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SUBMISSION 

I provide my submission in support of the continuation of the Current Vegeation Management Act 

1999 11nd rejection of the chances proposed in the Vegetation Man11gement (Reinstatement) and 

Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2016 ("the Bill"). 

My overriding issue with the Bill is that its introduction in the Qucen1land Parliament on 17"' March 

rflpresents yet another variation to the Vegetation Management Framework, which has been 

emended over 18 time~ since its introduction in 1999. This constant change in legislation severely 

impacts on the ability of farm managers to plan and implement effective long-term property and 

business mansgement decisions. Ecological processes work in much longer timeframes and can be 

HVerely compromised when mismatching, constantly changing rl!!gulations ;;me enforced. Furrnea 

havti long called for certainty with the vegetation mmnaeemf!!nt r&gulatory framawork. With the Bill 

being introduced when farmers are on their knee5 with over 86% of Queensland in drought 

conditions, it should come 11S no surprise that l am totally opposed to continued uncertminty and 

.ittac!a on the viability of myself, the long-term sustainability of my business as well as a1tt1cks on 

fellow farmus . 

.!A.On my property. the impact of the continual fhange in vegetation management regulation is 

th!lt ! tc;>o have approached the government due to the concerns of regrowth to the point that 

mustering is becoming troublesome. on speaking to an Environment Office I was told if I pay 

$2000 I co1,1ld dear the land on my own freehotd. This was recently - last year! I was advised of 

solacioius 1 solocious 2 and bualt on tht area to be cleared. The bas!!lt being young soil of which I 

am allowed to clefr all vegetation on notification. of the other two types of soils salacious land 

sol§cious 2 11 host tree must be left every SO metres and with solacious 1 if I Paid $2380 for a 

permit I can also (:fear that frea ·of yegete1tion leaving a host tree everv 50 metres. 

I pointed out that I have an option of fencing and making smaller manageable paddocks, and with 

the basalt I wished to improve the pastures and was advised that they would tell me what eras5es 

I could sew. This is now - surely with these protocols being s;2ntrolled by the envirgnmentalists 

why would you need more control. These pasturl!S require <Jtt:ess gue tg the int:neasing woody 

waeds taking over the high v!lue p§1>ture. 

I have the source of the West Normfnby and the Laura Rivers starting on my property. when thes11 

rivers run during monsoonal. cyclonic, deluge rains we are talking a minimun of 200ml (8in) in 44 

hours. both of these rivers rise tq from 8-10 mtrs on thit Laura. and 10-20mts on the West 

Normanby. These so1.irs:es have been untouched in the last at least 100 years so you have to 

wonder why you would want to have control of a natural area that looks after itself. along with 

thtt monitoring of the landholder to continue to eradication of feral weeds, etc. 

The river bi!nks !!nd the flood plains are constantly uprooted by feral brumbies, feral pigs. the 

nttive wild life, dessimated by wild dogs. cats. the constant uncontrolled burning and fires 

deliberatelv started by the National Parks is horrendous on wildlife and vegetation. National Park$ 

offipus st;rt these fires withoyt notification. no control measures in place, and no personnel on 

the ground. J have received 1 ·email advising me to keep an eye on the fire to the east of me, which 

was started in the National Parks by oyr National Parks Officers. There are no fire breaks to 
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contain their burns. a lack of manpower. 1md absolutelv no comp1ms!!tion when thev burn out 

260sg km of 11 360 sq km property which was lut vear whilst in drought conditions when the 

C!!ttle were requiring every single bli!de of grass just to survive. 

When discussed with the National Parks in regard to cattle control in the National Park. they were 

advised that the burning attracts the cattlii!. their reply was that thay will continue to burn tg stop 

the encroaching rainforeit into the buffer zone and into the Savannah. 

The amount of runoff which then follows after these fires. thf.! rivers run black and grey and kill 

many species of animals, frpgs. fish, etc downstream. 

l can only ;u:celiS pfrt of my property through the National Park and the e<ljaclint propenv. I have 

found eKotic weeds. wild C!lttle, cats. pigs. wild dogs in the national park and on my own prgperty 

adiac:ent to my p~Q.Qerty. In disc:u!i~jons re the boundary between mt and the Natignal Parks with 

the object being to contain and restrict the movl!ment of cattle throyg:h the National Park I have 

found eKotic grasses. evidence of dppe growing ;pctivities in theS!f inacces;sible areas where the 

only access is through the National Parks who 'maintain keys and control of everyone who ent12F'5. 

Without the constant control of vegetation on tracks and trail§ in th!Sf1 den§e. rain forest an:as, 
the abundgnce of weeds whi'*1 have already taken hold will be YMbli to be eradicated. hence th& 

N3tiqnaf P!j!rks will end up being National Weed Parks. 

Having accessed the back of my property for the first time last ye§r and gaining a permit to access 

the Windsor National P;irk I have witnessed first hand that itJl is not wh~!.J1-5.9~J!1~ wh~n it comes 

to our so-called custodians of oyr National Parks. I intend forwarding a copy pf this to the Qld 

Premier. for these decisions a~ madt a·nd bulldozed through our p!Jrliament without s;iti~factorv 

consultation of the primary production inc;tustry to even forwcird a r&ply. 

I am a regular visitor to the Lakefield National Park and have friends who have properties adjacent 

to this park. I have been disappointed with the lack of effort by the custodiani> of these parks to 

control, minimi§e and eradicate exotic weeds and feral animal~ frpm thHe i!rt'!a!> by the <tpooint&d 

custodians. 

The banks do not look favourabl.Y on the lack of a secure prospect for effective development due 

to the constant changing of this vegetation management legislation fnd are becoming veJY 

relyctant in regards to accessing of finance. 

The value of my farm will be signifit4'ntly decreased due to its reduced potential for deveilopment. 

Because I did not aeply before this l11test Bill. I mi£Sed the opportunity to i:ecure a HVA clearing 

permit or a PMAV and it looks like now there will be no ponibifity for this, am;t even if I did have 

gne. the government under the new ruling would iust revoke it like thev did when they removed 

several of my fishing symbols on a licence I bought back in 1985. Hence the licence ended up 

worthless. yet I bought it for $35 000 back in 1985 - this was due to legislation changes to 

GBRMNPA and although I fought it in an apoeal becausg they advisec.LL4J~_ fll.!~.U.fy,_Jb_~y ._also 

advised they never had anv intention of returning my symbols to my licence. 

In providing t hi5 submission I refer dlrectly to the key provision~ of the lttt;illhotion which th,. 2016 Bill 

intends to aimend. 
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1. Removing Hi!Jh Value Agriculture and Irrigated High Value Acriculture from the Vegetation 
, Management Framework 

Background 

The r1tmoval of High Value Agriculture (HVA) and irrigated HVA {IHVA) affects farmer.s in regiom1 

differently, with those in the north particularly hard hit. Throughout northern Queensland 

energy and protein become limiting in cattle diets during the dry s.ason and this tan cause 

farmers issues with stock survival and welfare through years of drought. HVA and IHVA permits 

provide farmers in northern Queensland with the opportunity to grow fodder and grain for 

supplementing in the dry season and finishing off stock for mark11t. 

The removal of HVA and IHVA is in direct conflict with the Australian Government White Paper 

on the Development of Northern Australia. A current example of this is $220 million biting spent 

to upgrade roads to communities across Cape York, but Queensland State Government 
Vecetation Managament Framework is preventing indigenous and non-indigenous land holders 

I from developing agriculture projects. 

Jn central and southern Queensland, HVA and IHVA provides opportunity for farmers to 

drought-proof properties and stabilise production and income over variable climatic and market 

conditions. Sustainable clearing for relatively small pockets of high value agriculture enable 

agricultural production to improve continuity of supply to food processon; and meet the 

incrvasing requirements of international marketi and Australia's Free Trade Agreements. 

Indigenous development is partitularly compromised by the re-inclusion of High Value 

Rffgrowth (HVR) as well as the stripping of the right to develop traditional lands as HVA or IHVA. 

For example, Indigenous landowners on the Gilbert River in northern Queensland pniparing to 

submit IHVA applications have now been denied the possibility of stabilising beef production 

and employing community labour on their properties. 

With what we have to cover in regards to environmental issues and land management controls 

<ilr1111dy in place, the:;;e are thitr!l to eni;yre that m;;,ss devartilltion of our veutation areas does 

not occur and that oroductivitv and progress can work hand in hand for the 

betterment/sustainability of our lands. not to just lock it up and become :mother weed 

inf estated part of A4stralia . 

.!&The removal of 1-!VA/IHVA will impcict on my capacity to Dian Property management and 

develop country due to not being able to act&Ss different parts of my cattle station to control 

weeds and feral animals, I shall not be able to improve my putures for th& bentilfit of grazing 

q1ttle or further develop and expand into eco-tourism if I wanted. as we are the highest cattle 

station in Australia. We have some of the few lame forest areas which sust!'!in1bly h1rvested is 

a valuable renewable resource to this country. 

If we are restricted in the clearing of land to build dtms for making our property more droucht 

resistant. then our cattle will wander looking for water and fHd and once again more cattle will ! 

be in the National Parks, cause they have no where else tg go. We are missing over 650 hHd of j 
cattle all tagged (over the l11st 13 years), branded qind only female!f, we are also mining a 

further 350 head due to the offspring of these cows. 

j Wat~r is a grpwine discussion eoint in our commµnity as we have 4 big banana farms employing 

lPO's of people daily. and our water usage if of grave concern within our community. we are in 
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the ergcess of constructing a solar farm, another larg& cgmmunitll ei:oi~ct .,ng_ h!j!ve severil 

li!rge dam sites illlOcilted for BQQfQVal for the !,!~e Of !!:le CQmmunitl£ j!Od farming liQ a~ our 

future water concerns qin be met. 

Our eoeul~tion is growing i!nd to maint11in Qroduce from Austr!!lia we need to keeg exQanding, • ---i formatted: Justified 

not just to feed us but to feed the world. A1.1stralia has ~lwal£s been!! 1:1rim!!!Y 11;roducer of l!eef, 

we den't n!!ed this ind!i!St!Y to dis!l11:eu1r du& to a !;!yni;h of tr~e huggers, who don't realll£ know 

: or he lg in anl£ regard at all. ·- -- -- ------ - -- - ------- -- - - - - - - --- -- - - - - - --- -- L _ _ - - { Fonmrtted: Font color. Text l 

· { Formatted: Junified 

2. Re-introducing Reverie Onus-of-Proof 
Background 

The inclusion of Reverse Onus of Proof in Queensland Government's Vegetation Management 

Framework is a direct affront to the rights and libenies of farmers. Reverse Onus relegates 

farmers clearing vegetation to a level b.elow that of criminals, where they are denied common 
' 

justice under Section 24 of the Criminal Code: Mistake of fact. Jn Queensland not only are 

farmers presumed guilty until they ire proven innocent, but they are refused the possibility of 

making a mistake. 

To regarg our nations h2rgest workers(f!!rmersl as criminals is !,!nh.1:itifial:!I~. We don't work 9-5, I 

we work from 5·9, our work never stoes, whether it's builginJi: floogg!!tes, containing gittle, 

feral ~radific<1tion of weeds and animals, fighting gu~hfir!s, maintaining firebreaks, mustering 

cattle imeroving gastures, building dims for ~;tttle (tQ !;!~cgm~ drought resi!jtant}, fixing 

machine!)! - ~e i!Jr~ the ~!.!itos;!ians of O!.!r Jang and we ;ire the Qni§ r!ueonsi!;!l~ fQr it, I dQn't see 

100 back2ackers being gaid bl! the government for a da~ work gn ml£ 1:1rogertl£ to hela the 

era!jifia1ction of feral weeds and anim1ls which do mor.t !:liuitruction than ir:o!:! could eossibll£ 

imagine to gyr environment and the imeact it has on tl:!e GBRMP. 

Ye;i, we ask O!!{ lgcal gQ!lernm~nt in at Mareeb<11 in rei:f!rd:i; to IS!nd ~!!~;,.ring and minin!!:, I c1Jn 

!ISQ 11cg:~§ this inform§tion on the Ggvarnment Websitji, when I have reliable communications 

coverage. The 2rQpO~f'ld l'H~N rollout QrQmised, well we §Ni! still !(iaiting f2r it in this ">ynt!:J!, let 

alone basic Telstra mobile coverage. Farmers live remote. I 

It is clear on the mag but unfort!,!natel:li'. it does opt corr~late with the actual soil t~:mes, ie there 

might be a blanket of ioning and thj!re might be a basalt elatgau in th~ miggg, so on the one 

h!OQ it is ~oned sal£ing l£OU !dnnot clHr th!l land, the contradiction being it is a basalt area of 

which J!OU are permitted to clear tll trees. 

It is not cheaQ to develoe count!]£ and cle!ring is not uni;!ertaken without ierious investment, Formatted: Justifotd, Indttnt: Left: 
thfi! am2unt of time, effort and mQnel£ to davelm1 cQunt!JI: i~n't Vli!Jl of!~n Qrofitable. By: the • Ocm 

time all of our costs 11re taken into ""count and we manage to get our c1ttle to the s1lel£!i!rds -

1 
w~ don't even cover ~xi;ienses a IQt of tile tim!!, Q!.!e.to QQOr gttl~ grices which h11s ~ngulfed I this indust!Y !.!9 !,!ntil refentll£. So I shall i;iut it tg y:ou thii! wall, it is a 'catch 22' situation where 
JIOU are clearing land (which cost!! monel£l for the imQrQ~ememt of i;iastun:§ to sup12ly: healthl!'. 
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feed to cattle to feed beef to the 11op1.1lation.~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ - i Formatted: Font color: Auto 

3. That no compensation will be payable to HVA, IHVA and Property Map of Assessable 
Vegetilltion (PMAV) applicants during transitionel llrran,emants 

Background 

The proposal that compensation will not be available for HVA, IHVA or PMAV applicants during 

the Bill transition period mav be a tactic to prevent panic clearing, but the implications for 

compensation for vegetation management in the broader sense are quite alarming. 

With the cessation of broad scale land-cleuing, compenution for landholders to offHt 

opportunity cost, lost development potential and decreased property value has been a critical 

omission from the Vegetation Management Regulatory Framework. The issue of compensation 

has been debated heavily by federal and state legislators, however a precedent was set by the 

Beattie Government in 2004 with provision of $1SO million over S years to off1et landholder 

losses due to the removal of their right11 to clear. This however was a copout with the funds 

unable to provide effective recompense for opportunity costs incurred, despite prior 

· assessment undertaken for the Commonwealth Oapanment of Agriculture, Fisheries and 

Forestry in 2001. In 2004, there was no doubt considerable rejoicing by the Queensland 

Government who boasted of comp1msating carbon dioxide abatement for less than $1 a tonne! 

In the 2016 Bill transition period the situation is quite different to what it was in 2004. The 

threat to remove HVA and IHVA from farmers' potential to develop property providu 

considerable grounds for compensation, particularly.for those that have structured investments 

and farm management activities to take advantage of HVA/IHVA in the near future. Also 

HVA/IHVA has attracted far greater int11rest in northern Que12nsland, with large swathes of 

marginal beef production areas provided the opportunity of growing supplementary feed to 

overcome the protein drought in the dry season. 

The ~Commonwealth study mentioned above did not include north or west Queensland 

local Government Areas and consequently grossly underestimated the areas to be considered 

for compensation. Another change since 2004 is the free market recognition of the value of 

carbon abatement with the recent auction of the Emiuions Reduction Fund selling carbon at 

$12.25 per tonne. nut Queensland Stat.I! Government needs to recognise the fact that they ar@ 

robbing the rights of farmers to develop productive HVA/IHVA land sustainably and that the 

area for development and value for carbon are much grtater than they were in 2004. 

The High Value regrowth should be offset to the lcrndholder. bec.ause if he can't clear the 

regrowth then pastures will be restrictad and not improved and the actually mustering will take 

twicfl as long. be more hazardous/dangerous, and other u~oclated added costs. 

~The imp!!ct of proposed High-Value-Regrowth provisions on your will impact on the oualitv •- - - i Formatted:.Justified 

and quantity of my cattle, which will do nothing to off$tt the amount of pigs, brumbiei;, f!Jral 

cattle etc from producing m§thane and still destroying the local habitat. If vou're worried about 

the carbon offsets. then why doesn't the government c1tase the activity of uncontrolled burning 

everv single year in the National Park, producing the sediment into our rivus and then onto the 

) 
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I GBRMP (wh<h 4 w ... "'" • '" ••¢1- - - -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- - -- - ---- --_l _ - - - i "'~"'""' ''"""'"" '"" 1 

4. Including High Value Regrowth i!S an additional lay~r of regulation under the 
Vegetation Management Framework on leasehold, freehold and indi.i:anous limd I 

Background 

The re-im;Jui;ion of High Value Regrowth (HVR) as an additional layer of regulation on leasehold, 

freehold and indigenous land is an overt grab by Queensland Government in search of tar:ets 

for meeting international treaties such as the Kyoto Protocol and more recently the 2015 Paris 

Climate Deal. In 2009 wham initially introduced, this HVR layer was prepared hastily in a 'desk-

top' mapping exercise with associated errors including areas of non-native ve1etation {such as 

orchards) and bare earth. In preliminary investigations af several properties it appears that the 

accuracy of the 2016 HVR is no better than that in 2009. 

If the free market places a value of $12.25 per tonne on carbon, what is thl! cirtimated dollar 

value of "Hieh Value Regrowth" and where is the Queensland Government's recompense for 

farmers and indigenous land holdars? 

.!.€.-The gig Gov has just agprov1td how manJl CQ<il mine vent!:!res offsetting how manJl carbon 

~mi~iQn~, §nd at whit grice? Grass CQntains carbon, so qittl!i 1tat graa, !2 contr2I !iil[bon stoe 

selling coal! 

Yes we have knowlsdge of the Proeosed Reg!:!lated V~getation Manag:ement M!!QS, the 

mai;ieing is not entirelll accyrate as I aim ~yre Ji!OU ii!r!:l: alreadJl lilWare. Magging blf'. comeuter is 

not the Sf,!ffi! a~ ma12ging on the ltnd. 

We farmers have more than enough to do in regards to being custodians of our land, we also • ---i Formatted: left 
have to make a living, I, fQr one am so sick of the governmjitnt makinf: mistakes onlll to sall that 

jf you ue wrong then I have to go aboyt __ coll!!ting evidence to prove ]lour inaccuricies .• ______ __ - - { Ponnatted: Font color: Red 

The cgst to my bu~iness d1.1e to incorr~ct m!!eE!ing is entirely d"E!filndll!nt gn thg l!re<1 incorre~tly 

mapped. but it also may be due to what you c~ll a valuable regrowth, if is a shitty woodll wee!!! 

then it isn't ten metres tall and 2 metres round and valuable, it is 6 SQindly J>ticks of weed a 

metre high, which is of no value. 

Mll unders!gnding of high-value reg:rowth is that the c!!rbon cont'lined in !:! treelshru2[bush, etc 

is bgneficial to the environment and m11nkind1 or that i Qlantation tree is Qlanted for 1txample, 
•- --i Formatted: Justified 

--··················----------' 

carbon is contiined, that tq~e is then harvested not r~lea11iqg th§ 1;~rQon 1 H in furniture wood, 

timbers etc. -- -------------------- ---------- ------- ------------ - --- __ -· -{Formatted: Font color: Te:<t l 

5. Increasing Category R ve~etation to include the Burdekin, Mackiy, Whitsunday and 
Wet Tropics Great Billrrier Reef catchments and additional catchments Burnett Mary, 
Eastun Cape York and Fitzroy. 
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Background 

This increase in Category R provisions is a further restriction on development in Northern 

Queensland, which is in stark contrast to the development imperatives contained with the 

White Paper on Developing Nort!'t•rn Australia. 

The science is completely unproven on the necessity to include JtSO metre buffers along 
1 straamlines. In fact, a study conducted in Queensland and published in 2016 shows that grass is 

a far better assimilator for nitrogen to prevent leaching into waterways. The current bleaching 

of the Great Barrier Reef is not caused by high nutriant runoff from agricultural lands. 

As Queenstander$ we want our country to prosper, be it indigenou$/non-indigenous 
communite§ WI! would prefer that wjth progress c:omes more opportunities for employment so 1 · 
th;it these welfare areas are not reliant on government ta is pavers funding. 

If the bill is amended then we are stunating growth in our communities fQr adyancemtint in 
farming oggort1,miti2~. ai; all activites will bei:ome restrictive, unless you pay a fee to that 
particular degartment and then you can i:arrv on with the activity. So isn't this all just a revenue 
raising project, because if you were serious then no co11l would ever leave Australia's shores. 

6. Other matters relevant to the Vegetation Man111gement (Reinstatem1mt) and Other 
Lei:ii;lation Amendment Bili 2016 that the review committee i;hould consider 
appropriate and worth some consideration 

My other problem is that you spe11k about the landholdershustodians; being responsible to all 

these different issues on our land. We c;onsylt with gov!lrnment officials in regards to weeds 

and they tell us they have a certain amount in their budg111t to help us farmers on the land cover 

the associated costs of control - but thtin we don't eyer see thes12 People ;g;,in, ai> th!i!Y !ren't 

alway) p•nsing by our front g<1te tp drop off promised eradiq1tion of weeds by the use of 

chemicals. 

We are reguireQ to have a ZOmillion dollar public liability insurance to trap c:attla in part of the 

Nationiill P11rk for a p!?riod of only 2 weeks of the year. hQW.!!ver when they burn't out 2/3 of our 

property. they informed us that they have no public liability or insuranc111 to compenHte for 

damage. loss of fodder. toss of cattle, (as stated before we were in drought when this occurred 

last year!. 

Also the National allowed and promoted access to our cattle st!!tion to various other entities, 

being James Cook University, themselyes and r§sean;h scientists C!lrrving gut studies on 

differant ;iniml!ls/birds. ate. At no time over the 13 years since they owned that part of the 

Park have thev ever contacted U5i (their neighbour! to inform us or request access onto my 

property. Thert has been lick shelters. lo;iding ramps, yards. dope olantations on and about the 

National Park and my leasehold land. all accessed via the National Park. 

So no I ceryinlv don't want the government tg get any further involved in controlling the l 
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reso1,1rces of our country, ;,s it only benefits them. not the evervday Australian who pa vs for 

thli!se Parks. They don't even know where the boundaries are - it's bevond ridiculous! 

I i:ould keep going!!!!!!!!!.!.(;. 

And yes these changei will not onlv affect myself but the future generations of Australians. who 

will have no limd to produce great food and sustainable renewable resources! 

Address: 
'87 J 
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