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IMPACTS OF NATIVE VEGETATION AND BIODIVERSITY REGULATIONS
SUBMISSION BY THE SOUTH AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The South Australian Government welcomes the inquiry by the Productivity Commission
into the impacts of native vegetation and biodiversity regulations. As the jurisdiction, which
led in the introduction of such measures, it has extensive experience in their
implementation and has gained lessons of national significance.

The submission describes several key measures in which South Australia has led the
nation. These are the controls over native vegetation clearance, pastoral management,
kangaroo management, the dryland salinity and flood control project in the Upper South
East, the valuation of public and private good, particularly in relation to native vegetation,
and the proposals to regulate bioprospecting. Appendixes further detail the native
vegetation measures and one of the studies of public good.

The submission responds in turn to each of the Inquiry’s terms of reference.

The impacts of the native vegetation regulations on landholders & the rural community:
Some landholders are disgruntled by the loss of productive land due to controls on the
clearance of native vegetation. There is some concern regarding the loss of control and
the ability to use the native vegetation as part of the production system, rather than as an
area for biodiversity conservation. A study in 1997 found that in some areas (Murray
Mallee, Eyre Peninsula), property values were reduced when a property contained native
vegetation that was protected by a Heritage Agreement, although no such effect was
observed in the South East region of the State. However, surveys completed in South
Australia and elsewhere indicate that most landholders are positive about the benefits that
native vegetation provides in regard to conservation, farm stability, and aesthetics. Over
the last four years the Heritage Agreement Fencing Program, in conjunction with the
Natural Heritage Trust, has injected around $1 million per year into the rural community.
For example, fencing material has been bought through local stock agents and
employment has been provided for regional fencing contractors.

Efficiency & effectiveness of regulatory regimes: Economic studies demonstrate that
native vegetation provides benefits to the landholder, the local community and the wider
community, though it appears that most of the responsibility for land management
currently rests with landowners.

Overlaps & inconsistencies with Commonwealth regimes: There do not appear to be
problems in this regard with the Commonwealth’s Environment Protection & Biodiversity
Conservation Act, 1999. However, because of the native vegetation controls that exist in
South Australia, landholders cannot claim the foregone use in their tax. Also, the current
taxation system does not allow the value of existing alternative agricultural use to be taken
into account when areas of native vegetation are sold for conservation purposes.

Perverse environmental outcomes: Some panic clearing occurred in 1983 due to the
expectation that controls would be introduced. At a Local Government level, there are
cases of rate differentiation where land used for primary production purposes is rated at
lower levels than land. This could result in some marginal land remaining in production
when it would be better suited to conservation uses.
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Assessment of economic and social impacts: The Native Vegetation Council is required to
consider the impact of its decisions on the viability of applicant’s property.

Community consultation: Legislation controlling the clearance of native vegetation needs
to be drafted in consultation with stakeholders, however panic clearing is a real issue for
other States without legislation. The South Australian experience is that a moratorium on
clearance is vital. Policies developed by the Native Vegetation Council are required to
include appropriate levels of community consultation. The pastoral legislation and
kangaroo harvesting program also have provisions for community consultation in the
development of management programs.

Although South Australia has implemented innovative and courageous approaches to the
management of native vegetation and other biodiversity areas, often well ahead of other
jurisdictions, native vegetation and biodiversity continue to be lost due to disease,
salinity, and the fragmented nature of the remaining native vegetation. This makes its
genetic and ecological integrity difficult to sustain.

The development of an appreciation among landholders of their duty of care (both as
individuals and as part of a catchment) for sustaining the environment is essential.
However, the broader community also needs to recognise the benefits that they receive
from conservation undertaken on private land and the need to support landholders to
deliver them. This aspect needs careful consideration in the review and/or development
of support programs such as the Natural Heritage Trust. To address this it may be
appropriate to develop a cost sharing formula that reflects the different benefits received
by landholders, the local community, and the wider community. This type of
arrangement was used in South Australia, under the Native Vegetation Act 1985, where
legally binding agreements(such as a Heritage Agreement) were developed between the
Government of the day and landholders, under which the latter agreed to the ongoing
conservation and management of the area in return for management assistance. South
Australia has progressed and under new legislation broadacre clearance is no longer
considered in discussing native vegetation issues.

Significant financial support is needed to achieve a reasonable outcome. In this context,
South Australia notes that its vegetation retention measures also safeguard species
under the Commonwealth’s Endangered Species Protection Act, 1992 notwithstanding
that there has been minimal Commonwealth contribution. South Australia further notes
that $75 million is to be provided to the Queensland Government to assist in measures to
protect remnant vegetation and that the Commonwealth is providing further funding for
the ongoing management of these areas. While South Australia welcomes this move, it
is concerned about the inequity of the support provided to different States by the
Commonwealth in this regard.

The Commonwealth and State/Territory Governments should undertake research at the
national level to measure the external benefits of native vegetation and biodiversity
resources that accrue to the wider community. Economic studies of the public and
private good derived from native vegetation and from other ecological systems can
provide an indication of the distribution of costs and benefits and provide the basis for a
cost sharing formula.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The South Australian Government recommends the following:
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A culture of ‘duty of care’ for environmental sustainability is fostered among
landholders and includes those who benefit from land use, (including the catchment
and the wider community) to provide the basis for the conservation and
management of native vegetation and biodiversity resources. The ‘duty of care’
should take into account the state of the land when the current landholder took
control.

The Commonwealth Government should support the development of consistent
national approach to the application of the ‘duty of care’ principle.

The Commonwealth’s Income Tax Assessment Act 1999 be amended to ensure
that all landholders are treated equitably with regard to the conservation of native
vegetation on their property, regardless of whether or not measures exist in
individual jurisdictions to control clearance.

The Commonwealth Government support the States and Territories to establish and
employ legally binding agreements that are tied to the land, as the means of
facilitating the provision of assistance to landowners to conserve and manage
native vegetation and biodiversity resources on private land.

The costs of retaining native vegetation be shared amongst the beneficiaries in
proportion to the level of benefit that they receive (eg. landholder, local community
and/or wider community) and that these proportions be determined through the
application of an agreed cost sharing formula.

The Commonwealth Government assist landholders, through the States and
Territories, to manage native vegetation and biodiversity resources that contribute
to the fulfillment of the Commonwealth’s conservation obligations.

In recognition of the fact that States and Territories are restricted in the range of
incentives that they can provide to landholders or investors, the Commonwealth
Government should investigate how it may use tax reduction incentives for
landholders or investors, and other market based instruments, to encourage greater
use of legally binding agreements as a conservation mechanism. Inherent in this will
be a need to recognise that there will be inconsistencies and possible interstate
trade issues. For example, tax benefits for conservation in States where there are
little or no clearance controls may be more attractive to investors than in States
where there are controls and no alternative uses for the land exist.

The Commonwealth Government, together with the States and Territories,
undertake a comprehensive program in regions throughout Australia to quantify the
non-market costs and benefits of the ecosystem services provided by native
vegetation and biodiversity resources to landholders, the local community, and the
wider community.

The Commonwealth Government encourages partnerships between community
groups and Governments and the application of cost-benefit and beneficiary
analyses to natural resource management projects.

10) The Commonwealth Government, in partnership with landholders, the community

and Local, State and Territory Governments, negotiate cost-sharing frameworks
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that cover the wider community benefits and costs associated with the conservation
and management of native vegetation and biodiversity resources on private land.
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INTRODUCTION

The South Australian Government welcomes the inquiry by the Productivity
Commission into the impacts of native vegetation and biodiversity regulations. As
the jurisdiction, which led in the introduction of such measures, it has extensive
experience in their implementation and has gained lessons of national significance.

In this submission, the following is covered:

e Description of key South Australian native vegetation and biodiversity
conservation measures covering:

Vegetation clearance measures

Pastoral management

Kangaroo management

Upper South East dryland salinity and flood management project
Valuation of public and private good

Bioprospecting (proposals)

YVVVYVYYY

e Response to Inquiry’s Terms of Reference

Impacts on Rural Landholders and the Rural Community
Efficiency & Effectiveness of Regulatory Regimes

Overlap & Inconsistency between Commonwealth & States
Perverse Environmental Outcomes

Assessment of Economic & Social Impacts

Transparency & Community Consultation

YVVVVYVYY

e The way forward
¢ Recommendations

Detailed appendixes describe South Australia’s native vegetation measures and the
analysis undertaken in the Salt to Success project in the Upper South East.
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SOUTH AUSTRALIAN NATIVE VEGETATION &
BIODIVERSITY REGULATIONS

Described in this section are outstanding South Australian examples of the
management of native vegetation and biodiversity resources including:

Vegetation clearance measures

Pastoral management

Kangaroo management

Wildlife out of balance

Upper South East dryland salinity and flood management project
Valuation of public and private good

Bioprospecting (proposals)

VEGETATION CLEARANCE MEASURES

The South Australian Government introduced Regulations to control the clearance of
native vegetation on 12 May 1983. These Regulations were subsequently replaced
by the:

¢ Native Vegetation Management Act 1985
e Native Vegetation Act 1991
e Native Vegetation (Miscellaneous) Amendment Act 2002

Appendix 2 describes the situation prior to the introduction of the regulations and
then traces through the subsequent development of the measures.

Prior to the commencement of the controls, approximately 75% of the agricultural
region had been cleared, leaving 3.86 million hectares. In 1980 the Government
introduced the voluntary Heritage Agreement (HA) Scheme that provided financial
incentives for farmers to retain and manage significant areas of native vegetation on
their land. The Agreements bind successors in title to the land for the term of the
Agreement, with most Agreements written in perpetuity. The incentives covered the
cost of local government rates and the provision of stockproof fencing. In the first
two years after its introduction, the scheme established 170 Agreements covering
15,000 ha.

However, as expected the voluntary scheme failed to stem clearance. By 1982, only
0.75% of remaining native vegetation was covered by Heritage Agreements. Few
farmers were prepared to alter their clearance plans.

On 12 May 1983, the Government introduced a regulation under the Planning Act
1983 controlling clearance. The Third Schedule of the Regulations was amended by
insertion of the statement: “the clearance of any tree, shrub or plant of a species
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indigenous to South Australia”, in defined areas or parts of the State would
constitute an act or activity that would comprise development*.

Clearance was thus defined as a change in land use? that required planning
approval from the South Australian Planning Commission?®.

In the two years following the introduction of the regulations, between June 1983
and April 1985, 635 applications were processed covering around 450,000 ha of
vegetation. However, this number was about half of the applications due to a
significant backlog®. Following negotiation with officers, landholders sought
clearance approval for 250,000 ha. An area of 150,000 ha was approved for
clearance (60% of the 0.25 m ha or 33% of 0.45 m ha). 97,000 ha were refused
clearance.

The coverage of the regulations went well beyond biodiversity conservation and also
covered land and water care. The Regulations met with strong opposition from
farmers and farmer organisations.

In late 1983 a farmer on Kangaroo Island applied for clearance approval. It was
indicated to him that the application was likely to be refused and it was suggested
that it be amended. The farmer advised that some clearing had commenced and that
he intended to disregard any restrictions. The Planning Commission sought an
injunction and in January 1984 the Supreme Court issued an interim restraining
order. In May the Full Bench upheld the appeal.

The farmer appealed to the High Court and on 30 November 1984 the High Court
held the controls to be valid but found that clearance represented an extension of
existing use of land for agricultural purposes.

As a contingency in the event of a loss in the High Court, the Government had
introduced legislation into Parliament which, when proclaimed immediately after the
High Court judgement, allowed the controls to continue. In passing this, Parliament
established a Legislative Council Select Committee to investigate the administrative,
legal and compensation issues.

Native Vegetation Management Act 1985

. Clearance was defined as “any manner of destruction of tree, shrub or plant and shall include
cutting, felling, chaining, rolling, ringbarking, poisoning or burning of trees, shrubs or plants.” The
definition did not include grazing but a significant increase in grazing could constitute clearance.

. Planning Act, Sec 56(1)(a) “...no provisions of the Development Plan shall prevent the continue use
... for the purposes for which that land was lawfully being used at the time the provision took effect.”

. The Commission delegated responsibility to specified officers of the Vegetation Retention Unit of
the Department of Environment and Planning.

. As an indication of backlog, over the 22 months to February 1985, 1275 applications for clearance
were received of which 721 were assessed. The large number of applications compares with the
192 applications received under the Soil Conservation Act over the 1981 — 83 period prior to the
regulations.

w
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The Act was proclaimed on 21 November 1985. The costs of adjusting to the
controls would be shared by:

e The landholder — who would retain up to 12.5% of a given property without
financial assistance

e Local government which would release the landholder from rates over areas
subject to Heritage Agreements

e State Government which would provide financial assistance in some cases

The SA Government also accepted responsibility to fence the land and would
consider specific requests for management costs such as pest plant and animal
control

Financial assistance was not provided where the land was acquired after May 1983,
did not comprise agricultural land, comprised a Miscellaneous Lease or licence, or
was less than 12.5% of the holding. The level of financial assistance was based on
the difference in value of uncleared land with and without consent to clear.

The Act established a five person Native Vegetation Authority as the decision
making body for all applications. Membership covered rural and biological expertise
and the Chair was the Chairman of the Planning Commission, thereby providing a
link with the former controls. The Act also established a larger Native Vegetation
Advisory Committee to advise the Minister on policy matters relating to the retention
and management of native vegetation and in particular on regulations under the Act.

The Authority advised the Minister on proposed Heritage Agreements and financial
assistance.

A significant shift in clearance approvals followed under the new Authority. While
previously around 80% of the area applied for had been approved, the figure
approved under the new Authority was less than 4%. The UF&S were concerned
that instead of meeting farmer expectations of clearing half the area they applied for,
they were being banned from any clearance. In addition, the measures were not
achieving conservation objectives as few farmers were entering Heritage
Agreements because of the 12.5% reserved fromfinancial assistance.

The Government waived the 12.5% requirement where the refusal to clear was
based on biodiversity grounds, although it still applied where land management
hazards existed. Some properties made non-viable by the controls were acquired by
the Government and incorporated into the Parks system or resold with a Heritage
Agreement applying to the vegetation.

Six conciliators with agricultural experience were appointed by the Minister in May
1987 to provide an intermediary between farmers and the Department and to assist
farmers with their applications.
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Source: First Annual Report, Native Vegetation Authority, 1985/86
Figure 1 Changes in area of Native Vegetation (outside Parks) 1976 - 1985

By 1985, the area of native vegetation had shrunk significantly since the review by
the Vegetation Clearance Committee in the mid 1970s (Figure 1). Overall, there had
been a loss of 640,600 ha or 17% between 1976 and 1985, the largest reductions
occurring in the Upper South East (61% reduction), Lower South East (29.5%),
Kangaroo Island (48%) and Eyre Peninsula (20%).

During 1988 the Act was amended to provide for an independent chairman of the
Authority.
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Table 1 Decisions under Native Vegetation Management Act 1985

Application Refused Granted Conditional

ha ha ha consent ha % refused
1985/86 30906 29293 675 938 94.78
1986/87 88361 82523 2354 3484 93.39
1987/88 78917 68148 6638 4187 86.35
1988/89 66514 62010 4504 93.23
1989/90 99454 91967 7487 92.47
1990/91 141411 138452 1195 1764 97.91
1991/92 112472 108743 1619 2008 96.68
1992/93 71023 70285 402 306 98.96
1993/94 12596 11996 520 80 95.24
Total 701,654 663,417 25,394 12,767 94.34%

Source: Native Vegetation Authority Annual Reports, 1985/86 — 1993/94

Table 2 Area and Cost of Heritage Agreements

Total No. Total area Financial Total costs
Year HA HA assistance ($m) ($m)

1985/86 72 7031 0.564 1.094
1986/87 107 10800 1.443 2.145
1987/88 117 13476 2.256 3.259
1988/89 177 121193 4.549 5.634
1989/90 298 237930 9.449 11.197
1990/91 431 337642 9.739 13.454
1991/92 552 470260 10.157 14.53

1992/93 695 520540 10.715 14.209
1993/94 764 550000 7.367 7.542
Total 56.239 73.064

Source: Native Vegetation Authority Annual Reports, 1985/86 — 1993/94

The areas subject to the Native Vegetation Management Act 1985 are summarised

in Tables 1 and 2 (see Appendix 2 for further details). The total cost was $73 million,
of which financial assistance payments totaled $56 m. A total area of 550,000 ha of

native vegetation was retained under 764 Heritage Agreements.

The 550,000 ha represents 20% of the remnant vegetation in the agricultural region
and about 3.7% of the agricultural region itself. Through this ongoing scheme, South
Australia has the largest area of private land under long term conservation of any
State or Territory in Australia.

Although the Act was replaced in 1991 by the Native Vegetation Act, applications
received under the former Act continued to be assessed and the Native Vegetation
Authority’s final annual report covered the 1993/94 year.

Native Vegetation Act 1991
The Native Vegetation Management Act 1985 was repealed on 18 April 1991 by the

Native Vegetation Act 1991 proclaimed. The Act provided that no new applications
for a Heritage Agreement with financial assistance could be lodged after 12
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February 1991. This was justified on the grounds that landholders had been
provided with sufficient time to seek payment for any loss in the market value of their
properties due to clearance refusals. There was also evidence that some
landholders were applying for approval to clear marginal areas with the aim of being
refused and obtaining financial assistance for loss of production on land that they
possibly would never have cleared.

The new Act provided incentives and assistance to landowners to protect and to
manage native vegetation for wildlife. It also controlled the clearance of native
vegetation including scattered trees. The Native Vegetation Council comprising
seven people with expertise in farming and/or vegetation management replaced the
Native Vegetation Authority.

Between 1994/95 and 2001/02, 1146 applications covering nearly 50,000 ha were
assessed. Of this 16,874 ha (35.4% of total area) was approved for clearance and a
further 21,394 ha (43.8%) of scattered trees were allowed to be cleared. While the
area of scattered trees is provided, this cannot be compared with the area of intact
vegetation applied for clearance approval. The Council also has data on the number
of individual trees where they are scattered.

4772 ha was placed under Heritage Agreements that provided management
assistance but nofinancial assistance. To offset the areas approved for clearance,
5533 ha was required to be regenerated and a further 3186 ha replanted with trees
and shrubs®. The four major purposes of clearance were vineyard development,
irrigation development, farm management and commercial tree plantations; these
accounted for 63% of all applications (see Appendix 2).

Increased regional staff through state and Natural Heritage Trust funding has
increased the community knowledge about the Heritage Agreement scheme and
now there are 20 — 30 applications for voluntary heritage agreements per year.
There are now over 1250 agreements covering more than 560,000 hectares.

Native Vegetation (Miscellaneous) Amendment Act 2002

The purpose of this amendment Act was to formally bring about an end to broadacre
clearance in the State. The Act reads:

“...the Council cannot give its consent to the clearance of native vegetation ...
if the vegetation comprises or forms part of a stratum of native vegetation that
is substantially intact.” (S27)

The amendment provides that any clearance approval would be conditional on a net
environmental gain. It also enables the applicant to seek to pay money into the Native
Vegetation Fund to compensate for the fact that there will not be a significant
environmental benefit on the property where the clearance is proposed to take place.
The Native Vegetation Council may attach a condition requiring the applicant to make
a payment into the Fund of an amount that the Council considers to be sufficient to

°. Itis difficult to compare areas of scattered trees to be cleared with the area of vegetation to be

revegetated or regenerated.
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achieve an environmental benefit by establishing and maintaining native vegetation on
other land in the region.

There is also an increased emphasis on revegetation and the changes provide for
landholders to voluntarily apply for the Act to apply to revegetated areas. If the Native
Vegetation Council approves clearance, these areas will be noted against the title to
the land to ensure that future owners are aware of the provision.

In addition the amendments ensures that people proposing to clear land finance the
collection of data on which the Native Vegetation Council needs to determine an
application. This is a user pays provision. There is now provision to allow the public an
opportunity to comment on clearance applications. There are increased penalties for
unauthorised clearance up to a maximum of $100,000 and improvements in the
enforcement capability. In addition, the changes provide for a judicial appeals process
through the Environment, Development and Resources Court, to replace the existing
process for landholders seeking conciliation in relation to Native Vegetation Council
decisions.

Costs

The terms of reference look at the costs for landholders. Following is some general
comments on the costs and timeframes for permit applications.

Application fees are set at $400 (as of July 2002). The changes to the
regulations are not proposed to alter this fee.

The amendments will allow for the introduction of an additional fee, payable
by the applicant, for the preparation of a report required by the NVC to enable
a decision on an application. The report will be prepared by a Native
Vegetation officer or consultant accredited by the NVC to undertake that role.

The cost of the report preparation will be determined by the NVC. The first
hour of the site visit will be included in the $400 application fee to minimise the
cost for small applications.

The NVC has the capacity to remit payment of, or refund, the whole or part, of
the fee (application and report preparation).

The Act also requires the applicant to prepare a Management Plan to be
submitted with any application and provide

"... information that establishes that the planting and maintenance of native
vegetation on the land after clearance or on adjacent land in accordance
with the native vegetation management plan will, after allowing for the loss
of the vegetation to be cleared, result in a significant environmental
benefit"

It is anticipated that this information should be included as part of any report
prepared and funded by the applicant. The government in setting fees is
mindful of the cost to the community in assessing a change of land use
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(whether in a rural or peri-urban setting) for a landowner or developer. Where
there was a very low fee (under the 1991 Act) the community has been
subsidizing the process. In some cases the developer has reaped a 4-fold
increase in land value site (e.g. broadacre farming to intensive viticulture or
housing estate) without paying a realistic price for the assessment of the
biodiversity and the community has lost a biodiversity asset in the process.

Cost to developers arising from conditions to implement or contribute to
environmental management programs or the native vegetation fund.

Under the 2002 changes to the Act, there is the ability to make a payment into
the Native Vegetation fund to achieve an "significant environmental benefit"
rather than replanting on the site. The level of funding required is currently
being determined.

A key new initiative is that under the regulations any payment must be used
as far as practicable

"...to establish or regenerate native vegetation on land that is in the same
region of the state as the land that is to be cleared ... and has been
selected by the Council for that purpose after having regard to the
Regional Biodiversity Plans ... within that region”

and must be used

"...to preserve and maintain that vegetation once established or
reinstated."

There is clearly intent for there to be an ongoing maintenance cost in any
payment and possibly also a contribution to acquisition.

Timelines

The Act / Regulations do not prescribe timelines for the completion of reports,
however the ability to make use of paid consultants to assist in the collection
of data and preparation of reports is seen as a mechanism to speed up the
processing of applications.

Looking back from 1995 over the South Australian experience, the principal architect
of the measures® wrote that the following pertinent lessons were to be learnt:

() A co-operative approach to vegetation retention is, on its own, unlikely to
succeed (pre 1983 Heritage Agreement Scheme)
(i)  The community, at large, must understand the need for controls

®. See Colin Harris, 1996. Native Vegetation Controls — the South Australian Experience, in: Dendy,

T. & J. Murray, From Conflict to Conservation, Native Vegetation Management in Australia, A
focus on the South Australian program and other Australian initiatives. Seminar Proceedings
November 1985. Department of Environment & Natural Resources.
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(i) Legislation needs to be drafted in consultation with the rural community, but
panic clearance is a real issue and a moratorium is needed on clearance while
consultation is in progress

(iv) Even with consultation, powerful opposition can be expected and a strong
government commitment is essential

(v) Any controls must be capable of withstanding legal challenge

(vi) Vegetation retained needs to be managed to ensure conservation objectives
are achieved

(vii) Landholders need encouragement and assistance in this and substantial
financial support is essential

The experience in South Australia indicates that significant levels of assistance need
to be offered in order to encourage participation in biodiversity conservation
programs. In view of the value of extended use of Heritage Agreements as a
conservation mechanism, the South Australia Government is of the view that there is
a case for the provision of Commonwealth assistance in encouraging broad based
participation in such programs.

Biodiversity Benefits of Vegetation Management Program

With 560,000 ha representing 20% of the remnant vegetation in the agricultural
region and about 3.7% of the agricultural region itself the Heritage Agreement has,
and continues to play a significant role in the conservation of the State’s biodiversity.

Figure 2 and Table 3 summarises the contribution of Heritage Agreements to
conservation in South Australia. Heritage Agreement areas contain 45% of rare
flora, and 32% of endangered and vulnerable flora. They also contain 9.5% of
endangered fauna, 6% of rare fauna, and 11% of vulnerable fauna.
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Figure 2 Contribution of Heritage Agreements to Conservation
Status under South Australia’s National Parks & Wildlife Act
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Table 3 Contribution of Heritage Agreements to Conservation
Status under South Australia’s National Parks & Wildlife Act
(Number of Species)

Endangered Rare Vulnerable \
Flora Fauna Flora Fauna Flora Fauna
Heritage Agreement 49 4 1162 53 136 120
NPWS 103 38 1397 805 286 974

Source: Department of Water, Land & Biodiversity Conservation

Table 4 Contribution of Heritage Agreements to Conservation

Status under Commonwealth’s Endangered Species Act
(Number of Species)

Endangered Endangered Vulnerable Vulnerable
Flora Fauna Flora Fauna
Heritage Agreement 26 3 69 27
NPWS 33 40 106 190
Source: Department of Water, Land & Biodiversity Conservation
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Figure 3 Contribution of Heritage Agreements to Conservation
Status under Commonwealth’s Endangered Species Act

Under the Commonwealth’s Endangered Species Act, the contribution of Heritage
Agreements to conservation is also significant (Table 4, Figure 3). 44% of
endangered flora and 39% of vulnerable flora (measured on a national basis) are
protected within Heritage Agreement areas.

If the Heritage Agreement areas did not exist, the conservation status of South
Australia’s flora and fauna would be significantly the poorer, particularly its flora.

PASTORAL MANAGEMENT

South Australia’s pastoral areas cover 409,000 km? or 41.5% of the State. There are
328 individual leases that range in size from 20 km? to over 14,000 km?. They are
amalgamated into 222 properties. A 2,225 km long wire netting fence (the Dog
Fence) excludes dingoes from the southern properties, most of which are stocked
with sheep. The properties north of the Dog Fence run cattle.

11
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Cattle leases cover approximately 232,000 km? and support approximately 135,000
cattle. Sheep leases cover 176,000 km? and support 1.14 million sheep and 36,800
cattle’ (Figure 4).

SOUTH AUSTRALIAN PASTORAL LEASES
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Source: Gould, et al, 2001
Figure 4 South Australia’s Pastoral Lands

The Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989 (PLMCA] requires the
land to be used and managed according to ecologically sustainable principles and
that this be assessed and monitored. Section 4 of the Act requires the Pastoral
Board:

to ensure that all pastoral land in the State is well managed and utilised
prudently so that its renewable resources are maintained and its yield sustained

The Act explicitly required that all pastoral land be assessed, for a baseline
monitoring system to be installed and for areas of concern to be identified. It also
provided for continuing tenure to be conditional upon the land being maintained or
improved. The objectives under the PLMCA specify sustainable pastoral production
without degrading the land (which includes indigenous flora and fauna). A pastoral
lease cannot be granted or extended without an assessment of the condition of the

’. Sources of Pastoral Lands section: Paul Gould, Brendan Lay, Rodger Tynan and lan Watson,
2001. Rangeland monitoring, resource inventory, condition assessment and lease inspection
activities in South Australia conducted by Primary Industries and Resources South Australia.
Report prepared for the Rangeland Theme of the National Land and Water Resources Audit

12



Submission to PC Native Vegetation Inquiry

land. South Australia’s Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989 is
regarded as the national benchmark and forms the basis of similar legislation is
Western Australia and the Northern Territory.

Because of this legislation, South Australia has the most comprehensive and
integrated program of resource inventory, resource condition assessment, range
monitoring and lease inspection of any of the Australian states and the Northern
Territory.

Between 1990 and 2000, resource inventory mapping was completed for the
409,000 km? of land under pastoral tenure in South Australia. Teams of two field
staff worked on specific leases, generally spending two weeks on each lease
assessing the land condition, compiling data on infrastructure and setting up a
baseline monitoring system. A major role of the program (40% of time) was the
building of a Geographic Information System (GIS) coverage of all pastoral leases.
This included the location of watering points, fencelines and tracks (Tynan 2000).

On the southern leases, which largely consist of relatively homogenous chenopod
shrublands, small paddocks and reliable winter rainfall, the Land Condition Index
(LCI) was used. On the northern leases, where rainfall is more erratic, paddocks are
much larger and the vegetation is more ephemeral, the non-equilibrium dynamics
are not suited to the LCI technique and subjective paddock based assessments
were used. The Grazing Gradient remote sensing technique was also trialled in the
northern areas but is not operational on a broad scale.

Areas of land degradation were documented at the sub-paddock scale, following the
assessment of about 4,500 paddocks (or unfenced grazing areas in cattle country).
About 5,500 photopoint monitoring sites were established and about 15,000 Land
Condition Index points were sampled.

The Pastoral Board, originally established in 1893, is responsible for managing the
sustainable use of rangelands. It is committed to the three equally important aspects
of sustainability — ecological, social and economic, and sees itself as the custodian
or trustee for the future interests of all stakeholders in the rangelands of South
Australia.

There is no firm schedule for reassessment of leases or systematic reassessment of
photopoint monitoring sites. However, all leases will be reassessed and photopoints
revisited within 14 years of the initial work.

The theoretical basis for the PLMC Act is the conservation of indigenous resources,
rather than on those resources for pastoral purposes per se.

The example of the Gawler Ranges, north of Eyre Peninsula (Table 5) illustrates the
results of the rangelands assessment. Over half the area has minimal disturbance
and only 16% is highly disturbed.
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Table 5 Percentage of condition rating observations for pasture type communities within
Gawler Ranges pastoral leases

Land Condition Index (LCI) Rating (%)

Vegetation type community Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Total
Highly Minimally

disturbed disturbed
Chenopod shrublands
1(a) Treeless plains 0.30 0.64 5.56 6.51
1(c) Samphire / saltlake 0.61 1.14 6.48 8.22
1(d) Calcareous plains 1.88 9.11 16.17 27.16
1(e) Arcoona Tableland 0.30 0.30 4.68 5.29
1(g) Blackbush watercourses 2.08 6.78 9.52 18.38
1(h) Gawler Range alluvial valleys 5.23 5.20 1.41 11.85
Total 10.41 23.17 43.83 77.41
Low woodlands
2(a) Mulga grasslands-sandy 0.36 1.30 0.55 221
2(d) Mallee / blackoak 3.99 5.34 6.17 155
2(e) Native pine on dunes 0.33 1.14 0.28 1.74
2(f) Mallee / spinifex on dunes 0.00 0.39 1.16 1.555
Total 4.68 8.17 8.17 21.02
Hummock grasslands
4(a) Gawler Range rhyolite hills 0.61 0.58 0.36 1.55
Total 0.61 0.58 0.36 1.55
TOTAL 15.70 31.92 52.36 100.00

Source: Tynan, R.W., 1995. Lease assessment overview report. Gawler Ranges Soil Conservation
District. Pastoral Management Branch, DENR.

Land managers in pastoral areas are actively encouraged to manage for wildlife
conservation. For example, a Wildlife Management Manual has been prepared to
help land managers in the Kingoonya and Gawler Ranges Soil Conservation
Districts to learn more about individual wildlife species (distribution, ecology, threats)
and management practices to maintain or enhance wildlife diversity.

The introduction of plants non-indigenous to South Australia into lands held under
pastoral leasehold, for improving pasture values, requires the approval of the
Pastoral Board. In general, the Board is not in favour of introducing non-indigenous
species, unless they are widely established already in the immediate vicinity.

Under the PLMCA (1989) it is possible to establish Heritage Agreements to assist in
the conservation of biological diversity, especially those elements that are
susceptible to grazing. The process is a voluntary one, although there are some
minor incentives to encourage applications and some agreements now exist.

A significant issue currently confronting rangelands management is that of
increasing the distribution of watering points in parts of the pastoral lands. The
carrying capacity of rangelands (both domestic animals and wildlife) is closely linked
to watering points; the more dispersed the lower the capacity. Increasing water
points also spreads grazing pressure. If the stocking rate is maintained at current
levels this may decrease the overall pressure across the paddock by grazing, as
long as non domesticated stock are also managed. However with increased grazing
pressure over a longer timeframe, species that are very sensitive to grazing suffer
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and decline in abundance. With each watering point worth an additional $50,000 in
production, pastoralists believe they are at a competitive disadvantage if they are
restricted from extending them.

Rangelands management operates closely with biodiversity conservation and at
times both pastoral and biodiversity staff have been in the same section of the same
department (e.g. Department of Environment and Heritage).

KANGAROO MANAGEMENT

The kangaroo management program in South Australia aims to allow for a
sustainable harvest of common kangaroos, and to minimise the unwanted impacts of
kangaroos on land management objectives, in combination with the management of
total grazing pressure®. The management plan covers many aspects of the
management of Red Kangaroos, Western Grey Kangaroos and Euros, including
commercial harvest, non-commercial destruction and kangaroo management on
National Parks and reserves. Conservation, animal welfare and communication
objectives are also considered within the plan.

The management of common kangaroos in South Australia takes place at a regional
level, to promote and encourage increased regional decision making and
management. Since 1996, Kangaroo Management Regions have been based on the
administrative boundaries of district Soil Conservation Boards.

The program promotes the management of kangaroos as part of the management of
total grazing pressure. Excessive herbivore grazing pressure can lead to negative
impacts on both biodiversity and land condition. Experience from areas such as
Flinders Ranges National Park shows that even complete removal of domestic stock
will not necessarily result in improvements to land condition and that all components
of grazing pressure may require active management, including that of kangaroos.

Commercial harvest of Red Kangaroos, Western Grey Kangaroos and Euros in
South Australia takes place under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 and the
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.
Harvesting of a protected species requires a management plan approved under both
pieces of legislation. The Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Heritage
is responsible for setting annual commercial harvest quotas for each State.

The kangaroo management plan underwent a compulsory five-yearly review in 2002.
A task group with broad industry and conservation representation undertook the
review. The revised draft plan has been prepared by this task group, and has been
made available for a public consultation period of three months.

The draft revised management plan outlines two strategies for commercial harvest:
constant proportional harvest and threshold harvest. Constant proportional harvest

8 Based on: Lisa Farroway, 2002. 2003 A Kangaroo Harvesting Quota Proposal for South Australia,
A quota requested under the Macropod Conservation and Management Plan for South Australia:
Conservation and Management of Common Kangaroos, National Parks & Wildlife South Australia.
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will allocate annual quotas at a standard percentage of kangaroo populations. These
guotas will be allocated at up to 20% of the estimated population of each harvested
species. This harvest strategy is the same as that employed by other States that
allow for commercial harvesting of kangaroos. Quota may be distributed throughout
the year in a manner that allows for landholders to actively manage kangaroo
populations at times when high kangaroo densities may impact on land management
objectives.

Threshold harvest will allow for higher harvest quotas to be allocated above an
identified threshold density and no harvest quotas to be allocated below. This
strategy requires the development of specified threshold densities or ranges for
kangaroo density, which must be approved annually by the Commonwealth Minister
for the Environment and Heritage as part of the quota proposal. This harvest strategy
has similarities to the previous harvest strategy employed by NPWSA, using variable
harvest quotas set around identified target densities.
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Source: Department for Environment and Heritage
Note: Population estimates derived by aerial survey conducted by the University of Qld and NPWSA.
Figure 5 Population trends of Red and Western Grey Kangaroos in the South Australian
Pastoral zone from 1978 — 2002.

Annual quotas for each kangaroo species are derived from aerial surveys conducted
the preceding year. Aerial surveys of kangaroo populations have been conducted
over the entire South Australian pastoral zone since 1978, making this dataset one
of the longest of its type in the world. Kangaroos are counted in 200 m strips either
side of a fixed-wing aircraft, while maintaining a height of 250 ft, and a ground speed
of 100 knots. Raw counts are converted to density estimates for each harvest region
(Soil Conservation Board) by the application of correction factors specific to each
species. Ground surveys (using line transect survey methodology) are conducted in
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specific regions to provide small-scale estimates where aerial survey is not possible,
or to provide estimates of Euro populations which are difficult to count from the air.

In 2001, the commercial kangaroo harvest in South Australia was 264,268. This
figure represents 39% of the approved quota of 677 920, and a 9% reduction on
harvest recorded for the previous year. Less than half of the total commercial quota
for South Australia has been harvested for the last five calendar years. Breakdowns
of quota and harvest figures for each species in 2001 are shown in Table 6. Figure 6
compares harvest trends against kangaroo quotas and populations.

Table 6 2001 Kangaroo Harvest

Species Quota Harvest % of Quota
R