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Public Hearing—Examination of the Land, Water and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2013

FRIDAY, 12 APRIL 2013

Committee met at 10.29 am

CHAIR: Welcome, ladies and gentlemen. | declare this meeting of the Agriculture, Resources
and Environment Committee open. | would like to acknowledge the traditional owners of the land on
which this meeting is taking place today. | am lan Rickuss, the member for Lockyer and chair of the
committee. The other members of the committee here with me today are: Jackie Trad, the member
for South Brisbane and the deputy chair; Jason Costigan, the member for Whitsunday; Sam Cox,
the member for Thuringowa; Shane Knuth, the member for Dalrymple; and Anne Maddern, the
member for Maryborough. Michael Trout, the member for Barron River, i apology.

Please note that these proceedings are being broadcast via the Parliament of
Queensland website. The purpose of this meeting is to assist the committee n our examination of
the Land, Water and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2013. Th introduced by the
Minister for Natural Resources and Mines, Hon. Andrew Cripps, and s ently referred to the
committee on 5 March 2013 for examination, with a reporting deadline

more than welcome.

Before we start can all phones be switched off or p ilent. i veryone that these
proceedings are being transcribed and broadcast live via the i

like to begin with an introduction.

McDONALD, Mr Paul, Manag

explain who SEQ Catchments are. We are a community
cused on natural resource management which involves

which includes 10'€ ils which make up the councils in South-East Queensland. In relation to our
funding, our funding € 5 from both government and private sources and we do significant works
with industry organisations and with utilities in assisting to meet corporate social responsibility as
well as adding value to their business from a range of services associated with better management

of natural resources.

One of the reasons we saw fit to make these submissions is that we have been concerned—
and it has been brought out in more recent times after the flood in January this year—about the
state of the catchments in South-East Queensland and the ongoing nature of the impact of the state
of those catchments not just on the environment but also on the economy and the wellbeing of
South-East Queensland. We are basically arguing quite strongly within our submission that
decisions that are made on a state-wide basis generally will not take into consideration the special
nature of South-East Queensland, particularly in relation to the fact that South-East Queensland
has around 70 per cent of the population of Queensland but only around 12 per cent of the area.
What is also not generally known is the contribution that South-East Queensland makes to
agricultural production in Queensland in that South-East Queensland provides in the order of 17 to
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20 per cent of the total agricultural production of Queensland but only has a very small area
associated with that—12 per cent of the land mass putting out 17 per cent of the agricultural
production and having around 2.8 million people.

There is a lot of contestability. We are also suffering in South-East Queensland from what we
consider to be peri-urbanism, which is a change in the nature of the land use of many what would
normally be considered rural areas. That is happening right across South-East Queensland; it is not
specifically associated with any particular local government area. Not only are we concerned about
the impact of those rivers and streams particularly in the western catchments of South-East
Queensland on water quality and the provision of water to the urban population; but we are also
extremely worried about the impact of sediment from those creeks and streams on Moreton Bay.
Moreton Bay is an important Ramsar site. It is also very important to the economy of Queensland.
Some recent research that we had conducted under Managing what matters indicated that the
value of the fishing industry, the tourism industry and other industries associated with Moreton Bay
is in the order of $5 billion. So, while we talk about the importance of Great Barrier Reef and
protecting the Great Barrier Reef—and we agree with that—someti e value of Moreton Bay
gets lost in the static and we really need to impress upon you ho ortaat it is to ensure that
Moreton Bay continues to be protected as best we possibly can.

The key part of the presentation is that we really believe that ther,
Water Act, particularly the declared catchment areas, that have not b

ols contained in the
o their full ability.

We think that making changes to the act and maintaining the declared catch reas within the
act could actually provide the framework to achieve some of government
wants to achieve in ensuring better management of the levee ticular the

water quality outcomes for South-East Queensland. The fz red ca eas have
not been effectively used to this point in time we think is g oth the department
and previous governments in relation to using what could e tool to deal with
some of the issues that are associated with particularly the L 3 er River.

We have some concerns in relation to theg i
Vegetation Management Act and changes to /ate ore about that. We do in

the delivery of this—as we have for some time ned about levees, particularly in the
i production and also water quality.

The management of those levees ) e are doing quite a lot of work with
landholders at the present time i [ e levees, is going to be important in
how we actually solve the pr ike Laidley and the loss of agricultural
land that we are g jencing i . [ are my opening remarks.

read your submission. | did note that it says at the start of
it, ‘South E have been so modified ... the region needs to be viewed
and ma land.’” You have highlighted some of that in relation to
havi area of Queensland. Is that why you are saying that

modification
management,
region and have

as been made to the landscape. This is an area that has been under
ike, for 150 years. A large number of the practices that were brought into the
R undertaken by landholders and by previous policy directions given by
government have no gven that we can actually manage those landscapes better. There is very
little good quality ripal egetation in the whole of South-East Queensland, particularly in the
areas that we are pointing out, which is the Lockyer and the Bremer, which works on the Fassifern,
and in the upper Logan. There is very little intact riparian vegetation already existing.

The other thing is the size of the blocks. If | could refer to our statistics here, the average lot
size in South-East Queensland is 2.0487 hectares. If you go to almost any other region in
Queensland, that is not the case. So we have very small lot sizes and if, for instance, under the
Vegetation Management Act we were to allow for lifting, as is intended to lift, the trigger to five
hectares and everybody took advantage of that trigger, there would be little riparian or remnant
vegetation left in South-East Queensland when you consider the number of lot sizes and the
number of lots.

We think that some 42,800 of those lots which fall into the one- to five-hectare lots have
remnant vegetation within them. We have done quite a lot of assessment of the impact of those
things in the Vegetation Management Act. One of the concerns we have is the interrelationship
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between the changes that are being made here and the changes that are going to be made in the
Vegetation Management Act. We would really like some assessment of what the impact of that
would be before we actually go ahead and make the changes to those acts. We believe that that
can be taken care of if we use the declared catchment areas to provide specific relief from some of
those guidelines where and when necessary.

CHAIR: Just on that, somewhere in the back of my mind there is a figure that about 85 per
cent of South-East Queensland is privately owned, freehold land. Would | be correct?

Mr Warner: | do not have those figures at hand but it is pretty close to it.

CHAIR: | think it is something like that. Another point you raised about the catchment of
water that was highlighted by the catchment management in South-East Queensland is that the
water authorities in most other areas such as Melbourne own the vast majority of their own
catchments. So that would be a cost incurred by that water authority to manage that catchment
area. Would that be right?

Mr Warner: Yes, you are right. There are very few urban congl
anywhere around the world that rely on the size of the open catchme
is a really good example. In the setting up of the water supply schem
in mind—and Sydney is very much similar. The catchments for the m ter supplies to those
cities were designed to actually be owned in total by the governmen fore the authority
supplying the water. That does not on its own mean that you are not gomg problems with
water. We saw issues |n Sydney some years ago that led to a commissi in relation to

ations similar to Brisbane
Q does. Melbourne
urne, they had that

about separating catchment management delivery and the think those lessons
should be learnt in South-East Queensland.

In particular, in relation to South-East Queensland, it or which there is no
other example in the world of a highly populated_a r
ing d significant amounts

ensure that the land management activitieS @ iViti at they undertook in those spaces
added value to the water supply r water supply. That is a really good
example for us in South-East Qu

e sediment loads coming from the Lockyer
of Upper Brisbane as well.

ent authority of some way to manage that sediment load. Is that what you
are saying?

ink there is a whole range of activities that can be undertaken in the
dd value and provide protection to that. One of them is providing incentives
to landholders to ma their land in a more appropriate way. There is no doubt that some of the
practices that are necessary to ensure water quality basically will mean less economic value that
can be extracted by a landholder, and in that circumstance we are of the view that, because that
has been done for the greater good of the community, particularly the large population in Brisbane,
incentives would be a good way of ensuring that landholders manage the hill slopes, for instance,
under grazing practices in a different way, and we have experience in the reef catchments in
relation to providing incentives for landholders to actually do less stocking rates. Also, particularly in
South-East Queensland, the fire management of hill slopes adds to the power of water. We saw
that particularly in some areas in the Laidley area associated with wildfires that went through that
area late last year and contributed to the power of the water that was coming down. So it is a
whole-of-catchment approach that you need to take, but just the best practice mechanisms for
undertaking horticultural practices requires people to change the machinery they use and the way
they manage their farms. That transition would require support.

catchments that
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Ms TRAD: | noticed that in your submission you talk about the extension of the water
licences from a maximum of 10 years to 99 years. Could you just go through some of your concerns
in relation to that?

Mr Warner: We do not actually have any concerns in relation to that. We did some
background research into this, and my colleague here, Paul McDonald, has spent many years
working in the department, which has had a number of names over a fair period of time. We were
not aware of any circumstance where the renewal of a water licence was refused. It seems to me
that there is a lot of paperwork and administration associated with the adjustments to the renewal of
water licences. As somebody who actually owns a water licence, | have been through that for no
particular purpose. If there was a record of water licences being refused or those sorts of things, we
would then think that perhaps that would not be an issue. But just looking at it on the surface of it,
we do not see it as being a particular problem.

CHAIR: As a supplementary to that, any changes or any modifications to water licences do
get refused—that is, like where you advertise and that sort of thi ey are quite regularly
refused; is that right, Paul?

Mr McDonald: Yes. On occasion some of the conditions that
not get approved, but in the main the actual licence itself always remain

Ms TRAD: Thanks.
Mr COX: Just looking in the submission—and | think these are reques

to be changed do

ou—there is a

suggestion that a high-level standing committee, including mini interest, and
affected local governments should be established in So ) i rsee the
process and outcomes. Just on that, you were just talking a nt so you
would be talking quite a lot of local governments, wouldn’t i ith anything in that

catchment? Is that something that you think all local gové e happy to be part of?
Some would want to have more input than others. So [ ernments, not just
particularly the ones that might have the main effe

Mr Warner: We have some experig i 2 previous South East
Queensland Regional Plan, it made refer, East Queensland Natural Resource
: body called the CEOs Committee.
The CEOs Committee had representative governments. There were four that
were permanent members, but all actually send representatives along.
They have all shown a very cle e catchments and land use and its

You may be a
South-East Q

ership each year puts out a report card in
of those local governments looks at their scores in those
been terribly complimentary, so they are all doing what

put forwarad
20 years. Of Ct
pay for it. While'V
necessary to actua

Future of our Bay, Beaches and Waterways, which is a $600 million plan over
when that came up, everybody pointed to one another about who was going to
agreed on what needed to be done and we all know the techniques that are
ndertake these activities, there has been no consistent funding for the
activities that need to dertaken to do these activities. So what we are basically suggesting is
that there should be a cut-down version. The Regional Planning Committee took the suggestions
from the previous CEOs Committee up to basically a position of being able to be taken to cabinet.
They never actually got to the stage of putting any recommendations as a result of that work. So we
are of the view that it is almost a waste of energy and resources to have a CEOs Committee unless
there is an investment plan to go with that and that their major task should be on ensuring
investment goes into those areas that need that investment.

As an aside to that, one of the things that we do mention in our report is that we are working
very closely with Ministers Cripps and Powell in relation to the new offset policy and how
environmental offsets, particularly water quality offsets for utilities, can be undertaken. We need—
and some of the recommendations relate to that—to be able to secure those investments in
repairing areas. Right at the present time the Water Act provides no protection to repairing and
investment, and some of these investments are quite large. Last year, for instance, through an
offset arrangement with one of the utilities, we invested in repairing health to the tune of some
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$500,000, but they did that on the basis that they had an exemption because there is no way that
they could actually get security on that investment in repairing health. So that is why we ask, to
some extent, that last question in our recommendations about somebody asking the Competition
Authority to actually resolve that question—that is, if somebody invested in a natural asset, how
does that natural asset get treated in relation to the terms? At the moment if you are a utility or
somebody required to do an offset and you invest in a natural asset, you have to do it under
operational expenditure. You cannot put it under your capital expenditure, and all of the rules
associated with getting approval for that funding are quite different and it makes it harder for those
boards, because if they are dealing with a capital asset there are different rules in relation to how
they can actually do it. If they are dealing with an operational activity, how they have to report
through to their ministers and the bottom line and all of that kind of stuff comes into play in a much
different way. So we are asking for us to take an interesting view but a new view on how we actually
can get money into those areas that we want rather than asking you for new money.

Mr COX: That is good. Thank you.

CHAIR: | have one last question, because we are starting to
catchment areas—the DCAs—really have been under-utilised, as h
trusts, particularly in South-East Queensland anyway, have become
way we can sort of manage to make those both more effective in the ne

out of time. The declared
er trusts The river

Mr Warner: We think that there is a real opportunity for river tru usts have had a
chequered career. Particularly in the last government, there were moves to e river trusts,
which we argued against at that point in time, and they are still s. We have
had a very strong relationship with the two river trusts that e —that is,
the Ipswich and the now Scenic Rim river trusts—and hav e do make

recommendations how we can actually improve the value
management sense, and those recommendations are incl
the combination of the declared catchment area and provid powers that we talk
about in the declared catchment area to a rive ery powerful tool to
actually get catchment management really > of way, because the
powers of a river improvement trust ca i i
interests that exist in relation to it, and the
are Department of Natural Resources a
Water Supply interests, Departm
interests particularly Iandholde

arly in a catchment
e really believe that

2sts. They are council interests, they
ey are Department of Energy and
age Protection interests and other
the river trusts offer opportunity,
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HOOBIN, Mr Sean, Freshwater Policy Manager, WWF-Australia

PARRATT, Mr Nigel, Rivers Project Officer, Queensland Conservation Council

CHAIR: Good morning, Sean and Nigel. Would you both like to make an opening statement?

Mr Hoobin: Yes. Thank you for the opportunity to address the committee. Just briefly about
WWEF, we are obviously a global organisation but we have a significant investment in Queensland.
We have 37,000 supporters in Queensland and most of our work focuses on the health of the Great
Barrier Reef. The proposed amendments cover a broad range of important natural resource
management issues. | have not had the chance to fully look into them, and | regret that because in
the last 10 years | have worked a fair bit on these issues to do with developing policy and legislation
for declared catchment areas, levies, riverine protection, land and water management plans and
water resource plans. Obviously it is critical that the government and this committee have a strong
understanding of the impact of these changes. Due to the time constraints, | have chosen to focus
on one particular change which we think is particularly significant moval of protection of
vegetation on watercourses and wetlands under the riverine protecti ermits of the Water Act. |
hope my submission will help the committee get a full understandin e potential impacts
may be.

Vegetated watercourses provide an array of benefits—flo jon, water quality

improvements, streambank stability, biodiversity, weed suppression, to name It is hard to find
any body of scientific evidence which says that these areas shg is is exactly,
however, what the amendments propose—to remove prote protection
permits. | would briefly like to describe what the effect of thetlegislati research

and then just run through some of the values and services i . rovided for
the amendments is to remove duplication with the Vegeta i , and it is true: the
amendments will remove duplication where it exists. Ho nsive areas where

WWF’s submission sets out what we bg ents to be and that is
to remove protection from vegetation | 100,000 kilometres of
watercourses. Part of our submission pro eas affected Obviously, it is a very
course scale map. We can, for the mag nto particular areas and particular
watercourses. The take- home mes e going to be opened up to clearing

nant, high- value regrowth on leasehold
ments. So |t means that basically the areas exposed will be
t catchment for the Great Barrier Reef, the Mary-Burnett
B catchments. It is unclear why certain areas of the
watercourses whilst other important areas miss out.
re spread across these various areas. So in some of
purses will be protected. In other areas, the watercourse protection is

assume a muc
happened it really

2 robust analysis has been undertaken by the department and if this has not
occur before any amendments get passed. To pass these amendments
without even the mo ic information on where new laws will have an effect is surely not an
option. If this informatior"does exist, it should be made available to the committee and the public so
a considered opinion of value of the amendments can be made.

| have one final point on the actual effect of the amendments. The proposal is to allow
clearing of vegetation above the ground, not below the ground and keep the excavation and filling
provisions. Some might say that this will maintain some level of protection. But what will happen is
that some plants may regrow but many will not. Many will take years to return to the level of maturity
and that will also provide the opportunity for weeds to take over. So the notion that by leaving roots
in the ground you are going to be okay just simply is not the case.

| would like to focus on two important services that are plagued by watercourse vegetation.
The first one is flooding. The last few years have emphasised the importance of guarding against
flood across Queensland. The government itself has undertaken significant investment to ensure
that the community is better protected from floods. So it would be ludicrous to suggest that action
should be taken that significantly increases flood risk. However, this is exactly what these
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amendments will do. Vegetated waterways reduce downstream flood risk in two ways. They slow
the flow of water so people get more chance to be informed of floods coming but they also decrease
the flood peak and the flood intensity. There is a significant body of literature which looks at this,
assesses it on the ground and models how vegetated waterways and other natural systems can
reduce flood risk. | believe government departments have done some work in this area. We also did
some work. We got a consultancy done by BMT WBM—a fairly mainstream consulting firm—pulling
together all the information about watercourses, wetlands, other vegetation and the role they can
play in flood mitigation. So | am happy to provide that to the committee. They did one piece of
scenario modelling, which was looking at vegetation in the upper reaches of the Caboolture River
and how it could reduce downstream flood risk. The modelling showed a decrease by as much as
one metre in the flood peak and a delay of 1.2 hours for the flood peak, and that was a large
event—a 100-year event. So for smaller events, it would also have a significant impact.

CHAIR: Can | just interrupt? Can | just get you to ask for that to be tabled?
Mr Hoobin: Yes, sure. Can you please table the report.
CHAIR: Approved? Thank you.

Mr Hoobin: Vegetated waterways not only reduce downstream
benefit of protecting land adjacent to rivers. So farmland—or any sort o
protected from floods as well.

The second key point | would like to raise as far as the role of vege atercourses is
water quality. Water quality from vegetated waterways is bot i

7 they also have the
adjacent to rivers is

stem, as we have
ring or removal of
ey are trying for all
ts and revegetation
Ussed the recent floods

W=the water quality treatment

n. So we need to revegetate and if

been discussing. The SEQ water development guideline
vegetation or other materials occurs on a watercourse. This
new development and they are also investing in_offaw

system could not handle amount of basic
we take away vegetation, the situation is g

that increased
reduction wi

egetation protected, but not the Fitzroy. However, the Fitzroy is the

and contributes the second largest amount of sediment—4.1 million tonnes a
ortion of this comes from watercourses and gully erosion. The government—
eral—have all invested money in fixing up riparian habitats. So it seems crazy to
the one hand and then allowing clearing on the other. | would like to note the
submission from He Waterways. They have a fact sheet on this. It looks at the role of the
vegetation in watercou for both flood mitigation and stopping pollution. It is worth having a look
at that. They have much"etter resources than us.

state, local an@
be investing mo

In summary, changes to legislation should not be taken lightly and should be based on strong
evidence. | think, clearly, insufficient evidence has been provided on these changes—what the
effect would be and what the impact would be. There is also scant information on the benefits of the
proposed amendments, aside from an intent to remove the duplication of approvals. If the aim is
purely to remove duplication, that can easily occur by simply moving the Water Act provisions under
the VMA and you have a single approval process. The amendments fly in the face of the
overwhelming body of scientific evidence of the benefits of protecting vegetation in watercourses. If
anything, we should be passing laws and funding works to increase vegetation and riparian areas. |
think it is important that, before these amendments are allowed to pass, the department has to
come up with some information, A, on the extent and, B, on the impacts of what these changes will
be. The law should be passed on an understanding of the science and the benefits for the
community, not on simple slogans like removing duplication. Thank you.

Brisbane -7- 12 Apr 2013



Public Hearing—Examination of the Land, Water and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2013

CHAIR: Would you like to make a comment?

Mr Parratt: Yes. | will keep my opening comments very short. Essentially, we are very
concerned about the proposed amendments to the Water Act in that we do not believe that these
amendments meet the purpose of the act. For the committee’s benefit, what | would like to do is
highlight the key purpose of the Water Act. Section 10 of the act basically says that the purpose of
the act is to advance the sustainable management and efficient use of water and other resources by
establishing a system for planning allocation and use of water. Under section 10, sustainable
management is defined as management and development that—

... allows for the allocation and use of water for the physical, economic and social wellbeing of the people of Queensland and
Australia within limits that can be sustained indefinitely; and
(a) protects the biological diversity and health of natural ecosystems; and

(c) contributes to the...economic development of Queensland in accordance with the principles of ecologically
sustainable development.

Additional purposes are also—

Protecting water, watercourses, lakes, springs, aquifers, natural ecosystems and oth
practicable, reversing degradation that has occurred.

Under the act, ecologically sustainable development is defined as
... decision-making processes should effectively integrate both long-term and short-term ecéno ironmental, social and
equitable considerations.

(a) if there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, la ifi ] Id not be used
as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degra

(c) the present generation should ensure the health, diversity and aintained or
enhanced for the benefit of future generations;

(d) the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integ ental consideration in
decision-making;

(e) recognition of the need to develop a strong, growingganéedi ifig enhance the capacity for
environmental protection;

® decisions and actions should provide for broad

These amendments, particularly to
face of the purpose of the act, particul

affecting them.
ined in the bill we believe fly in the

emoving the waterway vegetation
pose of the act. Basically, what we

Water Act,
in the fact t

up for a range environmental j

a wide range of es, both in the short term and long term.

d some significant concerns, particularly in regard to
ubmission, levees can be of benefit, but if they are not
can have a range of adverse social, environmental
hat we have highlighted in our submission is that in

er than just focusing on one particular aspect.

that has been given to me for extending water licences to 100 years is purely
an administrative While there may not be any particular adverse outcome from doing that, it
is very much out of ith other priorities that the Queensland government is pushing through at
the moment, particula e 30-year Queensland Plan that is in the process of being developed, the
30-year agricultural strategy, the 30-year water sector strategy and also the 30-year energy
strategy. Our concern there is that it is very much out of step with other priorities and initiatives that
the government is pushing through. It seems in our mind to make sense to extend the term of the
water licences in alignment with these other initiatives that are going through at the moment.

We have some concerns about postponing the expiry of water resource plans. We totally
understand that the department needs to prioritise its workload and that some water resource plans
may not need to be renewed at the statutory 10-year point, as they are now. What we would like to
see put in place there is some really strong criteria that guide that decision of the ministers to
extend that water resource plan. We are not averse to it, but we want to make sure that there is full
and due consultation with stakeholders in the community and that there is transparency involved in
that process rather than it simply being a ministerial discretionary power, if you like.
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We have talked about removing the requirement for riverine protection permits. We are very
concerned about that, highlighted by the comments of my colleague here and the previous
speakers’ comments. We have highlighted a bunch of things in there that we think need to be done
to address our issues.

The other big issue for us is removing the requirement for licences under the Water Act to
interfere with watercourses only for the resources sector. The justification for doing that, in that
those sorts of issues get considered under the Environmental Protection Act through the issuing of
licence conditions under the environmental authority, we do not believe is adequate. The provisions
under the EP Act do not look specifically at issues associated with water resource management.
Under the water resource plan for that area, where that waterway is going to be diverted or may be
diverted, requiring a licence under the Water Act means that the intent and purpose of the Water
Act gets considered in that the environmental flow objectives for that water resource plan area get
considered and additionally the water allocation security objectives also get considered.

Removing that requirement to obtain a licence under the Water
adequate is not quite correct in that the EP Act does not look at
management issues. So we think it is a bit of a backward step i
objectives and purpose of the Water Act will not be achieved by removi

The other issue that we are very concerned about is removing
water management plans. In our mind it is a very effective tool and,

nd saying the EP Act is
broader water resource
again the overall

sure that those potential degradation issues are avoided
provisions in the Water Act, section 60 | think it is, will b3
property level isn’'t quite true because a water use pIan ba
level and a water use plan has never been appli

achieve outcomes but also a very
practices and get better outcome

pperty owners move towards better
economically for themselves, at that
property level. So rather than r dlan provisions from the act we would
like to see those isi { ore user friendly, if you like, to start
achieving bette i ink it is a bit of a backward step removing

concerns
like | said, flo€
organisation is
linking habitats. If
happen and, (b), loo
coming from the depart
taking this approach.

CHAIR: Don’t you feel that there is enough knowledge out there, and that riparian
landholders realise they have to start to protect their riverine areas?

s was the stand-out provision that we think will have significant impacts on,
and water quality. | didn’t actually cover off on the biodiversity aspects which my
een on. Wetlands and waterways are a key component of biodiversity and
as put forward with some decent rationale showing, (a), where it is going to
the cost and the benefits, it might be valid, but there is no information
2nt and we think, on a quick analysis, it shows there are significant risks in

Mr Hoobin: | think many are, | think others aren’t. | think there is still not necessarily enough
understanding about the role of watercourses in floods. A lot of landholders believe that clearing the
vegetation will actually improve the flooding situation where in many cases it makes it worse. | don’t
think just relying on goodwill and people being informed is going to be enough. These are critical
assets for the community and they should be protected. Along with education, along with incentives,
as was being talked about, landholders should be helped to protect these areas, to rehabilitate
them, to change practices if needed. So, a bit of both.
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CHAIR: | must admit | have had that argument about clearing. Kinetic energy equals half
mass by velocity squared and it goes up logarithmically. It is quite amazing how it actually does
work. People will argue the fact that the trees are causing the trouble.

Mr Hoobin: | think part of it is you might actually get some more localised flooding impacts
because it does slow the water. So you have to balance that with the downstream impact. Again, if
upstream is not densely populated and downstream is, in that case it is probably worth vegetating. If
it is the reverse maybe not. It is not one rule for every situation. You have to look at the catchment.

CHAIR: The land and water management plans have not been used. There are none in
place. Have we got to put it in legislation just as part of legislation?

Mr Parratt: There are land and water management plans in place. They don’t apply equally
across the state. Under certain water resource plans there is a requirement, and it is only attached
to a property owner that wants to access what is described as new water, so water from the
unallocated water bucket. Under some of the water resource plans ss the state there is a
requirement to do a land and water management plan. Once again because they have not
been used effectively in the past does not mean that they canno tweaked and used more
effectively in the future. There has been a lot of discussion, a articularly in reef
catchments, whether a land and water management plan could be the to start achieving a
lot of reef outcomes in regard to the reef plan and reef risk scheme an ose sorts of things.
So property owners are required to do plans under those programs. ey could all be
brought together into a one plan sort of approach focused around the land an management
provisions under the Water Act is a question that needs to be &

Mr Hoobin: One thing worth mentioning is that Cotto i nd there
are arrangements under the act that that gives you comg : anagement

plans. So | think there are ways to streamline it, especig i ent putting forward
BMPs for cane and cattle. That will give you cross-compl . ons to improve the
burden on landholders, | think.

Mrs MADDERN: Just going back to the i 2aring of vegetation, as
you know we have just had some pretty si ues that has been raised
with me by people who own land and whg €@ i ery much is the fact that they have
been unable to do some selective clearl i ithin the rivers. What has actually

s a dam wall so the vegetation, the
slowed downstream flooding initially
as been a big rush downstream and

rubbish in there, has built up and
what has happened is it has

that has caused 1 i i osion et cetera. Whereas they maintain if
they had the o i it out they would have been able to manage the water flows
and reduce e very, very concerned about erosion. It is one of the big
issues t ry disappointed if | could see it so locked up that they

g. The riverine protection plan requires an application to be made. It is not a
hat is a situation that is quite valid that needs to be addressed. | don’t think the
all protection of watercourse vegetation. It is saying let's say that that is a
ould be allowed under the provisions. It is just sensible. So, yes, | agree.

prohibition. |
answer is remo
particular purpose

e minister is given discretion to postpone the expiry of water licences you
have warned of pervers and unintended outcomes. | would like you to expand on that. Could you
enlighten us, please?

Mr Parratt: Was that water licences?

Ms TRAD: No, that was the water management plans. Deferring them.
Mr Parratt: The WRPs?

Mr COX: The water without entitlements.

Mr COSTIGAN: Clauses 229, 230 and 288.

Mr COX: Postpone the water resource plans.

Mr Parratt: | suppose what we are concerned about there is—the reason water resource
plans get reviewed every 10 years is in order to address emerging and arising issues. So, | suppose
depending on the political agenda of the day, and if we take climate change as an issue. So we
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have been involved in the development of a number of water resource plans across the state over
the last five or six years. Two key issues that we are very concerned about is how climate change
gets addressed and how water quality gets addressed. So, depending on, | suppose, the political
persuasion of the day, if there is not a strong view that that is an issue then maybe those issues will
not get addressed. So you could consequently have a water resource plan that could extend for a
20-year period based on the minister of the day’s interpretation of what is an emerging issue. So it
comes back to having some strong criteria and guidelines in place that basically requires the
minister to justify his or her decision to extend that water resource plan. If it is just on an
interpretation of what is important and what is not important, then we do not think that is
satisfactory, basically.

Ms TRAD: Mr Parratt and Mr Hoobin, thank you for coming along today. My question is to the
Queensland Conservation Council, or Queensland Conservation as you are now known. | notice
that your submission does not actually address the issue of the removal of future conservation
areas from leasehold land and | am just wondering whether or no eensland Conservation
actually has a view on that.

Mr Parratt: We do have a view. Just with the shortness of tim
everything that was in the bill and get those issues out to our membe
comments back in. So, due to the shortness of time we have just focu the amendments to
the Water Act. But in regard to that particular question, we are concern e removal of that
provision. It was put in place basically to enable the government to inform Iders at some
future point their property may be required to be added to the pre s 0, amending
that requirement or that provision in the act—

Ms TRAD: Removing it.

not possibly digest
der to get informed

Mr Parratt: Removing it, sorry, will now mean that , rder to expand the
protected area estate, will have to stand in the marketplac he protected area.
So removing that provision | suppose removes the ab|||ty fo 2 o forewarn property
owners or leaseholders that have areas of the odiversity value. So it

really doesn’t make any sense to us what
does is just says to that property owner g
your property will be required.

Ms TRAD: Mr Parratt and ou haven’'t had enough time. How
much time were you given in relatj

provision. Basically all it
future whatever that time frame is,

to get an anding of, | suppose, the detail in these
or our membership, because most of our member groups
0 not have the capacity to read the documentation, let
a submission together within the time frame. It is a

re are not able to address all of these issues to the depth that we believe is
8 purely based on our lack of capacity given the enormity of the workload

ink it is actually not just for non-government organisations but it is an issue for
the government. TF endments are being put forward with scant information on their impacts. |
think if the governme d the departments cannot actually put information which supports the
amendment it is going t0"be very hard for organisations like mine to have to go away and map out
what the law changes will mean. | think there is so much happening right now that there is a high
risk that laws are passed which have bad effects.

Ms TRAD: | understand that there are some provisions in relation to removing water
allocation for low-risk activities. Neither of you have commented on that. Is that also an area that
you haven’t had an opportunity to analyse?

Mr Parratt: | have actually commented in my submission on that. | just didn’t get to talk about

Ms TRAD: Sorry. | stand corrected.

Mr Parratt: Yes, it is a concern for us in that what those low-risk activities are have not been
really clearly defined, and the analysis of the potential impact on environmental values but more
importantly on other water users from increasing the volume of water that can be taken for

Brisbane -11 - 12 Apr 2013



Public Hearing—Examination of the Land, Water and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2013

supposed low-risk activities on a catchment-by-catchment basis we do not think has been
adequately undertaken. So there is a big question there as to what is the likely impact on the
environment and on other water users of relaxing these provisions or introducing these provisions to
take a bit more water and do not worry about it.

Mr Hoobin: | think the main thing is that it does not really matter what the activity is. If you
take water, it has an effect on downstream users. So the nature of the activity is irrelevant. It is the
timing and the amount of water you take that is the issue.

Ms TRAD: Thank you very much.

Mr COX: | have a question to both of you. You were saying that you have not had much time
to look at this legislation and you are being swamped at the moment with a lot of legislation. Would
you also agree on the other side of it that there are a lot of organisations—whether it be the Cape
York Land Council, whether it be AgForce, whether it be the Pioneer Valley Water Board—who in
their submissions have been waiting a long time and too long? On the nce of it, while you may
feel you are under pressure and this is being rushed, there are a lot ple from what | read in
the submissions who have been waiting years and years for a lot o . Do you believe that is a
true comment, that there is balance in what is happening with this bill jle you may feel it is
rushed, there are a lot people out there who have been waiting a long ti ese changes?

Mr Parratt: | would like to comment on that. It is the length of ti n when these bills
are released for public consultation and when submissions are due back if we take the
Vegetation Management Framework Amendment Bill, that has becige working days
from when it was released to when submissions were due in.4 i le of what

comment on various pieces of legislation; it is the process i i d at the moment in
that everything is very, very compressed and there are a ng through. So, for
me in my role with QCC, | need to get a detailed understa these bills in order
to then relay to our member groups so they can then prod i ents back in. So 13
days is not enough time for me to digest the bi ’ S at out to our member

together. It is physically impossible.
CHAIR: Thank you very much, gent

Mr Hoobin: | found a copy
and Heritage Protection on natur

CHAIR: i ommittee to have that document tabled? There being no
objection, it jg
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GRAY, Mr Leigh, Manager, Water Quality Operations, Great Barrier Reef Marine Park
Authority

WACHENFELD, Dr David, Acting General Manager, Environment and Sustainability,
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
CHAIR: Good morning, Leigh. How are you?

Mr Gray: Very well thank you. | am here with Dr David Wachenfeld, who is the Acting
General Manager, Environment and Sustainability.

Dr Wachenfeld: Good morning, everyone.

CHAIR: Good morning, David. | welcome you to the committee hearing. Could you please
say your name before you speak, as it is being transcribed by Hansard and it is also being
broadcast. If one of you would like to make an opening address, please ge,ahead.

Mr Gray: Thank you for the opportunity to make this submissio ay. Good water quality is
a major reason why the Great Barrier Reef is one of the most b iful, diverse and complex
ecosystems in the world. Reefs grow best in waters that have n concentrations of
nutrients, being nitrogen and phosphorus, and sediments. Increased nutrients, pesticides
and a range of chemicals, combined with poor land management practi

that are utilising these resources such as tourism and com

areas of the Great
o the Great Barrier

River discharges are the single biggest source of n

Reef has increased between four and 14 time S0 increased between
six and 30 times. The Great Barrier Reef O, atchment run-off and its
associated impacts on water quality as thg

Reef. The impact of deteriorating water g i iodiversity of the Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park is expected to be m
government and the Australian
Reef Water Quality Protection

this issue and have developed the
quality of water in the Great Barrier

There g within the reef plan itself—the first one being to halt and
reverse the i the reef by 2013 and to ensure that by 2020 the quality
hments has no detrimental impact on the health and

However, i o, it is very important that we understand what impact these proposed
amendments ave on the ability to meet the joint Australian and Queensland government’s

contributed to the o objective of halting and reversing the decline in water quality entering the
Great Barrier Reef. Sfore it is important to have a clear understanding of what impact the
removal of regulations may in fact have on our ability to deliver these outcomes.

| have provided the committee with two diagrams which graphically represent the statements
that | have just made. The first one is where we are looking at the red emperor in terms of how the
species itself moves from the estuarine areas right out into the offshore outer reef areas. The main
purpose of this diagram is to clearly indicate the interconnectivity between what happens on the
land and what the eventual outcome is for the health of the Great Barrier Reef. Principle impacts
are occurring on the inshore areas—so the coastal or near coastal areas—and they are being
directly affected by decisions that we make on the land today.

The second diagram that is presented there is looking more specifically at what the ecological
responses to those inputs are. As we have seen with recent flooding, the increase in sediment
going into those coastal waters has resulted in the degradation or loss of those seagrass meadows
which support our turtle and dugong species. This also has further impacts in terms of coral reefs
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and other inshore species. So the second diagram really just gives an indication that, if we have
increased sediment coming into those waterways that then lead to the marine park, we are having
that direct impact on the habitats that support a wide range of species. Thank you. That is my
opening statement.

CHAIR: Do you want to say anything, David?
Dr Wachenfeld: No. | am good. Thank you.

CHAIR: | will ask my colleagues from further north who have a greater understanding of the
reef if they have any questions.

Mr COX: You say the catchment run-off is the second largest issue to do with the Great
Barrier Reef. Can | ask what the first is?

Mr Gray: The first one is actually actions that are related to climate change—so ocean
acidification and increasing water temperatures. There is a range of tho mponents there.

Mr COX: Thank you.

Dr Wachenfeld: | might just add to that that without question
long-term threat to the Great Barrier Reef but, in terms of immediate is
historical legacy of past land management decisions that have led to water quality, and
those are what we are trying to reverse in reef plan. Of course the water issues and the
climate change issues are closely related. If the system is unde water quality
problems, it has less health and resilience in terms of its abili i m climate
change as those increase into the future. So the climate c
closely linked with each other.

Mr COX: Thank you.

CHAIR: There have been a lot of work done by the
farmers in North Queensland in terms of & &

nge is the greatest
cing the reef, it is the

g to show significant

Mr Gray: There is a range of ree which are due to come out. The
indications at this stage are that, yes, th )rogress made. Certainly there has
been significant adoption by the ¢ Zj terms of best management practice
and it is predicted that those ch pugh to water quality improvements.
ponent of reef plan, a range of studies

Ot an exagg on to say there"was a sense of antagonism between landholders and

ed inj oving water quality in the marine park. But these days there is much more a
sense of © and stewardship. In particular, we run a program that we call our reef
guardian prog wo of the components of that are reef guardian farmers and reef guardian
graziers. This ere we are engaged with industry leaders who are showing exemplary
stewardship in the d management and therefore having exemplary stewardship downstream
over the Great Barri of, and we try to recognise and bring attention to their efforts by giving
them the label of reef gWardians’ which we hope promotes and encourages best practice in those
communities.

Mr COSTIGAN: | have a question to either Dr Wachenfeld or Mr Gray. In terms of the
paddock to reef program, do you think it is fair to say given what you have already said that perhaps
there has not been enough kudos given to that in the community given the success so far of that
program?

Mr Gray: In terms of the paddock to reef program, | think overall one of the issues has been
the reporting of it to date in terms of the reef plan report cards. Certainly it has a profile within those
communities but | am not sure that it has actually received the profile it should have externally. That
is part of the communication plan contained within the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan, and that
process is actually being rolled out. So | would hope that that will actually be addressed within the
next six to 12 months.
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Mr COSTIGAN: | can only speak from my own experience in North Queensland. In Mackay
and the Whitsundays there are a lot of people in the community—everyday mums and dads in
suburbia—who have heard about it but | daresay there are a lot of people in South-East
Queensland who would not have the foggiest.

Mr Gray: The Mackay-Whitsundays area is certainly one of the best examples of how reef
plan and the paddock to reef program have been rolled out. Certainly | would have to agree with
you that outside of the main cane-growing areas there would be less exposure and knowledge. But
certainly that is one of the key components of the communications plan within the Reef Water
Quality Protection Plan to be addressed.

Mr COX: Just as a side issue, with regard to run-off we tend to talk more around rivers and
creeks to do with agriculture, but is there work being done where we look at what run-off is coming
out of the urban areas and cities up and down the coast and not just in agricultural areas, because
obviously there has to be huge changes there that have happened over the last 100 or 150 years?

at what is the total load
oss Black Water Quality
tchments Initiative
aterways that lead to
guantify what the

Mr Gray: Certainly there has been a lot of work completed lo
and the contributions from all land users within the catchments. T
Improvement Plan was completed under the Australian government’s
to specifically look at what are the inputs from an urbanised catchment
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. In doing so, we have actually be
impacts associated with an urban catchment are on the aquatic ecosystem

to the marine park and also then compare those to the concentrations and ds of nutrient
sediments and other contaminants that actually come from Q eat Barrier
Reef catchments. In doing that assessment really for urbaniSed t around
about the seven per cent to 7% per cent of the total load i ome other

contaminants being derived from urbanised catchments as QUEL80 per cent coming

from rural landholdings.

Dr Wachenfeld: | might just add to that. It is that sort al to urban inputs to
the reef that | think led to the agricultural focus mean that there is no
attention at all to urban issues. | mentioned and Farmers, but another

Guardian Councils program. Every
Reef is signed up to that program.
the Great Barrier Reef, maximise
0 and applaud the actions in this
are undertaking again with that view
. So although the urban areas are a

important component of our Reef Guardia
one of the councils that are on the coast
Again, that is about trying to minimi
sustainability and stewardship a
instance that the councils asm

you for the time.
: Thank you.
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FINLAYSON, Mr Graeme, Company Secretary and General Counsel, Ergon Energy
Corporation Ltd

CHAIR: Good morning, Graeme. Would you like to make an opening statement?

Mr Finlayson: | very much thank you for the opportunity to be here today. We would like to
make a very short opening statement just reinforcing some of the major points from our submission
and welcome the opportunity to participate and consult on this important reform. Since the new
government came into power in March 2012, we have worked hard with them as their government
owned corporation looking to reduce both red tape and green tape, and it is very pleasing to see
that a number of our comments, like those of other stakeholders, are starting to be reflected in
important legislation such as this. We made some comments, for example, about the changes to
the proposed amendments to the Water Act which we are very supportive of, as are a number of
other stakeholders in our area. We also believe there are some great opportunities in relation to the
Acquisition of Land Act reforms that are suggested and some mino ks there that we think
would benefit network service providers whilst providing balance to th mmunity interest and also
speeding up the processes for acquisition and delivery of infrastructur

More importantly, we think there is an opportunity to address so
the nature of public utility provider easements, because one of the thi
Ergon Energy servicing 97 per cent of the state and particularly a lot of the m
Xstrata and Rio and so forth and linking into the four-pillar econom
here—is that they are looking for ways in which they can fas
old concepts of easements and tenure that go back to the
well with today’s modern approach to delivery of infrastru f providers you now
have in the port, in the rail sector and also just a lot of the of what is a public
utility provider. We are seeing that if we want to help icularly the mining
customers leverage some of the reforms we are mak hoice and efficiency

e uncertainty around
e have noticed in
ad—the likes of

lot of the
really fit

as well. So those are the high-level points E he committee about today
and our submission is along those lines.

CHAIR: It is interesting in that | dic i actually looked after 97 per cent. |
suppose Energex only looks after end here, does it?

Mr Finlayson: Yes. We IS j g live—that it is the 97 per cent that

back on when . in remote and rural areas, the islands, Mackay, Dalrymple,
the ports ap [ icdsville. We have an underwater cable to Magnetic Island

ease agreements that Telstra pays for easements so it becomes an asset and

not a Ilablllty V ou have an easement to be taken through properties?

Mr Finlays@ e have a variety of mechanisms where we will pay compensation or enter
into arrangements tf 3 wayleaves. It is a difficult one to come to grips with. We are not like a lot
of the utility providers where we will use compulsory acquisition as our first means. We do try to go
via agreement, but that does add to time and cost. You would be aware of what we are doing at
Warwick and Stanthorpe in terms of trying to engage with the community reference group and talk
to the local member about some of the concerns there, and we have similar issues at Point Vernon
and Toogoom where there are issues around undergrounding and those sorts of things. But, yes,

we do look at those sorts of options that Telstra has as well.

Mr KNUTH: Those two submitters we had before were very opposed to the changes to the
Water Act. | note that you had suggested that you were supportive of it. What is the reason why you
are supportive of those changes to the Water Act?

Mr Finlayson: We already see that we are required to obtain permits from a number of areas
already, so we just see it as another unnecessary requirement given the requirements of the VMA
and the SPA as well already exist, and | think you will find that in the submission from Powerlink it is
along those sorts of lines. | think Powerlink go into more depth than we do, but a lot of the points
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they make in their submission we would adopt as well. It is just pure red tape from our point of view.
We do have a holistic approach to managing those tenure issues and managing the environment as
a concern. So we are concerned by it, but we just do see it as a piece of red tape or green tape that
is best left to history.

Ms TRAD: Mr Finlayson, so you are pretty agnostic about which piece of legislation. We
heard from other people this morning that actually removing riparian vegetation from the Vegetation
Management Act and retaining it within the Water Act would make better sense. So you are
agnostic about which piece of legislation you have to comply with; if it means that red tape is
addressed or green tape is addressed by keeping it within the water management act, Ergon would
be agnostic about that.

Mr Finlayson: Yes. The mechanism is not a great concern for it. We just see it causes
delays and costs. Anything we can do to streamline the approval process and the different types of
permits we already need to comply with—anything we can reduce to make life simpler—we would
see as an advantage. Again, that is very much along the lines of wha rlink are saying as well
in terms of that area.

Mrs MADDERN: | note that you made some comments there e issues at Hervey
Bay and Toogoom. Can you highlight what the issues are and what this solve for you?

Mr Finlayson: Those are not SO much issues around the refo

able to access that
ically classified as

the opportunity to expand that to be a bit clearer in terms o
where they need some infrastructure to support their load

being a public utility provider. One of the things that we hag d saw as maybe an
opportunity that would be leveraged were the cha 0 the Petroleum and
Gas (Production and Safety) Act where there ; public utility easement

h was recently introduced
ith a number of the big infrastructure
t them and us because the mining
hoice because we have extensive
ses is that it is very difficult for us to
ey need to navigate through and, to

to support the CSG industry. We think fro
players that we have to deal with that thg
companies do look to us to be t
powers. The difficulty for us thou
look to acquire that but they
date, the policy po
cannot access those provisions of the Land Act. | think you
his particular state for a number of years and decades

Understand that, because obviously that concept is completely new?
. Yes. It is not a concept that we are particularly familiar with as well in terms of

process does not seem to help you much, and that was our concern. So we were talking to
Powerlink and they have a similar sort of issue and they make more extensive use of that. We have
had a very close look at their submission and would adopt it and suggest that perhaps it might even
be extended to include constructing authorities.

Mr COX: So it really does more link more with Powerlink in terms of transmitters—

Mr Finlayson: More for us because of the historical way that Ergon has chosen to acquire
land. Because we do not have easements everywhere to begin with, we have had historical
wayleaves and our approach has been we do not acquire long corridors. Because we are
everywhere in the community, we are there every day, so we want to try to work with the community
to deliver an outcome that is acceptable rather than just a very regimented approach. When you are
dealing with a transmission corridor, you have to take big swathes of land at once. We are not quite
like that, but we certainly see that the multiparcel stuff is going to become a problem for us,
particularly as we are trying to acquire easement ahead of growth, and along long corridors.
Brisbane -17 - 12 Apr 2013



Public Hearing—Examination of the Land, Water and Other Legislation Amendment Bill 2013

CHAIR: | have a question, and you referred to Powerlink’s submission so | assume you have
read it. It also refers to the potential of exemption for taking protected plants. Did you see that at all?

Mr Finlayson: Yes. So we have looked at that particular aspect of it as well. They have gone
into more detail around that.

CHAIR: But you do not feel it is going to be a big issue for yourselves?

Mr Finlayson: Clearing of protected plants is always an issue for us. | think the issue for
Powerlink again is the volume.

CHAIR: Swathes.

Mr Finlayson: It is the big swathes, yes. Bear in mind Ergon’s network covers a lot of the
state that is very sparsely populated, so you have a lot of rural SWER lines. We are the largest rural
SWER line provider in Australia and possibly in the Southern Hemisphere so you do not have a lot
of vegetation out there, whereas where Powerlink needs to go it is a bit of an issue. | think you will
have found that the CopperString development was suffering from so he same environmental
problems as well in terms of protected plants.

CHAIR: Good. Thank you very much, Graeme, for that. It was
Mr Finlayson: Thank you for your time.
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JOHNSON, Mr lan, Water Adviser, Queensland Farmers Federation

MILLER, Mr Dale, Senior Policy Adviser, Agforce Queensland

CHAIR: Good morning, lan and Dale, thank you for coming along today to make a
submission. Just for your own advice, this is being broadcast live as well and Hansard are taking
extensive notes. So if you could just state your name before you speak into the microphone. Would
one of you like to make an opening statement?

Mr Miller: | would like to thank you for the opportunity to talk to our submission today.
AgForce is a peak industry body that represents the majority of broadacre beef, sheep and grains
producers in the state. We have about 6,000 members and they obviously have a key role in
managing land and water resources within the state. In relation to the water related amendments
within the bill, generally AgForce welcomes those as a streamlining of the system for managing
agriculturally relevant water resources. They will have a positive impact gmour membership in terms
of reducing the regulatory burden and cost.

I will just touch on a couple of points from our submission. |
riverine protection permits to destroy vegetation, the land and w
declared catchment areas and the removal of those provisions, in ter
and water issues AgForce supports these amendments to significantly
a greater emphasis on landowner self-management of these resources. Ag

ms of the requirement for
ement plans in a
hese integrated land
gulation and place
al industries are

working to implement best management practice programs that_eacourage s ble practices
and take a voluntary education based approach to these is endorse a
more collaborative approach in preference of greater owner, : ithin the
explanatory notes that a number of these amendments er areas within the

legislation that deal with these issues as well.

In terms of the Land Act amendments, AgForce
amendments to the Land Act within the bill, including fCthe closer settlement

In closing, in regard to the proposeg amendments, AgForce supports the
formal amendment that allows the State Xibility in creating a market survey
report and including sales that occ i . lFhat is really just endorsing an informal

ow you are very experienced with irrigation water and
ueensland, as part of the Farmers Federation. So |

that out to our s but did not get any comment back on that to any specific extent. So at this
stage we do not be at that will be a problem.

CHAIR: What aBb ou, Dale?
Mr Miller: Yes, we do not believe there will be a problem with it.

Mr KNUTH: | would just like to follow on with that. We had two witnesses previously who
were completely opposed to this. You were talking about flexibility and the green tape in the
management of the riverine areas and, likewise, these conservation area provisions. | believe you
support these amendments. Can you give the committee an understanding of why you think these
are going to be beneficial to you?

Mr Miller: Just in terms of simplification. Bringing the regulations as they relate to vegetation
under a single framework rather than spreading it across a number of areas be would beneficial for
our members just in terms of being able to understand what the requirements are and being able to
comply with them. So really it is about simplification of that. Our understanding is, from the
explanatory notes, that those provisions are covered under the Vegetation Management Act and
under the Sustainable Planning Act.
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CHAIR: How do you feel the cane growers and the cattle farmers are managing that reef
run-off water in North Queensland? Is that being managed?

Mr Johnson: It is all part of the federal program for the management. The funding
arrangements have been put in place on better practices. All of our member industries, not just
cane, are involved in that program. We believe that that is making quite significant gains in terms of
the farm run-off of water. | agree also with Dale that we understood that the intent of this legislation
was to simplify. There are a number of issues in it that | think we have raised a few little worries
about, but we can see the need to compartmentalise bits of legislation. So in that sense we support
some of those, because we believe that it is best from our farmers’ point of view to have clear,
demarked areas of legislation which cover specific aspects.

CHAIR: What about you, Dale?

Mr Miller: Certainly, we would point to the best management practice programs that we are
implementing. There has been a pilot study in the Fitzroy catchment, understand, and that is
looking to be expanded out to the Burdekin in July of this year. Those ams are really aimed at
improving land condition and, as a result, flow-through impacts o water quality. So | think
industry is aware of these issues. That is not denying there have be in the past where
some practices may have had impacts, but we are certainly trying to ctive in dealing with
those going forward.

Mrs MADDERN: | notice in your submission you made some comme
the difference between levees and ring tanks. Could you expand Orgtha
you see that working?

Mr Johnson: It was a major concern to us whe
government was going to approach the distinction in what
some other form of infrastructure. | can understand that ri are built, can divert
water but the very aspect that we raised was where doe are you going to
regulate these things in a sense that it means any : ) i ads, you have other

out levees, and
us as to how

how the
2d to what might be

definition of levee that reflected very m [ dlvertlng water and the
argument that all other forms of infrastruct
that that is a fairly effective definition and f being implemented gomg forward

would have impinged on probably

of any sort of relevant water management, are you
from any of your stakeholders that if the landholders

mentioned that in our submission as a concern that we would have. Where the
wells are signe r as being compliant with those codes, in if future that is shown not to be the
case, that it sho erefore, not come back to the landholder as taking responsibility for
i ight come from that. So it is definitely an issue for them.

Mr Johnson: We just understand that, in terms of the handover, they make comments that
they will be properly adjusted and rendered capable of delivering water only. That is our
understanding from the wording of the legislation and the way the process is—

Mr COX: So while it might concern you, they are comfortable with it and it has been
addressed. There is an unknown there, | guess.

Mr Miller: 1 think within our submission we also referred to maybe the opportunity of
establishing a small committee made up of stakeholders across the range, including the resource
companies, landholders, the bore drillers et cetera, to look at implementation issues and trying to
deal with those proactively—so trying to come up with a forum whereby all interests are represented
and where some of those issues can be addressed as time goes on.
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Mr Johnson: The only other thing we raised was to make sure that those boards then come
under the water management regime that might be applying in that area. There might be, say
around the Condamine, bores that have implications for the management of the water. So when
they are converted they would clearly need to come within the water planning framework or
whatever that is on that. But you would expect that to happen.

Mr COX: Sure. In regard to the conversion of water authorities to two-tier cooperative
structures, do you feel that that is a positive step going forward? Does it give you a bit more
autonomy locally? There is a lot of variance across water boards.

Mr Johnson: That is a critical amendment. It is something that we have been working on in
the case of the conversion of the Pioneer Valley water board to an independent structure. It was
critical that a board of that nature, given its long-term role or position in government, had protection
for its assets once it converted to an independent authority. So if the operational side of it had
problems, the water assets that were invested in were protected. This_change makes that quite
clear and it gives the opportunity for the current round where we are | g at the major irrigation
channel schemes to convert them to independent management. Thij tion could be one that is
picked up by a number of those authorities. So it was critical, bu eded, because the
asset-owning part of the entity under the current legislation was the that could hold the
operational licence. In effect, that had to be held by the operatin That is what this
amendment does quite simply. So it is a very necessary amendment a n long awaited.

Mr COX: It has. Thanks, lan.
CHAIR: Would you like to comment on that?

Mr Miller: We understand that there is an opt-in proyiSion within [ choose to

go in or not, that is up to that particular body. So we would
Mr COX: Thanks. That was going to be a suppleme

Ms TRAD: In terms of AgForce’s submission, i i ation to the future
conservation areas you talk about that poli among landowners in
relation to whether or not agreements in the future if
high-conservation value areas are declared department. Could you advise if any
as being identified?

Mr Johnson: | would not be
CHAIR: Probably Dale is t

be able to give you clear advice on that. We can provide
nt as far as that goes. | think the main concern is the

. If the offer is on the table to provide information about whether or not
cancelled because of this provision in the past, | think that would be really
ittee’s deliberations. Additionally, | understand the second phase in terms of
a project that has already been commenced by the department. | assume
ions have been involved in those preliminary discussions; is that right?

contracts ha
useful for the ©
definitions of leve
that both of your orga

Mr Johnson: Tha

Mr KNUTH: | want to clarify part of your submission here where it says ‘Removing the
requirement for water licence for associated water’. You state—

right.

The requirement for water licences is seen as no longer valid due to the evolution of the adaptive management framework
for petroleum activities since 2004 when Chapter 3 of the Water Act 2000 was enacted. AgForce does not support an
adaptive management approach to CSG development and has called for a moratorium on CSG development until the
potential impacts in the area of extraction are scientifically understood.

| want to clarify that and why you actually put that your submission.

Mr Miller: I think it is in relation to our preference for a more strongly risk based approach to
be taken. There are significant concerns out there amongst our membership about the long-term
impacts on aquifers and the potential for that to not necessarily be captured underneath chapter 3
of the Water Act. The interest there is in ensuring that the risks to aquifers are appropriately
managed.
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In terms of the licences for associated water, we see that licensing as a mechanism by which
that water can be incorporated into the broader water planning processes. At the moment within the
beneficial use policy companies can operate independently as far as we understand to manage that
produced water and we see there is potential there for maybe greater coordination of the use of that
beneficial water at a regional level to try to achieve a regional balance.

Mr Johnson: Can | add to that with a case example? This is one of the ones that we have
raised that we have supported it on the basis that we are simplifying the legislation. However, it is
one we are concerned about. We are talking specifically now about the possible impacts that CSG
extraction will have on the Condamine aquifer and we have made submissions to the government in
regard to the fact that there is a need for a government management ability in regard to water
resource. In other words, that at some point in the future we may need to look at injection or
substitution for the Condamine aquifer and that is not something that an EA—an environmental
approval—process will handle very well. As Dale says, you can adapt buthat the end of the day we
believe that government will need to intervene at some point in time tually get a scheme up
and running in respect of the Condamine aquifer that will allow bot injection to the aquifer to
maintain the levels and to substitute for it. | suppose what we are s i are just signalling
that down the track you may need specific regulation to deal with that is d probably that is the
way it needs to go. It is not something of a wider nature, but it is on are watching very
carefully and we are aware government investigations are going to come ou ill provide more
advice in regard to this issue of the Condamine aquifer and managiag i SG water on
it.

CHAIR: Any other questions?
Mr COX: Just one quick one. Extending the term of We i is probably nothing

Mr Johnson: | would like to add to it beca sions aren’t in favour
of it from the conservation side. We see it g isions of the National
Water Agreement, the water allocations aren’t the licences—are in

perpetuity based on a defined share of the
to in situ licences which apply on speci
conditions that are placed on tho
the water plans. We cannot s

er the water planning process the
ater plans and will be reviewed with
ent to the management of those
i . It is just a simplification of the
administrative pre ontinue under the water resource plans into
s are now quite significant—95 per cent, 98 per cent of the
be done but we don’t quite see it as difficult.

take it over O
Queensland C0
sets the water pric
going to be something

ake it over yet sometimes there may still be water pricing that will be set by the
ition Authority. This is a good thing. The Queensland Competition Authority
however they take over this scheme that needs a lot of work so how is this
they have been excited about being ready to take over?

Mr Johnson: It is%a good question. That is the issue with the eight channel schemes, you are
quite right. Can we manage the Burdekin channel scheme cost efficiently and not go down the tube
with it? Part of the process we are going to go through is to do a proper due diligence of each of
those eight channel schemes and work out if they can function as independent stand-alone entities
or they have to stay within the government. That is the very purpose and why we are doing it. It
extends wider than that. There have been investigations going on for a while, initiated by the
previous government, into the category 2 water boards of which Pioneer Valley is one and the
Burdekin boards. In that sense the government is not pushing them all into this vein. It is saying if
you want to you can look at options to move to independent management and obviously Pioneer is
one of the ones that has done that. | think everyone is very aware of just what you are saying: is it
going to work? | think it will just help sort out those that can stand on their own two feet and those
that cannot. | have got a couple of schemes in South-East Queensland | might want to look at the
same option for under Segwater but we will wait to see if we can do that.
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Mr KNUTH: If there are those that don’t opt out and all of a sudden they come under the
present system, is there a feeling that the government could say well we gave you the opportunity
so there is no use you complaining now of the present system that is in place because we gave you
this opportunity.

Mr Johnson: Everyone that moves out will not be subject to CQA, everyone that stays in will
be subject to QCA. As | understand it, that is the policy that is being implied. It is a national policy
under the National Water Initiative. You are quite right that regulated prices would affect those
bodies. If you add water quality to that cost, that will add to it. We need to be very careful how we
proceed with those reforms. | quite agree with you. We have got the Lockyers that are 50 per cent
below cost recovery. There is no way in the world they could stand on their own two feet. We really
have to be very careful about how we manage through that process, very careful, because we could
end up with a mess.

CHAIR: It is a bit like farmer co-ops. Some of them have worked
Some of them have good management and some of them haven't.

Mr COSTIGAN: | was just going to ask Mr Miller a question
interim water allocations. | dare say the guts of that, from your p
members in the broadacre farm sector, the flexibility, must be music
thought.

Mr Miller: | think that is true. The key element there is that in going thr
have the opportunity to manage those water resources as efficie
| think that gives them the added flexibility to do that, so we waq

d some of them haven't.

elation to the forfeiture of
il representing your
r ears | would have

at process they
possible and

o SunWater, which
ent to transfer an
ere are a range of

behind and the government needs to be able to do someth
they cannot recover, they cannot charge for it, so this
unneeded—an unwanted licence. There is not 3

progress of the water plans.

CHAIR: Thank you, gentlemen, for
good meeting this morning, | think.
Thank you very much. We will bre
of Natural Resources will come b

ailable today. We have had a very
ated has given us vital information.

Sitting suspended from
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