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SUBMISSION

In providing this submission I refer directly to  the key provisions of th e  legislation which may be 

am ended.

1. Removing High Value Agriculture and Irrigated High Value Agriculture from  the  Vegetation  
M anagem ent Fram ework
These concepts are not sufficiently useful across a very diverse state w ith very d ifferent 

developm ent and conservation opportunities.

The tw o  purposes o f High Value Agriculture and Irrigated High Value Agriculture should be 

rem oved from  th e  objects o f th e  act and instead, through negotiation w ith environm ental groups 

and prim ary producer organisations, be em bedded as provisions in the act to  facilitate  a special 

category of developm ent as it relates to  vegetation m anagem ent fo r prim ary producers. The 

im plem entation of provisions fo r the  current purposes is quite onerous as they stand and should 

form  the  basis fo r starting negotiations in each region/bioregion.

2. Retaining Self-Assessable Codes
The VM A's existing provisions are adequate in this regard. Self assessable codes are an effective  

mechanism and should be kept for lower risk activities and fo r routine m anagem ent o f properties. 

For example, th e  environm ental clearing purpose should be kept as it facilitates efficiencies 

w ith o u t risk to  the  environm ent; however, some of the existing codes only apply to  certain  

regions/bioregions. W e note th a t these codes need to  be built around regionally (or bio- 

regionally) specified and im plem ented programs, clearly designed around and linked strongly to  

th e  outcom es sought by the  regulation.

3. Including High Value Regrowth as an additional layer of regulation under the  
Vegetation M anagem ent Fram ework on leasehold, freehold and indigenous land

High value regrowth provisions should be reintroduced given the  im portance of this vegetation to  

th e  State. It is proposed a m oratorium  on clearing of high value regrowth across all tenures until 

m atters associated w ith  its protection are w orked through w ith  com m unity and industry -  

preferably on a region/bioregional basis. Our experience is th a t it is critical th a t any m oratorium  

is backed clearly and soundly w ith  a coincident compliance program. This program needs to  cover 

th e  w hole compliance spectrum to  ensure wholesale panic clearing does not occur.

This is a complex area th a t cannot be adequately addressed through a Statew ide m andate. 

Primary producers should not be put out of business w ith o u t compensation or structural 

adjustm ent. However, w here high-value re-grow th is serving th e  highest public good, it must be 

protected and its ongoing m aintenance needs to  be funded.

4. Increasing Category R regrowth watercourse vegetation to  include additional 
catchm ents in th e  Burnett M ary, Eastern Cape York and Fitzroy G reat Barrier Reef 
Catchments.

The w ork to  simplify categories fo r clearing should be kept; how ever Cat R needs to  be urgently 

extended to  all at risk waterw ays in Queensland and not just th e  G reat Barrier Reef catchments 

given th e  emerging sedim ent, nutrient and w ater quality science dealing w ith  ground cover in
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streams. General high value regrowth protections could be reintroduced through the  

regional/bioregional negotiation process as desired.

Our Northern Gulf landscapes require a nuanced and contextualised approach th a t is not w ell- 

served by mechanisms designed w ith  the GBR in mind. As w ith  o ther conservation measures, 

how ever, it is not sufficient fo r the  Governm ent to  simply lock up land w ithout a program to  re ­

structure th e  livelihoods of existing land managers. W e strongly support the  Inclusion o f natural 

justice provisions fo r th e  people affected by additional regulation.

5. That no compensation will be payable to  landholders subject to  added layers of 
regulation -  high value regrowth, regrowth watercourses and essential habitat during 
transitional arrangem ents

This Is a problem atic area. As a whole, our State has benefltted from  th e  economic activity that 

prim ary producers have cultivated from  th e  landscape.

W ith  Im proved science and society's rising expectations fo r sustainable land m anagem ent, the  

need fo r conservation investm ent has dram atically increased. However, the  G overnm ent is not 

holding a large slice of the  economic benefit...that has already been enjoyed by the  private 

investors and com m unities w ho developed th e  land.

Now, w e feel th a t It Is entirely unfair to  shift the  goalposts towards better land m anagem ent 

w ith o u t bringing land managers along fo r the  journey: w e cannot regulate them  out the  door 

backwards.

Land managers should not w ear the  entire cost of additional layers of regulation.

W e  support a regionally-inform ed process fo r assessing and assigning compensation and incentive 

to  help lift the  w hole process of Im proved land m anagem ent and conservation at th e  same tim e.

6. Increasing compliance measures and penalties under vegetation m anagem ent laws.
W e  support "carrot" and "nudge" strategies as the first and most essential w ay to  gain progress in 

this Issue.

However, there  must be a sharp and serious compliance mechanism as well. In this m atter the  

local and regional context must be combined w ith  the  state-w ide policy in an inform ed.

Intelligent, and effective m anner.

W e  fully support strong compliance enforcem ent, but only w hen it is undertaken properly. 

Otherwise the com m unity will lose faith  entirely.

7. O ther m atters relevant to  th e  Vegetation M anagem ent and O ther Legislation 
A m endm ent Bill 2018 th a t the  review com m ittee should consider appropriate and w orth  
some consideration

W e support th e  main proposals and In tent o f the  Vegetation Position Report prepared by NRM  

Regions Queensland and subm itted to  th e  D epartm ent in the  last round o f consultation.

Some points w ith special m erit include:

The current m inim um  area triggers fo r V M A  clearing applications under SPA Is five hectares. This 

Is problem atic and should give w ay to  significant Im pact guidelines (or similar) which establish the  

m inim um  triggers based on the logic similar to  th a t used In th e  EPBC Act and the  Environmental 

Offsets Act 2014. Again, the  provisions of the  act are adequate fo r this and having th e  second prong
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to  negotiate the  m inim um  trigger requirem ents would ensure fo r example, the  potential fo r the  5 

ha m inim um  trigger to  result in m any m ore ecosystems lost w ithout any scrutiny in m ore developed  

landscapes like the  south east and Queensland coast (previous trigger was 2 ha). In w estern or far 

northern areas, th e  m inim um  trigger requirem ent will likely be very d ifferent to  south east 

Queensland.

The triggers in SPA need to  be reassessed and strengthened to  ensure th e  objects o f th e  act remain. 

M any triggers fo r of concern and not of concern ecosystems have been rem oved.

The SPA com m unity infrastructure exem ptions brought in by regulation on 2 August 2013 need to  

be reassessed and most rem oved to  ensure the  objects of the  act can be m et. There is a m ajor 

equity issue betw een com m unity infrastructure purposes and o ther clearing purposes which place 

infrastructure proponents at a substantial advantage to  other developm ent proponents which is 

not justifiable or equitable in term s of th e  V M A  objects.

The State Developm ent Assessment Provisions (SDAP) and SARA processes are positive and should 

be in large part m aintained; however, advice agencies need to  be given m ore involvem ent and 

responsibility in the  process and th e  triggers assessed for the ir contribution to  sustainable 

developm ent. M any of th e  triggers favour destruction of vegetation over sustainable developm ent 

and exem pt most developm ent inside an urban area. This needs to  be renegotiated on a 

regional/bioregional basis to  facilitate w ild life corridors and th e  like.

The reverse onus of proof needs to  be reinstated to  facilitate both voluntary and legal compliance. 

W hile  prosecution needs to  be a last resort option, it should not be m ade difficult and costly to  the  

extent w here th e  unscrupulous entity  can prem editate illegal works in order to  m ake prosecution 

near impossible.

Third party appeal rights should be reinstated to  ensure some unscrupulous proponents are held 

to  account. Again, the second prong process to  negotiate th e  details of the accountability process 

should be developed on a regional/bioregional basis if needed.

W hile  not directly related to  the  VM A , there  are a num ber of considerations in th e  N ature  

Conservation Act 1992  and attendan t regulations such as th e  protected plants provisions which 

create duplication in process and confusion for people and com m unities from  feedback we regularly 

receive. The Governm ent may also wish to  consider aligning th e  tw o  pieces of regulation to  

facilitate  th e  objects of both acts in a cohesive and efficient way.

The Bill needs to  be changed to  require am endm ent of maps th a t lock in unregulated clearing of 

all high value vegetation. Under prior legislation, significant areas of Queensland w ere  locked in 

under property level maps which allowed the  clearing of unregulated 'category X' even though  

th e  clearing would im pact m ature, high value vegetation. Leaving map am endm ent up to  th e  land 

ow ner will leave significant areas of Queensland w here clearing is unregulated.



Vegetation M anagem ent and O ther Legislation Am endm ent Bill 2018 Subm ission No 325

Signed:

Address:

Date: 22 M ar 2018


