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The Future is the Natural World 

 

“Biodiversity loss is the most significant environmental problem facing Australia” 
Professor David Lindenmayer. (2007) “On Borrowed Time” 

 

Submission to Greater Sydney Commission March 31st 2017. 

Fate of the Future City of Sydney in NSW state under Climate change: 

Especially in cities, human survival is inescapably tied to the survival of the web of all life. This submission is part of a 

deeper study in the Public Interest. It is an attempt to protect the last remaining critically endangered ecological 

communities of species in urban areas – at the apex of which sits the Powerful Owl. This apex predator’s power is 

totally diminished by removal of its last habitat. In the rush to Grow Sydney at the expense of aiming to Protect 

Sydney many of Australia’s unique fauna and flora in cities have become victims of processes leading to ‘extinction 

debt’ and finally to extinction.  

 

1. Introduction  

The Greater Sydney Commission needs to consider environmental protection more 

seriously in the Plan to Grow Sydney. Dominant socio-economic cultures by default put 

Economic considerations first. Yet as shown, No Environment=No Economy. 

Environmental concerns should always be considered first and foremost. Why?     The 

Environment is the oldest of the triple-bottom-line entities.  It supports the much younger Society 

(as we know it approximately 5-10,000 years old) and the even younger Economy (as we know it 

200-300 years old). Society and Economy are dependent for survival - on Environment (still 

evolving over billions of years).  

Yet in directives, documents, statements, web-pages etc. government decision-making bodies put 

economic considerations first and environmental references /issues last.   State government, now 

run largely by economic experts and treasurers, puts economic considerations first. Evidenced by 

forced amalgamations and weakened biodiversity laws, state government is careless of local bio-

security and therefore destructive of wider survival.  

Recently made, and currently underway, changes to policy, regulation and legislation (called 

reforms) have weakened (and made ineffective) a range of protections for the environment and 

built heritage. This has already, and will increasingly, exacerbate normal tendencies for the 

Economy to be destructive of the Environment.  

Further Federal Government is weak on environmental security for the above reasons. It is 

proceeding to hand over strong federal environmental controls to state governments. The Adani 

coal decisions are indicators of how global insecurity will eventuate from local disempowerment 

and federal devolution of powers to state government levels. 

Add to the above a psychological factor identified by W. Sayer, that human “intensity of feeling is 

inversely proportional to what’s at stake….” ie. We tend to care most about what matters least. A 

culture of unintended consequences is created. The GSC needs to know the result is dangerous. 
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Changes to strong local government and handing over of federal powers will continue to erode 

orderly socio-economic behaviour, impacting the sustaining of environment adversely.  

For the immediate purpose of the Greater Sydney Commission’s call for submissions by the 31st 

March, 2017, this submission takes 3 current news/media items as its starting point:  

1. http://iview.abc.net.au/programs/four-corners/NC1704H007S00 Nexus between climate and 
national security US Defence Chiefs say, “as a group we are not your traditional 
environmentalists”   

2. http://www.smh.com.au/comment/clueless-and-careless-about-the-environment-20130820-

2s94h.html Scientists say there is “ a yawning gap between scientific understanding of our 

environment and public policy” 

3. https://independentaustralia.net/life/life-display/carbon-neutral-forest-resource-grab-a-
corporate-detour-in-climate-change-race,10128  Future cities need complex urban forest as 
an extension of rural and regional forest for soil retention, carbon capture, air purification 
and wildlife/human corridor.  The article addresses forest loss by looking at privatisation of 
forests, international biomass trade, RFA renewals and secure access, corporate sell off of 
national forests, alignment of big logging and fossil fuels, big machinery trade and 
propaganda to get us to agree to give away, sell off forests      

 

2. Bio-security and a Plan to Protect Sydney’s most ecologically sensitive areas  
 
The Greater Sydney Commission’s Plan to Grow Sydney does not include a Plan to Protect 
Sydney. This will inevitably result in loss of built and natural legacy at local scales first. The 
biodiversity crisis in the 21st century http://crisisoflife.net/   demands 21st century strategic land-use 
planning to securely protect environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) in a landscape context.  
 
At varying scales and in close proximity to city centres, environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) 
matter for our bigger-picture survival.  ESAs at all scales (pockets of high biodiversity, remnant 
reserves and entire LGAs, rural forest, etc.) must be protected for the intrinsic value of nature, for 
wildlife survival and for the mental and physical health of future city populations.   
 

Suggestion: The GSC must link a Plan to Grow Sydney with a Plan to Protect Sydney.  The 

Action-Research in the wider study is a constructive attempt to protect Australia’s and Sydney’s 

built and natural heritage, in its vanishing landscape context, without compromising Sydney’s key 

economic challenges.  

Any advice, criteria & decision-making by which Sydney’s natural and built inheritance (heritage) is 

defined and protected, must reflect our 21st century ecological predicament.    

3. Protect Rare Urban biological diversity close to Sydney:  Ku-ring-gai LGA 
 
In Ku-ring-gai for example, a main case study and 3 subsidiary case studies are part of broader 
action research. Whereas logging 200 years ago has today allowed regrowth and regeneration to 
occur, regeneration is not possible ever again once rare urban biodiversity is replaced with 
concrete apartments or sold to recreational groups. This causes irreversible damage to and loss of 
habitat. This is sadly what has happened and is happening in Ku-ring-gai, to rare urban biological 
diversity. See Blue Gum High Forest TSSC Letter below. 
 
Short-term economic goals realized through construction development or recreational use are 
careless of environmental security and scientific limitations. Development of city construction must 
be predicated on ecological sustainability. Economic viability must be cognizant of the future city of 
Sydney’s ecological constraints.  

http://iview.abc.net.au/programs/four-corners/NC1704H007S00
http://www.smh.com.au/comment/clueless-and-careless-about-the-environment-20130820-2s94h.html
http://www.smh.com.au/comment/clueless-and-careless-about-the-environment-20130820-2s94h.html
https://independentaustralia.net/life/life-display/carbon-neutral-forest-resource-grab-a-corporate-detour-in-climate-change-race,10128
https://independentaustralia.net/life/life-display/carbon-neutral-forest-resource-grab-a-corporate-detour-in-climate-change-race,10128
http://crisisoflife.net/
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The study shows that local government protection has been over-ridden by state government in 
many ways.  
 

 Environmental sensitivity studies suppressed - Environmental Baseline Study (2000) 
ignored by State Government and Environmentally sensitive Areas LEP 187 dropped 

 State government has ignored science based protection, by not acknowledging that soils 
(especially rare, un-repeatable urban soils) are biodiversity.  

 State government ignored the first principle of biological diversity conservation, ie. 
conservation of in situ biodiversity.  

 State government has called this area of rare Urban Biodiversity “Greyfield” when it is 
actually rare urban forest “Greenfield”. Greyfield classification is both false and not in 
keeping with considerations suiting environmental protections in the 21st century 

 State government has ignored consideration of cumulative environmental impact. It has 
allowed the gazettal of multiple re-zonings for development. ever since the highly 
destructive LEP194 (2004) was gazetted, without initial recognition of an Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas LEP and without any assessment of the incrementing impact from other 
major projects, SSD, and further LEPs gazetted (2012) and now being planned.  

 As the numbers show below much damage has been done by non-consideration and also 
non-declaration of the critical habitat status of this ESA close to Sydney. This has prevailed 
under problematic circumstances, which have allowed over-development of an 
environmentally sensitive area (ESA). 

 
Suggestion: The GSC must consider Cumulative re-zoning for development in ESAs which 
allows sensitive soils and seed-bank (and thus habitat and vegetation) to be permanently lost to 
concrete. It is irreversible damage and needs to stop.  
 
The GSC District Plans must not superimpose more indiscriminate growth in areas of critical 
environmental sensitivity and existing high development pathways, such as the Case Study of Ku-
ring-gai and three subsidiary case studies show … without applying Zoning for Protection and 
scientifically assessing cumulative environmental impact. 
 
4. Language crucial to protecting biological diversity close to Sydney 
  
The North District is proclaimed to be 56% “Open Space”. Such language implies the North District 
is open space - free for development, recreation and human use. This is false. Ecologically, the 
North District it is highly sensitive wildlife corridors made up of National Park, yet rural forest 
remnants (eg. South Dural) and last remnant urban reserves (eg. Ku-ring-gai, Byles Creek, other).  
 
Suggestion: To maintain ecological integrity into the future of the North District Ku-ring-gai Chase 
National Park needs to be linked to the South District Royal Park as a permanent corridor 
protected with in situ protection – allowing minimum or no human use. 
 
Crucially, these two national parks are last un-recognized buffers and un-protected areas where 
Nature must restore itself for its future survival and our common good.  
 
They need to be linked by remnant reserves and wildlife corridors zoned for protection (E5, critical 
habitat, red flags etc.) and re-wilded for the inheritance of future urban populations. In the work of 
protecting, the language used must be scientific and aimed at truly protective outcomes. 
 
Even the words “green spaces” are generic. The distinctiveness required is blurred. Open Spaces 
and Green Spaces do not cover the function of explaining biodiversity conservation needed for the 
future city in the 21st century. 
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5. Closing flaws and gaps in the Plan to Grow Sydney: how to do it is visible in ESAs.  
 
The GSC plans “a vision for Sydney’s Green Grid with an appreciation of Greater Sydney’s landscape and 

recognition of the diversity of elements and connections, including the Blue Grid of Sydney’s beaches, 
estuaries and waterways, its variety of parks and open spaces and connections to bushland, from local 
pockets of native vegetation to Sydney Harbour.” 
 
Provisions of the draft North District Plan, appear to be cognizant of the need to protect. However, 
the test will be what guidelines to use and how to protect ESAs, given climate is a bio-security 
issue at all scales of the landscape. The GSC must consider steps suggested by case studies: 
 

1. Revive Zone E5 since E2 is proven to be incapable of seriously protecting ESAs to counter 
the cumulative environmental impact of multiple re-zonings for development in areas un-
recognized for their high conservation value (HCV). See below - Planning Department’s 
consideration that this Zone can be used to protect certain areas of the future city by spot 
re-zoning highly sensitive areas if over-development has already been applied in an ESA  

2. Nominate Ku-ring-gai Chase National Park (KCNP) to link up with Royal National Park - 
giving KCNP the same status as the Royal for its protection for future city populations 

3. Rapidly Implement red-flagging and areas of critical habitat for CEEC (critically endangered 
ecological communities) in areas of rare, urban biodiversity for the future city by 
remembering that at all scales forests harbours (gives safe haven to ) life-supporting 
biological diversity and considering seed-bank, soils and soil sensitivity as the scientific 
basis of biodiversity and creating corridors to link  

4. Beware of the buzz-word use of biodiversity and accept only scientific understanding and 
assessment of how biological diversity is best conserved ie. Defer to TSSC decisions of 
listed critically endangered ecological communities 

5. Beware of un-scientific / bureaucratic/ planning institute understandings allowing  
recreational use of areas of rare biological diversity by remembering that edge effects, 
fragmentation and death by 1000 cuts occurs once recreational use is permitted or RE1 
zoning is applied in last strongholds for Nature at various scales 

6. Understand damage to environment is done at the re-zoning stage as has happened in Ku-
ring-gai – this requires reversing damage by use of E5 Zoning (see below Draft issued but 
not used!) and a moratorium on further re-zoning for development to allow the  long-term 
job making which will repair, restore, revive, re-use and regenerate 

7. Methods by which such protection may be achieved are by activating and/or re-activating 
clauses in LEPs for Biodiversity Consideration in Local DAs and strategic Plans and using 
these clauses to educate and raise local awareness of how locals and planners may protect  

8. Fast track true recovery Plans for Urban Remnants of CEEC by urgently allowing  spot-re-
zoning for protection and E5-Zones in HCV areas – resist developers or recreational groups 
by acceding to requests to develop on last lands containing critically endangered habitat (as 
happened on the deferred Matter site in Turramurra) 

9. Consider historical factors to guide future decision-making, for example why Ku-ring-gai 
was originally given a rail corridor for public health and restoration  and protect according to 
future urban forest need, to avoid loss of built and natural remaining inheritance, steering 
clear of developer pressure, state trade and investment decisions and un-scientific 
departmental advice 

10. Stop sell off of last urban HCV reserves (vital corridor) and recreational use of the last 
Urban Forest High Conservation Value Reserves of endangered ecological communities 

11. Restrict external un-elected decision-making activity of heads with conflict of interest  and 
Remove such decision-making powers from major projects in areas of rare (built and 
natural) high conservation value and decisions relating to Public Lands.  

12. Insist BioBanking money from Environmental Trust is used for Expansion and not shrinking 
of last High Conservation Value Reserves, this will halt greenwashing and double dipping 
and insider trading in Biodiversity Offsetting. 
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From Above  

Direction 1  

The following must be included as either “Permitted without consent” or Permitted with consent” for this zone. 

Environmental facilities / Environmental Protection Works/ Roads / Bee-keeping Kiosks may (but need not) be 

included as permitted with consent. 
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From: E5zoneandsubzones@planning.nsw.gov.au [mailto:E5zoneandsubzones@planning.nsw.gov.au]  
Sent: Tuesday, 22 May 2012 1:33 PM 
To: janet harwood 
Subject: Re: Zone E5 Environmental Protection in NSW  
 

Dear Janet 
thank you for your email.  
  
The answer to all your questions is - yes. Proposed E5 zone can include 'manage and restore' - one may 
assume that all these actions are covered by the verb 'protect'.  
Councils may also add their own local objectives to refer to specific conservation plan, locality etc.  
Mandatory prohibition of agriculture and residential accommodation has been included to absolutely 'close' 
the zone, unlike existing E2 zone. The intention was to make it clear that it is for areas of very limited 
development potentials. It is up to councils if and where it will apply this zone, but in most cases it will be 
suitable for community land in public ownership.  
  
Should you wish to discuss further application of Standard Instrument zones on a local government level I 
would suggest you to contact our Regional team who is best placed to discuss specific Ku-ring-gai planning 
circumstances: 
  
Sydney West Region 
10 Valentine Ave, Parramatta NSW 2150 
GPO Box 39, Sydney NSW 2001  
Tel: 02 9860 1560 
  
Again, thank you for your valuable input. 
  
Kind regards 
 
Senior Planner 

NSW Department of Planning & Infrastructure | GPO Box 39 |  Sydney NSW 2001  

T 02 9228 6481   E …………..@planning.nsw.gov.au 

  

 

  

Subscribe to the Department's e-news at www.planning.nsw.gov.au/enews 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:E5zoneandsubzones@planning.nsw.gov.au
mailto:E5zoneandsubzones@planning.nsw.gov.au
mailto:Tatjana.Djuric-Simovic@planning.nsw.gov.au
http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/enews
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This submission is part of a wider study and includes 3 case studies in Turramurra: 

 Hillview Heritage Conservation Area  

 Little Village Park  

 Sheldon Forest  

Submitted by: 

Janet Harwood 

31st March 2017 

The Future is the Natural World 

 

“Biodiversity loss is the most significant environmental problem facing Australia” 
Professor David Lindenmayer. (2007) “On Borrowed Time” 
 


