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Misleading spin by agencies 

The Agriculture and Environment Committee has been provided with very misleading data.  

The information provided by the agencies has been selected to produce a certain result, rather 

than a fair and unbiased presentation. 

 

In the transcription of The Public Briefing – Examination of the Vegetation Management 

(Reinstatement) and other legislation Amendment Bill (22 March 2016), in response to 

questions, Mr Hinrichsen states “…that figure was 296,300 (ha of clearing for all types of 

vegetation)…”. 

 

However, the Executive Summary of the SLATS1 report to which he referred states that 32% 

of this included land that had been previously cleared.  Extending this, the figure should be 

201,500ha, not 296,300ha as shown in Table 1 below.   

 

The same reference also states “…Some examples of woody vegetation include undisturbed 

and disturbed native woodlands, timber plantations and exotic species…”.  I haven’t found 

reference to the area of timber plantations that were either cleared or planted.  Do chinee 

apple and other exotic plants register in the mapping as woody vegetation? 

 

Similarly, what is the area of mulga cleared for stock survival feeding?  The report talks of 

Mulga Lands, but not of actual areas cleared for stock survival fodder. 

 

Table 1; Extension of data provided by government departments 

Period  Total cleared 
Previous  
Clearing    

% 

Previous  
Clearing    

ha 

New 
clearing   

ha 

Mulga 
Lands     
ha 

Other 
clearing   

ha 

2012‐13  266191  40  106 476  159 715  71 154  88 561 

2013‐14  296324  32  94 824  201 500  111 477  90 023 

 

 

                                                 
1 Queensland Department of Science, Information Technology and Innovation. 2015. Land cover change in 
Queensland 2012–13 and 2013–14: a Statewide Landcover and Trees Study (SLATS) report. DSITI, Brisbane  
 



It appears that the area of remnant vegetation is measured by various scientific means.  This 

measured area is then deducted from the total land area of the State of Queensland and the 

area remaining is assumed to have been cleared.   This is very misleading, as there are many 

areas described as treeless plains, and these areas are included in the land described as having 

been cleared. 

 

As a member of the Burdekin Basin Water Resource Plan Community Reference Panel 

(CRP) I was shocked when, during a Power Point presentation, the convener of the Technical 

Advisory Panel (TAP) showed two images separately at different times and each time said 

“…you can see this land has been cleared…”.  In each case a member of the CRP identified 

the scene and stated that each was a treeless plain and had never had a tree on it.  This shows 

that the scientists do not recognise that large areas exist without trees.  Instead, they have the 

belief that, if there are no trees to be seen, the landholders must have cleared them. 

 

It makes much more sense to include other readily available information, such as the 

Percentage of Remnant Vegetation in Queensland, 2013 by Subregions shown below in 

Figure 1.   

 

Figure 2 shows the Average Annual Clearing Rate by Subregions (2011-2013), and Table 1, 

Vegetation clearing rates, and Table 2 Remnant vegetation areas. 

 

Figures 1 and 2, and Tables 1 and 2 were found on the State Government web site  

 https://publications.qld.gov.au/dataset/nrm-areas-remnant-veg/resource/. 

 

Figure 3; Percentage of remnant vegetation in Queensland by natural Resource Management 

Regions provides a much better indication of the remnant vegetation situation.  This is from 

the same web site. 

 

Some of the comparisons that have been touted around in the media, such as ‘…the area 

cleared in the last year, 300,000ha, is twice as large as Brisbane and ten times as large as 

Rockhampton…” are ridiculous.  Why compare cities with land areas.  A more relevant 

comparison (land to land) is 296,300ha is less than one Queensland grazing lease, Strathmore 

at 931,000ha.  Further, 300,000ha is 0.16% of Queensland’s total area of 1.853million km2. 

 



Figure 1. 

 

 

 



Figure 2. 

 

 



Table 1; Vegetation clearing rates 

 

 

 

Table 2; Remnant vegetation areas 

 

 

 

In Table 2, by comparing the column NRM Area (ha) with the next column, Remnant Extent 

1997, it is clearly evident that the vast majority of total clearing occurred before 1997.  

Again, the data provided is misleading in that some of the areas included did not have trees 

on them, and so were not cleared. 

 

Reasons for clearing 

It is my understanding that the Newman government introduced the terms High Value 

Agriculture (HVA) and Irrigated High Value Agriculture (IHVA) in parallel with the release 

of irrigation water from the Flinders and Gilbert River systems.  The issue of clearing would 

prevent landholders from taking up the water entitlements.  After all, what is the point of 

releasing irrigation water if there is not enough land without woody vegetation?   

 

 



It is a normal rule of thumb that 10ML of irrigation water is required to irrigate each hectare 

of the crops envisaged for the area, e.g., cotton, sorghum, pulses, corn.  Then more land, 

probably two to three times the area irrigated is required for rotation and for the opportunity 

to produce a crop on rainfall, or with rain as well as irrigation.  

 

Thus for 280,000ML of irrigation water available, 28,000ha would be irrigated, but a total 

area of approximately 80,000ha would be required for rotation and fallow, as well as for 

infrastructure such as water storage, recycling systems, roads and water delivery systems.  

 

Contradiction 

 

What is the point of Leanne Donaldson, Minister for Agriculture and Fisheries, Member for 

Bundaberg, travelling to Darwin for the Northern Australia Food Futures Conference 2016 

(11-13 April) if her government is preventing development of food futures in the north by 

this proposed legislation?  I don’t know how to think about this; duplicity, expensive but fun 

trip (for her), certainly a waste of money, etc.  I’d like a copy of her presentation.  I’d also 

like a breakdown of her “…out and about all over Queensland and talking to people in 

agriculture…”.  Where did she go and what people did she meet and what did she say to 

them?  The Minister for Agriculture and Fisheries is not even part of the Agriculture and 

Environment Committee. 

 

How can the Minister discuss Food Futures in Queensland when her own government is 

trying to prevent the development of Food Futures in the north? 

 

 

Other opinion 

There are papers prepared by scientists such as Bill Burrows that have been ignored by the 

agencies.  If the agencies seek to ignore papers by such highly regarded scientists, then 

reasons for doing so should be provided.  There seems to be credible evidence that 

Queensland is a carbon sink, rather than a net emitter. 

  



Failed science 

In a recent development application including clearing of remnant vegetation it was shown, 

clearly and beyond dispute, that an area of land – approximately 300ha – shown on the 

mapping as wetlands could not possibly match any definition of wetlands.  Yet, this area is 

still shown mapped as wetlands and has not been changed. 

 

This project, which relies on some clearing of native vegetation, takes up a significant 

volume of Contaminated Agricultural Runoff (CAR) that would otherwise flow into the 

Ramsar protected and internationally important wetlands of Bowling Green Bay.  This 

proposed law may prevent continuation of this project, and thus allow the CAR to continue to 

flow into Bowling Green Bay. 

An example. 

A farmer who has been growing potatoes successfully for more than thirty years has been 

asked by the company that purchase his product to increase his production. 

 

To do this he purchased an adjoining parcel of land, some 1400ha, and intends to clear five 

separate areas, of 30ha each, in a mosaic pattern across the land parcel.  This extension of his 

potato producing operation is in response to demand. 

 

Now it seems that this extension will be prevented by the intended new law. 

This is an excellent development and should be supported.   

 

Australia’s population is growing and predicted to keep growing at the same rate.  This 

increases the demand for food production, and is the case in this example.  I.e. increased 

population – increased demand, so increased production required to satisfy this demand. 

  



Finally 

Australia needs to increase agricultural production in order to maintain current standards of 

living.  Other countries are seeking food security because they have known what it is like to 

be without food.  This is why they are seeking to buy Australian land to ensure that food 

security. 

 

It should not need scientists to show that native vegetation continues to grow – after all, look 

in your own gardens and see how much vegetation has to be removed on a regular basis. 

 

Evidence from Queensland government sources is conflicting about the amount of vegetation 

being cleared. 

 

The Vegetation Management Act (VMA) was introduced to prevent senseless clearing.  The 

introduction of approvals for clearing for high value agriculture (HVA) and irrigated high 

value agriculture (IHVA) was to permit increased development in a controlled manner. 

 

The proposed changes to the VMA are ridiculous in that they are proposed by uninformed 

zealots who have not shown how we, Australians, are to maintain or improve our standard of 

living. 

 

Please do not allow the proposed Vegetation Management (Reinstatement) and other 

legislation Amendment Bill to proceed. 
 

 

J.N.H. Beattie BE(Hons1), MIEAust, NPER, RPEQ(1569) 
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