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Dear Paul 

Response to proposed BCF Charge System 

The Clean Energy Council is pleased to provide a submission in response to the NSW Biodiversity 

Conservation Trust’s (BCT) proposed Biodiversity Conservation Fund (BCF) Charge System.  

The Clean Energy Council (CEC) is the peak body for the clean energy industry in Australia. We 

represent and work with over 1000 of the leading businesses operating in renewable energy, energy 

storage and renewable hydrogen. We are committed to accelerating Australia’s clean energy 

transformation. 

There are over 60 operational wind, solar, hydro and bioenergy facilities operating across New South 

Wales, and a further 17 large-scale projects currently under construction worth around $2.9 billion, with 

more investment expected with the development of the Renewable Energy Zones (REZs) through the 

NSW Government’s Electricity Infrastructure Roadmap. With the clean energy transition ramping up, 

the CEC understands the importance of biodiversity conservation as part of this transition and increase 

in development.  

We welcome the BCT’s work to improve the BCF system and appreciate the BCT’s engagement with 

the CEC and other stakeholders so far, including the meeting with us on 16 March 2022.  We are very 

supportive of the potential changes that were suggested by the BCT on a without prejudice basis.  

The CEC’s main concern with the proposed BCF Charge System is that a charge can only be sought 

when a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR) is submitted. Submission of the BDAR 

is part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Development of the EIS for large projects is a long 

and iterative process and is informed by studies that are undertaken over a period of time. These studies 

refine the project during the process of preparing the EIS.  

Information on the costs of offsets is an important input to the feasibility of the project and therefore the 

proposed Charge System results in a considerable lack of transparency for developers. It is important 

to have access to an indicative charge to refine the footprint and feasibility of a development, particularly 

where the charges have been so volatile in the past.  
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Furthermore, an indicative charge cost can also inform the need to identify other means of offsetting.  

Locating and assessing land-based offsets is a long and resource intensive process, which needs to 

be commenced well prior to the lodgement of the BDAR. Information on the costs of offset is also 

informs other parts of the EIS including the economic assessment of the proposed development. 

We therefore submit that a service be established whereby developers can seek an early quote to 

receive indication from the BCT about a likely charge without a finalised and submitted BDAR. The CEC 

understands that this would likely require a modest fee for service to allow the BCT to resource this 

service. 

We would also be supportive of an option to extend the potential life of a charge for up to three years, 

understanding that an escalation of costs would need to be addressed for the period of the delay and 

one additional year for the BCT to acquit the offsets.  

The CEC’s other concern is the delivery fee. We consider that $300 per credit or 15 per cent of the 

predicted credit charge, with no financial cap, seems excessive.  While a larger offset obligation may 

incur higher costs to acquit, it is not accepted that this always true, or that there is not a ceiling on the 

costs of delivering offsets.  

As a percentage of the charge, the delivery fee in many instances will not reflect the actual costs of the 

BCT. Instead of a percentage of the charge, we recommend that the fee should be designed as a fixed 

fee for different sizes of offset obligations.  A delivery fee structure with fixed fees for different sizes of 

credit obligation would be consistent with approaches taken to cost recovery under the EPBC Act and 

current proposals by the NSW EPA in relation to its costs of undertaking assessments as part of the 

development approval process. 

 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response on the BCT’s proposed BCF Charge System. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at naberle@cleanenergycouncil.org.au if you wish to discuss these 

matters further. 

 

Yours sincerely  

 
 

Dr Nicholas Aberle 

Policy Director – Energy Generation & Storage 

Clean Energy Council 

naberle@cleanenergycouncil.org.au  
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