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Dear Minister

Further to your letter of 10 September 1998 describing vegetation management initiatives in Queensland
and our subsequent meeting in December, I am now writing to'all jurisdictions ahead of the 1999/2000
round of Natural Heritage Trust assessment and funding to focus. attérition on the reforms I believe are
necessary to satisfy commitments made in Partnership Agreements. The Partnership Agrecment states
that Commonwealth Natural Heritage Trust funding is subject to the progressive achievement of these
agreed objectives. ' '

As we now approach the mid-point of the Trust I expect that-clear and substantial progress can be
demonstrated towards achieving the Bushcare national goal of reversing the long-term decline in the
quality and extent of Australia’s native vegetation cover. A also expect that, consistent with Partnership
Agreement commitments, there is no cleafing of endangéréd regional ecosystems, no clearing that would
change the conservation status of regional ecosyStems, and that controls are put in place, across all land
tenures to avoid unsustainable land clearing/

I am pleased to note that Queensiand has made progress in the areas of:

« regulation of land elearing on leasehold land ,

» assessment of vegetation cover and conservation status _

* legislative framework to protect endangered ecological communitics
. provisior of vegetation management extension services

I believe though,/thiat further reform in the following areas is required for Queensland to fully satisfy
commitments made in the Partnership Agreement:

Vegetation Mapping/Information - given the size of Queensland, the underlying information base is
quite goodd.and relatively’advanced, compared with most other jurisdictions. Broadscale mapping exists
for the State, dnd many more detailed regional scale mapping exercises are well advanced. This process
needs to continue 5o that all priority regions are mapped as soon as possible.

Regional Vegetation Management Planning - regional vegetation planning is being progressed
through Regional Strategy Groups, though this planning is not based in legislation, and consequently
has no legislated requirements regarding vegetation or biodiversity outcomes. As we have discussed, a
legislated system of regional vegetation planning across all tenures, linked to clearing regulation
(equivalent to the system that operates over leasehold land), would be a positive reform;

Parliament House, Canberea, ACT 2600. Telephone 06 277 7640 Facsimile 06 273 6101
. Recycled paper

RTI Document No.1




This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

Land Clearing Regulation - clearing regulation currently only operates on leasehold land A system of
clearing regulation needs to be adopted over private frechold land. It would need to be supported by a
system of regional vegotation management planning, preferably statutory, as well as linked toan
assistance package to facilitate its introduction. Any financial assistance linked to clearing regulation
would necd to be carcfully targeted to highest priority areas and/or cases of genuine hardship in order to

- ensure that public funds are expended in the most strategic and equitable manner. This is also
important in order that the regional conservation priorities being sought by a regulatory approach are
given the greatest chance of being achicved.

Incentive/Voluntary Management & Extension Programs - to achieve a substantial reduction in land
clearing, an assistance package which is linked to land clearing regulation, could be delivered through a
range of incentive and financial assistance schemes, with a strong emphasisu-provision of adequate
technical advice on sustainable native vegetation management

Vegetation Cover/Condition Monitoring - Monitoring of vegetatior ¢overis progressing relatively
well through the Statewide Landcover and Trees Study {SLATS) project.” As moye/detailed regional
mapping comes on line, monitoring of regional ecosystems, and not just vegetation cover, will become
important,

You will appreciate that in considering your State’s further bids forNatural Heritage Trust funding, I
am required to consider progress on these matters, . :

These issues are also being progressed through ANZECC’s multi-lateral initiative to develop a National
Framework for the Management and Monitoring of Australia’s/Native Vegetation and I appreciate
Queensland’s involvement and contribution to that exercise. I Ipok forward to the Framework and an
implementation plan being agreed at the June ANZECC meeting,

I consider our Natural Heritage Trust partpcrship to be Very important. I remain confident that, together
with other Trust outcomes, our Governinénts ¢aa deliver an historic improvement in the extent,
condition and management of Australia’s nafive vegetation.

'SIGNED

~ Robert Hill

cc!

The Hon Peter Beattie MLA
Premicr of Qteensland -
Executtve Building

100 George Stieét
BRISBANE QLB._4000
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Hon. Rod Welford MIA

Minister for Environment and Heritage and

12 JUL 1999

Minister for Natural Resources

Senator the Honourable Robert Hill
Minister for the_Environment

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear_Senath Hill

Further to my letter of 9 July

1999 enclosing the state Ntural Heritage Trust bid for the 1999/2000

round, I would like to raise the matter of ongoing Commonwealth, participation in the significant

advances being made in Qu

eensland towards an efféctive vegetation management framework.

As we have recently discussed, the State Government formed-4 Vegetation Management Advisory

- Committee made up of representatives of key firal industyy;
urban development interests. A strong spirit ¢f coo
deliberations and members have made remarkable

conservation, local government and
Petation has prevailed in the Committee’s
progress towards workable arrangements to

Inanage vegetation on freehold land. Thé Comtdittee/is also considering the recommendations ofa

Separate review group on the operations of theexi

sting Leasehold management policy and I expect

to receive proposals for both leasehald-and freehold lands following the committee’s fifth meeting

early next month,

Members of the Committee are strongly of the view, as I am, that the success of any initiative to
reduce clearing rates in Queensland is depeaident on the allocation of significant resotirees. These
are needed to manage the new regulatory framework and to directly assist landholders to adopt

The Chair of the Committee; Professor John Holmes, has asked me to convey to you the importance
of proposals under consideration. 1 attach a letter to you written on the Committee’s behalf, .

My letter of 9 July made refer
. vy )

ence to a strategic initiative project which was prepared after an

analysis of existing Bishcare mvestments showed gaps in meeting the stated objectives of the
program. This project iz being further developed through additional community consultation. A

draft has already been forwarded to your office, -
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If funded, this project would go some way to addressing the resourcing needs of implementing the

vegetation management framework. However, it is not,

and was never intended to be, the complete

.solution. Queensland’s current initiatives are arguably the single most significant advance in ‘
reducing the long-term decline in the quality and extent of Australia’s native vegetation cover. For
this reason I believe that the Commonwealth should consider a much greater level of investment in

ifs outcomes.

I therefore propose that we cooperatively develop an effective resourcing program. In order to

advance this, I suggest that arrangements be made for senior

officers of our fespective departments

to meet in the very near future to discuss options and develop a mutually acteptdble proposal for
implementing the vegetation management framework, '

ROD WELFORD MLA

. RTI Document No.4
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As part of its 1998 election commitments, the Queensland\Government undertook to review
existing arrangements for the management of vegetation across all tenures with a view to improving

outcomes for sustainable production, biodiversity and protection from land degradation, |S¢h-31
Sch. 3-1

Dear Mr Beatlie

The review commenced with the formation of a high level advisory group made up of.
representatives of the Queensland Farmery Federation, Queensland Conservation Council, Local
Government and the Urban Developpient Institute of Australia. The Vegetation Management
Advisory Committee (VMAC), chaired by Eriéritug Professor John Holmes, is now close to making
recommendations to me on changes whichshoudd’ occur with respect to managing Vegetatmn on
both leasehold and freehold land.

Members of VMAC are strongly-of thie view that the success of any initiative to reduce clearing
rates in Queensland is dependeni-ofi the allocation of adequate resources. These are needed to
promote sustainable native vegetation management to landholders, to manage any new regulatory
framework and to directly-assist landholders to adopt sustainable practices.

Resourcing to promote sustainable vegetation management and manage a new regulatory
framework has been sought.as part of this year’s budget process. However, significant additional
resources are required to provide incentives and assistance to landholders. With this in mind, I have
had informal/ discussions with the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment, Senator the
Honourable” Robert Hill, fegarding financial support that could be expected from that quarter.
Copies of recent1¢tters from John Holmes and myself to Senator Hill are attached.

Senator Hill indicated strong support for Queensland’s initiatives since these ga a long way to
satisfying national and international concerns about rates of clearing in this State. He has expressed
the view that we develop a proposal to be negotiated between the two govemments This is
currently underway and should be finalised by the end of August.

POBox 456 ' 13th Floor, Mineral House Telephone (07) 3896 3688

Brisbane Albert Street Qid 4002 Cnr Margaret & George Streets Facsimile (07)3210 6214
Australia Brishane Qld 4000
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I must stress however that the Commonwealth’s financial assistance will be dependent upon
Queensland, not only progressing with changes to vegetation management arrangements through
legislative amendments, but also providing adequate resources to administer the new system. The
indicative level of financial support from the Commonwealth, coupled with the challenge of
introducing new arrangements, is clearly a significant matter for Government. Initial indications are
that the State may need to match the Commonwealth’s rural adjustment package on a dollar for
dollar basis, |- 31

Sch. 3-1

I therefore seek your support and assistance in progressing these negotiations with the
Commonwealth and would appreciate an early opportunity to discuss them with you and the
Treasuret.

Yours sincerely

T

ROD WELFORD MLA

CC Hon David Hamill MLA
Treasurer
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. 0CT. 1998 15:42 Senator the Hon Robert Hil

Leader of the Government in the Senate
Minister for the Environment and Heritage

The Hon Rod Welford MLA .
Minister for Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resources

PO Box 456

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

Dearyais o d(
I'am disturbed by the article in today’s Courier Mail which teports‘a-tiiree fold

increase in the amount of virgin vegetation approved for clearing in the first seven
months of this year, compared with last year.

1 remind you of the Queensland Government's commitinents in the Natural Heritage
Trust Partnership Agreements which undertook'to puyin plage controls to avoid
unsustainable land clearing, that there be no clearing that'would change the
conservation status of regional ccosystems, and that there’'be no clearing of
endangered regional ecosystems.

I'am particularly concerned thereforé with the rep6st that whilst satellite figures show
a decline in the rate of clearing on/l¢aseh6ld Jand by 12 percent per annum_ between
1991-95 and 1995-97, that clearing of fréehold has increased by 54 percent over the
same period.

In my letter to you in Febraaty this'year § observed that 1terim controls would be
critical to the success of the overall implementation of 2 comprehensive framework
that you are proposing. I noted that without such controls, the overall purpose of the
new measures is likely to be undenmined by what is in effect a perverse incentive to
maximise short term ¢learing before regulatory reform takes effect,

Unfornmately, it appears that the permit approvals reported in the Courier Majl today
confirm this vigw. ,

* - In your letterto me dated 3 March 1999 you advised that action is being taken to
introduce/interim arrangements for regulating tree clearing on freehold land. [n Light
of the evidenée today of a significant increase in clearing this year, I would urge you
to expedite these interim arrangements as a matter of urgency,

It is important that Queensland learn from the mistakes made in southern parts of
Australia from overclearing the native bugh. The Breatest cause of land degradation in
Australia has been the overclearing of native vegetation.

This has resulted already in the mobilisation of saline proundwater which has the
' 2

~l;a:rliarnent House, Canberra, ACT 2600
Telephone 02 6277 7640 Facsimile 02 6273 6101
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potential to destroy 12 million hectares of agricultural Jand — half the size of Victoria.
Soil erosion, damaged river SyStems and other land management problems are costing
the Australian economy an estimated $1.4 billion each year in lost prodiction.

Overcleating has also caused major environmental problems such ds'the 1685 of many
of Australia’s native mammals, Some scientists are predicting that we risk losing half

As you are aware, the Commonwealth has invested $1.5 billion in the Natura]
Heritage Trust to help overcome the land management mistakes madein the past,
including the establishment of the $350 million Bushcare prograt in help revegetate
overcleared areas and help conserve existing native vegetation,

Tremain willing to discuss with you Commonwezith assistatce to provide a range of
incentives to support best practice vegetation managérent in Queensland but reiterare
that I expect the Queensland government to take prizary, respousibility for this matter,

Yours sincerely

ZU///Q/.

Robert Hill

cc
The Hon Peter Beatfie MLA
Premier of Queensldand
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Policy Co-ordination Division

DIRECTOR-GENERAL’S MEMORANDUM = \"\ 4_‘f

8 October 1999

Title: Vegetation Management and Tree Clearing D

1.0 PURPOSE
1.1 To brief you on the development of vegetation management and tree clearing controls.

2.0 BACKGROUND
2.1 The Queensland Conservatlon Council (QCC) and the Queensland Farmers® Federation (QFF) have both
independently written to the Premier seeking an opportunity to meet and discuss/ree clearing.

2.2 In February 1999, Minister Welford established a Vegetation Management’ Advisory Committee
(VMAC) to advise the Government on the management of vegetation clearing in-Queensland. VMAC is
independently chaired and membership is drawn from the QFF, QCC/Local Governmeént Association of
Queensland and the Urban Development Institute of Australia.

2.3 You are scheduled to meet with the QCC and QFF on 11 and 18 Octobér 1999 respectwely on this
matter

3.0 ‘ISSUES
31 Sch. 3-1

32

33

3.4 The QCC view the Government’s election commitments (see paragraph 5.1) on the management of tree
clearing as céntral to the ongoing support of the conservation movement for the Government. The QCC
has requested that the Government ensure tree clearing in Queensland is brought under control as a
matter of irnmediate priority. - The QCC hold the view that it is critical that legislation is passed by
Parliament this year to avoid ongoing and unrestrained tree clearing. The QCC also highlights that a
delay to early next vear would not be appropriate because of the timing of local government elections in
March 2000. The Premier is reported in the Courier Mail on Friday 8 October 1999 as committing the
Government to introducing tree clearing conirols by the end of 1999,

3.5 The QCC has also raised concern over the rate of ‘panic clearing’ to pre-empt the Government’s new

approach to the management of tree clearing. The QCC has previously called for a blanket moratorium
on tree clearing fo be put in place while the framework is negotiated. I}échiﬂ’l—
|Sch. 31

Andrew Zuch/Linda Coyne Executive Director: _ . DDG:
Economic Development
ext.: 83327/83329
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.Sch. 3-1

3.6 The QFF has indicated that the position put forward by their representatives on VMAC is in advance of
their ‘grass roots’ stakeholders, although they believe they can sell their position fo their membership. It
has been sirongly highlighted, however, that if a more restrictive approach is adopted, the Government
can expect a very strong response from rural landholders and industry. The QFF position is based on the
mistaken belief that title to land carries with it the individual right to use land as one pleases. DNR
advise that there is no legal obligation to provide compensation. Nevertheless, QFF support for the
proposed interim approach is contingent on the implementation of financial assistance being made
available to support landholders.

37 Sch. 3-1

3.8 The Commonwealth has previously indicated that it is prepared to make the continuing provision of
Natural Heritage Trust funds conditional on Queensland moving to address tree clearing (Queensland
received $35.3M in Trust funds in 1998/99). Andeed/such a condition is included in the
intergovernmental program agreement between the State and Commionwealth Governments. However,
Senator Hill recently down played this condition in the-media. Fufthermore, Senator Hill has written to
Minister Welford and indicated that he is ‘willing to discusy’ Commonwealth assistance 1o provide a
range of incentives to support best practice vegetation management in Queensland’. Senator Hill also
reiterated that he expected the Queensland Government to take primary responsibility. It is considered
that a positive commitment from the Que¢nsland Government to introduce tree clearing controls will be
necessary to secure Commonwealth funding.

3.9 The policy conundrum for the Government. is how to implement the proposed interim regulations
without the financial capacity to previde a financial incentive and compensation package. The proposed
- Inferim Policy recommends anl/incentive based approach to encourage landholders to adopt good
vegetation management practices, including principles and guidelines on eligibility for financial
assistance. It may be possible to.arnounce the proposed regulations and Interim Policy and indicate
publicly and to stakcholders that the esiablishment of an incentive package is being pursued with the
Commonwealth Government. Proceeding with the implementation of regulatory amendments without

the provision of a financial assistance package will result in a strong public reaction from landholders.

3.10 Development of a’policy-and legislative response which reduces the extent of tree clearing is also critical
to the Governmerit developing a sustainable greenhouse gas emission abatement strategy.

4.0 CONSULTATION
4.1 Consultation with stekeholders throungh VMAC.

50 IS THIS IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT ELECTION COMMITMENTS?
5.1 The ‘New Directions Statement - Conserving Biological Diversity’, identifies the review of existing
vegetation protection guidelines and giving them statutory effect over all lands as a priority.

6.0 RECOMMENDATION
6.1 That you note the above.

. 4 .
Andrew Zuch/Linda Coyne Executive Director: i~ DDG: </ /f
Economic Development
ext.: 83327/83329 _
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‘ Sch. 31
ATTACHMENT ONE: ¢
Sch. 3-1
1
Andrew Zuch/Linda Coyne _ Executive Director: DDG:
Economic Development
ext.. 83327/83329
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ATTACHMENT TWO: SUMMARY OF OUTSTANDING ISSUES
EXERT FROM THE REPORT OF VMAC

While agreement on many sections of the pohcy has been reached by VMAC, a number of the critical arcas
remained unresolved. These are:

L. The application of regulatory arrangements to “of coﬁcem” remmnant regional ecosystems.
2, The application of regulatory arrangements to “not of concern” remnant regional ecosystems.
3. The application of regulatory arrangements to “regrowth”

1. Remnant Vegetation

For the purposes of VMAC discussions, “remmant vegetation” was determined f¢' be veogetation mapped as
“remnant” by the Queensland Herbarium. VMAC members noted the importance-of regional consultation to
ensure that this mapping is accurate and accepted by key stakeholders and landhglders.

The conservation status of regional ecosystems is determined at the bioregional level. QCC representatives at
VMAC have expressed concern about the problems of using this scale to determing status in coastal and
urban areas where vegetation is highly fragmented and significant clearing pressures are present. QCC

~ therefore recomrends that a smaller scale (eg. local govemment) bewused {0 determine conservation status in
these areas.

1.1. Endangered Regional Ecosystems

VMAC was unanimous concerning the full protection of endangered communities, using 1mpact assessment
for the process of considering applications.

Sch. 3-1

1.2 Of Concern Regional Ecosystems

Evidence présented to VMAC by the Queensland Herbarium indicated that species loss accelerates as habitat
falls below a 30% threshold. The evidence indicated that 30% is a minimum rate of retention of Regional
Ecosystems to ensure against substantial species loss in the long term. The Herbarium provided evidence of
substantial peer support for this position. '

In addition, VMAC was advised-of recent estimates suggesting that some Of Concern Regional Ecosystems
are being cleared at a rate/inl excess of 1% per year of original extent. If correct, and given further clearance
under existing permits, it is estimated-that many Of Concern Regional Ecosystems will approach endangered
status by 2005. (For exdmple,in the Brigalow Belt, the area of Of Concern Regional Ecosystems remaining
above the 10% endangered thresheld in 1995 was 1,090,000 ha. It is estimated that 500,000 ha of these Of
Concern Regional Ecesystems will be cleared by 2005. This equates to the loss of almost half of the area of
those Of Concerry Regional Ecosystems above the Endangered threshold). .

Two positions have been submitted in regards to the management of clearing controls of of concern regional
ecosystems

. 'QCC members propose no clearing of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems based on the accelerated
extent of species loss when vegetation communities are cleared to the 30% level.

L I

Andrew Zuch/Linda Coyne Executive Director: DDG:
Economic Development

ext.: 83327/83329
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o QFF members propose that clearing restrictions of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems be dealt with
at the regional level taking account of regional circumstances. They helieve that the information
provided by the Herbarium requires additional scientific validation.

Sch. 3-1

1.3. Not of Concern Regional Ecosystems

Not of Concern regional ecosystem remnants generally occur in less productive landscapes, and are currently
greater than 30% of the pre-clearing extent. To meet the policy outcome of n¢’ ghange to conservation
category, at least 30% of the pre-clearing extent must be retained. Two posmom have been submitted in
regards to Not of Concern regional ecosystems,

* QCC recommends 80% retention in the interim, with no net loss-of ‘not of concern’ regional
ecosystems by June 2001, and no clearing of ‘not of concern’ re¢gional eceeystems by June 2003.
Impact assessment is the preferred method of assessment,

e QFF recommends that development would be allowed in the not of concern regional ecosystem
until it threatened the regional threshold of 30%, except where heads of consideration and other
values have been identified at a regional level.

Sch. 3-1

2. Regrowth

To advance discussion of the question of regrowth policy, VMAC formed a Regrowth Working Group that
met a number of times. Key matters included the’definition of regrowth, and the applicability of mapping
and ground truthing high value regrowth, and regrowth ofyenvironmentally sensitive areas.

For the purpose of VMAC discussions, “regrowth™ wa$ defined as woody vegetation outside areas mapped by
the Queensland Herbarium as “remmant”.

VMAC members recognised that regrowth may play an important role in:
¢ Restoring endangered and of concern regional ecosystems (“high environment value regrowth”); and
¢ Preventing land degradation (“regrowth in environmentally sensitive arcas”).

The Herbarium proposed that “high eéavironment value regrowth” be defined initially using the following
criteria:
1, Regrowth that falls within the pre-clearing extent of Endangered and Of Concern polygons; and
2. Intersects witlthe\SLATS landcover data to satisfy cover criteria; and
3. Is with in anarca Jarger than 20ha.

Assessment againsi-fusther field-based criteria related to factors such as invasion by non-native species
would be required if this’approach was adopted for regulatory purposes.

No agreement on the application of controls on regrowth was reached.

¢ QCC recommends that high environment value regrowth is defined by steps 1-3 above, for
endangered and of concern regional ecosystems where they are the dominant and sub dominant
components of 2 mapping polygon. QCC recommends that high environment value regrowth and

[y

Andrew Zuch/Linda Coyne Executive Director: §ZU - DDG:
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regrowth in environmentally sensitive areas are protected from clearing and enhanced, and that
clearing of all other regrowth will be reduced by S0% per annum over the next five years in order
to progressively protect regrowth from clearing and to enhance the regrowth of native vegetation.

e QFF does not support the proposed definition of high environment value regrowth, and requires
the establishment of a valid and viable method of assessment before they can support any controls
on clearing regrowth. However, QFF accept that regrowth could be considered through
consultation during the development of regional codes or plans. '

Sch. 3-1
1
Andrew Zuch/Linda Coyne Executive Director: §2U DDG:
Economic Development

ext.: 83327/83329
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' g%,  Senator the Hon Robert Hil

| eader of the Gavernment in the Sen'ate
Minister for the Environment and Heritage

24 November 1999

The Hon Peter Beattie MLA
Promier

Parliament Hotse-
BRISBANE QLD 4000

Dear Premier

[ refer to your various press releases calling for me to provide a substantial Commonwealth '
contribution towards proposed vegetation clearing rules in Queensland.

1 think you appreciate that the responsibility to set the ritles forsound natural resource
management in Australia rests with the States. These rules should ubhyiously deal with issues
such as protection of endangered species and ensuring that land uss practices such as the clearing
of native vegetation are ecologically sustainable. Thig'State responsibility was restated in the
Natural Heritage Trust Partnership agreement with Queensland in which the State apreed

to ensure effective measures are in place to retain’ and manage native vegetation,
including controls on clearing; and, -

" to avoid or limit any further broad-seale clearance’of native vegetation consistent with
ecologically sustainable management and hiorégional planning, to those instances in
which regional biological diversity objectives/are not compromised.

Whilst I have been.particularly concemed by the rate of land clearing in Queensland, I am
pleased to see that your Governtpent is now working towards meeting its responsibilities.

a mumber of ways; one of which iy through financial support under the Natural Heritage Trust.
Already large sums of money undar the Trust have been invested in Queensland in conservation
of remnant native vegetation and in r¢-vegetation projects. The Commonwealth will continue to

support sound land management decisions in Queensland.

For its part, the Commonweslth sypports States in meeting their natural resource responsibility in

You have specifically raised thé issue of Commonwealth support for clearing restrictions on
native vegetdtion necessary to meet the above-refetred State responsibilities.

Ag you grg aware, regulation of land cfearing on frechold land has been introduced in all

mainlsnd States, except Queensland, and financed by the respective States.

Nevertheless ] am aware of distinguishing features in Queensland, in particular issues of Scale,

" the fact that lessof the State has been cleared than was the case in other states at the time of
introduction of restraints in such other States, the risk to further degradation of natural values in
the Murray Datling Basin in the event of Queensland inaction, the opportunity in Queensland to
leamn from mistakes in other States where overclearing has contributed to significant losses in
natural values and tlic potential for a reduction in land clearing to contribute to meeting
Australian greenhouse gas obligations. ' SRR

Parliament House, Canberra, ACT 2600
Telephone 02 6277 7640 Facsimile 02 6273 611
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I have said to Minister Welford and I confirm that in these circurnstances the Commonwealth will
in principle support the Queensland Government in taking sound land nse decisions which are
within the objectives of the Natural Heritage Trust.

We need however to be satisfied that the program Queensland proposes is achievable, that it is
based on best practice and that it is fair to landholders.

What you have provided the Commonwealth with to date is vague and uncertsin although it
seems to be generally headed towards a reasonable outcome. Iunderstand Queenslind i3 working
to further clarify its proposals and we look forward to such further information 43/1t becotmes
available. Tunderstand your officials have been speaking with ours and will continug’to do 80,

Tn relation to funding, Commonwealth support would of course be supplementary to that of a
serious Queensland commitment. A suggestion that the Commonwealth should ¢ontribute $100m
to match a Queensland contribution of $20m is, I assume, just political rtheforic/ I further assume
Queensland will put a serious proposition to the Coramonwgaith in due course. In relation to the
components of a funding package, addressing issues of:

s Promotion of good practice vegetation managernent

e Incentives to encourage the adoption of good practice

o Financial assistance for people substantially and disptoportionately affected by the .
introduction of new clearing controls
Ongoing landscape assessment and vegetation mapping arid momtormg

*+ Regional community consultation

all seem reasonable in the circumstances! The issue of detail however will need more work —
particularly incentives and financial ds«istance for landowners.

T urge you to work closely and cooperativély with'the rural community in the further development
of these matters. In achieving best outcomes;tle support of the rural community and landholders
in particular, is critically important.

Yourgsinceraly

j 'Ui\\z_/t

Robert Hill

oc The Hon John Howard MP
Prime Mindster

The Hon Rod Welford MLA
Queensland Minister for Environment, Heritage and Natural Resources

The Hon Warren Truss MP
Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Foresiry
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PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE

& g &1 _ . PARLIAMENT HOUSE
L 1T CANBERRA

The Honourable P D Beattie, MLA

Premier e
Parliament of Queensland = (?2/ 26
Parliament House . 1 P.{m. a‘ﬁ‘{a‘fauna TEoze m mﬁﬂw "’t

Depariment of the nlLE 1\‘
BRISBANE QLD 4000 Rreceived in Records L"Ii\ﬁ p o(‘u(ﬂ

i w"‘]

CT T —

Dear Premier

T transmit to you the text of the following resolution’ ggreed to by the Senate on 30
November 1999:

That the Senate—

(a) notes the alarming rate of clearing of/native vegetation in Queensland, where
every day without centrols. sees /another 1000 hectares destroyed, with
disastrous impacts on biodiversity, increased risk of salinity and other land
degradation, and adding to-Austfalia’s greenhouse gas emissions;

(b) acknowledges the Queensland Government’s intention to implement controls
~ on clearing native vegetation and calls for this to happen as a matter of
urgency; ang

(c) calls on’ the Commonwealth Government to give Queensland appropriaté
financial assistance so that the clearing controls can be implemented
effectively and quickly.

Yours faithfully

RET REID
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Senator the Hon Robert Hill

Leader of the Government in the Senate
Minister for the Environment and Heritage

AN BEC 1999 )
MN= %300k P

The Hon Peter Beattie MLA Depaiiment of e Brormet and Cabkien - 005e /eh

Premier of Queensland Recoived in Records FILE No FILE N,

PO Box 1g$ (/W / 00001 I TCAVARS
. : FOLIO 1D

Brisbanc Albert Street QLD 4002 \3/ l&{ 7 N

Dear Premier
Thank you for your letter dated 8™ December 1999,

I note that you have written to the Prime Minister seeking discussions on any financial
support the Commonwealth might be able to give in'velation to vegetation.
management in Queensland. Having decided’té pursue matfers with the Prime
Minister, I’'m note sure why you are again writing 10 me:

I’m sure however that the Prime Minister will have noticed your Parliamentary
Speech of yesterday when you said: /... compensation is @ major — if not key — issue
in delivering a balanced outcome.)

He will in such circumstances be intefested iny'the level of compensation Queensland
is committing to ensure that bsalance.

I note that the document/*‘Proposed Financial Package for Landholders/Enterprises™
forwarded to me by your Department of Natural Resources does not anticipate any

payments under the heading of compensation.

The document doés however suggest the following will be required in support of your
measures:

1. Tncentivesfor vegetation management  $22m

2. Enterprise adjustment - $44m -

3. Land.Management Assistance $1 5m

4, Land Acquisition _ $22m
$103m

I’m sure the Prime Minister will want to know whether this is the $100 million which
you state is “due” to Queensland by the Commonwealth.

Parliament House, Canberra, ACT 2600
‘ Telephone 02 6277 7640 Facsimile 02 6273 6101
RTI Document NO. Ifgyeted Feper




This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (QId)

I believe the Prime Minister will also want to know whether he is to assume that
Queensiand does not intend to provide any compensation to landholders from its own
resources, This would be in stark contrast to the responsibility accepted by other
States in relation to land management issues. It would also be inconsistent with the
principle that the State must accept primary responsibility for natural resource
management.

My advice to the Prime Minister would be that for the Commonwealth to consider
supplementary support, Queensland must first provide evidence of a real commitment
to ensure landholders effected by its decisions are treated in a fair way!

Your early response would be appreciated. [ am in the meantime analysing the/Bill
you introduced and the supplementary papers. I expect to be ableto advise the Prime
Minister on the issues of merit and effectiveness in the near future.

Y% ] 1ncerely

((////4(/(

" Robert Hill

ce: The Hon John Howard MP
Prime Minister

cc:  The Hon Rod Welford MLA
Minister for Environment, Heritage'and Natural Resources
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\\\ Queensland
V' Government

Premier of Queenstand
December 10, 1999 , . and Minister for Trade

TREE CLEARING REPORT FLAWED

A so-called expert report on the cost of compensation to farmers affected'b-y tree clearing
confrols is “fatally flawed”, Premier Peter Beattie said today.

“This report is what should be destroyed, not the trees,” Mr Beattie sdid.

“It is fatally flawed i a number of major areas, particularly becayse it does notfake into
account the economic value of preserving natural vegetation.

“The report is heavily riddled with disclaimers, caveats and riders.”

The report also was based on the assumption that all land was suitable for clearing.

“What are we going to do — fill in every creek and/river, fevel every hill and mountain, and
drain every lake and swamp?” Mr Beattie said. ‘

“Bvery property was treated equally — talk about a levelpiaying field. Nothing could be more
unrealistic. No two properties in western {Queensland are the same.”

The report also acknowledged that debt/levels of fafmiers — and therefore their need to clear
and expand production — were not considered by the authors.

- The Premier said it was ironic that the Queensland Nationals and Liberals were putting such
store in the report. -

- “The Nationals and Liberals oppose the Federal Government paying $100 million
compensation to farmers, yet they are.quoting chapter and verse from a flawed report that

says the compensation should be hundreds of millions of dollars,” Mr Beattie said.

The Premier alsonoted that there were great similarities between the report and a 1995 report
“written on the’same topic by the same section of the Department of Primary Industries™.

“Ironically; the 1995 report was also flawed,” Mr Beattie said.

“For example/ the 1995 report predicted a 30,000 hectare property at Clermont in central
Queensland eould have its profitability cut by $75,000 with the introduction of tree clearing
regulations for leasehold land,

“That did not happen.

“Yet, similar dire predictions are made in the latest report for another imaginary property.

“It’s a rubbish argument and the report should be trashed.” : Executive Bullding
100 George Street Brishane
PC Box 85 Brishane Atbert Street
/2 Lo Queensiand 4oc2 Australia
Tetephone +61 7 3224 4500

Facsimile +617 3221 3631
Email ThePremier@premiers.qtd.gov.au
Website www.thepremier.gld.gov.au
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A
Mr Beattie said it was a mystery how the unpublished latest report — ordered in July by the
Vegetation Management Advisory Committee (VMAC) —had tarned up on a facsimile
machine after VMAC finished its work weeks ago.

“The report also turns up in the hands of the Opposition, coincidently, on the day that the new
vegetation guidelines are being debated in Parliament,” Mr Beattie said.

. Mr Beattie told Parliament that the report was “the greatest piece of garbage” he had ever read
and was being used by the Nationals and Liberals as a cover for their opposition to
Queensland farmers getting $100 million in Commonwealth compensation,

Contact: Ron Watson 0408 779 311
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. publications. However, the committee is tabling
the documents as it believes it is in the spirit of
the Criminal - Justice Act that all non-
confidential publications by the CJC be tabled
in the Parliament. ‘ '

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
DPIi Tree Clearing Report

Mr BORBIDGE (9.54 am.): | ask the
Minister for Primary Industries: can he confirm
that his department has completed an analysis
of the potential financial = impact of the
Government's new management restrictions
on freehold [and at both the property and local
government levels which found the impact wil
be significant and far in excess of the $100m
figure as required for compensation that the
Government plucked out of the air? Can the
Minister explain to the Parliament why he has
kept this report secret?

Mr PALASZCZUK: In answer to the
honourable member's question, yes, | am
aware of a report being completed. As of yet, ]
have not had a chance (o have a good look at
and analyse the report. However, my
understanding is that the report was preparéd
for the Vegetation Management Advisory
Committee which operates under the' auspices
of the Minister for Natural Resources.

| have a copy of a question fram{Sengzltor
O'Chee to Senator Hill dated 6 May 49986/ |n
his answer to Senator O'Chee,-3Senator Hill
said—

"It is estimated that/over 50 per—cent
of Australia's productive. land/ yow is in
need of some form of repeir.<The direct
annual cost of soll and water degradation
alone is in excéss of $1.4 billion. In
addition the large-seale_removal of native
vegetation hag’ disrupted  the ground
water balante, resuling™~iri wateriables

rising across’ vast-areas of Ausiralia. This.

in turn leads to rising salinity."

Senator Hili_is~well aware of the problems
confronting/ Austialia in relation to native
vegetation, Thetefore;; instead of being
knockers_and/ wreckers, honourable members
opposite should_get their act into gear to work
with the Gevermment and make direct
representations {o Senator Robert Hill 1o
ensure that Queensland gets its fair share of
compensation for our primary producers.

DPI Tree Clearing Report

Mr BORBIDGE: | directing a question to
the Minister for Natural Resources, | refer him
to the answer just given to the House by the

Questions Without Notice
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Minister for Primary Industries. | ask: when did
the Minister get this report? Did the Minister
make this report available o members of the
Cabinet and members of the caucus prior to
legislation being presented to this Parliament?
Can the Minister confirm to the House that this
report estimates that the impact on rural and
regional Queensland with /regard to the
Government's measures i fespect of freehold
land may amount to & ininlmium of  several
hundred million dollars?

Mr WELFORD: T /thank. the/ Honourable
member for Surferg Paradise-for-hjs question. |
am not aware of the defailsof the report.

Opposition membeérs; Ohl

Mr WELFORD: Hand /on a minute. If
those opposite—want to hear the answer, they
listers, T—am aware that DPl—and |
became aware / only ~yesterday—had been
doing/ some work on some alleged estimates
of e potential impacts of the new guidelines
ol rural ihdustry)he report did not go to the
¢atucus/ That |8 /exactly right. The reason was
that-the repoft/was never completed in time. 1t
was never/ dellvered to the Vegetation
Management Advisory Commiitee before that
committee finished its work. There was an
attempt/by that commitiee to undertake some
assesgment of the areas that might be
regafded as endangered or of concern, but
e details of the exact impacts of that were
riot finalised by the {ime that.committee had
finished its work. However, the basis for the
Government's—

Mr Borbidge interjected.
Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr WELFORD: The basis for the
Government's submiission io Canberra is well
founded on an incentives package that
consists of—

Mr Borbidge interjected.

Tourism
Mr SULLIVAN: | refer the Premier to the

- Government's commitment to boosting tourism

in rural and regional Queensland, in particular
through such initiatives as the Hetitage Trails
Network, and | ask: can the Premier inform the
House if there have been any other recent
initiatives o enhance Queensiand's
international reputation as a tourist hot spot?

Mr BEATTIE: The honourable member is
quite correct. Queenstand's  international
reputation continues to grow. This reflects
initiatives such as the Heritage Trails Network
and the hard work and dedication of my
Government, particularly the Minister for
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Tourism, Bob Gibbs, who has done a great job
promoting this Stats in the United States,

_Europe and others places around the world. -

He is one of the greatest Tourism Ministers
Queensland has seen. | also pay tribute to the
Minister for Main Roads in this regard. Some
honourable members may not appreciate this
good roads affract tourists.
Representing one of the largest and more
remote eleciorates, the Minister for Main
Roads is one who does appreciate that fact.

. The honourable member asked about the
recent initiatives that will enhance tourism. |
am pleased to say that next Friday-~today
week—the Minister for Main Roads and | will
travel to Croydon and Normanton to officially
commission two very important new additions
to Queensland's roads nhetwork—not just
ordinary additions, although they will play a
vital role in ‘'meeting day-lo-day transport
needs. The new additions are the Normanton
River bridge and the Gulf Developmenial
Road. Those two projects will "offer major
economic benefits to the people in central-
western Queensland, the gulf regions and
across the cape to Cairns,

Retirees, holiday makers and those whe

are simply looking for an adventure can. now,

experience a wide range of the true Adsiralia

“following . the sealing of the/ Guif
Developmental Road. People from Mew Sodfh
Wales and Victoria heading north have.bgen
concerned in the past about leaving “the
bitumen, especially during the wet )\ seasen.
Now that the Gulf Developmental Road has
been sealed, those people Wil phe—able /to
travel throughout that region without the need
to hit the dirt. That will be great-forthe drive
market from Sydney and Melbourne.

As | said, this, is-expected- to boost the
west, including thosg towns_along the Matilda
Highway, such/ 4as Blackally, Barcaldine,
Longreach, Winteri~and_Cloncurry, The tourists
will obviously be tempted-io visit those centres
to see the _many attractions. Then they can
head north to-Narmanton and Karumba to do
a little / Barramundi
courses—and sightseeirlg. With the new Gulf
Developmental/ Road, which will be called the
Savanna Way, they can thenh travel across to
Cairns on a sealed road, visiting places such
as the Einasleigh Gorge, the Undatra lava
tubes and the Atherton Tableland which, as all
members would know, has a very special place
in my heart. That road and the Normanton
River bridge add to the
experience. Opposition members did not know
that, did they? None of them knew that. | think
it is important that they know that, because the
Queensland experience just got better.

Questions Without Notice
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Mr Bredhauer: Why dont you tell us
again?

Mr BEATTIE: |  thought | might tell
members again. What this says is that we are
delivering on the roads network for this Siate.
The roads program, outlined by the Minister, is
providing a better quality of life for
Queenslanders regardless/of where they live.
The opening of that wotk nex! sweek by the
Minister for Main Road &nd Vig proef of what
we are doing to deliver te_the regiope of this
State. We are committed to-the.tggions. We
are providing thety with —better.infrastructure
and services, and (here/is-the proof.

BPI Tree Clearing Report

Mr SPRINGBORG: My guestion to the
Minister for, Rrimary Industries relates to the
previgus question’ asked of him and his answer
in thig' Parliament regarding the secret report
o the impact of free-clearing guidelines. 1 ask:
it 4he Minister/ knew that this report on the
impact of new Aree-clearing guidelines on rural
communities /and farm families was being
finalised, - wiy did he.ignore emerging expert
advice on the potential devastaling impact of
these /qguidelines on farm families and not
infonio/his Cabinet colleagues of the impact?

Mr PALASZCZUK: The question that the
Honourable member has raised is quite a
Kypothetical one. | want to furn the attention
back onto Senator Robert Hill and a media
statement that he made on 14 July 1997,
wherein he announced that a national coundil
had been appointed to advise the Howard
Government on the most effective ways of -
protecting and regenerating native vegetation
across Australia. Senator Robert Hill said that
the Councii for Sustainable Vegetation
Management would help direct the $360m
Bushcare program, which is the largest Natural

‘Heritage Trust initiative. One of .the most

compelling and widely reported environmental
challenges for rural and urban Australia is- the
need to— :

Mr BORBIDGE: | rise fo a point of order.
The question related to why the Government

~ kept secret a report that totally destroys its

arguments for introducing legislation into this
place, because it ftotally disproved (he

“arguments being put forward by the Premier.

That' is another example of a deceitful,
dishonest Government.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of
order. The Leader of the Opposition . is
debating the issue. He will resume his seat.

Mr BEATTIE: | rise to a point of order. If
the Leader of the Opposition is a little
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concerned, he should ask me the question. |
will give him an answer.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of
order. .

Mr BEATTIE: They have not asked me a
guestion all week, They are a pack of wimps.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl This is question
time, not debating time.

Mr Borbidge interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Cooper interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Crows Nest!

Mr Borbidge interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl The Leader of the
Opposition! The House will come to order. This

is our last sitting day for the year. Let us have
peace. :

Mr PALASZCZUK: At the end of the day,

when this legislation is passed by the House,

Opposition members should suppott the
Government and ‘make the necessary
representations to Senator Robert Hill for

Queensland 1o get its falr share Jin
compensation for cur primary producers.

L jons International

Mr PURCELL: | ask the Premier: will /he
tell the House why he hosted a function forthe
Lions  International  presidert— here ~al
Parliament House earlier this week?

Mr BEATTIE: | am pléasad 10/ have—the
opportunity to applaud the “wofk’ of Lions
members. | greatly admire the organisation's
commitment to working for the betteriment of
the  community. Their four goals of
membership, - fellowship,~ eadership  and
partnership are iaudable.

At the regeption “at Parllament House on
Wednesday night 1 met the Lions International
President, Jim~Ervin, aleng with the Lions
‘multiple /district council chairman, David
Skinner./ #nd - the__president of the Daisy Hill
Lions Club, David—MeKenzie. It was a great
pleasure it/ / welcome lions International
President, Jim~Ervin, to Parliament House,
although he has Visited Brisbane before. Jim
was one of the 12,000 or so people who
marched through Brisbane streets in June
1891 during the Lions  International
convention. That was ~the first Lions
International convention ever held in the
- southern hemisphere. Jim was elected as an
international director of Lions the following
year. Durlng the function | was inducted into
the Daisy Hill Lions Club, as well.

Questions Without Notice
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The Queensland Government has been
very happy to work with Lions over. many
years. Apart from the international convention,
we held a parliamentary reception to celebrate
the 50th anniversary of Lions in 1897. | had
the privilege of welcoming delegates to the
Lions multiple district -convention in May this
year. Llons is now thie/ largest service
organisation in the world/ operatling in more .
than 170 countries. Lidris h@s/ beer /serving
the community since 1847 /when’ a young -
insurance salesman-cajled Melvin/Jones led a
group of businesgiyen to ferm~the first Lions
Club. So 1 say to(Lions;weitdone.

Let me lake-a_minute/t0 deal with this
nonsense about this so-called report into the
effects of ,our_policies.“ket me make it clear
that, in 19985, the—Department of Primary.
Industries digd\ a Aimilar’ report into the impact
on leagehold\ land. That report could only be
desdribed as ‘incompetent, the reason being
that/all thepredictions then were wrong. | read
yeterday the relevant sections of the report. 1t
is~the! grealgst piece of garbage that 1 have
ever read_ih/my life. It is wrong. They were
wrong in~1995, and this is wrong in 1999. | will
tell members what we will be doing with the
report? it will go in the bin.

Viind it very interesting that we ended up
witlY'the report yesterday. Opposition members
had it—or parts of it—leaked to them. And if
gne reads it, one realises that it is not worth
the paper it is written on. | say fo all farmers:
do not be fooled by the predictions. The model
was wrong in 1995, and it will be wrong.in
1999, They could not have got it any further
wrong in 1995, and they have got it wrong in
1999. There is only one person in trouble, and
it is Mr Seeney, whom the Leader of the

. Opposition is about to promote to the front

bench. He has the greatest conflict of interest

that | have seen in my 10 years in this

Parliament. Here is a man who should have

excused himself from involvement with the

legislation. Talk about a shonky arrangement!
Dr Watson interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl -The member for
Moggilll

Mr SEENEY: | rise to a point of order.
Honourable members interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! | cannot hear the
member. Could we have some quiet so that |
can hear the member's point of order.

Mr SEENEY: | explained my interest to
the House yesterday. The Premier's comments

are an indication of his desperation this
morning and an  indication of  his
embarrassment.
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Mr SPEAKER:A Ordert There is no point of
order. '

DPI Tree Clearing Report

Dr WATSON: My question is directed to
the Minister for Natural Resources. Considering
that, on your own admission, the deparimental
report on the impact of your tree-clearing
guidelines has yet to be considered by your

Government, on what basis have you and your -

Government made a $100m claim on the
Commonwealth for financial assistance?

Mr WELFORD: Let me firstly say that if
the Opposition was so concerned about thesg
issues, what did it do for two and a balf years
to address its obligations under the Natural
Heritage Trust parinership agreement? What
did- the Opposition do in preparation for
providing compensation for their constituency,
their farmers, in two and a half years?
Absolutely nothing!

Is it not curious that, after consulting with
rural industry all year and after the Vegetation
Management Advisory Committee has finished
its work, suddenly a report materialises—a
report which has been leaked to = the
- Opposition. How convenient! All deparfients
were involved in the consultation. Suddenly, at
a minute to midnight, a report materiaiiges arid
lobs on the Leader of the Oppositlors desk.
What an extracrdinary proposition!

How much compensation s -appropriate’?
How long is a piece of string?/Sompe |farmers
keap their bush because théy know that it/is
worth while keeping it in order_te/piotect their
land. Some farmers are going “io “keep their
bush because they will take the compensation
package that we will provide to them when the
Opposition gets its /act tegether and supports

this- Government/ in a submission o the
Federal Governmantto achieve-it.
This Government ~s looking al a

compensation—package whigh includes $22m
for incentives—to \help farmers acquire skills in
preparing property management plans.

Mr Berbidge intetjected.

Mr WELFORD: We are looking at $44m
for enterprise~adjustments to properties that

are heavily .impacted by the new
arrangements—if . there are any new
arrangements. We are going o provide

another $15m for incentives for people o go
beyond compliance to best practice. We are
going to provide another $22m in the event
that there are any properties that are made
unviable and which therefore need to he
acquired.
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The  $100m package that  this
Government is putting to the Federal
Government has been well and firuly
detailed—not only has it been well and fruly
detailed, but .it has the full support of rural

industry. ‘
Opposition members irterjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Ordéepl The, House will
come to order. The member for/Southport will
cease interjecting. That ls.my/firial wafning.

Mr WELFORD: Hpw can | say that our
$100m incentive package has the/full support
of rural industry?/-! can/say-that because they
have all joined with-us in signing a letter to be
sent to the Prime Minister which calls on him to
deliver. They have joined us’in a submission to
the FederalhGovernment which requires—

‘ Mr HOBRS:/ fise{0 a point of order. The
Minister is lying:

Mr WELFORD: If the Opposition was fair
dinkum ¥would do the same. '

Mr /SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Warrego, would you withdraw those words?

MrHOBBS: What?
© Mrp SPEAKER: The words about lying.
Pleasé withdraw those words.

Mr HOBBS: He is a liar, but | wili withdraw
it,

Mr SPEAKER: That Ianguage s
unparliamentary. You will withdraw.

Mr HOBBS: Yes, Mr Speaker, | withdraw

it. : ‘
Mr BORBIDGE: [ rise to a point of order.
The Minister has misled the House. We are
reliably  informed that Agforce, the major
primary industry group, has not signed up as
the Minister has claimed.

Mr SPEAKER; Orderl We can debate this
matter later. ‘ ,

Mr BORBIDGE: The House has been .
deliberately deceived by a Minister and a
Government who throw secret reports, which
challenge thelr particular point of view, in the
rubbish tin.

Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr BORBIDGE: The Minister has misled
the House. The Minister and his Government
have misled the Parliament by the infroduction
of legislation this week. This is one of the
shabblest and most disgraceful exercises that
this Parliament has ever seen.

Mr BEATTIE: | rise to a point of order. |
am mortally wounded, That was an
oufrageous remark. The Leader of the
Opposition is misleading the House. The
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Government did not seek this report; it was
prepared in a polifically motivated way by a
unit within the Department of - Primary
Industries to leak to the Opposition.

Mr Hobbs interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Warrego will cease interjecting.

Mr Borbidge interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl The Leader of the

Opposition will cease interjecting. The House

will come to order.

Meat Industry Assistance

Mrs NITA CUNNINGHAM: My question is
directed to the Minister for State Development
and Minister for Trade. Will the Minister outiine
the Government's efforts to assist the meat
industry? ‘ '

Mr ELDER: This is an area in which the
Oppaosition did nothing. The Opposition had a
meat industry task force which did nothing.
This Gavernment got -on with saving jobs in
meatworks fight across the State. | was with
the member for Crows Nest at Oakey and we
looked at how value adding was creaiihy
jobs—

Mr Seeney: Tell us about Murgon,

Mr ELDER: | will telt the member for
Callide about Murgon. At Murgon we provided
an initial $400,000 by way of a surety with
Suricorp to provide care and maibtenance. We
have guaranteed $100,000 a/pionth to keep
the care and maintenance program going.

The member for Callide- sdys that his
shares are non-radeable. If “the- Murgon
cooperative is bought.out at any stage, the
member benefits. One_“ecannot have a liltle
conflict of interest, /There~s no litle confilct of
interest for thosé/on the~Opposition front
bench. A little confiict of interest’is as great as
a large conflict of interest

Something-_that amused me in this
morning's Aewspaper was this: the member for
Callide said thal he was not a creditor but that
his sharés enabled—him to sell cattle to the
meatworks, Hzs he been selling caltle to the
meatworks, “hevause if he has been selling
cattle to the meatworks and he is not a
creditor, has he had some sort of preferential
treatment in terms of his cattle sales?

Mr Seeney interjected.

Mr ELDER: No, no, no. f the member
has not been selling cattle to South Bumett,
where has he been selling his caltlle? The
member is shedding crocodile tears when he
comes in here and talks about how tough it is
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~ for South Burnett. If he is not a creditor on

South Burnett's books, he has not been selling
cattle to that meatworks. So, how concerned is
he about South Burnett?

Opposition members inferjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The House will
come to order.

Mr ELDER: If | am wrong, the member for
Callide can take a point 0¥ order’. 4 will Accept it.
If | am wrong, question e ori it. | suspect that
the member for Cdliide has- been selling
elsewhere. The warst point-about this affair is
this: the Leader [of the Opposition has never
learnt, Nationa! -Party leaders hever learn and
they never show Jeadership. The National
Party is about to promote someons who has a
clear conflici of _interest, who has been
misleading \the Parliament and who has been
misleading tho\pgdple of South Burnett.

Mr SEENEY | rise fo a point of order—-
Opyposition \members interjected.

Wi SPEAKER: Order! | cannot hear your
pointofordet, .

Mr SEENEY: | will try to speak louder, Mr
Speaker, | find the statement that | misled the
Parliamiegnt offensive and | ask that it be
withdrawn. The only person who has misled
this_Parliament is the Deputy Premier,

Mr SPEAKER: Ordert You will resume
your_seat. '

Mr SEENEY: He has misled this
Parliament with respect to the Murgon
meatworks on many occasions.

Mr ELDER: Mr Speaker, if he wants me {o
withdraw it, in due deference to you [ will
withdraw it. Does it not show the standard of
leadership of the member for Surfers
Paradise? Those -opposite are promoting
someone who has a clear conflict of interest. It
is back to the old days in the National Party.
There are no standards in the National Party.

Mr BORBIDGE: | rise to a point of order—
~Mr Hobbs interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl The member for
Warrego, that is my final warning. | would hate
to throw somebody out on the last day.

Mr BORBIDGE: Unlike the political party
of the Deputy Premier, on this side of politics
we do not have party organisations that buy
shares dependent upon decisions that the
Cabinet makes.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl There is no point of -
order.

Mr ELDER: The Opposition promotes to
positions of shadow Minister members who
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complaints' involving the possession of gaming
machines by unauthorised persons and, if so,
what action is being taken?

Mr HAMILL: Today, the atmosphere in
the House is a bit like break-up day at school.

Everyone is gefting a bit excited. | suppose

members are thinking of the holidays. When
the bell rings, members can leave the House

" and probably. do a bit of the Christmas

shopping and have a bit of goodwill and good
Christmas cheer.

However, if people are planning to do a
bit of Christmas shopping and they are looking
for a gift for that person whom they think has
everything, they should not think about giving
them a  gaming machine. The Office of
Gaming Regulation has reported to me
instances in which gaming machines have
been turning up in second-hand dealers'
premises in Queensland. Under the Act, it is
an offence for a person who does not have a
licence to operate or have in their possession
gaming machines, Currenily, the Office of
Gaming Regulation is preparing prosecution
briefs in relation to certain dealers who have
these machines. In fact, some investigators
from the Office of Gaming Regulation actudlly
were invited to play machines in a second-
hand dealer's premises.

This is a very serious offence. | iake this
opportunity to warn anyone who might thipk
that a gaming machine would be a weonderful
- acquisition for Christmas to think again,
because in- Queensland fhey “will find
themselves subject to prosecdfion. The-Act is
guite explicit in relation to gaming machines’in
fact, section 135(1) of the Act states that a
petson must not manufacture, seli;_supply,
obtain or be in possession of a“/gaming
machine except under ant\in accordance with
the authority of /2’ licence~or any other
- authorisation undgrdhe -Act. Se_the warning is
there.

1 invite all” honourabie._members to take
that warning back to their electorates and
assist us /i the \proper regulation of gaming
machines/in the/community.

DRt Tree Clearing Report

Mr QUINN: ¥V ask the Minister for Primary
Industries: does he agree that the
departmental report on free-clearing guidelines
was prepared by politically motivated officers of
his department, as claimed by the Premier?

Mr PALASZCZUK: As | have informed the
House, | have not seen the fine details of the
report. However, senior officers of my
department, including the Director-General, Dr
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Warren Hoey, have advised my office that the
report is nonsense. and the Premier has
already made commenis to that effect.

Building Industry Liéensing System

Mr WILSON: | ask thg Minister for Fair
Trading: can she inform /e House of how

recent changes fto the/ buiiding industry
ficensing  system have / saffected”  the
Queensland Building Services /Authority's

practice of taking” bank “guardniees
licensed bullders?,

Ms SPENCE: I _thank) the honourable
member for Ferny Girove foy/the question, and
|1 acknowledge the interest/that the member
has showr inm—Queensland's building industry.
1999 has ‘provided,-a Tnemorable 12 months

from

© for the Quesnsland building and construction

mdustry. After / years of wailing for a
Goveihment that\ would modernise the laws
that regulate thevindustry, they have had the
satisfaction of Ayorking with a Government that
has-_been /able to Introduce meaningful
reforms._ Thg' zephyr of change has moved
through Queensland's building and
construction industry.

The amendments to the Qusensland
Building Services Authority Act are now in
place, thanks largely to the cooperation of the

/(eenstand Master Builders Asscciation, the

National Subcontraciors Association, BISCOA
and the Housing Industry Association. | thank
them for their efforts.

However, the good news is that there is
morte in store for the industry before the end of
the year. One feature of the changes "that
came into place on 1 October is the change to
our licensing system. The BSA has set the bar
higher for builders who want to obtain or renew
licences. The new legistation has led o a more
stingent and tfansparent financial auditing
systemn as well as increased responsibilities for
company directors.

In answer to the member's question, this
new system has removed the need for the
BSA to demand bank guarantees as evidence
that licensees are in a sound financial position.
This is good news for over 800 Queensland
licensees. Those guarantees are worth $26m.
One builder alone is set to have refunded a
$1m bank guarantee. So with Chrisimas

~almost upon us, $26m is being delivered from

the tray of the BSA sleigh back to the indusiry.

This change relieves the industry of a
considerable burden, because bank
guarantees are effectively. tied up assets. The
return of the guaraniees has the patential fo
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free up capital for further investment in this
State. '

Mr Mackenroth: So Santa Claus is a
female.

Ms SPENCE: The Minister is right: Santa
Claus is a female. | knew he knew that all
along.

| want to take this opportunity to wish the
building and construction industry all the best
for the season. It has been a pleasure to wortk
with them in 1999, and | look forward to
‘working with them to continue building a better
building industry into the new century.

DPI! Tree Clearing Report

Mr ROWELL: | ask the Minister for
Primary Industries; will he release  the DP!
report on regional impact on tree clearing
before he shreds it?

Mr PALASZCZUK: Yes, 1 do have a copy
of it, but | think- | will take the advice of the
Premier and throw it in the bin, because it is
just plain, straight-out nonsense.

Mr SPEAKER: Orderl The
questions has expired.

time for

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT BILK
Second Reading

Resumed from 9 - December-_ {(See
p. 6290).
Hon. V. P. LESTER/ /Keppel—NPA)

(10,30 a.m.), continuing: | Have to/query onhe

- matter right at this very point_The DPI has
produced a report that clearly contains some
very bad news for the taxpayer. |f says that the
cost of these arbitrary-controls, which rob the
people of properly #alue~and which rob them
of ongoing produciigh income, is.massive, and
the DPI knows this; it has told the Government
and the Goverment-does not want to know. A
moment ago we saw the Minister for Primary
Industries saying\that the best thing to do with
this report/is Yo throw it in the bin. For
goodness’ sake, wital is this Government
doing? ~have/to ask: what is this Government
doing? A rtepoit_has been handed down which
goes against what the Government wanis to
do to try to appease the conservationisis and
the Government says, "Throw i in the bin"
That is ‘an indicator to what they think of the
rural people.

| have never seen such a ferrible attitude
towards our country people—never in all of my
days have 1 ssen such contempt for country
people. A report says thal the tree-clearing
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vegetation framework will put people out of
husiness and will not be good for rural industry,
and the Government says, "Throw it in the
bin." That is how much it really cares, But it
goes further than that. Because the report
does not equate with what he would wish it {o
say, he is saying that it is palitically mativated.
Never in all of my years havé/ heard a Premier
calling a report from a dgpartmént within the
Government of which/ fle is/the /Premier
"politically motivated". [“helieve” that/what has
happened here this merning.is-so Agrious that
we should, indeed; pustpone this' debate untll
next year when/we will _have had time to
discuss the implications of the/ report from the
very reputable “~Departmgnt  of  Primary
Industries.

| havé {o_ask-also about the fine detaill of
the Bill, We \have net_got the fine detail yet.
Where is it? Thiat is what | am asking. The
Govetriment does not seem fo want fo know
ahout it

Governmeht members interiected.

M LESTER: And they start laughing!
That is.what/they think of couniry people. The
Premier doés not care about them. He says
that the DPI report is politically motivated. In
spite of/promises to the contrary we have not
gotihg detail of the Bill. We do not really know
what we are voting on. This Bill is basically a
framawork and then there is ‘the fine detail of
fiow it will work. Ultimately, the Minisier will
have the final say. So we are debating a Bill
that is going to severely affect the people in
rural industry; it will affect thern very, very badly
and throw many of them ouf of business. The
Government is saying that the Bill is going to
be passed anyway. It is not even allowing the
debate fo continue at length; at half past 4
today, it will hitit on the head with an axe. That
is how much the Government cares about
what we have been trying to do.

| have never, ever been so absolutely
disgusted with the approach of a Government
and its atlitude towards the bush. | cannot
believe what | have heard here this morning
and | cannot believe that we are proceeding
with this Bill when we do not know the fine
policy. How does the Government think the
rural people are feeling? People are phoning
me telling me that they have never been so
sold out. | really am at a loss for words fo
describe what * has happened here this
morning. Fancy a Premier saying that a report
from the DPI, for which he is responsible
through his Primary industries Minister, that he
does not want is politically motivated! | have
never heard the likes of this. It is a sad, sad,
sad day for rural people in Queensland.
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responsible for keeping out the rubbish and
maintaining them. That ‘would be a useful
exercise that would produce much-needed
revenue for the State. 1t would also preserve
the State's revenue, because at the moment it

- costs money to control noxious weeds in those -

areas. The land-holders along those roads
would probably welcome this initiative,
because it would mean that weeds would not
spread onto their properties. Some noxious
weeds are spread very easily. Whenh graziers
take their catile or sheep from one part of their
property to another via a lane or a road, the
seeds from weeds along the roadway get info
the fleece of sheep or onto the tails or legs of
cattle and are spread to other areas of the
property. Graziers then face the added cost of
removing those weeds from their properties.

Following the spread of the recently
introduced viral infections among rabbits, there
are probably not many rabbits leff. Rabbits
have been a problem for many years.
However, | note that Inglewood is trying to
encourage Australians to farm enough rabbits
so that Akubra hats can once again be fully
Australian made. At present, rabbit skins are
imported info Australia o make those hats.
That is probably something that not mahy
honourable members know about. 11/ js a
shame that Australian hats are no longer fully
Australian made; fur from overseas J5/used/in
those hats. About seven rabbit “skins/ dre
needed to make one felf hat. | have spcken
with the Minister for Primary lndustries aboli
setting up an experimental faobit \farm and
abattoir. Perhaps one day /tabbit meat ;;m,ht
even become as popular as_chicken meaf is
today. When | was a kid, we had_chicken twice
a year—Easter and Christmas. We-were lucky
to get it. We probably~aonly had chicken if we
had a few chooks out the back and we bowled
them over ourselvés. These days, chicken has
become a very fopular meaty and 1 think
rabbits could /be~similarly as popular. The
concern of some producars that rabbits may
sscape from-the areas where they were being
farmed wouid-nct be justified if concrete floors
and neflirig were used to enclose them.

Returning /to the’ Bill, there could be a
number of bénefits to producers from having
the lanes and>roads around. their properties
leased out. As™Y said, they could also graze
their flocks or herds along them. Thousands
upon thousands of acres in Queensland are
lying unused beside the roads. That land could
be put to use and it could be a very important
revenue raiser for the State. it would also
assist In the control of noxious weeds.

Debate, on motion of Mr
adjoutrned.

Purcell,
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TREE-CLEARING GUIDELINES

Hon. R, E. BORBIDGE (Surfers
Paradise—NPA)} (Leader of the Opposition)
(5.59 p.m.}: | move—

"That this Parliament supports the
repeal of the Bealtls Government's
mandatory free-clearing/ laws and the
development of soientificaily  based,
voluntary reglonal ifee-cledring guidelines
for freehold land by local fand-holder and
land care groups:”

| think It is beeoming-increasingly obvious
that ther Government abd, in)| particular, the
Premier have made 2  montumental mess-up
on the issue of tree clearing on freehold land.
The Opposition is saying to-the Premier and fo
the Goverament tonight that they should admit
that they have gof it-wiong; they should go
back o the ‘heégotiation table; they should:
forget /about the cosy little deals they have
done’ with~people\ such as Imogen Zethoven;
and they/ should address this Issue in a
sensible/ scientific way. The lesson of all these
issties “ight/through history is that, unless a
Governmerit/brings the people with i, it will not’
win, If it/ tells the key stakeholders—the
landowiisrs of Queensland—that in  this
part’icul‘ar debate they do not matter but
imogen Zethoven does, then it is contributing
mightily to the city/country divide.

in recent years we -have seen a number
of issues that have contributed fto that
enormous . divide. We see the lessons of
history where the previous Goss Labor
Government thought it would be a good idea
to close down oné third of the Queensiand Rail
system, We saw how that revolf, that rebellion,
went from the country right into the cily. We
saw the rebellion against the Goss
Government's  treatment in  respect of
teasehold land and tree-clearing arrangements
thete. We remember fiery meetings and fiery
demonstrations. | Just make the point that it
was the coalition Government that introduced
guidelines in respect of leasehold land and
those guidelines, which by and large had
broad industry and land-holder support, have
contributed to a situation in which foday—13
months down the track—the extent of land
clearing on leasehold land has declined by
between 12% and 15%.

| also want to say to the House that the
measurement of greenhouse gas emissions
as a result of tree clearing is very much an
inexact science. In fact, the Australian
Greenhouse Office in its Gresnhouse Notes of
September 1999 stated—

"Land clearing emissions currently
are nhot included in the national total due
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with regard to this particular Ieglslatlon and fthis
particular i issue.

The bush Is burnlng Mr Beattie should
. not underestimate the depth of feeling on this

particular issue. We are saying fo the
Government that from time to fime all
Governments make mistakes. When they

make mistakes it does not hurt now and then
fo admit it and fo go back fo the hegotlating
table, not to present the key stakeholders with
a draft Bill as a fait accompli just before it is
infroduced into the Parliament and guillotined
through this place. The Government will never
over deal with this issue unless it takes the
people with it. | end as | stated my
contribution to this debate: if the Government

tells the very people it needs—if it tells the

tand-holders across Queensland—that they do
not matter, then_ it is treating them and this
issue with contempt. :

Hon. V. P. LESTER (Keppel—NPA)
(6.08 p.m.): Is it any wonder we have had such
demonstrations as. happened in Winton and
are going to happen again in Roma in the not
too distant futurel It is because the free-
clearing legislation was not treated in this
Parliament with the frue respect that it was
due. One thing bush people have is respect
for authority and respect for one anofttef, But
they were not given respect in this Pariiament
The ftree-clearing legislation. was v1rtua||y
guillotined well before it started, and. i’ was
gunllotmed because some. held-the. point ~of
view that the Bill presented tg the Parliament
was structurally unsound. It Has not bnpn able
to work. It was not worked cut-propenly with-the
relevant stakeholders. As a>resilt, we are
seeing one of the worst debacles.| have ever
seen.

The Beatlie
primary producers /to manage_their freehold
properties. It /must be remembered that
graziers and jiandshoiders have paid a lot of

additional money to freshold their land. When .

they will pass-that land on/to their families for
generations to\ come, do those opposite think
.they afe’ going-to allow that land to be
degraded? Do those/opposite think they are
going to~mess their land up? Of course they
are not. Noway.in the world! They are going o
look after their/ land, yet this Government
brings in the tree-clearing laws. | really -believe
it is all about politics. That is why the
Government has done it. [t has not cared
about the people in the bush who coniribute
s0 much in order to feed the people in the
cities.

This s:tuatlon has been brought about in
an effort to appease an agreement the

laws-_aftack the right of -
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Government made with the Greens. That is
what this is all about. The Government has
probably worked it out that, no matter what i
does, many of the seats affected in the bush
will not vote for the Labor Party anyway. The
Labor Party is going to run Queensland on a
political basis. That is very wrong. Our trust in
this Government is going/ip suffer in a very
bad way. It must be remembefred that land-
holders are willing to wetk with/the Goyernment
and develop a sensible “treedclearing policy.
They have already indicated. that/ Yet, the
Beatfie-Welford Government—has ot bothered
even fo pay lip service‘te-them on this issue.
The Government \niet with them and that is -
about where it was left.
The Government has
and restictione— that—cannot be justified
scientifically: \Labof mémbers are laughing
abouf~what sV Mappening to people in the
bush,/1t is either that or they are having a
private joke of thelr own. | am not sure which it
18 but /that /is" probably what they are
deing-having 4 private joke of their owh when
we are dl%ussmg these issues that are so

set arbitrary figures

" important for people In the bush. That is really

what it is about. These laws rely on the big
stick rather than the carrof. That is what it is all
about,/ They are based on the false
assuymption that freehold land-holders want to
degrade their land. They are based on the
assumption that the Govermnment knows best,
This Government knows best about the bush!
They do not even listen to the people in the
bush. That is what it is about.

| believe the Beattie Government should
look at its own land management record. Let

- us look at the absolutely dreadful record of the

Government managing Crown land. Look at
some of the national parks. The Govemnment
has .made a big issue in this place about
buying a national park, but then it has gone
away and forgotten all about it. What has
happened? it has allowed parthenium weed,
rat's tail grass and feral animals Into these
parks in abundance. That is what it is about.
The Government does not even look after its
own parks. It does not know how to, yet it
expects that graziers who have paid exira
money. for their land will let it degrade. No way
in the world! The Government does not care
about the people. It does not aven want to set
an example.

If the Government wants fo do the right
thing, it would carry out an audit of the
management of national parks to make sure
there are sufficient people to look after them.
Believe it or not, but $6,500 per annum is all
that is budgeted to look after Hellhole National
Park near Adavale. How do those opposile
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also; for instance, the invasion of pests and
weeds",

The formulation of these laws was started
under  the  previous State  coalition
Government,  with the then Premier, Rob

Borbidge,” signing an agreement with the.

‘Prime Minister, John Howard, and
" Environment Minister Senator Robert Hill io
reduce tree clearing in Queensland, particularly
on freehold land. The Leader of the
Opposition can try to deny this, but here is the
agreement and here is a copy of a report in
the Courier-Mail of 17 December 1997 which
says that the Borbidge Government planned
to introduce tree controls on freehold land in
1998, | table all the documents, including the
one signed by the Leader of the Opposition,
for the information of the House, and | will be
highlighting this fo farmers at Roma.

7 This all flowed from the agreement signed
by the Opposition Leader, the then Premier,
This agreement specifically required that a
dramatic reduction in tree clearing in
Queensland had to be enforced by legislation.
The then Premier even established a top-
ranking task force to make sure that this
happened. So much for the Leader of the
Opposition now trying fo portray himself as &
friend of the bush!

Mr SPEAKER: The Honourable FPyéemiey's
time has explred.

Mr BEATTIE: | just note for the-record
that | was denied speaking time. by-ah
interjection and a useless point of order by the
Leader of the Opposition. :

Hon. J. P. ELDER “{(Capalaba—ALP)
{Deputy Premier and  Minister “for - State
Development and  Minister  for ) Trade)
{6.19 p.m.): | second the amendment moved
by the Premler. As/far as_the arguments over
tree clearing go, it s the fired old re-run of a
familiar  scenarip;~_the Labei’ Parly, in
Government, /fzcing ~up squarely to the
problem creatéd by Vyears_of National Party
neglect; notairaid to take edr case fo the bush
and not #fraid to argue our case in the bush;
prepared,/ to werk—with whatever level of
- goverriment i’ prepared to work with us fo sort
out the “situation; not putting the problems
away, but facing up to those problems and
facing up to thery fairly and squarely. We have
seen that the' National Party is unable to do
any of “this. It put off everything that -was
contentious till after the election.

As the Premier just sald, the Leader of
the Opposition signed a  parthership
agreement with the Federal Government in
1007  which committed the Queensland
Government to have "effsctive measures in
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place to retain and manage vegetation,
including controls on clearing”.

Mr HOBBS: | rise to a point of order.
There do not have to be hard. and fast rules,
the way the Deputy Premier is interpreting it.

Mr ELDER: Caught outl As | said, in 1897
the then Premier signed /ann agreement to
have effective measures jny/place /o maintain
and manage vegetation/ including conifols on
clearing. He signad that Federdl agreement. |
would fke to know:.-what were-being put in
place in terms of ganfrols_on clegring? What
were members opposite” centemplating? The
simple fact is that they put off jeverything that
was contentious ti—after the election, and
there must have beerr “many members
opposite who breathed a sigh of relief when
they lost the election, because it meant that
they did not have 10 introduce or deal with any
of these conteptidus measures. But the bush
know/it, and dont they know it, because the
member foif Surfers Paradise was in Winion,
and._he’ swent Ahere expecting that crowd of
angry farmers 1o rally against us. He expected
to go there/and be right beside them, rallying
against these socialists from the city. Instead,
he found he was about as popular as a motel
awner/from Surfers Paradise with them. When
themiember for Surfers Paradise was up there,
didnA they give it to him!

Mr BEANLAND: | rise to a point of order.
Mr Speaker, | refer you fo page 346 of
Parliamentary Practice by Erskine May, which
states that amendments are fo be relevant fo
the subject matter. ' ’

Mr SPEAKER: | know exactly what the
member is talking about, and this is relevant io
the subject matter.

Mr ELDER: | have not seen this much
cowardice since this morning in gquestion time,
you bunch of pussy cats!

Mr BORBIDGE: 1 rise fo a point of order.
Opposition members intarjected.
Mr ELDER: Have the gufs to debate the

.issue, then, you wimps. What a bunch of

wimps! ‘
Mr Hobbs interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Warrego!

Mr Joehnson inferjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Gregory will cease interjecting. That is my final
warning.

My Seeney interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: The member for Callide will
cease interjecting. That is my final warning.
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historically, has been responsible for most of
the tree clearing in this State, and why? It has
resulted from conditions laid down . by
successive State  Governments - dating. back
100 years or more. That has been the issue.
Untii the late 1980s and virtually into the
1990s, we had a situation in which it was
accepted by Government—and, most of that
time, by the Labor Party—that if a leaseholder
- did not clear their land, down to 10% in many
cases, they lost it. It ‘was a condition of thelr
lease. They had absolutely na
manoetvre in most cases, and that went from
the boundary fence to the river. They lost it if
they did not clear 400 or 500 acres a year, and
Government members know it.

What Government members are doing,
irresponsibly and disgracefully, is placing
contemporary values on past actions which
were mostly caused by Governments in this
State, but they do not have the courage fo
stand up in this place and falkk about that sort
of thing. Fortunately, in that time, land-holders
themselves had the commonsense to leave
shade clumps and shade lines. Nobody goes
out there to deliberately degrade their land,
because what they would be doing is flushing
their asset down the ioilet, That is virtually 1k
they would be degrading i for /fture
generations. So ftree clearing in the past has
been a result of the actions of Goverririent. 7d
say now that it is due fo the actiohs of land-
holders going out fthere
clearing is completely and absoldtely wrong:

The point is that we/have &/ set of
guidelines in 'this State that “must/be—thrown

out. The Premier is talking- abodt partially -

proclaiming something. The legal ‘guru over
there who claims to Jbe an Aftornsy-General
would know the Acts Interpretation Act. The
Acts interpretation/ Act “says_ that legislation
. which is assentgd/ fo will,~unless otherwise
expressly altefed~_by the™ Government,
automatically be/protlaimed one year and one
day later. Other than that i is two years and
one day. The Aftforney-General knows that, so
there is gbsolutaty no option whatsoever—

Mf Foley! Where/does it say that in the

Acts Interprefation Act?

Mr SPRINGBORG: The Attorney-General
“knows where it/is. There is absolutely no
alternative. If the Government is serious about
stopping this whole Act being proclaimed, it
must support this motion. The Attorney-
General knows . that, and the legal experis
know that and when the Government
appoints the Atforney-General to the Supreme
Court, he might even find that out. The
Atforney-General comes info this House and

room fo .

unscrupulously /

" achieve the
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gives the impression that we are going fo be
protecting some endangered species and that
the other species will be okay. That is not
correct, and the Attomey-General knows that,
There is automatic proclamation.

The other matter thal has been
mentioned is that farmers waint compensation.
They do not want compénsation; they want
the right to be left alone’té manage thejr land
responsibly. Members on “thig’ side’ /of the
House have nothing—against trees.  When
those lease conditions’ on clearing were In
place in this Staté/Labor was, in ‘Government

-and was enforcing ‘thern,/Those are the things

fo which this Govérnment/ aspires. This
Parliament has absolutely” o choice. If it
wantg—

Time expired, .

Hon. Ry \W/WELFORD (Everton—ALP)

(Minister for Environment and Hetitage and
Miriister for Natural Resources) (8.30 p.m.):
There is o point in my repeating what the
Daputy’ fPremiey” said about the Opposition's
cowardice when it comes to dealing with
difficult Nssdes, This is just one of a string of
matters that the Opposition falled to deal with
when it was in Government—a matter which i
had &/glear obligation to address.

This Government is prepared to face up |

to this and we are prepared to deal openly and

honestly with people i rural Queensland
about the real chalienges that we face fo
manage our land for a sustainable future. We
have to look after the land so that in the next
100 years we can ensure that future
generations derive the same benefit from the
land that we did over the last 100 years.
Already, both State and Federal Governments
are spending tens of millions of dollars every
year on land repajr. That does not happen -
when people are not making mistakes.

No-one is criticising rural people for the
mistakes of the past, but we are trying to avoid
the mistakes of the future. The mistake of the
future that we will all make— -

Mr Hohbs interjected.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The mamber for
Warrego! This is my final warning.

Mr WELFORD: We must ensure that we
obligations that the NHT
parinership agreement signed by the Leader
of the Opposition commits us to—namely,
managing vegetation on land throughout the
State in an effort to reduce the overall level of
clearing. The  Federal Government demanded
this of our Government in that partnership
agreement which .those opposite ran away
from and hid from—and are still running away
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The Premier told land-holders that they
must accept the advice of the experts In the
department. Adrian Jeffreys,. a former Green

activist, for heaven's sake, is the manager of -

vegelation management for DNR. We virtually
have Dracula In charge of the blood bank. The
Premier also said in Winton, "We had to bring

this in because Robert Hil's Bill is worse than -

mine." Senator Hill has made it quite clear that
his Bill does not apply. | do not know how the
Premier can continue to say these things that
are 'totally untrue. The Premier should not
keep on saying' those things because the
people do not helieve him any more.

There are a lot of other issues concerning

the DPI report. However, the issue in this case
is that the Premier has talked about
consultations between the Siate Government
and the Commonwealth Government in order
to work out what compensation will be paid to
farmers. There has been no indication of any
consultations with the stakeholders. How much.
do the farmers need? What compensation is
required? The Premiér has not spoken to the
farmers. He has had discussions with a
handful of people. '

The - people involved will have their
incomes reduced. They will have their rights
reduced. However, the Premier is not talking to
those people. The Premier says that $100m js
all he wants. The Premier knows ag well as/]
that the ABARE report contradicts hitn,

Members opposite must reaiise this:this
vegetation clearing legislation is/not\based on
any scientific data, t is not/based ‘en—best
practice. 1t is not based on what is/best forthe
land: It is purely a political decisior’ which has
been arrived at for political purposes.

No-one would wantdo go out and destroy
endangered species-or eco-systems. | ask the
Minister to name the eco-systems which are in
danger of dying. <l ask him~ to name any

. endangered afeas- that have been lost to

Queensland ~in the “vecent past.  The
Opposition, whan in Goveriment, undertook a
lot- of /work \in relation fo vegetation
management. - | Earlier  this  afternoon  the
Minister <_for / Enviroriment said that the
Opposition_did” nothing. The Opposition had to
fix up the mass left by the Goss Government
with regard 1o/ leasehold guidelines. The
Opposition was able to introduce a satisfactory
method to clear up that mess,

A ot of land-holders have written to us

about the issues and the way they see them.

One land-holder from Quilpie wrote—

"l hope you can use my comments
to conwvince the uhinformed public to use
thelr common sense and defeat this Bill."

Tree-clearing Guidelines 89

She stated further—
"The main concern with this Bill is if

gives  ultimate confrol over land
management to the hand of the
Government. These people have no

practical working knowledge of the land
they are governing, so/rely on what their
observers tell them. iy previous
circumstances of thils’ type of cofirol, i
has proved to be a_dangerous /way fo -
manage affairs. _

Please dor't run-out and persecute
those honest (busingssowners, with the
false hope of purishing/ those very few

" dishonest ories. This Jegislation is not
designed to catch criminals, it is designed-
to maks_more—eriminals and then try to
catch them."

A lady from\Nébo also wrote and stated the
follpwing—

“We only have the division of the
conservative’ vote and the impossible
compulsory  and  optional  preferential
voting/system in Queensland to thank for
having/ a Labor Government in power.
One, Nation voters gave us the Beatlie
Government, and they are now carrying

~/oat the vendetta of eliminating country
people by economics."

Time expired.

Hon. H. PALASZCZUK (Inala—ALP)
{Minister for Primary Industries and Rural
Communities) (6.40 p.m.): This evening, in
rising to support the amendment moved by
the Pramier, | would like to highlight one of the
major projects that the Department of Primary
Industries is progressing in partnership with the
Landcare groups in-the Burdekin catchment.
Earlier this month in Charters Towers, |
announced State Government seed funding
for a Burdekin rangelandsfreef initiative
covering a catchment of 13 million hectares.
Of course, the honourable member for
Charters Towers would be fully aware of what |
am talking about. In December last year at the .
State  Government's  Community  Cabinet
meeting at Charters Towers, following
representations from the -Dalrymple Landcare
committee and other community
representatives, the $100,000 seed funding
confribution from the department was finalised.

The Department of Primary !ndusiries is
developlng a whole-of-Government approach
to the initiative and driving the social and
economic development envisaged across the
cafchment from the rangelands to the. reef.
The Burdekin rangelands/reef initiative is an
exciting proposal that will promote broad
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From the wvery start, the Vegetation
Management Act was dishonest and decsitful.
it was preceded by a consultation process that
was a sham and an insulf. It was accompanied
by a dishonest and deceitful media campaign
that was designed to split Queensland. It was
designed to sway public opinion against
Queensland land-holders by unfairly portraying
them as environmental vandals. The
Iegislation was forced through this Parliament
in a dishonest and deceitful manner with no

proper debate allowed and no oppor’tuntty to

examine the detail involved.

The Vegetation Management Act has
quite rightly been rejected totally by land-
holders across Queensland. This dishonest
and deceitfu! legislation has falled before it has
.even begun. 1t should be repealed, and it
should be repealed immediately. It has failed
to achieve any degree of acceptance by the
land-holders who are affected by it, and it has
and will continue to fail to achieve any degree
of compliance in the future.

This legislation has produced an
unprecedented response of anger and
rejection across Queensland—a response that
was expressed by over 1,000 land-holders who
travelled many miles to ‘attend a protest raily at
Winton, and that anger at and rejection/of this
Ieg|slat|on will again be expressed af/Romd,
This legislation fails totally to recogrise that
there is an  inallenable difference ~hetween
freehold and leasehold land. By the Minister's
own statements, he illustrates that he does nat
understand that particular difference, [: is_that
point more than any other 4hat_[s abthe—very
core of the angry rejection that _tHe  vegetation
management legislation has suffered:

The distinction etween leasehdld and
freehold land has been recognised by land-
holders for generations, “and-_that difference
has been reflected in land )values. This
legistation igngres. completely the rights of
freehold landoWwners:~_it_ignores completely
those rights— that landowners have paid
consideraple—amounts of money to acquire.
This legislation ) was forced through this
Partiament without deldate by an ideclogically
driven Minister’ in pursuit of his own personal
vision. It wilknever be accepted by Queensland
land-holders, no_matter how big the lies that
are perpetrated by the Premier and the Deputy
Premier to try to recover the unrecoverable
situation,

Mr ELDER: 1 rise to a pomt of order. | find
the remarks offensive. |
withdrawn.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! The member wil
withdraw.

ask that they be
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Mr SEENEY: | withdraw. Such has been
the angry reaction across the State, the only
way to achieve a resolution is to start again.
The Minister for Natural Resources should
accept that his attempts fo bludgeon the land-
holders of Queensland have failed. They have
produced a stand-off thal /will never be
reconciled. He should régognise that this
draconian legislation will ngver be/accepted by
land-holders and is Tkely /6 bpredice a
backlash against sensible~ _&nd sustainable |
practices.

The Premier /and the. Deputy Premier
should recognise \-that” their) attempts to
misconstrue the facts7in a bid to defend this
legistation - have likewise—Tfailed, " They have
falled in théir sy attempts to focus the debate
on getling\ Canborra_to, meet their childish
demands for morfey. The Premiet's lies failed
to justify this iegislation at the Winton meeting,
and/ his absuid\ contention with his nose
pressed /up ageinst the window of the
Government jel /at 40,000 feet will long be
remebered by the land-holders he accused.

This_Parliament should be supporting this
motion fonight. This Parliament should "be
repealing the legislation. This Parliament
should /be urging the Minister for Natural
Resources (o cease his blind pursult of
ideclogy and begin some meaningiul dialogue

AWith the land-holders of rural QGueensland. The

Minister must support the development of a
workable system thai glves encouragement
and support o land-holders rather than the
draconian regulation- and. the over-the-op
penalties enforced by the tree police.

Time expired.

Mr MICKEL (Loganm_ALP) (.55 pm) It
is a pieasure to join this debate tonight
because it gives us a chance to clear up a few
matters. This is not about tree clearing; this is
about clearing out the Opposition. If one looks
at today's Courier-Mail, one will see that those
opposite have not got their story straight. What
they are frying to tell us is that the Queensland
legislation is too tough. If one looks at the
Courier-Mail, one will see what Senator Hill is
on about. The Federal Government is saying
that our legislation Is not feugh enough. Those
opposite have not got thelr story worked out.
They have not got it worked out because the
Federal Government Is about to clear those
opposite out at the next State election on a
number of issues which | am gomg o raise in
a few moments.

Opposition members have to get their

‘story right. it Is okay to stand up in Winton, but

when those opposite go down to Canberra
they are arguing a different story. Why could
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. Question—‘That the motion, as amended,
be agreed to—put; and the House divided—

AYES, 40—Aitwood; Barton, Beattie, Bligh, Boyle,
Braddy, Briskey, J. Cunningham, Edmond, Elder,
Fenlon, Foley, Fouras, Harmill, Kaiser, Lavarch, Lucas,
Mackenroth, McGrady, Mickel, Miler, Mulherin,
Musgrove, Nelson-Carr, Nuttall, Palaszczuk, Pearce,
Reeves, Reynolds, Roberts, Robertson, Rose,
Schwarten, Spence, Struthers, Welford, Wells,
Wilson. Tellers: Purcell, Pitt. :

NOES, 40--Beanland, Black, Borbidge, Connor,
-Cooper, E. Cunninghaimn, Dalgleish, Davidson, Elliott,
Feldman, Gamin, Goss, Grice, Healy, Hobbs, Horan,
Johnson, Kingston, Laming, Lester, Lingard, Mitchell,

Nelson, Paff, Pratt, Prenzier, Quinn, Santoro,
Seeney, Sheldon, Simpson,  Slack, Springborg,
Stephan, Tumer, Veivers, Watson, Wellington.

Tellers: Baumann, Hegarty

- 'The numbers being equal, Mr Speaker
cast his vote with the Ayes.

Resolved in the affirmative.

SPEAKER'S RULING
Motion of Dissent

Mr  BEAMNLAND (Indcoroopilly—LP)
{7.05 p.m.): | rise under Standing COrder 117
move— '

"That Mr Speaker's ruling that the-

amendment to the motion moved by the
Premier was relevant to the subjezt matter
of Mr Borbidge's motion be “dissehled
from." ‘ :

ADJOURNMENT

~ Hon. T. M. MACKENROTH {Chatsworth—
ALP) (Leader of the House) (7.08 pm.) 1
move—

"That the Housé do now adjourn."

Mobile Phone Towers; Milpera State High
School

Mr  BEANLAND-_*(Indcoroopilly—LP)
(7.06 p.m.); This evening |'wish to touch on a
couple of /matiers, the first of which is mobile
phong/ dowers, — Wiih
telecommunizations industry hotling up these
days, confipanies want their own
telecommunications towers. This means that
local government Is faced with myriad
applications under town planning laws and
ordinances from the various
telecommunications companies, which are
required under local government town
planning laws to advertise tower proposals and
enable local residents to object if they so wish.
In many instances, communitles do object,
because they already have a number -of

and/ with

competition in  the -
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telecommunications towers in their
neighbourhood. The increasing number of
telecommunications towers in  suburbs is

guickly becoming a major eyesore. This Is
occurring not only in Brisbang but in many
other cities and towns throughout Queensland,

Clearly, these towers//should be co-
iocated. Some companigs /are /&ndeavouring
to do that, but others /appeay 1o be/a little
tardy. | believe it is necessary jor the Minister
to ook at this situafion; with~a wview /fo giving
local’ government iricie powers to_ensure that,
where possible,/ / the ~towers = used by
telecommunications\_tempanies are  co-

located. There will always be instances where

that' is not possible,/—jowever, 1 have
encountered situations where, even if there is
already a \lowey _in—one neighbourhood,
another company’ wants to put one down the
road,/This is a growth industry. There are more
and/ /more - teleécommunications  companies,
them\ tome more mobile phone
tovers, /Over thie months and years ahead we
will_se¢ ap/ explosion in the number of
telecommunications companies, which will all
want their_own towers. This will mean that
residents will be faced with the problem of
retainiriy’ the character and aesthetics of their
stbutbs, towns and cities. It is a growing
prablem. However, | believe there is a simple
salution.

Greater consideration needs {o be given
to co-locating these towers; otherwise our cities
and towns will become eyesores, with towers
some 25 metres high littering the skyline. They
are not like a television tower. Mobile phone
towers are much taller and stand out against
the skyline. 1 appreciate that local
governments take a close, hard look at these
applications and in many instances go further
than - that and refuse them. When that
happens, the companies have the opportunity
to appeal to the Planning and Environment
Court. The actions with which | have beén
associated to date have achieved successful
results for residents, However, that does not
mean that this will continue in the future.
Therefore, | urge the Govermnment to toughen
up the provisions in this area in relation to local
government.

The second issue that | wish to touch on
is that of the Milpera State High School—a
agnificent high school in my electorate. It
specialises in teaching students English as a
second language. It is one of only a few
schools in Queensland that deals specifically
with this subject. We-have experienced a large
increase in the number of people coming from
overseas who do not have English as a
second language and who need to go through
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producers, rather than for a share of
Japan's total imports.

‘ Formerly officials kept track of prices
and quality for coal export contracts. They
could refusa export.approval when. blatant
examples of destructive price competition
occurred. This effort would have been
more effective if similar information had
also been collected for Canadlan and
American competitors. ’

Then compariscns could have been
made between the worth of Australian
coking coals to Japanese steal mills,

relative to the major international
competition.

The former controls at  least
discourage coal companies from

accepting low prices offered by the cartel
in return for- a larger share of the
Australian ‘'quota'. Now there are no
checks on our weakest players and the
Japanese cartel is very skilled at exploiing
these weaknesses." -

During my time in the ceoal industry, | have
been privy to what has happened on many
occasions when our coal producers have gone
to Japan to try {o sell coal to the Japanese
market. It is quite evident that one Of the
things that they set ocut to do from the very
start was to try to find a benchmark.

Time expired.

Ultraviolet Radiation

Mr HEALY (Toowoomiba horih—MNPA)
(7.16 p.m.): Given the amount-ofpiblicity that
was given last Sunday in the Sunday Mail fo
the Premier's forthcoming operation to/remove
a. cancerous growth from-around his eye and
his comments aboudt’ the~impartance of proper
protection from /Ahe harmiul “effects of UV
radiation, | think.that it is fimely to raise an
issue that may be-of interest to both the
Premier and hopefully every other member of
-this Housg, Tonight 1 -wish to bring fo the
attention/ of the House the excellent research
work tHat s clrrenily Jbeing conducted: at the
University~_4f/ Southern Queensland In
Toowoomba by two men in particular. Dr Alfio
Parisi and Michael Kimiin are physlcists who
run the Centre for Astronomy and Atmospheric
Research at the university and are engaged in
groundbreaking research  into  ultraviolet
radiation measuremenis and its effect on
human and plant life. So good is the research

that the centre, through more than 36
research papers, 15 or more conference
papers and numerous other articles—all

published—have seen the centre recognised
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as one of the leading institutions of its kind in
the world.

As most of us know, here in Australia we
have one of the highest levels of year-round
UV radiation levels in the world, This,
combined with our. skin types, warm climate
and our outdoor lifestyle, has/led to Australia
having the highest incident/rdtes of skin cancer
in the world. In responsg fo this situation, the
University of Southern ™~ Queensland s
investigaling the research-afeas /of human
ultraviolet dose measurement, the
measurement of ultfaviolet radiation on plants,
and the distribution of uilraviglet and visible
energy with wavelength. Ultraviolet radiation is
strongly linked to the degradation of organic
materials, both_natural and” synthetic, and the
damaging ‘aid-ageing-of human skin and eye
tissue, Including skin caricer. UV is also linked
to diseases in aniinals, including eye damage.

An increase\ln UV levels has motivated
thé/ develgpment ) of the experlise in UV
‘esearch /at ther Centre for Astronomy and
Atmospheric /Research at the University of
Southern-Queensland. Alfio Parisi and Michael
Kimlin have conducted some important
research into such- things as the effects of
solar Y exposure on schoolchildren in south-
east/ Queenstand during meal breaks and
during the summer months. Other topics that
thay have researched include the effect of
sdlar ultraviolet exposure on outdoor workers,
the effect of solar UV exposure while driving a
car and the penetration of high levels of UV
through the windows and windscreens of a
motor vehicle. Seripus research has been
conducted Into the effects of solar UV on
people participating in various sports, even on
a fairly cloudy day.

It all sounds like good news in the fight
against skin cancer, but unfortunately it is not.
For some strange reason, the centre is battling
to maintain its level of research due to a
shortage of funds—funds that would see the
purchase of valuable equipment to carry out
further experimentation and detailed analysis,
It does seem strange that the front page of a

-weekend newspaper, and Indeed two whole

pages Inside, could be dedicated {0 the
harmful ‘effects of UV radiation and yet the
very research that is needed to assist with the
prevention of such effects is being hampered.
As | understand, Queensland Health did assist
with funding for the centre some time ago, but
the policy priorities changed somewhat to
some other focus and that funding is no longer
available. '

Mrs Edmond: Most of the funding for
research comes from the national
Government.
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and Iraq. It is highly likely that many boat
people will definitely be le'git_imate refugees.

We as a nation have international
obligations under the 1951 convention and the
1967 protocols relsting to the status of
- refugees to permit anyone who is- likely to
suffer persecution in his or her own couniry fo
lodge an application for asylum and be
provided with protection. We also need fo
recognise that, no matter how -many illegal
arrivals we get, there. is an international
dilemma. So many -pecple are on the move,
many flesing persecutions. Most regrettable,
of course, is the negative image of Australia
projected overseas as a result of the
Commonwealth . Government's response. We
should have learnt from previous expetiences
with the waves of refugees we have
successfully setfled. Refugees are the most
motivated  citizens, because they have
nowhere fo go but forward. if treated well by
us, they are grateful and put a lot of effort into
contributing to their new country.

.Time expired.

Sydney-Mooloolaba Yacht Race

Mr LAMING (Mooloolah—LP) (7.26 p.m.}:
| rise to bring an important issue 1o/ the
attention of this House. It is important/tg spart
and to Queensland in general apd/ to the
Sunshine Coast in particutar. | refer o/ the
annual Sydney-Moolcolaba Yacht Race. The
race has a 27-year history, but is-in\ exireme
jeopardy thanks to a move/ by Mobloolaba
Yacht Club's race partners/of long standing,
the Middle Harbour Yacht. Club/ In their
wisdom, they have gained the suppert of NSW
Tourism, several other sponsors and media
representatives to rdn~a regatta to Coffs
Harbour at the uswval “fime of the Sydney-
Mooloolaba Yachi /Race, “possibly sounding
the death knell 6f ‘Mocloolaba's time-hanoured
race.

In 19998 the race affracted 64 entries,
including 4 _large propotlion of the major
players in/the iilffated Sydney to Hobart race.
This number of ‘boats yequates to 700 sailors
plus their-famijlies visiting Mooloolaba and the
Sunshine~Ccast at race end. The main
ingredients infhe running of any race, the boat
owners and. saiidrs, have indicated that they
“wish fo cohtinue the tradition. However, the
threat of this NSW-based Coffs Harbour
competition places this year's race at risk. To
ensure future races to Mooloolaba are as
successful as those .in previous years, a
concerted effort needs to be put into this
year's event so that the competition from NSW
does not get off the ground.
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The Mooloolaba club has approached the
Cruising Yacht Club of Australia, who are
responsible for the famous Sydney to Hobart
race, with a proposal to form a parinership in
the running of what is Australia’s second most
important ocean race. Several attempts have
been made fo secure &) race SPONSOY,
including an approach to Touiism Queensland,
All have so far been unsyctessfdl/ mainly due

- {o the short time frame{lbrought/about’ by the

Middle Harbour Yacht Cluk's’failure Ag advise
Mooloolaba of theirCoifs Harbour intentions.
Our concern’ is that] should Queghsland not
take up the offer(of the-CYCA and find a
Queensland sponsor-forthe race, a wonderful
opportunity will be lost to.the’ Btate, particularly
when we consider the fuiurg. This threail has
made us fealise—how easily our major event
could be lost\and/the_efiect it would have on
the. Mooloolaba /Yacht -Club, the surrounding
busipgss comynunity and - Queenslaid in
geriefal., :

It.ig an il wind indeed that does not blow
some~ good./ Fhis change has seen the
emergence 6f/a far more active partner in the
Cruising~Yacht Club of Ausiralia. This move
has provided the Mooloolaba Yacht Club with
enormous commercial oppottunities that they
have/riot had the opportunity to fully develop
innthe past. We as Queenslanders now have a
once only opportunity o cement this event into
fhe Australian yacht racing calendar, and we
have only six weeks in which to do it. The
Mooloolaba Yacht Club, of which | am an
active member, Is committed to the
development of the race and has greeted the
CYCA's forward thinking and” enthusiasm with
great anticipation, :

To this end, | am caling on the
Government, whether through the -Department
of Tourism, Tourism Queensland, the
Department of Sfate  Development or
Queensland Events, for assistance with the
promotion of this year's race as Queensland
strives to avoid losing a major sporting event fo -
a southern Stale and fto set in place an
impenetrable barder against future | attacks.
The New South Wales Premier has evidently
also lent his name to the New South Wales
event which, according to Yachting News, will
be known as the Premier's Cup. This could well
become a battle of the Premiers. | seek the
support of all members, particularly the
Premier, who is the Honorary Commodore of
the Mooloolaba Yacht Club, fo ensure that
Queensland's most important yachting icon is
not lost to New South Wales.

Motion agreed fo.
The House adjourned at 7.30 p.m.
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Vegetation Management - GGAP . . ﬁg_te: 3 April 2000 ‘6//2

PURPOSE

To provide advice to Damian McGreevy on the capacity of Queensland to seek funding for
vegetation management from the Commonwealth Greenhouse Gas Abatement P1ogram
(GGAP).

BACKGROUND

By Memo dated 17 March 2000 the Director-General forwarded material on land clearmg
from Damian McGreevy requesting advice on whether there was a/case for Queensland to
access Commonwealth funds under GGAP.

ISSUES

On 17 March 2000, the Australian Greenhouse Office (AGO)teleaseda-setof draft guidelines
for GGAP. This program, which will run from 2000-01 (to 2003<04; is meant to provide
funding for significant projects and activities that will deliver substantial greenhouse gas
reductions. Projects will be assessed according to a number of critetia, including their cost

effectiveness in terms of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.—The AGO has indicated that the

guuielmes will be finalised in April, funding proposals will be seught in May and successful
projects will be announced in October.
Land clearing in Queensland is one of the bigggst threats ta greenhouse gas abatement. There
is however some doubt as to whether the Commoénwealth Government would consider
providing greenhouse abatement funds for land (-lwrmg yésfrictions imposed by Queensland's
Vegetation Management Bill.
Queensland officials met with the AGO on Friday 24 March 2000 to discuss the drafl
guidelines.  Further discussions ~were also. undertaken at a meeting of the
Commonwealth/State High Level~Group~on Greenhouse on 29 March 2000. At these
meetings, the Commonwealth ¢ldarly, stated that it would not consider Queensland land
clearing for GGAP funds, as the issué/was being considered through a separate process (ie.
Commonwealth initiated Taskforee). /Commonwealth officials further indicated that:
o Tt would not fund any activity it censidéred to be a "current State activity”, but left this as
undefined;

o The Commonwealth/will &xamine State proposals sympathetically for those States ‘that

they consider can demenstrate a commitment to reducing greenhouse emissions;

A key criterion will be the extent of abatement in 2008-2012 and beyond;

There will 4 payment tranches limited to approximately $100M per annum;
Commonwealth funding contributions will be capped at 50% of any project proposal; and
The key/qiestion the-Commonwealth will ask itself in deciding on fimding proposals is
"will this happen without the injection of Commonwealth funds?".

Ultimatély Senator Hill and other Commonwealth Ministers will determine which projects
receive-GGAP funding. Under GGAP guidelines the AGO has the capacity to negotiate
dire¢tly with any State or industry body regarding greenhouse gas abatement proposals,
regdrdless of-whether a project submission is developed As such, Senator Hill already has
the capdeity to determine that Queensland should receive GGAP funds for land clearing and
direct the AGO accordingly.

DNR hasindicated that it is not keen to bring land clearing into any State submission seeking
GGAP funds at this time, but rather would prefer to continue to lobby Senator Hill and the
Commonwealth initiated Taskforce. Should this avenue prove fruitless, there is still some
time until submissions for GGAP funds close (May 2000). DPC will therefore continue to
monitor the situation and should there be no clear outcome on the Commonwealth Taskforce
consideration of land clearing near to the time when project proposals for GGAP are closing,
it may be appropriate to prepare a funding proposal on land clearing. At a minimum, this
would maintain pressure on Senator Hill and the Commonwealth Government.

Action Officer: Peter Lamont Executive Director: A/DDG:
Area; Environment & Rescurces

Telephone: 46478
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4, CONSULTATION .

o p 4l DNR and the EPA have been consulted in preparation of this brief.

5, IS THIS IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT ELECTION COMMITMENTS?
5.1 There is no applicable election commitment.

6. RECOMMENDATION
61 That you note the above.

ifng Director-General

Action Officer: Peter Lamont Executive Director: f A/DDG:
Area: Environment & Resources %

Telephone: 46478 ‘
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. Premier of Queensland
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Hon. Rod Welford '\Eﬁ«» I ~f~\/\ NJIER? o in Q)

Minister for Environment and Heritage and ‘
Minister for Natural Resources |

N
(5 MAY 2000 B)
o}

i
;

In accordance with your agreement with the Prime Minister; officers of my De}pa.rtment have been

seeking discussions with represeniatives of thé¢/ Commenwealth to eﬁplorc options for
Commonwealth funding of our Government’s enhaneed vepetation management ﬁn‘angements

While the Commonwealth has been slow in responding, due to the apparent inability of

- Commonwealth ministers to reach an agreed policy position; the first discussiong are now scheduled

for Tuesday 16 May. In preliminary discussions with my Director-General and dther officers, senior
officials of the Commonwealth have indicated that support is likely fo bejavailable from the

~ Commonwealth’s Greenhouse funds, provided an appropriate arrangement can bd negotiated.
. . 1

]

B More significantly, as has been ad¥ised to/youp Office, the Commonwealth is aware of your public
© commitment regarding changes to-the Vegetation Management Act 1999 (VMA) to remove blanket

protection.of “of concemn’ regional gcosystems. Commonwealth officials, including a senior officer
of the Prime Minister’s Depariment, Irave sirongly urged State officials to pass $n to their Ministers
the Commonwealth’s copcern-that Queensland could amend the legislation prior ito the conclusion of
negotiations on the form and content-of Commonwealth financijal assistance. ! ,

While it has been miade clear to these officials that the State is anxious to ﬂnthe this issue, it is

obvious that the Commonwealth is heavily rcliant on adequate vegetation managbment arrangements
in Queensland t¢ dchieve its greenhouse objectives. [ therefore belisve that whilé we should move to
draft appropriaté amendments to our legislation, we should take no action to pdss any amendments
until we haye a finm understanding of the Commonwealth’s position and propospls. Officials of my
Departinent/will) 2dvise their Commonwealth counterparts there should be no doubt of the State’s
position{if. the/ Commonwealth wish us to retain the current provisions of the VAZ4 then the
Commonwealth will need to meet both the financial and political costs of such an approach.
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‘In the circumstances, I seek your agreement that we await the outcome of officials’ negotiations
. - before introducing the proposed amendments to the ¥MA. 1 have requested State officials to seek
- some clear indication of the Commonwealth’s position within a maximum of two weeks after their
- Ineeting tomorrow, 16 May. i

|

- ROD WELFORD MLA

F
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QUEENSLAND GO\’ERNMENT

Hon. Rod Welford MLA

Minister for Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resourees

: .'I‘he Honourable Peter Beattle MLA
% Premier of Queensland
.BRJSBANE QLD 4000

Dear M}Beﬁﬁl

ln ace dance with your agreement with the Prime Miruste officers of my Department have been
, seckmg ‘discussions with representatives of the’) Commorwealth to explote options for
Commonwealth fundmg of our Government’s enhanced vezetation managerment ?rrangements

l

1 SHAY 200
|
l

While the Commonwealth has been slow in regponding, due to the apparent inability of
Commonwealth ministers fo reach an agreed policy position, the first discussiong are now scheduled
for Tuesday 16 May. In preliminary discussions with my Director-General and ¢ther officers, senior
officials of the Commonwealth have indicatsd that sipport is likely fo be available from the
Commonwea,lth’s Greenhousa funds, provided an, aprmpnate arrangement can he negotiated

More sxgmﬁcmtly, as has been advised 1o your f ’);’.ﬁc e, the Commonwealth is aware of your public
commitmem Tegarding changes tothe Vegetation Management det 1992 (VMdp to remove blanket
w  Protection, of “of concem’ regional scosystems, Commanwealth officials, inclu mg a senior officer
of the Prime Minister's Depariment, have strongly urged State officials to pass n'to their Ministers
the Commenwealth’s coneern-that Queensland could amend the leglslatton prior fto the conclusion of
negatnat;ons on the form and content of Commonwealth financial assistance. -

Whﬂe it has beem magde clear to these ofﬁmals that the State is anxious fo fimlise this lasue, It is
ohvious that.the Commonwealth is heavily reliant én adequate vegetation managkment amangements
in Queensland 1o achieve its greenhouse objectives, I therefore believe that whil¢ we should moveto
draft appmpriats amendments to our legislation, we should take no action to pass any amendments
~until we have a firn understanding of the Commonwealth's position and proposals. Officials of my
Depamnen* wWill advise their Cornmonwenlth counterparts there should be no doubt of the State’s
position - if(the Commonwealth wish us to vetain the current provisions ofithe PMA then the
Commonwealih will need to meet both the financial and politieal costs of such ari approach.
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In the circumstances,. I seek your agreement that we await the outcome of officials’ negotiations
before introducing the proposed amendments to the ¥M4, [ have requested State officials to seek
some clear indication of the Commonwealth’s position within 8 maximum of t\{m weeks after their
meetmg tomorrow, 16 May. P
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LN
!
b,
i
!
i
l
N |
l
!
]
N 1

RTI Document No.44 ' :




This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld) |

PREMIER’S BRIEFING NOTE
Policy Co-ordination Division

Title: Vegetation Management ' Date:16 May 2000

1. PURPOSE
To provide an account of a meeting today between Queensland and Commonwealth officials
in relation to vegetation management and possible Commonwealth finaneial support.

2, BACKGROUND .

Following your meeting with the Prime Minister in February, the Prime Mixister/indicated he
would task a group of Commonwealth officials with responsibility<for /working with
Queensland to explore possibilities for providing financial support-for/ Queénsland’s
vegetation management legislation from existing Commonwealth progrdams,

Commonwealth officials initiated today’s meeting. It was reschediiled from the previous
week at the Commonwealth’s request. A letter from the Prime Minister’s Senior Adviser to
your Deputy Chief of Staff dated 12 May (attached) prevides furtheér background on the
context of the meeting. This was the first meeting organised-by the-Commonwealth since
your February meeting with the Prime Minister,

3. -~ ISSUES

Commonwealth officials opened by reiterating that the Commonwealth would not wish to see
Queensland amend the legislation prior to explofing possibilities for Commonwealth
financial assistance through the process established by the Prime Minister.

Queensland stressed that you have provided a-public eommitment that if financial assistance
was not forthcoming from the Commduwealth-the Jégislation would be amended to remove
protection of ‘of concemn’ regional /ecosystems and then proclaimed. Protection of ‘of
concern’ areas would be subject ¢f volufitary/aetion by land holders through a regional
planning process. . Queensland officials irdicated that, in light of the lack of any
Commonwealth action since your teeting With the Prime Minister, should there be no firm
proposal for financial assistarice from the Commonwealth in the next two weeks, it was likely
Queensland would introdéce-legislation to deliver on your public commitment.

Commonwealth officials agreed ta relay clearly to Commonwealth Ministers Queensland’s
timing constraints. They further acknowledged that the Commonwealth was conscious of the
differing views it Hiad beerrpromulgating (Hill vis a vis the National Party), noting that “the
politics were difficult for the PM”. In this regard they indicated that in addition to reporting
to Ministers/Truss and Hill they were required to provide separate reports to the Prime
Minister on possible options. Commonwealth officials did indicate a measure of support for
the Queénsland processes, indicating in particular that they did not think a voluntary
approach to protecting of concern regional ecosystems would deliver on Commonwealth
objectives.

Commonwealth, Ministers have to date not provided officials with any clear indication of
what they would support; consequently discussions which followed were largely exploratory
as to possible options. Nevertheless from today’s discussions it seems clear that
Commonwealth officials are focussing on exploring the possibility of financial support for
Queensland from the Greenhouse Gas Abatement Program. Discussion continually returned
to the need for the Commonwealth to be convinced that Queensland could deliver a
demonstrable reduction in the rate of land clearing as a result of its legislation,

Action Officer:Terry Wall Executive Director: DDG:
Enviromment and Resources :
Ext:38030
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Major issues raised on which Commonwealth officials require some reassurance include:

¢ In focussing on endangered and of concern ecosystems, the Commonwealth needs to be
satisfied that there would not be a shift to “substitute clearing” of other areas with no net
reduction in the rafe of clearing; and

¢ The Commonwealth is concerned to ensure that the stock of existing approved permits
for clearing on leasehold land would not allow a high level of clearing to continue in the
short term. '

Commonwealth officials floated the likelihood that any Commonwealth contributions would
be made on the basis of demonstrated performance in achieving greenhouse/gas abatement.
Such a requirement would pose significant difficulties for the State in termds of compliance.
DNR is reviewing options for this but it could probably only be achieved by unpaiatable
amendments to the existing legislation which would, for example, impose <aps o/ glearing
{either by property or region) or designate certain areas of the State (including regrowth) as
significant from a greenhouse perspective and thus prevent clearing/

Thus while the meeting was positive in terms of the Commonwealth indicating a degree of
support for the Queensland. approach, it has added a further layér of complexity to
Queensland’s efforts to obtfain financial assistance in thatNthe-Commonwealth is likely to
require an immediate, measurable greenhouse outcome. ‘

Commonwealth officials expressed the desire to look at available Queensland data in order to
* assist in estimates of financial assistance requirements. A further meeting will be held in
Brisbane on Thursday 25 May, focussing on technical and data issues. ‘
Sch. 3-1

6.  RECOMMENDATION
That you note the contents of this brief

Sch. 3-1

Sch. 3-1

Dr Glyn Davis
Director-General

Action Officer: Terry Wall Executive Director: DDG:
Environment and Resources
Ext:58030
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Title: Vegetation Management : o Date:’ 19 May 2000

PREMIER’S BRIEFING NOTE

Policy Co-ordination Division

1.0 PURPOSE

1.1 To provide a reply to correspondence from Minister Welford regarding the progress of negotiations with
the Commonwealth Government on Vegetation Management Act 1999 and Commonwealth financial
assistance.

2.0 BACKGROUND _

2.1  State and Commonwealth Officials met on 16 May 2000 to initiate the discussjoxs that yourself and the
Prime Minister agreed should be undertaken to pursue possible avenues for Commaonwealth Government
financial assistance. A copy of PCD's briefing on the outcomes of the meetirig is attachegd.

2.2 - At the Roma Community Cabinet meeting you gave a commitment that'if financial assistance was not
forthcoming from the Commonwealth Government, the legislation would be-afended to remove
protection of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems and then proclaimed., Protéstion pf ‘of concern’ areas
would be subject of voluntary action by land holders through a regional planning/process.

3.0 ISSUES :

3.1 The position put forward by Commonwealth Officials at the\meeting wds that Queensland should not
amend the legislation prior to exploring possibilities for'Common®wealth financial assistance through the
process established by the Prime Minister, ' '

3.2 Queensland Officials stressed that you have provided a.public ¢ommitment on the course of action that
will be taken if Commonwealth Government financial assistaricé was not forthcoming. The Queensland
Officials further indicated that in light of the lack of any Commonwealth action since your meeting with
the Prime Minister, should there be no firm proposal for financial assistance from the Commonwealth in
the next two weeks, it was likely Queensland would introduce legislation to deliver on your public
commitment,

Sch.3-1
33

34

4,0 IS THIS IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT ELECTION COMMITMENTS?

4.1  The Government’s ‘New Directions Statement - Conserving Biological Diversity’, identifies the review
of existing vegetation protection guidelines (applicable only to State lands) and giving them statutory
effect over’ali-lands (both State controlled and freehold) as a priority.

5.0 RECOMMENDATION .
5.1  That you notethe above and sign the attached correspondence.

Dr Glyn Davis
Director-General

Action Officer: Andrew Zuch Executive Director: A/DDG:
Environment and Resources '

Telephone: 83327
RTI Doédment No.47
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Please quote; RMO9/ERP
13 NOvV 2600
The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister of Ausiralia
Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

I refor to our recettt discussions at the Counsil 9F Australian Governments’ meeting
regarding natural tesource managemetit {ssues and fiyparticidar, to the national Salinity and
Water Quality Strategy and arrangements fot potential eothipensation for landholders who
may lose property tights as a result of reform of cusrent policies. :

1 take this oppottunity to reitetate sy Governmetiy’s commitment to work positively with the
Commotwealth and othet jurisdictions o progtess the Salinity and Water Qualily Strategy.

Tt is y undetstanding the approdach adopted/svill be sufficiently flexible to recognise that
issues and priotity actions will vary among jurisdictions. I undetstand officials from both out
Governinents have already et to discusy details of implementation atid I look forward to a
successful outcome of these deliberations.

Tn relation to the compensathorn issue, the most pressing priority is to advance digcussions
tolating to vegetafion management, While discussions oh this issue have been proposed in
the past they did niot eventuate. Nevertheless I am aware that some dissussions wete held
betwesh yous officials ahd groups representing rural interests and a nuntber of proposals
wete canvagsed inoluding enstting any action on vegetation contributed to the
Commonwealth’s liternational commitments on gtecnliouse gas abatement. 1 tnderstand
these/proposals included meeting any compensation costs from funds set agide for the
Grdeahouse (a5 Abatement Program and implementation of an upper limit or “eap™ on
cleating tevels in Queensland,

1 atn sute you ate consclous these arrangements will be heavily dependent on the ability of
 agencies of my Government to implement, assess, monitor and enforce any agreed
approaches. On my patt, you may be assured Queensiand agencies will assist the
Cotmonwealth in developing and implementing appropriate solutions, It is also clear that

RTI Document No.48
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any arrangeiments specifically for vepetation management will nieed to be at least congistent
with the broader naiutal resource management agenda that is now unfolding. Indeed, itis
important that we do not allow the current lack of clarity on the vegetation management
arrangements to comprotise the overall success of the broader agetida to which all
jutisdictions are fitmiy cotrunitted.

@Given the above, it is itnperative that disctssions commence 83 soon as possible to explore
the policy, legislative, techinical and adinitistrative issues including the nature and extent of
the financlal arrangements. 1would appreciate yout officials making contact with M Terry
Hogar, Ditcotor General of my Departtient of Natural Resources (iclophone 07 3896 %366)
who will lead discussions ott behalf of the Queensladd Governtnent, '

Yours gincerely

SIGNED BY
PREMIER

Peter Beattie MP
PREMIER

4

Page 2 of 2
RTI Dbcument No.49
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The Hon Peter Beattic MLA /M AJ= ( ¢ (? 77 /;
Premier of Queensland |
PO Box 185
. BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

PRIME MINISTER

CANBERRA..

15 NOV 2000

My dear Premier

I am writing in response (o }Ohr letter of 13 November 2000 following up our recent
- COAG discussions of the National Action Plan for Qahmty arid Water Quality and in
particular, the issue of landholder compensation,

I am very pleased by the positive commitment-by you dnd other Premiers and the

. Chief Ministers to the implementation of the/ Action Plan and note that officials'
discussions are already under way with alljarisdictions;to progress this matter.
Regarding the issue of landholder compensation, at the outset I would like to reaffirm
the Commonwealth's position. At COAG, I indicaléd that the Commonwealth is
prepared to consider making an additienal contribution to assist adjustment where
property rights are lost due to the jmnlam=et46n of the Action Plan. T also said that

comneneatine - - \pous state measures. I did not make

any g o NL\ ey ide the Action Plan and note that the

COA ™ o sible compensation issues under that

Plan : & ¢atchment plans.

In rel. ) 7 nd clearing, I appreciate your

assure A e o 1 addressing this matter, and agree

. EA ? . :

with y § . - ents relating to Queensland land

clearir W) ,_sif,, adAce «M-J_ - angements associated with

impler .

Yol edfr i A TG iy

Inrelat <7 Y - make the Commonwealth position
. very cli . ' i T ,/}[1 M \d to offer assistance with

compsy’ § GEN ! ly on a basis that will:

WUt ? |
e ach// - . gauTiOOUSe gas emissions beyond the reduction

achicvea rrom the implementation of Queensland's existing legislation; and

e secure a cap on the rate of clearing as an essential means of achieving a
" significant greenhouse outcome. '

1 note your proposal for early officials' discussions specifically on land clearing and
would be happy for these to occur and to discuss how a scheme implemented by
Queensland might operate. For the Commonwealth, initial discussions on |

" Queensland land clearing would be led by Dr Tan Watt, Executive Coordinator,
Economic, Industry and Resources Policy Group in my Department.

1 would also note that alongside these intergovemmenfal discussions, the

Commonwealth will also be cF?nﬁBglanﬁndmcu 3181113 with Queensland farming.
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PRIME MiNISTER

CANSERRA
The Hon Peter Beattie MLA
Premier of Queensland
PO Box 185 1 8 NOV 2000

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 002

] am writing in response to your letter of T3 November 2000 foll 6':;;1113 up our recent

COAG discussions of the National Action Plan forSalinity and Water Quality and in
particular, the issue of landholder compensation.

“Iam very pleased by the positive commitment/by yon'and other Premiers and the
Chief Ministers to the implementation of the/Actiofy Plan and note that officials'
discussions are already under way with allqurisdictions'to progress this matter.

Regarding the issue of landholder compensation, at thé outset [ would like to reaffirm
the Commeonwealth's position. At CQAG, I indicated that the Commonwealth is

- prepared to consider making an additional contribution to assist adjustment where
property rights are lost due to the imiplementation of the Action Plan. I also said that
compensation could not be congidered for previous state measures. I did not make
any other offer to negotiate compensation outside the Action Plan and note that the
COAG comraunique makes it clear that a1l possible compensation issues under that
Plan will need to be addrgssed in develdping the catchment plans.

In relation to the specific jssue/of Queensland land clearing, 1 appreciate your
assurance that Queensland is prepared to assist in addressing this matter, and agree
with you that any specific and separate arrangements relating to Queensland land
clearing should be censistent with the broader arrangements associated with
implementing fhie ActionPlan,

In relation to/Queensland land clearing, I wish to make the Commonwealth position
very clear. The Commonwealth would be prepared to offer assistance with
compeysation for land clearing restrictions, but only on a basis that will:

o achuevea significant reduction in green_houqe gas emissions beyond the reduction
achieved from the implementation of Queensland's existing legislation; and

e secure a cap on the rate of clearing as an essentlal means of achieving a
significant greenhouse outcome,

I note your proposal for early officials' discussions specifically on land clearing and
would be happy for these to occur and to discuss how a scheme implemented by
Queensland might operate. For the Commonwealth, initial discussions oo
Queensland land clearing would be led by Dr Ian Watt, Executive Coordinator,
Eeonomic, Industry and Resources Policy Group in my Department.

T would also note that alongside these intergovernmental discussjons, the

Commonwealth will also be continuing discussions with Queensland farming
RTI Document No.52
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PrRIME MINISTER

[ CANBERRA
The Hon Peter Beattie MLA '
Premier of Queensland
PO Box 185 15 NOV 2000/

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD UG

My dear Premier

1 am writing in response to your letter of 13 November 2000 following up our recent
COAG discussions of the National Action Plan for Salinity-and Water Quahty and in
particular, the issue of landholder corpensation.

I am very pleased by the positive commitment’by you fmd other Premiers and the
Chief Ministers to the implementation of the Actior Plan\and note that officials’
discussions are already under way with all jurisdictions to progress this matter.

Regarding the issue of landholder compensation; at-the outset [ would like to reaffirm
the Commonwealth's position. At COAG, I indicated that the Commonwealth is
prepared to consider making an additionalcontribution to assist adjustment where
property rights are lost due to the/itnplementaiion of the Action Plan. I also said that
corupensation could not be considered for previous state measures. I did not make
any other offer {o negotiate compeisationy sutside the Action Plan and note that the
COAG communique makes it clear that'all possible compensation issues under that
Plan will need to be addréssed in developing the catchment plans.

In relation to the specific issue of Queensland land clearing, I appreciate your
assurance that Queensland is prepared to assist in addressing this matter, and agree
with you that any specific and separate amangements relating to Queensland land
clearing should bé consistent with the broader arrangements associated with
implementing the Action Flan.

In relation to Queensland land clearing, I wish to make the Commonwealth position
very cleal—The Commonwealth would be prepared to offer assistance with
compegsation for land clearing restrictions, but only on a basis that will:

s achieve‘a significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions beyond the reduction
achieved-from the implementation of Queensland's existing legislation; and

s secure a cap on the rate of clearing as an essential means of achieving a
significant greenhouse outcome,

I note your proposal for early officials' discussions specifically on land clearing and
would be happy for these to occur and to discuss how a scheme implemented by
Queensland might operate. For the Commonwealth, initial discussions on
Queensland land clearing would be led by Dr Ian Watt, Executive Coordinator,
Economic, Industry and Resources Policy Group in my Department.

I would also note that alongside these intergovernmental discussions, the
Commonwealth will also be continyjng dissussigns;with Queensland farming
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organisations, with the aim of achieving an outcome that meets the Commonwealth's

greenhouse objectives and is acceptable to farming stakeholders.

Yours sincerely

/(John Howard)

RTI Document No.54
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Premier’s briefing note
Policy
Title: Vegetation Management - compensation

te:

1 December 20

1. Purpose
To advise on the progress of negotiations with the Commonwedlitifti'regard to compensation
for vegetation management and seek your agreement to sign the attached letter to the Prime
Minister. ' ‘

2. Background .
As recommended in a briefing note dated 10 November 2000, you signed/z/letter fo the
Prime Minister suggesting that Queensland and the Commonwealth recorimencé
negotiations for compensation for tree clearing controls,

The Prime Minister responded positively to your letter on 18 Noverbey 2000. As a result
Queensland officers - including the Director-General of DNR; Terry Hogan, the Assistant
Under-Treasurer, Walter Ivessa, and Execulive Director of Envirohment and Resources
. Policy, Terry Wall - met with Commonwealth officers ied-by the Deputy Secretary of the
Departinent of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Tan Wait, or 28 November 2000.

3. Issues
The Commonwealth is principally looking td.achievé a positive greenhouse oufcome.
Specifically, the Commonwealth wants Queensiand-to set'a cap on total annual tree clearing
of remnant vegetation (ie excluding regrowth). At the meeting, Commonwealth officers
indicated a cap that would be around the status quoror a little less. ' ‘

The Commonwealth emphasis is o1 reducing tre€ clearing to achieve a lower rate of clearing -
rather than to protect biodiversity. As/such, the Commonwealth’s desired-approach would
not be consistent with the objectives’of our'Vegetation Management Act (VMA) that seeks

to protect vegetation by classification-ofits' ecosystem, thus encouraging biodiversity.

The proposal from the Commonwealth'is that they would use Greenhouse Gas Abatement
Fund moneys to enter the ‘market’ and buy-back permits within the cap on an annual basis
s0 as to achieve their greenhouse fargets. The Commonwealth is keen to implement some
form of market systern that will enable landholders who are granted clearing permits within a
cap under the VMA to etther: exercise their permit (clear the land); sell their permit to
another landholder (who is‘permitted under the VMA to clear the land); or, as noted above,
to sell the permit to the Commonwealth (the Commonwealth will then take the permit out of
the system, thus reducing clearing), A

Contrary to Public Interest

As proposed by the Commonwealth, the scheme would rely entirely on Queensland’s
administration of the VMA. The Commonwealth admitted they hope Queensland would take
on this administrative burden without Commonwealth funding assistance.

Area: ERP
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Beyond concerns we hold for the logistics of the Commonwealth’s proposal, of great
concern is the Commonwealth’s apparent stance that, by only buying some permits out of
the system to reduce the rate of “legal” clearing (under the VMA) for greenhouse reasons,
the Commonwealth would not be offering compensation for landholders affected by the.
VMA.

Based on previous discussions with QFF and AgForce it is certain that were the State to set a

“cap on total clearing, landholders who would not obtain permits within the cap would
immediately demand compensation for lost capital value of the land. Thus it would appear
the Commonwealth proposal does not advance the issue beyond the cufvent compensation
impasse.

Nevertheless, officials have agreed to continue the negotiations at ‘techiical officer’ level.
Whilst it is apparent that the model proposed by the Commonwealth is unsatisfactory from
both its technical and policy perspective, continuing negotialions with officérs who have
appropriate scientific and logistical knowledge of the issue froni DNR and the
Commonwealth would be useful to progress the issue. -

4. Consultation _ : .
DNR and Treasury are involved in the ongoing nggotiation§with the Commonwealth.

5. Is this in accordance with Government/election’ comuiitinents?
Yes. . :

6. Recommendation
That you note this advice and sign the aitached lettei to the Prime Minister.

N
// / -
/ y(‘/‘.‘- 7
LZ*’/?///

~ Dr Glyn Davis
Director-General

Action Officer: Rowena Mclntosh ED: ) DD
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The Hon Peter Beattie MLA PR o 7' é, S i |
Premier of Queensland VE e BN é.f £§ JU* 2001
PO Box 185 W
BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002 il o
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My dear Premier

-

Further to my 1etter of 18 November 2000 and your response of 5 December 2000, 1 am

| PR R

I am aware that since late last year, discussions at officiale’ Aevel and discussions with
farming organisations have helped clarify respegtive positions, particularly in relation to
possible options to significantly further reduce Quegnslandland clearing. I also
understand that Queensland officials have uidertakén additional work on how such
options might be implemented.

[ consider that at this stage it would bé.fielpful formy government to detail further its
policy and funding positions on thig/ matter.

I see regulation of vegelation mantagefpent as/essentially a state responsibility and that
responsibility for the design and implemenration of land clearing arrangements remains a
matter for your government,/However, Ufecognise that it is in the national interest to
reduce the very high rates of land clearing in Queensland to achieve a significant
reduction in greenhouse gas.efmissions beyond the reduction likely to be achieved
through the implementation of Queensland’s existing legislation. Accordingly, I reiterate -
that the Commonwéalth would be prepared to provide a financial contribution
commensurate with thetand clearing reduction negotiated and implemented by your
government, agid on the basig'that it is over and above the combined outcomes of
Queensland’$éxisting-vegetation management regime and the National Action Plan on

S almlty and Water Quality.

Shouldlyeu wish-to-take up this offer of assistance, I tnvite your government to prov1de a
detailed prepesal and cost estimates, consistent with the following objectives and
parameters.

The Commonwealth would be prepared to provide assistance if Queensland negotiates
and implements further land clearing restrictions that would:

. achieve by 2006 and be at least sustained thereafter, a significant, certain and cost-
effective reduction in greenhouse gas emissions beyond the reduction likely to be
" achieved from the full implementation of Queensland’s existing vegetation
management regime and its commitments under the National Action Plan on Salinity
and Water Quality;
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. - compensate landholders if and where property rights are lost as a result of achlevmcr
further Queensland land clearing reductions; :

. have support from farming oroams'ations and landholders; and

. be SleJBCt to review in 2005 to assess their economic, social and environmental
effects and to identify possible. amendments to arrangements in the light of outcomes
to that date.

"The Commonwealth would, of course, need to satisfy itself that these parameters have
been met before determining its financial contribution. I would expéct that arrangements
would be implemented to link any payments to abatement outcorhés adhieved by the
actual reduction in clearing.

The total costs of any new overall arrangements would need to be Funded equally by the -
Commonwealth and Queensland governments, with any Commoénwesith contribution
being matched by a contribution of new state government funding-which is additional to
your current commitments. It is anticipated that joint filnding could apply over a period
of approximately 10 years.

As noted, details of any arrangements to secugé/additonaband significant land clearing
reductions, including necessary negotiations(with fafming/organisations and landholders,
would be a matter for your government. We donot wish to be prescriptive about how
the further significant reduction in land clearing, and consequently in greenhouse gas
emassions, might be achieved.

[n terms of What might constitute 4 Significant réduction in greenhouse gas emissions
trom further reduced land cleariig; we would be happy to consider a case from your
-government as part of any proposal:~/As a Midication, and against the background of
Australia’s international obligations, the-Commonwealth would be looking for a sizeable
and sustained reduction ir/ihe “businesy as usual” remnant clearing rate that has
averaged around 200,000 t0-230;000 hectares per annum over the past decade, beyond
the reduction in “business as usnal” clearing flowing from the existing vegetation
management regime‘agd National Action Plan commitments.

* { hope that youy/go vernmentwill take up our offer 1o help address this important issue.

In the first instafice, Twould welcome a positive response to this offer, and thereafter
await your detailed propesals following your negotiations with Queensland stakeholders.

- Yours sjncerely.

/(John Howard)
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The Hon Petel Beattle MILA /,"/_ N o
Premier of Queensland = 20 S HBNOD ] 24 JUL 2004

PO Box 185
BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

My dear Premier

Further to my letter of 18 November 2000, and your response-0£5 De¢ember 2000, T am

wuung i ielalion 1o Quccumlaud iairG VICS.uug

I am aware that since late last year, discussions at officials”level’and discussions with
farming organisations have helped clarify respective positions, particularly in relation to
possible options to significantly further reduce/QQueensland\land clearing. I also
understand that Queensland officials have undértaken additional work on how such
options might be implemented.

I consider that at this stage it would bedielpful for my sovernment to detail further its

- policy and funding positions on this matter.

I'see regulation of vegetation management as'essentially a state responsibility and that
responsibility for the design and implemeniation of land clearing arrangements remains a
matter for your government,” However, 1 récognise that it is in the national interest to
reduce the very high rates of land clearing in Queensland to achieve a significant
reduction in greenhouse gas-emjssions beyond the reduction likely to be achieved
through the implementation of Queensland’s existing legislation. Accordingly, T reiterate
that the Commonwealth would be prepared to provide a financial contribution
commensurate witlythe land clearing reduction negotiated and implemented by your
government, and’ on the basis.that it is over and above the combined outcomes of
Queensland’s ¢xisting vegetation management regime and the National Action Plan on
Salinity and Water Quality.

Should you wish tofake up this offer of assistance, I invite your government to provide a
detailed proposal and cost estimates, consistent with the following objectives and
parameters. ' :

The Commonwealth would be prepared to provide assistance if Queensland negotiates
and implements further land clearing restrictions that would:

. achieve by 2006 and be at least sustained thereafter, a significant, certain and cost-
effective reduction in greenhouse gas emissions beyond the reduction likely to be
achieved from the full implementation of Queensland’s existing vegetation
management regime and its commitments under the National Action Plan on Salinity
and Water Quality;
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. compensate landholders if and where property rights are lost as a result of achieving
further Queensland land clearing reductions;

» have support from farming organisations and landholders; and

- be subject to review in 2005 to assess their economic, social and environmental
effects and to identify possible amendments to arrangements in the light of outcomes
- to that date.

The Commonwealth would, of course, need to satisfy itself that thege parameters have
been met before determining its financial contribution. I would expect that arrangements
would be implemented to link any payments to abatement outcomes actievet by the
actual reduction in clearing.

The total costs of any new overall arrangements would neéd to befunided equally by the
Commonwealth and Queensland governments, with any Commonwealth contribution
being matched by a contribution of new state government fundirg which is additional to
your current commitments. It is anticipated that joint funding-could apply over a period
of approximately 10 years. .

As noted, details of any arrangements to secure/additional ond significant land clearing
reductions, including necessary negotiations‘with farminjg organisations and landholders,
would be a matter for your government. We do not-wish to be prescriptive about how
the further 31gmf1cant reduction in land clearing, and ¢onsequently in greenhouse gas
emissions, might be achieved.

In terms of what might constitute asignificant réduction in greenhouse gas emissions
from further reduced land clearifig, we would/be happy to consider a case from your
government as part of any proposal. “As-an indication, and against the background of
Australta’s international obligations, the Commonwealth would be looking for a sizeable
and sustained reduction in/the “business’as usual” remnant clearing rate that has |
averaged around 200,000 to 256,000 hectares per annum over the past decade, beyond
the reduction in “business as usual’? clearing flowing from the éxisting vegetation
management regime and-National Action Plan commitments.

I hope that your'government will take up our offer to help address this important issue.
In the first instance, Fwould welcome a positive response to this offer, and thereafter
await your defailed proposals following your negotiations with Queensland stakeholders.

Yours sjncerely

RTI Document No.60




This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (QId)

.
o L
B [ . w.,,.. 1 PRIME MINISTER
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The Hon Peter Beattie MLA ﬁﬁ/% : ém ‘Eé)_ﬂw : :
Premier of Queensland V= RN3B 5 24 JuL 2001

PO Box 185 N
BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

My dear Premier

Further to my letter of 18 November 2000, and your response-of 5 December 2000, T am

wilting in telation 1o Queensland land elearing. -

I am aware that since late last year, discussions at officialy’ devel and discussions with
farming organisations have helped clarify respective positions, particularly in relation to
possible options to significantly further reducd Quegnslandland clearing. [ also
understand that Queensland officials have undertaken additional work on how such
options might be implemented. :

I consider that at this stage it would be helpful for’my government to detail further its
policy and funding positions on thi§/matter. '

I see regulation of vegetation managérient/as essentially a state responsibility and that
responsibility for the design-and ifiiplementation of land clearing arrangements Temains a
matter for your governmeny, However, ['recognise that it is in the national interest to
reduce the very high ratés of land clearing in Queensland to achieve a significant
reduction in greénhouse gas emissions beyond the reduction likely to be achieved
through the implementation of Queensland’s existing legislation. Accordingly, I reiterate
that the Commonwealth-would be prepared to provide a financial contribution
commensurate with the Tand clearing reduction negotiated and implemented by your
government, Archon the basis that it is over and above the combined cutcomes of
Queensland’s existing vegetation management regime and the National Action Plan on
Salinity and-Water Quality.

Should-yow'wish to take up this offer of assistance, I invite your government [o provide a
detailed proposal and cost estimates, consistent with the following objectives and
parameters.

The Commonwealth would be prepared to provide assistance if Queensland negotiates
and implements further land clearing restrictions that would:

. achieve by 2006 and be at least sustained thereafter, a significant, certain and cost-
effective reduction in greenhouse gas emissions beyond the reduction [ikely to be
achicved from the Tull implementation of Queensland’s existing vegetation
management regime and its commitments under the National Action Plan on Salinity
and Water Quality;
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. . compensate landholders if and where property rights are lost as a result of achieving
further Queensland land clearing reductions;

. have support from farming organisations and landholders; and

. be subject to review in 2005 to assess their economic, social and environmental
effects and to identify possible-amendments to arrangements in the light of outcomes
to that date. '

The Commonwealth would, of course, need to satisfy itself that thegé/parameters have
been met before determining its financial contribution. I would expect et arrangements
would be implemented to link any payments to-abatement outcomes-achieved by the
actual reduction in clearing.

The total costs of any new overall arrangements would need to'be funded equally by the
Commonwealth and Queensland governments, with any Commonwézlth contribution
being matched by a contribution of new state government-funding which is additional to
your current commitments. Itis ant1c1pated that joint funding-could apply over a period
of approxtmately 10 years.

As noted, details of any arrangements to secure additionabdnd significant {and clearing
réductions, including necessary negotiations with farming organisations and landholders,
would be a matter for your government. We do not wish to be prescriptive about how
the further significant reduction in land elearing, and consequently in greenhouse gas
emissions, might be achieved.

In terms of what might constitute4 significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions

- from further reduced land clearing; wé would be happy to consider a case from your
government as part of any pfopesal. As an indication, and against the background of
Australia’s international obligations, the Commonwealth would be looking for a sizeable
and sustained reduction in-the/Sbusiness as usual” remmant clearing rate that has
averaged around 200,000 to 250,000 hectares per annum over the pasi decade, beyond
the reduction in “buSiness as usual” clearing flowing from the existing Vegetatlon
management regime and National Action Plan commitments.

I hope that yout governinent will take up our offer to help address this important 1ssue.
In the first instance, I'would welcome a_posmve response to this offer, and thereafter
await yourdetailed proposals following your negotiations with Queensland stakeholders.

Yours sjncerely
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-Government

Please quote: /RMOS/ERP
Premier of Queensland

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

~ Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

7
7

7

Dear Mygtidward /
[ refer to your letter of 24 July 2001 in relation to Commgnwealih poli AI funding positions on
land clearing in Queensland. -

I share your commitment (o resolve this longstanding and pressing issue. Indications in your letter
that the Commonwealth is now prepared to provide a ﬁnanu aJ’contribution towards reducing the
impact of tree clearing controls on landholders is Welcomed/

L
As you have pointed out in your letter, the Queen Ld Govemment enacted vegetation
management legislation in September 2000 and/1 1s 1mplement1ng the new arrangements across
the State. Evidence available to date indicates thy L\/th Iegislatlon s contents are being met.

significant clarification is required as @ precisc) §What the Commonwealth is seeking and offering

Before it is possible to progress discussigns o furthering controls on clearing in Queensland
on this matter. There are three 1ssu@£/':rismg m your letter requiring a further response from the

Commonwealth. /

Firstly, in relation to fmmmg, yQ mﬂ‘ e;ter s silent ori how much of a financial contribution the
Commonwealth is wiiling to make. 1 zy{ sure you understand that very different reductions in the
rate of cleanng can/b¢ achieved depepding on the amount of money you are prepared to invest.

The benefits defived from reduced/land clearing in Queensland do not stop at the State border. All
Australians will benefit from any’additional actions in Queensland and vet there is considerable
inequity in the funding arrangethent you propose. For example, Queensland’s population represents
around 19 per cent of the total’ Australian population but you propose that Queenslanders should
fund almost 60 percent of thé cost of actions to reduce land clearing which would achieve
reductions in Australia’s ézenhouse gas emissions. This is in addition to the $280 million in
funding my Government/has already committed to enhanced natural resource management since
coming to office, To 9! te the Commonwealth has only supported enhanced natural resource
management in Queensland through a commitment to provide $81 million over seven years toward
the National Action P%an for Salinity and Water Quality.

Executive Building
100 George Street Brisbane

PO Box 185 Brisbane Albert Street
Queensland 4002 Australia

Telephone +61 7 3224 4500

Facsimile +61 7 3221 3631
EmailThePremier@prgmiers.qld.gov.au
Wehsite www.thepremier.gld.gov.au
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I cannot accept continuing inequities of this nﬁagnitude being perpetrated by the Commonwealth on
the citizens of Queensland.

In suggesting a possible funding model I believe a parallel could be drawn with the State / Federal
funding formula used with the National Reserve System. As you would well know, this formula
sees the Federal Government matching each State dollar on a two for one Wasis. /As the National
Reserve System is aimed at achieving similar habitat protection outcomes as trég cleating controls, I
. see little reason why a similar funding approach should not be considegfed to-find further reductions
in land clearing. Queensland, of course, continues to cover the entiré management/costs of tree
clearing controls with no Commonwealth contribution. '

Secondly, Queensland requires greater guidance on the type of vegetation management regime the
Commonwealth is seeking. Your letter requests a detailed ptoposal-and cost estimates for a scheme
to further reduce land clearing in order to achieve a ‘significant) cerfdinand cost effective reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions’. However, if is not clear gXactly what this means. Some analysts
believe such a significant reduction would require the {Hclusion of considerable areas of regrowth
and/or not of concern vegetation communitics. Wh ;,d/ degree of cértainty are you seeking and how
do you intend to measure the cost effectiveness, of measiirés implemented? '

Further reference is made to a ‘sizeable’ re n in the ‘business as usual’ clearing rate but there
is considerable uncertainty about: whethen) {o'Commonwiéalth is seeking only an initial “cap” on

~ clearing rates and, if so, precisely what thijfv ? p should/be;, whether the Commonwealth is seeking
an annual reduction in clearing rates,over time and, if so, what that annual reduction should be; and
whether the Commonwealth’s ulti {ie goalis'the ¢omplete phasing out of clearing altogether or
some other target. -/ '

y

There are 2 number of otherifz/:ﬁ{guiﬁés arising from your letter. For example, I am advised that

- the Bonn Agreement on K)fzo Profgcol Rules stipulate that greenhouse sink measures must
contribute to biodiversity conservation and the sustainable use of natural resources. Your desire to
distinguish so called “additionalyiniﬁatives from existing biodiversity achievements under’
Queensland’s vegetatiofymanagément arrangements and commitments under the National Action
Plan for Salinity and Water Qualityis therefore puzzling..

To add to the confusion, yotr additional proposal to restrict Commonwealth interest to reductions in
the “remnant” glearing rage suggests that the Commonwealth has no interest in the important
contribution that regrowfi native vegetation makes to absorbing atmospheric carbon.

Finally, as T have told%he media, Queensland is ready to resolve this issue in the national interest
and is prepared to wérk with your Government to do this. Any approach in progressing this issue
will require your évemment to jointly and actively participate in consultation with affected groups
and landholders; therefore invite you and your Ministers to join with my Ministers and me to
meet with landhglders in Queensland’s rural communities that will be most affected. The necessary
arrangements be made at the State level.
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The Commonwealth Government has international responsibilities for greenh’i){use as evidenced by
its participation in both the Kyoto and Bonn conferences. It has clear national responsibilities for
biodiversity as evidenced by its use of the Federal Environment Proteetion and Biodiversity
Protection Bill to list tree clearing as a threatening process, and it h S taken a leading role on
salinity and water quality as evidenced by the current National Action Plan. As all three of these
environmental issues are impacted by tree clearing it is clearly-finsustainable/for the

Commonwealth to assert that controls on free clearing are solely a State regponsibility.

No doubt you will be aware that further moves toﬂ%@ clearing, over ard aboyéthose
implemented by Queensland, will be controversigliWill severely impact on many. Iandholders, and
will have a significant economic impact in soe/of Queensland’s regions. Given that Ausiralia as a
whole will be the major beneficiary of any s Anove to satisfy international obligations, I do not

accept that it is my Government’s %i‘espgnéﬁbﬂity to negotiate further charnges.

This issue has been a matter of cp c) m to/ both our Governments for/soraetime now. I am keen to
see it resolved as quickly as pé%éij}fe. Ibelieve that it myist be progressed in a cooperative,
bipartisan way, with open negotiatiohs with all concernéd, with much greater clarity from the
Commonwealth on its expectation$ and a more realistic contfibution of matching federal funds.

I look forward to a response /that gives greater detail to thefornl and quantum the Commonwealth
envisages in tighter contro]s on tree clearing inQueensland.

Yours sincerely

PRI?A R AND MINISTER FOR TRADE
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Premier’s briefing note
Policy ' L
Title:  Response to the Prime Minister on Land Clearing Date: 6 August 2001 . I

e

-

1. Purpose .

To respond to the Prime Minister’s letter to you dated 24 July 2001 proposing
Commonwealth policy and funding positions in relation to expanded land-clearing controls
in Queensland o

2. Background/Issues ' :
Policy Division in close consultation with your Deputy Chief of Steff has prepased the
attached draft response to the Prime Minister. '

The letter is consistent with your public responses on this isgue.

The letter welcomes the Commonwealth’s indication it is willing to pfevide a financial
contribution to enhanced vegetation management conirels in Queénsiand. However, the
response seeks further information and clarification of what the Commonwealth is seeking
the Queensland Government and Queensland landholders todeliver, Clarification is sought
in three main areas: ‘

‘e the precise financial contribution the Comfrionwéalth is prepared to make, noting that the
proposed 50:50 funding formula is inequitable/and unaéceptable to Queensland — it
proposes the alternative of a two third Commonwezlth / one third State funding
contribution; : ' . ‘

o greater guidance on the type of regime the Comitnonwealth is seeking to have
implemented; and ‘

¢ acommitment that the Prime Ministér and hi§ Ministers will jointly and actively
participate with the Queenslatid Governnieint in consulting and negotiating any changes
with affected groups and landholders.

3. Recommendation
That you sign the aftached lettér'to the Prime Minister

%

Dr Gﬁyn Davis
Director-General

/\%ﬁJ fficer: Terry Wall - ED: ° DDG: -~
a: Envircnment and Resources Policy ‘
" Telephone: 58030

)

o>
<o
Do
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Premier’s briefing note

Policy ‘
Title:  Vegetation management — Letter to Prime Minister Date: 9 August 2001 -~ 4
1. Purpose

To provide a suggested way forward on the issues raised in the attached note from your Deputy Chief
of Staff.

2. Baékground
You sought Policy Division’s advice on this matter.

3. Issues &

The note from your Deputy Chief of Staff correctly highlights the dilemma the Govefnment faces in
responding to the Prime Minister in a timely and positive fashion while not jeopardising the State’s
financial position.

The suggestion of going to CBRC first is problematic. While this would-deldy any response to the

Prime Minister, it is also difficult to conceive as to what CBRC would actually be asked to consider.
It is virtually impossible to identify the magnitude of any financial comniitment until we get greater
detail from the Federal Government as to what sort of arrangemeént they envisage being put in place.

Equally sending the letter without any indication ofAvhat/the State’'might be prepared to offer may
stall the process to the Commonwealth’s advantage:

- We suggest a possible way forward may be to redraft therelévant paragraph of the letter so as to
raise 2 for 1 as one of a number of possible funding options that the two Governments should
consider in further discussions. But this.would be cleafly on the condition of satisfactory resolution
of the issues on which you are seeking ¢larification;4nd on adequate recognition of Queensland’s
existing contributions to tree clearing controls. Thls would provide a positive offer, but at the same
time would maintain the State’s fléxibility 4s to dny final contribution according to our view on what

“appropriate recognition” means.

The paragraph would read 2§ follows:

“...To explore the possible funding regime there are a number of models to draw on. A parallel could
be drawn with the State / Federal funding formula used with the National Reserve System. As
you would well Know, this formula sees the Federal Government matching each State dollar on a
two for one basis. Asthe National Reserve System is aimed at achieving similar habitat
protection outdomes as tree plearing controls, I see little reason why a similar funding approach
should not/at leasi-be considered in the development of a regime to fund further reductions in fand
clearing, Of course, the quantum of any State contribution would be dependent on the satisfactory
resolution of issues for‘which I"m secking clarification in this letter and appropriate recognition of
the $111 million Queensland has already committed to vegetation management....”

A revised lettér incorporating this paragraph is attached for your signature if you agree

4. Recommendation
That you consider the contents of this brief and, if you agree, sign the attached revised 1ettel fa the

Prime Mini %
/ / b7 #
(JZ lyn Davis
Director-General

AC Aﬁww
T

-MI-MM ‘

Action Officer: Terry Wall ED:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy

Tele}:)hone: 58030 ’ RTI Document No0.67 _ : ﬁb/
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Queensland
- Government

Please quote: /RMOS/ERP
Premier of Queensland

%/O
. 7 |
__J-\O/ L

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard:

I refer to your letter of 24 JTuly 2001 in relation to Commonwealil/policy and funding positions on
land clearing in Queensland.

I share your commitment to resolve this longstandinig and pressifig issue. Indications in your letter
that the Commonwealth is now prepared to provide a finaneial €onfribution towards reducing the
impact of tree clearing controls on landholders is welcomed:

As you have pointed out in your letter, the/QQueensland Government enacted vegetation
management legislation in September 2600 and is now/implementing the new arrangements across
the State. Evidence available fo date indicatey/that the legislation’s contents are being met.

Before it is possible to progress disoussions on fufthering controls on clearing in Queensland

_ on this matter. There are three issueg/atising from your letter requiring a further response from the
Commonwealth.

Firstly, in relation to funding, your letter is silent on how much of a financial contribution the

Commonwealth is willing to make. I am sure you understand that very different reductions in the
rate of clearing can be achieved depending on the amount of money you are prepared to invest.

The benefits derived from reduced land clearing in Queensland do not stop at the State border. All
Australians will beniefit from any additional actions in Queensland and yet there is considerable
inequity in thé funding amrdngement you propose. For example, Queensland’s population represents
around 19 per cent/of the total Australian population but you propose that Queenslanders should
fund almost 60 percent of the cost of actions to reduce land clearing which would achieve

- reductions in Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions. This is in addition to the $280 million in
funding my Government has already committed to enhanced natural resource managemernt since
coming to office. To date the Commonwealth has only supported enhanced natural resource
management in Queensland through a commitment to provide $81 million over seven years toward
the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality.

Executive Building

100 Gearge Street Brishane

PO Box 185 Brisbane Albert Street
Queensland 4oo2 Australia
Telephone +61 7 3224 4500

Facsimile +61 7 3221 3631

Email ThePremier@premiers.gld.gov.au
Website www.thepremier.gld.gov.au
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I cannot accept continuing inequities of this magmtude being perpetrated by the Commonwealth on
the citizens of Queensland.

Secondly, Queensland requires greater guidance on the type of vegetation management regime the
Commonwealth is seeking. Your letter requests a detailed proposal and cost estimates for a scheme
to further reduce land clearing in order to achieve a ‘significant, certain and cost effective reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions’, However, it is not clear exactly what this mearis. Some analysts
believe such a significant reduction would require the inclusion of considerable areas of regrowth
and/or not of concern vegetation communities. What degree of certainty are you seeking and how
do you intend to measure the cost effectiveness of measures implemented?

Further reference is made to a ‘sizeable’ reduction in the ‘business\as ustat’ clearing rate but there
is considerable uncertainty about: whether the Commonwealth is seeking only an initial “cap” on
clearing rates and, if so, precisely what that cap should be; whether the Commonwealth is seeking
an annual reduction in clearing rates over time and, if so, whatthat annual reduction should be; and
whether the Commonwealth’s ultimate goal is the complete phasing out of clearing altogether or
some other target.

There are a number of other ambiguities arising frofm ‘yourt letter/ For example, I am advised that
the Bonn Agreement on Kyoto Protocol Rules stipulate-fhiat gréegnhouse sink measures must
contribute to biodiversity conservation and the sustainable use’of natural resources. Your desire to
distinguish so called “additional” initiatives from existing biodiversity achievements under
Queehsland’s vegetation management arrangemenis.and’ commitments under the National Action
Plan for Sahmty and Water Quality is therefore puzzling.

To add to the confusion, your additionalproposal to/restrict Commonwealth interest to reductions in
the “remnant” clearing rate suggests that the Commonwealth has no interest in the important
contribution that regrowth native vegetation makes to absorbing atmospheric carbon.

Finally, as T have told the media, Queénsland is ready to resolve this issue in the national interest
and is prepared to work with your Government to do this. Any approach in progressing this issue
will require your Government to jointly and actively participate in consultation with affected groups

-and landholders. I therefore mvite you and your Ministers to join with my Ministers and me to
meet with landholders in Queensland’s rural communities that will be most affected The necessary
arrangements can b’ made af the State level.

The Commonwealth Government has international responsibilities for greenhouse as evidenced by
its participation in both theKyoto and Bonn conferences. It has clear national responsibilities for
biodiversity as evidenced by its use of the Federal Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Protection Bill to-list tree clearing as a threatening process, and it has taken a leading role on
salinity and water quality as evidenced by the current National Action Plan. As all three of these
environmental issues are impacted by tree clearing it is clearly unsustainable for the '
Commonwealth to assert that controls on tree clearing are solely a Stafe responsibility.
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No doubt you will be aware that further moves to limit land clearing, over and above those
implemented by Queensland, will be controversial, will severely impact on many landholders, and
will have a significant economic impact in some of Queensland’s regions. Given that Australia as a
whole will be the major beneficiary of any such move to satisfy international obligations, I do not
accept that it is my Government’s sole responsibility to negotiate further changes.

This issue has been a matter of concern to both our Governments for sometife now. I am keen to
sec it resolved as quickly as possible. I believe that it must be progressedir a cgoperative,
bipartisan way, with open negotiations with all concerned, with much greater ¢larity Arom the
Commonwealth on its expectations and a more realistic contribution of matching federal funds.

I look forward to a response that gives greater detail to the form and\quanttm the Commonwealth
envisages in tighter controls on tree clearing in Queensland.

Yours sincerely

Peter Beattie NP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE
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The Hon Peter Beattie MP
Premier of Queensland
Executive Building

100 George Street
BRISBANE QLD 4000

My dear Premier

Thank you for your letter of 10 August 2001 regardingland clearing in

* Queensland.

As set out in my letter to you of 24 July 2001, the Commonwealth’s offer to.
provide matching assistance recognises the natignal interest in reducing the
high rates of land clearing specific to Queensiand 1G/assist in meeting
Australia’s international greenhouse commitments. As indicated in that letter,

- T consider that land ¢learing 1§ pritédniy.a land management 1ssue and the
- responsibility of State and Territory governments.

I also indicated the Commonwealth'would be prepared to provide a financial
contribution commensurate with the rediction in emissions from land clearing
negotiated and implemented by your government. -Achieving a significant
reduction in greenhousé-gas/emissions will involve a sizeable and sustained
reduction in “business as-ustal” clearing rates over the past decade beyond that
flowing from the vegetation management regime and the National Action Plan
for Salinity and Water Quality. For example, a guaranteed reduction in the
order of 20 tof 75 megatonnes of carbon dicxide equivalent arnually could
provide sighificant abaterent to secure national outcomes from
Commonwealth investment.

“The Commbonwealth does not, however, wish to be prescriptive about how a

furthersigrificant reduction in land clearing, and consequently greenhouse gas

_emissions might be achieved. Your government has the relevant “on-ground”

knowledge and is best placed to further develop a workable and cost effective

scheme and engender the support and commitment of the Queensland

community that is crucial to successful implementation of sustainable Jand use
practices. However, the Commonwealth would require that any scheme to
provide for emissions reductions is readily verifiable and consistent with
internationally agreed definitions and reporting requirements.

RTI Document No.71




This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

You would be aware that officials of our two governments met on a number of
occasions, on a no prejudice basis, to discuss the mechanics of possible regimes
to reduce the rate of land clearing. I believe that there is now a basis to
continue these discussions in the context of developing a Queensland proposal
for consideration by the Commonwealth. It will also be important for our
governments to work together to incorporate robust emission accounting and

.ensure that international climate change considerations are fully addressed.

Other specific issues raised in your letter could also be discussed by officials.

I hope that your government will undertake the further work thatis necessary to

- develop and negotiate a detatled proposal that satisfies the Comimonwealthi’s

broad parameters. I would expect this would include an estimate of cogty'that
would be shared equally between our two governments, Upon receipt of such a
proposal, 1 assure you that we will seriously consider it with & view to timely
agreement on an outcome to this important issue.

Yours sincerely

J ohn Howard)
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My dear Prezaier ,

Thank yeu for vour letter of 10 August 2001 régarding'land clearing in
Queensland.

As set out in my letter to you of 24 July 20015 the Commonwealth's offer to
provide rmatching assistance recognjses the nationdl interest in reducing the
high rates of land clearing specific to Queenslafid to assist in meeting
Ausiralia’s intemational greenhgie commninheénts. As indicated in that letter,

Lisd

% [ consider thal land clearing Is pfimatily a lahd management issue and the
4 responsioility of Statc and Territory/goveriments.

[ also indicated the Com#ronwealth would be prepared to provide 2 financial
contribution commensdrate wWith thereduction in emissions from land clearing
negotiated and implemetiteddby your government. Achieving a significant '

{ reduction in greenhouse gas emissions will involve a sizeable and sustained
reduction in “business as usual” clearing rates over the past decade beyond that
flowing from (i vegetation management regime and the National Action Plan
for Salinity dng Water Quality. For example, a guaranteed reduction in the
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- The Cori-donwealih does not, however, wish to be prescriptive about how a
further signifjzant recuction in fand clearing, and consequently greenhouse gas
 emissions might be achieved. Your government has the relevant “gpn-ground”
knowledze and is best placed o further develop a workable and cost effective
| scheme and engender the support and commitment of the Queensland
community that is crucial lo successful implementation of sustainable land use
-practices. However, the Commonwealth would require that any scheme 1o
iprovide for emissions reductions is readily verifiable and consistent with
internaticnally agresd definitions and reporting requirements. ‘
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vou would be aware that officials of our two governments met on a number of
ccasions,-on a no prejudice basis, to discuss the mechanics of possible regimes
o raduce the rate of land clearing. I believe that there is now a basis 10

~aniinue these discussions in the context of developing a Queensland proposal
or sonsideration by the Commonwealth. It will alse be important for our
zovomments (6 work logether to mcorpordte robust emissioh agcounting and

xi -nsi e that international climate change considerations zré fully addressed.
BOthns specific issues raised in your lettcr could also be discussed by officials.

hc‘w that your government will undertake the further work thaf is necessary to
e\"rop and negotiate a detailed propesal that satisfies the Commonwealth’s
oad parameters. 1 would expect this would include an estirnate of costs that
ouid be shared equally between our two governsnents. Upon receipt of such a
roposal, I assure vou that we will seriously considéritwith a view to timely
sresment on an outcome to this important 1ssug, :

sk TOTAL PAGE.D2
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o be/0g
w: The Hon. Dr David Kemp MP | -

- Minister for the Environment and Heritage

. , 310CT 2002
" The Hon, Stephen Robertson MP -
Minister for Natural Resources and '
Mindster for Mines

PO Box 456 -

Brisbane Albert Street QLD 4002

Dear Mipister, Q(Q;Daw\ )

Thank you for your letter dated 16™ September 2002 notifying me of the fightening of codes for
vegetation clearing in the Queensland Murray Datling Basin (QMDB). The Commonwealth views
these interim measures applying to four sub-catchments of tHe OMDB-as a welcome step in
addressing the implications of the high rate of (and clearing in Queensland!

As you outlined, the changss have been designed as a éasure to address salinity hazard. The
Commonwealth recognises this initiative will assist Queensiand invsifeeting its commitments in the
Bilateral Agreement for implementation of the National-Azfion Pldn for Salinity and Water Quality.

- The code changes, however, only go part way towards \addressing.thc implications of land ¢learing
for biodiversity conservation and greenhouse gas abatemerit, For example, I am concerned that

Queensland’s vulnerable regional ecosystems on freehold fand can continue to be eleared. This
undermines our national biodiversity goals. I mge you t6 consider means of addressing this
important issue, consistent with the airs of tlie'agrecd Natlonal Framework for the Monitoring of
Australia’s Native Vegetation. N ' :

The Commonwealth remains williog to consider proposals from your government on ways to
 achieve greenhouse gas sbatentent, in/acenrdance with the offer made in the Prime Minister’s
correspondence to Premier Beattie of/16™ February 2002, As outlined by the Prime Minister any
Commonwealth assistance is contingentupon a sizeable and sustained reduction in “business as
usual’ clearing rates beyond that flowing from the current vegetation management regime, and the
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality. The letter provides some guidance in
determining what the.Commonweslth would consider significant abatement, and stresses the
importarice of ensaring that any proposed scheme engenders the support and commitment of the
Queensland comntunity.™ '

1 have copied your letter and my reply to the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Foresu'y; the
- Hon. Warred Truss. ‘ : ~ P“' C oy
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Yours sincerely

Parliament House, Canberra ACT 2600 Australia S
¢ Tel: (02) 6277 7640 » Fax: (02) 6273 6101 » WWW.68.20V.80 @l-
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MEDIA RELEASE

DR DAVID KEMP, MP o
Minister for the Environment and Heritage

K0l16 - » o o 22 May 2003

TALKS ON QUEENSLAND LANDCLEARING PROPOSAL

Broad details of a proposal to réduce land clearing in Queenstand were outliried today following a
meeting of Commonwealth Ministers with AgForce and the Queensland Farmers? Fedérdtion.

Howard Government Ministers David Kenp (Environment and Heritage); Warten Tfuss
(Agriculture, Forestry and Iisheries); Tan Macfarlane, (Industry, Tourism and Resources); and lan
Macdonald (Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation) met with Mr Larry Acton of AgForce, Mr Gary
Sansom of Queensland Farmers’ Federation (QFF) and other peimary industry leaders to outline the
proposal and seek the views of these important stakeholders on its merifs;

“This proposal has been developed by Queensland and worked on by Commonwealth and
Queensland officials in recent weeks. It meets the Comimonwealth Government’s objectives of a
substantial reduction in the clearing of remnant vegetation /in greghhouse gas emissions and the
additional protection of the biodiversity of ecosystems, ™ Dr'Kenip said.

Key elements under discussion are:

¢ The immediate protection of ' of coripern’ vegetation;

s The phase down of broadacre cléating Of remuant vegetation to zero by 2006 under a
traditional cap of 500,000 hectares;

‘o Continuation of regrowth ¢learingland of the Regional Vegetation Management Plan
process; :

e Continuation of some exemptions (eg. for woody weed control, infrastructure development,
legitimate forest practices, appropriate thinning and fodder harvesting under permit); and

A joint Commontealth and Queensland adjustment assistance package of up to $150
million with threg key elements: -

- $130@ millien for financial incentives to assist with the transition (or, where
necessary, for exit assistance)

- /¥12 million for incentives to improve management of the more valuable remnant
vegetation

- $8million for incentives to develop best practice farm management plans

- The Commonwealth indicated it is willing to consider alternatives to the proposal that achieve the
Commonwealth’s objectives in an assured, timely and cost effective manner. -

“We understand the strong interest in this proposal from a range of groups and we intend, with
Queensland, to hold consultations with other industry groups, conservation groups, regional bodies,
local government and the finance sector as soon as possible,” Dr Kemp said.

Media contact: Catherine Job 02 6277 7640 or 0408 648 400
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Premier’s briefing note

Policy

Title:  Letter to the Prime Minister on funding for
vegetation management,

13 December 2002 ‘\

1. Purpose
To provide background information on a proposed letter to the Prime Minister (copy attached for
your signature) aimed at progressing negotiations on funding for vegetation management.

2. Background

Negotiations with the Commonwealth on funding to reduce larid clearing-have dragged on for over
three years. An offer has recently been made through the Secretary of Environtaerit/Australia for
funding of up to $30 million (to be matched by Queensland) for the prote(nuh of*of concern’
regional ecosystems on frechold land.

3. Issues :

Your Deputy Chief-of-Staff advised you of the Commonwealth offer in-anote dated 21 November
2002 (copy atiached). Mr McGreevy proposed that Queenslandwiake a “bigger and better”
counter-offer — a strategy with which you agreed.

The attached letter for your signature sets out a counter-otfer involving an integrated package to
cover biodiversity, land degradation, salinity and greenhouse gas abatement costing $150 million
to be shared equally between the Commonwealth and the State. The letter also sets out the basic
requirements for Queensland’s involvement in-any arrangements.

DPC understands that information about/the Commonwealth’s offer of funding has been leaked to
journalists and may be the subject of &/Couri¢r'Mail article tomorrow. It would be important to
flag Queensland’s position before this oscuirs.

You should note that agreement/from the Commonwealth to this package would commit the State

to finding $75m over 5 years to delivérite pdckage. We have previously briefed you on possible
revenue sources,

4, Consultation
No consultation has oéeurred.

5. Is this in acecvdance with Government election commitments?
There are no relevant election commitments, g ,

f * ___,—--'"—-—-——_-
6. Recominendation

That you signthésattached letter. , /pﬁ.@/’l/b/ er s e /lw/g_

girii?oiﬁ?ﬁiral , S’g’mﬁd/%\)(eof CO/O‘tj '
Gya Thew amended oy,
1S wow ataches/

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys
Area: Environment and Resources
Telephone: 322 46478

YO 11,
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Queensland
- Government

Premier of Queensland
and Minister for Trade

Pleasé quote: TNAOSS/AVERP

:T’hé.:ﬁonourable John Howard MP |
Prime Minister

Parliament House
CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear oward/

The last three years has seen a regular exchange of correspondence between us on the
subject of land clearing in Queensland. While the general piificiples of a joint approach
between our two governments on this issue have béen extensively discussed, no detailed
proposal has yet been agreed by both parties.

On 31 October 2002, the Honourable David Kemp MP, Minister for the Environment and
Heritage, wrote to the Honourable Stephen Robertson MP, Minister for Natural Resources
and Minister for Mines, reiterating Commonwealth proposals regarding greenhouse gas
abatement. He also flagged the issue’of management of vulnerable regional ecosystems
(equivalent to ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems urider State legislation).

I have been further advised that the Secretary/of Environment Australia has recently
contacted the Director-General of the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and
Mines to make a “without prejudice” proposal for funding of up to $30 million (matched by
Queensland) to assist with the protection of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freshold
land. The proposal is unique-in‘that, for the first time, the Commonwealth has specified a
possible level of fimding and a range of matters to be resolved. I understand that informal
further discussions on this have occurred at officials’ level — again on a ‘without prejudice’
basis.

I believe you would agree that, while some progress is being made, the form of a joint
approach between ourtwo governments on land clearing needs to be resolved once and for
all. In order to reach this point I think it is appropriate to set out some of the issues which my
Govertinent would consider to be essential features of any agreement, They are as follows:

1. All components of a Commonwealth contribution to the resolution of clearing issues
should be agreed and announced at the same time. Sequential roli-out of individual
initiatives such as any addressed at Greenhouse gas reductions, will generate unnecessary

-and unwanted uncertainty for the State’s landholders.

Executive Building

100 George Street Brisbane

PO Box 185 Brisbane Albert Street
Queensland 4002 Australia
Telephone +61 73224 4500

Facsimile +61 7 3221 3631

Email ThePremier@premiers.qld.gov.au
Website www.thepremier.qid.gov.au
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2. Any joint approach must result in a significant and substantial reduction in land clearing
to achieve biodiversity, land degradation, salinity and greenhouse gas abatement goals,
In this respect, I am disappointed that the Commonwealth is currently restricting its
interest to ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold land as these areas represent less
than 0.7% of all intact native vegetation in the State. I consider that we would achieve
far more effective results with a larger integrated package.

3. Both governménts must stand by the agreement and go to the community with it. As you
will be aware, any initiative on land clearing will be controversial anid universal support,
even from key rural industry groups, is unlikely to be forthcoming;

4. The Commonwealth must recognise that legislative backing is required to deliver
certainty for defined vegetation management outcomes and e ensure-cost-effectiveness.
Queensland is prepared to use and extend its existing vegetation management framework
for this purpose. However, the Commonwealth must be ptepared to/ support this and also
refrain from using its own legislation to duplicate or augment the l¢vel of protection
agreed. :

5. Any Queensland financial contribution to the joint arranigements will include the cost of
_ administration and implementation.

6. The above arrangements are consistent with the Commeonwealth’s position as stated in
earlier correspondence.

I consider that these proposals are bothrealistic and practical and I seck your agreement to
progress this matter further. With your support; [ would propose that the next step would be
for our officers to draft a Memorandum 6f Understanding for us to sign which would detail
the proposed arrangements inchiding respective financial contributions. This would then
form the basis for detailed consulfatioh by both our Governments with key stakeholders.

On a related matter, I noté that the Secrefary of Environment Australia has also proposed
fonding of up to $7.5 mitlion (inatched by Queensland) for the protection of wetlands in
Queensland. Recent media reports relating to Senate approval of the Commonwealth’s sugar
industry levy legislation have madé reference to a further $16 million being made available
with half to be provided by Queensland. While I am prepared to study any proposal on its
merits, until Queénsland-igprovided with the details of the proposed package, I am in no
position to mdke any commitments,

I look forward to your early reply.

Yours sincerely

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page 2 of 3
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Queensland
~ Government

Premier of Queensland
and Minister for Trade

Please guote: TN4055T/AI/ERP

1'3 DEC 2002

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear oward/

The last three years has seen a regular exchange of correspondence’between us on the
subject of land clearing in Queensland. While the general principles of a joint approach
between our two governments on this issue have lieen extensively discussed, no detailed
proposal has yet been agreed by both parties.

On 31 October 2002, the Honourable David Kemp MP; Minister for the Environment and
Heritage, wrote to the Honourable Stephen Robertson WP, Minister for Natural Resources
and Minister for Mines, reiterating Commonwealth/proposals regarding greenhouse gas
abatement. He also flagged the issu¢ of management of vulnerable regional ecosystems
(equivalent to ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems under State legislation).

I have been further advised that the Sécretary of Environment Australia has recently
contacted the Director-Genératof the Queénsland Department of Natural Resources and
Mines to make a “without prejudice” proposal for funding of up to $30 million (matched by
Queensland) to assist with the/protection of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold
land. The proposal is unigue-inthat, for the first time, the Commonwealth has specified a
possible level of funding and a rarige of matters to be resolved. I understand that informal
further discussions on this have occurred at officials’ level — again on a “without prejudice’
basis.

I believe you would agree that, while some progress is being made, the form of a joint
approach-between our two governments on land clearing needs to be resolved once and for
all. In Order io/reach this point I think it is appropriate to set out some of the issues which my
Goveriment wonld/consider to be essential features of any agreement. They are as follows:

1. All components of a Commonwealth contribution to the resolution of clearing issues
should be agreed and announced at the same time. Sequential roll-out of individual
initiatives such as any addressed at Greenhouse gas reductions, will generate unnecessary
and unwanfed uncertainty for the State’s landholders.

Executive Building

100 Geotge Street Brisbane

PO Box 185 Brisbane Albert Street
Queensland 4oo2 Australia

Telephone +617 3224 4500

Facsimile +61 7 3221 3531

Emall ThePremier@premiers.gld.gov.au
Website www.thepremier.qld.gov.au
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2. Any joint approach must result in a significant and substantial reduction in land clearing
to achieve biodiversity, land degradation, salinity and greenhouse gas abatement goals.
In this respect, I am disappointed that the Commonwealth is currently restricting its
interest to ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold land as these areas represent less
than 0.7% of all intact native vegetation in the State. I consider that we would achieve
- far more effective results with a larger integrated package.

3. Both governments must stand by the agreement and go to the community with it. As you
will be aware, any initiative on land clearing will be controversial 41id universal support,
even from key rural industry groups, is unlikely to be forthcoming;

4. The Commonwealth must recognise that legislative backing is required to/déliver
certainty for defined vegetation management outcomes and to‘ensure cosféeffectiveness.
Queensland is prepared to use and extend its existing vegetation management framework
for this purpose. However, the Commonwealth must be prepared to' support this and also
refrain from using its own legislation to duplicate or augment the-level of protection
agreed.

5. Any Queénsland financial contribution to the jeint arrangements will include the cost of
. administration and implementation.

6. The above arrangements are consistent with the Commonwealth’s position as stated in
earlier correspondence.

I consider that these proposals are both realistic and practical and 1 seek your agreement to
progress this matter further. With y&ur suppert; I'would propose that the next step would be
for our officers to draft a Memordndum/of Under'standing for us to sign which would detail
the proposed arrangements. inclading fespective financial contributions. This would then
form the basis for detailed consultation by both our Governments with key stakeholders.

On a related matter, I notethat the-Seerstary of Environment Australia has also proposed
funding of up to $7.5 million {ivatched by Queensland) for the protection of wetlands in
Queensland. Recent media reports relating to Senate approval of the Commonwealth’s sugar
industry levy legislation have made reference to a further $16 million being made available
with half to be provided by Queensland. While I am prepared to study any proposal on its
merits, until Qugensland is provided with the details of the proposed package, I am in no
position to miake any commitments.

I look forwatd to your early reply.

Yours tincetely

PETER BEATTIE MP _
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page 2 of 3
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2. Any joint approach must result in a significant and substantial reduction in land clearing
to achieve biodiversity, land degradation, salinity and greenhouse gas abatement goals.
Tn this respect, I am: disappointed that the Commonwealth is currently restricting its
interest to ‘of concetn’ regional ecosystems on freehold land as these areas represent less
than 0.7% of all intact native vegetation in the State. 1 consider that we would achieve
far more effective res"}ﬂts with a larger integrated package.

3. Both governments mﬁst stand by the agreement and go to the community with it. As you
will be aware, any initiative on land clearing will be controversial/and universal support,
even from key rural iridustry groups, is unlikely to be forthcoming.

4. The Commonwealth r_n"ust recognise that legislative backing is requited to deliver
certainty for defined vegetation management outcomes apd-id ensure-cost-effectiveness.
Queensland is prepared to use and extend its existing vegetatioh management framework
for this purpose. However, the Commonwealth must be'prepared to/support this and also
refrain from using its own 1eg1slat10n to duplicate or augment the’level of protection
agreed.

5. Any Queensland ﬁnanmal contribution to the/joint arrangements will mclude the cost of
administration and Implementatlon

I consider that these proposals are both realistic and practical and I seek your agreement to
progress this matter further. With your support, I would/propose that the next step would be
for our officers to draft 2 Memorandum of Understanding for us to sign which would detail
the proposed arrangements including respective {inancial contributions. This would then
form the basis for detailed consult.thon by both.Our Governments with key stakeholders,
Ona related matter, I note that thf; Sccretary of Environment Australia has also proposed .
funding of up to $7.5 million {matched by Queensland) for the protection of wetlands in
Queensland. Recent medid *eports‘relaiin g to Senate approval of the Commonwealth’s sugar
industry levy legislation’have made reference to a further $16 million being made available
with half to be provided by Queensland. While I am prepared to study any proposal on its
merits, lpemmeeh&E{h&veﬂrﬂembmnﬂ%ﬁwnﬂematehih&eﬁ%andmﬂﬂoLmake any
sueh-comumitment intil Queensland is provided with the details of the proposed package Ve
A s N {LWK‘M‘G’MWW& .

1 look forward to your earlyreply.

Yours sincerely

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page 2 0f 2
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The last three, years has seena zegular excharigesof Somespendence between us enthe
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subject.of land cleaitngin'@uespstand. Wiulf' e ,geangig principles-of ajpint approach
between our two govelnmenty en @;l,mi,s."is's‘,uga'*‘qia'qs;:.{p{e:nr- extensively-diseussed; no detailed

proposal-has.yet'béen agreeit by bath pattics, ./ /+ | .

On 31 Qctober 2002, the Heénatrable Dayid KempMP;, Minister for the Environment and
Heritage, wrote to the Honopgahle 'S'tc;phen.‘Rgibeﬁsbn’Wr; Minister for Natural Resources
and Ministér for Miries, reiterating Comuotiwealth pisposdls T6garding greenhouse gas
abaternent. He also Blagged the:jssie of makagement ofvitnerabile regional ecosystems
(equivalent to ‘of concern’ Fegienial,gcasys s nnder,State fogislation).

I have been firther advised thaf .ﬂ1e.3¢ﬁ1r:ﬁary\ofﬂnviromhem Austtalia has recently
contacted the Director-Geaeral of the Queensland Departnient of Natural Resources and
Mines to make a “withéut prejuidice” propesal for funding.of up to $30' million (matched by
Queensland) to assist withrthe protection of ‘of coneem” rogional ecosystems on freehold
land. The preposal is unique i fhat, for the first time, fie’Commonwealth has specified a
possibleievelof funding atd a-range wfmattersio beresélved. Lunderstand that informal
further diSGnssioﬁ‘s'oxg».tﬁi;saham'@"odqﬁr're’pﬂaft}éﬁ?ﬁi&l'ﬁ-‘:’fgjqél,.;- agdih on a “withent.prejudice’
‘basis. Ny e ‘ s ' ' |

1 belisve yoir would-agree that, while somié progress is being made, te form of a jeint

approadlybetwveen our two govérmments ondind dlearingmeeds to:be tesolved once and for

all. it Order to-seach this point-I-filiwk jt is;appropriate to setout:some of the issues which my
. Goverument would consider.to be.essentid)-fedturesiof any dgreement, They are as follows:

. All'components.of a CQna;hmnWea]ﬂa.-Q@miﬁﬁwﬁdn {ostheresclufign of clearing issues
should be apreettand dpnouncedat fhié.same time. Sequential roll-out of individual
initiatives such as any addrassed-at Greenliouse, gas reductions, will generate unnecessary
aud unwanted uncertainty for the State’s-landhofders!

Execulive Buiiding
who:GanrgeStreet Brishane

e W AR S 70 Box 185 'Brlsiana AlbartStreet
. o Vo o, | . . Queensland 4ooz Ausirlia
I Tolephone:#81 7.5224 4500 -
DR S P ' ' Facsimile w61 7 3221 3631

EmallThePremicr@premiars.qld.gov.au
Wabsite swqw.thepremier_gid.gov.an
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2. Amy JOi’ﬂI appto ach must result e sxgmi“ cani‘..ami substanual Ieducnom i land clearing
{0} achmve "bmodWersﬁx, Iandfd{sgradanmn, sahruty aft\el gfecnh@use gas sbatement goals.

In thisrespeet, Tam: dlsa’ppomted il ther Cemmmnwea"iﬂl 18 curFently restricting its
interestto ‘oficoncerm’ zegmnal ecmquterqs on:fresfiold land ‘as these. areas represent less
than 0.7% of all initadt native vegetation in‘the State: I cons1der that we would achicve

farmore. effcc’nVe Iesults wﬂ:h alarger mtegrated @ackage

3. Both. govermnents must stand’ Hy the ag:cement'and 20 to the compmunity with it. As you
will'be aware, any initiative on land cléaring will be-controversidl anduniversal support,

even from key rural industry groups, is unlikely to be forthcomniing,

4. The CommonWGalth must r;cagmse “that Iegls]atlve backing g is reglired te deliver
certainty for deﬁned vcgetaﬂ,on mana,gemen{ outcdmes and toersure cost-effectiveness.
Queenstand'is prepared o ise and gxtend its: emstung W Eﬁiafmn mamagement framework
for.this, | puzpose:. HeweVej:, ﬂr}.e’Ctamonwealthamust be: (prcp,ared'fie* supporithis and also
refriin fom. USmg its.olvm ilegrslatxon to duplhcaimm, angment’ the Tevel of protectlcm

agreed. !

S 5. AnyQueesnsland ; fmancml c@ntrtbunon to tl*e }omt mangements wﬂl inchyde the cost of
_ admmlstratlon and- amplﬁmentatmn

6. The apove an:arfgements are-consistent with: "hc, Coxmnonweafth’s position as stated in
earlier correspendence. | : :

I cengider that theser proposa]s ate, boﬁh redlistic amf pl’&Ctha] amd I Seek your agreement to

for our off Tcers to draﬁ al Mem@f:mdum of Understandmg for us ta sxgn which would detail
the proposed-arrangeraents, ]J]CLU.L’IHS,“'GSPG"?Ve",ﬁnﬁl’}.CIaLC()ntllbmhﬂIlS This would then
form the. bagis for detaﬂéd cmsh'ltatmn B3 _/,lboth' our Guvcmments WIth lcey staleeholders.

On a related .mauer 1 noike’ thaf. the \ecretary lof: Enwmmnem Austraha has.also pruposed
funding of up to $7.5 ‘m‘llumn (matohed .by Quecnslandj forthe profection of wetlands in
Queepsland. Recenf media TOpQEis: relat’mg\to Sertatt-approval of the Commonwealth’s sugar
industry levy legistation ﬁaVG ‘made refererice-fo. o, favther 6 million bemg made available
with half te. be providediby. Queensland Wikiile: I ATy prep.ared to-gtueyrany propoesal en its
mesits, until Quesnstand,is provided with, ﬂlcidgtai\ls ofithe. propmsed upaokage I am inno
positien fo fualic any. Qommttmems ’

I look forward to youf-qarly -ncp!ly.

Yours sincerely

e

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND' MINISTER FOR'T RADE

Page2el3
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Tracking No.AV33

Department of the Premier and Cabinet

‘Memorandum \
A

/ \
To: Dr Leo Keliher O"

Director-Gengral

From: Terry Wall Ext: 58030
Executive Director, Environment and Resources
Policy

Subject:  Letter to the Prime Minister on Vegetation Managerent

Date: __=f:,_..._.22‘Jan‘uary 200'-]} ’ Ref:

Leo

Attached is a copy of a letter to the Prime Minister we drafted at the Premier’s request
following his meeting with Minister Robertson on Monday.

" The letter outlines the announcement the Premier and Minister will make today on the
release of the latest tree clearing data for Queensland, and the range of stiffer penaltics that

the Government will introduce in response. [S¢- 31
The

Sch. 3-1

letter also seeks a meeting with the PM in late February/early March fo discuss a joint
initiative to address tree clearing.

Given the urgency of getting this\letier to the PM, the Premier’s Office requested we provide
it direct to them once it hdd been drafted. Iunderstand the letter has been signed by the

Lo W

Premier and will be faxéd to the s Office around midday today

For information

/ NIV
» Terry Waill
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Please quote: /AT/ERP

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

You will recall that I wrote to you on 13 December 2002 sétiing out the case for an
integrated joint response from our two governmiefts ta the\issue of land clearing in
Queensland. This was in response to a numbgr/of proposalsfo address clearing which have
been previously put forward by your Government.

My Government will shortly release ateport by the State Landcover and Trees Study
(SLATS) on land clearing in Queensfand for-the petiod 1999 to 2001. This is the latest in a
series of biennial reports on clearing which provide a reliable basis to assess trends and
changes over time.

The most recent report is significant inthat it covers the first year of operation of my
" Government’s new vegetafion management framework. The statistics indicate that clearing
of remnant vegetation on-freehdld land, the principal target of the framework, has been
reduced by 50% compared tothe.1997-1999 base period. This indicates that the new
legislation has had an effect.

As you will e ‘aware, clearing controls in Queensland are designed to protect areas of
vegetationAvith specified biodiversity values or which are important to prevent land
degradation. The cutrent figures confirm that the major focus of landholder clearing effort is
moving/into areas where there is extensive existing native vegetation cover and where these
valués are wpder afower lovel of threat. This is reflected in the change in clearing rateson
leasehiold Jand which have increased by about 40%.

Also of concern is evidence from the satellite imagery used to generate the SLATS report
that up to 61000 hectares of illegal clearing has occurred. This represents around 16 per cent
of total clearing and is estimated to comprise 25,000 hectares on freehold land and 36,000
hectares on leasehold land.
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The extent of illegal clearing calls into question the claims made by some rural organisations
that voluntary initiatives would be sufficient to reduce clearing rates.

While the objectives of my government’s vegetation management framework are being
progressed, overall clearing rates remain well above the implied levels which the
Commonwealth has indicated are acceptable to achieve national Greenhouse gas emissions
targets and to protect vulnerable regional ecosystems.

The Honourable Stephen Robertson MP Minister for Natural Resourges and I will, on 22
January, outline a number of proposed amendments to Queensland’s vegetdtion/management
legislation to streamline its operation and to further deter illegal clearing/ A dfaft copy of
our press release which outlines the proposed amendments is aftached for your information.
Together with recent changes, such as restrictions on clearing/in sait prone river catchments,
these proposals demonstrate my Government’s commitment to addressing the issue of land
clearing ih Queensland.

As I outlined in my previous letter however, achieving further’ substantial reductions in
clearing will require our governments to work cooperatively to develop an integrated
package to assist landholders to significantly farther reduce; or halt the clearing of remnant
vegetation in Queensland. I remain committed to this approach. The most recent clearing
data serves to emphasise the need for our Governmenty/to expedite the development of this
package. '

1 believe that there would be benefitin our meeting to discuss a proposed joint initiative. I
would propose this meeting be héld at 4 mutually convenient time in late February or early
March. ‘

I look forward to your fayourabie response.

Yours sincerely

PETERBEATTIE MP
PREMAER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page20f 2
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Tracking No.

WBSSZ

Premier’s briefing note

Policy _

Title: Land Clearing - Negotiations with the Prime Dat 29 J anuary 2003
Minister

1. Purpose
To provide you with options for a proposal to take to the Prime Minister on land clearing.

2. Background ' '

On 17 December 2002 you wrote to the Prime Minister outlining the broad prisieiples/of a joint
approach to land clearing in Queensland. This letter was in response to previous sepatate
approaches from the Commonwealth seeking to reduce Greenhouse gas’emissions 4nd to stop
clearing of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems. In your letter you expressed disappointment with
the Commonwealth’s limited focus and proposed an “integrated package”.

On 21 January 2003, you wrote again to the Prime Ministerand-asked for a meeting with him in
late February and early March. You sought advice from DPC and DNRM on a strategy to resolve
the impasse between the State and Federal Governments,on this issue. At your request a number
of options have been developed. This note argues thaf the effective cessation of clearing in
Queensland is the only option which will end the public debate.

3. Issues

Land clearing will remain a controversial isswe for the Queensland Government while broadscale
clearing continues to be permitted. The public.debate is now so prolonged and polarised that only
by eliminating the cause (i.e: ceasing virtvally all'broadscale clearing) will it be finally put to rest.

As you know, three years ago the debafe-on tfee clearing was focussed upon protection of ‘of
concern’ vegetation on freehold land. Howeverthe issues which are now dominating the debate
over further restrictions are far breader. They.anclude greenhouse, salinity, water reform and the
sustainability of landscapes gengrally/ Tndeed reducing vegetation clearing has become an end in
itself for many. It is our view that-the only action that will neutralise this issue for the

Government is a virtual cessation of clearing of all remnant Vegetanon

The State Government has the power, through legislative amendment, to reduce or stop clearlng
without compensation or finaneial assistance to landholders. However, implementing this
approach would break commitments made at Winton and Roma. It would also escalate the debate
and generate very'intense-lévels of opposition from landholders and their representatives.
Assuming this'opiien is not acceptable, the only other viable option for stopping clearing is
through a substantial financial assistance package. '

A package which.achieves the objectives previously identified as priorities for the Commonwealth
hds been developed in consultation with DNRM. Details of the package (option 1) are set out in
Attachment 1 in a form which could be presented to the Prime Minister. In summary the package
proposes:
e Tegislative change to

o protect ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold land

o further limit clearing which may contribute to salinity problems; and

o cap and phase out all except essential broadscale clearing of remnant vegetation by

' the year 2008 (the start of the first national emissions reporting period under the

Action Officer: - ED: DDG:
Area:

Telephone: RTI Document No.88
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Kyoto Protocol), This would more than meet the Prime Minister’s target of
reducing carbon emissions by 20 to 25 megatonnes per anmum,
» A financial package capped at $150 million, to be delivered over five years, which
includes: '
o Financial (adjustment ) assistance for landholders disproportionately affected by
the changes
o Incentives for the protection, management and restoration of important vegetation
on private land
o Support for rural industry groups to deliver accelerated propetty management
planning initiatives;
¢ A drafi Memorandum of Understanding with the Commonwealth, ‘as proposed in your
letter of 17 December, under which both Governments would finalise the detdils.

The Commonwealth will insist that any package is jointly funded bn a 50:50 basis with
Queensland. Any proposal which requests 100% funding from the Comimonwealth is unlikely to-
be taken seriously. This means that Queensland must be prepared to proyidea significant level of
funds if the issue of land clearing is to be resolved.

If 50:50 funding is agreed, Queensland would need fo find §15M/per annum for 5 years. If the
Government is unable or unwilling to seek a new revénue source; this funding would need to be
found from existing budgetary resources. It would/bé necedsary/for the upcoming 2003-04 Budget
process to be targeted toward finding the required savings from 4 number of agencies’ existing
budgets.

Should the Commonwealth not be prepared to-agree to &' comprehensive integrated package which
resolves the issue once and for all, two fall'back positions have been developed. They are -
summarised in the Appendix to this brief and/detailed in Attachments 2 and 3. Again, it is likely
that any fallback package of this nature wotld need/to be funded on a 50:50 basis by Queensland.

While Option 2 would have somé/impact on current clearing levels, it would not eliminate the
political issue of clearing itself. {Callg’to reduce clearing to negligible levels would continue.
Optlon 3 would have an insignificant/impact on clearing rates and would not solve the pohtlcal
issue for the Government

A number of other options to address clearing rates have been presented to you over the past three
years. However, norie/of these would resolve the issue. More recent proposals to increase penalties
for illegal clearing or to amend assessment procedures do not change the fact that the regulatory
“bar” set by the Queensland Government in 2000 does not now meet current community
expectations.

A separate-briefing note has been prepared by the Department of Natural Resources and Mines
outlining additiofial options for immediate action. The Department advises, as this note does, that
these will have negligible impact on clearing rates. However, we have suggested to DNRM, and
they have agreed, that they include a further option in their paper aimed at putting pressure on the
Commonwealth should they be reluctant or slow to support cither option 1 or 2. The proposal
would involve the Queensland Government imposing an immediate moratorium on clearing
approvals following the meeting with the Prime Minister, pending the finalisation of negotiations
with the Commonwealth. While this approach would generate a strong reaction from the rural
community, it would have the effect of placing the onus for further action on financial assistance
squarely with the Commonwealth. It would provide a “fail-safe” for your meeting with the Prime

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys/Terry Wall ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy
Telephone: 58030 RTI Document No.89




This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

Minister in that you would be able to implement a strong response to this issue whatever the
outcome of the meeting with the PM.

4. Recommendation
That you adopt Option 1 as the basis of your negotiations with the Prime Minister. Failing
Commonwealth support you propose option 2 as a fall back. '

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General

Action Officer. Adrian Jeffreys/Terry Wall ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy .

Telephone: 58030 RTI Document No.90
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OPTION 1
Draft Proposal for the Prime Minister

Sustaining Queensland’s Native Vegetation

Background

The Vegetation Management Act 1999 was mtroduced into Queensland Parliament in December 1999,
The new laws regulated vegetation clearing on frechold land for the first time, and aimed at ensuring
clearing undertaken maintained biodiversity and ecological processes, prevented land degradation and
allowed for sustainable land use. Protection of areas subject to salinity and soil erosion, and the
protection of riparian areas and endangered regional ecosystems were sorie of the issues included in this
legislation, No further clearing was permitted in bioregions with less than' 30% remnant vegetation. At the
same time, it was proposed to tighten the existing regulations on/leasehold Jand to protect of concern
regional ecosystems. The new framework included codes for clearing for bpth frechold and Ieasehold
land. Applications for clearing are assessed against these codes

The controls introduced through the Vegetation Management. Act, [999 were highly controversial and
resulted in significant landholder protests at the Winton and Roma Community Cabinet meetings in early
2000. As a consequence, the legislation was amended to reduce its regulatory impact (by removing

. protection for “of concern” regional ecosystems on figchold land) before it was proclaimed in September
2000.

The Regional Vegetation Management Plans were initiated/to develop regional codes, and allow for
further stakeholder input into the vegetation tanagement framework. There are 24 Regional Vegetation
Management Committees across the state’that has beg/ developing RVMPs over the past two years.
Many of these plans are now at the drafl/stage, ready/for public consultation. A review of these plans
indicates that although the plans cleaily ideniify aveas that are not suitable for clearing, they do not
significantly reduce the rate of clearing and the re¢ommendations in the plans state that farther tightening
of clearing controls would require government fipding for incenlives,

New scientific information resulting from the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality salinity
hazard mapping program identified that additional controls were required to prevent salinity in the long
term. Following the reledse of the salinity hazard maps, the codes for clearing were tightened to protect
catchments with less than 30% remnant vegetation remaining. This has occurred prior fo the RVMPs
being completed.

The Statewide Landcover and Trees Study (SLATS) monitors vegetation clearing and reports on the rate
of clearing across the state every two years. The most recent report has indicted that significant panic
clearing ocolired in‘the vear up to the proclamation of the VMA. The clearing rates following the
introduction-ofthé VMA Tell by 50% on fieehold, but increase by 20% on leasehold land. IHowever, it is
predicted that clearing rates will rise on freshold land over the next reporting period. This is due to
improvements in the’efficiencies in’ assessing permits, and understanding of the community about the
need to apply for permits to clear. By overlaying the SLATS data with the data on permits issued, the
areas of potential illegal clearing were identified at 61,000 ha,
Sch. 31

Seh. 3T A number of measures including are to be infroduced to Queensland

Parliament in the near future. The package of proposed enforcement measures includes: :
e A requirement for repeat offenders on leasehold land to show cause why their leases should not be
cancelled; :
¢ A five year ban on vegetation clearing permits for anyone convicted of illegal cleanng,
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o A range of penalties that better reflect the severity of the offence - for example determining .
penalties by multiplying the number of hectares illegally cleared by the amount (per hectare) by
which the cleared land has increased in value; and imposing heavier penalties for people who clear
endangered or threatened vegetation than those who clear "not of concern" areas; and

e Compulsory remediation (or rehabilitation) of illegally cleared land at the landholder's expense on
leasehold and frechold land, plus changes to link remediation orders and the land's title.

Moving Forward

To achieve a significant reduction in current rates, a comprehensive approach that benefits biodiversity,
land degradation and greenhouse gas emissions is necessary. However, the Queensland Government
cannot undertake this initiative alone; support from the Commonwealth Govemment - financially and
from a policy position - is critical to its success.

The Program that Queensland proposes pfovides strong leadership through a joint state/national response
to the ongoing environmental and sustainability problems caused by éxcessive Jand clearing.

The Program is an integrated response. Rather than the piccemeal approach that has been a feature of
previous Commonwealth proposals to Queensland, it is a single-and substantial initiative that will remove
the current levels of uncertainty being generated in the Queensland comminity.

To keep the initiative simple, the Program also builds sn the, Queensland Government’s existing
vegetation management framework and will be delivered through existing state-based administrative
arrangements. It also augments the major advances achieved through the National Action Plan for Salinity
and Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust.

Objectives of the Program
The program is designed to achieve objectives identified by the Commonwealth. These are:
o To protect ‘of concern’ regional gcosystems on frechold land;
o To augment and go beyond the National’ Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quahty and the
Natural Heritage Trust; and
e To deliver greenhouse gasteductions exceeding 20,000 to-25,000 megatonnes of Carbon Dioxide
per annum.

Key Elements of the Program

Advancing the Vegetation Management Framework.

Three actions are propésed to make vegetation management sustainable:

e Animmediatefestriction on further approvals for clearing of “of concern” (vulnerable) regional
ecosysfems

e Animmediafe tightening of the assessment codes under the legislation in reiatlon to salinity hazard, to
prevent ¢léaring in catvhments with high to medium salinity hazard, and

o A phase outofall except minor essential broadscale clearing of remnant vegetation n Queensland by
2008 to achieve greenhouse gas reduction, biodiversity and land degradation goals.

Details of these are set out in attachment 1.

Making farming sustainable.

Actions to protect native vegetation will have flow-on consequences for Queensland’s landholders and

time will be required to adjust to the new arrangements. The following actions are proposed to facilitate

this:

¢ The provision of targeted financial assistance in the form of structural adjustment, to those who are
significantly and disproportionately burdened by the implementation of tighter clearing controls.
Assistance will include grants and low interest loans, assistance to move into new industries, and may
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include total buy-out of the small number of properties rendered completely unviable by restrictions.
By opening up a range of options, landholders could be offered highly tailored packages to suit their
circumstances, This approach allows for maximum flexibility and ensures that public fimds are put to
best use.

e assistance to industry bodies for the development of a modular, integrated property management
planning accreditation process, supported by incentives for property holders to put in place property
management plans. This will be targeted to those areas where the development of plans will most
significantly contribute to addressing salinity and biodiversity objectives (due to issues such as
location, area and/or significance). Industry bodies are currently calling for this sort of program, and
it could be modelled on the successful rural water use efficiency program used in Queensland; and

Details of these proposals are set out in attachment 2

Restoring the Bush

e The provision of incentives to encourage land holders to put forward proposals to actively manage
“and rehabilitate areas of ecologically significant regrowth and. reibrant) yegetation, and to restore
cleared land to protect biodiversity and prevent land degradatioi.” These/incentives would take the
form of a grant that would cover the costs of protective covenants, andfunding to cover the cost of
any on-ground establishment works (such as fencing).\ —Legislative changes by the State and
Commonwealth would enable such covenanted land to aftract tax deductibility status;

Details of this proposal are set out in attachment 3.

Costs .

The overall cost of the program is up to $150 million shared/by both Governments. Attachment 4 scts
.out the indicative costs of the various compornents. However, the allocation to each component my be
refined following detailed discussions betwgen the governments and with key stakeholders.
Intergovernmental Agreement

If agreement is reached about the'features of the’Program outlined above then it would be implemented

~ through a Memorandum of Agreeément, This would secure both governments’ commitment to implement
and fund the program and in particulat ensure that any gaing are achieved with appropriate public
accountability for expenditure and minumal disruption to landholders.

A draft agreement is setout inattachment 5 for consideration.

Communication Stéategy-

It is essential fhat both Governments commit to jointly develop and promote the program to all

stakeholders/and to/jointly work with those stakeholders to ensure it is effectively delivered. A
Communication Strategy should be developed as soon as possible
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Attachment 1
Further Action to Protect Native Vegetation

1. Protection of 'of concern' (vulnerable ) regional ecosystems on freehold land

The following changes to the legislation and assessment codes will be made:

o Make “the protection of of concern regional ecosystems” a purpose Ofthe Végetation
management Act 1999, .

» Amend Schedule 8 of the Integrated Planning Act 1997 to provide €quivalent protection to both
endangered and of concern regional ecosystems. [Note: urban exemptions will need to be
further considered].

e Amend the assessment code to recognize the new purpose and to achieveit by not clearing in
any remnant of concern regional ecosystem except whete the-chief executive is satisfied that:

a. the clearing is necessary fo protect the of \cancern regional ecosystem from a
threatening process, or ‘

b. the clearing is essential for establishing a necessary fence, road or other built
infrastructure and no suitable alternative’site 2yists, o

c. the vegetation is not part of a remnant of cencern régional ecosystem.

2. Limit clearing of vegetation which contributes to the prevention of salinity in high to medium
hazard areas ‘

¢ Amend the Assessment codes so that purpose 5 {tHe prevention of land degradation) is also
achieved by:

a) not clearing in catchiments identifiéd through the National Action Plan for Salinity and

hazard except where the' chief executive is satisfied that:

i) the clearing is requirved for the sustainable harvesting of mulga (Acacia aneura) for
Jodder puwposes; or '

i) the clearingis required for the management of land degradation; or
iii)  thexlearing is necessary to protect the area ﬁ-om'a threatening process; or

iv) the clearing is essential for establishing a necessary fence, road or other built
~infrastructure and no suitable alternative site exisis

3. Legislative pro¥isions to provide for a reducing cap on clearing

To provide certainty far land clearing reductions to achieve greenhouse gas emissions objectives, the
following legislative amendments will be made:

o Make "prevent the emission of greenhouse gases as a result of clearing" a purpose of the
legislation'. ' '

1 The Commonwealth would be responsible for determining the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the clearing in
order to satisfy its international obligations

RTI Document No.94




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

Establish an annual "cap" on the total area of clearing approvals;

Include provisions to reduce to “cap” to 0 hectares by 2008; :

Establish that cumulative clearing approvals within any annual perlod cannot exceed the "cap";

Allow clearing for certain purposes to be exempt from the “cap™;

Following consultation with key stakeholders, establish a system for equitably allocating

approvals for clearing under the cap.

Determine the method for calculating the area of each clearing approval;

Establish that any application which, if approved, would mean that thecap is’exceeded, is

either:

a. Refused; or

b. With the agreement of the landholder, approved with a ¢ondition that the clearing cannot
commence until a date after the current or any subsequent annual-or six-monthly period
where the cap would be exceeded; or _

c. With the agreement of the landholder, approved with a conditior that the clearing will
be staged over current and/or subsequent annual /o1 six monthly periods;

o Ensure that, for any application with a delaycd start date; clearing coritributes to the cumulative
total for the purposes of establishing whether the total exceedy'the annual or six-monthly total
for the period in which the start date is located.

s FEstablish that no start date can be set more thax #wo yéars after the date of approval.

2 Bxisting exemptions in the legislation will be retained. Applications where:
» the clearing is necessary to protect the vegetation from a threatening process; or
o the clearing is essential for establishing a necessary fence, road or other built infrastructure and no sultable
alternative site exists; or
¢ the vegetation is nof remnant; or
o the clearing is for fodder for stock
will, if approved, not contribute to cumulative totals for the purposes of complying w1th the cap.

A

o -H—(f—’ - PIas fJ,QcJ!?
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Attachment 2
Advancing the Vegetation Management Framework

Forms of Financial Assistance

1 Funding will be available to landholders who carry a substantial and
disproportionate burden for retaining and managing areas of native vegetation in
the public interest and provides a safety net which addresses viability on a case-
by-case basis. A “‘substantial and dlsproportlonate burden” is defined in relation
to:
a) Others in the same class of individuals; and
b) Duty of care responsibilities.

2 Funding may be available for:
a) Acquisition and/or exit assistance where an enterprise is rendered unviable;
- and _
b} Enterprise assistance to improve long term viability:

3 Acquistion and exit assistance
a) Owners of properties rendered unviable by/the new regulatory framework
would be assisted to exit or relocate their business:

b) It is anticipated that in the short term this Wwill mainly apply to freehold
properties covered by large areds of remnant.vegetation (or regional ecosystem
types of specific conservation status). This is most likely to occur in rural
areas but there may be a/Case where Wrban/peri-urban landholders are also
affected. - '

c) Property acquisition based on market value (after the introduction of the
Vegetation Managerment) Act, and assuming a drop in asset value) will not
provide ‘assistarice’ to’a—landholder beyond what was available through
ordinary market mechahisms, providing a market for the property exists. If
the market is thin, purchase by the State will provide ‘assistance’.

d) Acquisitioh couldbe accompanied by assistance to exit or relocate the
business: Exit assistance enables landholders who have decided to leave an
enterpfise-to-realize their property assets, exit the property in an orderly
manner and to.re-establish. Business relocation enables a business fo be re-
¢stablished in a different location. Any scheme could be similar to business
telocationr—and exit assistance schemes already provided through the
Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority (QRAA).

e) Propetties acquired under an assistance scheme
1) Will have a naturc conservation covenant/Nature Refuge placed over the
areas of high nature conservation value AND resold commercially either
individually or to aggregate with adjoining properties; OR
ii) May form part of the Queensland protected area estate where they are
priorities for acquisition identified by the Environmental Protection
Agency.

Page 1 o 2/5/2003
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4 Enterprlse assistance
a) Enterprise assistance in the form of grants and/or concessional loans and other
forms of assistance willmade available to eligible participants to improve
productivity, sustainability and viability of business enterprises through
mechanisms such as:
/i) Tmplementing on-property measures including:
i) the introduction of sustainable resource management initjatives such as
new farming systems or new technology
iii) property developments for improved productivity
iv) value adding activities directly related to the normal ‘primary production
activities of the farm business enterprise
v) the purchase of livestock or other inputs irfo primary production
associated with the development activities
vi) Enhancing sustainable resource use and development-through/farm business
enterprise build up and amalgamation
vii) The use of debt restructuring and/or capital restructuring where new action is
taken to improve the productivity and viability of th¢ busmess enterprise
viil)  Business enterprise restructuring, ifi¢luding partnership restructuring and
succession planning, leading to improved ptoductivity, long term viability of
landholders and a reduction in resolifce pressure:

Eligibility for Financial Assistance
1 Key requirements for eligibility wauld be:

a) the applicant is a Queensland landtholder of occupier of land and

b) the property was acquired Or'a contract for acquisition entered prior to the date
of announcement of the Assistarice package and

c) the enterprise will be substantidlly and disproportionately burdened (compared
to others in the same ciass of individuals) as a direct result of the announced
additional requirements of the legislation:

d) for Aequisitionytlie entérprise will no longer be viable as a direct result of the
announced requireinents and there is insufficient capacity in remaining land to
support a financially viable enterprise or

e) for Enterprise Assistance, provision of evidence that the area affected by the
announced changes on any property or aggregation of properties exceeds an
area 30% greater~than the pre-existing requirements under the Vegetation
Marlagement Act for the property or aggregation of properfies.

2 Asgistance would only be provided where it could be demonstrated that the
ampounced—changes are directly responsible for imposing a substantial and
dispropotrtionate burden/rendering the enterprise unviable, This requires case-by-
case assessment to determine what vegetation a landholder would be expected to
retain in ¥e landscape to meet their duty of care, and what additional vegetation
would also need to be retained to meet the provisions of the Act. This would be
assessed in the same way as an application for clearing but through a separate
process in order to avoid clogging the existing assessment system. A rejected
application for clearing is not a prerequisite for applying for assistance.

3 Applications must be made within 3 years of the date of introduction of the
financial assistance scheme

Page 2 2/5/2003
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4  More detailed information about the nature of the assistance and eligibility and
assessment criteria can be found in section on Detailed Eligibility Criteria
below., ‘

Delivery

1 It is proposed that any financial assistance scheme would be administered by the
Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority (QRAA). Detailed guidelines would be
developed in consultation with QRAA. '

2 The existing QRAA review and appeals process can be used fo-enstre procedural
fairness. Review is initially conducted by a team of senioi QRAA officers, with
final decisions made by the QRAA board.

Industry delivered Property Management Planning

[This section still to be written- A model similar to that used to/deliver the DNRM
Rural Water Use Efficiency Project is proposed as: this, has-strong stakeholder
support].
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Detailed Eligibility Criteria

1 Property Acquisition

a) Where the iniroduction of the ennounced chnages directly results in a an
enterprise becoming unviable, enterprises proposing to withdraw from
economic use of an affected property may be eligible for assistance through
purchase of the property by the government.

b) Conditions and eligibility

i) Successful applicants for property acquisition assistance must satisfy the
following conditions and eligibility criteria.

(1) The applicant must:

(i) Be an enterprise (1nd1v1dual or appmved corporate entity — not
being a public company) whose primary/source of income over
the two years prior to the announcement of the changes was
derived from the managemgnt, development and use of land.

(i) Demonstrate that the prapérty weds acguired or a contract for
acquisition entered into priov/{o the anhouncement.

(ili)Demonstrate that in the past-therutal enterprise has been a v1able
commercial operation

(iv) Provide evidence of previous intent to clear areas in which new
legislation, poficies and-codés would not permit clearing to take
place (for examplein anexisting business or property plan), and
financial ¢apacity/fo undertake that clearing and development.

(v) Provide evideticé that/thic enterprise is withoutf any reasonable
prospects of sustainable long term profitability due to the changes
in thelegislation as'measured by an absence of surplus of funds
ot profit after taking into account the long term economic trends
which fripact on the business and after meeting the following
.annual financial commitments:

1. costs of the operation of the enterprise; and

2.~ Jiving cost of the landholder or persons dependent on the
income of the business enterprise based on whichever is
greater of past living costs, or imputed living cost of $15,000
for each farm family indexed annually; and

3. investment in ecological sustainable systems; and

4. allowance for depreciation of capital and future capital

~ requirements; and

5. servicing and repayment of debt of the business enterprise.

(vi)Provide a case for financial assistance which includes an estimate
by a qualified valuer of the value of the property to be acquired

! Holding or family unit; personal partnerships and unlisted private companies would be eligible
provided their principal business is that undertaken on the land and that the resident manager of the
property on which the development is to be undertaken has a majority holding in the partnership or
company.
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(vii) Demonstrate that where the property enterprise is to be
sold to a family member or an entity in which a family member
has an interest, the sale price of the property and business
enterprise is at market value, on commercial terms and at arms
length.

c) Level of assistance

i) . Property acquisition — commercial value of the property as determined
through QRAA process

d) Disposal of acquired properties
i) Properties acquired under the assistance scheme:

(1) will have a nature conservation covenant/nature refugeplaced over the
areas of high nature conservation value-AND be resold commercially
either individually or to aggregate with adjoining preperties; OR

2) may form part of the Queensland reserve’ system where they are
y p Y y
priorities for acquisition by the Environmental Protection Agency

2 Business exit/relocation
a) Business exit/relocation provides an additional mechanism to assist
landholders who have their properties acquired.

b) " Assistance takes the form pf/a grant to-landholders whose properties have been
found to be non-viable as 4 result of the announced changes to:
1) exit the property in an-ordefly manner
i) re-establish themselves eitherpost-farming or on a different viable
property

¢) Conditions and eligibility

i) Applicants must satisfy the eligibility for property acquisition and provide
further, evidence that:

(1)/they intend to re-establish on a property of comparable profitability to
that acquired.

(2) the sale-price of the property is insufficient to allow for re-
establishinent on such a property. '

(3) They have insufficient assets. If an applicant’s net assets at market
value exceed $75,000, the maximum level of support is reduced by
($2) for every ($3) of assets. Net assets exclude one vehicle per family
up to a market value of $15,000 and reasonable personal and
household effects. Where a house and/or land has been excised from
the property ; the market value of this asset will be included in the
assets fest, '

if) Applicants must realize the property assets and leave the enterprise within
12 months of application.

iii) Only one exit grant will be paid per farm enterprise.
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d) level of assistance

i) Support of up to $75,000 may be provided over and above the purchase
price of the property. '

3 Enterprise assistance

a) Conditions and eligibility

i) Successful applicants for enterprise assistance mugt satisfy the following
conditions and eligibility criteria:

il) The applicant must:

(1) Be an enterprise gindividual or approved/Corperate entity — not being a
public company)* whose primary source ofiincome-over the two years
prior to the announcement of the Vegetation Mdnagement Act 1999 (8
December 1999) was derived froni the management, development and
us¢ of land.
(2) Demonstrate that the property was-agquired Or a contract for acquisition
entered into prior to 8 December 1995-whére endangered regional
ecosystems are involved, or prior to the-dntroduction of the financial
assistance package.
(3) Demonstrate that in the past-the rural énterprise has been a viable
commercial operation
(4) Provide evidence Of preyigus imtent to clear areas in which new
legislation, policies.and codes would not permit clearing to take place
(for example i1 an existing business or property plan prepared before
announcemént of the Vegetation Management Act 1999, 8 December
1999).
(5) Provide evidence that
(a) the affected area on any one property exceeds 30% greater than
duty of care rétention and other requirements of the VMA of the
total area of that property

(b) the total)affected area exceeds 30% greater than duty of care
refention of the aggregated area of all properties owned/managed
by the enterprisc at the time of the introduction of new vegetation
management arrangements

(c) _the inability to clear the restricted area will result in at least a 10%
per annum reduction in projected enterprise profitability over the -
next 10 years.

(d) the enterprise is without any reasonable prospects of sustainable long
term profitability due to the changes in the legislation as measured by
an absence of surplus of funds or profit after taking into account the

2 Holding or family unit; personal partnerships and unlisted private companies would be cligible
provided their principal business is that undertaken on the land and that the resident manager of the
property on which the development is to be undertaken has a majority holding in the partnership or
company.
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long term economic trends which impact on the business and after

meeting the following annual financial commitments:

(1) costs of the operation of the enterprise; and

(i} living cost of the landholder or persons dependent on the income
of the business enterprise based on whichever is greater of past -
living costs, or imputed living cost of $15,000 for each farm
family indexed annually; and

(iii)investment in ecological sustainable systems; and

(iv) allowance for depreciation of capital and future capital
requirements; and

(v) servicing and repayment of debt of the businesg entefprise.

(6) Provide a business case for enterprise assistance /which

(a) details the enterprise assistance requested

(b) demonstrates sound prospects for commercial V‘d.bﬂlt‘/ i the short
(4 years) to medium (10 years) term following the assistance

(c) demonstrate sthe capacity to become-financially independent of
enterprise assistance following its termination .

(d) demonstrates that the activities proposed arg consistent with sound
native vegetation management practises as set out in a property
vegetation management plan

(e) includes enterprise nianagetment plans and/vegetation management
plans in support of the apphcauon

(f) if a direct grant is sought, shows that the benefit cannot be achieved -
through a special loan-at terms and conditions offered as part of the
scheme.

iii) The enterprise may berequired to enter into a management agreement that
includes covenanting of the’land subject to this assistance.

iv) An application underthis scheme would not preclude an application being
made under any incentives scheme. Where appropriate a package of both
incentives and entetprise assistance could be tailored to meet the
objectives of the vegetation management pohcy and the needs of the
applicant:

b) levelof assistance

i) Assistance-will not exceed $100,000 and may take the form of:
1) \direct -grants; and/or

(2) ‘payment of a percentage of the mterest component of repayments on a
loan to undertake the work.
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Attachment 3

Financial incentives to enable landholders to improve sustainable vegetation
management

1 The objectives of an incentive program are:

a) To build on existing initiatives under the National Action Plan for Salinity and
Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust,

b) To encourage greater number of landholders to take positive action {o protect,
maintain and manage native vegetation, to protect areas of régrowth vegstation
and revegetate areas in need of protection, beyond minimum-fegulatory and
duty of care requirements and which will contribute to the-protection of
biodiversity and the prevention of land degradation. '

c) To accelerate the implementation of vegetation managénient) activities that
have a clear public benefit and which, if funded solely by/the landholder
would be slowly or inconsistently adopted

d} To address priorities determined in the regional- vegetation management
process

2 Financial incentives are not dependent on tépure.

3 Financial incentives will be provided on the condiiion that the vegetation being
managed is protected by a covenant or similar instrument.

4 TIncentives may be provided for:
a) Actions which protect andtgstore vegetation which, if managed, will revert to
aremmant ‘endangered’ 0 ‘of concern’ regional ecosystem;
b) Actions which have been-ideéntified as high priorities in regional vegetation
management plans;

5 These actions may irclude:

a) Fencing to protect remfant vegetation or encourage regeneration of remnant
vegetation ,

b) Relocation™of. fences, tracks or other infrastructure that are currently
coniribytirg to avegetation degradation problem

c) Contrel of exotic weeds, certain specified native weeds, and pest animals in
areas of highnature conservation value or endangered regional ecosystems

d) Changes to management regimes (eg fire) including the establishment of fire
breaks;

e)/ Covendnts;

6 Actions must result in protecting and/or managing vegetation beyond the legal
minimum standard and duty of care

7 Delivery should be through existing schemes and managed in accrordance with
the principles applying to the Natural Heritage Trust and the National Action Plan
for Salinity and Water Quality particularly with respect to community
involvement at the regional level.
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8 Regional vegetation management committees or regional NRM groups will play a
key role in identifying regional prioirtics and in assessing applications for funding.

9 1.evel of assistance
a) The incentive provided

1) Wil cover up to 75% of the approved cost of materials plus 50% of the
approved cost of work where a voluntary management agreement' is
signed between the landowner and a State agency or Local/Government

i) Will cover up to 100% of the approved cost of materiais’and/construction
where the area is protected by a covenant under the Land Titles At 1994
or covered by a conservation agreement and gazetted/as a Naturg Refuge
ot patt of a Coordinated Conservation Area under the Nature Conservation
Act 1992

b) A maximum amount could be set if required.

1. A volintary shanagement agreement must:

a) besigned by the fand owner/lessee and a person authorised by the organization/agency;
b) define the property or the boundaries of the area covered by the agreement;

¢) be conditional on existence of significant ecological or environmental values;

d) include a commitment from the landholder that the area will be managed in a way which clearly maintains or
enhances those ecological or environmental values and infegrates these with other land management
objectives;

€) detail the actions that the landholder will undertake to maintain those values in the long term (i.e. for at least
ten years);

provide for, or part of a scheme that provides for ongoing moenitoring of the area by the organization beyond the
life of the incentive project (for a minimum ten years).
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Attachment 4
Costs |

The following are estimates of component costs over the four year life of the project:

: Cost ($ million)
Acquisition of unviable properties/Exit Assistance | $30 '
Enterprise Adjustment $100
Industry delivered PMP $8
Incentives 1812 .
TOTAL $150 Ny
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Attachment 5

Memorandum of Understanding between the Commonwealth Government and
the Government of the State of Queensland on cooperative action to reverse the
decline in the extent and quality of native vegetation in Queensland.

PREAMBLE

Unlike other Australian States, Queensland retains extensive arcas of native
vegetation with more than xx% of the original extent remaining,/[insert general
comments on the significant features of this vegetation.

Most of this vegetation occurs on land which is under leasehold orfreehold tenure.
Consequently, protection and management relies on the déegisions and actions of
individual landholders. Clearing of vegetation, is still continning. .

- The results of this clearing are,..,

GENERAL , ‘

1. The governments agree that effective management’ of Queensland’s native
vegetation is required to ensure that its’ comfribution to the protection of
biodiversity, the prevention of land degradatioty management of salinity and the

. management of greenhouse gas emissiofis.

2. The governments agree that because of the scale of the threat caused by clearing
and the implications of actions te reduce clearing on the livelihood of many
landholders that a joint and cogperative approach is required.

3. The governments agree that as 4 {irst stage in the protection of native vegetation
a major goal is halting the fuither loss'of vegetation through clearing as soon as
practicable. :

4. The goverfments hofethat a significant amount of work has already been
undertaken to facilitate the protection of management of native vegetation
through the Queensland Government’s vegetation managemeﬁt framework and
Commonwealth initiatives such as the Natural Heritage Trust and the National
Action Plan for salinity and water quality. Governments agreec that further
action shiould build on these. .

5. The governments agree that it is important to build upon the existing
patticipation and support of stakeholders in identifying and implementing
approaches {0/ protecting and managing native vegetation.

6.  The governments note the need for the public and stakeholders to be assured that
a joint approach by governments is being taken to this important issue.

7.  The governments note that there are other threats to native vegetation for

example, impacts from weeds and poor land management practices and that
separate processes are underway to address these threats.
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OPERATIVE

8.

10.

11.

12.

In order to achieve the goal of reversing the decline in the extent and quality of
native vegetation in Queensland as soon as practicable, the governments will
undertake the following actions:

a. Jointly progress the development of a native vegetation management
program, with a target date for agreement by the end of the first quarter
of 2003, and a final plan before the end of the second quarter 2003,

.The Plan would include measures;

i. to protect ‘of concern’ regmnal ecosystems on freehold land.

ii. additional to those which have already beerd implémented by
Queensland, to limit clearing which would contribute/to the
expression of salinity in the landscape.

iii. to progressively reduce the overall rat¢ of clearing-of remnant

" vegetation to negligible levels by 2008 in-order to achieve
Greenhouse gas reduction targets.

iv. To promote the recovery of native vegetation through
incentives to protect and manage regrowth vegetation.

v. In cooperation with peak indusiry groups, 10 promote effective
property management planfing and cther initiatives leading to
improvements in sustainable/agrigultural practices by all
landholders;

b. Develop and agree on a jointly 1011de financial assistance package for
landholders to are affected by or contribute to the implementation the
native vegetation protection program,

¢. Jointly host a stakeholder consultative forum.

d. Jointly provide inforviation to-and €ngage stakeholders in consultations
over particular asgects/ of native vegetation management program
relevant to those- stekeholders, with an emphasis on regional and
industry by industry approaches.

The Governments agree/ that file implementation of the native- Vegeta‘uon
protection program may/have a financial impact on some landholders while
others will require assistance to ensure that the initiatives in the program are
implemented{_Therefore the Governments agree that implementation of the
program ig ¢ontingent on the finalisation of a jointly funded financial package
mentiongddin

The governmel ts~agree to use best endeavours to ensure that public statements
related. to the 1mplementat10n of the MOU will be joint or coordinated between

rro «em*nent proposing to make the statement or release the report will consult
the ether government beforchand.

In order to reduce complexity and minimise uncertainty for landholders, it is
expected that the Queensland Government’s vegetation management framework
will be the basis on which the native vegetation protection program will be built.

The Commonwealth agrees to include in terms of reference to the

Commonwealth Grants Commission the direction that Commonwealih payments
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to Queensland in relation to this agreement are excluded from the Commission's
processes.

13. To guide the development of the Native Vegetation Management Program and
funding arrangements, the governments will form a Commonwealth/State
Steering Committee of senior officials,

14. A joint project team of officials from both jurisdictions will be formed fo
support the Steering Committee and the development of the Plan,
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Tracking No.

‘Premier’s briefing note

Policy

Title:” Land Clearing - Negotiations with the Prime
Minister

1. Purpose
To provide you with options for a proposal to take to the Prime Minister onldnd clearing.

2. Background

On 17 December 2002 you wrote to the Prime Minister outlining the broad-principles of a joint
approach to land clearing in Queensland. This letter was in responseto previous separate
approaches from the Commonwealth seeking to reduce Greenhousée gas emissions and to stop
clearing of ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems. Tn your letter you expressed disappointment with
the Commonwealth’s limited focus and proposed an “integrated package™ ‘

On 21 January 2003, you wrote again to the Prime Minister and asked for a meeting with him in
late February and early March. You sought advice frofn DPCand DNRM on a strategy to resolve
the impasse between the State and Federal Governméents onsthis'issue. At your request a number
of options have been developed. This note argues/that the’effestive cessation of clearing in
Queensland is the only option which will end the publicdebate!

3. Issues

Land clearing will remain a controversialissuefor the Qaeensiand Government while broadscale
clearing continues to be permitted. The/pGblig.debate is now so prolonged and polarised that only
by eliminating the cause (i.e. ceasing/virtusily all broadscale clearing) will it be finally put to rest.

As you know, three years ago thedebate on treg/clearing was focussed upon protection of ‘of
concern’ vegetation on freehold land) However the issues which are now dominating the debate

~ over further restrictions are farbroader: They include greenhouse, salinity, water reform and the
sustainability of landscapes generally. Indeed reducing vegetation clearing has become an end in
itself for many. It is our view that the pnly action that will neutralise this issue for the
Government is a virtuatcessation of clearing of all remnant vegetation. ‘

-

The State Governthént has the power, through legislative amendment, to reduce or stop clearing
without compensation-orfinancial assistance to landholders. However, implementing this
approach would break cotrnrtments made at Winton and Roma. It would also escalate the debate
and generafé very intense levels of opposition from landholders and their representatives.
Assuming this optiorris not acceptable, the only other viable option for stopping clearing is
through a substantial financial assistance package.

A package which dchieves the objectives previously identified as priorities for the Commonwealth
has been developed in consultation with DNRM. Details of the package (option 1) are set out in
Attachment 1 in a form which could be presented to the Prime Minister. In summary the package
proposes: ' ' '
s Legislative change to

o protect ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold land;

o further limit clearing which may contribute to salinity problems; and

o cap and phase out all except essential broadscale clearing of remnant vegetation by

the year 2008 (the start of the first national emissions reporting period under the
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Kyoto Protocol). This would more than meet the Prime Minister’s target of
reducing carbon emissions by 20 to 25 megatonnes per annum.,
« A financial package capped at $150 million, to be delivered over five years, which
includes: :
o Financial (adjustment ) assistance for landholders disproportionately affected by
the changes - .
o Incentives for the protection, management and restoration of jmportant vegetation
on private land :
o Support for rural industry groups to deliver accelerated propertymanagement
planning initiatives; ' ‘
e A draft Memorandum of Understanding with the Commonwealth, as-proposed in your
letter of 17 December, under which both Governments would finalise the details.

The Commonwealth will insist that any package is jointly funded ona 50:50 basis with
Queensland. Any proposal which requests 100% funding from the Commouwealth is unlikely to
be taken seriously. This means that Queensland must be prepared to proyide a significant level of
funds if the issue of land clearing is to be resolved.

If 50:50 funding is agreed, Queensland would need/to/ find’$15 M per annum for 5 years. If the
Government is unable or unwilling to seck a new fevenue/souree; this funding would need to be
found from existing budgstary resources. It would be-nécessary for the upcoming 2003-04 Budget
process to be targeted toward finding the required savings-trom a number of agencies’ existing
budgets.

Should the Commonwealth not be prepared to-agree to'a comprehensive integrated package which
resolves the issue once and for all, two/fall Back positions have been developed. They are

summarised in the Appendix to this briel*and detailed-in-Attachments-2-and-3. Again, it is likely ><
that any fallback package of thigature would/néed to be funded on a 50:50 basis by Queensland.

While Option 2 would have ome inipact-er current clearing levels, it would not eliminate the
political issue of clearing itseif. ~Calls to reduce clearing to negligible levels would continue.
Option 3 would have an insignificant.irapact on clearing rates and would not solve the political
issue for the Government

A number of other’ options to addfess clearing rates have been presented to you over the past three
years. However{ rone of these would resolve the issue. More recent proposals to increase penaltics
for illegal clearing or to amend assessment procedures do not change the fact that the regulatory
“bar” set by e Queensland Government in 2000 does not now meet current community
expectations.

A separate bricfing note has been prepared by the Department of Natural Resources and Mines
outlining additional options for immediate action. The Department advises, as this note does, that
these will have negligible impact on clearing rates. However, we have suggested to DNRM, and
they have agreed, that they include a further option in their paper aimed at putting pressure on the
Commonwealth should they be reluctant or slow to support either option 1 or 2, The proposal
would involve the Queensland Government imposing an immediate moratorium on clearing
approvals following the meeting with the Prime Minister, pending the finalisation of negotiations
- with the Commonwealth. While this approach would generate a strong reaction from the rural
-community, it would have the effect of placing the onus for further action on financial assistance
squarely with the Commonwealth. It would provide a “fail-safe” for your meeting with the Prime
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Minister in that you would be able to implement a strong response to this issue whatever the
outcome of the meeting with the PM. '

4. Recommendation : .
That you adopt Option 1 as the basis of your negotiations with the Prime Minister. Failing
Commonwealth support you propose option 2 as a fall back. ' '

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General
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Area: Environment and Resources Policy . ‘



changes
o A draft Memorandum of Understanding with the Commonwealth as proposed in your lefter
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APPENDIX

PROPOSED FALLBACK OPTIONS

Option 2

Legislative change to
| o protect ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on frechold land;
o further limit clearing which may contribute to salinity problems; and
o establish an annual ‘cap’ on clearing set at existing “business asusual? Jevels in the
first year and gradually reducing to 110,000 hectares per-annunt-in 2008. This
would reduce carbon emissions by up to 12 megatonnes per annun,

o A financial package capped at $60 million, to be delivered (over five years. This option
would therefore focus on obtaining the $30 million the Commenwealtly has indicated it
would be prepared to offer on a 50:50 basis for the protection of fof soncern’ vegetation.
This package would include:

o Financial (adjustment) assistance for landholders disproportionately affected by the
changes

o Support for rural industry groups to deliver agcelerated property management
planning initiatives; 7

o A draft Memorandum of Understanding with the Commdnwealth as proposed in your letter
of 17 December.

This option would go beyond the ‘of concern” ehjective/of the Commonwealth’s offer of these
fimds but would partly address greenhousé and therefore be consistent with the notion of an
integrated package proposed in your Jétter to/the Prime Minister.

If 50:50 funding is agreed, Queensiand wouldneéd to find $6M per annum for five years. This
would be beyond the capacity of DNRM to pro ¢ide. Thus, similar to option 1, in the absence of a
new revenue source, funds wduld negd to be found from within the existing budgets of a number
of agencies. '

Dot oEATaltorimtive pickge-are Sohont MMAttaciment 2 X
Option 3
A i

o Legislative change{o ' _

o /protect ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold land;

o establish g non-reducing “business as usual” cap on clearing rates. This would
al16w the carbon emissions savings from not clearing “of concern” regional
ecosystems, (up to 4 megatonnes per annum) to be counied in the national
inventory; and '

o A financial package capped at $20 million, to be delivered over five years. This option is
based on the minimum funding necessary to protect ‘of concern’ on freehold land. This
. package would include: '
o Financial (adjustment) assistance for landholders disproportionately affected by the

Area:
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This option would go no further than ‘of concern’ and thus not be consistent with the “integrated
package’ proposed in your letter to the Prime Minister. Queensland would need to find $2M per
annum for 5 years. It may be possible for this to be required from DNRM, however it would "
likely have significant implications for service delivery elsewhere in the portfolio.

Action Officer: RTI Document ¥%.113 DDG:
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| OPTION 1
Draft Proposal for the Prime Minister

Sustaining Queensland’s Native Vegetation

Background A

The Vegetation Management Act 1999 was introduced into Queensland Parliament in December 1999,
The new laws regulated vegetation clearing on frechold land for the first/time, and aimed al ensuring
clearing undertaken maintained biodiversity and ecological processes, prevented land degradation and
allowed for sustainable land use. Protection of areas subject to salinity/and sgil erosion, and the
protection of riparian areas and endangered regional ecosystems were spme of the/issues included in this
legislation, No further clearing was permitted in bioregions with lesé than 30% remnant vegetation. At the
same time, it was proposed to tighten the existing regulations on leasehold land to protect of concemn
regional ecosystems. The new framework included codes for clearing for both frechold and leasechold
'land. Applications for clearing are assessed against these codes

The controls infroduced through the Vegetation Management\4¢y/1999 were highly controversial and
resulted in significant landholder protests at the Wintor and Rom4 Community Cabinet meetings in early
2000. As a consequence, the legislation was amendeéd to reduce its regulatory impact (by removing
protection for “of concern” regional ecosystems on'freehold land) before it was proclaimed in September
2000. : ' '

The Regional Vegetation Management Plars-were initiated to develop regional codes, and allow for
further stakeholder input into the vegetation management framework. There are 24 Regional Vegetation
Management Committees across the staté that has beén developing RVMPs over the past two years.
Many of these plans are now at the draft stage, ready for public consultation. A review of these plans’
indicates that although the plans clearly-idéntify areas that are not suitable for clearing, they do not
significantly reduce the rate of clearing and-thefecommendations in the plans state that further tightening

of clearing controls would require/government funding for incentives.

New scientific information resulting from the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality salinity
hazard mapping program identified that additional controls were required to prevent salinity in the long
term. Following the r¢léase of the salinity hazard maps, the codes for clearing were tightened fo protect
catchments with less ¢han 30% rémnant vegetation remaining, This has occurred prior to the RVMPs

being completed. . W onnt W"‘""j v proctned

The Statewide Landcover and Trees Study (SLATS) monitors vegetation clearing and reports on the rate
of clearing /across the state every two years. The most recent report has indicted that significant panic
clearing oceurred in the year up to the proclamation of the VMA. The clearing rates following the
introduction of-the - VMA fell by 50% on frechold, but increase by 20% on leasehold land. . However, it is
predicted that clearing rates will rise on freehold Jand over the next reporting period, This is due to
improvements in the efficiencies in assessing permits, and understanding of the community about the
need to apply for permits to clear. By overlaying the SLATS data with the data on permits issued, the
areas of potential illegal clearing were identified at 61,000 ha.

Sch. 3-1
Sch. 3-1

A number of measures including are {o be infroduced to Queensiand
Parliament i e near toture. The package of proposed enforcement measures includes: |
¢ A requirement for repeat offenders on leasehold land to show cause why their leases should not be
cancelled; :
A five year ban on vegetation clearing permits for anyone convicted of illegal clearing;
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e A range of penalties that better réflect the severity of the offence - for example determining
penalties by multiplying the number of hectares illegally cleared by the amount (per hectare)} by
which the cleared land has increased in value; and imposing heavier penalties fot people who clear
endangered or threatened vegetation than those who clear "not of concern” areas, and

o Compulsory remediation (or rehabilitation) of illegally cleared land at the landholder's expense on
leasehold and freehold land, plus changes to link remediation orders and the land's title.

Moving Forward

To achieve a significant reduction in current rates, a comprehensive approach/that benefits biodiversity,
land degradation and greenhouse gas emissions is necessary. However, the/Queensland Government
cannot undertake this initiative alone; support from the Commonwealth Governient -/financially and
from a policy position - is eritical {o its success.

The Program that Queensland proposes provides strong leadership through-a.jeint state/nat‘ionavl‘response
to the ongoing environmental and sustainability problems caused by.excessive land clearing. ‘

The Program is an integrated response. Rather than the pi¢cemeal approach that has been a feature of
previous Commonwealth proposals to Queensland, it is a single and substantial initiative that will remove
the current levels of uncertainty being generated in the Qpeensland/community.

To keep the initiative simple, the Program alsy’ builds/on the Queensland Government’s existing
vegetation management framework and will be delveéred thigugh existing state-based administrative
arrangements. It also augments the major advances achieved-through the National Action Plan for Salinity
and Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust.

Objectives of the Program ‘
The program is designed to achieve objéciives identifiéd by the Commonwealth. These are:
) Ve To protect ‘of concern’ regional ecgsystendson frechold land,
2) \n To augment and go beyond-the Natioral Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and the
, Natural Heritage Trust; and '
' 3.) \i e To deliver greenhouse’gas reductions’exceeding 20,000 to 25,000 megatonnes of Carbon Dioxide
‘ per annum.

Key Elements of the Program Rotsrt or
Advancing the Vegetation Management Framework. Tha
Three actions are/propesed to make vegetation management sustainable:
\, ¢ Animmediate restriction on further approvals for clearing of “of concern” (vulnerable) regional
© ecosystems '
e Animmicdiatetightening of the assessment codes under the legislation in relation to salinity hazardy to
prevent cleariig in catchments with high to medium salinity hazard, and ~ widr 8963 TH mgnn
\ o A phasc outof all except minor essential broadscale clearing of remnant vegetation in Queensland by
12008 to achieve greenhouse gas reduction, biodiversity and land degradation goals.

Details of these are set out in attachment 1.

Making farming sustainable. .
Actions to protect native vegetation will have flow-on consequences for Queensland’s landholders and
time will be required to adjust to the new arrangements. The following actions are proposed to facilitate
this: ‘ : '
¢ ¢ The provision of targeted financial assistance in the form of structural adjustment, to those who are
significantly and disproportionately burdened by the implementation of tighter clearing controls.
Assistance will include grants and low interest loans, assistance to move into new industries, and may
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include total buy-out of the small number of properties rendered completely unviable by restrictions,
By opening up a range of options, landholders could be offered highly tailored packages to suit their
circumstances. This approach allows for maximum flexibility and ensures that public funds are put to
best use. _

\) e assistance to industry bodies for the development of a modular, integrated property management
planning accreditation process, supported by incentives for property holders to put in place property
management plans. This will be targeted to those arcas where the development of plans will most
significantly contribite to addressing salinity and biodiversify objectives (due to issues such as
location, area and/or significance). Industry bodies are currently caliing for this sort of program, and
it could be modelled on the successful rural water use efficiency progrant used in Queensland; and

- pooo ?
Details of these proposals are set out in attachment 2 N rY G vy '

Restoring the Bush -
\/ o The provision of incentives to encourage land holders to put|forwdrd proposals to actively manage
~ and rehabilitate areas of ecologically significant regrowth and-remmani/vegetation, and to restore
cleared land to protect biodiversity and prevent land degradation. These incentives would take the
form of a grant that would cover the costs of protectivé, covenants, and funding to cover the cost of
any on-ground establishment works (such as fencing)) \ Legislative changes by the State and
Commonwealth would enable such covenanted land 0 attract tax deductibility status;

Details of this proposal are set out in attachment 3¢

Costs :

The overall cost of the program is up to $150-million shared by both Governments. Aitachment 4 sets
out the indicative costs of the various components. Hewever, the allocation to each component my be
refined following detailed discussions between the governments and with key stakeholders.

TIntergovernmental Agreement

If agreement is reached about thé feaitres of the Program outlined above then it would be implemented
through a Memorandum of Agreemeént. This would secure both governments’ commitment to implement
and fund the program and in particular ensure that any gains are achieved with appropriate public
accountability for expenditure and minimal disruption to landholders. -

A draft agreement is set out in aitachment 5 for consideration.

Communication Strategy

It is essentjdl/that hoth-Gevernments commit to jointly develop and promote the program to all

stakeholders.and/td jointly work with those stakeholders to ensure it is effectively delivered. A
Communication-Sirategy should be developed as soon as possible ' ‘
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Attachment 1
Further Action to Protect Native Vegetation

1. Protection of ‘of concern' (vulnerable ) regional ecosjzstéms on freehold land
The following changes to the legislation and assessment codes will be made:

s Make “the protection of of concern regional ecosystems” a purpose of the/Vegeiotion
management Act 1999,

o Amend Schedule 8 of the Integrated Planning Act 1997 to provide equivalent protection to both
endangered and of concern regional ecosystems. {Note: urban exetnptions will need to be
further considered]. '

o Amend the assessment code to recognize the new purpose-and to achieve it by nof clearing in
any remnant of concern regional ecosystem except where\the vhief executive is satisfied that:

a. the clearing is necessary to protect the of ‘corncérn regional ecosystem from a
threatening process; or ‘

b. the clearing is essential for establishing &/ necessary fence, road or other built
infrastructure and no suitable alternative site/exists,/or

c. the vegetation is not part of a remnant of concer yegional ecosystem.

2. Limit clearing of vegetation which contributes to the prevention of 'salinity in high to medium
hazard areas o '

¢ Amend the Assessment codes sd that plipose/d (the prevention of land degradation) is also
achieved by: '

a) not clearing in catchnﬁem‘s identified through the National Action Plan for Salinity and
Water Quality Salinity/Hazard-Mapping Program as having a medium to high salinity
hazard except where-the chief executive is satisfied that:

i) the clearing is required for the sustainable harvesting of mulga (Acacia aneura) for
Jfodder purposes; or

i) thé élearing is required for the management of land degradation; or

iti}  “the clearing is necessary to protect the areq from a threatening process, or

iv) the clearing is essential for establishing a necessary fence, road or other built
infrastructure and no suitable alternative site exists

3. Legislative previsions to provide for a reducing cap on clearing

- To provide certainty for land clearing reductions to achieve greenhouse gas emissions objectives, the
following legislative amendments will be made:

o Make "prevent the emission of greenhouse gases as a result of clearing" a purpose of the
lf:gislationi .

"The Commonwealth would be responsible for determining the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the clearing in
order to satisfy its international obligations
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Establish an annual "cap" on the total area of clearing approvals;

Include provisions to reduce to “cap” to 0 hectares by 2008; :

Establish that cumulative clearing approvals within any annual period cannot exceed the "cap";
Allow clearing for certain purposes to be exempt from the “cap™?,

Following consultatiori with key stakeholders, establish a system for equitably allocating
approvals for clearing under the cap.

Determine the method for calculating the area of each clearing approval;

Establish that any application which, if approved, would mean that the’cap/is’exceeded, is
either:

a. Refused; or ‘ :

b. With the agreement of the landholder, approved with a/condition that the clearing cannot
commence until a date after the current or any subsequentanriual oy six-monthly period
where the cap would be exceeded; or

¢. With the agreement of the landholder, approved with a conditien that the clearing will
be staged over current and/or subsequent annual\or six-monthly periods;

Ensure that, for any application with a delayed start date, cleating contributes to the cumulative
total for the purposes of establishing whether the total exceeds the annual or six-monthly total
for the period in which the start date is located.

Establish that no start date can be set more thén two/yéars after the date of approval.

2 Existing exemptions in the legislation will be retained. Applications where:

-

the clearing is necessary to protect the vegetation frotn a threatening process; or

the clearing is essential for establishing a necessary fence, road or other built infrastructure and no suitable
alternative site exists; or

the vegetation is not remnant; or
the clearing is for fodder for stock

will, if approved, not contribute to cumulative totals for the purposes of complying with the cap.
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_ Attachment 2
Advancing the Vegetation Management Framework

Forms of Financial Assistance
1 Funding will be available to landholders who carry a substantial and

disproportionate burden for retaining and managing areas of native vegetation in
the public interest and provides a safety net which addresses viability on a case-
by-case basis. A “substantial and disproportionate burden” is/géfined/in relation
to: .

a) Others in the same class of individuals; and

b) Duty of care responsibilities.

Funding may be available for:

a) Acquisition and/or exit assistance where an enterprise ig rendered unviable;
and

b) Enterprise assistance to improve long term viability,

Acquistion and exit assistance
a) Owners of properties rendered unviable by’ the /new regulatory framework
would be assisted to exit or relocate their business.

b) It is anticipated that in the short term this will mainly apply to frechold
- properties covered by large areas-of remnafi vegetation (or regional ecosystem
types of specific conservation status), “This is most likely to occur in rural
areas but there may be/a cas¢ where urban/peri-urban landholders are also
affected.

¢) Property acquisitiéni based on wharket value (after the introduction of the
Vegetation Maragemert-4ct _and assuming a drop in asset value) will not
provide ‘assistance’ 10 a landholder beyond what was available through
ordinary market mechanisms, providing a market for the property exists. If
the marketiis-thin, purchase by the State will provide ‘assistance’.

d) Acquisifion could be accompanied by assistance to exit or relocate the
businéss: Exit assistance enables landholders who have decided to leave an
enterprise to-realize their property assets, exit the property in an orderly
manner and to re-establish. Business relocation enables a business fo be re-
established in a different location. Any scheme could be similar to business
relodation and exit assistance schemes already provided through the
Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority (QRAA).

e) Properties acquired under an assistance scheme:

i) Will have a nature conservation covenant/Nature Refuge placed over the
areas of high nature conservation value AND resold commercially either
individually or to aggregate with adjoining properties; OR

ii) May form part of the Queensland protected area estate where they are
priorities for acquisition identified by the Environmental ‘Protection
Agency.
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4 Enterprise assistance .

a) Enterprise assistance in the form of grants and/or concessional loans and other
forms of assistance willmade available to eligible participants to improve
productivity, sustainability and viability of business enterprises through
mechanisms such as:

i) Tmplementing on-property measures including:

i) the introduction of sustainable resource management inifiatives such as
new farming systems or new technology

iii) property developments for improved productivity

iv) valug adding activities directly related to the normal, primary _production
activitigs of the farm business enterprise

v) the purchase of livestock or other inputs |into ~primary production
associated with the development aclivifies '

vi) Enharicing sustainable resource use and development through farm business.
enterprise build up and amalgamation

vii) The use of debt restructuring and/or capital restructiring where new action is
taken to improve the productivity and viability ofdhe business enterprise

viii)  Business enterprise restructuring,including pastnership restructuring and
succession planning, Teading fo improved productivity, long term viability of

Jandholders and a reduction in resource Pressure.

Eligibility for Financial Assistance

1

Key requirements for eligibility would be:

a) the applicant is 2 Queensland landholder or occupier of land and

b) the property was acquirgd or a/contract for acquisition entered prior fo the date
of announcement of the assistdnce package and ' :

¢) the enterprise will be substantially/and disproportionately burdened (compared
to others in the saie class of individuals) as a direct result of the announced
additional requiteinents of the fegislation: -

d) for Acquisition, the érterprise will no longer be viable as a direct result of the
announced requiremerits and there is insufficient capacity in remaining land to
suppott a financially viable enterprise or

¢) for Enterprise Assistance, provision of evidence that the arca affected by the
annodriced changes/on any property or aggregation of properfies exceeds an
afea/30%. greater than the pre-existing requirements under the Vegetation
Management-Act for the property or aggregation of properties. -

e

Adsistandewould only be provided where it -could be demonstrated that the
aniodrced changes are directly responsible for imposing a substantial and
disproportionate burden/rendering the enterprise unviable, This requires case-by-

‘case asseésment to determine what vegetation a landholder would be expected to

retain in the landscape to meet their duty of care, and what additional vegetation
would also need to be retained to meet the provisions of the Act. This would be-
assessed in the same way as an application for clearing but through a separate
process in order to avoid clogging the existing assessment system. A rejected
application for clearing is not a prerequisite for applying for assistance.

Applications must be made within 3 years of the date of introduction of the
financial assistance scheme
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4 More detailed information about the nature of the assistance and eligibility and
assessment criteria can be found in section on Detailed Eligibility Criteria
below. | '

Delivery

1 Tt is proposed that any financial assistance scheme would be administered by the
Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority (QRAA). Detailed guidelines would be
developed in consultation with QRAA.

2 The existing QRAA review and appeals process can be used-fo ensure procedural
fairness. Review is initially conducted by a team of sepior QRAA officers, with
final decisions made by the QRAA board. '

Industry delivered Property Management Planning

[This section still to be written- A model similar to'that-used-to deliver the DNRM
Rural Water Use Efficiency Project is proposed as, ‘thi§/has’strong stakeholder
support].
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Detailed Eligibility Criteria

1 Property Acquisition

a) Where the introduction of the announced chnages directly results in a an
enterprise becoming unviable, enterprises proposing to withdraw from
economic use of an affected property may be eligible for agsistance through
purchase of the property by the government.

b) Conditions and eligibility

i) Successful applicants for property acquisition assistance must satisfy the
following conditions and eligibility criteria. '

(1) The applicant must: _

(i) Be an enterprise (individual or approved corporate entity —not
being a public company ! whose prinfafy source of incorme over
the two years prior to the dnnouncement of the changes was
derived from the managérmenty development and use of land.

(i) Demonstrate that the property/was dcquired or a confract for
acquisition entered into prior te.the/announcement.

(iii) Demonstrate that in the past the-riral enterprise has been a viable
commercial operation

(iv) Provide evidenee of provioug/mtent to clear areas in which new
legislation, policies and codes would not permit clearing to take
place (for' éxamplé in anyexisting business or property plan), and
financial capacity to dridertake that clearing and development.

(v) Provide evidence tiat the enterprise is without any reasonable
prospects)of sustainable long term profitability due to the changes
in the legislation/as measured by an absence of surplus of funds
or profit after taking into account the long term economic trends
which impact on the business and after meeting the following
armual financial commitments:
1>_costs of the operation of the enterprise; and
2.living cost of the landholder or persons dependent on the

income of the business enterprise based on whichever is-
greater of past living costs, or imputed living cost of $15,000
for each farm family indexed annually; and -

.. 3. investment in ecological sustainable systems; and
4. allowance for depreciation of capital and future capital

requirements; and :
5. servicing and repayment of debt of the business enterprise.

(vi)Provide a case for financial assistance which includes an estimate
by a qualified valuer of the value of the property to be acquired

! Holding or family unit; personal partnerships and unlisted private companies would be eligible
provided their principal business is that undertaken on the land and that the resident manager of the
property on which the development is to be undertaken has a majority holding in the partnership or
company. : ‘

RTI Docupaggt No.122 1/30/2003




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

(vii) Demonstrate that where the property enterprise is to be
~ sold to a family member or an entity in which a family member
has an interest, the sale price of the property and business
enterprise is at market value, on commercial terms and at arms

length.

¢) Level of assistance

i) * Property acquisition — commercial value of the property’as detérmined
. through QRAA process '

d) Disposal of acquired properties
{) Properties acquired under the assistance scheme:

(1) -will have a nature conservation covenant/nature refuge placed over the
areas of high nature conservation valug AND be-resold commercially
either individually or to aggregate with adjoifiing properties; OR

(2) may form part of the Queengland reserve system where they are
priorities for acquisition by the Environmental Protection Agency

2 Business exit/relocation
a) Business exit/relocation provides an additional mechanism fo assist
landholders who have their properties acgaired.

b) Assistance takes the fori/of a grant te landholders whose properties have been
found to be non-viable as.asésult of the announced changes to:
i) exit the propertyin an orderly manner
i) re-establish thérhselygs either post-farming or on a different viable
property

¢) Conditions and eligibility

i) Applicantsmust satisfy the eligibility for property acquisition and provide
furthier evidence that: -
" {1)-they intend fo re-establish on a property of comparable profitability fo
' that acquired.

(2) the sale’price of the property is insufficient to allow for re-
establishment on such a property.

(3} They have insufficient assets. If an applicant’s net assets at market
value exceed $75,000, the maximum level of support is reduced by
($2) for every ($3) of assets. Net assets exclude one vehicle per family
up to a market value of $15,000 and reasonable personal and
household effects. Where a house and/or land has been excised from
the property , the market value of this asset will be included in the
assets test.

ii) Applicants must realize the property assets and leave the enferprise within
12 months of application. : '

iii) Only one exit grant will be paid per farm enterprise.
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d) level of assistance

{) Support of up to $75,000 may be provided over and above the purchase
price of the property. '

3 Enterprise assistance

a) Conditions and eligibility

i) Successful applicants for enterprise assistance must satjsfy the following
conditions and eligibility criteria:

ii) The applicant must:

(1) Be an enterprise gindividual or approved corporate entity —not being a
public company)” whose primary source of incéme over the two years
prior to the announcement of the Vegetation Management Act 1999 (8-
December 1999) was derived fiom the/franagement, development and
use of land.

(2) Demonstrate that the property.was acquired/or a contract for acquisition
entered into prior t@c&bﬂm‘ 1999\where endangered regional
ecosystems are involved, or P 'wﬁoihg‘introduction of the financial
assistance package.

(3) Demonstrate that ir/{le past the.rural enterprise has been a viable
commercial operation ‘

(4) Provide evidence of previousintent to clear areas in which new
legislation, policies and codes would not permit clearing to take place
(for examplein an existing/business or property plan prepared before
announcenient of the Vegetation Management Act 1999, 8 December
1999). :

(5) Provide evidence that f’”\v :

(a)the affected area on any one property exceeds 0“//0 greafer than
duty-of care retention and other requirements of the YMA of the
total arga of that property

() the total affected area exceeds 30% greater than duty of care
retention of the aggregated area of all properties owned/managed
by the enterprise at the time of the introduction of new vegetation
management arrangements

{c)” the inability to clear the restricted area will result in at least a 10%
per annum reduction in projected enterprise profitability over the
next 10 years.

(d) the enterprise is without any reasonable prospects of sustainable long
term profitability due to the changes in the legislation as measured by
an absence of surplus of funds or profit after taking into account the

2 Holding or family unit; personal parterships and unlisted private companies would be eligible
* provided their principal business is that undertaken on the land and that the resident manager of the
property on which the development is to be undertaken has a majority holding in the partnership or

company.
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long term economic trends which impact on the business and after

meeting the following annual financial commitments:

(i) costs of the operation of the enterprise; and

(ii) living cost of the landholder or persons dependent on the incoine
of the business enterprise based on whichever is greater of past -
living costs, or imputed living cost of $15,000 for each farm
family indexed annuaily; and

(iil}investment in ecological sustainable systems; and

(iv) allowance for depreciation of capital and future/capital

© requirements; and
(v) servicing and repayment of debt of the business enterprise,

(6) Provide a business case for enterprise assistance/ whicls
- (a) details the enterprise assistance requested

(b) demonstrates sound prospects for commercial viability in the short
(4 years) to medium (10 years) term following the assistance

(¢) demonstrate sthe capacity to become financiatly independent of
enterprise assistance following its termination

(d) demonstrates that the activitics'proposed 4re consistent with sound
native vegetation management praciises as.sel out in a property
vegetation management plar

(¢) includes enterprise management plans/and vegetation management
plans in support of the application : :

(f) if a direct grant is sought, shows that the benefit cannot be achieved
through a special loatratterms and conditions offered as part of the
scheme. - ‘

ifi) The enterprise may be required to/enter into a management agreement that
includes covenanting of théland subject to this assistance.

iv) An applicatign undet this-scheme would not preclude an application being
made under any-incéntives scheme. Where appropriate a package of both
incentives and enterprise assistance could be tailored to meet the '
objectives of the vegeiation management policy and the needs of the
applicant: o '

b) level of assistance

iy Assistance will not exceed $100,000 and may take the form of:
(13-direct grants; and/or o :
(2) payment of a percentage of the interest component of repayments on a
* loan to undertake the work. ' ‘
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Attachment 3

Financial incentives to enable landholders to improve sustainable vegetation
: management

1 The obj ectives of an incentive program are:

a) To build on existing initiatives under the National Action Plan for Salinity and
Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust.

b) To encourage greater number of landholders to take positive actionvto protect,
maintain and manage native vegetation, to protect areas ofrégrowth vegetation
and revegetate areas in need of protection, beyond minimum regulatory and
duty of care requirements and which will contribute to _the protection of
biodiversity and the prevention of land degradation.

¢) To accélerate the implementation of vegetation management /activities that
have a clear public benefit and which, if funded solely-by the landholder
would be slowly or inconsistently adopted

d) To address priorities determined in the 1egtena‘ vegelation management
process

2 Financial incentives are not dependent ox tenure,

3 TFinancial incentives will -be provided on the condition that the vegetation being
- managed is protect.ed by a covenantor similar instrument.

4 Incentives may be provided fof;
a) Actions which protect ard restore vegetation which, if managed, will revert to
a remmant ‘endangered™or‘sfconcérh’ regional ecosystem;
b) Actions which have-been identified as high priorities in regional vegetation
management plans;

5 These actions may include;

a) Fencing to protect remnant vegetatlon or encourage regeneration of remnant
vegetatior

b) Relocation of fences, tracks or other infrastructure that are currently
contribiting to a vegetation degradation problem

¢) Cortrolof exotic weeds, certain specified native weeds, and pest animals in
areas of high-nature conservation value or endangered regional ecosystems

d) /Changes to management regimes (eg fire) including the establishment of fire
bregks;— :

&) Covenants;

6 Actions must result in protecting and/or managing vegetation beyond the legal
minimum standard and duty of care

7 Delivery should be through existing schemes and managed in accrordance with
the principles applying to the Natural Heritage Trust and the National Action Plan
for Salinity and Water Quality particularly with respect to community
involvement at the regional level.
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8 Regional vegetation management committees or regional NRM groups will play a
key role in identifying regional prioirties and in assessing applications for funding.

9 Level of assistance
a) The incentive provided

i) Will cover up to 75% of the approved cost of materials plus 50% of the
approved cost of work where a voluntary management agreement is
signed between the landowner and a State agency or Loc4l Government

i) Will cover up to 100% of the approved cost of materials-ard’ constraction
where the area is protected by a covenant under the Land-Titles’Act 1994
or covered by a conservation agreement and gazetted as-a Nature Refuge
or part of a Coordinated Conservation Area under the Nature Conservation
Act 1992 ‘

b) A maximum amount could be set if required.

1. A volunlaxy management agreement muyst:

a) be signed by the land owner/lessee and a person authorised by the organization/agency,
by define the property ot the houndaries of the area covered by the agreement;

¢) be conditional on existence of significant ecological or environmental values;

d) include a commitment from the landholder that the area will be managed in a way which clearly maifitains or
enhances those ecological or environmental vaiues and integrates these with other land mansagetnent
objectives;

€) detail the actions that the landholder will undertake to maintain those values in the long term (i.e. for af least
ten years);

provide for, or part of & scheme that prov1des for ongoing monitoring of the area by the organization beyond the
life of the incentive project {for a minimum ten years).
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Attachment 4
Costs

The following are estimates of component costs over the four year life of the project:

S Cost ($ million)
Acquisition of unviable properties/Exit Assistance | $30
Enterprise Adjustment $100
Industry delivered PMP $ 8
Incentives $12 ./
TOTAL $150
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Attachment 5

Memorandum of Understanding between the Commonwealth Government and
the Government of the State of Queensland on cooperative action to reverse the
decline in the extent and quality of native vegetation in Queensland.

PREAMBLE :
Unlike other Australian States, Queensland retains extensive. dreas of native
vegetation with more than xx% of the original extent remaining! [insert general
comments on the significant features of this vegetation.

Most of thls vegetatlon occurs on land which is under leasehold or frgenmd tenure.
Consequently, protection and management relies on the/decisions. and actions of
individual landholders, Clearing of vegetation, is still continuing:

The results of this clearing are....

GENERAL
1.  The governments agree that effective/management of Queensland’s native
~ vegetation is required to ensure that/its centribution to the protection of
biodiversity, the prevention of land degradation, management of salinity and the
management of greenhouse gas emissions.

2. The governments agree that because-of the scale of the threat caused by clearing
and the implications of actions to reducé/clearing on the livelihood of many
landholders that a joint and cooperative approach is required.

A/ @ TSR

3.  The governments agree-that as a ﬁra rstfstage in the protection of native vegetation
a major goal is halting the further Joss of vegetation through clearing as soon as
practicable,

4,  The governments note-that a significant amount of work has already been
undertaken/to_facilitate tlie protection of management of native vegetation
through the Queensland Government’s vegetation management framework and
Commgnwealth initiatives such as the Natural Heritage Trust and the National
Action Plan_for salinity and water quality. Governments agree that further
action should build on these. .

5. /The governments agreé that it is important to build upon the existing
participatiorl and support of stakeholders in identifying and implementing
appfoaches fo protecting and managing native vegetation.

6. The governments note the need for the public and stakeholders to be assured that -
a joint approach by governments is being taken to this important issue.

7. The govemménts note that there are other threats to native vegetation for

example, impacts from weeds and poor land management practices and that
separate processes are underway to address these threats.
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OPERATIVE
8. In order to achieve the goal of reversing the decline in the extent and quality of
" native vegetation in Queensland as soon as practicable, the governments will
_ undertake the following actions:

[ 08 7‘-‘*’-" a. J_m—rrfﬁ progress the development of a native vegetation management
program, with a target date for agreement by the end of the first quarter
of 2003, and a final plan before the end of the second quarter 2003,

‘The Plan would include measures;

i. to protec])‘/f,ct)ncem regional ecosystems or freehold land.

ii. additionalto those whieh have already been 1mp1e fied by
Q?zélind to i Ieanng which-®ould “confzbute to the
efpression of salifiity in the lands pe“

iii. to progressively reduce the overall mt., of clearing of remnant
vegetation (o negligible levels by 2008 /in—order—to_achicve.

iv. To promote the recovery Of mnative vegetation through
incentives to protect and manage regrowil-vegetation,

v. In cooperation with peak industry. gtoups, to promote effective
property management plarming and other initiatives leading to
improvements in sustainable’ agricaltural practices by all
landholders, -

b. Develop and agree on a jointly funded filancial assistance package for
landholders to are affected by or contribute to the implementation the
native vegetation protectiolrprograr. '

¢. Jointly host a stakeliolder consultative forum.

d. Jointly provide infofmation to and engage stakeholders in consultations
over particular “aspects’ of /mdtive vegetation management program
relevant to thesc stakehoiders, with an emphasis on regional and J

¢ L L industry byAndustny approaches.

% The Governments agrég that the implementation of the native vegetation

Byt protection program may_have a financial impact on some landholders while

oy others will réquire assistance to ensure that the initiatives in the program are

implemented. Therefore the Governments agree that implementation of the

gfhmb _ prograny i§ contingent,on the finalisation of a jointly funded financial package
mentioned. it

Cfe ?ux..

10. ¥ THe governments’ agree to use best endeavours to ensure that public statements
W telated to the implementation of the MOU will be joint or coordinated between
oo governments, Where separate statements are to be made or reports released, the
govemment proposing to make the statement or 1elease the report will consult

r
& the other government beforehand.
: 11. In order to reduce complexity and minimise uncertainty for landholders, it is
e Vay expected that the Queensland Government’s vegetation management framework
“~ 5 AT ' will be the basis on which the native vegetation protection program will be built.
&
25 wte

12. The Commonwealth agrees to inchude in terms of reference to the
Commonwealth Grants Commission the direction that Commonwealth payments
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to Queensland in relation to this agreement are excluded from the Commission's’
processes. -

To guide the development of the Native Vegetation Management Program and
funding arrangements, the governments will form a Commonwealth/State
Steering Committee of senior officials. ' '

A joint project team of officials from both jurisdictions will’be formed to .
support the Steering Committee and the development of the Plan.
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Tracking No.
Department of the Premier and Cabinet
Director-General’s memorandum
Policy
Title; Land Clearing Options ' Date: 30 January 2003
1. Purpose

To provide an options package which the Premier can present {o the Prime Minister.

2. Background

The Premier requested this package by Fnday It has been prepared-in consuitation with both
Treasury and DNRM. We understand Terry Hogan has provided/you with-a paper he has
prepared addressing other options for immediate action on tree dléaring That paper also covers,
in a more cursory fashion, the options in the attached paper.

3. Issues

We have suggested to DNRM, and they have agreed, that they include’a further optlon in their
paper aimed at putting pressure on the Commonwealth should they be reluctant or slow to
support either option 1 or 2. The proposal would involve/the Queensland Government imposing
an immediate moratorium on clearing approvals following the/meeting with the Prime Minister,
pending the finalisation of negotiations with the Commionweaith. While this approach would
generate a strong reaction from the rural community, it wouid have the effect of placing the onus
for further action on financial assistance squarely with the Commonwealth. It would provide a
“fail-safe” for the Premier’s meeting with the Prime Mifiister in that the Premier would be able
to implement a strong response to this issug-whatevert the outcome of the meeting with the PM.

4. Consultation
Treasury and DNRM

5. Recommendation
That you pass the attached paper on.to the Premier for his consideration.

Action Officer; Adrian Jeffreys/Terry Wall RT| Document N@Dlgi; DDG:

Area: Environment and Resources Policy !
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From:

Sent:
" To:

Sub;ect Vegetat:on is - Premier 30 jan.doc

OBJECTIVE

To explore options to reduce or remove the public impact of broadscale free eléaring in
Quecensland. :

BACKGROUND

The recent Statewide Land and Trees Study (SLATS) identified only a smallreduction in clearing
rates following the introduction of the vegetation management framework in Septernber 2000.
Current levels of clearing are seen by sectors of the community to be unsustainable, and the clearing
debate continues to be politically difficult. While providing for sorne hiodiversity and land
degradation outcomes, the current framework was neither designed for nerprovides greenhouse
outcomes. The Commonwealth and sectors of the commuunity are séeking a further reduction or .
elimination of clearing for improved biodiversity, land degradation and greéenhouse outcomes.

CURRENT ISSUES

s WWF, QCC and the Wilderness Society have been lobbying the Queensland and Commonwealth
Governments to further reduce clearing rates. This is emphasised by TWS requesting an through
FOI all clearing statistics held by the department for the/past 12 months, the employment of
“vegetation management” officers that sérutinise clearirig applications, the WWEF report on the

- effects of land clearing on wildlife, receit reports onGreat Barrier Reef impacts, and the -
numerous letters received by both the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines and the Premier
regarding clearing applications on South Térrick,/and a property adjacent to Culgoa Floodplains
National Park.

» The Commonwealth is seeking/to obtain greater b10d1vers1ty outcomes from Queensland through
the protection of “of concern™regional ecosystems on frechold tenures as part of the NHT2
negotiations. In addition, it is understood a package to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is also
being developed.

o Following the release-of the.recent SLATS data, Cabinet agreed to increase deterrents to illegal
clearing, and improve the workability of the enforcement provisions of the legislation. It is
anticipated that thé legislation will be introduced into Parliament in late February.

e Following the Sdlinity-Summit late last year, the codes for assessing vegetation clearing were
tightened to protect remnarit vegetation i specified catchments.

s The attached/dociment outlines three options for resolving the vegetation management issues.

o The firstoption considers further tightening of the codes for clearing, and making accessing
permits mote difficult. While these measures are cost neutral, they are piecemeal and unlikely to
significantly reduce the rate of vegetation clearing, nor meet the Commonwealth requirements for
further biodiversity, land degradation or greenhouse oufcomes.

¢ The second option results from the Commonwealth government proposal to restrict clearing of
“of concern” regional ecosystems to meet biodiversity outcomes of NHT2. However this proposal
is unlikely to significantly reduce clearing rates, and may confuse the political context even
further. If such a proposal was to be accepted, a cap on clearing reducing to 100,000 ha over four
years should be part of the package. The State would be required to match funding of $30M for
this package This option would not meet any greenhouse targets, and clearing would continue to
be an issue in its own right. :

o The third option is a comprehensive package that includes the immediate protection of “‘of
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concern” regional ecosystems and a cap on the area of permits issued reducing to minimal levels
over five vears. This option will provide biodiversity, land degradation and greenhouse oufcomes,
and remove land clearing from the agenda once and for all. The option requires the State to fund
the package at $75M over five years, with matching funding from the Commonwealth. -
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 Attachment

1. Introduction

- The most recent SLATS report for 1999-2001 indicates that clearing rates for the 1999-2000 were
excessively high due fo panic clearing prior to the commencement of the Vegetation Management
Act 1999 (VMA) in September 2000. Following the commencement of the VMA the annual clearing
rate of remnant vegetation on freehold land was reduced by 50% compared to the 1997-1999 annual
rate. Land clearing rates of remnant vegetation on leasehold land have increased by over 20% per
annum over the same time period. Controls on clearing on leasehold land wete tightened in-
September 2000, with restrictions on clearing of “of concern” regional ecosystems introduced at the
same time as the commencement of the VMA, |

1.1. Illegal Clearing
There have been suggestions landholders carry out illegal clearing and ﬂunply fattor the possible
fines into their business costs. While there may be an argument that landholders were not aware of
the legislation on freehold land, this is not the case on leasehcld fand.-Clearing on leasehold land has
long been regulated. Verification of the extent of illegal clearing avid then launching prosecutions
is extremely time and labour intensive. Courts also require very\détailed prosecution cases and
~ expert witnesses and allow grandstanding by a small but vocal section of landholders. Negotiations
have commenced with the Queensland Police Service for cross-secoridment opportunities to broaden
the Department’s level of expertise and human resoutces./ Illegal clearing (or allegations thereof)
will continue to be a major compliance issue with attendant political risks while ever
broadscale clearing is allowed.

1.2. Impact of legislation and policy

While the introduction of the VMA has hada significant/impact on clearing rates on frechold land,
the increase of clearing on leaschold land(s of partictilar concern. It is also likely that clearing rates
on frechold will increase over the 2001-2003 time frdme as the administration of the VMA becomes
more streamlined. Over 350,000 ha of permits Jegitimately allowed under the legislation have been
issued on freehold land between August 2001 and August 2002. If the total area under all permits
were acted upon, this would represent a significant increase in clearing on frechold land.

iance

. Sch. 3-1

Sch. 3-1

Any compliance activity has political repercussions, both pro and con.
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3. Reducing level of tree clearing
Options to manage the rate of tree clearing are outlined below.
3.1, Option 1 Using Existing framework
3.1.1. Raise the application requirements

Existing applications for clearing require a Property Vegetation Management Plan. Requiring a
higher standard of plan, and introducing a requirement for a business plan to demonsirate that the
clearing to be undertaken is economically viable may reduce the number of applications, and make
it more difficult fo obtain a permit. This will be seen as anti-small landholder,/ The community is .
likely to demand resources from the Department to undertake these activities, howgeyer there are a
number of consultants who are available to undertake this work, This will dlso rais¢ the cost of _
applicants applying to clear. While this will raise the level of landhelder angst, it is'not likely to
decrease the rate of clearing, and assessing economic viability will be seen as exercising
subjective judgement.

Requiring a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to accompany-ail applications for vegetation
clearing would place the onus on landholdets to identify the benefits and disadvantage of clearing
on biodiversity, land degradation and productivity. The costs to-landhelders to undertake such
activities are significant. Under the current system, many landholders/have difficulty in providing a
suitable Property Vegetation Management Plan. Requirerients of an EIS are not likely to be
completed by landholders, and the availability of consultants tp undertake such work across the state
is not consistent. Again, the expectation would arise 0f the government subsidising the EIS
requirements, Although such a process would slow down‘applicdtions, it will not guarantee a
reduction in clearing rates, and will cause significant public outcry, Refusal of applications would
also result in more appeals and court cases. _

3.12. Increase the fees for applying to-clear

The current cost of applying to clear is alteady 4 deterrenit for some small landholders. At the same
time, it is also considered to be an insighificant/amourit for some landholders undertaking large
clearing operations where the cost of clearing'machihes and fuel easily reaches into the tens of
thousands of dollars. With a maximum fee of $1500 for large applications, the introduction of a
sliding scale of fees to apply to ¢lear would generate around $80,000 per annum. Increasing the fees
is likely to restrict the ambit cldim pepmits, and ensure that applicants are serious about the proposed
clearing. Again, it will not guarantee‘a reduction in the rate of clearing, but in combmation with
above, will ensure that applicants have setriously considered the clearing actions.

3.1.3. RVMPs '

A number of RVMPs/are currently-near first draft and are ready to go to public consultation, From a
brief review of the plans; it is unlikely that they will significantly reduce the area of clearing.
Many of the plans identify areas thai are not suitable for clearing. These are areas that in any event
are not likely to’have been approved under the existing policy. While many of the plans have
retention figures for plan areas and catchments, the SLATS data indicates that clearing is occurring
in landscapes-that Have reasonable levels of remnant vegetation, and the majority of clearing is in
“not of concern™ regional ecosystems.

3.1.4. Tightening of the Codes

The changes in the code in relation to salinity were introduced during the year, restricting clearing
of remnant vegetation in catchments with less than 30% within the QMDB and the Fitzroy Basin.
From the SLATS data, just over 15,500 ha of clearing occurred in 2000-2001 in those catchments.
Further tightening of the codes to increase the level of retention of remnant vegetation on a
bioregional basis from 30 to 40%, or including a remnant vegetation retention level on a subregional
basis could be considered. Only the New England Tableland Bioregion has less than 40% remnant
vegetation. The clearing rate for 1999-2001 in that bioregion was less than 2000 ha/annum. Cleating
in subregions with less than 30% retention was 23,200 ha in the 2000-2001 (some of this is also
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within the catchments of less than 30%)

Few of the draft RVMPs significantly tighten the codes for clearing compared to the existing state
policies. The Government may choose to place further resfrictions on clearing through tightening
the codes, and the Minister will need to inform the RVMCs that the plans do not go far enough. This
may result in some of the RVMCs walking away from the process, and not participating in further
natural resource management consultation processes. While tightening of the codes will reduce
clearing in specific situations, it canmot guarantee a predetermined level of reduction in the rate of
clearing. Further tightening of the codes while the RVMP process is underway is not
recommended. ‘ :

3.1.5. Cap on individual applications

The introduction of a cap on the arca of cach approval will be seen as significariily disadvantaging
large property owners, unless it was a cap in terms of the percentage remnant vegetation remaining
on the property. Many of the RVMP groups have recommended propefty retentionlevels, asa .
proportion of the area of remaining remmnant vegetation. The 30% property retention requirements
will result in vegetation retained across the landscape, but will not guarantee a/'reduction in the
rate of clearing State wide and may need legislative action,

3.1.6. Licencefaccreditation of clearing contractors (includg licensing, periodic reporting
- efe)
While clearing contractors can be held responsible for iilegal clearing, and a number of contractors
have been fined under existing legislation, there is no/licensing or decreditation provisions in place
Many landholders also undertake their own clearing, and de not ase contractors. Licensing or
accreditation of clearing contractors by the government has beén proposed from a number of forums.
" This action will provide a better skilled community, with improved knowledge about vegetation

management issues. A requirement to report on elearing urdertaken on a quarterly basis could also
be included. However, it will greatly increase the administrative burden, particularly in the area of
monitoring and complance and is partly neutralised by ¢ross-border compliance issues. Such
actions will not reduce the rate of clearing, '

3.1.7. “Hotline” for complianre complainis
Calls are currenily taken concerning potential compliance issues by NR&M offices across the State.
These calls are then referred to the/Compliance Officer, or a Regional Compliance Officer. A ceniral
call centre will not improve the service urrently provided, and will increase administrative costs.
This will not reduce the clearing rates, nor will it significantly assist with the identification of illegal
clearing, '

3.1.8. Restriciing clearing permits on leases that expire within 10 years

Many of the landholders-with leases/that expire in the next 10 years are likely to request a lease
renewal. Ten yearsds stiltwell within the planning framework of lessees to undertake activities such
as clearing and CIearing permitsyarc only valid for 2 years under the current framework. Preventing
only those lessees coming up for renewal in 10 years from obtaining a permit would cause
significant stakeholder outery. It would be percelved tobea “back door” approach to restricting
further clearing.

3.1.9. Costs

The State is under no obligation to fund any of the above options.

3.2. Option 2 Restrict clearing of “of concern” regional ecosystems and introduce a
cap in the area of permits issued that reduces to 100,000 ha over four
years (Joint package of $60 M with Commonwealth)

3.2.1. “of concern” regional ecosystems

» The Herbarium has identified approximately 1.2 M ha of “of concern” on freehold land that
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could be cleared under the current regime. There is a total of 3.4M ha of “of concern” on
freehold and leaschold land. Well documented scientific evidence is available to show
significant declines in biodiversity once vegetation communities reach less than 30% cover.
This information was widely discussed and supported when the VMA was first introduced.
The reason for the removal of “of concern” from the VMA was not about the science of the
-argument.

o As of September 2000, “of concern” regional ecosystems on leasehold land were protected.
under the Land Act 1994. Analysis of the recent SLATS data indicates that annual clearing rate
of “of concern” regional ecosystems was 32,192, Cross checking of datd bases and intensive
on-ground investigation is required to verify cases of alleged illegal cledring:

o From the 1997-1999 SLATS figures, clearing “of concern” regional/ecosystcms was
significantly greater at approximately 88,000 ha per annum. The signiﬁcant dectgase in
clearing rates on freehold are not expected to be maintained over the 2001-2002 year, given
the number of legitimate approvals issued. - ' :

e While restricting clearing of “of concern” regional ecosystems will providg further
biodiversity benefits, it will not provide land degradation or green hous€ outcomes.

3.2.2. Cap on the area of permits issued redueing to-100,000 lta over four years

» The provision of a cap reducing to 100,000 ha over four yeavs could be introduced. The
implementation of a cap would need to be determined in consultation with stakeholders, but
could be through first through the door, or throwgh a baliot or\an auction process. The
implementation of a cap would require legislative-change. Tlie introduction of cap would set
an upper limit on the rate of clearing, and would provide sgme further biodiversity, land
degradation and green house benefits.

3.2.3. Costs

The Commonwealth has made an offer of providing between $20- $30 M to protect “of concern”
regional ecosystems as part of the NHT negotiations.- Matching funding from the State would be
required to implement this option. [cl}
3.3. Option 3 Sustaining Gueensland’s Native Vegetatmn ($150M joint package with
the Commornwesalth)

The Program that Queensland proposés provides strong leadership through a joint state/national
response to the ongoing environmental and sustainability problems caused by excessive land
“clearing.

The Program is an intggrated response. Rather than the piecemeal approach that has been a feature of
previous Commonwéalth-proposals to Queensland, it is a single and substantial initiative that will
remove the currentlévels of uncertainty being generated in the Queensland community.

To keep the initiative simple, the Program also builds on the Queensland Government’s existing
vegetation management framework and will be delivered through existing state-based administrative
arrangements: It 2iso augments the major advances achieved through the National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust,

3.3.1. Objectives of the Program
The program is designed to achieve objectives identified by the Commonwealth. These are:
e To protect “of concern” regional ccosystems on freehold land;
e To be consistent with the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and the
Natural Heritage Trust; and
e To deliver greenhouse gas reductions exceeding 20,000 to 25,000 megatonnes of Carbon
Dioxide per annum.
~ There are three components to the program
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e Advancing the Vegetation Management Framework
¢ Making farming sustainable '
s Restoring the bush

3.3.2. Advancing the Vegetation Management Framework.

Three actions are proposed to make vegetation management sustainable:

¢ Animmediate restriction on further approvals for clearing of “of concern” (vulnerable) regional
ecosystems

s An immediate tightening of the assessment codes under the legislation in relation to salinity
hazard, to prevent clearing in catchments with high to medium salinity hazard, and

e A phase out of all except minor essential broadscale clearing of remhant yegetation in
Queensland by 2008 to achieve greenhouse gas reduction, biodiversity.ard lardd” degradation
goals.

3.3.3. Making farming sustainable.

Actions to protect native vegetation will have flow-on consequences foryQuéensland’s landholders
and time will be required to adjust to the new arrangements The follewing actions are proposed to
facilitate this:

e The provision of targeted financial assistance in the/form of stuctural ad]ustment, to those who
are significantly and disproportionately burdened by the implementation of tighter clearing
controls. Assistance will include grants and low/intérest lodns, assistance to move into new
industries, and may include total buy-out of the small tumbeér of properties rendered completely
unviable by restrictions. By opening up a range of options, landholders could be offered highly
tailored packages to suit their circumstances, This approach allows for maximum flexibility and
ensures that public funds are put to best use.

s assistance to industry bodies for the development of 2 modular, integrated property management
planning accreditation process, supported/by incefitives for property holders to put in place
property management plans. This willbe/targeted to those areas where the development of plans
will most significantly contribute to addréssing $alinity and biodiversity objectives (dus to issues
such as location, area and/or significance). Jidustry bodies are currently calling for this sort of
program, and it could be modélled oi-the-puccessful rural water use efficiency program used in
Queensland -

3.3.4. Restoring the Bush

The provision of incentives to encourage-fand holders to put forward proposals {o actively manage

and rehabilitate areas of ecologically significant regrowth and remnant vegetation, and to restore

cleared land to protect/biodiversity-and prevent land degradation. These incentives would take the
form of a grant that woeuld cover the costs of protective covenants, and funding to cover the cost of

‘any on-ground establishnient-works (such as fencing). Legislative changes by the State and

Commonwealth would enable-siuch covenanted land to attract tax deductibility status.

© 3.3.5( {Costs

The overall cost of the program is up to $150 million over several years shared by both
Governments, '
3.3.6. Intergovernmental Agreement

If agreement is reached about the features of the Program outlined above then it would be
implemented through a Memorandum of Agreement. This would secure both governments’
commitment to implement and fund the program and in particular ensure that any gains are achieved
with appropriate public accountability for expenditure and minimal disruption to landholders.

3.3.7. Communication Strategy
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sential that both Governments commit to jointly develop and promote the program to all stakeholders
ointly work with those stakeholders to ensure it is effectively delivered. A Communication Strategy

be developed as soon as possible
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t 1 Existing framework, no cost
he application requirements

Places onus on applicant to improve quality of application

Requires significant improvement in knowledge and understanding of issués by landholder, or
engagement of consultant :

Expectation that NR&M will provide this service

Will not significantly reduce the rte of clearing

se the fees for applying to clear
Require those who clear more land to pay higher application rates
Will encourage landholders to apply only for what they intend fo clear
Will not reduce the rates of clearing

'8
Major stakeholder input into vegetation management framework
Provide better detail of areas that should not be cleared
Do not significantly reduce clearing rates

Recommend incentives/financial assistance for further conirols.
ning of the Codes

Codes have been tightened in relatlon to salinity

Further tightening within existing framework will not significantly reduce rates of clearing
individual applications

Disproportionately affects large property holders
More effectively covered by property retention rates that.are coyered in regional plans
Allows for more equitable distribution of clearing, but does net feduce the rate of cleanng
yfaccreditation of clearing contractors (include licensing, periodic reportmg etc)

Ensures contractors are aware of their obligations

Fines already exist for contractors who clear illegally

Tmpose significant administrative burden, especially ifi the area of reportmg, momtormg and
‘compliance

Will not reduce the rate of clearing
ing clearing permits on leases that' gxpire|withinten years
Backdoor way of imposing tighfet controls with significant stakeholder bacldash of discrimination
Most lessees would be requesting tericwal of lease
Ten years is a reasonable planning tinie frame to have expectations of undertaking work
Permits are currently issued for 2 years, so the 10 year timeframe does not seem appropriate

Option 1 will not significantly reduce rates of clearing, and will not provide biodiversity, land
degradation or greéenhouse outcomes required by the Commonwealth and conservation
“stakeholders :

“Option 2 ($60M paclkage with Commonwealth).
Protecting of concérh regional ecosystems

¢ Will provide for some further biodiversity benefits
o Will not significantly reduce clearing rates

Cap on area of permits reducing o 100,000 ha in four years
. Will réduce clearing rates to given level
Will provide further biodiversity benefits, and some land degradatlon and greenhouse

outcomes, but will not remove clearing from the political agenda. Require state funding of
$30M over four years,
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Option 3 ($150M comprehensive package with the Commonwéalth)

Cap on area of permits reducing to minimal levels in four years

Provides for financial assistance for those significantly and disproportionably burdened
Provides incentives to manage areas of remnant and regrowth vegetation

Reduces clearing rates to minimal levels

‘Specific exemptions for projects of national and state mgmﬁcance urban-greas etc will apply
Regrowth can continue to be cleared

Will provide biodiversity, land degradation and greenhouse outcomes, and will reniove
vegetation clearing from the broader politica] agenda. Likely to have significant inmediate
impact on local stakeholders. Will require state funding of $15m pa over S vears and similar
from the Commonwealth. ‘

[c11Fluh?? 1 think this is the best way to achieve a decrease. Any cap would also-come under the code or palicy
wouldn’t it??
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The information in this e-mail together/witly any attachments is
intended only for the person or entity-fe which it is addressed
and may contain confidential and/or privileéged material.

Any form of review, disclosure; modificdtion, dist‘ribution
and/or publication of this e%imail, mesgage is prohibited.

If you have received this masgage Ain error, you are asked to
inform the sender as quickly as possible and delete this message
and any copies of this /message from your computer and/or your

computer system netwoxk.
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Adrian Jeffreys

From: Paul McFadyen@treasury.qld.gov.au
Sent: Thursday, 30 January 2003 5:58 PiM
To: adrian.jeffreys@premiers.qld.gov.au
Subject: tree clearing

Adrian

Bs we discusgsed this afternoon I understand that a cessation on tree
clearing would not affect the viabillity of existing farm enterprises but
would only affect the viabllity of those farms (with substantd#dl treed
areas) which were recently purchased with a view to recouping/the
purchase price by increased revenues from clearing much or &il ¢I/the
remaining treed areas,

The proposal limits the provision of assistance for
acquisition/exit/enterprise adjustment to farms which alke unviable
because of the Government's proposed action in stopping tree clearing.

Farms held by the current owner for some time on this basisg cetld not
now be considered unviable because of the Governmemt's action. They are
either viable now or if they are currently unviable\ it /would he for
reasons other than the future cessation of tree cleakiyg.

Hence assistance could be limited to recent /farm purchases where
farmers could argue that viability is affedéfed by the tesgation of tree
clearing. '

on this basis there seems little justification to ' provide assistance to
other farmg whose current viability ig not affectéd. Presumably if
someone had purchased a treed property in the Yost 12 months and had not
applied (as opposed having a permif Japproved oY to actually having
cleared trees) for a tree clearing/permit théy could net be consided to
be unviable.

If acquisition/adjustment was limited to/rYecent property acquisitions
-what would be the impact on the estimates in Attachment 4. If
assistance was limited to préperties puwrchased in the last 12 months I

. would assume the estimateg Mwould e very much reduced. Could it be done
for the 3$30M that EA are offering? Even if the State did not match the
Commonwealth's contribution difectly, the State would be effectively be
providing a matching contribution, over the years through foregone
revenue and economic/development ‘which would have accured from tree
clearing.

Paul
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Only an individual of entity who is intended to be a recipient of this e-mail may
access or use the information contained in this e-mail or any of its attachments.
Opinions contained in this e-mail or any of its attachments do not necessarily reflect
the opinions of Queensland Treasury. ‘

The contents of this e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be legally

privileged and the subject of copyright. If you have received this e-mail in errvor,
please notify Queensland Treasury immediately and erase all copies of the e-mail and
the attachments. Queensland Treasury uses virus scanning software. However, it is

not liable for viruses present in this e-mail or in any attachment.

hkkhhhkdhdhhkRhhkhdkdk b drh TR IR ARRA AR A A AR AAAIRATEAAL N AL

1 .
RTI Document No.143




‘o3 WED 09:4¢ FAX +61 ¢ 271 hqQoument NaxBeRhEepRiRdg the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT2969 (Qld)

i2/n2

PRIME MINISTER

CANBERRA
7 FEB 2003
The Hon Peter Beattie MP
Premier of Queensland
@ PO Box 185

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET. QLD 4002

( My dear Premier

Thank you for your letters of 13 December 2002 and 22 January 2003 in
relation to land clearing in Queensland. :

In the past 12 months there has been movement in'sonie key areas relevant to
this long running issue. In particular our agreement to jointly implement the
National Action Plan on Salinity and Water-Quality provides an undertaking to

- prevent land clearing where this would Jead to unacceptable impacts on land__
and water quality, and current negotiations over the Natural Heritage Trust
(NHT) will, 1 hope, tesult in agreeménit to prevent clearing in areas that are -
particularly important from a biodiversity perspective. T

We look forward to an opportiixity to)progress the Commonwealth offer of a
financial contribution to reddde emissiens from land clearing in Queensland. I
understand that Queensland is developing options in response to this offer and,

as I have indicated previously, the Commonwealth would welcome the
opportunity to consider these. :

1 am concemed that delaying finalisation of the bilateral agreement for the
NHT until our joint agreement to a greenhouse proposal may heavily impact on
the community’s participation in the Trust. While I also appreciate your view
that there mizy be advantages in discussing both the biodiversity measure and a
possible gréenhouse measure with stakeholders at the same time, I propose that

. the NHT bilatéral agreement be finalised as soon as possible. This would
involve agreement.on the key parameters for the biodiversity measure, a
proposal for which has already been outlined to Queensland officials.

COPY
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In relation to additional Jand clearing measures to achieve greenhouse gas
abatement in Queensland, the Commonwealth has consistently taken the view .
that it is primarily the responsibility of the Queensland govemment to ensure
that its approach is acceptable to the Queensland Commﬁﬁlfl

e g = S

I understand that the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Dr Kemp, and
your Minister for Natural Resources and Mines, Mr Robertson, havis Been>

- discussing the issues raised in your correspondence. I also seek your
agreement to our officials discussing Queensland’s options for achieving a
significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through reduued Japd

cleanng.

I would, of course, be Eappy to meet with you once the dbove discussious have
progressed and a firmer proposal has been developed.

——

- I sincerely hope that we can progress this important'matter in the near future.

Yours sincerely

fﬁ/ é/\/\/ /ﬁ/@,u P

,(I ohn Howard)

g  COPY
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TO :My Texry Wall : From:  Max Kitchell
First Assistant Secretary
Natural Heyitage/Divisien
Environment- Australia
{Departrtent of the Environment)

Organisation: Premier and Cabinet

Fax No: 0732242111 Fax No: (02 62742228

Telephone No 07 3405 6203 Tele No: 02 6274 2345

Date: 17/02/03 : Email: max-kitchell@ea.gov.au
No of pages;

Message:

Mr Wall, as discussed please find attached communication/fom Max Kitchell, a/g Deputy
Searetary

Thank you

Janice McDonald
Executive Assistant to
Max Kitchell

HAFILESUANICEWMAXKWORKFAX.DOC
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_f,.b!. Environment

o Australia

Depertment of the Environment and Heritage

Mr Terry Wall

Department of Premier and Cabinet
Executive Building

100 George Street

Brisbane Qld 7000

" Dear Terry

Thank you very much for outlining at our meeting in Sydney yesterday, Queensland’s proposals for a revised
vegetation management framework in your State. This proposal is of considerable interest to/the
Commonwealth and we will be briefing our Ministers on it shortly.

To help ovr Ministers more fully understand the proposal we asked you to provide s6me additional mformanon
on the following matters:

1. Agricultural viability — you indicated that the proposal could be iimplemented without greatly impacting
on farm viability. It would be helpful if you cowld quéantify the degree of impact vou expect on
agricultural viability and the measures you intend 10 mitigate adverse impact. Some case studies would
be useful.

2. Additionality - you estimated that 20mill ha of remnarit/vegetation would be available for clearing (and,
therefore, subject to Queensland’s proposal) over and above’ Queensland’s current vegetation. '
management regulatory framework and its obligations under the NAP. We would appreciate seeing the
basis for this calculation. _

3. Cost —we would welcome an indication of any-miedefling Queensland has done to justify the adequacy
of $150mill for structural adjustment

4. Assessment criteria — a copy of the'draft assessment criteria for eligibility for structural adjustment
would be helpful, recognising that itis still a woérk-in-progress.

In addition to the above four matters/Ave disoussed yesterday, could yvou also provide the total area of remmant
vegetation currently covered by agtive permits. This would give us a sense of the possible “spike” in clearing
that might occur over the next two yearsin the event that we reach agreement on your proposal 1o phase out
remmmant ¢learing.

Also, as discussed, if you have any suggestions on the vexed issue of obtaining prior stakeholder support I
would greatly appreciate hearing them.

While we intend to provide advice to Ministers on Queensland’s proposal as early as possible, this is a matter
that crosses a number of portiolios and directly involves the Prime Minister, It is highly likely, therefore, that
Cabinet will need toconsider the proposal. This will mean that we won’t be in a position to provide an
immediate regponse. However, we will progress the matter as quickly as possible.

In the meantime; don’t hesitate to contact me if there is anything I can clarify or help with.

Yours sincerely

. X

Max Kitchell
A/g Deputy Secretary
vs February 2003 _
\{"Ng GFG Box 787 Canberra ACT 2601 Telephone 02 6274 1111 Facsumle 02 5274 1666 ;«"‘”";'-' PSR
Ny Internet; www.ea.gov.au -‘é @
DNVENTOR Y PEQPLY CeVaninmy i
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19 FEB 2003

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister
Parliament House

_CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard
Thank you for your letter of 7 February 2003 corigerning land clearing in Queensland.

T welcome your continued interest in resolving thig/issue 4nd your proposal for discussion
between our officials. I understand that these discussions took place on 12 February, and
that Queensland officials outlined the parameters of agroposal that would meet the
previousty stated conditions for a Commonwealth financial contribution.

I am advised that Commonwealtl 6fficials have’sought some additional material to assist
them in formally briefing relevant- Ministers. /I understand that this material will be provided
. within the next few days. Shertly after condideration by Commonwealth Ministers I would
hope we could meet to progtess)this mattcr.

As you point out in your lettér] the bilateral agreement on the National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality commiits Queensland to prevent clearing where this would lead to
unacceptable impasts-on land and water quality. Through the recent changes made to the '
State’s vegetatigh management framework, this commitment has now been achieved.

Your letter faises the concern that delaying finalisation of the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT)
bilateral agreement (in¢luding a biodiversity measure linked to reduced clearing) until our
joint Agreendent to a greenhouse proposal may heavily impact on the community’s
participation m the Trust.

I too am keew'to finalise the NHT bilateral. However, a difficulty with the approach you

* suggest is that it would appear to requirc separate agreements for different parts of a strategy
to address the single issue of land clearing, Such an approach would, in my view, be likely
to impact negatively on community support for the broader strategy.- It would almost
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certainly mean that the overall costs of achieving our specific goals will increase
substantially. It would also generate considerable uncertainty for Queensland landholders
and run the risk of provoking an escalation of land clearing applications. Past experience in
Queensland has demonstrated that piecemeal changes to Queensland’s vegetation
managemént framework lead to significant increases in the rate at which permit applications
are submitted in anticipation of further restrictions. Legal advice provided to my
Govermment indicates that once a permit application has been lodged it must be considered
under the terms of legislation existing at that time. | '

1 therefore reiterate my view that announcement of a jointly fundéd integrated strategy
covering both biodiversity and greenhouse, would provide cerfainty beth forlandholders and
for the wider community concerned about this issue and would be more effective in
achieving the objectives of both our Governments. However such/an approach need not
unnecessarily delay our finalisation of the NHT bilateral. T envisage that a joint
announcement by our Governments outlining our intentiohs and integrated objectives for
vegetation management in Queensland could occur simultanecusly with the signing and
commencement of the NHT bilateral agreement, implemeritation of the greenhouse gas
abatement element of the strategy could await thé later finalisation of the finer details by our
Governments. ‘

I note that your letter again states that a condition of Commonwealth support is that any
program to achieve national greenhouse gas abatement goals in Queensland is “acceptable to
the Queensland community”. 1beligve thatmy Gévernment’s proposed integrated approach
to land clearing will have broad stpport from-the Queensland community. Stakeholder and
community members of Regiotial Vegetation Management Planning Commiittees across the
State have all indicated that they are prepargd to support significant and substantial
reductions in clearing leveisprovided findncial assistance is available to landholders.

However, as I have outlined previously, it will not be possible to achieve universal support
from all sectors. In particular, ['cannot guarantee that all landholders and all rural industry
groups will be suppertive because of the propensity of some to take extreme positions. The
absence of universal community acceptance should not, however, be seen as a barrier to a
bilateral approach. As yowwill I am sure appreciate, the degree to which our Government’s
show joint Iéadership on this issue will influence positively the degree of community support
for all the-elements of the strategy. The Memoranda of Understanding between our
Governiments on the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan and on the Sugar Indusiry Reform

support for change.
1 would therefore urge you to favourably consider an initial joint announcement by our

Govemnments of an integrated strategy timed to coincide with our signing of the NHT
bilateral. In this regard, T have attached an initial draft of a possible Statement of Intent

Page2of3’
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which could form the basis of such an announcement. A version of this document was
provided to Commonwealth officials at their 12 February meeting,

I trust these proposals meet with your favourable consideration. If you agree, T suggest that
our officials work towards progressing this matter to the point where we might meet some
time early in March with a view to making a joint announcement.

Yours sincerely

RIGINAL SIGNED
BY PETER BEATTIE
VETE ooveradl seneenered wsmimses

PETER BEATTIE M?P ;
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page3d of3
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Statement of Intent by the Commonwealth Government and the Government of
the State of Queensland on cooperative action to manage remnant native
vegetation in Queensland.

PREAMBLE _

Unlike other Australian States, Queensland retains extensive areas of remnant native
vegetation. This vegetation retains a range of unique values whlch warrant protection
to achieve Queensland and National goals.

Most remnant vegetation occurs on land which is under leasehold oy freehold tenure.
Consequently, protection and management relies on the decisiofis_and actiohs of -
individual landholders. The State and the Commonwealth Governments ‘are secking to
provide certainty not only for landholders but also to the wide er community for the
protection of these unique values. p

GENERAL
1 The governments agree that effective manag\ nient uf

qnsland’s native
vegetation is required to protect of blodlvers ty, i

&'valies of the State’s remnant

vegetation at both the Queensland and national l s, a cooperative approach is

required mvolvmg both the Queéﬁs

3 The governments note that a QIgﬁ_lﬁu
undertaken to facilitate the proteciit

delivery of a sing mtegrated program to achieve their goals.

at
ot

6 The/governments note that there are other threats to native vegetation for example,
impacts from weeds and poor land management practices and that separate
processes are underway to address these threats.

OBJECTIVES
7 The Commonwealth government’s objectives for the program are:
a. to protect ‘of concern” regional ecosystems on freehold land in
Queensland; and '
b, to reduce the overall rate of clearing of remnant vegetation beyond that
flowing from the existing Queensland vegetation management
framework and the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
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. Quality in order to achieve and ensure verifiable Greenhouse gas
reduction targets in excess of 25 megatonnes per annum.

8 The Queensland Government’s objectives for the program are

a. to halt the decline in the extent and quality of native Vegetatlon n
Queensland as soon as practicable;

b. to promote the recovery of native vegetafion through incentives to
protect and manage remnant and regrowth vegetation; and

c. in cooperation with peak industry groups, to prothote effective
property management planning and other initiatives/leading to
improvements in sustainable agricultural practices by all Jandholdérs.

‘OPERATIVE .

9 The Governments agree to fund a structural adjustmenti#ind incentives package to
achicve their respective objectives as set out in:paragraphs 7/and 8 of this
agreement on the basis that each government will centnbute" 4if of the total value
of the package. -

10 Queensland’s financial contribution to the:
administration and implementation.

11 Following agreement on the ﬂmdjgg package, tli 1

Ieglslate to protect of”“

strative arrangements for the delivery of funds to
] su‘wsmlflally “and disproportionately affected by or
te.the’ achievement of the objectives;

i6pal supporkfor existing activities, including those under
Zgtion Plan for Salinity and Water Quality, which
_,_nvolvement in the active management of remmant
and *egfoiﬁ_h vegetition; -

12 Govcnm;ents agree to work toward finalising this framework by 30 June 2003.

13 The governments agree to use their best endeavours to ensure that public
~ statemenizs related to the implementation of the MOU will be coordinated between
. governments. Where separate statements are to be made or reports released, the
government proposing to make the statement or release the report will consult the -
other government beforehand,

14 In order to reduce complexity and minimise uncertainty for landholders, the
governments agree that delivery will build on and extend the Queensland
Government’s vegetation management framework and no further legislative or
other constraints will be imposed by the Commonwealth.
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15 The Commonwealth agrees to include in terms of reference to the Commonwealth
Grants Commissien the direction that Commonwealth payments to Queensland in
relation to this agreement are excluded from the Commission's processes.

16 To guide the development of the Native Vegetation Management Program and
funding arrangements, the governments will: _
a. form a Commonwealth/State Steering Commitiee of senior officials;
and
b. co-host a stakeholder consultative forum.

17 jomnt project team of officials from both jurisdictions will-be formed 0/support
the Steering Committee and the development of the Plan :
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\\ Queensland
Government

Premier’s note
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The Hon John Anderson MP an P £ g
Deputy Prime Minister and e i STHAL O .
Minister for Transport and Regional Services i, f L bl 2 2T
Parliament House

Canberra ACT 2001 |

T

P i—

Dear My, fdeTso /

As you would be aware, 0VET the last three yeary/there has been regular correspondence
between the Queensland and Commeonwealth Govermnments ol the subject of land clearing in

Queensland.

In his most recent correspondence with4ne on this mattér the Prime Minister indicated he
wished to progress the Co onwealth offer-of a fitancial contribution o reduce emissions
from land clearing in Ques sland. /The Prime Minister noted that Queensiand was

" developing options in TeSpoNsc t4 this offér and indicated the Comreonwealth would
welcome the opportunity to consider these and sought my approval to our officials
discussing Queensland’s options: '

1 understand officials havemet 4nd discussed the parameters of 2 Queenéiand proposal that
would meet the previously stated conditions fora Commonwealth financial contribution.
understand Commonwealth officials will shortly & briefing thefr Mimisters on the proposal.

T also had an gpportunity 1o discuss this issuc today with the Commonwealth Mimister for
" Envirommesitand Heritage, the Hon Dr David Kemp MP, while he was in Brisbane attending
a Cape York Natural Heritage Steering Committee méeting. Dr Kemp indicated to me, and I
- agreedy that there may Be benefit in a meeting with you to discuss Queenstand’s proposal. 1
would/therefore like to propose @ meeting at the earliest opportunity between yourself and '
my-Minister for Natural Resources and Mines, the Hon Stgphen Robertson MP. Mr
"Roberisort as the responsible Minister is well placed to provide 2 detailed briefing to you on
our initiative and answer aily questions you may have. /

. - —_
.?ttfz ?]/\J Fravlit, S aehge: Executive Bullding
J cuive Bul
HQ w Ak V‘V‘V‘ﬂ \Qrv"mw 9’%“” ' 100 George Street Brisbane
PO Box 185 Brishane ‘Albere Streel
Queenstand 4002 Austraiia

Telephone +617 F234 4500

Focsimila +61 7 3224 3631

Emalt ThePremierpremisrs.qld.gov.ay
Wabslie yww. thepremier,gld.gov.au
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I would hope it might be possible to arrange a meeting with you within the next two weeks
in order that we may progress this important matter in the near future. 1have therefore asked

Minister Robertson to contact your Office directly to ascertain your availability.

Yours sincerely

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page 202
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The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard '

In today’s edition of the Queensiand Country Lifé there is an “Open Letter” from Mr Larry
Acton, General President of Agforce, calling foy“‘direst consnltation and communication”
with landholders before any agreement betwéen out two governments on land clearing.

Mr Acton is a respected leader of a peak rural industry/group and I recognise his right to
speak out on behalf of his membership. However, the letter’s timing suggests that
information about our negotiations/on this-subjeet has been released.

Queensland clearly has no advantage/to gain in prematurely releasing details of our
negotiations. Indeed, as I indicated to-you previously, just hinting at changes to
Queensland’s vegetation management legislation can lead to significant increases in the rate
at which permit applicatigns ayé submitted. Unfortunately Mr Acton’s “open letter” is in
fact an open invitation to landholders to accelerate their clearing intentions, and thus
exacerbate the problem we have both been attempting to solve.

You will recall that, itvmy letter of 21 December 2002, I clearly indicated that the essential
first step in #nysuccessfuithove to address land clearing is an agreement between our two
governments on the broad features of an integrated package. Once this agreement has been
reached, the next step-is for both our governments to go to the community and to work with
key stakeholders on the details of implementation.

My subsequent letters reiterated the fact that the major stakeholders hold well-known and
strongly polarised views on this issue. Further consultation prior to an agreement on the
main features of a package would not bring out new information or views and would simply
prolong the debate. Ibelieve the Queensland community generally is heartily sick and tired
of all of the arguments on land clearing and wants to see them come to an end as soon as
possible. By committing to a joint approach, our Governments would be leading the way to
resolution.
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I consider it unfortunate and disappointing that, again, a confidential proposal for a joint
approach to address major natural resource management issues in this State has found its
way into the public arena prior to finalisation, and before we, as leaders of our respective
Governments, have had an opportunity to discuss these matters personally and constructively,

I seek your confirmation that the Commonwealth is prepared to continue with negotiations
~ on this issue and that you are prepared to work towards an agreement ffom which we can go
to the community fogether. '

Yours sincerely

PETER BEATTIE MP _
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Pagelof2
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N Queensland
Government

Premier of Queensland

Please quote: AJ/ERP

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister ‘
Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

In today’s edition of the Queensiand Country Life there is'an “Open Letter” from Mr Larry
Acton, General President of Agforce, calling for/*direct consultation and communication”-
with landholders before any agreement betwgen our fwo governments on land clearing.

Mr Acton is a respected leader of a peak rural industry group and I recognise his right to
speak out on behalf of his membership. However, the letter’s timing suggests that
information about our negotiations on this-subject has been released.

Queensland clearly has no advantage {0/gain/in prematurely releasing details of our
negotiations, Indeed, as I indicated t6.yow pteviously, just hinting at changes to '
Queensland’s vegetation miaimagement Jegislation can lead to significant increases in the rate
at which permit applications arg submitted. Unfortunately Mr Acton’s “open letter” is in
fact an open invitation to-landholders to accelerate their clearing intentions, and thus
exacerbate the problem we have both been aftempting to solve.

You will recallAHat, 1n.my letter of 21 December 2002, I clearly indicated that the essential
first step in any-successfulmove to address land clearing is an agreement between our two.
governments on the hroad features of an integrated package., Once this agreement has been
reached, the next step-is for both our governments to go to the community and to work with
key stdlkeholders on the details of implementation. .

My subséglient letters reiterated the fact that the major stakeholders hold well-known and
strongly polatised views on this issue. Further consultation prior to an agreement on the
main features of a package wouw_ommm_m‘_ﬂmmdmw
prolowqb_a_‘w;_l believe the Queensland community generally is heartily sick and tired
of all of the arguments on land clearing and wants to see them come to an end as soon as
possible. By committing to a joint approach, our Governments would be leading the way to
resolution.

Executive Building
100 George Street Brisbane

PC Box 185 Brishane Albert Street
Queensland so002 Australia

Telephone +617 3224 4500

Facsimile +61 7 32213631

Email ThePremier@premiers.qld.gov.au
© Website www.thepremier.gld.gov.au
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I consider it unfortunate and disappointing that, again, a confidential proposal fot a joint
approach to address major natural resource management issues in this State has found its

- way into the public arena prior to finalisation, and before we, as leaders of our respective
Governments, have had an opportunity to discuss these matters personally and constructively.

I seck your confirmation that the Commonwealth is prepared to continue with negotiations

on this issue and that you are prepared to work towards an agreement from which we can go
to the community together. -

Yours sincerely

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page2of2
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- The Hon Peter Beattic MP |
Premier of Queensland

PO Box 185 |
BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

My dear Premier

Thank you for your letter of 19 February 2003 regarding your government’s
proposal to address land clearing in Queensiand. '

As you know, the Commonwealth has long held an interest in achieving a
substantial reduction in greenhouse gas-emissions by reducing land clearing
activity in Queensland. Similarly, we congider there are nationally significant
benefits for biodiversity in wetking/with Queensland to protect ‘of concern’
native vegetation. ' |

My understanding of your governmetit’s proposal is that it meets, and in fact
goes beyond, the Commenyeaith’s objectives for reduced land clearing activity
in Queensland. Tnote that the proposal will likely raise concerns with a
number of stakeholders. :

I am pleased'to advise yoy of my government’s interest in the proposal, subject
to clarificalion of two key issues. Firsily, T do not consider that we presently
have sufficient information to understand the impacts of the proposal on rural
industiies-and regional communities. This information will assist in evaluating
the ddequacy-of the proposed assistance package. I therefore intend to
conmimissigh as soon as possible a socio-economic study into these aspeets by
the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and the Bureau
of Rural Sciénces. The study would be conducted on a confidential basis,
drawing on existing information, and its report would be available within four
to six weeks, I would welcome the cooperation of your government in
providing input to this study. ' '

i
o
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I then propose that our governments jointly conduct focused consultations with
key stakeholders in order to gauge their reactions to the proposal. While I
acknowledge there may be risks of possible “panic permit secking’ from such
an approach, I am not proposing a lengthy process. I do, however, feel obliged
to adopt as open an approach as possible with stakeholders on this matter, and
would not be comfortable committing to the proposal in advance of such
consultations.

Assuming a satisfactory outcome is achieved on the above aspects, the
Commonwealth would be prepared to contribute towards an agreed assistance
package on an equal basis with Queensland, up to a maximam Commonwealth
~ contribution of $75 million. ' '

With your agreement, I propose that our officials now meet to sef out a
timetable for taking the issue forward. '

[ look forward to our progressing this important initiative.

Yours sincerely

a LA e
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FPRIME MINISTER

CANBERRA
b7 MAR 2003
The Hon Peter Beattie MP
Premier of Quecnsland
PG Box 185

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

{ My dear Premier

Thank you for your Jetter of 19 February 2003 regarding Iy'our govemment's
proposal to address land clearing in Queengland ‘

As you know, the Commonwealth has long held-ax interest in achieving a
substantial reduction in gresnhouse gas emissions by reducing land clearing
activity in Queensland. Similarly, ‘we consider there are nationally significant
benefits for biodiversity in working with Quéensland to protect ‘of concern’

native vegetation,

My understanding of your government’s proposal is that it meets, and in fact
goes beyond, the Comnroawealth’s objectives for reduced land clearing nctivity
in Queensland. I note'that the Froposal will likely raise concerns with a

number of stakeholders:

Lam pleased to édvise you of my government’s interest in the proposal, subject
to clarification of two key issues. Firstly, I'do not consider that we presently
have sufficiént information to understand the impacts of the proposal on rural
industries/and regional communities. This information will assist in evaluating
the adequacy of the proposed assistance package, I therefore intend to
COMUTYSS10n Bs goon as possible a socio-economis study info these aspects by
the Axnstraliaf Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and the Bureau
of Rural 8¢iences. The study would be conducted on a confidential basi
drawing on existing information, and its report would be available within four
to six weeks. Iwould welcome the cooperation of your government in
providing input to this study. '
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I then propose that our governments jointly conduct focused consultations with
key stakeholders in order to gauge their reactions to the proposal. Whilel
acknowledge there may be risks of possible ‘panic permit seeking’ from such

an approach, I am not proposing a lengthy process. I do, however, feel abliged
to adopt as open an approach as possible with stakeholders on this matter, and

would not be comfortablc committing to the proposal in advance of such
consuitations. : '

Assuming a satisfactory outcome is achieved on the above aspects,/the
Commonwealth would be prepared to contribute towards an apreéd assistance
package on an equal basis with Queensland, up to & maximim Commonwealth
contribution of $75 million. : : '

With your agreement, I proposé that our officials now meet to§et out a
timetable for taking the issue forward. ‘

Ilook forward to our progressing this important initistive.

Yours sincerely

bton ) Woarsa
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Premier’s briefing note
Title: Commonwealth Negotiations on Land Clearing Date: 18 March 2003

1. Purpose
To seek your signature on the attached letter to the Prime Minister.

2. Background
On 7 March 2003 the Prime Minister replied to your letter of 19 February 2003 regarding the
development of a joint State/Commonwealth initiative on land clearing in‘Queensland.

3. Issues

The Prime Minister’s letter is the strongest indication to date that the Cominenwealth is prepared
to enter into a joint initiative. In particular, the Prime Minister has confirmed that the ‘
Commonwealth would be prepared to contribute up to a maximum of $75-million - assuming a
satisfactory package can be negotiated and Queensland matches the-Commonwealth contribution.

As a first step, the Prime Minister has stated that the Commonwéslth wishes to conduct further
assessment of the socio-economic impact of the propdsal to-minimise broadscale land clearing. He
has also proposed that the governments “Gointly cortduct’/cénsultation with key stakeholders prior
to the finalisation. The Prime Minister has sought your 4greendent to progress the issue at officials’
level. :

A response has been drafted which:
e Agrees to meetings between officials; ‘ :
o Seeks Queensland involvement in finglising the terms of reference for the socio-economic
assessment; and \
e Reiterates Queensland’s position that high level agreement on the key features the proposal
is required before consultation)with key’stakeholders. g
The Department of the Premierand Cabinet Has been informally advised @here are unlikely to
be objections to Queensland invelvément in finalising the terms of referénce. :

4. Consultation
The Department of Natural Resources and Mines has been copsulted.

5. Is this in accordance with Government election commitments?
Not applicable,

6. Recommendation '
That you sign thie/attached letter to the Prime Migister.
/ .
Dr Leo Keliher :
Director-General %

kY g
Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys WoprED: DDG:
Area: Envirenment and Resources Policy {) :
Telephone: 47895 RTI Document Ng//165
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Premier of Queensland
and Mlnister for Trade

Please quots: 24979?A3/ERP

19 MAR 2003

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

7/

_ Dear ward

Thank you for your letter of 7 March 2003 concerning a cpordinated pproach by our two
governments to the issue of land clearing in Queensland/ X share your view that this is an 1mportant
Initiative and I am pleased that it may now be possible/té. make substantial progress towards its
dehvery

I agree that Queensland and Commonwealth officials should now meet to develop the initiative
further, and to address the two owtstanding igsues raised in/your letter. In the first instance, this work
should include agreement on the terms of peference for the/proposed socio-economic study by the
Australian Bureaw of Agricultural and Résource Econermics and the Bureau of Rural Sciences and
identification of additional information whiel Queerisiand may be able to prowde

The work should also include finalising the-propesal which will be the subject of joint consultation
with key stakeholders. As I have previously indicated, I consider that prior high leve] agreement
between our two governments is needed on the key features of the proposal. This should then be
jointly anmounced and refined on the basisof responses from relevant stakeholders.

I agree that consultation should notbe a lengthy process and, as I am sure you will agree, consider we
have an obligation pottoprolong the uncertainty for Queensland’s Jandholders.

The benefits of 4 covperative approach to the issue of land clearing are considerable and T Jook
forward to bringing ourjeintproposal to fruition.

Yours sincerely

% Executlve Bullding

PETER BEATTIE MP 100 George Street Srisbane
PREMER AND I\HNISTER FOR TRADE . PO Box 185 Brisbzne Alberl Sueet
' Queensland 402 Australia

Telephone +61 7 3224 4500

Facsimite +617 3231 3631

Emiail ThePremiet@premiers.qld.gov.au
Wabslte www.thepremier.qld.gov.au
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Piease quote: 24979/A1/ERFP

19 MAR 2003

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

- Thank you for your letter of 7 March 2003 concerning 2 goordinated approach by our two

- governments to the issue of land clearing in Queensland. I share your view that this is an important
initiative and I am pleased that it may now be possible to make gtbstantial progress towards its
delivery. ‘

I agree that Queensland and Commonwealth officials should now meet to develop the initiative
further, and to address the two outstanding, issues raised ih your letter. In the first instance, this worlc
should include agreement on the terms of reference for'the proposed socio-economic study by the

" Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Erofiomics and the Bureau of Rural Sciences and
identification of additional information which Queensland may be able to provide.

The work should also include fiftalisirig the proposal which will be the subject of joint consultation
with key stakeholders. As I have previously indicated, I consider that prior high level agreement
between our two governments is needed on the key features of the proposal. This should then be
jointly announced and refined-on the basis of responses from relevant stakeholders.

Y agree that consultation should not be a lengthy process and, as I am sure you will agree, consider we
have an obligation'not to prolong the uncertainty for Queensland’s landholders. '

The benefits of a coaperative approach to the issue of land clearing are considerable and I look
forward to brifigifig our joint proposal to fruition.

Yours sincerely

SE@E\E’@ BY -
PHREMIER | | /

- PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE
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Please quote: /AJ/ERP

The Honourable John Howard MP

Prime Minister : -
Parliament House ch e %f
CANBERRA ACT 2600 -

Dear Mr Howard

Thank you for your letter of 7 March 2003 concerning a/¢oordinated approach by our two
governments to the issue of land clearing in Queensland! I shure your view that this is an important
initiative and I am pleased that it may now be possfblc to make substantial progress towards its
delivery.

I agree that Queensland and Commonwealth officials shopld now meet to develop the initiative
further, and to address the two outstanding/issues raisedAn your letter. In the first instance, this work
should include agreement on the terms of referénce for-the proposed socio-economic study by the
Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resoufee Ecopomics and the Bureau of Rural 801ences and
identification of additional information which-Queensiand may be able to provide.

The work should also mclude finalising the proposal which will be the subject of j 01 4 cohsultation
with key stakeholders. As I have préviously indicated, I consider that prior high 1ev I agreement
between our two governments is needed on the key features of the proposal. This meg then be refined
on the basis of responses from relevant stakeholders.

I agree that consultafion-should not'be a lengthy process and, as I am sure you will agree, consider we
have an obligatiorfziot to-prolong the uncertainty for Queensland’s landholders.

“The benefits 0f a cooperative approach to the issue of land clearing are considerable and I look
forward to bringing/our proposal to fruition.

yound -

Yours sincerely 7

- PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

RTI Document No.168
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Premier’s briefing note R
Policy '
Title: Land Clearing : Date 27 March 2003

1. Purpose
To outline our concerns about a number of actions proposed to be undertaken by the Department
of Natural Resources and Mines. :

2. Background

In recent days it has come to our attention that the Department of Natural Resdurces/and Mines is

considering a number of actions which, if implemented, in our view could jeopardise progress and,

at worst, derail current efforts and negotiations to end land clearing’ift Queensland. They include:

' e A proposal for the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines to-publicly release a number
of Regional Vegetation Management Plans within the next couple of weeks;

» A proposal to broaden the group of officers who are aware of the detail of the initiative
currently under development to include senior officers frem DPI and the EPA; and

e A proposal to immediately commence drafting iegislauon for a moratorium on land
clearing,

3. Issues

Regional Vegetation Management Plans : ‘

These plans have been prepared by Regional Vegetation Maragement Committees established by
. the Minister pursuant to the Vegetation Maragement Act:, They were intended to deliver

additional, voluntary, restrictions to those sovered undepthe Act. In effect they have proposed

little, and have all indicated significant further restrictions would only be made if financial

assistance was available.

‘While the Minister has been undet seme pressure to release these Reports, it seems absurd to
_contemplate releasing them at this stage of the negotjations with the Commonwealth. It is likely
that both Governments will-iti-the nexi few weeks gbmmence joint consultation with stakeholders
on a separate proposal to end land clearing in Quegnsland. Release of these Plans now would
simply open the Government to subsegquent allegations of deceit and of misleading stakeholders of
its real intentions. No,consultation has occurred with the Commonwealth on proposals to release
‘these Plans. If we aré/fo maintain any semblanfce that this is a joint initiative, the Commonwealth
should at least havé atopportunity to state its/views were release to be seriously contemplated.

Broadening knowledge of the initiati
This proposdl/contains significant fisks. A present only a handful of officers at both State and
Commonwealth [ével are’aware of the full details of the initiative and the parameters ofdiscussions
between Governrients. This must continue in our view until such time as both Governments are
prepared/able to-jointly announce something. ' We (DPC) have been operating this project on a
‘need to know’ basis. It is our view that officers from DPI and EPA do not need to know the full
details of the package or negotiations with the Commonwealth at this stage. All they need to

lknow is that negotiations are continuing and that they may, from time to time, be required to
provide information or data to support those negotiations. We (the State) have been critical of the
“Commonwealth in the past for releasing the detail of various proposed initiaitives to the public.

On this occasion they appear to be serious about confidentiality, It is imperative that the State
maintain strict confidentiality also.

4,
Action Officer: Terry Wall ED: _ ¢ /DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy &7 3
Telephone: 58030 RTI Document .
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Moratorium legislation | . '

A key element of the initiative under development is a legislated (short term) moratorium on land
clearing to take effect immediately following announcement of the joint Commonwealth and State
agreement. The moratorium’s intent is to avoid a rush to seek permits to clear in the interim while
the detailed arrangements underpinning the joint initiative are put into place. This is not complex
legislation. It can in our view be drafted at short notice, once we have clear agreement befween
governments. There are significant risks if drafting were to commence now and were details
somehow to become public knowledge. It would be a breach of faith in terms of the advice we
have given to the Commonwealth. If would also provide ammunition for opponents of the
initiative to mount a significant campaign of opposition prior to final agréement between
governments, which could potentially derail the whole project.

o
4, Recommendation ' //
- It is recommended that you:
¢ Oppose release of any Regional Vegetation Management Plans beforc/joi
Commonwealth ‘State consultations with stakeholders on the curfent initiative commence;
¢ Oppose broadening knowledge of the full details of'the initiati‘,}él[ to officers of DP1, EPA

or any other State agency; :
e Oppose drafting any moratorium legislation uxiil there'is(final agreement on the initiative
between the Commonwealth and the State

CJ_Q@ZQQ/«C——/

. Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General

Action Officer:. Terry Wall ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy . i _
Telephone: 58030 RTI Document 270
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Title: Land Clearing /J Date: 27 March 2003
1. Purpose |

To outline our concerns about a number of actions proposed to be undertaken by the Department
of Natural Resources and Mines.

2. Background
In recent days it has come to our attention that the Department of Natural Resources/giid Mines is
considering a number of actions which, if implemented, in our view could jeopardise progress and,
at worst, derail current efforts and negotiations to end land clearing ih Queensland. They include:
e A proposal for the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines topublicly release a number
of Regional Vegetation Management Plans within the next couple of weeks;
e A proposal to broaden the group of officers who are aware of the defail of the initiative
currently under development to include senior officcrs from DPIand the EPA; and
o A proposal to immediately commence drafting legislation/for a moratorium on land
clearing, :

3. Issues

Regional Vegetation Management Plans

" These plans have been prepared by Regional Vegetation Maragement Committees established by
the Minister pursuant to the Vegetation Martagement Act:, They were intended to deliver
additional, voluntary, restrictions to those’covered undépthe Act. In effect they have proposed
little, and have all indicated significant/further restrietions would only be made if financial
assistance was available.

While the Minister has been undet sonie pressuré to release these Reports, it seems absurd to
contemplate releasing them at this stage of the negotiations with the Commonwealth. It is likely
that both Governments will iti-the next few weeks commence joint consultation with stakeholders
on a separate proposal to end land clearing in Queensland. Release of these Plans now would
simply open the Government to subsequent allegations of deceit and of misleading stakeholders of
its real intentions. No,consultation has occurred with the Commonwealth on proposals to release
these Plans. If we aré/fo maintain any semblance that this is a joint initiative, the Commonwealth
should at least hav¢ an-opportunity to state its views were release to be seriously contemplated.

Broadening knowledge of the initiative to DPI and EPA :

This proposal coniains significant risks. At present only a handful of officers at both State and
Commonwealth I¢vel arezaware of the full details of the initiative and the parameters ofdiscussions
between Goveiriments, This must continue in our view until such time as both Governments are
prepared/able tojointly announce something. We (DPC) have been operating this project on a
‘need to know’ basis. It is our view that officers from DPI and EPA do not need to know the full
details of the package or negotiations with the Commonwealth at this stage. All they need to
know is that negotiations are continuing and that they may, from time to time, be required to
provide information or data to support those negotiations. We (the State) have been critical of the
Commonwealth in the past for releasing the detail of various proposed initiaitives to the public.
On this occasion they appear to be serious about confidentiality. It is imperative that the State
maintain strict confidentiality also.

Action Officer: Terry Wall ED: - DDG:

Area: BEnvironment and Resources Policy
Telephone: 58030 RTI Document No.171
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Moratorium [egislation ‘

A key element of the initiative under development is a legislated (short term) moratorium on land
clearing to take effect immediately following announcement of the joint Commonwealth and State
agreement. The moratorium’s intent is to avoid a rush to seek permits to clear in the interim while
the detailed arrangements underpinning the joint initiative are put into place. This is not complex
legislation. It can in our view be drafted at short notice, once we have clear agreement between
governments. There are significant risks if drafting were to commence now and were details
somehow to become public knowledge. It would be a breach of faith in terms of the advice we
have given to the Commonwealth. Tt would also provide ammunition for opponents of the
initiative to mount a significant campaign of opposition prior to final agreement’between
governments, which could potentially derail the whole project.

4. Recommendation
1t is recommended that you:
o Oppose release of any Regional Vegetation Management Plansbefore joint
Commonwealth ‘State consultations with stakeholders on the currentnitiative commence;
e Oppose broadening knowledge of the full details of the-initiative to officers of DPI, EPA
or any other State agency; '

o Oppose drafting any moratorium legislation unti there is 4inal agreement on the inifiative
between the Commonwealth and the State

Dr Leo Kelther
Director-General

Action Officer: Terry Wall ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy
Telephone: 58030 RTI Document No.172
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Title: Negotiations with the Commonwealth on Land
Clearing . '

1. Purpose -
To advise you of recent progress in negotlauons with the Commonwealth on an assistance
package to end broadscale land clearing.

2. Background

On 7 March the Prime Minister wrote to you confirming the Commonweultn interest in
progressing the development of a package and seeking your agreement to meetings’of officials. On
19 March you replied indicating that agreement. Officials represesiting DPC and DNRM
(Queensland) and Prime Minister and Cabinet, Environment Australia; Agriculture Fisheries and
Forests Australia and the Australian Greenhouse Office (Commonwealth) first met on 21 March.

A second meeting was held on 9 April. : :

3. Issues

Commonwealth officials have been very positive in thieir approach to negotiations. The “non-
committal” response which has characterised negotiations‘of this\subject in past years has
disappeared. This and the fact that the Commonwealth hias established a negotiating team of high-
level officials led by an officer of the Department of the Prinde/Minister and Cabinet are strong
indicators that significant progress is being made.

“Pro gress on the following matters is relevant

¢ In his letter of 7 March, the Prime MlmstFr flagged the Commonwealth’s intention to engage
- the Australian Bureau of Agricultaral E¢onomic/{ABARE) and the Bureau of Resource

Sciences (BRS) to undertake a socio-ecénomid assessment of the impacts of a cessation of
broadscale land clearing on miralindustries and regional communities. This work is now well-
advanced with the Department of Natural Resources and Mines providing most of the
extensive raw data necessary forthic analysis. Commonwealth officials have indicated that the
ABARE/BRS study is likely to-he-completed by 17 April 2003. They have also indicated that a
copy of the report would be provided to Queensland as soon as it was available rather than
waiting for clearance from Commonwealth Ministers, ,

¢ Preliminary indications are-that the study will prov1de a realistic assessment of i impacts and the
proposed $150 thillion package will withstand scrutiny.

¢ Commonwealth officials have been engaged in detailed discussions on matters such as the
system to be used to allocate clearing permits during the 5 year phase down period and
eligibility Sriteria for financial assistance.

' e Discussiéns have alse’'commenced on the process for joint consultation with stakeholders.

Commoniweaith officials have indicated that they believe that they will have clearance from
Ministers to starbthis consultation in the week commencing 19 May. It is proposed that
officials from both governments meet with representatives of each peak stakeholders
separately and allow a short period (3-4 days) for responses to be provided.

¢  Work is about to commence on the material to be presented to stakeholders with a clear
delineation between the “not negotiable” items (eg $150 million program and 5 year phase
down) and “negotiable” items (eg details of delivery of the package).

. ‘ 4
Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ' ED: . BDG: a /
Area: Environment and Resources "’] 6 / ? .
Telephone: 46478 oo

RTI Docume 0.173




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

On the current timetable, govérnments should be in a position to finalise an agreement on land
clearing by the last week in May.

A detailed presentation on current progress and issues will be organised shortly for the Minister
for Natural Resources and Mines and your Office. Officials will meet again on 24 April 2003 in
Canberra. _ :

4, Consultation
DNRM is involved in the negotiations,

5. Is this in accordance with Government election commitments?
Not applicable. ‘

6. Recommendation
That you note progress.

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General

' /
Action Officer: Adrian Jeffireys. ED: DDG: 5 Y,
Area: Environment and Resources 4 / é
Telephone: 46478 RTI Document N
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Tracking No.
Premier’s briefing note
Policy
Title: Negotiations with the Commonwealth on'Land Date: 28 April 2003
Clearing ‘
1. Purpose

To advise you of recent progress in negotiations with the Commonwealth onan assistance
- package to end broadscale land clearing.

2. Background

On 7 March the Prime Minister wrote to you confirming the Commonwealth’s infefest in

progressing the development of a package and seeking your agreehient fo meetings of officials. On
- 19 March -you replied indicating that agreement.

Officials representing DPC and DNRM (Queensiarid) and Prime Minisfer and Cabinet,
Environment Australia, Agriculture Fisheries and Forests Australia and the Australian Greenhouse
Office (Commonwealth) held their third meeting on Thursday. 24 April 2003,

3. Issues

ABARE/BRS Report

_In his 7 March letter, the Prime Minister alse flagged the Commonwealth’s intention to
commission the Australian Bureau of Resoutee Economigs and the Bureau of Resource Scierices
(ABARE/BRS) to undertake an assessment of the-socioteconomic impact of the proposal to phase
out broadscale land clearing in Queensland. The Asséssment has now been completed and a “final
draft” has been provided to Queensland on a confidential basis. A copy of the Report is attached.

Contrary to Public Interest

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: DDG:

Area: Environment and Resources RTI Document No.209
Telephone: 46478 :




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO.INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

Contrary to Public Interest

Proposed Consultation with Stakeholders

Detailed discussions have commenced on the process for joint consultation with stakeholders.
Commonwealth officials have indicated that they believe that they will have clearance from
Ministers to start this consultation in the week commencing 19 May. It is proposed that officials
from both governments meet with representatives of each peak stakeholders s“parately and allow a
short period (3-4 days) for responses to be provided. :

Commonwealth officials proposed that the letter to peak stakeholders notifyinig thern/of the
proposed consultation be signed jointly by the Director General of thie Department of the Premier
and Cabinet and the Secretary of the Department of Prime Minister/and Cabinet.

Work has commenced on the material to be presented to stakeholders with 4 Clear delineation
between the “not negotiable” items (eg $150 million programrand 5 yearphase down) and
“negotiable™ items (eg details of delivery of the package). A further briefing will be provided
when the details have reached an advanced draft stage.

Commonwealth officials have advised that their Ministers’ have been kept informed of progress
with the negotiations with Queensland. To date, no-concorns hdye been raised, However, judging
from the experience with negotiations such as those over the/sugar package, the position adopted
by these Ministers is not assured. '

Officials will be meeting again on 5 May 2003.

4. Consultation
DNRM is involved in the negotiations.

5. Is this in accordance with Governmrent election commitments?
Not applicable.

6. Recommendation
That you note progress.

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources RTI Document No.210
Talanhnne: A684 TR
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COMMONWEALTH COMMENTS ON QUEENSLANDS DRAFT 77
ASSISTANCE MEASURES FOR THE PROPOSED $150 MILLION
COMMONWEALTH-STATE ASSISTANCE PACKAGE.

The Commonwealth appreciates the opportunity to comment on the various elements
of the proposed assistance package. The following picks up some, but not all, the -
issues raised in earlier discussions. Some of these may require discussion or
clarification at our next meeting.

Our starting point should be to clearly enunciate the purpose of the pagkage. The
addition of a chapeau statement would help put the package and its aims into’context.
The use of practical examples would help,

Attached to the Premier's letter of 19 February 2003 to the/Prime Mihister,
was a draft “statement of intent” (Attachment 1 herewith) which provides a
“basis for a statement of the purpose of the package.

The use of the QRAA as the delivery vehicle appears appropriate, assuniing they will
have the necessary capacity to process the expected ll’leL of applications for
assistance — including field staff.

ORAA has advised that they would need tof increase their capacity to deliver
the package. As indicated in the conditidns set/out in'the Premier’s letter of 13
December 2002, Queensland’s financial contribution/ will include the cost of
this implementation.

It is suggested that the outcomes of the package need to’be measurable. Accordingly,
key performance indicators would necd te be established and reported against and the
package would be reviewed at its conglusion: The Commonwealth would seek to
receive regular progress reports on implghientation of the package.

Queensland will be in a position to provide regular progress reports based on
existing data management-systems.

Information on appyovals/issued and clearing rates would continue to be
provided through Queensiand’s existing data collection including the
Statewide Land cover amd [ress Study (SLATS). Appropriate thresholds and
Jfactors can pe applied to this information to calculate carbon emissions and
savings ingccordance with NCAS criteria.

Informdtion on the delivery of various components of the package would be
mangged and-reported in accordance with arrangements which exist for
similar assistance packages and NAP/NHT.

Advice on the kinds of performance indicators required by the Commonwealth
is invited. Finalisation of these may need to wait until after consultation with
stakeholders. :

While the proposed package is aimed at those enterprises who have not applied for a
permit to clear before the proposal is announced, Queensland may need to consider
how it will treat those farmers with existing permits who choose, in light of the new
measure, to seek the enterprise assistance to restructure.

¢ would such farmers need to wait until the permit expires unused before they can
apply for structural adjustment?
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As previously advised, there is no intention to cancel or otherwise inierfere with
existing approved clearing permits. To be eligible to receive assistance,
landholders with existing permits would be required to satisfy exactly the same
criteria as other landholders. In broad terms, this means that they must be able to
show that the change in regulatory conirols on clearing has had an effect on their
financial viability. The existence of an active permit on the property may be a
factor in assessing this but it is not in itself fatal to their application.

s an option allowing farmers with current permits to hand back those permits and
gain access the package may be more equitable. '

It has been Queensland’s understanding that the Commonwealth is prepared fo
provide financial support for reductions in clearing over and above existing
regulatory arrangements and the requirements of NAP/NHT. Providing
assistance for landholders who surrender existing permits would appear to
contradict this and advice is sought on whether this represents a chdyge in
position. As mentioned above, it is not proposed that ihe existence of an active
permit would preclude access to financial assistance;

e consideration could be given to reallocating surrendered pérmits at a later ballot.

It is assumed that all existing permits will be fully utilised. It is not proposed to
reallocate unused clearing rights from exisSting permits/us these are already
“outside the cap”.

Regulatory arrangements for allocating new perinits will require either a
provision for deducting unused cletring rights from the “cap” or a transparent
system for reallocating these to dyeas where tiiere is greater demand. The latter
option is likely to be more accéptable fo industry stakeholders.

Should the package be confinedto assistance’for directly affected farmers, or would
there be merit in some assistanee tatgeting wider regional impacts?

The first question 16/be asked is “dre there wider regional impacts?”.
Assuming that fafi-businessviability is maintained, then wider impacts do not
appear likely. However{one pathway for wider impacts is through businesses
which rely on clearing for their income (eg clearing contractors). It is likely
that the impact-on these businesses will generally be small as clearing of
remnant vegetationis only part of their suite of services.

ORAA operates a Small Business Emergency Assistance Scheme as part of -

currént Drought EC arrangements. This provides assistance on loan

repayments. Consideration should be given to use of these ariangements for

small)Business such as clearing contractors. '
Specific Comments

Enternrise and Exit Assistance Component

A suggested cligibility criteria for assistance could be that the applicant must have
had an application for a clearing permit rejected. The use of clearing applications in
this way could be taken as a test of whether or not the applicant is “genuine”,

This approach is not supported. Queensland is proposing a clear separation
of the application processes for assistance and clearing approval in order to
avoiding clogging the clearing approval process with applications which have
no prospect of success. :
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Eligibility for assistance may result from two circumstances:

» where amendments to the legislation and assessment codes have meant
that the clearing will not be approved (eg clearing of ‘of concern’ regional
ecosystems on freehold land). In this case, an application for assistance
may be lodged at any time,

o where proposed clearing complies with revised assessment codes but
approval is subject to a ballot or other process. In this case, the options
are: -

» landholder forgoes the right to lodge an applicatiopt for clearing and
makes an application for assistance at any time; ani/or

o landholder awaits the outcome of the ballot pyocess and lodgés an
application for assistance should they be unsuccessfil.

The former of these two sub-options is open for discussion. It will be favoured
by industry stakeholders, reduces “red tape” for applicam‘s and will reduce
pressure on the clearing approval process. However,,if will increase the
number of applicants for financial assistance.

It is not clear how the package provides for “exif/payments™, Our impression is that
income/economic support is limited to actionsfo charige orimprove current on farm
businesses. Could Queensland be more specific ahout what it has in mind for exit
assistance arrangements? '

As indicated at the last meermg the eligibility criteria for exist assistance
have been the subject of further consideration following our initial discussions
with QRAA. Revised eligibility criteria for exil assistance are curvently being
drafted and will be provided as soon as possible (i.e. before 24 April). Under
these criteria, it is proposed-that syceessful applicants for exit assistance
would have their property acquired at a price they would have received prior
to the introductiow of the new regulatory arrangements. .

Over what period do applicants’receive assistance, once their application is approved?

In order to facilitate aceowuntability, Queensland is proposing that enterprise
assistance‘be-provided for specific projects which allow the farm business to
attain or maintain viability. If this approach is adopted, the normal form of
payment by QRAA IS on receipt of an invoice or other evidence from the
landholderConsequently, payments only extend for the period required to -
implement the approved project.

"It is not intended that payments take the form of ‘Tump sum’ or ‘benefits’.
Eligibility thresholds

This is cleariy.a key issue and it may be that a ‘one size fits all’ approach is not
optimal. Further discussion would be helpful.

e The proposal to provide enterprise assistance where there is a substantial and
disproportionate burden may be too onerous and difficult / expensive to assess

- abetter expression may be that assistance would be provided in cases “where
the proposal results in a significant and demonstrable impact on the future
viability of an enterprise™?
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The exit assistance criteria have been revised following further
discussions with QORAA (Attachment 2). The need for the impact to be
“demonstrable” is supported and is reflected in the criteria. However,
the word “significant” would require clarification. This is discussed
Jurther in the context of a “10% difference” below.

o The appropnateness of a blanket threshold of land affected to define ‘substantial
and disproportionate’ is questioned :

- what is the rationale for using a threshold?

The original logic was that viability is affected by many things and
disinguishing the impact of an inability to clear from say, changés'in catile
prices or the exchange rate, may be difficult. The term “substanticl ghd
disproportionate” was introduced as a factor to faciljtate a_distinction
between the impact of not clearing and more generai negative impacts
affecting the whole industry. Queensland accepts that defining /‘substantial
and disproportionate” is difficult and is prepared to consider dlternative
methods of ensure that the assistance package iSwecurately fargeted at those
landholders whose needs are greatest.

- athreshold based on a percentage of land affected by the proposal may not
fake into account the applicant’s situationi. For'example, a 10% area reduction
- on a small farm could have a much bigger ivipact/on viability than on a larger
farm

Agreed It is not proposed to use-an “area reduction” approach.

- an alternative approach may/be to put the Orus on the applicant to show the
difference in future net income streams with and without the clearing affected
by the proposal, and to demonstrate how the assistance would help. In this
case, a 10% difference could be used/as a guide. '

This approach was/ofiginally suggested by Queensland. ORAA has indicated
that this creates significant assessment problems for the following reasons:

e very accurate "before and after” viability measures would be
reqyired;

s applicants will skew their applications to meet the threshold;

o / Ssignificance” will vary from property to property and region to
region.

OR. 4A s preference is not to establish a threshold but to provide examples as
guidance for applicants (and for us to use in consultation with Srakeholders)
We 4 have us ked them to go ahead and prepare these.

- a further alternative would be to estimate expected income effects with
payments set at a per hectare rate on a regional basis (to reflect regional
industry product/values)

This approach would generate considerable complexities as it would need to
take into account not only variations in industry but also variations in
production method and land productivity (eg soil fertility, rainfall etc)
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- both the “10% test” and the “substantial and disproportionate test” will be
- complicated to apply, with judgements and debated information sets. These
tests may raise opposition to the reform policies.

Strongly agree. We need to discuss these issues further.

The definition for farm businesses is supported. However, there may be an issue of _
private sector lessors of the land who may argue have incurred a loss of capital value.

This happened in the case of dairy adjustment assistance. What are Queensland’s
views on this point? :

Point accepted. The eligibility criteria have been amended.

The approach outlined would deny access for assistance to farmers that-do not/hdve a
formal enterprise management plan in place. An alternative approdch may béfo give
such farmers access to assistance provided they have plans of an equivalent status

required by an application to clear and undertake to develop an-aceredited plan within
an agreed timeframe.

Not so. The eligibility criteria do not state thatthe jarm-business needed to
have an enterprise management plan in place before the vegulatory changes
were implemented. However, they do requive the applicant to submit one. This
can be prepared as part of the application progess.

Assessing the business case

How is the scheme going to assess the intention to elear’?’ While an Enterprise
Business Plan may show how clearing could be used o develop a property this does
not necessarily indicate an infention to clear— at présent identified through
landholders seeking a permit.

An applicant will not always be/gble to-provide written evidence that they

. were intending to clear. However, they must show that the thwarted ability to
clear has had an impact on viability! This impact will be a function of the way
the business operates (eg Jcash flow, debt structure and reserve capacity to pay
Jor the clearing) in‘comparisoio other similar businesses in a region.
(QRAA has indicated that this can be determined from the material provided by
an applicant.

Timing of assistance

If an intentionAd'clear is to-be established through a refused permit, and permifs are to
be issued on/thie basis of a ballot, then timing of the assistance becomes an issue.
There needs to be a sireamlined way of providing assistance to farmers that are
unsuccessfulin a ballot for land clearing permits. When the result of the ballots is
annmouticed, there- may be a substantial spike in the number of farmers applying for
assistance dué to unsuccessful applications. Does the Queensland Rural Adjustment
Authority have the capacity to quickly assess a high number of applications?

RTI Document No.215




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

As previously advised, it is not intended to make a failed clearing application
a requirement for assistance. Failure is neither a requirement nor is it a
guarantee that assistance will be provided.

Appéals

What is the process for appeals? We understand that QRAA has such processes in
place. ‘

ORAA has internal appeal mechanisms which are not covered by their
legislation but subject to the Judicial Review Act. The QRAA Act is currently
under review and consideration is being given to the inclusion of specifi¢
.appeal mechanisms.

Does the proposed $100 000 limit of support related to a singl¢ faph entérprise, ot is
it per individual? It is important to note that most farm enterprises’ are partnerships.

Farm enterprise

Who will assess the natural resource components of applications?Is this also
intended to be QRAA?

QRAA has indicated that it will require/DNRM o undertake the natural
resource component assessments. The skills/néeded for this are available.

Are annual reviews of enterprise assistance too frequent?

ORAA undertakes annual repoviing of all of their assistance programs.

Property Management Planning Component and Financial Incentives to Enable
Landholders to Improve Sustainable'Vegetation Management

These components could overlap with-agsigtance for activities provided under the
NHT and NAP, 1t will be/irhportant to develop measures to ensure double dipping
does not take place and this.could benwoted in the package? '

Agreed. Both proposals have been amended and are attached (Attachment 3
and Attachwrent 4) for your further advice and comment.

We note that these proposals would be developed further with stakeholders. There
may be additignal similar activities that landholders may wish to seek assistance for,
such as training, technical advice efc.

Agreed, Only the broad parameters of these proposals should be established
at this stage. '

Property Management Planning

The terminology needs to be consistent in describing the various property plans to
ensure the scheme is eliminating duplication for farmers. Can we assume that the
Property Management Plan required in a QRAA application for assistance, those
required for a clearing application and the Enterprise Management Plan are the same
as (or a subset of) the PMPs described in the Property Management Planning
Component of the assistance package? If they are not the same, then the relationship
needs to be explained. :
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Queensland agrees that the terminology needs to be correct. Note that,
following our last meeting, this component has been revised to emphasise the
promotion of land and vegetation management “best practice” rather than a
narrow focus on properly management planning.

We agree that success of these mechanisms is dependent on the extent to which a real
incentive is provided. We suggest a more aggressive approach to incentives for these
activities could be considered including:

. Agreement to accreditation and deemed compliance;

The Commonwealth’s advice on how this would be 1mplementﬂﬂ would be
appreciated. :

. Use as basis for incentive payment schemes reducing copmliance and
information costs.

Again, the Commonwealth’s further advice on how this-would be implemented
would be appreciated. :
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Statement of Intent by the Commonwealth Government and the Government of
the State of Queensland on cooperative action to manage remnant native
vegetation in Queensland.

PREAMBLE

Unlike other Australian States, Queensland retains extensive areas of remnant native
vegetation. This vegetation retains a range of unique values which warrant protection
to achieve Queensland and National goals. /

Most remnant vegetation occurs on land which is under leasehold 0r frechold tenure.
Consequently, protection and management relies on the decisions and actions of
individual landholders. The State and the Commonwealth Governrnens are geeking to
provide certainty not only for landholders but also to the Wmer community for the
protection of these unique values. 3

GENERAL L et
1 The governments agree that effective managmu, it of Oﬂeensland’s native
vegetation is required to-protect of b1od1ver31ty, prthnt land degrad tlon manage
sahmty and reduce greenhouse gas ermssm__ S« :

2 The governments agree that, because of the un; (e ‘valaes of the Sfate’s remnant
vegetation at both the Queensland and national levels, a cooperative approach is
required involving both the Queensland and Cor’tmonw alth Governments

3 The governments note that a ngmﬁwn__famount of Work has already been
undertaken to facilitatc the ptotectionand/management of native vegetation
through the Queensland Govemment’s vegetation management framework and
Commonwealth’ initiatives such.4s’ the Natural Heritage Trust and the National
Action Plan for Salnuty and: Water kl*anty Governments agree that further action
18 reqmred over and abo‘/e theae issues. ¢

4 The: gOVernmen s a"grec tna* it is 1mportant to build upon the existing participation
and support of stakeholdets. inidéntifying and implementing practical approaches
to protectlng ard fnanagmg native vegetation.

5 The govern _;lents note”fhat in the interests of future planning certainty, the public
and stak¢Holders, must be assured that both governments are committed to the
delivery of a smg‘e integrated program to achieve their goals.

6 The govexmnents note that there are other threats to native Vegetation for example,
- ifmpacty/ from weeds and poor land management practices and that separate
processes.are underway to address these threats.

OBJECTIVES
7 The Commonwealth government’s objectives for the program are:
a. to protect ‘of concern” regional ecosystems on frechold land in
Queensland; and
b. to reduce the overall rate of clearing of remnant vegetation beyond that
flowing from the existing Queensland vegetation management
framework and the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
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Quality in order to achieve and ensure verifiable Greenhouse gas
reduction targets in excess of 25 megatonnes per anmum.

8 The Queensland Government’s objectives for the program are

a. to halt the decline in the extent and quality of native vegetation.in
Queensland as soon as practicable;,

b. to promote the recovery of native vegefation through incentives to
protect and manage remnant and regrowth vegetation; and

c. in cooperation with peak industry groups, to prorote effective
property management planning and other initidtives/leading to
improvements in sustainable agricultural practices by all fandholdérs.

OPERATIVE ;
9 The Governments agree to fund a structural adjustment: and ireentives package to
achieve their respective objectives as set out in paragraphs 7/and 8 of this
agreement on the basis that each government wﬂl contnbute hdlf of the {otal value
of the package. :

10 Queensland’s financial contribution to the ﬁmd mg package will 1ncl'm
administration and implementation.

11 Following agreement on the funding paokag-.. tl'e Queensland Government will:
a. legislate to protect ‘of concern’ regional 666 ystems on freehold land;
b. legislate to establish and nnplement an " anniial cap on broadscale
clearing approvals for 1‘emr'am‘ vegetation; -
c. reduce the broadscaie clearlng cdp’on an anrmal basis to zero by June

ient adnl'nmtl ative arfangements for the delivery of funds to
‘landheolders substantially-and disproportionately affected by or
actwely contrlbutmg to the’achievement of the objectives;
;,e{‘ff‘prowde additional support for existing activities, including those under
 the National ‘Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality, which
e promofe’] Iandhmdel involvement in the active management of remnant
=2 andaeg owth vegetation;

- provide smport to peak industry groups, to promote and deliver
_jfectlve pxonerty management planning leading to improvements in
15tai able agricultural practices by landholders.

12 Govepnents agree to work toward finalising this framework by 30 June 2003,

13 The governments agree to use their best endeavours to ensure that public
statements related to the implementation of the MOU will be coordinated between
governments. Where separate statements are fo be made or reports released, the
government proposing to make the statement or release the report will consult the
other government beforehand, |

14 In order to reduce complexity and minimise uncertainty for landholders, the
governments agree that delivery will build on and extend the Queensland
Government’s vegetation management framework and no further legislative or
other constraints will be imposed by the Commonwealth.
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15 The Commonwealth agrees to include in terms of reference to the Commonwealth
Grants Commission the direction that Commonwealth payments to Queensland in
relation to this agreement are excluded from the Commission's processes.

16 To guide the development of the Native Vegetation Management Program and
funding arrangements, the governments will:
a. form a Commonwealth/State Steering Committee of senior officials;
and :
b. co-host a stakeholder consultative forum.

17 joint project team of officials from both jurisdictions will be formed to’ support
the Steering Committee and the development of the Plan. , =
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Premier’s briefing note

Policy

Title: Negotiations with the Comm n
Clearing

4 May 2003

1. Purpose ‘
To advise you of recent progress in negotiations with the Commonwealth on an assistdce
_package to end broadscale land clearing and seek your direction on key issugs:

2. Background
On 7 March 2003 the Prime Minister wrote to you confirming the Commonwealth’s ifferest in
progressing the development of a package and seeking your agreemént to meetings/of officials. On
19 March 2003 you replied indicating that agreement.

Officials representing the Department of the Premier and Cabinet (DPC) énd the Department of
Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM) (Queensland) and Primie Minister and Cabinet,
Environment Australia, Agriculture Fisheries and Forests Australia’ and the Australian Greenhouse
Office (Commonwealth) have now met five times (the fifth meeting was on Monday 12 May
2003). -

3. Issues

Commonwealth Position

Commonwealth officials remain fully engaged in the negotiations Wlth Queensland and have been
active in ensuring that key documents and/position stateirients reflect Commonwealth views.

‘DPC has been advised that detailed discussions with Ministers have commenced and their position
may be established later this Week

To date, communications with/he Corrmonwéalth between meetings have occurred at DPC- |
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet level only. DPC is eoncemed that this position be
maintained to avoid confusion.

Moratorinm and Future Allocation of Permits
You will be aware that;, to date, the' favoured option for implementing a phase -out of broadscale
clearing of remnafit native vegetation has involved:
o A moratorium on furtheér applications;
e Processing existing applications in accordance with current legislative requirements; and
o thedise of 4 ballot system for a “second round” of permit approvals under new legislative
arrangements in December 2004,
On the basis of eatlier advice on existing applications from DNRM this option would result n
total approvals of 500,000 ha during the phase out period.

You have since been verbally advised by the Director-General DNRM of the much larger number
of unprocessed applications for clearing which exist in DNRM regional offices. The figure you
were given was about 500,000 ha but that about 150,000 ha may be excluded because of non-
compliance with the assessment codes.

DPC has new been advised today that the raw figure is now closer to 600,000 ha.

/ P '
-Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: ~ /I)DG:
Area: Bavironment and Resources RTI D . 5 / W 5
Telephone: 46478 ocument K021
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As a consequence, the area available for the proposed sccond-round ballot has become too small
to be practical (a minimum of 200,000 ha is required to provide equitable allocations to regions
across the State) if the total 500,000 ha limit for the phase-out period is to be maintained.

This issue was raised with Commonwealth officials at the 12 May meeling and two options were
tdentified for dealing with it.
s Option 1 - Maintain the 500,000 ha total limit:
o hold a ballot for existing unprocessed applications with a cap 0f7250,000 ha to be held
in December 2003; and
o hold the second ballot witha cap of 250,000 ha to be held infDecember 2004.
e Option 2 — Don’t maintain the 500.000 ha total limit:
o process existing applications under existing arrangements; and
o hold a second ballot of 250,000 ha to be held in December 2004 under new legislation.

Option 2 requires an immediate moratorium on clearing approvals to prévent a total blow out of
the area of land cleared during the phase out period, While\auneratorium is desirable for option 1
(to ensure equity for existing applicants), it is not essential as\the ¢ap on the first ballot sets an
upper limit on the total area of land cleared during the/phase out period.

The vegetation clearing rates resulting from these Options dre sef out in the attached graphs.

The advantages and disadvantages of the two options are set gut in the following table:

Advantages ' Disadvantages
Option1 | ¢ Moratorium desirable but not |# new legislation required as soon as
~ essential; , possible;
¢ 500,000 ha limit is maintairied; - | ® existing applicants who have lodged
e “of concern’ regional ecoSystems/on applications in good faith will have
freehold land cam be protected their expectations dashed;
immediately. / /. ¢ the legislation will include significant

breaches of fundamental legislative
principles as existing applications are
moved out of the Integrated
Development Approval System
(IDAS) with its inbuilt appeal rights
and into a ballot based system w1th
minimal appeal rights.

Option 2 | ¢ Legislatior for a moratorium o Moratorium essential;

required as soon as possible; e 500,000 ha limit is not maintained;

» Exisfing/applications processed as » Existing applications processed under
rormal; existing rules — meaning that ‘of

¢ “Adequate warning of new legislation concern’; regional ecosystems on
means that fundamental legislative . freehold land cannot be protected
principles are less likely to be immediately.
breached.

At this stage, no firm preference has been expressed by the Commonwealth. However, it is
reasonable to assume that at least some Commonwealth Ministers will not favour an immediate
moratorium. If this becomes the Commonwealth position, Option 1 offers the most appeal.

4
Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: , DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources ‘ / ? ’ 5
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DPC aIso favours option 1 despite its considerable legislative problems as it limits a blow out in
the area of clearing approved during the phase out period.

No matter which option is adopted, legislation will be required as soon as possible after
stakeholders have been notified of the intention to consult with them. DPC has been advised that
Minister Robertson may seek your approval to bring this matter to Cabinet next week.

Proposed Consultation with Stakeholders -

Detailed discussions have commenced on the process for joint consultation/with stakeholders.
Commonwealth officials have indicated that they believe that they will have clearance from
Ministers to start this consultation in the week commencing 19 May.

It is proposed that ofﬂ01als from both governments meet with representatives of exch peak
stakeholder and allow a short period (3-4 days) for responses to b provided,, \Another option is
for Ministers from both Governments be involved (it is understood that this ¢ption may have been
raised i1x discussions between DNRM and Environment Australia). We consider it would be wise
not to include Ministers in initial stakeholders presentations 0 as to provide maximum flexibility
in discussions and avoid the package being seen as an Environmert/Australia/+DNRM proposal
rather than whole of government, both State and Federa}. ‘ :

Commonwealth officials proposed that the letter to/peak stakeholders notifying them of the
proposed consultation be signed jointly by the Director'General/of the Department of the Premier
and Cabinet and the Secretary of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet. This will need to
be sent at the end of this week or the beginning of next week at the latest.

‘A media and communications strategy will be required.

4, Consultation
DNRM is involved in the negotiations

5. Is this in accordance with Governmenf election comrmtments"
Not applicable.

6. Recommendation < /
That you '

e note progreds with negotiations; /
e support the/continuation of inter-governmental communications on this matter at DPC-

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet level, /
e confirm that option 1 is your preferred option; and ? 7

 that you agree thgt Ministers should not be involved in the ipitfal presentation with
stakcholde’r_s_.____m e —
OLQ@ o2 =
Dr Leo Keliher

Director-General

' - ' //
Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources : ‘/ %g /?C / 5’
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PRIME MiNISYER

Canberrs
The Hon Peter Beattic MP
Premier of Queensland
PO Box 185 // Vs MAY 003

- BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

My dear Premier

I refer to the discussions currently in progress between our officials/vn the
proposal regarding laud clearing in Queenslagd,

The Commonwsalth has recommenced consideration of this substantially
developed proposal. Your officials have raised the issue ¢f a moratotizm og
issuling new pernits to olear remnant vegetation, refiscting the fact that there
bas been n considerable escalation in Tand clearing penmit npplications over the
past month and particularly over the Jast wesk. 1 am advised that this situation
serously threatens the infegrity of the proposal we gie considering. I therefore
wish to advise that I would be agrecable to your govémment Placing en
hnmediate moratorinm on the issuing of fiugther permits, pending consultstions
with stakeholders and further consideration of fhe proposal by our
governments, :

Ag indicated m my lettet to you of 7 XMarch 2003, my preference has been that
our govermments run Joint conmitations with key atakeholders fo pauge their
reactions to the proposal, i advince of a final decision to proceed. (Yiven that
this propossl is now at an advagiced stage, landholders have rised concstns
about the lack of information This lack of information 19 fuelling nngrounded
Tears and has to a degree resulted jn the tecent surgo in oleating applications.
In addition to the motatorium, { feel there would be value in the
Commonwealth mestig with Tandholders fo outline progress to date and what
is being proposéd, The Connnonwealth therefore intends to consult Agfarce

-and QFF on progressing this isipottant initiative, I'would intend thst the Joint
consultations then take place soon afier.

ook fotward)ta Confimuing a cooperative gpproach o this issue.

Yours sincemly ' I - E gi
(John Howard) ; '

Tﬁﬂ NS&?\S - /5__,,,./
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Speeches

Media releases

_ The Premier's Media Statement
Promier of Queenglang | : ‘
Home E .
EUGINGHTRICGIEEE Premier & Trade
R :R: The Hon. Peter Beattie MP
Grvemment Frigrties B 16 May 2003
News B . . . .
o Tree clearing applications on hold pending major Coimmaonweaith-
Achievemnents E s package :
 Internalional B
.-Trade RESUUEI ¢ Federal Government has given the green light td a temporary hold on
lehililie®e  Jand clearing applications in Queensland, while the Federai and State
: \ELEHICHDIEE  governments finalise a major assistance package for fandholders.
Premlm 's Departmem': ;
R CTa R - RL g Premier Peter Beattie and the Minister for Natural Resources and Mines,
' ST e Stephen Robertson, welcomed the co-operatiogh of Prime Minister John -
B Howard, who has confirmed his sdpport for'this approach in a letter to the
MRCEISIRS  promier,

"This is a temporary measure while Wwe finalise a package to protect
remnant vegetation, and while we censult/with farmers and other interested
parties," Mr Beattie said.

= = "When finalised, this/package will Held many benefits for landholders, for
Queensiand Queensland and for Australia.
Gavernment

"The temporary halbofclearing is effective from {oday.
"It will notaffect\ekisting-pérmits for clearing.

"It will not affelt/clearing applications already lodged - the Department of
Natural Resources and Mines will continue to assess these applications.

"And itwill not apply to fodder harvesting for stock feed in drought declared
areas,toelearing for weed control or to clearing for public safety," Mr
Beattie said,

Mr-Robertson said: "The message is: If you clear without a permit, action
will bertzken under the State's tough new vegetation management laws,

"“Your will be prosecuted, or you may have to revegetate the area you have
cleared, or you may be excluded from any further clearing.”

He said the Federal and State Governments had been negotiating for vears
over a package to protect remnant vegetation.

"Our Governments are now at the point where we need to discuss our
proposals with stakeholder groups,” Mr Robertson said.

"By declaring there will be no further applications accepted for clearing in
Queensland while consultation and negotiations are underway to finalise a
major assistance package for landholders, we are avoiding any prospect of
a rush of applications.

hitp://statements.cabinet.qld.gov. au/poﬁféﬁbpﬂgﬂwgﬁm (759724051 html 25/11/2003




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)
Talks on Queensland Landclearing Proposal Media Release 22 May 2003 Page 1 of 2

Skip NavigationSkip Navigation DEH [ AAD [ AGQ | AHC ; BOM | GBRMPA | NHT | NOO | ORER | SHFT | SEARCH

Go back to: Minister > Dr David Kernp > 2003 > 2002 > 2001 > 2000 > 1998 > 1998 > 1997 > 1996

Media Release _
Minister for the Environment and Heritage

D7 David Kemp

22 May 2003

Ko116

Talks on Queensland Landclearing Propesal

Broad details of a proposal to reduce land clearing in Queensland were outlined today following a meeting of
Commonwealth Ministers with AgForce and the Queensland Farmers' Federation!

Howard Government Ministers David Kemp (Environment and Heritage); Warren Truss (Agriculture,
Foresiry and Fisheries); Ian Macfarlane (Industry, Tourism and/Resources); and Ilan Macdonald (Fisheries,
Forestry and Conservation) met with Mr Lamry Acton of AgEorce, My Gary Sansom of Queensland Farmers'
- Federation (QFF) and other primary industry leaders to outline the’pfoposal’and seek the views of these
important stakeholders on its merits.

"This proposal has been developed by Queensland and worked on by-Commonwealth and Queensland
officials in recent weeks. It meets the Commonwealth Government's objectives of a substantial reduction in
the clearing of remnant vegetaﬁon in greenhouse/pas ernissions/and the adcht]onal protection of the
biodiversity of ecosystems Dr Kemp said.

Key elements under discussion are;

¢ The immediate protection of }6f conicern' Vek,etatlon
e The phase down of broadacre cleating of remnant Vegetatlon to zero by 2006 under a
transitional cap of 500,000 hectares;
» Continuation of regrowth clearing ana of the Regional Vegetation Management Plan process;
» Continuation of some exemptions (eg. for woody weed control, infrastructure development,
legitimate forest pfactices, appropriate thinning and fodder harvesting under permit); and
o A joint Commofwealth and Queensland adjustment assistance package of up to $150 million

with three key €lements:
o $130,millien for ﬁnanmal incentives to assist with the transition (or, where necessary,

for£xit assistance)

o -$12 millign for incentives to improve management of the more valuable remmant
vegetation

o $8 million for incentives to develop best practice farm management plans

The Commonwealth indicated it is willing to consider alternatives to the proposal that achieve the
Commonwealth's objectives in an assured, timely and cost effective manner.
"We understand the strong interest in this proposal from a range of groups and we intend, with Queensland, to

hold consultations with other mdustry groups, conservation groups, regional bod1es local government and the
finance sector as soon as possible,” Dr Kemp said.

htto://www.deh.gov. au/mlmstel/e11V/2003/Rrr-1rrl2Bg1%l¢TOe£fxtlt\ln 228 ' 25/ 11/2003
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Please quote: TWO1/ERP

Y MAY 2003 :

The Honourable John Howard MP

Prime Minister ‘ :
Parliament House

" Canberra ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

Lrefer to the land clearing proposal that our Govetnments 4r¢ jointly developing, the details
of which were outlined to representatives of Agfdrce and the Queensland Farmers’
Federation by Commonwealth Ministers on 22May 2003,

I am advised that at that meeting, and subsequenﬂy, some stakeholders have argued that the
financial assistance package contained within our jeint proposal is insufficient. I understand
that they have sought to justify this ¥tew by claiming that a 1999 Report by an officer from
the Queensland Department of Privfary Industries’ demonstrated that the compensation
required to cease tree clearing i1 Queensland/was some $500 million.

1 note that the document in/question made/its way into the public domain in 1999, at the
same time as my Government was introducing more stringent requirements on the clearing
of native vegetation on both fi'sehold and leasehold land. At the time I made it clear that this
was not an official Queensland Geyvernment document and that its conclusions were
seriously flawed. A copy of my media release at the time is attached for your information.

T am concerngd that the docuiment’s re-emergence in the context of our present negotiations
has the potential te distract attention from the fair and robust financial assistance package
that our Gevernments are proposing. It is important that this not be allowed to occur.

1 therefore ptopese that, with your agreement, the 1999 document be independently reviewed
by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and the Bureau of Rural
Sciences (ABARE/BRS). - Specifically T would propose that ABARE/BRS be requested to
provide a report to you and I on the adequacy of the analysis and conclusions reached in the
document in comparison to that contained within the ABARE/BRS socio-cconomic
assessment commissioned by the Commonwealth in April this year in respect of the proposal
to immediately halt clearing of ‘of-concern’ vegetation and phase out clearing of remnant
vegetation in Queensland

 iyhal 07
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I understand that our officials have informally discussed this approach and have agreed that
1t would provide a useful way forward.

I have attached a confidential copy of the 1999 Report to facilitate such a review. I look
forward to your agreement to this approach in order that we may sustain progress in

advancing our joint proposal on land clearing.

Yours sincerely
OR'G'NAIL SIGNED BY PHEM’EH

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page2of2
RTI Document No.230
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Tracking No.

Premier’s briefing note P10526. 3
Policy =
Title: Land Clearing — Commonwealth Negotiations

1. Purpose : _ :

To advise you on progress in negotiations with the Commonwealth on a package to phase out
broadscale clearing of remnant vegetation and to scek your signature on the attached letter to the
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Heritage. / f T JQ,.',. Fopep

v
rents ha;{ now progressed
i jias beenplaced on

o st oy

2. Background S ‘

Pro rrifegotiations between the State and Commonwealth Gov
to the point where, with the Prime Minister’s agreement, a moratori
accepting new applications. '

On 22 May 2003, Commonwealth Ministers, Kemp, Macfarlane, McDonald and Truss met with
the peak rural industry groups (Agforce and the Queensland Farjfers’ Federation (QFF)) to outline
the proposed package. Following this meeting, Minister Kerp nfet with the Premier and held a
joint press conference. Minister Kemyp advised the Premier of the Commonwealth’s view that ﬁ;;al
six to eight weeks should be given for consultations to ogcur on'any alternative proposal put by the
industry groups ,t«z‘ achieve the objectives set by the two/governments, The Premier agreed to this.

3. Issues whiide o d

Further consultations with industry groups and other peak stakeholders (including the Urban
Development Institute of Australia, the Australian Bankers Association and the Local Government

Association of Queensland) are now occurritig, T
T oot S L RVC Y L

Officials from both Governmehts nfet with QFF last-Friday and will be meeting with Agforce

tomorrow (Tuesday 17 June), }’4 0 altemg;i—(e ptoposatlias been presented by these groups and they

have sought further detailed discussiof§on is<ues related to Greenhouse gas reductions, socio-

economic aspects and other matters. hey have advised that they are not available for these R
discussions until 9 July 2003. - somoc seyen weeks after the 22 May meeting. ‘Rnrowa m

This delay is clearly contrary 16 ¢he agreement reached between the Premier and Ministgyéemp
and increases the risk that the negotiations between the governments will be undermined,
Queensland’s concerns in this respect.should be officially conveyed to the Commonwealth and
their agreement sought t a-definite deadline for finalisation,

In view of the fact that the 22 May agreement on timing was between the Premier and Minister
Kemp, the attached/letter has beetrdrafted seeking this agreement.

4. Consultation
The Departmeitt-of Natural Resources and Mines has been consulted,

3. Is this in‘accoidance with Government election commitments?
Not applicable

6. Recommendation :
That you sign the attached letter to Minister Kemp. -

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources h .
Telephone: 47895 RTI Document No.231
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| "/IM %‘/&a" MW Tracking No. 46833
Premier’s briefing note ‘ﬂf\(}ij %H |

Policy .
Title: Land Clearing -Update Date:. 7 July 2003

1. Purpose
To provide you with latest advice received from Commonwealth Officers.

2. Background '

Today’s Courier Mail reports under the headline “PM may soften tree-clearing ban” that the Prime
Minister is to establish a working party with Agforce and the Queensland Farmers Ff deration to
“review the evidence that led him to call for a total prohibition on the practice in"Queensland by
2006”. According to the report, the State Government will not be invitedfo-participate.

3. Issues : )
Commonwealth officers this morning confirmed that such a werking party is to be established, and
that the State is not to be a party.

They advised that the intention was to try to get these groups’to engage on the proposal and the
thinking was that if it was a “Commonwealth/State frent” théy m4y not do so, hence the “bilateral”
working party. They indicated that the objective is to try and do what was proposed in the joint
consultations; namely to provide the detailed undcrpinningh ofthe joint proposal and discuss the
merits of any alternative that may be proposed: Timing is awaltmg political direction but it is likely
discussions will commence this week.

Tt was pointed out to the Commonwealth/that this was a joint initiative and that despite assurances
the Prime Minister had not contacted the Prentier {0 discuss this matter. They undertook to raise this
with the Prime Minister’s Office and suggest that they make contact with your Office.

The proposed Commonwealth dpproagh-is unatceptable from our perspective. This is a joint
proposal from both Governments-and/therefore both Governments should be represented at the
table. Lack of State representation opens the way for stakeholders to run a misinformation
campaign in relation to the proposal and the State’s involvement. It also potentially enables the
Commonwealth to negotiate amendments to the proposal with stakeholders (whether through a
watering down or additional financial incentives) and then present them as a ‘fait accompli’ to the
State, with all the dséociated political pressure that this would bring to bear on the Government.

We propose that you\write to the Prime Minister seeking an explanation; expressing your concern at
the lack of corsultation on this revised approach; emphasising that this is a joint initiative of both
Governments, with'the State’s commitment of $75 million entitling it to a seat at the table; and
requesting that the State be represented at any meeting with stakeholders.

A letter along these lines is currently being drafted.

4. Recomendation
That you agree to write to the Prime Minister seeking an explanation of his proposed approach and
seeking State representation in any meetings with stakeholders.

Dr Leo Keliher W — N
Director-General
. T >

Action Officer: Terry Wall RTI Documerﬁq\loész t :/’IjDG:/ .
| A/

Area: En\nronment and Resources Policy
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Tracking No. 46833

Premler s briefing note
Policy ' i : 7
Title: Land Clearing -Update Date: 7 July 2003

1. Purpose
To provide you with latest advice received from Commonwealth Ofﬁcers

2. Background

Today’s Courier Mail reports under the headline “PM may soften iree-clearing ban”, that the Prime
Minister is to establish a working party with Agforce and the Queensland Farmérs Federation to
“review the evidence that led him to call for a total prohibition on of the practiee in Queensland by
2006”. According to the report, the State Government will not be invited to-paiticipate.

3. Issues
Commonwealth officers this morning confirmed that such a werking party-isto be established, and
that the State is not to be a party.

They advised that the intention was to try to get these grotps to engage on the proposal and the -
thinking was that if it was a “Commonwealth/State fiont” théy may-sot do so, hence the “bilateral”
working party. They indicated that the objective is te.try 4nd do what was proposed in the joint
consultations; namely to provide the detailed underpinnings-ofAhe joint proposal and discuss the
merits of any alternative that may be proposed, Timing is awaiting political direction but it is likely
discussions will commence this week.

It was pointed out to the Commonwealtlythat this was ajoint initiative and that despite assurances
the Prime Minister had not contacted the®Premier to,discuss this matter. They undertook to raise this
with the Prime Minister’s Office and suggestdhat théy make contact with your Office.

Theyt proposed Commonwealth approach’is unacceptable from our perspective. This is a jont
proposal from both Governmefits and/therefore both Governments should be represented at the
table. Lack of State representation-opens the way for stakeholders to run a misinformation
campaign in relation to the proposal and-fhe State’s involvement. ¥t also potentially enables the
Commonwealth to negotiate amendments to the proposal with stakeholders (whether through a
watering down or additional financial incentives) and then present them as a “fait accompli” to the
State, with all the ag$eciated political pressure that this would bring to bear on the Government.

We propose that-you write to the Prime Minister seeking an explanatmn, expressing your concern at
the lack of congtiltation on this revised approach; emphasising that this is a joint initiative of both
Governmenis{ witl'the Sfate’s commitment of $75 million entitling it to a seat at the table; and
requesting that the/State be represented at any meeting with stakeholders.

A letter along these lines is currently being drafted.

4, Recomendatlon
That you agree to write to the Prime Minister seekmg an explanation of his proposed approach and
seeking State representation in any meetings with stakeholders.

Dr Leo Keliher.
Director-General

=3

Action Officer: Terry Wall ED: DDG:
Area: Environment and Resources Policy RTI Document 433
Telephone: 58030 g /
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1999 DPI REPORT ON LAND CLEARING

The Leader of the Opposition and some stakeholders have argued that the
financial assistance package contained within the Commonwealth and State
land clearing proposal is insufficient. They have sought to justify this view by
claiming that a 1999 Report by an officer from the Queensland Department of
Primary Industries’ demonstrated that the compensation required to cease
tree clearing in Queensland was some $500 million.

The document in question made its way into the publi¢ domain in 1999, At .
the time | made it clear that this was not an official Queensland Government
document and that its conclusions were seriously/flawed.

| was cancerned that the document’s re-emergence inthe \context of present
negotiations had the potential to distract attention from théfair and robust |
financial assistance package that our Governments areproposing.
Accordingly | wrote to the Prime Minister on 30 May 2003 proposing an
independent assessment of the report.

The Prime Minister agreed and last/briday wrote to me providing the ABARE
assessment of the DPI Report. That assessmient confirms the view that |
have always stated. Namely that the reportivas seriously flawed. The
ABARE assessment concludes that the assumptions in the DPI report are
wrong. In particular: ‘ ' '

e The DPI analysis assUimed that.all available vegetation would have been
cleared within 12 micnths;

e ~ The DPI analysis assumied that 51 per cent of the land available would be
used for cropping; aind

e Only 8 per cent ofland-was uneconomic to clear.

In both cases the ABARE assessment concluded that these DPI assumptions
are not appropriate based on data now available

By contrast the ABA/BRS assessment used the more realistic assumption
that ¢learing would’occur over a 25 year period, that about 33 percent of land
is Uneconemic to clear; and based on the finding of the Queensland SLATS
Report, that orly 2 per cent of land would be used for cropping

The ABARE assessment concludes that if the DPI Report had used correct
assumptions the estimated financial impact would have dropped from the
spuricys figure of $500M to a more realistic $42 Million.

RTI Document No.234
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1999 DP1 REPORT ON LAND CLEARING

¢ The Leader of the Opposition and some stakeholders have argued that the
financial assistance package contained within the Commonwealth and State
land clearing proposal is insufficient. They have sought to jUStIfy this view by
claiming that a 1999 Report-by an officer from the Queensland Department of
Primary Industries’ demonstrated that the compensation required to cease
tree clearing in Queensland was some $500 million.

e The document in question made its way into the public:domadin in’ 1999. At
the time | made it clear that this was not an official Queenstand Government
document and that its conclusions were seriously flawed:

« 1was concerned that the document’s re-emergence i the context of present
negotiations had the potential to distract attention from the fair and robust
financial assistance package that our Governments are proposing.
Accordingly | wrote to the Prime Minister on 30 iMay 2003 proposing an
independent assessment of the report,

« The Prime Minister agreed and last Friday wrote to me providing the ABARE
assessment of the DPI| Report. That-a$sessrnént confirms the view that |
have always stated. Namely that the reportwas seriously flawed. The
ABARE assessment concludes that the assumptions in the DPI report are
wrong. In particular:

o The DPI analysis as§umed that-all’ available vegetation would have been
cleared within 12 months;

¢« The DPI analysis gssumbd that 51 per cent of the land available would be
used for cropping;)and

e Only 6 percent offand was uneconomic to clear.
¢ In both cases the ABARE assessment conoludeg that these DPI assumptions

are not appropriate based omBow avallable 4 U5y vonthnas “TXM
e By contrast the ABA/BRS assessment U ed the more realistic assumption

that' glearing would occur over a 25 year period, that about 33 percent of land

is uneconomic to clear; and based on the finding of the Queensland SLATS

Report, that only 2 per cent of land would be used for cropping

e {_Ths ABARE assessment concludes that if the DPI Report had used correct
assumptions the estimated financial impact would have dropped from the
spuricus figure of $500M to a more realistic $42 Million.

RTI Document No.235
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% _
?‘tﬁ' Ezic8 The Premier's Media Statement
?‘;em&r 5 Q&eenslaﬁﬁ
‘ Hotie ®
FLLINEG RN n = Premier & Trade
The Hon. Peter Beattie MP

Ay Lo July 2003

. Ne"fu% il Federal bureau siams Springborg's "DPI Report” on cleafing
-Achizvemeants B
TR EA B [ he respected Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resourde Economics
Trade Mizsions - EESNARENNAINEIN Queensland Government's view thatthe so/called "DPI

- Comenenity Report" on tree clearing cempleted in 1999 is worthless

‘Consyltation .

& premier Peter Beattie said today the "DPI Repor; - promoted by the

Queensland Opposmon - was exposed as "a Lomplete dud that does not
stand up to scrutiny”.

"Opposition Leader Lawrence Springbotrd has/Meen trying to sell a farcical
report as the Holy Grail of tree clearing scieiige," Mr Beattie said.

"ABARE's independent review supports the Queensland Government's
decision to reject the 1999 report when, recommending compensation for
landholders who would-be affected by & halt to broadscale remnant
“vegetation clearing," he said. :

Oueensiand
Govarnment This vindicates thé view/of the Cgmmonwealth and Queensland
Governments that their proposed $150 miilion land clearing package is fair.

Mr Beattie said: "I forwarded this 1999 report to the Prime Minister in May,
to settle ofce and/forall arguments about its credibility,

"The arguments-are.now over - the report is a comp!ete dud," Mr Beattie
said/

s conclusion_that $500 million would be needed to compensate
landholders stems from seriously flawed assumptions.

"It assumed that only 6% of the area studied was uneconomic to clear.

"1t included in areas to be cleared toWns wetlands, natlonal parks, state
forests, areas already protected under the Vegetatlon Management Act, and
hilly and salinity-affected land.

"The ABARE concludes that about a third of Queensland is economic to
clear,

"If the 1999 report had used the correct methodalogy the spurious estimate
of $500 million as 5u1tabie compensation would have p!ummeted to only

$42million.

"That is just 28 per cent of the $150 million the Commonwealth and State
Governments are offering.

Other major flaws in the 1999 report include:

RTI Document No0.236
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Queensland Vegetation Management

Assistance for Farm Businesses

The Commonwealth and State Governments are contributing up to $150 million to
assist farm businesses affected by the introduction of the new vegetation management
arrangements announced on Xx/Xx/xX.

Direct financial assistance may be in either of two forms: hr:
e To support specific projects that will build up and/or deyelsp th arm

Detgilsion:gach of these componants are’2iso attached.

Coenfidential — Not Government Policy Page 6 of 18 July 24,2003 /
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Enterprise Assistance

PURPOSE

To provide assistance to a farm business to adjust its operations where implementation of
the new vegetation management arrangements announced on xx/xx/xx is directly
responsible for imposing a significant impact on the potential viability of the enterprise.

OBJECTIVES
To support specific projects that will build up and/or develop these-furin businesses
whose business performance has been affected by the new chtatn,n m(magement
arrangements, and who can achieve long term economic i '
resource use with the assistance provided.

NATURE OF ASSISTANCE
Entelprlse a351stance is the form of Grants and m

Ltwmes of the farm business;
“primary production associated with

€ the productmty_ and wabﬂ] ty of the farm business,

tisiness restructuring, ineluding partnership restructuring and succession

“planining, leading to idproved productivity and long term v1ab1hty with a reductlon
' in resource pressure:

DEFINITIONS

Area of land affected — means the area covered with vegetation that cannot be cleared
under the legislation; regulations and assessment codes infroduced on xx/xx/xx but
which could have been cea‘ed under the legislation, regulations and state assessment

codes in place prorto that date. This area must be shown in the Enterprise Management
Plan -

Enterprise Mconagement Plan means a plan developed for a farm business which defails
a ‘whole of property’ approach to the future development of the business including a
sustainable’ approach to resource management; strategies for improved farm business
management and a plan for action. This Plan must meet the minimum standard required
by QRAA. QRAA, in determining that a submitted Plan does meet the required
standard, will insist that the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has
approved the Vegetation Management component prior to the Plan being submitted to
the Authority.

Farm Business — is a business that involves primary production, which shall include,
but not limited to the agricultural, aquacultural, horticultural, pastoral or apicultural

Confidential — Not Government Policy Page 7 of 18 July 24, 2003
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industries, and is operated as either an owner operator or leaseholder/sharefarmer, or
as part of a family company or partnership

New Vegetation Management Arrangements — are the legislation, regulations and
assessment codes applying to the clearing of vegetation announced on xx/xx/xx. The
arrangements include the operatlon and effect of any ballots for the allocation of
permits.

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
QRAA must be satisfied that:

e the farm business has a property which includes an atea of areas of | lagd affected.

o the farm business acquired the property or a contract {or
particular land(s) was entered into prior to the x
announced changes.

e the farm business has an Enterprise Management
Plan must show (but need not be hmlted': '
]

#that the project proposed
package of measures, will

he Business ] Enterpfise Assi ota.nce within a reasonable period;

SUPpo under the Schéme will only be provided for projects which are consistent
with the purpose and objectives uf the scheme -

¢ in assessing sustainable longterm viability, the following factors will be taken into
account by QRAA:
i) the past and expected future viability of the farm business as measured by its
ability'to meet financial commitments relating to:
o / costs.of operation of the farm business;
e/ living-costs of the producer;
» investmeiit in sustainable farming systems;
allowance for depreciation of capital and future capital requirements;
serviding and repayment of debt of the farm business; and,
the sustainable productive capacity of the farm business;

8 o o

ii) the long-term economic trends which impact on the farm business;
iii) the provision of financial support for the farm business by fenders;

iv) the demonsirated technical, financial and business management performance of
the producer ‘

Confidential — Not Government Policy Page B of 18 . ' July 24, 2003
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v) the extent to which the support under this guideline is likely to contribute to, or
facilitate viability improvements for the farm business through:
s . areduction in average farm business operating costs; or
o asustainable increase in the value of the farm business production;

e the primary producer is responsible for the contribution of labour to the farm
business enterprise and generates the majority or has the potential to generate
the majority of income from that enterprise,

LEVEL OF SUPPORT .
The maximum amount of assistance available is up to $100,000.

Payment will be by way of instalments, the first bemg jagproval with

subsequent payment subject to achievement of milestone

The amount of support will be determined in each case/r

TERMS AND CONDITIONS
All support is sub] ect to annual rev1e

Apﬁilca jons are to be mdde on'the standard QRAA Application Form and may be
lodged through your commergidl lender or directly with QRAA in Brisbane.

The applications will need to be¢ accompanied by the associated documentation as
detailed in the application form, as well as the Enterprise Management Plan,

Penalties will apply where false information is provided in the application.
Where the area of-land affected is the result of the implementation of a new
assesstentcode (eg the area contains ‘of concern’ regional ecosystems on freehold

landy 4n application may be made at any time.

Where the area of land affected is the result of the operation of a ballot, an application
cannot be made until the results of the ballot are finalized.

All applications must be made within one year from the date of the ballot, with
projects to be completed within three years of approval.
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Queensland Vegetation Management

Enterprise Assistance

£
PURPOSE ij
To provide assistance to a farm business to adjust its operations where implementation of
the new vegetation management regifie announced on xx/xx/xx is difectly responsible
for imposing a significant impact on the potential viability of the entefpiise,

OBJECTIVES

To support specific projects that will build up and/or develgp thoese farny'businesses
whose business performance has been affected by vegetation-ménagement controls,
and who can achieve long term economic viability and sustainable yésource use with
the assistance provided.

NATURE OF ASSISTANCE
Enterprise assistance is in the form of Grants/and may be\made available to eligible
participants to undertake projects that will/irnprove productivity, sustainability and
viability of farm businesses through mechanisms such as;
a) the introduction of new farming systems or technology;
b) preperty developments for improved productivity;
¢) value adding activities directly refated to the/gctivities of the farm business; _
d) the purchase of livestock or/Other inputs t0/primary production associated with
the development activities;
e} enhancing sustainable resguice usé and/development associated with farm business
build-up and amalgamation,
) the use of debt restruetring and/or capital 1est1uctunng where new action is taken
to improve the prodictivity and viability of the farm business,
g) farm business reStiucturing, ncluding partnership restructuring and succession
plammlg, leading to ymproved productivity and long term v1ab1h1,y with a reduction
1N resource pressure.

DEFINITIONS :

Area of land/dffecied — means the area covered with vegetation that cannot be cleared
under the Aggistetion, regulations and assessment codes infroduced on xx/xx/xx but
which could have beengleared under the legislation, regulations and assessment codes in
place ptiorto\that date. This area must be shown in the Enterprise Management Plan

Enferprise Management Plan means a plan developed for a farm business which details
a ‘whole.of property’ approach to the future development of the business including a
sustainable approach to resource management; strategies for improved farm business
management and a plan for action, This Plan must meet the minimum standard required
by QRAA. QRAA, i determining that a submitted Plan does meet the required
standard, will insist that the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Mines has
approved the Vegetation Management component prior to the Plan being submitted to
the Authority. '

Farm Business — is a business that invelves primary production, which shall includs,
but not, limited to the agricultural, aguacultural, horticultural, pastoral or apicultural

| o
he ) ) T
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industries, and is operated as either an owner operator or leaseholder/sharefarmer, or
as part of a family company or partnership.

New Vegetation Management Arrangements — are the legislation, regulations and
assessment codes applying to the clearing of vegetation announced on xx/xx/xx. The
arrangements include the operation and effect of any ballots for the allocation of
permits,

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
QRAA must be satisfied that:

o the farm business has a property which includes an area or areas of fend afizcted.

o the farm business acquired the property or a contract fol acquisition pr usage of the
particular land(s) was entered into prior to the xx/xx/Xs; being/the date of the
announced changes.

o the farm business has an Enterprise Management Pian, /llie Enterprise Management
Plan must show (but zeed not be limited to):

e the area of land affected (as copfitmed by NRIM)

o that clearing of the area of land /Affected was necessary to attain or
maintain sustamable long-termwiability @nd that the project proposed
either in isolation or as part of an intégtated package of measures, will
substitute for that cleauing. _ ,

o that the activities proposed are cobsistent with sound native vegetation
management practiges.

o that the farm busiress Ha$ the capacity to become financially independent
of the Business Enterprise Assistance within a reasonable period,

» support under the Scnmme will only’be provided for projects wluch are consistent
with the purpose and objechves of fhe scheme

e in assessing sustainable longferm viability, the following factors will be taken into
account by QRAA; : ‘
1) the past and.expected future viability of the farm business as measured by its
abjfity to meet finzncial commitments relating to:
¢ / costsof operation of the farm business;,
e living costs of the producer; .
e \Investment in sustainable farming systerns;
o/ Lallowance for depreciation of capital and future capital requirements;
o/ servicing and repayment of debt of the farm business; and,
o~_the sustainable productive capacity of the farm business;

ii) the long-term economic trends which impact on the farm business;
iii) the provision of financial suppozt for the farm business by lenders;

iv) the demonstrated technical, financial and business management performance of
the producer
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v) the extent to which the support under this guideline is likely to contribute to, or
facihitate viability improvements for the farm business through:
= areduction in average farm business operating costs; or
¢ asustainable increase in the value of the farm business production;

¢ the primary producer is responsible for the contribution of labour to the farm
business enterprise and generates the majority or has the potential to generate
the majority of income from that enterprise,

LEVEL OF SUPPORT
The maximum amount of assistance available is up to $100,000.

Payment will be by way of instalments, the first being fviade upon approval with
subsequent payment subject to achievement of milestones.

The amount of support will be determined in each case by QRAA.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

All support is subject to annual review by the Authority against milestones.
Successtul applicants must execute a Letteér/of Intent which outlines all approval
terms and conditions.

Ongoing support will be dependent upon compliance’ with the conditions outlined in
the Letter of Intent and the demonstratien of on-geing viability.

All support will be subject to the appreval of an Enterprise Management Plan by the
Queensland Department of Nattwal Résources and Mines,

APPLICATIONS
Applications are to be piade on the standard QRAA Application Form and may be
lodged through your cotwmercial lendér or directly with QRAA in Brisbane.

The applications will need to be accompanied by the associated documentation as
detailed in the application form, as well as the Enterprise Management Plan.

Penalties will apply where false information is provided in the application,
Where the” area~ofJand affected is the result of the implementation of a new
assessment-code (eg the area contains ‘of concemn’ regional ecosystems on freehold

landyan application may be made at any time.

Where thie/area of land affected is the result of the operation of a ballot, an application
cannot bexmiade until the resulis of the ballot are finalized.

All apph'ca{ioné must be made within one year from the date of the ballot, with
projects to be completed within three years of approval.

Confidential — Not Government Policy Page 3 of 3 9 May2003
RTI Document No.243




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

Leverington Andrea

From:. premier@cabinet.gld.gov.au
Sent: Tuesday, 5 August 2003 1:38 PM
Teo: . Leverington Andrea .
Subject: ~ Only Federal-QLD Package Will Give Certainty For Tree Clearing - Qld. Media statement
Premier & Trade, Peter Beattie
05/08/03

only Federal-QLD Package Will Give Certainty For Tree Clearing

Roma, Tuesday: The Queensland Government 1s committed to working with/the Federal
Government to provide certainty for landholders and the widér -community on tree
clearing issues, Premier Peter Beattie told people in Mitchell and, Roma today.

"I am here to listen once more to the views of people on the land/ and to ensure that I
understand all their issues," sald Mr Reattie. :

nco-operation and consultation are the keys to ensuring that—tHe tree-clearing package
put forward by the Prime Minister and me provides,certaiwty for the future.

WThe main focus of today's discussion was the pfgposéd phasing out of broadscale
clearing .of remnant vegetation.

n"The last thing landholders need is uncertainty vaused/ ¥y lengthy and unnecessary
delays in delivering a fair and equitable package. .

"I'believe that we can finalise this with the Federal CGovernment and the stakeholders
by September or October to give that ce&ptainti. :

"It will further protect Queensland from Lie thréats of Salinity; erosion and other
land degradation; declining water glality; the extinction of species and other threats
to biodiversity; and degradation of the Greal Barrier Reef.

nSince Federal Ministers detaildd the propodal to AgForce and the Queensland Farmers
Federation in Brisbane in May Bdth the Prime Minister and I have listened to concerns.

"The
wr h

$150 million adjustment assistance package for landholders includes incentives

$130 million to asgist with the/ transition, or for exit assistance if necessary;
$12 million to improve-the management of more valuable remnant vegetation;
58 million to deyegllop best practice farm management plans.

"Key elements under Mdiscussion include:
Immediate protection given to "of concern" vegetation on freehold land;

- A phased reduction in-broadacre clearing of remnant vegetation to zero by 200§,
- under a transitiémal cap of 500,000 hectares;

- The continGed tlearing of regrowth;

- Continuadtion &fF-the Regional Vegetation Management Planning process;

- Continuation’ 4f gome exemptions, including woody weed control, infrastructure
development, fire breaks, legitimate forest practices, and foddex harvesting under

permit. "

Contact: Steve Bishop 07 3224 4500

To unsubscribe from the Media Statements mailing list, or change the

portfolios to which you arxe subscribed, please go to the 'subscribe!

page at http://statements.cabinet.qld.gov.au/subscribe.html

Enter the emall address you used to subscribe in the text box and

elick on the link that allows you to check your subscription details.

The address with which you are subscribed is 'andrea.leverington@nrm.gld.gov.au’.
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Tracking No. 50990

Premier’s briefing note
Policy | -
Title: Land Clearing — Agforce and QFF Proposal

1. Purpose
To provide preliminary brleﬁng on an outline of an alternative land clearing proposal provided to
State and Commonwealth officers late on Friday 24 October 2003.

2. Background

The Prime Minister established a taskforce in May of Commonwealth, Agforée’and Qtieensland
Farmers” Federation (QFF) officials to enable rural stakeholders time-to develop an/alternative to
the announced joint State/Commonwealth proposal. The conditionsestablished by the
Commonwealth were that any alternative proposal had to meet the Conimoniyealth objectives.
Those objectives are to deliver, with certainty, abatement of 20 — 25-megatonres of greenhouse
gases per annum over the Kyoto commitment period, and to fully protect ““of concermn” regional
ecosystems. The State has a broader objective to end broadstale remmnant clearing in Queensland
which, of course, is the reason the State is prepared to contribuic $75 million to funding the joint
package.

3. Issues

The proposal received from Agforce and QFF (contained-as an/Appendix) does not meet the
State’s objective. By our assessment it also will not deliver the Commonwealth’s greenhouse or
biodiversity objectives.

Key elements of the proposal include:

e reducing broadscale remnant ¢learing ¥y 50’percent compared to business as usual levels —
1.e. to around 100,000hectares per dnnumy

e delivering greenhouse sayings by restricting clearing to trees which do not meet the Kyoto
definitions of forests for'the pyrpose of greenhouse gas abatement;

e biodiversity protectior thr ough' the adoption of recommendations of the Queensland
Regional Vegetation Management Committees;

¢ continuation of these regional committees to establish the conditions which would apply to
remaining clearing and the adoption of property planning within this regional framework;
and

 an independent group incliding the President of the Land Court to establish the principles
(and quanfum) that should be provided to landholders by way of adjustment assistance.

The proposal’t6 adisess greenhouse and enable ongoing clearing by distinguishing between Kyoto
and non-Kydto trees is considered unworkable by both State and Commonwealth officials. Tt will
not deliver the ceitainty, in terms of abatement, that is required by the Commonwealth. Detailed
reasons are outlitied-in the Attachment to this brief,

The biodiversity proposal does not protect all “of concern” ecosystems as required by the
Commonwealth, Implementing the recommendations of the Regional Vegstation Management
Committees would still leave up to 200,000 hectares of “of concern” ecosystems unprotected.
Moreover, these Committees have indicated that their recommendations for greater protection are
conditional upon financial assistance being provided.

Action Officer: Terry Wall ED: DDG: .
Area: Environment and Resources Policy RTID 1t No.245 ‘ o?///ﬁ
Telephone: 58030 Ocume’n 0. '
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Proposals for an ongoing role for regional committees and the introduction of property
management plans are already part of the current proposal or other existing State programs or
proposals.

Queensland officials are preparing a more detailed critique of the proposals for your use, and for
provision to the Commonwealth by way of a rebuttal to the Agforce/QFF proposal. '
Commonwealth officials have indicated they are keen to receive this.

4. Recommendation
That you note that:

e the attached alternative Agforce/QFF proposal does not meet the conditions set by the
Commonwealth and the State; '

e amore detailed critique of the proposal for your use is in preparation; and
‘o the integrity of the joint Queensland/Commonwealth propesal remaing intact.

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General
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ATTACHMENT

Queensland Position on Agforce/QFF proposal for land clearing

Queensland does not support any proposal which applies different clearing
policies to Kyote and non-Kyoto forests.

Such an approach would be unworkable. It would be complex and expensive to
“administer. It would require:
a. legislative amendment to embed the definition of Kyoto-forest/im law and
to allow for the establishment of separate rules; -
b. Kyoto and non-Kyoto forests to be mapped at an gppropriate-scalé (at least
1:100 000 in areas where clearing occurs) and with.suiticient accuracy to
facilitate compliance checking and enforcement;
¢. systems to update the mapping across the State on a regular basis (at least
biannually);
.d. systems to in place to correct mapping errors when these are detected by
land holders;
e. dappropriate training for vegetation management officers to interpret Kyoto
forest mapping at the property scale;-and
f. an extensive education program to ensure that landholders fully understood
the distinctions.

Queensland also notes that protectiofyof Kyoto forests will lead to clearing approvals
with complex boundaries which do fot necessarily relate to ecological features
relevant to property management {eg soil typg pr topography). This will:
a. increase the risk of non-corplianice during clearing and hence undermine
certainty:
b. result in clearing patterns which do not suit property management
requirements‘{¢g for mustering or for effective cultivation patterns); and
¢. result in fragmentedJandscapes which reduce their effectweness for the
protection of biodiversity.

RTI Document No.247
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APPENDIX

AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH
TO VEGETATION MANAGEMENT
IN QUEENSLAND

The AgForce — QFF landholder alternative provides outcomes/for Jandhoiders,
the community and government at all levels. 1t seeks to ensure the
achievement of ecologically sustainable management of the/natural resource
through the engagement of people at regional and community ievels.

The proposal provides a balanced approach to resource developrent —
providing biodiversity and greenhouse outcomes whilst ensuting that selected
approved development is available for the growth of individual enterprises and
communities as well as the state and national.economigs.

The proposal includes the introduction of gréatef trangparency to the process
of resource management in Queensland. This'wil! enisure greater confidence
in the process and the development of a sustainable landholder, communlty
and Government partnership approach to resource management.

Key elements to the alternative proposal.

o Industry driven adoptiari-of property vegetation plans by landholders
over and above existing mandated requirements

o The continuing engagement of /and significant role for, regional
communities in fgsource-management decision making

¢ Controlled and planned development opportunities for landholders in
selected regions across. the state in accordance with standards in
regional pians

o Achievement.of significant greenhouse savings through capping annual
clearirg rates of temnant vegetation at a level up to 50% less than
businegss as usual levels with further improvements due to reductions in
non remnanti ¢learing rates

» A sustainable management regime for low risk routine agricultural
management issues including regrowth, thickening, fodder harvesting
et

¢ An offsets or trading regime to ensure flexibility and to provide
opportunities for the protection of regrowth of significant ecological
value that will assist with achieving future iandscape values

o Biodiversity achievements through the recommended protection of ‘of
concern' and ‘not of concern’ regional ecosystems and high nafure
conservation areas in accordance with the Regional Vegetation
Management Plans (RVMP)

e Establishment of an accessible appeals mechanism to ensure a more
transparent regime for resource management
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s The establishment of an’independent group to provide
recommendations on the principles for compensation for landholders
and communities adversely affected by the restrictions arising from the
initiative _

¢ Reform and amendment of Queensland vegetation legislation to

provide for better use of resources and the achievement of greenhouse
outcomes. : ‘ '

| PROPERTY VEGETATION PLANS | |

The focus for the development of a new approach to vegeiation management
in Queensland is the industry support and adoption of property scale
vegetation plans. Through individual vegetation planning-significant

- opporiunities for sustainable resource management are unlocked/in a manner
that government agencies would be unable to achieve throughregulation.
Importantly industry support for vegetation plans will asgist Government
agencies with the adoption of other planning measures designed to assist

sustainability (eg pest and weed plans, Leasehold Land condition assessment
efc).

Key elements of the proposed vegetation plans-incldde the following:

¢ They are optional but incentive hased and are over and above the
existing statutory requirements

o Simple, minimal cost (i most/cases}and capable of completion by

landholders. Importantly-there willbe reduced complexity at a property

scale in order to meet a range of demands

Meet RVMP standards and broader State requirements

Standards approved at aregional level but registered centrally

15 year term, renewable subject to performance

Modular to enable building of other elements ie pest plans, water plans,
carbon trading plans ef¢

For landholdérs, the incentive is that completion and acceptance of a
vegetation/plan.would provide certainty for the enterprise for a realistic period
and remove them from the regulatory approval system for traditional
agricultGral management activities. '

For ‘goverivnent, the benefits of vegetation management built around a
voluntary planning component over and above existing mandated
requirements’will be significant and include both efficiency and integration.
Importantly it includes more effective engagement with landholders across the
spectrum of natural resource management issues. This approval also
expands the outcomes beyond the lowest common denominator.
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| REGIONAL COMMUNITIES |-

- The proposal provides for a strengthening of the involvement of rural
communities. Engagement of jocal people and their involvement in regional
decision making is accepted as best practice methodology for achieving
sustainable natural resource management. Decision making from afar, _
whether Brisbane or Canberra, will not provide the same quality ef outcomes
provided by local communities. Under this proposal the RVMP process is
retained and enhanced through:

+ RVMP groups retaining a central role in establishing ihe standards and
requirements of property vegetation plans

¢ |nthose selected areas of the state where deveto rnent is sustainable,
the regional groups have a central role in the planmnq process

s Ensuring that proposals for offsetting regrowth for refnnant vegetation
are sustainable long term. Such regrowth gould be significant for
biodiversity, greenhouse and salinity purposes

It should be noted that the continued engagement of [ocal communities is a
critical consideration above and beyond the vegetation issue. Given the
additional responsibility the Groups will assume-and the longer term demands
on their time, it is proposed funding be provided {o recognise and assist
participation.

| CONTROLLED DEVELOPMENT AND CAPPING CLEARING z

The opportunity for ongeing but reducéd levels of development in a selected
and limited number of bioregionsis a central element of the proposal. This is
consistent with recognizing’the importance of sustainable economic '
development to individuals; their families and their communities, as well as
the regional, state-and national economies.

The level of reduction in development requires further analysis but it is
expected tg be of the order of 50% less than eX|st|ng annual business as
usual modéls. Underthe proposal:

o / Certainty is provided enabling development at the enterprise level to be
planiied and undertaken over an extended period, eliminating the
imcidence of enforced, preemptive development. This is significant in
that it seeks to reinstall landholder confidence in the process.

e Development would be subject to local standards, consistent with
Statewide broad principles and would be subject to a consolidation of
developmenit to ensure statewide levels are not exceeded.

¢ A statewide management regime for development to ensure the
reduction was appropriately managed on an annual basis.

e Development of almost all Kyoto relevant vegetation would be seriously

" constrained. In a practical sense the emphasis will be on the capacity
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of the AGO to provide property level data and mapping critical to
sustaining such protection. :

[ AGRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT ISSUES |

~ The individual property vegetation plans will include a program for the
management of the so called agricultural management issues of regrowth,
thickening, fodder harvesting etc. These issues have been acknowledged by
the leadership of both Governments as patrt of ongoing operational
management. Details of the proposed management of these issués will'be
dealf with in a separate paper.

[ OFFSETS REGIME | | 1

_ There is recognition that in some circumstances there will- bersound
sustainability or biodiversity reasons for propesing thatfegrowth be ‘offset’ or -
‘traded’ at a property level for elements of rernant vegetation. This is
supported. It is proposed that this be managed by the RVMP process
ensuring regional assessment and consideration. Sugh an approach ensures
that through landholder and community engagement potentially valuable
contributions to landscape values are maximised: ‘

[ GREENHOUSE SAVINGS |

A key goal for the Commonwealth is thg achievement of a level of greenhouse
savings. The proposed reduction in-arinual emissions associated with reduced
annual development is the basis fop these savings. This is further enhanced
by the goal of ensuring that further development in relevant forests is
managed to an agreed setof criteria over an extended period of time.

An assessmentof thelevel of greenhouse savings is difficult given the
limitations within the AGC to provide data and mapping information. It would
not be unrézsonable to indicate that a reduction of more than 100,000
hectares annualiy-in-development will provide a significant greenhouse saving
from Queensland agficulture.

[ BIODIVERSITY | |

The proposal supports the adoption of the RVMPs, which provide for
substantial protection of ‘of concern’ (REs) on freehold land. Joint analysis to
date by the Australian and State governments together with industry has
established that some 85% to 90% of ‘of concern’ REs on freehold land will be
protected through the regional vegetation management planning process.
Across both freehold and leasehold tenures this translates to some 94% to
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96% of ‘of concern' REs have been afforded protection under Queensiand’s
Vegetation Management Framework.

In addition to affording substantial protection of ‘of concern’ REs, the RVMPs
deliver noteworthy protection for ‘not of concern’ REs as well as other
conservation values identfified in the plans. Importantly this meets the -
commitments expressed by the Premier in Roma in 2000 and in
Parliamentary and other statements since.

Simply focusing on the full protection of ‘of concern’ REs is net/considered to

~ represent a solid biodiversity outcome. Discounting quality, vesilience, vigour
and other such indicators of healthy biodiversity for a spatial, quantitative
measure of vegetation is considered not likely fo be the/riost veritablg basis
for delineating and protecting biodiversity. |

| MORE TRANSPARENT PROCESS -

= l

A core consideration for fandholders is the provision of greater transparency
and natural justice to resource management. Withiout dwelling on the current
arrangements it is evident that the current adniinistration labors under
resource pressure exacerbated by the absence of 8¢cessible review
mechanisms. The provision of transparency and-natural justice will provide
landholders with greater confidencé in the system and make sustainable

' resource management processes more achigvable.

It is proposed that this would’be achieved by the establishment of an
Administrative Appeals Tribunal camplemented by the creation of a Natural
Resources Ombudsman. The Appeals/ Tribunal would provide for accessible
cost effective consideration of landholder concerns and ensure transparency
across the decision miaking processes of resource management. An
Ombudsman dedicated to Natural Resource Management would ensure
access and delay issues were managed by an independent party — again
providing confidence.in the system.

It is noted that most Australian jurisdictions have such measures in place.

[ PRINCIPLES FOR ADJUSTMENT ]

There willdbe consequences for individual landholders and for regional
communities;in the adoption of changes to the management of vegetation in
this state. This is acknowledged by Government at both levels and recognized
in proposed adjustment packages. The Industry proposal will have similar
consequences and as such requires an adjustment package.

Industry proposes that an independent Committee be established to develop

the principles for adjustment support to be applied to both individuals and
communities. Such a process is transparent and independent and overcomes
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the difficulties experienced with differing assessments of the cost of the
adjustment package. '

It is important to address the potentially inequitable treatment of primary
producers and their communities in the determination of adjustment support
and the delivery of such support. 1t is considered that a fundamental
underlying principle be that all landholders impacted upon be able to qualify
and receive adjustment support. It should be noted that all committees
involved in the regional process have clearly stipulated that the/stccessful
implementation of existing plan recommendations is dependent upoh the
provision of an appropriate adjustment package. ‘

It is proposed that the independent Committee be headed by the President or
a member of the Land Court and also comprise represzatatiorn from
landholders, a person with expertise in valuations, a representative of the
conservation movement and a representative of each govermment. The
Committee would have an ongoing role after the presantation of the principles
for adjustment.

' INVESTMENT IN INFORMATION ‘ |

It is widely recognized that notwithstanding the leadership of Queensland in
aspects of natural resource mapping-and information systems, there are
significant gaps in the informatiofyand-iniits management. This requires an
investment of substantial resourées by Governments to ensure the building
blocks for the system are able/to rriget the needs of the system.

[ TIME FRAME | - |

It is proposed that discussions with key stakeholders be held in early
November with aview to agresing the principles of the alternate proposal prior
to the end of November.

AgForce arid-QFF will each undertake a short but intensive period of
consultation with-landholders to explain the proposal and deal with relevant
issues, This is an important consideration for acceptance of the proposai
amongst landholders generally.

The issues of detail will need to be worked through with appropriate agency
representatives from both Governments. It is noted that the initial joint

Governments proposal contained very limited detail and relied on agencies for
further development.

27 October 2002
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Please quote: JAJOB/ERP ) - K@éfbéﬁ_ﬁ’{ﬂq‘ C,Qg

D OTS

The Honourable John Howard MP )
Prime Minister ‘

Parliament House
CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

On Friday 19 December 2003 I met with ;epge§ Ll:atlves of Ag
conservation organisations to discuss future diré Cthd" for f‘r‘“
in Queensland.

that all the parfqes meet Junt‘y with you early m the n_ew_yea_r. :

You will recall that on 27 November 2003, T mformed the Queensland Parhament of my
Governmient’s\intention to introduce legislation to mplement our. ongmal joint proposal on
the firsy/sitting day-in 2004 should agreement not be reached w1th th C mm _nwealth by

that time: Have indicated to both Agforce and conservatlon groups th hng agreement
I will follow through with this course of action. '
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However, I also made it clear that T consider the opportunities for 2 joint agreed approach
remain open. Indeed the goodwill demonstrated by all parties at our meeting on Friday
confirmed my view that we should do all we can to facilifate an agreed resolution. I
therefore urge you to join with me in meeting with key stakeholders early in the new year to
seek a final resolution to this issue. :

Yours sincerely

IHRIGINAL SIGNED
BY PETER BEATTIE

DATE ... T [ iorrine

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

- Page2 of 2
RTI Document No.273 ‘
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Please quﬁte: /AJG8/ERP

2 2 DEC 2003

The Honourable John Howard MP -
Prime Minister .

Parliament House

CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

On Friday 19 December 2003 I met with represéntatives of Agforce Queensland and
conservation organisations to discuss futuredirections for the management of land clearing
in Queensland. '

At the meetings I reiterated my commitment to wotking with the Commonwealth and key
stakeholders to resolve this issue. I'also emphasiséd that any introduced management
arrangements must achieve both’Commenwealth and State objectives and be workable.

It was evident that there continues to be & large measure of goodwill on the part of all the
organisations to resolve th¢/isstie. Thepoints of disagreement, while still significant, are
small in number. Conséquently, Thavé set up a number of processes for stakeholders to
work through these issuesas soon as possible.

All parties agreed that successful resolution required both the State and the Commonwealth

to be involved, /In order te. progress this, it was agreed that I should write to you proposing
that all the partics meet jointly with you early in the new year.

You will recall that on27 November 2003, T informed the Queensland Parliament of my

Govgtrimeni’s intention to introduce legislation to implement our original joint proposal on |

the ‘first sitting day in 2004 should agreement not be reached with the Commonwealth by
that time.. Lhave indicated to both Agforce and conservation groups that, failing agreement,
I will follow through with this course of action.
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However, I also made it clear that T consider the opportunities for a joint agreed approach
remain open. Indeed the goodwill demonstrated by all parties at our meeting on Friday
confirmed my view that we should do all we can to facilitate an agreed resolution. I

therefore urge you to join with me in meeting with key stakeholders early in the new year to
seek a final resolution to this issue.

Yours sincerely

JHIGINAL SIGNED
BY PETER BEATTIE

PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE

Page 2 of 2
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Please quote: 44655/AJ0R/ERP: -

“og JAN 2006 *\

" Dt Lesley Clark MP |
Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier
and Minister for Trade in Far North Queensland
PO Box 8116 .
CAIRNS QLD 4870

Dear Lesley
Thank you for your letter of 2 December 2003/concerning land clearing at Mission Beach.

As you will be aware, the Queensland Government has/been secking a cooperative approach
with the Commonwealth Government to resolving the.issue of high levels of land clearing.
In May of this year, this resulted in a joint-announgément by the two Governments on a
proposal which would result in the/phase out of brdadscale clearing of native vegetation by
2006. A $150 million assistance package/equally funded by both Governments was proposed
in order to help landholders affected by the phase out.

A moratorium on new applications for larid clearing was put in place by the Queensland
Government to allow tirné for finalisation of the proposal.

Despite a previous,written assuranice by the Prime Minister that final resolution would not be
a lengthy process, the Commonwealth has so far failed to translate its promise into a binding
commitment. Accordingly, the Premier has advised State Parliament that, should the

- Commonwedlth not respond by the first sitting day in 2004, the State Government will -
introduce thé necessary legislation to implement the phase out. The $75 million already
allocated in the Queensland State Budget for financial assistance to affected landholders will
be provided, L

This announicement confirms the State Government’s commitment to end destructive
broadscale land clearing,
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The extent to which these new arrangements will affect future land clearing at Mission
Beach depends on the circumstances involved. The new legislation will continue to give
Local Government primary responsibility for the management of clearing proposals in urban
areas because councils should be in a position to reflect the specific expectations of their
communitics. However, the power to declare areas to be of high nature conservation value,
thereby bringing clearing proposals under State jurisdiction, will also rémain.

Yours sincerely

SIGNED BY
/Jr/PREMIER

TERRY MACKENROTH
ACTING PREMIER AND
MINISTER FOR TRADE

Nivpolicy_comierp_com\Jefireys\AA The Latest\Letters\44655 Clarke.doc
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Please quote:53954/AJ08/ERP

1§ FEB 2004

T “The Honourable John Howard MP

Prime Minister
Parliament HQuse
CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear Mr Howard

On several occasions over the past three years, you have-written to me to advise that your
government was prepared to share the costs of implementing aeurb on land-clearing in
Queensland. In particuldr, you have sought the protection 0f “of concern” regional
ecosystems on freehold land and a guaranteed feduction in greenhouse gas emissions in the
order of 20 to 25 megatonmes of carbon dioxide equivalenfannually.

Following detailed discussions between our two governments, a joint proposal for a phase-
out of broadscale clearing of remnantvegetation by, 2006 was released in May 2003, This
proposal was supported by a report/from the-Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource
Economics and the Bureau of Rufal Sciences which confirmed that the proposed $150
million assistance package, to hetequally furided by both governments, would address the
financial effects of the proposal.

As you will be aware, Ladvised the Queensland Parliament last November of my intention to .
proceed with the phase out ag Originally proposed. One of my first commitments during the
recent State election was to reaffirm this decision. The commitment I announced is fully

- consistent with tl{e draft joint initiative on land clearing developed by our two governments
and released i’ May 2003,

Quite reasériably;iivearlier correspondence on this matter you have made your support for
any initiative on land-clearing conditional on “the support and commitment of the
Queensland) community”.

I believe that condition was satisfied on 7 February 2004.
In line with the original joint proposal, I now seck your commitment to finalise an agreement

between the Queensland and Australian Governments on shared funding of this historic
environmental mitiative. -

N:\policy com\erp_com\Jeffreys\Vegetation Management\Commonwealth
Negotiations\Letters to Commamweadth\iTeman @ Februaryv2.doc
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Some of the more detaifed aépects of implementation, such as codes for vegetation thinning
and fodder harvesting, remain open for negotiation. I would be happy for our officials to
meet and discuss these if this would assist in making progress.

Achievement of the 2006 deadline, required in order to meet Australia’s international
. greenhouse gas commitments during the first Kyoto reporting period, means that action must
‘be taken quickly. Legislation to give effect (o the phase out must be considered by the
Queensland Parliament during its first session in 2004. Consequently;  urge you to give this
matter your urgent attention.

I sincerely hope that we can progress this important initiative and/maintaiira Cooperative
approach in view of the significant benefits it will provide for Australiaas a nation. [ stress
however that, as indicated in my election commitment, should the’Ausfralian Government
decline to contribute to the initiative my Government will implement’the package in full on
its own. [ trust that in the national interest, and in fairness to-Queenslanders, you will agree
to an Australian Government contribution of $75 millien towdrds the initiative.

I look forward to your early response.

Yours sincerely

SIGNED BY
PREMIER
PETER BEATTIE MP
PREMIER AND MINISTER FOR TRADE AND

ACTING MINISTER #OR TOURISM, RACING
AND FAIR TRADING ‘

Page2o0f2

RTI Document No.279




Thisdocument has been released under theRIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (QId) |

MM Sk }W\ (9“ V/Tmmgm —

ﬂoé@b

Premier’s briefing note

Policy | N

Title: Implementation of Election Commitment on Land Date; 10 February 2004 -
Clearing N

1. Purpose
To advise you of the next steps to implement the clection commitment to phase out broadscale
clearing of remnant vegetation in Queensland.

- 2. Background . : :
You have indicated that implementation of the land clearing election commitnient is/a priority for

the first session of Parliament.

3. Issues

Sch. 3-7

Negotiations with the Commonwealth ~

There has been no formal communication with Queensland of the Commonwealth’s position since
the announcement of the joint proposal in May 2003. While the Commonwealth has been
negotiating with stakeholders on “alternatives”, there isfio evidence that these have reached any
kind of resolution. Indeed, the indications/are that they have adopted a “wait and see” approach.

The election commitment held the déoropé to the’Commonwealth one last time. A lefter from
you to the Prime Minister, inviting him to honotr his earlier commitments, would be appropriate.

A letter (attached) has been drafted for yourconsideration.

Consultation with Stakeholders :

Representatives of both(rural and consérvation stakeholders have already approached officials
- secking to discuss the proposed land clearing legislation and policies. Agforce President, Mr

Larry Acton, has aléd stated publicly that he wants to discuss the proposal with you. ‘

There would appear to be two options for a consultation strafegy:

1. Organise/mectings with $takeholders soon to outline the broad framework and structure of the
legislation and associatéd policies; or

2. Delay consultationuntil after the legislation has been drafted and initially considered by
Cabinet. :

Option 1 would have the benefit of ensuring that stakeholders are fully aware of the government’s
intentions and these aspects of policy open to further negotiation.

Option 2 has the benefit of:
o Allowing time for officials to work on the legislation and associated policies and for any
outstanding major policy issues to be resolved within government;
o Allowing time for the Prime Minister to respond to your letter.

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys . ED: DDG:
" Area; Environment and Resources ﬁl Z
Telephone: 46478 _ RTI Document No.Z80 5 {
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Option 2 is favoured for these reasons and also because the broad framework of the initiative isno
longer negotiable and is already well known to stakeholders.

4. Consultation
The Department of Natural Resources and Mines has been consulted

5. 1Is this in accordance with Government election commitments?
Yes

6. Recommendation
That you:
¢ note progress with developing the land clearing legislatiory ahd policies;
o sign the attached letter to the Prime Minister; and
o agree to delay detailed consultation with stakeholders until after the’législation has been
drafted and initially considered by Cabinet.

Dr Leo Keliher
Director-General

a f il
Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED: ' DDG: Z
Area; Envitonment and Resources /ag {0
Telephone: 46478 RTI Document No#281
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Intergovernmental briefing note
POlicy Division Contrary to Public Interest o
COAG Agenda Ttem : Date: 23/05/2005

Contrary to Public Interest

3. Policy Issues ‘ P
Between 1999 and 2003 the Commonwealth’ position was that vegetation management in
Queensland is a matter for the state. Despite this, the Commonwealth repeatedly applied
strong ongoing pressure on Queensland to tighten its controls on land clearing (Attachment
summarises relevant extracts from correspondence),

The Commonwealth subsequently failed to honout an offer to provide $75 min _]OIIlt funding K
for a phase out of broadscale c}earmg of remnant vegetation.

Contrary to Public Interest

Action Officer: Adrian Jeffreys ED{IGR}). ED: DDG(P): DG:
Area: Environment and Resources

Telephone: 46478 RTI Document No.353 -
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 ATTACHMENT 1.

EXTRACTS FROM CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE PRIME MINISTER AND
COMMONWEALTH MINISTERS ON VEGETATION MANAGEMENT IN
. QUEENSLAND

1999 - 2005

« Senator the Honourable Robert Hill MP Minister for the Enviroriment and
Heritage to Premier of Queensland - 24 November 1999

“l think you appreciate that the responsibility fo set the-rules-for-sound
natural resource management in Australia rests witfythe States.”

« Prime Minister to Senator Meg Lees, Leader of the Australian Démocrats - 5
June 2000.

“f share many of the.concerns you raise in relation/to the current levels of
fand clearing in Queensland. The issus potentially has serious implications
for the fong-term viabilily of natural resgurces and agriculture in
Queensland and the Murray-Darling Basin, the cotiservation of many rare
and vulnerable ecosystems, and for Australia’s'capacity to meet its

_ international greenhouse commitments.™

. -Prinﬂe Minister to the Premier of Quesensland’>24 July 2001.

“f see regulation of vegetiation /management as essentially a state
responsibility and implérmentation of land clearing arrangements remains a
matter for your government.?

“In terms of what'might)constitute a significant reduction in greenhouse
gas emissions from reguced-clearing, we would be happy to consider a
case from your goverament as part of any proposal. As an indication, and
against the-background Australia’s international obligations, the
Commonvealth would be looking for a sizable and sustained reduction in
the “business-as-usual” remnant clearing rate that has averaged around
200,000 to 250,000 hectares per annum over the past decade, beyond the
reduction in "business as usual” clearing flowing from the existing
vegetation management regime and National Action Plan commitments.”

« Prime Minister to the Premier of Queensland 16 February 2002

Y censider that land cleating is primérf!y a land management issue and the
responsibility of State and Territory Governments.”

“Your government has the relevant “on-ground” knowledge and is best
placed to further develop a workable and cost-effective scheme and
engender the support and commitment of the Queensland community that
is crucial fo successful implementation of sustainable land use practices.”

“Achieving a significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions will involve
a sizeable and sustained reduction in “business as usual” clearing rates

RTI Document No.354




Thisdocument has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

over the past decade beyond that flowing from the vegetation
management regime and the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality. For example, a guaranteed reduction in the order of 20 fo 25
megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent annually could provide
significant abatement to secure national outcomes from Commonwealth
investment.

« The Honourable Dr David Kemp MP Minister for the Environment and
Heritage to the Honourable Stephen Robertson, MP Minister fop/Natural
Resources and Minister for Mines 31 October 2002

The code changes [introduced by Queensland to stopfand clearing/in
salinity susceptible catchments], however, go only part way-towards
addressing the implications of land clearing for bicdiversity conservation
and greenhouse gas abatement. For example, | am concerned that
Queensland’s vulnerable regional ecosystems on freehoid Jénd can
continue to be cleared. This undermines ouf national-biodiversity goals. |
urge you to consider means of addressing this important issue, consistent
‘with the aims of the agreed National Framework for the Monitoring of
Australia’s Native Vegetation.”

« Prime Minister to the Premier of Queensland /7 Febrlary 2003

“In relation to additional land clearing measties to achieve greenhouse
gas abatement in Queensiand, the Commonwealth has consistently taken
the view that it is primarily the responsibility of the Queensfand
government to ensure that its approas 6H is acceptable to the Queensland
community”

« Prime Minister to the Premier of Queensland 7 March 2003

“As you know, the-Cofimonwealth has long held an interest in achieving a
substantial reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by reducing land
clearing activity in Queensland. Similarly, we consider there are nationally
significant-benefits for biodiversity in working with Queensland fo protect
‘of concern’ native vegetation.

"My understanding of your government’s proposal [to phase out
broadscale clearing of native vegetation] is that it meets, and in fact goes
beyond the Commonwealth’s objectives for reduced fand clearing activity
in Oueensfand i

“Assuming a satisfactory outcome is achieved on the above aspects, the
Commonwealth would be prepared tfo contribute fowards an agreed
assistance package on an equal basis with Queensland, up to a maximum
Commonwealth contribution of $75 million.”

e Prime Minister to the Premier of Queensland 15 May 2003
“Your officials have raised the issue of a moratorium on issuing new

permits to clear remnant vegetation, reflecting the fact that there has been
a considerable escalation in fand clearing permif applications over the past
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month and particularly over the past week. | am advised that this situation
seriously threatens the integrity of the proposal we are consideting. {
therefore wish to advise that [ would be agreeable fo your government
placing an immediate moratorium on the issuing of further permits,
pending consultations with stakeholders and funther consideration of the
proposal by our governments

Media Release by the Honourable Dr David Kemp MP Ministerfor the
Environment and Heritage 22 May 2002

This proposal [to phase out broadscale clearing of remnantvegetation by
2006] has been developed by Queensland and worked pn by
Commonwealth and Queensland officials in recent/ weeks.{ftmeéaels the
Commonwealth Government’s objectives of a subsiantialreduction in the
clearing of remnant vegetation, in greenhouse gas emissions and the -
additional protection of the biodiversity of ecosystems,” Dr Kemp said.

Following this media release, all correspondence from the Prime

Minister and Commonwealth Ministers ofy the issue of land clearing in
Queensland ceased. The Commonwealth Government has never
formally advised Queensland that its/offer of $75million was withdrawn.

Following the Commonwealth’s Government’s failure to honour its
promises, the Queensland Government made the phase out broadscale
clearing of remnant vegetation,aleng with full funding of the $150 m
assistance package, an election commithrient. The policy was
implemented following thg 2004/state election.
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ATTACHMENT 2

* PRODUCTIVITY COMMISSION INQUIRY REPORT ON
IMPACTS OF NATIVE VEGETATION AND BIODIVERSITY REGULATIONS

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT OF FINDINGS

The Inquiry recommendations are broad-ranging and non-spegific —
particularly regarding “alternatives’ to current approaches to yegetation
management. These ‘alternatives” are presented in vague terins/and are
uncosted.

The Productivity Comm1SSlon provided no ev1dence that the etrrent
arrangements operating in State jurisdictions are not cost-effective

The findings of the Inquiry were superﬁcna] geneticand !arqely based on
- anecdotal information in submissions to the inquiry (mostty from agr;cultural
lobby groups).

The Productivity Commission failed to dndertske original research or rigorous
economic analysis to verify the informatien provided’in these submissions.

What limited economic analysis was done appears to come from consultants
which cannot be regarded as unbiased. In particular, it is noted that exorbitant
-claims on the financial impact of Queensiand’s vegetation management
system-in the Murweh Shirg/ {around Charleville) originate in a report by
Devine Agri-business. The CEQ/ of this’ company, Dominic Devine, was also
the inaugural chair of Property Rights Australia — an organisation formed in
2003 to campaign ag.-unm government controls on vegetation management.

The Productivity Commission was also hampered by the inadequate and
biased terms of reference given fo it by the Commonwealth Government.
Consequently-there is littlé\in the Commission’s report which assists State
Governmenis to L.@hver on community demands for better vegetatlon '
management.

Queerisiand's vegetation management system does not suffer from many of
the “preblems” that the Commission claimed existed in State and Territory
ar'?ngements In particular Queensland has:
o A'world class vegetation mapping and monitoring system based on
satellite technologies and on-ground verification; o
‘o~ Widely advertised procedures for landholders to assist in making map
cotrections;
o Clearly defined and well-publicised objectlves for vegetataon
management in legislation, policies and regional guidelines;
o Statutory time frames for assessing permit applications;
o Decision making which requires the reasons for a refusal to be
provided to an unsuccessful applicant;
o Impartial dispute resolution procedures wiitten into legislation;
o Regional guidelines that meet Statewide objectives;
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o Clear exemptions which allow for the clearing of regrowth control of
woodland thickening, and the control of pests and weeds.

e The $150 million assistance package associated with the phase out of
broadscale clearing of remnant vegetation in Queensland has not been called
into question by the Inquiry’s findings. As confirmed by the Australian Bureau
of Resource Economics and Bureau of Rural Science (ABARE/BRS) the level
of funding proposed is adequate to cover the posmble financial consequences
for landholders of the phase out. |

RTI Document No.358



This document has been released under the RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 (Qld)

ATTACHMENT 3

PRODUCTIVITY COMMISSION INQUIRY REPORT ON
IMPACTS OF NATIVE VEGETATION AND BIODIVERSITY REGULATIONS

COMMENTS ON INDIVIDUAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1

Before introducing new or amending existing native vegstation and biodiyeisity policy, 2
comprehensive regulation impact statement or its equivalent should be pregared that includes
- an assessment of the problem being targeted, expected costs and benefits ofthe préposed
policy, and an assessment of alternative instruments. This assessnieit should bémade
public. : :

« . Public consultation is standard practice in Queensland althougiithe State
Government reserves the right to implement legisiative policy changes without
consultation in situations where vegetation and biodiversity is under urgent
and critical threat or where prior public notification\of/a’policy shift will
increase that threat. This reserve right was éndorsed \and supported by the
Prime Minister when he agreed to the imposition of animmediate moratorium
on land clearing applications in Queenstand ivMay 2003.

Recommendation 2

All native vegetation and biodiversity policies.should be subject to ongoing monitoring and
regular independent reviews of all costs-and -benefits i the light of articulated objectives.
Reviews of performance should be published.

o Agreed.

Recommendation 3 :

Ongoing efforts are required lo improve the quality of data and science on which native
vegetation and biodiversity palicy/décisions are based, particularly ‘on-the-ground’
assessments to test the accuracy of vegetation mapping based on satellite imagery.

« Queensland already has the best vegetation mappi'ng in Australia.

Recommendation 4 ‘
Current regulatory approaches should comply with good regulatory practice, including:

» clear'specification of objectives of the legislation so that guidelines and decisions link
pack {0 these objectives, and performance of the regimes can be monitored and
Assessed: ' .

"o/ / minimisatiomof duplication and inconsistency by amalgamating and simplifying
regUlations and permit requirements, for example, by rationalising legistation and
requlation within each State and Territory and/or by coordination between agencies;

‘e assistapce fo, and education of, landholders to meet and to understand their '
responsibilities by providing accessible Information about those responsibilities, and
how they relate to sustainable land management practices and environmental
problems; _ ’

» statutory time-frames for assessing permit applications;

« consideration of economic and social factors where applications to clear otherwise
would be rejected on environmental grounds (a ‘triple bottom line’ approach), with
reasons for decisions to be given and reported; and

o provision of accessible, timely and impartial appeals and dispute-resolution
mechanisms.
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« With the possible exception of the first part of dot point 5, Queenstand already
complies with all of these principles.

Recommendation 5

Greater flexibility should be introduced in regulatory regimes to allow vartation in reqmrements
~atalocal level. To this end:

» greater use should be made of the extensive knowledge of landholders and Iocal
communities;

+ regional committees and bodies should be given greater autonoray-{(and suppoity to
develop appropriate requirements; and

e some across-the-board rules, particu]arly those currently appiying to nativeAggetation
regrowth, could be relaxed and replaced with requirements’ that meet environmental
objectives but which reflect regional environmental characteristics-and)agricultural
practices.

« While flexibility to allow regional variations is ac¢epfed;there is no evidence
that greater autonomy for regional committees and\bodies will lead to
improvements in regulatory regimes.

Recommendation 6

As a matter of priority, governments should seek to.remove impediments to, and facilitate,

. increased private provision of environmental services: Actions could include:

+ removal of tax distortions or lease conditions that digCourage conservation activity
relative to other activities; :

¢ removal of impediments to efficiant farmrationalisation and/or management and
operation;

« research into, and facilitatio of, sustdinable-Ccommercial uses of native vegetatzon
and biodiversity; and

« enhanced provision of education and exténsion services to demonstrate o
landholders the private benefits of sustainable practices.

« Agres in principle. However, therd is no evidence that this has been
addressed by the Commoinwealth Government in reviewing its taxatlon
regime.

Recommendatjon 7

Landholders, individually or-as'a group, should bear the costs of actions that directly
contribute to sustainable resource use (including, for example, land and water quality) and
hence, the Iéng-term-viability of agriculture and other land-based operations. Redistributive
mechanisms-may be apprapriate in some instances to share costs among landholders and
regional/Gommunities.

« Agres in’principle. However, the Queensland Government considers that
fandholders also have an obligation to protect biodiversity.

Recommendation 8

Regional institutions should be further developed and charged with addressing regional and
inter-regional resource sustainability issues-within broad parameters determined at national,
State and Territory levels. Regional bodies should provide for genuine regional consultation,
representation and decision making and be granted sufficient flexibility, authority and -
resources to implement their decisions.
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« The Queensland Government is currently reviewing regional arrangements.
- However, there is no evidence that regional bodies are the most appropriate
organisations to make difficult decisions about regulating land clearing or
other activities which impact on biodiversity, salinity and other factors.

Recommendation 9

Over and above agreed landholder responsibilities, additional conservation apparently
demanded by soclety (for example, to achieve biodiversity, threatened species and ‘
greenhouse objectives), should be purchased from landholders where intervention is deemed
necessary and cost-effective. o '

+ The Queensland Government has implementéd this recomrnendation though
its $150 m vegetation management assistance package.

Recommendation 10

Public-good native vegetation and biodiversity objectives ideally should bé fed through
regional institutions fo promote coordination and consistency of appraaches, and therefore,
least-cost ‘joint' solutions.

» While regional consuitation is an important compenent 6f Qleensland

Government practice, there is no evidence that the use of regional institutions
leads to “least cost” joint solutions.
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Please quote: JAIFERP

The Honourable John Howard MP
Prime Minister

Parliament House
CANBERRA ACT 2600

Dear 'Mr Howard

© You will recall that I wrote to you on 13 December 2002-setting-out the case for an

integrated joint response from our two governments to'the/issue of land clearing in
Queensland. This was in response to a number/0f proposals to address clearing which have
been previously put forward by your Governinent.

My Government will shortly release a report by the State Landcover and Trees Study .

{(SLATS) on land clearing in Queensland for the pericd 1999 to 2001. This is the latest in a

series of biennial reports on clearing which provide’a reliable basis to assess trends and

changes over time.

The most recent report is significantin that'it covers the first year of operation of my
Government’s new vegetation mandgement framework. The statistics mdicate that clearing
of remnant vegetation on/freehagld land, the principal target of the framework, has been
reduced by 50% compatred.to the 1997-1999 base period. This indicates that the new
legislation has had an effect ‘

As you will be aware, clearing controls in Queensland are designed to protect areas of
vegetation with specified biodiversity values or which are important to prevent land
degradation/The eurrent figures confirm that the major focus of landholder clearing effort is
moving into/areas where there is extensive existing native vegetation cover and where these
values afe-under a lower level of threat. This is reflected in the change in clearing rates on
leaseliold lapd which have increased by about 40%. |

Also of concem is evidence from the satellite imagery used to generate the SLATS report
that up to 61000 hectares of 1llegal clearing has occurred. This represents around 16 per cent
of total clearing and 1s estimated to comprise 25,000 hectares on freehold land and 36,000

hectares on leasehold land.
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The extent of illegal clearing calls into question the claims made by some rural organisations
that voluntary initiatives would be sufficient to reduce clearing rates,

While the objectives of my government’s vegetation management framework are being
progressed, overall clearing rates remain well above the implied levels which the ' _
Commonwealth has indicated are acceptable to achieve national Greenhouse gas emissions
targets and to protect vulnerable regional ecosystems.

The Honourable Stephen Robertson MP Minister for Natural Resourdes and T will, on 22
- January, outline a number of proposed amendments to Queensland’s vegeration management
legislation to streamhne its operation and to further deter illegal ¢léaning/ A drift copy of
our press release which outlines the proposed amendments is attached for your information.
‘Together with recent changes, such as restrictions on clearing/in salt pronefiver catchments,
these proposals demonstrate my Government’s commitment'to addressing the 1ssue of land

clearing in Queensland.

As T outlined in my previous letter however, achieving firther Substantial reductions in
- clearing will require our governments to work cooperatively to develop an integrated
package to assist landholders to significantly further reduce, or halt the clearing of remnant
" vegetation in Queensland. 1 remain committéd to this approach. The most recent clearing:
data serves to emphasise the need for our Governinents to expedite the development of this

package.

I believe that there would be benefifan vurmeetingto discuss a proposed joint initiative, 1
would propose this meeting be held/at a mutually convenient time in late February or early

March,
I look forward to your favourable response.

Yours sincerely

PETER BEATTIE VP
PREMYIERAND MINISTER FOR TRADE .

Page2 of 2
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 Queensland
Government

Premier of Queensland

The Honourable Rodney Welford MLA

Minister Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resources

PO Box 456

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

Dear Mr Welford
Thank you for your letter of 15 May 2000 informing me of thie-current state of negotiations with
‘Commonwealth Government officials with respect to the Vegetation ManagementAct and

‘possible Commonwealth financial assistance.

I note from your letter the difficulty of progr - == Asenisgigns with the Commonwealth given

the apparently conflicting and complex poli L o v = fanward by the
Commonwealth Government. | also appre : ‘7“"“/ rMRsby ) in be
anticipated if delivery of Commonwealth é@ By o / edon
the delivery of a number of the requiremer (Y srnment
Officials. _ hets g

A} .
As you are aware, | gave a commitmente /¥4 7 e
financial assistance was not forthcoming )p
Vegetation Management Act 1993-would “"-Ww»
regional ecosystems and then piaclaime
regional ecosystems would be'facilitated M"\"j [17&
holders through a regional planning proc

=ern’
'’
land

/"79‘!%
by
b puan)
Aslarery

d‘?‘ 'vent that
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Thank you onee again for keeping me informed of progress on this mbst impbrtant issue.

Yours sincerely

. Executivé Building
Peter Beattie MLA ) 100 George Street Brisbane

PREMIER : . PO Box 185 Brishane Albert Street
’ Queensland 4002 Australia

Telephone +61 7 3224 4500

Facsimile +617 32213631

Email ThePremier@premiers.gld.gov.au
Website www.thepremier.gld.gov.au
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| Queensland
Government

Premier of Queenstand

The Honourable Rodney Welford MLA

Minister Environment and Heritage and
Minister for Natural Resources

PO Box 456

BRISBANE ALBERT STREET QLD 4002

Dear Mr Welford

Thank you for your letter of 15 May 2000 informing me of ’fnn current state of negot[atlons with
Commonwealth Government officials with respect to the Vegetation-Mahagement Act and
possible Commonwealth financial assistance.

I note from your letter the difficulty of progressing discussions with the Commonwealth given
the apparently conflicting and complex policy requirements that/are being put forward by the
Commonwealth Government. | also appreciate the likely stakeholder responses that can be
anticipated if delivery of Commonwealth Government financial assistance was predicated on
the delivery of a number of the requirements-heing suggested by Commonwealth Government
Officials.

As you are aware, | gave a commitment at the' Roma Community Cabinet meeting that if
financial assistance was not forthcoming from the Commonwealth Government, the
Vegelation Management Act 1999 wouid be ariended to remove protection of ‘of concern’
regional ecosystems and then pirectaimed. if this was to occur, protection of ‘of concern’
regional ecosystems would he/facilitated through a voluntary approach developed by land
holders through a regional planning/process.

| am eager that this matter be finalised as an\Immediate priority. In the unfortunate event that
- negotiations with the Cammonwealth Government should falil, | believe that it would be
prudent for the Depaifmentof-Natural Resources to continue the preparatory work required to
amend the legislatiort in accordance with the commitment | gave at the Roma Community
Cabinet meeting/ As-you have suggested, | concur that the Queensland Government should
not move to introduce the amendments until a clear position has been obtained from the
Commonweatth Government. In this regard, | note that the Commonwealth officials have
been adv;srar’ that the Queensiand Government requires a response within two weeks.

Thank you once/again for keeping me informed of progress on this most important issue.

Yours sincerely

. Executive Building
Peter Beattie MLA ) 100 George Strzet Brishane

PREMIER ] PO Box 185 Brishane Albert Street
Queensland o002 Australla

Telephone +61 7 3224 4500

Facsimile +617 32213631

Email ThePremier@premiers.gld.gov.au
Website www.thepremier.gld.gov.au
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VEGETATION MANAGEMENT
IN QUEENSLAND

" Background - Trends in Clearing Approvals

ety Ceareg Approaim

Objectives of C’'th/State Proposal

Reducing Greenhouse gas emissions

Protecting Biodiversity
» Preventing Land degradafion

* A fair adjustment path for affected
landholders

The Plan

« Phasd out broadscale clearing of
remiant vegetation under a cap of
580,000 hectares, to zero by 2006

Protection for ‘of concern’ regional
ecosystems on freehold land

=

s Regrowth clearing continues
» Exemptions apply
« $150 million assistance package

Financial Package

» Joint government funding up fo
$150 miliion-over 5 years

— $130' miliion Jinancial assistance

— $12.million/targetéd incentives for remnant
vegetation management

— $8 million Targeted incenfives for best
practice management

Contrary to Public Interest
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Contrary to Public Interest

Current State of Play

» Initial proposal was put forward by Qid af
Prime Minister’s request.

+ Detailed work on refining the proposal has
been done joinily.

» Prime Minister agresd/fo a teniporary
moratorium on processing/clearing
applications pendiny-finafisation of
agreement.

» Proposal was présented fo peak’rural grotips
by Commonwealth Ministers on 22 May

‘Current State of Play (cont’d)

_* Rural groups are not happy.

« Their strategy is to drive a wedge
between the two governments.

+ Commonwealth is proposing to set up
some kind of working group with rurai
groups to further discuss proposal.
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WHY THE JOINT COMMONWEALTH STATE PROPOSAL IS BETTER

The joint Commonwealth/State proposal will deliver fully on the Commonwealth

objectives of:

1. protecting “of concern” regional ecosystems on freehold land in Queens[and
and

2. a cerfain reduction in business as usual clearing which would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 25 megatonnes per annum telative to the 1990
baseline. :

In light of the recent announcement in NSW of the proposed /cessation of
broadscale clearing (supported by the Commonwealth) it/is unsustainable for the
Commonwealth and State Governments to accept anything less in Queensland.

The joint package contains a substantial package of assistance for farm businesses
whose viability is affected by the new vegetation -management arrangements. The
quantum of assistance has been independently \assessed as sufficient to offset
impacts. |

The proposed' level of assistance ($150m)) is five times more .than the new funding
being proposed in New South Wales

Further delay in finalising the arrangements is simply putting off the day when this
money can start flowing.

The joint package will deliver'gertainty for-all landholders and treat each equitably.
The Agforce proposal will tieat landholders differently depending on how fortuitous
a landholder is in having a properly that' meets the definition of a Kyoto forest.

The package will permit the’ onigoing clearing of regrowth which represents around
40% of all current clearing/in Queensland.

The joint packagde will promotg the recovery of native vegetation through incentives
to protect and/ianage remnant and regrowth vegetation.

Queenslarid continues to be prepared to modify the package at the margin to make
it more acceptable to landholders while still delivering on Commonwealth and State
objectives. Droposed adjustments include:

1. /marginally increasing the cap on total clearing through to 1996 to exclude
cufrént applications in the system from the 500,000 hectare cap i.e. the cap
would be reserved in total for new applications;

2. providing additional exemptions for clearing for fodder and thinning the
landscape;

3. Significantly modifying the definition of regrowth such that, subject to
application and verification on a property by property basis, regrowth remains
as such in perpetuity and does not revert to remnant vegetation.
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OPTIONS FOR PROGRESSING THE ISSUE WITHOUT THE COMMONWEALTH

The following options are a truncated version of those provided to you in an earlier briefing
note. They are suggested as feasible alternatives that could be drawn to the Prime
Minister's attention. Each option is followed by a discussion of the pro’s and con’s:

1. Announce that the existing moratorium on new applications will continue
indefinitely with no funding for financial assistance unless the Commonwealth
comes to an agreement with Queensland. :

This is a “hard line” position which would bring widespread media attention to'the debate. -
It would place some pressure on the Commonwealth through

o The threat it poses to rural constituents;

» The support for Queensland’s position that would come frem congervation groups.

Maintaining the moratorium would mean that the Commonwaeaith-achieves its greenhouse
and biodiversity goals at no cost. In addition it would be ableis capitalise on public
sympathies for rural landholders whose viability hag/been affected.

2. Maintain the State funding allocation at the-announced $75 million and phase-out
on the current proposed timetable (i.e. by 2006)

This option would increase public and stakeholder préssure on the Commonwealth to
provide the matching funds while Quegrisland-honddrs its part of the bargain. However,
the Commonwealth could walk away from/tte debate and still achieve its greenhouse and
biodiversity objectives at no cost to'itself,

3. Maintain the funding allo¢ation Jat the-announced $75 million and extend the
phase out period to (say) 2012 with’a commensurate increase in clearing
allowed (and therefore greenhouse gas emissions) during this phase-out; or

In conjunction with the extended timeframe, would reduce the impact on unviable
stakeholders. The $756 million éxpenditure, extended over a longer period would ease
budgetary pressures.on the Government but may still be adequate to assist landholders
who suffer hardsHip.

Implementation of this option would put the Commonwealth under considerable pressure
because it means/that clearing will continue to occur during the 2008-2012 Kyoto reporting
- period. Consequently the Commonwealth would not achieve the large and certain
greenhouse gainsit. This, in addition to pressure from stakeholders, may be sufficient to
force the Commonwealth to negotiate for a shorter time frame and provide the necessary
financial assistance. '

This is not a sustainable option but useful in seeking to force the Commonwealt_h to a_ct.
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