animal with the highest economic impact to Australia in a recent study
($226 million), along with a $190 million environmental cost (McLeod 2004). Other Parks and Wildlife commitments
include horse/donkey control in the VRD, ongoing wild dog management on pastoral lands, development of a camel
management plan and sponsoring of research into cane toad control. These are all worthy of continuing support, along
with Parks and Wildlife proposals for a feral pig eradication program on Melville Island. The Commonwealth Government
should be lobbied in order to direct more funds to the Northern Territory. We have been led to understand that Parks and
Wildlife did not apply for recent Commonwealth funding under the Bureau of Resource Sciences Ferals Program because
there was little chance of receiving any. Half of the $500,000 was earmarked for feral pig eradication on drought-affected
pastoral land in New South Wales and Queensland (Parks and Wildlife: pers. comm.).

Cane toads, of course, are a major threat to native wildlife in the Top End. Quolls in Northern Queensland have been

drastically affected and similar reductions in northern quoll numbers are already being reported in southern portions of

Kakadu National Park (ABC News 13 May 2004 http://abc.net.au/nt/news/200405/s1107322.htm). We generally support

the recommendations of the Sessional Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development (2003), although we

are disappointed that the proposed cane toad fence across Cobourg Peninsula has already been discounted by the NT

Government. Particular recommendations that need following up are:

- Ranger programs that carry out cane toad work to be supported and enhanced;

- DIPE to develop and implement a plan of management for the control of cane toads;

- Comprehensive multimedia public awareness campaign;

- NT Government to make management and control of cane toads a high priority including monitoring the spread of
cane toads and research;

- Lobbying Commonwealth Government for more Federal funds, to have cane toads declared a threatening process
under the EPBC Act and to set up a National Task Force.

We are keen to see that that these recommendations are acted upon as promptly as possible. On first glance, the new
funding of $200,000 allocated to cane toad initiatives in the 2004-05 Budget does not seem adequate.

Recommendations

e The Draft Parks Masterplan should discuss a timetable for exotic animal control in the NT. More resources should be
targeted to fox and cat control programs in the arid lands.

31



o Atimetable for implementing the recommendations of the Senate Committee Inquiry on cane toads should referred
to in the Masterplan.

8.4. Climate Change and Landclearing

As pointed out in the Biodiversity Issues paper climate change will have major consequences for wildlife in the Northern
Territory, such as the increasing penetration of saltwater into the floodplains of northern rivers. It is good to see that this
issue is being recognised as an important one confronting the Northern Territory Government. The findings of the CSIRO
report (Hennesy et al 2004) are disturbing and should be taken seriously. Increasing average temperatures, changing
rainfall patterns and the increased likelihood of extreme weather events will magnify the stress that the Northern
Territory’s vulnerable ecosystems are already under. The immediate priority is to reduce greenhouse emissions, but over
the longer term adaptation will be required as well. However, we can not expect the Territory’s plants and animals to
adapt at the same rate as people are able to. Therefore, active management of impacts (including the impacts on the
customary economy) will be required. The simplest way to do this is to maintain the landscape in as intact a state as
possible. This will ensure that native plants and animals will be able to disperse through continuous tracts of vegetation to
areas with their preferred climate. To do this will entail both the linking up of protected areas and comprehensive
measures for off-reserve conservation.

Where remedial actions, such as barrages on floodplains are deemed necessary, priority should be given to protecting
areas of significant biodiversity value like Arafura Swamp and Mary River. One should not be traded off against the other
as the question posed in the Biodiversity Issues paper implies. A concerted effort will be needed on all fronts to minimise
the impacts of climate change.

Landclearing is a contributor to greenhouse emissions and climate change, as well as a direct threat to biodiversity in its
own right. Removal of large areas of native vegetation will reduce the capacity of species and ecosystems to adapt to
climate change. The Northern Territory should not fall outside the national objective ‘to reverse the decline in the extent
and quality of Australia’s native vegetation’ (Biodiversity Issues paper). The NT Government should be making a
commitment to the goal of no net loss of native vegetation. Comprehensive land clearing controls need to be legislated.
This will help to ensure that the special character of the Territory environment is preserved in perpetuity.

Recommendations

e The Parks Masterplan needs to be integrated with the forthcoming Northern Territory Greenhouse Strategy. It should
discuss in detail the implications for biodiversity conservation and parks management of CSIRO’s climate change
research, and set out how these impacts will be managed.

e It should be acknowledged that broad-scale landclearing in the Northern Territory is fundamentally incompatible with
the conservation of biodiversity, and additionally that landclearing is a significant contributor to CO2 emissions.
Legislative reform is required to bring the NT into line with other states and territories.

8.5. Conservation Funding

The recent NT Government Budget did not meet our expectations for conservation funding. Direct spending on Parks and
Reserves Management will be $25.5 million in 2004-05 (Janet Green, Manager Financial Services, DIPE: email received
23/6/04). When corporate overheads and Territory Wildlife Park community service obligation grants are included the
budget allocation rises to $39.4 million, whereas the NT Government has allocated $53 million over 3 years to the
upgrade of the Mereenie and Litchfield Loop Roads alone. Indeed the total ‘environment’ spend within DIPE is just over
$90 million (Environment and Heritage $6.1 million; Conservation and Natural Resource Management $84.1 million) (NT
Government 2004a: p231). This represents just 31 percent of DIPE’s overall budget and a mere 3.5 percent of the overall
Territory Budget for 2004-05 (see NT Government 2004b, p13). Given that there are numerous threats to the ecological
wellbeing of our self-billed ‘Nature Territory’, there is already an extremely good case for lifting environment spending to
at least 10 percent of the total NT Budget.

Recommendation

That the Parks Masterplan argue the case for significantly increased funding for parks and conservation management in
the NT. We recommend that the environment budget is increased to 10 percent of the NT Government Budget.
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9.0. Towards a Biodiversity Conservation Act in the Northern Territory

Some pieces of planning and environment-related legislation and policy have been undergoing a process of review since
the Labor Government took office in August 2001. The Planning Act, The Mining Act and now the Fisheries Act, the
Pastoral Land Act and the environmental assessment process, with the prospect of an Environmental Protection Agency
being established, have all had their time in the spotlight. However, other pieces of legislation have been largely left as
they were first formulated under the CLP, such as the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act, the NT Land
Corporation Act and the Parks and Wildlife Commission Act. The latter Act established the powers and functions of the
Conservation Land Corporation, in which many of the NT’s National Parks are vested. Unfortunately, not one of the
Issues papers released thus far has discussed the role that this publicly unaccountable corporation plays in the formal
administration of parks and reserves in the Territory. This lack of public debate about the role of both the Conservation
Corporation and the NT Land Corporation in conservation management is deeply disturbing. Our position is that these
two organisations, which were primarily set up to counter Aboriginal land and native title claims, be abolished and the
land that they currently hold transferred to more transparent bodies.

None of the aforementioned Acts have the recognition of ESD or biodiversity conservation at their core. Indeed the
Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act has as its long title:

‘An Act to make provision for and in relation to the establishment of Territory Parks and other Parks and
Reserves and the study, protection, conservation and sustainable utilisation of wildlife’.

Sustainable utilisation is a very different and undefined concept compared to the overall concept of Ecologically
Sustainable Development. Likewise, the Pastoral Land Act refers to the ‘sustainable use of pastoral land’ as well as the
‘prevention or minimising of degradation’ in its Objects, but, as discussed earlier, there is no specific framework of
environmental sustainability underpinning the legislation.

This raises the important question — do we need a Biodiversity Conservation Act in the Northern Territory? Such an Act
could consolidate a number of pieces of legislation including the Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act and the
Weeds Management Act. Western Australia has initiated a process for a Biodiversity Conservation Bill, which is to go
before Parliament soon (Government of Western Australia 2002). The consequent Act would be followed up with a
Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for the state. Likely provisions are listed as (p7):

e  Strengthen special protection for identified threatened species, and extend this protection to threatened ecological
communities.

o Ensure that decisions to specially protect species and ecological communities are made in accordance with clear
statutory criteria and on the basis of advice from an independent, expert Threatened Species and Communities
Scientific Committee.

e  Place special restrictions on the circumstances in which licences to harm threatened species or ecological
communities can be granted.

¢ Include enhanced and more effective enforcement mechanisms, including increased penalties and the power for the
Minister for the Environment and Heritage (the Minister) to issue conservation orders to ensure site specific
protection of threatened species or ecological communities.

¢ Include controls on environmental pests and weeds and more effective controls on the importation of species that
may become pests or weeds.

e  Provide greatly increased penalties for unauthorised exports of our unique animals, and extend export controls to
plants and other biota.

e  Provide that the Minister may, on the recommendation of the Threatened Species and Communities Scientific
Committee, list key threatening processes.

e  Provide that once a key threatening process is listed, regulations may be made to control that threatening process,
where it is impacting on biodiversity conservation.

e  Provide statutory backing to nature conservation covenants under which landholders can voluntarily protect the
biodiversity on their land in perpetuity.
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The Conservation Council of WA has recommended the establishment of a Biodiversity Commission for WA, by
amalgamating the present Conservation Commission and the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority, in order to oversee
the Act. Agencies such as the Department of Conservation and Land Management, the Environmental Protection Agency
and the Pastoral Lands Board would also be required to meet biodiversity protection requirements in the Act.

The proposed Act will also apply to aquatic biota in order to overcome the split in legal regimes for protecting fish’ and
‘non fish’ (Conservation Council of WA 2003). This distinction is also apparent in the Northern Territory where the
Fisheries Act regulates the conservation, and again, the ‘sustainable utilisation’ of fisheries and fisheries resources.
Biodiversity protection is not a direct object of the Fisheries Act, and it would be drawing a long bow to argue that it is
encompassed by the vague term ‘related purposes’ in the long title.

‘An Act to provide for the regulation, conservation and management of fisheries and fishery resources so
as to maintain their sustainable utilisation, to regulate the sale and processing of fish and aquatic life, and
for related purposes’.

The Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act, meanwhile, does not specifically provide for listing threatening
processes or for recovery plans, unlike the NSW Threatened Species Act (National Environmental Defender’s Office
Network 2000). Parks and Wildlife nevertheless has produced a recovery plan for the threatened Gouldian Finch and
management plans for other threatened species such as the Bilby and the Carpentarian Rock-rat. There is also a
Strategy for the Protection of Threatened Species in the Northern Territory (Parks and Wildlife Commission 1998b), which
has been approved by the NT Legislative Assembly. One of its guiding principles is that ‘the most effective strategy is to
manage threatening processes such that species and ecological communities do not become threatened with extinction’.
The NT Government could legislate in order to give the identification and management of threatening processes more
legal weight as part of a new Biodiversity Conservation Act. Nor does the Parks and Wildlife Act allow for public
nomination of threatened species. Nomination and listing of species is left to the discretion of the Minister. Another
limitation in the Act is the lack of recognition accorded to ecological communities as a whole.

Finally, the Planning Act is also limited in its capacity to control threatening processes in the Northern Territory. Firstly,
the Act does not incorporate the principles of ESD. Third party appeal rights are almost non-existent. And thirdly, where
there is no Division of the Development Consent Authority established the Minister acts as the sole consent authority
(DIPE 2003b). Land use controls in these areas are very weak as a result. Present deliberations over possible bioregional
planning frameworks for the Daly River Basin have highlighted difficulties in using the Planning Act to control
development activities in rural areas (Rick Farley, Chairperson Daly CRG, speaking at Public Forum, Darwin 28/6/04).
The Community Reference Group may end up recommending that the NT Government pass a special Act to set up a
Catchment Management Authority, though even this body’s area of jurisdiction would not end up coinciding with the
boundaries of other local and Indigenous authorities. Meanwhile, the recent decision by Daly Traditional Owners to pull
out of the Community Reference Group merely underscores the fact that Indigenous values and interests must be
recognised from the very beginning of any resource development or conservation planning process. Otherwise support
for community consultation processes and joint stakeholder initiatives can not be guaranteed.

Recommendations
e Legislation should set out an ecologically sustainable framework within which development activities can occur in the
Northern Territory. ESD should be written into the Objects of various environment-related Acts.

e ATerritory Biodiversity Conservation Act ought to be considered as an overriding piece of legislation, which other
Acts such as the Pastoral Land Act and the Mining Act would need to be consistent with.

e The NT Land Corporation Act should be repealed and the provisions in the Parks and Wildlife Commission Act
relating to the Conservation Land Corporation should be amended. Land tenure, administration and management
responsibilities contained under those Acts should be incorporated into existing conservation legislation or new
Integrated Natural Resource Management or Biodiversity legislation.

e There needs to be much greater recognition of threatening processes and ecological communities within Territory
legislation. The public should be able to nominate these processes as well as additions to the threatened species list.

e The current Planning Act review will hopefully result in third party appeal rights and the extension of a more

comprehensive planning process into rural areas of the Territory. The Draft Parks Masterplan should make reference
to the role that the Planning Act has in regulating development activities and also its limitations.
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Appendix 1

Parks and Reserves (Framework for the Future) Act
SCHEDULE 1

PARKS AND RESERVES TO BE INCLUDED IN
SCHEDULE 1 TO ALRA

Arltunga Historical Reserve

Chamber's Pillar Historical Reserve

Corroboree Rock Conservation Reserve

Davenport Range National Park (proposed)

Devils Marbles Conservation Reserve

Elsey National Park

Emily and Jessie Gaps Nature Park (including the Heavitree Range extension)
Ewaninga Rock Carvings Conservation Reserve

Finke Gorge National Park

Gregory National Park

Gregory's Tree Historical Reserve

N'Dhala Gorge Nature Park

Trephina Gorge Nature Park

West MacDonnell National Park (including Simpson's Gap National Park, Ellery Creek Big Hole Nature Park,

Ormiston Gorge and Pound Nature Park, Serpentine Gorge Nature Park, Glen Helen Gorge Nature Park, Redbank
Nature Park and the proposed Alice Valley extension)

SCHEDULE 2
PARKS AND RESERVES OVER WHICH PARK FREEHOLD TITLE IS TO BE GRANTED
Dulcie Range National Park
Keep River National Park
Kuyunba Conservation Reserve
Native Gap Conservation Reserve

Watarrka National Park
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SCHEDULE 3
Sections 8, 10, 12, 13 and 14

OTHER PARKS AND RESERVES FOR WHICH JOINT MANAGEMENT AGREEMENTS ARE TO BE ENTERED INTO

Alice Springs Telegraph Station Historical Reserve
Black Jungle / Lambells Lagoon Conservation Reserve
Daly River (Mt Nancar) Conservation Reserve
Flora River Nature Park

Fogg Dam Conservation Reserve

Harrison Dam Conservation Reserve

Litchfield National Park

Mac Clark (Acacia Peuce) Conservation Reserve
Mary River National Park (proposed)

Melacca Swamp Conservation Area

Rainbow Valley Conservation Reserve

Ruby Gap Nature Park

SCHEDULE 5
ABORIGINAL LAND TO BE INCLUDED IN PARKS AND RESERVES

Aboriginal land adjoining Davenport Range National Park (proposed) (including an area enclosed by the boundaries
of the proposed park and the Epenarra-Murray Downs Road)

Aboriginal land adjoining Elsey National Park (including the Red Lily Lagoon area)

Aboriginal land adjoining Gregory National Park (including land linking the 2 separate sections of the park)
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Appendix 2

IUCN Principles for Indigenous Peoples and Protected Areas
Source: Beltran & Phillips 2000, ix-x.

Principle 1

Indigenous and other traditional peoples have long associations with nature and a deep understanding of it. Often they
have made significant contributions to the maintenance of many of the earth’s most fragile ecosystems, through their
traditional sustainable resource use practices and culture-based respect for nature. Therefore, there should be no
inherent conflict between the objectives of protected areas and the existence, within and around their borders, of
indigenous and other traditional peoples. Moreover, they should be recognised as rightful, equal partners in the
development and implementation of conservation strategies that affect their lands, territories, waters, coastal seas, and
other resources, and in particular in the establishment and management of protected areas.

Principle 2

Agreements drawn up between conservation institutions, including protected area management agencies, and indigenous
and other traditional peoples for the establishment and management of protected areas affecting their lands, territories,
waters, coastal seas and other resources should be based on full respect for the rights of indigenous and other traditional
peoples to traditional, sustainable use of their lands, territories, waters, coastal seas and other resources. At the same
time, such agreements should be based on the recognition by indigenous and other traditional peoples of their
responsibility to conserve biodiversity, ecological integrity and natural resources harboured in those protected areas.

Principle 3
The principles of decentralisation, participation, transparency and accountability should be taken into account in all
matters pertaining to the mutual interests of protected areas and indigenous and other traditional peoples.

Principle 4
Indigenous and other traditional peoples should be able to share fully and equitably in the benefits associated with
protected areas, with due recognition to the rights of other legitimate stakeholders.

Principle 5

The rights of indigenous and other traditional peoples in connection with protected areas are often an international
responsibility, since many of the lands, territories, waters, coastal seas and other resources which they own or otherwise
occupy or use cross national boundaries, as indeed do many of the ecosystems in need of protection.
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Appendix 3

Potential extensions to the Northern Territory’s parks and reserves system

Please note that this table is included as a point of reference and its inclusion does not mean that the environmental
groups represented by this submission necessarily support all of the potential parks and reserves listed. Our level of
backing will be determined by factors such as how participatory the planning process is in each circumstance and the
level of Traditional Owner and community support. Most of this information is sourced from Allen, Ledgar and Kiessling
(1999) and bioregional planning summary documents provided by DIPE.

Bioregion Examples of important biodiversity Potential Parks and Reserves

values
Gulf Fall and Sandstone ranges, plant and animal Joint NT-Queensland initiative for border park
Uplands refuges, rainforest remnants or vine on Wollogorang Station.

thickets, 3 fine-scale vegetation types
largely restricted to bioregion,
Carpentarian Rock-rat.

Gulf Coastal 3 fine-scale vegetation types largely Acquisition of Wollogorang Station.
restricted to bioregion, Carpentarian
Rock-rat and Carpentarian Antechinus, Joint management marine park in Sir Edward
seabirds, marine turtles, dugong, Pellew Islands
waterbird rookeries. Important wetlands —
Limmen Bight, Port McArthur tidal Protected area status and/or Heritage or
system. Sir Edward Pellew Islands a RAMSAR listing for wetlands

significant refugium, coastal vine thicket
on Wollogorang Station.

Gulf Plains Not discussed. Probably includes coastal | Joint NT-Queensland reserve initiative on
vine thicket on Wollogorang Station. Wollogorang Station
Sturt Plateau Threatened species include northern Establishment of additional reserves

shrike-tit and bilby

Central Arnhem 2 fine-scale vegetation types largely None proposed at the moment.
restricted to bioregion, upper reaches of
Arafura Swamp, threatened species —red | Extension of Aboriginal Ranger Program

goshawk, northern shrike tit required — may lead to an IPA in future.
Arnhem Coast Arafura Swamp, coastal dune complex New [PA’s (Laynhapuy, Groote Eylandt?)
and heathlands, threatened golden and/or joint management reserves

bandicoot, marine turtle and seabird
nesting sites, threatened plant species on | Protected area status and/or Heritage or

offshore islands and Arnhem coastline, RAMSAR listing for Arafura Swamp

some of the best corals in NT, significant

wetlands Offshore Marine Protected Areas?
Tiwi Cobourg 20 endemic plants — mostly in Tiwi Protected area on Tiwi Islands

Islands. Best eucalyptus forests in NT,
Olive Ridley turtles, crested turn colony,
sea bird and turtle nesting sites on Croker
Island

Darwin Coastal Extensive floodplain areas, rainforest Protected area status and/or Heritage or
network, mangroves, significant wetlands, | RAMSAR listing for wetlands west of Darwin
waterfow! breeding colonies, turtles,
dugong Reserves in lower Finnis, Reynolds and Daly
River floodplain and coastal areas
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Mary River National Park established.
Possibly a park extending from Djukbinj to
Mary River.

Potential UN biosphere reserve on Mary River
and Adelaide River wetlands.

Greater Darwin Park concept - linking parks
with reserved corridors

Beagle Gulf Marine Park
Pine Creek Sandstone plateau and escarpment — No additional reserves proposed. Priority is to
important refugia, wetlands minimise threatening processes such as fire,
feral animals and weeds
Arnhem Plateau Sandstone plateau and escarpment — No additional reserves proposed. Priority is to
important refugia, heathlands, 50 extend co-operative land management
endemic species arrangements and expand Aboriginal Ranger
program (may lead to an IPA or joint
management reserve in future)
Daly Basin 3 fine-scale vegetation types unreserved | Proposed new joint management parks -

in NT, significant wetland on Daly River
middle reaches, Pig-nosed Turtle,
Gouldian Finch,

Wagiman, Fish River, Flora River extension,
Daly River Corridor

Protected area status and/or Heritage or
RAMSAR listing for Daly River wetland area

UN Biosphere Reserve for large part of the
bioregion

Victoria-Bonaparte

2 fine-scale vegetation types almost
completely restricted to bioregion,
sandstone ranges, distinctive lowland
grasses and floodplain areas, significant
wetlands - Legune

Proposed Fish River National Park.

Keep River National Park extension into Spirit
Hills

Protected area status and/or RAMSAR listing
for Legune wetlands

Ord Victoria Plains

Lowland plains, significant wetlands at
Nongra Lake and Birrindudu marshes

Protected area status and/or Heritage or
RAMSAR listing for wetlands & marshes

Investigate acquistion of pastoral leases on
lowland plains

Tanami Significant wetlands in the sand plain Potential IPA around Browns Range-
country, threatened species include Lajamanu
bilby, mulgara & great desert skink,
hummock grasslands and Acacia Protected area status and/or Heritage or
shrublands, 6 flora species of national RAMSAR listing for wetlands
significance
Mitchell Grass Network of significant bluebrush swamps | Joint management areas or parks in wetland
Downs and wetlands, waterfow! breeding areas, | areas

Mitchell Grass

Protected area status and/or Heritage or
RAMSAR listing for wetlands

Mount Isa Inlier

Almost entirely unrecorded

Establishment of protected area at China
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Walls

Davenport
Murchison Ranges

Karundi Creek, Gosse River and
Edinburgh Creek of national significance,
3 flora species of national significance,
waterholes

Joint management of proposed Davenport
Range National Park

Burt Plain Mulga woodlands, at least 5 flora species | Extend Dulcie Range National Park
of national significance, Dusky horseshoe
bat, bilbies
Central Ranges Several threatened species, including Formal joint protected areas (possibly in
brushtail possum, Petermann Ranges Petermann Ranges).
hold 12 species of national significance,
waterholes, rare species of acacia Priority is to develop Ranger Program at
Docker River — may encourage an IPA in
future or joint management reserve
Great Sandy Desert | Extensive ephemeral wetlands of Pursue Uluru to Watarrka-Finke Gorge
international significance for waterbirds (Greater Central Ranges) Park
(e.g. Lake MacKay, Lake Lewis),
chenopod shrublands, acacia vegetation, | Protected area status and/or Heritage or
threatened species — mulgara, marsupial | RAMSAR listing for significant wetlands
mole, night parrot, great desert skink
Finke Chenopod shrublands, acacia woodlands | Protected area status and/or Heritage or
and shrublands, significant wetlands at RAMSAR listing for Karinga Creek System
Karinga Creek, Mt Connor, non-spinifex
dune system Potential IPA on Angas Downs pastoral lease.
Possibly part of the Greater Central Ranges
Park
Potential acquisition of land for parks at
Curtain Springs and Mt Connor
MacDonnell Many endemic and threatened species World Heritage nomination for West
Ranges including central rock-rat, localised MacDonnell National Park

plants, waterholes, wetlands, brushtail
possum colonies

Development of Greater MacDonnell Park to
include Haasts Bluff-Mt Liebig

Possible acquisition of pastoral leases in East
MacDonnell Ranges

Simpson-Strzelecki

Hummock grasslands, dunefields,

Investigate park acquisition in the Northern

Dunefield ephemeral wetlands, chenopod and Andado area
acacia shrublands, threatened species —
ampurta, dusky hopping mouse

Stony Plains Finke Floodout wetlands, rare plants on Investigate acquistion of Andado pastoral
Gibber plains, 8 rare or threatened lease as a National Park to protect Finke
vertebrate species Floodout

Channel Country Includes Mitchell Grass, best gidgee Investigate acquisition of pastoral leases for a

stand in NT, black-footed wallaby, Toko
Range has 3 species of national
significance

park to protect Bathurst Block and Manners
Creek gidgee and other biodiversity values




