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submission on the

Draft New Zealand

Biodiversity Strategy
1.
Introduction
1.1
The Wellington Regional Council is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on a very significant policy document.  The Council heartily endorses the Prime Minister’s message in her Foreword to the Strategy, that New Zealand’s rich and unique contribution to global biodiversity is seriously under threat, that action is needed, and that the responsibility for action is shared across individuals and organisations throughout (and beyond) New Zealand.

1.2
This submission therefore responds to this requirement for action by considering the Draft Strategy in terms of the specific steps suggested to be taken, who should take them, over what time scale, and, importantly, what resources would be needed.  In particular, consideration is given to the potential role regional councils might play in taking, and in encouraging, appropriate action.

1.3
The submission is broadly structured around comments on the 4 Parts of the Strategy.  In so doing, the submission also aims to provide a response to many of the 20 sets of questions posed at the end of the Strategy in the section titled “Consultation Process” and touches upon matters raised in the 3 Annexes to the Strategy.

1.4
As a general comment, the Council offers its congratulations to the authors of “Our Chance to Turn the Tide”.  The document sets out a good analysis of the biophysical, organisational and resource issues that must to be addressed if the country is to effectively begin to “turn the tide”.

2.
Summary of the submission

Choice of Goal Level

2.1
The central question of the Strategy is at what Goal Level should it aim. The Strategy settles on Goal level 3 which, in essence, aims to halt the decline in species and areas of indigenous biodiversity through maintaining a “comprehensive and representative range” of remaining natural habitats and sustaining those features that support indigenous biodiversity in a range
of modified ecosystems.

2.2
The message of Goal Level 3 is that a modest increase in action over the next 20 years will keep us where we are.  While being a pragmatic target, it fails to inspire a sense of urgency, and carries a risk of turning people off rather than “turning the tide”.  Turning people on, turning hearts and minds, and getting commitment to action needs a more positive statement and more lofty aims.  

2.3
If the analysis contained in the Strategy is to be believed, and biodiversity loss is the most pervasive environmental issue, then a response of a similar scale and urgency is needed.

2.4
A more positive and inspiring goal is needed. Goal Level 2 is more inspiring and represents a very similar level of outcome to that sought by the Council in the Objectives and Policies in the Ecosystems Chapter of the Regional Policy Statement (RPS). However, like all of the Goal Levels, Level 2 focuses only on the “places” of biodiversity (key habitats, ecosystems, and features) and not on the “processes” of ecological systems that are necessary to achieve a healthy level of biodiversity. 

2.5
What is needed is a hybrid goal level, one that seeks the maintenance of all predominantly natural ecosystems and the restoration to good health of those that are degraded (i.e. places) – and this is covered in Goal Level 2 - as well as the healthy functioning of those processes that support indigenous biodiversity in both natural and modified ecosystems (i.e. the health of air, soil, water, nutrient cycling, energy flows etc).

2.6
In other words, Goal Level 2 could effectively be reworded to read:


Maintain and restore all remaining natural habitats and ecosystems to a healthy functioning state and sustain those features and ecological processes that support indigenous biodiversity in all ecosystems…

2.7
While such a goal will no doubt cost more than Goal Level 3, it is the only logical way to advance the cause of biodiversity because it encompasses both the “processes” of ecosystem functioning and the “places” of the special and rare indigenous ecosystems that we still have. 

2.8
Setting a Goal Level that seeks to retain only what we have (Goal Level 3), in net terms, is flawed in at least two respects.  First, with current levels of information, we don’t actually know what we do have, what its long term condition is, and whether it is worth keeping. Second, by aiming only to retain a set of examples of what we have, the urgency and scale of biodiversity loss may be misunderstood, or worse, ignored.

Resources

2.9
The Strategy sets out an extensive set of additional, high priority actions for local authorities (and other key players) that will require extra resources of money, specialist skills, and improved information.  

2.10
The Strategy targets private land as a key area of effort, and thus the use of “incentives” and providing “increased assistance” for landowners carries a clear and simple financial cost for local (and central) government.  Other actions too (information collection and dissemination, increased pest management and habitat management etc.) will also mean that additional resources will be required across a range of local authorities with variable abilities to meet all such costs.

Mandate

2.11
Currently, neither territorial authorities nor regional councils operate under statutes which have, as their explicit purpose, the promotion of biodiversity. While regional councils, in particular, do a great deal to manage the environment sustainably, and to counteract the effects of plant and animal pests on natural resources, their mandate is not unequivocally focused on species protection or habitat management. The Regional Council does have powers to carry out new, more, or different work for biodiversity purposes but those powers are aimed more at managing the “processes” than the “places”.  If the Council is to be more involved in the “places” through the implementation of the Strategy, then changed powers may be needed.

2.12
Clarification of this statutory role for local authorities, and of the relationships between parties with an interest in or responsibility for biodiversity protection, would be helpful.


Local authority actions

2.13
The actions which the Strategy seeks from local authorities are expressed in a very general manner. This is probably all we could expect from the document at this stage and undoubtedly this will be clarified as a result of the submissions process. However, the problem of biodiversity loss does need to be effectively communicated, along with specific advice as to what individuals and agencies can do. It is also worth noting that the proposed actions are designed to implement Goal Level 3. Many of them could change if a higher or wider goal was chosen.

Regional Plans

2.14
The use of regional and district plans is questionable as a means of achieving prompt or effective means of reducing biodiversity loss.  The first generation of plans is probably too far advanced and, because of the legislative limitations regarding mandate, is not readily able to incorporate the comprehensive range of biodiversity objectives and outcomes suggested in the Strategy.  The next opportunity to incorporate a biodiversity focus through resource management plans is perhaps a decade away.


A National Policy Statement

2.15
It is also doubtful whether a National Policy Statement on Biodiversity will be a sufficiently responsive means of reducing biodiversity loss.  The Statement must go through necessary (but lengthy) statutory processes. Moreover, while providing a sense of direction, the Statement might not necessarily produce the “certainty of outcome” anticipated in the Strategy.

The Coastal Marine Area

2.16
The coastal marine area is recognised in the Strategy as an area of potentially very high biodiversity, but little is known about this.  Organisational roles and mandates for managing the coastal environment and its biodiversity also need to be clarified.  The resources needed for reaching a better understanding of marine biodiversity, and thence for more effective management, are likely to be high.

2.17
The Regional Council is concerned that it may be identified in the final Strategy as having a primary role in coastal management for biodiversity purposes.  However, given current levels of understanding of biodiversity threats in the coastal marine area as compared with the more apparent pressures on land, the Council sees its priority in helping to implement the Strategy through the management of terrestrial (land and freshwater) ecosystems.

3.
Comments on Part One – “A Strategy for New Zealand’s Biodiversity”

How the Strategy affects the Wellington Region

3.1
New Zealand had, and still has, a unique and disproportionately rich biodiversity.  The Strategy identifies the great significance of our biodiversity in the global context, and points out that the responsibility to maintain that richness rests entirely with New Zealanders as in situ guardians and managers.  Biodiversity exists locally, and it is local management effort that will determine the future.  The challenge, noted in the Strategy, is to “translate national targets into regional and local plans and programmes”, and the Regional Council acknowledges the responsibility it has as a manager of in situ biodiversity.

3.2
However, a question that arises from the national patterns of in situ biodiversity is, how far do national patterns and trends (of decline, and of representativeness of species) apply at more localised scales?  Do plant and animal pests offer the primary threat to biodiversity in all places, or are there local variations that might need a more targeted set of responses?  The uncertainty as to where the pressures and threats are confirms a theme of the Strategy – the need for good information as a basis for effective action.

3.3
The biodiversity issues for this region are likely to be different from those faced elsewhere.  Understanding what the differences are, what might be done about them and where to focus priority effort means that costs may vary in different areas.  The following paragraphs provide an interpretation of the Strategy’s data and its possible implications for the Wellington Region.

3.4
The map at the rear of the Strategy suggests that the Wellington region has 3 broad environmental domains and that within these, there are quite different amounts of remnant natural areas, both in comparison with each other and compared with the same domains in other regions.

3.5
The higher land, mainly the Tararua ranges and the Haurangi Forest Park, enjoys both (DoC) protection and, for related reasons, a high percentage of land still possessing “natural” qualities.  The lowland areas are almost exclusively in private ownership, with few protected areas, and overall show very low “naturalness”.  Those areas that do have some protection are generally isolated remnants, of questionable long term viability, and they also tend to be vulnerable to pest and weed threats because of their small size and edge exposure.

3.6
In light of the information provided, it would seem that the priority in the Wellington Region is to restore biodiversity associated with lowland river plains and the soft rock hill country of the eastern Wairarapa.  Actions are needed that purposefully link remnant areas to create corridors for species and larger areas with enhanced prospects of viability.  Habitats need to be not only extended but also, new areas added, given the low figure (7.7%) of natural area remaining in the lowlands.  Coastal dune systems and wetlands are also a priority.

3.7
As noted above, lowland areas (and many wetland systems) are predominantly in private ownership, and the matter of private property rights versus public good is a legitimate but significant hurdle to be crossed if the Strategy is to be effectively implemented.  Financial incentives and assistance, education, and where appropriate, land purchase are all suggested in the Strategy for consideration in this context.  For the Regional Council, these methods carry significant financial, staffing and other resource implications.  Additionally, there are on-going costs associated with the Council’s role in land and water management to ensure that the underlying physical processes are creating favourable conditions for restoration and maintenance of lowland biodiversity.


The importance of biodiversity and ecosystems, and their economic worth

3.8
The Regional Council supports the recognition in Part One of the Strategy that it is biodiversity, “biological wealth”, that underpins our economy.  In essence, the Council promotes and maintains healthy physical systems, to provide the conditions for that biological wealth to flourish.  Another way of looking at our role is enabling nature to provide “goods and services” on a sustainable basis.

3.9
Nature’s “goods” include the raw materials that we use for many purposes - plants and animals for food, fibre for clothing, rock materials for construction, and so on.  Nature’s “services” includes processes and cycles that bring about purification of air and water, decomposition and detoxification of wastes, creation of soil fertility, stabilisation of climate extremes, and water regulation and flood control.  Throughout the Strategy, the importance of keeping these cycles and processes in a healthy functioning state is apparent, and we would emphasise that this is the key to maintaining both biodiversity and long term economic well-being.

3.10
The Strategy notes that environmental goods and services tend to be taken for granted because they are provided “free of charge”.  Similarly, the benefits of their as yet unused or undiscovered potential may be recognised in a theoretical sense, but because no one can put a figure on this value, they are discounted (in every sense).  The summary document for the Strategy, however, suggests that maintaining biodiversity involves some sort of balance between “economic self interest” and “love and respect for nature”.  This balancing exercise sounds as though it is trying to balance two different commodities – one measurable in dollars and the other more esoteric.  In fact, both aspects are inter-linked.

3.11
Ecosystems have many different attributes and offer many different services.  Attributes that are most directly useful to people include food, medicine, recreation and aesthetics.  These sorts of attributes are more readily recognisable and capable of some sort of monetary valuation of their worth.  Less familiar, much less understood and therefore more lowly valued are important structures or functions of ecosystems which do not directly benefit people but are necessary for the ecosystem as a whole to provide the goods and services that people do use.  In this latter category are processes like nutrient recycling, energy conversion, genetic diversity and habitat.

3.12
When difficult choices have to be taken, it is likely that the more recognisable products of development will get precedence over the less obvious ecosystem services.  To increase the effective implementation of the Strategy, it is vital, therefore, to turn around the idea that these fundamentally important natural systems and services are “free” and, while capable of being “loved and respected”, can nevertheless be traded off against more measurable benefits.

3.13
Equally crucial is the need to shift the notion that these systems will just somehow keep going of their own accord.  If we over-use (or abuse) them without regard to their maintenance, they may well break down!  What is needed is some easily understood way of communicating – even broadly - the value of the services, their durability, and the price we would have to pay for repairs or replacement if we don’t maintain them.

3.14
One way of getting across the fundamental importance of nature’s services (and biodiversity) to human welfare is to try to quantify their value (albeit that some services are irreplaceable and hence of infinite value).  The Strategy does make passing reference to some valuation work done in New Zealand, but there is increasing evidence from other studies around the world that conversion to a dollar value of global (and local) ecosystem “goods and services” produces staggeringly large figures.  It is conservatively estimated that their value is nearly three times global GDP per annum.

3.15
With this scale of benefit in mind (and leaving aside ethical arguments about intrinsic values and the fact that most of these services are actually irreplaceable), one thing is clear.  Namely, that there is considerable merit in maintaining current levels of biodiversity as a minimum target, and of ensuring the healthy functioning of ecosystem processes across as wide a range of environmental systems (both natural and modified) as possible.

4.
Comments on Part Two – “Towards a Vision and Goals for New Zealand’s Biodiversity”

4.1
The vision for New Zealand’s biodiversity is a very worthy statement of direction (page 14), but for reasons spelled out elsewhere in this submission, we have doubts that this desirable aim can be as readily translated into effective action as the Strategy anticipates.

4.2
The vision is divided into 3 Goals.  The Council supports the intent of Goal 1 (about natural habitats and ecosystems) and of Goal 2 (about indigenous species), and because of our responsibilities in these areas, comments in this submission focus on these two goals.  Goal 3 deals with genetic resources, and the Council endorses this Goal’s assertion that the conservation and sustainable use of genetic diversity of domesticated and cultivated species has economic and strategic advantages for New Zealand (and for the Region).

4.3
Goals 1 and 2 are then each described in 6 different ways (Goal levels).  Goal levels are different ways of describing what the goals for natural habitats (Goal 1) and for species (Goal 2) really mean, from a minimum level of achievement to a maximum level (pages 16 and 17).  Goal Level 3 within each of Goals 1 and 2 is the Strategy’s preferred level of achievement and is worded as follows:

“Maintain and restore a comprehensive and representative range of remaining natural habitats and ecosystems to a healthy functioning state, and sustain those features that support indigenous biodiversity in a range of more modified ecosystems (including those in primary production areas and urban environments).”

(Goal 1)

“Maintain and restore representative populations of all indigenous species in selected natural habitats where threats can be controlled or there are reasonable prospects for controlling them in future.”

(Goal 2)

4.4
The Regional Council understands Goal Level 3 to mean that we aim to halt the decline in species and areas of indigenous biodiversity at current levels, and hold on to this, maintaining a “comprehensive and representative range” of ecosystems and species.  There are both strengths and weaknesses with this approach.

4.5
The positive side of the approach is that it does seek, in net terms (because it assumes there will be losses and gains), to retain the quantum of biodiversity that we currently have.  The downside of this point is that we don’t actually know what we currently have, either in area and species numbers, or more importantly, in terms of the viability of what is still present.

4.6
The absence of this type of information makes it difficult for biodiversity managers to answer questions about which areas or species are representative, what their long term condition and numbers are, and hence whether it is worth seeking their protection as a priority. 

4.7
Goal Level 3 is seen by the authors of the Strategy to be realistic with regard to likely resources, recognising that even a holding job will require significantly more resources than are currently channelled into biodiversity protection. While acknowledging the realism, we also see a problem in that by setting a medium level, pragmatic target, the urgency and scale of biodiversity loss may be misunderstood, or worse, ignored.  Even the modest increases in funding anticipated in Level 3 may be whittled down accordingly.  Also, in the absence of good information about what we currently have, how can we know that we have met the target of holding on to what we currently have!

4.8
In this regard, we support the analysis and action plans set out later in the Strategy in Theme 6 – Information, Knowledge and Capacity.  The Council is already making some progress in ecosystem depiction and upgrading the quality of information on ecosystem extent and general condition, recognising the importance of this work as a basis for practical action.

4.9
What is needed is a hybrid goal level, one that seeks the maintenance of all predominantly natural ecosystems and the restoration to good health of those that are degraded (i.e. places) – and this is covered in Goal Level 2 - as well as the healthy functioning of those processes that support indigenous biodiversity in both natural and modified ecosystems (i.e. the health of air, soil, water, nutrient cycling, energy flows etc).

4.10
In other words, Goal Level 2 of Goal 1 might effectively be reworded to read:


Maintain and restore all remaining natural habitats and ecosystems to a healthy functioning state and sustain those features and ecological processes that support indigenous biodiversity in all ecosystems…

4.11
While such a goal will no doubt cost more than Goal Level 3, it is the only logical way to advance the cause of biodiversity because it encompasses both the “processes” of ecosystem functioning and the “places” of the special and rare indigenous ecosystems that we still have. 

5.
Comments on Part 3 – “Themes and Action Plans for New Zealand’s Biodiversity”

The Strategy Framework

5.1
Part 3 sets out a Strategy Framework and lists suggested actions necessary for Goal Level 3 to be achieved.  The Strategy Framework explains (on page 26) that to achieve Goal Level 3 actions required are “a mixture of existing programmes that require re-focussing or enhancing, and new initiatives”.  The document goes on to identify roles for implementation, suggesting that the (central) government “lead role generally reflects a statutory, policy development or reporting role, rather than an operational one.  The Council hopes for a more active central government role than this, given that much of the action required is on Crown land or will require funding (through local government) of incentives for, and initiatives on, private land.

5.2
Regional councils (and local authorities generally) are identified as key players for many of the actions examined in Part 3 of the Strategy.  Achieving Goal Level 3 requires a “re-focusing and enhancing” of existing programmes, plus “new initiatives”.  The clear implications for local authorities is not only a shift in their priorities for spending, but also, more spending on new biodiversity initiatives, in order to achieve Level 3, let alone anything higher.  To achieve our suggested hybrid Goal Level 2 would undoubtedly require even more effort and additional costs.

5.3
There are many new initiatives the Council could take, given a clear mandate for biodiversity and the ability to raise, or receive, additional resources.  The additional effort needed in “translating national targets into regional and local plans and programmes” must be adequately funded.  Biodiversity does exist locally, and local action is where effort is needed.  But we also see that local communities cannot meet these national (and international) obligations alone, without national help.  The Council may choose to shift its own expenditure patterns, but that decision must be complemented by explicit support from central government.


Theme 1
Biodiversity on land

5.4
The Council agrees with much of the analysis and recommendations made under this theme – the desired outcomes, the state of biodiversity on land, current management practice and the summary of issues associated with these aspects of terrestrial biodiversity. In particular, we note the biodiversity threat from animal and plant pests, inadequate pest control methods and limited resources.  There is a related issue concerning the scale and potential biodiversity damage from pests that are not the subject of Pest Management Strategies.

5.5
In terms of the Action Plan outlined on pages 35 to 37, earlier comments in this submission regarding legislative mandate are relevant.  With regard to pest management (Objective 1.1), the Biosecurity Act does enable regional councils to take a species-based approach to pest management, but biodiversity protection is not an explicit objective of management strategies prepared under the Act.  It may therefore be statutorily difficult to “develop and implement” strategies aimed at “pests posing the greatest threats to biodiversity” (see also comments under Theme 5).
5.6
Other concerns in relation to the Action Plan relate to the funding and other resource requirements implied by the proposed actions.  For example, the incentive schemes, biodiversity surveys and information systems (Objective 1.3) and regionally based restoration projects (Objective 1.5) are all activities making demands on staff time, requiring special skills and assuming the availability of appropriate technology for data storage and interpretation.  Beyond local authorities, these sorts of objectives also presume a large (and free) input from local communities.

5.7
The Council also has doubts about the proposal to prepare a National Policy Statement (Objective 1.4), for reasons outlined earlier.


Theme 2
Freshwater biodiversity
5.8
The summary of issues in the Strategy is strongly endorsed, based on our experience in freshwater management.  The Council notes the key areas with poor representation and protection (lowland lakes and rivers, floodplain wetlands), and has already made a policy response to these aspects of freshwater management through provisions in the Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region, and in the Proposed Regional Freshwater Plan.

5.9
However, we also acknowledge the comments made in the Strategy regarding active protection of aquatic ecosystems and biodiversity. Establishing which rivers should benefit from what particular actions and resource constraints combine to make the commendable intentions and associated actions in Objectives 2.1 - 2.4 difficult to currently achieve in practice.


Theme 3
Coastal and Marine Biodiversity

5.10
The coastal and marine biodiversity is a critical area for the Strategy, and we agree with the objectives and actions identified.  However, successful implementation of those objectives and actions will require clarification of roles and responsibilities in the marine environment and eventually, when there is better knowledge and clarification of roles, appropriate funding to meet the needs of a national Strategy.

5.11
The Council agrees with the summary of issues in this part of the Strategy, particularly those comments concerning the need for information and improved awareness about the quantity and significance of marine biodiversity (“up to 80% of our indigenous biodiversity is found in the sea”).  There are also important issues associated with marine pest management, and multiple, sometimes conflicting, organisational responsibilities for the coastal environment.  The Strategy notes the need for sorting out roles, but seems to propose an increased role for regional councils in biodiversity protection (“sustainably manage the coastal marine area”, page 120) without indications of how this might be achieved or how it might relate to the existing functions of other agencies.

5.12
The suggestion (in actions associated with Objective 3.2) that there be a review of the effectiveness of coastal plans in terms of protecting biodiversity reinforces comments elsewhere in this submission about the need for an explicit mandate for protecting biodiversity.  The Regional Coastal Plan and the Regional Policy Statement have provisions that seek healthy, functioning biophysical processes that underpin biodiversity in the range of coastal environments, but neither document has biodiversity as an explicit focus because of the constraints of legislation.


Theme 4
Conservation and Use of Genetic Resources
5.13
We do not feel able to make substantial comment on this theme except to acknowledge the need to conserve the genetic diversity of domesticated and cultivated species, and to balance this against the need to control pest species.

5.14
We would also comment that, consistent with the spirit and content of the 1992 Convention, appropriate consideration should be given to New Zealand’s indigenous genetic resources and the rights of Maori as Treaty partners.  In principle, the Council supports Objective 4.4 (and later, the Action Plan set out in Section 7B), but we also acknowledge that it is appropriate for iwi of the Region to have their own comments on these issues and actions.


Theme 5
Biosecurity and Biodiversity
5.15
We note and support the comments (on page 67) regarding the poor integration of biodiversity considerations into biosecurity generally.  In particular, the Council endorses the points on the shortage of information about effects of pests on biodiversity, and the low level of incentives under the Biosecurity Act to control pests that present a threat to indigenous biodiversity.

5.16
The Council sees the Biosecurity Act as a significant threat to the achievement of the objectives and goals of the Biodiversity Strategy. The Biosecurity Act is different in form from other legislation referred to in the Strategy.  It has no purpose statement, no clear statement of functions and duties and is not environmentally proactive. Integration at all levels is therefore poor.

5.17
We also support comments in the Strategy about the lack of clarity about managing unwanted organisms detected in New Zealand, but not yet established.

5.18
Finally, the Council supports the approach adopted in the Strategy of trying, as far as possible, to prevent or reduce risks before a problem becomes established (recognising that those pests that are already a problem are addressed in the other themes).


Theme 6
Information, Knowledge and Capacity
5.19
The comments on current management, analysis of issues, and the Action Plan for this theme are very strongly supported.  As noted earlier, the Council has recognised the importance of trying to understand in more detail, and in practical management terms, how ecosystems in the Region operate, what critical factors need to be considered for their maintenance etc.  We are working towards the “ecosystem approach” outlined on page 76, but recognises that there is a long way to go in developing and applying the approach.

5.20
Comments about valuation of biodiversity (page 77 of the Strategy) have been provided earlier in this submission, because we see this area of understanding as being central to the Strategy’s successful implementation.


Theme 7
New Zealanders and Biodiversity
5.21
The Council supports the key issues and actions identified throughout much of this section. The issues relating to governance (pages 84 and 85) are important because they highlight the need to clarify roles and responsibilities and gaps and overlaps in biodiversity management.  As noted earlier, we have some doubts about the effectiveness of the National Policy Statement on Biodiversity, a recommended action for Objective 7.1.  The potential benefits of the Statement are suitably identified, but our concerns are principally about the speed with which the Statement might be prepared and hence its ability to provide leadership and direction as early as possible.

5.22
The Council agrees with the need for greater community awareness and involvement in biodiversity management (Objective 7.7) and the need for environmental education (Objective 7.9).  Both these areas, however, carry an implicit need for funding by agencies (such as local authorities) that are helping to raise awareness and facilitate or manage environmental education initiatives.

6.
Comments on Part 4
“Strategic Focus”

6.1
The Strategy identifies 6 Strategic Clusters, which form the strategic focus for its implementation.  We agree with the idea of establishing strategic clusters, and with the notion that they are strongly inter-dependent.  This inter-dependence also translates to close working between different organisations and interest groups throughout the community.  However, as noted in earlier comments on Part 1 and 2, the Council sees different agencies having greater or lesser roles to play across the 6 clusters, and that different geographical areas will have different priorities.

6.2
In this Region, Strategic Cluster 1 (“Sustain biodiversity in privately managed areas and in freshwater environments”) is clearly an important cluster for the reasons given in comments on Part 1 of the Strategy.  Through our responsibilities for the management of water, soil and air, we can make a significant contribution to the healthy functioning of the biophysical systems that underpin biodiversity in all areas, consistent with comments made in the Strategy in this regard (page 104).

6.3
Strategic Cluster 2 (“Improve the condition of protected areas and the prospects for threatened species”) carries a smaller role for the Council.  Potentially, we could have a role in managing our own lands and associated ecosystems to help achieve the Cluster.  Nevertheless, as ecological processes work through and around high value places, it is not inconceivable that the Council could take, or be required to take, a stronger role in this area.

6.4
The Council sees Strategic Cluster 3 (“Manage the marine environment so that biodiversity is sustained”) as a very important Cluster (but see comments on Theme 3 earlier in this submission).  The Council believes that while the marine area is clearly important, we cannot fulfil an effective role in managing biodiversity loss until there is some clarification on roles and biodiversity condition.  In the short term, therefore, the Council would expect to focus its attention on preventing further biodiversity loss on land and in freshwater environments.

6.5
Given the earlier comments about the poor linkage between biosecurity legislation and biodiversity protection, Strategic Cluster 4 (“Identify and manage biosecurity risks to indigenous biodiversity”) is also seen as an important area but one that needs review and the provision of a clearer mandate.  Similarly, we agree that Strategic Cluster 5 (“Become smarter biodiversity managers”) and Strategic Cluster 6 (“Improve governance mechanisms and encourage community initiatives to sustain biodiversity”) are important areas on which to focus effort.

7.
Concluding comment

7.1
The section in the Strategy entitled “Choices” explains the various factors that have motivated the authors to choose Goal Level 3, but also sets out the pros and cons of aiming higher (or lower).

7.2
We acknowledge the reasons given for setting Goal Level 3, but have commented earlier in this submission on why something more inspirational than Goal Level 3 is needed.

7.3
All that needs to be added is to underline the comments made in the second paragraph of “Facing the Historic Opportunity” (page 113) regarding the urgency for action to address continuing biodiversity loss.  The Goal Level we have suggested in this submission reflects the perceived need for an urgent commitment to action.
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