Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology & the Arts Legislation Committee
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Environment and Heritage

Additional Estimates 2002-2003, (11 February 2003)


Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 25
Output:
1.2
Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
Register of Critical Habitat
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Lees asked:

The Government's election policy Our Future Action Plan for a Better Environment 2001 contained a commitment to “ensure critical habitat is identified and entered into the register of critical habitat for priority endangered and critically endangered species". 

Only five critical habitat sites have been put on the register for three albatross species. There are 11 critically endangered species and 105 other endangered species listed under the EPBC Act. 

What progress has been made to ensure the critical habitats for these species are listed on the critical habitat register?

Answer:

To date the Commonwealth has identified and entered Critical Habitat on the Register for the wandering albatross, the grey-headed albatross and the shy albatross. 

As recovery plans for species and ecological communities listed as Critically Endangered or Endangered under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 are prepared, habitats that are critical to the survival of the species or ecological community concerned are identified.

As the Minister considers these draft recovery plans for adoption, the Minister decides which areas should be entered on the Register of Critical Habitat. 

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 36
Output:
1.2

Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
Foxes in Tasmania
Hansard Page ECITA:  191
Senator Murphy asked:

Can you provide me with the outline of the information they provided to you for seeking a grant?
Answer:

The Minister for the Environment and Heritage, the Hon Dr David Kemp, received a proposal for funding assistance for the eradication of foxes in Tasmania from the Tasmanian Minister for the Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, the Hon David Llewellyn, on 17 April 2002.

The proposal contained information relating to the eradication of foxes in Tasmania and the prevention of repeat incursions and was centred around four main components: detection, eradication, border management and community engagement. 

Based on that proposal the Commonwealth, through the Natural Heritage Trust, announced $400,000 in emergency funding on 18 April 2002. The funding was to contribute to the existing Tasmanian effort, focusing on enhancing the involvement of the Tasmanian community and the science behind the detection and eradication methods used in the project. 

Funding was also to support a timely baiting program over the winter fox breeding season to minimise successful breeding. An external review of the Fox Free Tasmania program is now being undertaken and this review will help formulate the future direction of the program, and guide any further Commonwealth involvement.

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 37
Output:
1.3, 1.8
Division:
Natural Heritage

Topic:
Natural Resource Management and Coastal Outcomes

Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice

Senator Carr asked:

1. To what degree are coastal/marine requirements of NRM plans specified in the Bilateral Agreements signed so far?

2. Has the Commonwealth provided the states, territories and Regional Bodies with Guidelines on integrating marine and coastal priorities, outcomes and targets into their NRM Plans and Investment Strategies?

3. Of the NRM Regional Bodies that have a coastline or a coastal impact, how many of the NRM Regional Bodies have specific coastal/marine environment expertise in their membership? 

4. What is the Commonwealth doing to address those Regional Bodies that do not have coastal/marine environment expertise (in the regions which have a coastline or a coastal impact)?

5. Can the Commonwealth detail for each state and territory, the coastal/marine expertise that is being drawn upon by the Regional Bodies in the development of their Natural Resource Management Plans?  

6. Can the Commonwealth detail for each state and territory, the nature and degree of coastal/marine expertise on the statewide NRM committees – both the state agency based and stakeholder based committees?

7. To what degree do the (relevant) NRM plans prioritising coastal/marine issues?

8. Is the Commonwealth satisfied with the performance of the NRM Regional Bodies and State Agencies in their incorporation of coastal/marine priorities in their NRM Plans and Investment Strategies?

9. What is the percentage (by way of both numbers of applications, and funding applied for) of coastal/marine projects in the NRM regional bids this year? How does this compare to the last three years of NHT/Coastcare funding? [That is, has there been an increase, or a decline in Commonwealth Government funding of coastal/marine NRM projects?] 
10. What coastal/marine expertise is the Commonwealth providing for accreditation of the NRM Plans?

11. [Are] NRM Plans adequate to the task and consistent in approach across all of Australia’s coastal regions?

12. What measures is the Commonwealth using to address weaknesses in NRM Plans and Investment Strategies with respect of addressing coastal/marine priorities?

13. To what degree are key coastal/marine issues including introduced marine pests, wild catch fisheries and marine protected areas being included in the NHT/NAP Regional Plans and Funding Bids?

14. What is the Commonwealth doing to ensure effective cross regional and cross boundary management of coastal/marine issues that need to be managed beyond the regional scale? Further, is the Commonwealth ensuring that funding on these issues is available at a statewide or national scale in addition to the regional funding opportunities to developing this scale of project?

15. What progress can the Commonwealth Government report on ‘The Future of Facilitation and Coordination Networks under Natural Resource Management’ review? What are the outcomes of the Review? What has the Review cost?

16. Does the Commonwealth intend to continue funding existing facilitator networks at existing levels?

Answers:

1. The Bilateral Agreement with Victoria refers to coastal and marine issues and the need for regional bodies to address these issues, targets and actions in their Regional Catchment Strategies. The Commonwealth and Victoria have also agreed to explore coastal management issues that could benefit from a national approach. The Bilateral Agreement also includes the national goal, priorities and national outcomes of each Natural Heritage Trust program, including Coastcare.

The Bilateral Agreement with Western Australia requires Natural Resource Management plans to "cover the full range of natural resource management issues across terrestrial, freshwater, coastal, estuarine and marine ecosystems where relevant."  The Bilateral Agreement also includes the national goal, priorities and national outcomes of each Natural Heritage Trust program, including Coastcare.

New South Wales, the Northern Territory, Queensland, South Australia and Tasmania have not signed Natural Heritage Trust bilateral agreements at this time, however, these issues have been canvassed and wording included in the “generic” bilateral agreement text provided to each of the jurisdictions. 


2. The Natural Heritage Trust Extension Framework, agreed through the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council, outlines the priorities and outcomes sought by the Coastcare and other Natural Heritage Trust programs. One of the functions of the framework, inter alia, is to guide those preparing regional plans on the expected content including coastal and marine natural resource management issues. The Framework is available on the internet (www.nht.gov.au/extension/framework).

The National Framework for Natural Resource Management Standards and Targets (S&T Framework) was agreed by the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council in October 2003. The S&T Framework is available on the internet (www.ea.gov.au/nrm/monitoring). A set of national outcomes is listed in the S&T Framework. These include the objectives of both the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) and Natural Heritage Trust. 

The S&T Framework also specifies the minimum set of matters for which regions must consider setting regional targets. One matter for target, Estuarine, coastal and marine habitats, specifically refers to marine and coastal issues. However, other coastal and marine issues could be captured by some of the other matters for target such as Ecologically significant invasive species. The S&T Framework does not specify the level of targets in any region. Actual target levels will need to be determined according to each region’s circumstances but are required to contribute to the national goals.


3. New South Wales has twelve Catchment Management Boards that have a coastline or coastal impact. The Boards are established under the New South Wales Government Catchment Management Act 1989 (NSW). Board membership must include local government, State government or authorities that have responsibility for natural resource management in the area.

South Australia has eight regional committees: four committees have representatives with coastal and marine expertise; one committee has a representative with some estuarine expertise; two committees have no representatives with coastal or marine expertise; and one committee is still being formed.

In Victoria regional bodies are charged with addressing all relevant natural resource management issues, including marine and coastal, and are able to draw on a wide range of expertise. While a number of the Catchment Management Authorities do have members with coastal and marine expertise, there is no state legislative requirement for membership to be representative of particular sectors. The membership is skill-based rather than representational.

For all Western Australian regions with coastal zones, the regional group is formed from an amalgam of the existing natural resource and coastal management groups.

In the draft Queensland Bilateral Agreement currently under negotiation, there is draft text requiring regional bodies to have coastal/marine expertise.
In Tasmania regional committees are in the process of incorporation. The committees are to consist of persons with experience, skills and knowledge in natural resource management and they must also provide a balance of natural resource management interests in the region.

Natural resource management regional bodies have yet to be formed in the Northern Territory.

4. The bilateral agreements signed thus far require natural resource management strategies to address impacts on the coastal and marine environments. The strategies are to be developed in co-operation with relevant statutory decision-makers, local government, resource managers and planning and regulatory authorities. The Natural Heritage Trust Extension Framework also states that where natural resource management regions include coastal areas, natural resource management plans are to be developed in cooperation with land managers and agencies that have statutory coastal management responsibilities in the jurisdiction.


5. Catchment Management Boards in New South Wales consult with relevant coastal and marine stakeholders, state agencies and policy areas of Commonwealth agencies.

Regional bodies in South Australia currently preparing plans are drawing on the expertise of existing Coastcare networks, boating and fishing associations, relevant State Agencies and relevant policy areas of Commonwealth agencies.

Victorian regional bodies are required to take account of any requirements of the Natural Heritage Trust Extension Framework. The draft Bilateral Agreement also requires they use relevant coastal and marine expertise in developing the natural resource management plans.

Regional bodies in Western Australia are drawing on the expertise of existing Coastcare networks; the WA Department of Planning and Infrastructure (that has responsibility for coastal and marine issues); and relevant policy areas of Commonwealth agencies.

Natural resource management plans are in an early stage of development in the Northern Territory, Queensland and Tasmania but will need to use relevant coastal and marine expertise in developing the natural resource management plan in order to address the accreditation criteria.


6. Agencies with marine and coastal responsibilities are represented on the New South Wales statewide Joint Natural Resource Management Steering Committee.

The Northern Territory has one statewide committee (the Landcare Council of the Northern Territory) with representation from the state and stakeholders. One community and one industry representative are required to have coastal and marine experience.

South Australia has three statewide committees. First is an interim Natural Resource Management Council whose membership, at this time, does not include a coastal and marine expert. However, proposed natural resource management legislation, if passed, would amend the composition of the Natural Resource Management Council to specifically include membership with skills, knowledge and experience in marine and coast protection, including fisheries.

Second, a Regional Chairs Forum comprising the acting Chief Executive Officers and the Chairs of each of the regional groups. The group does not specifically include a representative with coastal and marine expertise, except that expertise which is collectively brought to the group by the current members. However, on passage of the proposed new natural resource management legislation there is scope for having specific coastal/marine representation on the newly constituted Regional Boards.

Third, the South Australian State Assessment Panel established to assess Natural Heritage Trust and National Action Plan projects includes a coastal and marine expert.

Tasmania has one statewide natural resource management committee (the Natural Resource Management Council) with both State agency and stakeholder interests represented. One representative must be an industry representative for marine issues. Two other council members have extensive marine and coastal experience.

The Victorian accreditation and assessment panels include members with coastal and marine expertise.

The Western Australian State Natural Resource Management Council includes the Chief Executive Officers of State agencies responsible for resource management, including those with responsibility for coastal and marine matters.

Statewide committees to deliver the Natural Heritage Trust Extension have not yet been established in Queensland.


7. The New South Wales regional plans include management actions relating to estuarine, coastal and marine matters, with the priority determined by the Catchment Management Boards following public consultation.

Five regional plans in South Australia have identified coastal and marine issues as priorities. Plans in the remaining regions are under development and priorities are still being identified.

Of the five coastal regions in Victoria two have identified coastal and marine issues as priorities in their draft regional catchment strategies, the other three are in the early stages of strategy development but have identified coastal and marine issues as an area for consideration.

Regional plans are still at the early stages of development in Western Australia and priorities are still being identified.

Natural resource management plans are in early stages of development in the Northern Territory, Queensland and Tasmania.


8. The Commonwealth and state agencies are working to assist regional bodies to address all natural resource management issues including coastal and marine in their draft regional NRM plans. 


9. Previous Natural Heritage Trust Coastcare funds were not allocated and distributed on a regional basis. It is not possible, therefore, to compare past Natural Heritage Trust Coastcare expenditure with regional expenditure under the Natural Heritage Trust extension, as comparable data does not exist. As there are no Regional Investment Strategies in place it is also not possible to assess the total national expenditure on marine coastal activities to compare with previous Natural Heritage Trust funding on these activities.


10. Relevant areas of Environment Australia and Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Australia with policy expertise on coastal and marine matters assess regional plans submitted for accreditation to ensure coastal and marine issues are appropriately addressed. The Commonwealth assessment is based on the technical evidence and information contained in plans as required by the accreditation criteria.


11. No regional NRM plans are accredited as yet; hence it is not possible to make this assessment.

12. The Commonwealth uses an iterative approach to provide feedback on draft regional plans during development including on perceived weaknesses. No plans have yet been accredited and no investment strategies put forward. 


13. No regional plans have yet been accredited hence it is not possible to make this assessment.


14. National and statewide Natural Heritage Trust funding is available for activities that have broad-scale, rather than a regional or local outcomes. This will include activities that cross regional and state boundaries or that occur in areas of direct Commonwealth jurisdiction such as Commonwealth waters.


15. A discussion paper was prepared by Environment Australia and Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Australia and released for public comment in October 2002. The paper titled ‘The Future of Facilitation and Coordination Networks under Natural Resource Management’, invited submissions from community groups, regional bodies, state agencies, natural resource management service providers, industry and other interested parties. More than 190 submissions were received and analysed to assist in the consideration of the future for facilitators and coordinators. Other than some staff time, there was no cost associated with the development and analysis of this discussion paper.

A range of issues emerged from the responses to the discussion paper. Some of the key issues raised in the submissions include:


a. Facilitators/coordinators play a fundamental role in engaging the community in natural resource management activities and in communicating government policies and priorities to communities and regional organisations.
b. The majority of facilitators/coordinators need to be funded through the regional level of investment and should be determined by the regions in their investment strategies to best achieve integrated natural resource management.
c. There was a great deal of support to fund positions that assist the community to get involved, that build the capacity of the community, that educate the community, that ensure co-operation and integration between a range of stakeholders and that help the community to engage in on-ground projects with or without Natural Heritage Trust funding.

d. Some respondents strongly suggested that the existing program badging should be discarded as it maintains separation and does not support the move to more integrated natural resource management.

e. Some respondents strongly responded that existing badging (especially of Landcare and Coastcare) is well-recognised, that a lot of time and effort has been put into community recognition and involvement in the programs, and that the badging should be maintained to encourage ongoing community engagement in natural resource management processes.


16. The Commonwealth is yet to determine its position on the future arrangements for facilitators and co-ordinators. It is likely that most facilitator and coordinator positions will be funded through regional processes in the future. Some of the existing facilitator/coordinator positions may continue to be funded if they are seen as a priority for the region.

Outcome: 
1 - Environment



Question No: 38
Output: 
1.2
Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
Envirofund – General
Hansard Page ECITA: On notice

Senator Carr asked:

Project proposals are due by 30 Jan 03.

· How many proposals have been received?

· How do the project selection criteria differ to the criteria for the first round?

· How has the Drought Recovery round made special provision for drought conditions? 

Answers:

The closing date for applications for the Australian Government Envirofund Drought Recovery Round was 14 February 2003. However, applications received by 30 January 2003 received priority processing. The closing date of 14 February 2003 was extended for people directly affected by bushfire that occurred on or after the 18th of December 2002.  These applicants had until 7 March 2003 to apply. The number of applications received by 30 January 2003 was 250. The number of applications received by 14 February was 872. 
The project selection criteria for the Drought Recovery Round specified in the Australian Government Envirofund Guide to Applications Drought Recovery Round differ from the first Round guidelines as follows:

· Preference will be given to project proposals from areas declared as Exceptional Circumstances areas or that have established a prima facie case for such declaration.
· An individual or organisation may only submit one application. Organisations sponsoring an unincorporated body may submit more than one application but only one application may be submitted for each sponsored applicant.
· Contributions from organisations such as Green Corps, the Green Reserve and Work for the Dole can form part of the project for matching contribution purposes. 
· The requirement that proponents provide (either in cash or in kind) half of the resources needed to do the project was applied flexibly in the Drought Recovery round, in recognition of the tight financial situation facing many rural communities and landholders, and the need for urgent action.
Activities that are eligible for Drought Recovery Round funding that were not specifically identified as eligible in the first Round include, but are not limited to:

earthworks for erosion control, including sediment and nutrient traps;

removal of invasive vegetation from stream banks and watercourses where this can be demonstrated to be more effective in a drought period, and is likely to lead to improved native vegetation, pasture condition, and water quality;

planting of vegetation where this is a minor and beneficial part of the proposal, and the proposal addresses how plantings will survive in the drought situation – for example to stabilise erosion control works;

piping and pumps to locate stock watering points away from fragile river frontage country, and fencing of sensitive areas – for example those areas prone to erosion;

demonstrations or trials of new techniques, sustainable farming, or forestry, or solutions to drought that are innovative;
control of non-native feral animals to reduce grazing pressure or protect biodiversity values, for example targeted rabbit or fox control;

strategic planning and access and equity networking activities which will have demonstrable post-drought natural resource management outcomes; and 

the protection or maintenance of plantings funded under the first phase of the Natural Heritage Trust.

The Envirofund Drought Recovery Round has made special provision for drought conditions by making available priority processing of payments for approved projects that were submitted by 30 January, and by extending the closing date for proposals from persons directly affected by bushfire to 7 March 2003. Special provision for drought conditions is also reflected in the revised eligibility criteria for project proposals.

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 39
Output: 
1.2
Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
Australian Government Envirofund
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Carr asked:

Envirofund – Project number 37999

The following questions relate to Envirofund Project number 37999.
November round of Envirofund grants included $6250 for the Nunawading Park and Wildlife Reserve Action Group for purpose of revegetating open space in Nunawading. 

· Who from the Nunawading Park and Wildlife Reserve Action Group signed off on the grant application?

· What other proof of support was provided for the project?

· Was the group incorporated at the time of the application?

· Is the group incorporated now?

· Who owns the land on which the project was to take place?

· Was permission obtained from the landowner?

· Is permission from the land owner a pre-requisite for funding?

· Can you explain how a group could receive funding without having the permission of the landowner?

· What attributes of the site made it eligible for funding under the Envirofund criteria?

· What work is proposed to be completed over the life of the project?

· Did application go in before the deadline?

· What checking is undertaken by Envirofund to ensure applications meet the criteria?

· What funds have so far been delivered to the group and to whom?

Answers:

· The President and another member of the Nunawading Park and Wildlife Reserve Action Group signed Australian Government Envirofund application for funding.

· No other declarations of support for the project were provided, although expert advice had been sought and the application met the Envirofund’s “matching contribution” requirement.

· The Group was not incorporated at the time of submitting the application but were investigating incorporation.

· It is not known if the Group is now incorporated.

· The Envirofund Unit was not informed by the proponents about the ownership of the land on which the project was to be carried out.

· The application did not indicate support from the landowner for the project.

· It is a pre-requisite for funding under the Envirofund that the permission of land owners, controlling agencies, land management agencies, indigenous organisations or others directly affected by the project is provided in writing.

· The Group has not received any funding from the Australian Government Envirofund for this project. 

· According to the project application the site is “… open space and preserved parkland in the north of Nunawading” and the proposed works were to conserve, restore and revegetate the area with native plant species.

· The application was received on the close-off date for receipt of applications.

· The State Assessment Panel set up to assess the application determines the eligibility of each application against a number of criteria.

· No funds have been delivered to the Group. They have been advised that due to their inability to provide support for the project from the owner of the land, the offer of funding has been withdrawn.

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 40
Output: 
1.2, 1.8 

Division:
Natural Heritage 

Topic:
National Action Plan for Water Quality and Salinity

Hansard Page ECITA:  On Notice
At the last round of estimates, Sen Carr asked about National Strategies. These questions are to follow up the responses that were given.

Accreditation criteria for regional integrated Natural Resource Management Plans include that “plans will demonstrate consistency with … agreed national and state outcomes and basin-wide strategies and targets that have been collectively agreed by relevant jurisdictions …”
Senator Carr asked:

Which “nationwide natural resource management strategies and targets” does this refer to?

Questions:

1. Which national strategies as they might relate to greenhouse, vegetation, water and land - are relevant to implementation of the NAP?

2. List these national level strategies, ie strategies agreed/approved by Ministerial Councils.

3. Identify the forum in which they were approved/agreed, and the date of approval/agreement and publication.

4. If a regional body considers a matter for target not relevant to the region, whilst the Commonwealth and/or the State considers that matter to be relevant, the view of which party prevails in accreditation of that NRM Plan? 

5. Are regional bodies required to give reasons for not adopting any matter for target?”
Answers:

1.
There are a number of strategies, frameworks and policies relating to greenhouse, vegetation, water and land that are relevant to the implementation of the NAP. The main strategies and documents relevant to the NAP are listed in the table below. Note these strategies are also relevant to the implementation of the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) extension.

2 & 3.

	Strategy
	Forum approved/agreed
	Date approved/agreed
	Date of Publication

	Intergovernmental Agreement on a National Action Plan for Salinity & Water Quality
	Council of Australian Governments (COAG) 
	November 2000
	

	National Greenhouse Strategy
	Commonwealth and all States  & Territories
	Nov 1998
	Nov 1998

	National Framework for the Management and Monitoring of Australia's Native Vegetation
	NRM Ministerial Council [previously endorsed by Australia and New Zealand Environment & Conservation Council (ANZECC)]
	31 August 2001
	December 2001 (first published 1999 by ANZECC)

	National Forest Policy Statement [and individual State Regional Forest Agreements (RFA)]
	Ministerial Council on Forestry, Fisheries & Aquaculture (MCFFA) and ANZECC

(RFAs between Federal and relevant State Government involved)
	1992
	December 1992 (second edition 1995)

	National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development
	COAG 
	1992
	December 1992

	National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’s Biological Diversity
	ANZECC
	1996
	1996

	National Strategy 
for the
Management of Coastal Acid Sulfate Soils
	Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand (ARMCANZ)
	1999
	August 1999

	National Framework for NRM Standards and Targets
	NRM Ministerial Council 
	3 May 2002
	October 2002

	National NRM Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
	NRM Ministerial Council 
	3 Ma y 2002
	Unpub.

	NRM National Outcomes and Matters for Target
	NRM Ministerial Council
	11 October 2002
	Unpub.

	National Weeds Strategy
	ARMCANZ, ANZECC and Forestry Ministers
	1997
	June 1997

	National Water Quality Management Strategy
	ARMCANZ & ANZECC
	1994
	April 1994 (an Outline of the Policies) plus a series of guidelines published progressively 

	National Principles and Guidelines for Rangeland Management
	ARMCANZ & ANZECC
	1999
	April 1999

	COAG Reconciliation Framework
	COAG
	November 2000


	

	COAG Water Reform Framework
	COAG
	1994
	1994

	Conservation of Australian Species & Ecological Communities Threatened with Extinction -The National Strategy
	ANZECC 
	1998
	1998 (and species listed in the ESP Act 1992 & the EPBC Act 1999)

	Murray Darling Basin Commission (MDBC) Salinity Strategy
	Murray Darling Basin Commission
	28 August 2001
	17 September 2001

	Lake Eyre Basin Intergovernmental Agreement
	Commonwealth, South Australian,  & Queensland Governments 
	21 October 2000
	2000


4. Agreement between parties is reached through iterative processes to take on board concerns from both the State and Commonwealth as equal investment partners in the NAP and the NHT. If a plan is seen to be deficient by the Commonwealth and/or the State in not addressing an issue, the region is advised that the matter needs to be addressed in finalising the plan. 
5. Governments will require all regions to undertake an initial assessment of all matters identified in the minimum set of required targets, as part of their integrated NRM planning process. If there are no significant NRM issues raised with regard to a particular matter, a statement that a target is not applicable and the evidence for this conclusion should be included in the plan. The need to set a target should be considered again when the accredited plan is reviewed.

Outcome: 
1 - Environment



Question No: 41
Output: 
1.2, 1.8 

Division:
Natural Heritage 

Topic:
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Carr asked:

Item 1 of the answer given to Question 56 from the November estimates stated “the Standards and Targets Framework sets national Natural resource management outcomes and matters for target”.
· What are the national natural resource management outcomes referred to?

· How does the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework guide monitoring and evaluation to allow progress against targets to be monitored? 
· How does this apply to salinity and water quality?
Answers:

The national natural resource management outcomes are aspirational statements about desired national natural resource outcomes. They are expressed in a manner that allows an assessment of progress towards those outcomes to be made. The national outcomes are largely focussed on resource condition, but also include the objective of changing land and water management systems and practices, which will be integral to the achievement of improvements in resource condition. The national outcomes provide direction for catchment/regional communities to identify specific timebound and measurable targets for each region, which will move natural resource condition towards the achievement of the national outcomes. These outcomes are:

1. The impact of salinity on land and water resources is minimised, avoided or reduced.

2. Biodiversity and the extent, diversity and condition of native ecosystems are maintained or rehabilitated.

3. Populations of significant species and ecological communities are maintained or rehabilitated.

4. Ecosystem services and functions are maintained or rehabilitated.

5. Surface and groundwater quality is maintained or enhanced.

6. The impact of threatening processes on locations and systems which are critical for conservation of biodiversity, agricultural production, towns, infrastructure and cultural and social values, is avoided or minimised. 

7. Surface water and groundwater is securely allocated for sustainable production purposes and to support human uses and the environment, 
within the sustainable capacity of the water resource.

8. Sustainable production systems are developed and management practices are in place, which maintain or rehabilitate biodiversity and ecosystem services, maintain or enhance resource quality, maintain productive capacity and prevent and manage degradation. 

The National Monitoring and Evaluation Framework uses the matters for target identified by the National Natural Resource Management Standards and Targets as specific focus areas to monitor changes in resource condition associated with each program. For national programs such as the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality, processes to monitor progress against targets will include the following:

· Performance information, including all performance indicators and associated data protocols, data collection processes to meet the reporting, performance management and review requirements at local, regional, State/Territory and national levels;

· Roles and responsibilities for collection, storage, analysis and reporting of monitoring data. This may include cooperative data-sharing arrangements where possible to minimise duplication and maximise efficient use of data; and

· Timelines, linked to the program implementation schedule, for reporting achievement of milestones, monitoring information, and production of planned evaluation reports.

Specific indicators and standardised measurement methods have been developed for each matter for target. For each resource condition matter for target identified in a regional plan, the relevant performance indicators will be used to monitor and report on the impact of the program on resource condition issues. 

The National Natural Resource Management Standards and Targets Framework incorporates matters for target relevant to salinity and water quality issues. These include land salinity, surface water salinity in freshwater aquatic environments, nutrients in aquatic environments and turbidity/suspended particulate matter in aquatic environments. Indicators for these matters for target will be used to monitor progress in addressing salinity and water quality issues. 

Outcome: 
1 - Environment



Question No: 42
Output: 
1.2, 1.8 

Division: 
Natural Heritage
Topic:
Natural Resource Management Plans
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Carr asked:

1. Which portfolios are approached for advice on draft regional plans?

2. What advice is sought from those portfolios?  Does that advice relate to implementation of nationally agreed NRM strategies?

3. What planning or management arrangements are required by the Commonwealth in draft plans for those regional plans to be considered consistent with national strategies?  

4. Will plans that are inconsistent with agreed national strategies be accredited? Under what circumstances would a plan be accredited where it is inconsistent with agreed strategies?

5. What formal advice does the Department provide to regional bodies and the States/Territories prior to preparation of a draft regional plan for accreditation? What advice was provided in this regard in Victoria, NSW and South Australia?
Answers:

1. The Commonwealth portfolios that have been approached for advice on draft regional plans include Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Environment and Heritage, and Transport and Regional Services.

2. These portfolios are requested to provide advice on draft regional plans against the Accreditation Criteria for Integrated Catchment/Regional Natural Resource Management Plans. These Accreditation Criteria were endorsed by the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council in May 2002. One of the criteria requires plans to demonstrate consistency with other planning processes and legislative requirements, agreed national and state outcomes and strategies and targets that have been collectively agreed by relevant jurisdictions in other forums.

3. The national strategies for natural resource management cover a wide range of management and planning arrangements, and specific natural resource outcomes. The Commonwealth will be considering all draft plans for consistency with those strategies.

4. No.

5. States and regional bodies are provided with the accreditation criteria for integrated catchment/regional natural resource management plans, as well as advice on interpretation of these criteria. The criteria outline the key processes and elements that plans should include in order to be accredited and to receive government investment through natural resource management related programs, including the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust. Accreditation is an iterative process involving Commonwealth officers from AFFA and EA providing ongoing advice to States and regional bodies on the Commonwealth’s requirements for accreditation of the plans.

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No:  43
Output: 

1.8 

Division:
Natural Heritage 

Topic:
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Carr asked:

Follow up questions.

1. Which draft plans have come before the Commonwealth for comment? 

2. Which of these have shown the most improvement, and why? 

3. Which national strategies have been most comprehensively implemented through draft regional plans?

4. Which national strategies have generally not been adopted? 

5. For each draft regional plan, list the matters for targets that have been identified as relevant for that region, and the relative extent to which the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework has been reflected in the draft plan?
Answers:

1.
NSW – all regions have submitted plans for comment.

Victoria – all six NAP regions have submitted plans for comment. 

Queensland – no draft plans have formally been submitted for comment, however Commonwealth and State officials are working with regions to provide advice and guidance in plan development.

Western Australia - no draft plans have formally been submitted for comment, however Commonwealth and State officials are working with the regions to provide advice and guidance in plan development.

South Australia – all three NAP regions have submitted plans for comment.

NT – no plans have been formally submitted for comment.

ACT – a preliminary draft plan has been provided to the Commonwealth for information.

Tasmania – no draft plans have been formally submitted for comment.

2. Plan development is not a comparative process between regions. Regional plans go through numerous iterations and exposure to a wide range of stakeholders resulting in amendments and alterations.

3. Regional plans address issues in different ways due to regional differences. All plans must be consistent with the relevant national strategies to achieve accreditation.

4. All plans must be consistent with the relevant national strategies to achieve accreditation.

5. The process of developing plans is iterative with different versions being developed and passed between regions and the Commonwealth for comment. This leads to difficulties in providing a detailed analysis of aspects of drafts. However, the accreditation process is designed to ensure that regional plans address all relevant matters for target for that region. The relative extent to which the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework has been reflected in draft plans has varied with later versions showing improvements as the result of comments being provided. Ultimately to be accredited, a plan must be able to meet the requirements of the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 44
Output: 

1.8
Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice

Senator Carr asked:

1. What are the most recent expenditure figures under the NAP for foundation, priority and capacity building projects, per State? 

2. Please indicate the date of this expenditure statement?

3. On what grounds has Victoria required 10 times that for South Australia in foundation funding? 

4. For the expenditure of $6.5million on foundation and capacity building funding in Victoria, what commitments and processes has the Commonwealth achieved through the draft regional plans to ensure implementation of nationally agreed NRM strategies?

5. Why has New South Wales required no foundation funding? 

6. Where has funding for preparation of the blueprints been derived?

Answers:

1. Details of the most recent expenditure figures under the NAP for foundation, priority and capacity building projects, per State are at Attachment A.

2. This expenditure statement is as of 3 March 2003.

3. Foundation funding is negotiated on a state-by-state and region-by-region basis. The level of funding allocated is based on both a region’s need for funding and its capacity to usefully apply that funding. The South Australian regional bodies received the level of funding sought.

4. The investment of foundation funding and capacity building in Victorian CMAs has assisted them in preparing their regional NRM plans (called Regional Catchment Strategies) and increasing their capacity to effectively address the significant issues they face. CMAs are aware of the need for their plans to meet the multilaterally agreed accreditation criteria and for pre-accreditation funding to be consistent with state and national strategies. Commonwealth and Victorian officials with relevant expertise provide input on the degree to which proposed investments and draft plans meet the range of national and state strategies. The criteria include the need for plans to: 

“demonstrate consistency with other planning processes and legislative requirements, agreed national and state outcomes and strategies and targets that have been collectively agreed by relevant jurisdictions in other forums”.

5. New South Wales regional bodies did not request foundation funding.

6. Funding for preparation of the New South Wales Catchment Blueprints was derived solely from State funding. This was because the state considered the existing State planning process advanced enough not to require additional joint funding over and above that already invested.
Outcome:  

1 - Environment



Question No: 45
Output: 

1.2, 1.8 

Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
National Action Plan Priority Projects
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Carr asked:
1. Do priority project proposals specify the relevant matter for target, consistent with the Standards and Targets Framework? 

2. Does the regional body make a commitment to establishing targets for outcomes as a result of being funded for a priority project?”

3. Under dot point 3 of the response to question 56, Item 5, which Commonwealth plans are being referred to?

4. How does the Commonwealth ensure its investment in environmental improvements through priority projects are protected into the long term? 

5. What arrangements are made with the State and Local Government planning and decision-making bodies to ensure environmental improvements from projects are not undermined by future plans and decisions?

6. Please give an example of a priority project that was not funded solely on the basis that there was not a demonstrated need for early commencement, and why would that project not have benefited from early commencement? 

7. Please provide an example of project funded because there was a demonstrated need for early commencement of the project, and what was that demonstrated need?

8. Please provide an example of a project where all criteria have been met, and explain how each criterion was met.

Answers:

1. The Standards and Targets Framework sets out eight national outcomes, ten resource condition matters for target and three management action matters for targets.

Priority projects are investments that are recognised as being essential to addressing resource condition issues within the region and need to be undertaken urgently. These projects usually take place before regional plans have been accredited.

2. Priority projects address clearly identified resource condition issues of concern to the region. In establishing resource condition targets under the Standards and Targets Framework, regions undertake an assessment of issues to identify which matters for target are relevant to the region. Where these matters are relevant, regions are required to establish management action targets and resource condition targets for inclusion in their plans. Given the criteria for priority projects it is expected that they would contribute to the eventual targets within the plan, however, there is no link between the funding of a priority project and commitment by regional bodies to establish targets.

3. The plans referred to include Threat Abatement Plans and Recovery Plans under the EPBC Act but also includes nationally agreed plans, strategies and frameworks such as The National Water Quality Management Strategy, National Principles for the Provision of Water for Ecosystems, A National Plan for Shorebird Conservation, National Framework for the Management and Monitoring of Australia’s Native Vegetation, the National Strategy for Conserving Australia’s Biodiversity and the National Weeds Strategy.

4. Under NAP and NHT Bilateral Agreements between the Commonwealth and States institutional reform measures have been identified and agreed to provide improved NRM outcomes and to protect Commonwealth investments. These reforms will be addressed during the period of the agreements and depending on the State may include changes to legislation, new policy directions or reforms to institutional arrangements.

At the regional level the States and the Commonwealth are working with regions to implement monitoring, evaluation and reporting strategies based on the National NRM Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, to map the progress of projects and to implement principles of adaptive management which will help to maximize protection of Commonwealth investments. Building the capacity of regions to undertake effective M&E is integral to both the NAP and the NHT.

5. Under NAP and NHT Bilateral Agreements between the Commonwealth and States institutional reform measures have been identified and agreed to provide improved NRM outcomes and to protect Commonwealth investments. These reforms will be addressed during the period of the agreements and depending on the State may include changes to legislation, new policy directions or reforms to institutional arrangements.

6. The Victorian project ‘Ausrivas Implementation Tools’ ($233,593) was not supported on the basis that it was not considered time critical for the priority funding round. AUSRIVAS is a standard procedure for assessing the integrity and diversity of stream biodiversity. This project proposed to adapt the technique for National Action Plan purposes to monitor progress towards achieving regional targets and to determine whether interventions aimed at reducing salinity or enhancing water quality were effective. 
This project is a capacity building project which was not considered time critical. It was later agreed that the AUSRIVAS model could be adapted for National Action Plan purposes and was subsequently developed more fully as an integrated component of the Strategic Capacity Building Plan.

7. The Border Rivers Catchment's priority project ‘Groundwater Data Collection and Interpretation for Border Rivers’ ($495,000 over two years) will provide new, and consolidate existing, information on the groundwater flow systems in the NSW Border Rivers Region. The project will deliver benchmark mapping of salinity-discharge sites, drilling and data assessment from 50 new bores. It will assess the groundwater flow systems causing saline discharge, as well as groundwater-flow systems with the potential to cause salinity. The next step is to draw up a priority list of areas for mitigation works. The project will also improve the capacity for evaluation of mitigation strategies. 

This project demonstrated the need for early commencement based on the significance of the natural resource issue to the region and the requirement for critical baseline data to ensure funding is targeted to on-ground works in the highest priority areas.

8. The Lower Murray Region’s ‘Accelerated evaluation of salt interception options in South Australia (Part A – Chowilla, Loxton, lock 4-Bookpurnong and New Proposals) - Stage 2’ ($2,848,000) met each criterion as follows:
1. Contribute to the objectives and desired outcomes of the National Action Plan;

The construction of salt interception schemes will directly impact on the quantities of salt discharged to the River Murray. The outcomes of this project will reverse salinity trends and help achieve the 800EC target at Morgan.

2. Contribute to activities for which targets or standards will be developed under the National Action Plan;

The primary ‘Matters for Targets’ that this project addresses is ‘Surface water salinity’ and ‘River Health’. The project activities will contribute to the State and Murray Darling Basin Commission (MDBC) target for river salinity at Morgan  (<800 EC 95% of the time).

3. Be consistent with existing local, regional, Murray Darling Basin, State and Commonwealth plans; 

The project proponent identified that work will continue collaboratively with the MDBC’s ongoing program while providing greater emphasis on the integration with locally developed Land and Water Management Plans across the region. SA Water and the MDBC are key partners in the management structure of the project as well as local groups such as the Bookpurnong/Lock4 Environmental Association.

The draft Regional INRM Plan for the Lower Murray identifies this issue as a high priority.

4. Have the support of the community, local government, region, State/Territory and Commonwealth governments (including cross border where appropriate), and that such bodies have been involved in the selection and development of the proposed priority actions; 

The project is proceeding in close collaboration with relevant community sectors including Local Action Planning Groups. The activities are consistent with those that have been identified by the LAP groups. A project coordination committee has been established with the Lock 4 –Bookpurnong community and similar committees will be formed for each salt interception scheme.

SA Water and the MDBC are key partners in the management structure of the project.

5. Demonstrate the clear identification of the socio-economic impacts, and monitor and evaluate the wider social costs and benefits of the investment;
Each individual salt interception scheme is considered a major development and is assessed according to economic, social and environmental impacts.

Cost–benefit analyses for most proposed salt interception schemes were undertaken as part of the Land and Water Management Plan development and off-site benefits or impacts, for example, impacts on wetlands and the floodplains were considered. For those interception schemes that have not had socio-economic impacts assessed this will be undertaken as part of the project. 
6. Demonstrate the need for early commencement such as where;

(a)
by undertaking the action immediately, a more significant problem is avoided, or escalating damage is arrested;

(b)
there is a temporary and immediate window of opportunity to undertake a project;

(c)
commencing an action now will enable synergies with decisions or activities under other strategies or programs;

(d)
early commencement of an action is beneficial due to long lead times of outcomes.

(e)
Salinity reduction in the River Murray is a high National, State, regional and local priority. Early commencement is beneficial particularly due to long lead times associated with the engineering works.

The MDBC has identified the need for a program of salt interception works to achieve an average 61 EC reduction over the next 7 years to enable the MDBC to meet the salinity target. Given the long lead times from planning to construction, South Australia is fast tracking the investigation and planning approval process for the construction of salt interception schemes, while developing policies and strategies for longer term salinity management.

7. Demonstrate that other options have been explored to achieve the same outcomes where appropriate;

Consideration has been given to other salinity prevention and mitigation options such as adoption of irrigation water management, revegetation as well as engineering strategies. Salt intervention measures are expected to make a significant contribution to meeting salinity management targets in the short-medium term, while other approaches are likely to impact in the longer term.

8. Be able to be commenced before regional plans are accredited;

This project is a continuation of an initial stage of development funded under the NAP Priority Project 1 round.

9. Be likely to be a priority action under the accredited integrated natural resource management plan for the region;

The issue addressed by this project is identified in the draft Regional INRM Plan for the Lower Murray as a high priority.

10. Be technically feasible with a high chance of success;

There is strong technical support for the project from both SA Water and the MDBC. Salt interception schemes have been successfully developed elsewhere in the Murray Darling basin and this project will be informed from these developments.

11. Be value for money and not represent a large proportion of total funds attributed to a state or region;

In accordance with MDBC methodology it is proposed by that this project will achieve a reduction in river salinity equivalent to $45 million in NPV (net present value). The project represents 22% of funding to this region under the NAP Priority Project Funding Round 2 and 14% of total funding to the State under the NAP Priority Project Funding Round 2.

12. Have received any statutory approvals that may be necessary, and comply with any relevant legislation.

A component of this project is to ensure that the appropriate levels of technical investigations are undertaken to bring proposed salt interception schemes to construction approval status and to ensure that the developments comply with any relevant legislation.

Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 46
Output:
1.2, 1.8 

Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
Plans Accredited Soon
Hansard Page ECITA:  On Notice
Senator Carr asked:

1. Have the inland NSW regional plans been forwarded to Ministers for accreditation? 

2. Which Blueprints does this include? 

3. Are you satisfied that these Blueprints meet the accreditation criteria?

4. Are you aware of any community concerns at the quality of NSW regional plans?

5. Has there been concern over the community consultation process involved in their development?

6. What measures are being taken to ensure the NSW Blueprints are of a high standard, in particular, in implementing agreed national and basin-wide strategies?

7. Is it more likely that the NSW inland regional plans will be accredited than the region plans for Glenelg-Hopkins and Mallee? 

8. If so why?
This Question on Notice is a follow up to Question on Notice #56 from the Supplementary Budget Estimates 2002-2003, (November 2002):

6. Which NAP regional plan or plans does the Government expect likely to first accredit?

The response provided was:

1. The Government will consider plans from Victorian National Action Plan regions (Glenelg-Hopkins and Mallee) for formal accreditation in late January/early February 2003.


Commonwealth and State officials have been working with the NSW inland Catchment Management Boards and their support staff during November and early December 2002. It is anticipated that the Blueprints will be forwarded to Ministers in late December 2002, for accreditation in early 2003.

Answers:

1. The inland Catchment Management Boards have submitted their Blueprints to the Commonwealth/NSW NRM Steering Committee. The Steering Committee has assessed the Blueprints against the accreditation criteria and is preparing advice for Ministers on accreditation.

2. The Blueprints involved are: Border Rivers, Gwydir, Namoi, Lachlan, Murrumbidgee, Murray and Lower Murray Darling, Western and Central West.

3. While the draft Blueprints for NAP regions were developed consistent with NSW legislative requirements, the draft Blueprints needed additional information to meet the accreditation criteria. The Commonwealth sought modification to draft Blueprints and/or provision of further information in an Appendix to satisfy the accreditation criteria. The Blueprints and Accreditation Appendix will be considered for accreditation as a package.

4. The Commonwealth is aware of some concerns about the relative emphasis and priority placed on particular matters, such as marine and fisheries issues, by the Catchment Management Boards in the draft Blueprints.

5. The Commonwealth is aware of some concerns having been raised and has sought details of the consultation processes adopted by the Boards.

6. Commonwealth officials have reviewed the Blueprints against the accreditation criteria. Consistency with other planning processes and legislative requirements is one of the accreditation criteria.  


The NSW Blueprints were substantially completed prior to endorsement of the National Standards and Targets Framework. Catchment Management Boards will be required to participate in a review of targets by December 2003 (and implement the outcomes of the review by May 2005) in terms of consistency in relation to the National Standards and Targets Framework, and where applicable, other agreed national frameworks including the National Water Quality Management Strategy, the National Vegetation Framework and the National Objectives and Targets for Biodiversity Conservation. 

7. The NSW and the Victorian regional plans for NAP regions are on a similar developmental timeline and Commonwealth and State Ministers will determine when accreditation occurs.
Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 47
Output: 
1.2 Biodiversity, 1.8 Land Management
Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality – 


Investment Plans
Hansard Page ECITA:  On Notice
Senator Carr asked:

Item 8: Barriers to expenditure. 

Follow up questions

1. What role will the Commonwealth have in development of investment plans?

2. What are the Commonwealth’s priorities for investing in regional plans?

3. Is the quality of the investment plan dependent on the quality of the accredited regional plan?

4. How will the Commonwealth manage the possibility of Commonwealth priorities for investment being inconsistent with the regional bodies priorities?

5. What measures will the Commonwealth take to ensure investments made in salinity and water quality in the NAP regions will be protected into the long term?
This Question on Notice is a follow up to Question on Notice #56 from the Supplementary Budget Estimates 2002-2003, (November 2002):

7. Which NAP regional plan or plans does the Government expect likely to first accredit?

The response provided was:

2. The Government will consider plans from Victorian National Action Plan regions (Glenelg-Hopkins and Mallee) for formal accreditation in late January/early February 2003.


Commonwealth and State officials have been working with the NSW inland Catchment Management Boards and their support staff during November and early December 2002. It is anticipated that the Blueprints will be forwarded to Ministers in late December 2002, for accreditation in early 2003.

Answers:

1. The Commonwealth, together with the relevant state or territory, will work with regional bodies to assist them to prepare investment plans that meet both Commonwealth and state/territory requirements.

2. The Commonwealth’s priorities will be to invest in those actions from accredited regional NRM plans that will deliver the best value for money and achievement of targets to meet NAP and Natural Heritage Trust objectives. Investments will be in high priority actions identified in the regional plans, which will also be required to align with national priorities. The specific priorities will vary from region to region.

3. It is likely that better planning, as reflected in the quality of the accredited regional plan, will lead to a higher quality investment strategy.

4. Regional NRM plans are required to address the full range of NRM issues relevant to the region as part of meeting the accreditation criteria. It is unlikely that the region’s highest priorities would be inconsistent with either the objectives of the National Action Plan or the Natural Heritage Trust Extension.

5. The Commonwealth will be monitoring the outcomes of its investments, both in the short term by means of agreed management action targets, and in the long term through the National Frameworks for Monitoring and Evaluation and Standards and Targets. The Commonwealth is agreeing monitoring and evaluation strategies with each of the states and territories, and is having input into the way regions are developing and setting targets through their regional NRM plans. 
Under NAP and NHT Bilateral Agreements between the Commonwealth and States institutional reform measures have been identified and agreed to provide improved NRM outcomes and to protect Commonwealth investments. These reforms will be addressed during the period of the agreements and depending on the State may include changes to legislation, new policy directions or reforms to institutional arrangements 
Outcome: 1
1. Environment



Question No:  48
Output:
1.8 

Division:
Natural Heritage
Topic:
National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality (NAP)
Hansard Page ECITA:  On Notice
Senator Car asked:

Clause 27 of the Intergovernmental Agreement for the National Action Plan notes that the “States and Territories agree to institute controls on land clearing by June 2002 or as otherwise agreed in Bilateral Agreements, which at a minimum prohibit land clearing in the priority catchments/regions where it would lead to unacceptable land and water degradation. For the purpose of this clause ‘unacceptable land and water degradation’ will be defined in conjunction with the development of the interim standards to be developed under clause 20”. 

· Has “unacceptable land and water degradation” been defined yet? 

· What is the definition?

· If not, why?

Surely failure to do so suggests the Commonwealth is failing to deal with the issue?
Answer:

A definition of unacceptable land and water degradation was developed by the Commonwealth/State Working Group on Standards and Targets in 2001. The working group agreed on a set of principles for defining unacceptable land and water degradation. These principles are outlined in Attachment 7 of the Queensland Bilateral.

Principles for assessing ‘unacceptable land and water degradation’

Defining ‘unacceptable’, and conversely ‘acceptable’, is effectively a judgement of consequence that is made after an assessment of the impacts of a specific clearing proposal against regionally specific standards and criteria. The three factors that underpin this risk assessment are (1) the time-scale over which the risk is assessed, (2) the adoption of a precautionary approach, and (3) the scope of the matters to be addressed.

Time-scale. The assessment of ‘unacceptable land and water degradation’ needs to address the risk of degradation both now and in the future, given the significant cost of addressing future land degradation arising from current and future land use activities (the time lag in the manifestation of salinity will range from 5 to 150 years).

Precautionary approach. As stated in the Action Plan, ‘land clearing in salinity risk areas is a primary cause of dryland salinity.’ Over clearing (and subsequent land management practices) is also a major cause of many other aspects of land and water degradation – acidity, sodicity, nutrient decline, erosion and biodiversity loss. Given the weight of evidence on the effects of clearing on land and water degradation, the precautionary principle, as set out below, should apply to assessing acceptability.

‘3.5.1 precautionary principle –
Where there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation.
In the application of the precautionary principle, public and private decisions should be guided by:

careful evaluation to avoid, wherever practicable, serious or irreversible damage to the environment; and
an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various options.’ pp 13-14, Intergovernmental Agreement on the Environment, May 1992
Scope of matters to be addressed. In order to determine if the proposed clearing is ‘acceptable’, many factors need to be addressed. Among these, the following risks need to be addressed to assess the land and water impacts:

· rising water tables in areas known or likely to contain soil, regolith or groundwater salt stores, that is clearing in areas of ‘salinity risk’;

· a significant negative impact on ground or surface water quantity or flows in the short term, or the risk it may contribute to these in the long term;

· increasing salinity discharge (ie clearing in a defined area above an existing or identified potential saline discharge areas, or in an identified recharge area above such areas);

· exacerbating waterlogging (ie clearing in or near existing or identified potential saline discharge areas or areas subject to waterlogging);

· water erosion, such as on steep slopes, on highly erodable soils and in the riparian zone;

· wind erosion, where clearing increases the risk and exposure to wind erosion;

· increasing sodicity, acidity, leaching of acid sulphate soils;

· affecting nearby wetlands, springs, water courses and other water bodies;

· affecting water quality from excessive nutrients, turbidity or sediments; and

· significant negative impact on other aspects of ecosystem function, confined to the situations where native vegetation is important in ensuring catchment water quality or flows and where neighbouring native vegetation is affected.

It is recognised that the capacity to assess these risks will be continuously improving over time.

These risks need to be assessed in the context of the post-clearing land use and conditions on the clearing process including remedial and mitigating measures. For example, if the future land use is a plantation, the changes to hydrology would be considerably less than if the land was subsequently used for annual cropping. A subsequent land use of exotic pasture can have a significant effect on nutrient recycling compared to native pasture and regrowth.

The risks also have to be assessed against offsetting benefits where some small-scale clearing may be necessary for works that provide broader net environmental benefits.
Outcome:
1 - Environment



Question No: 49
Output: 

1.2, 1.8 
Division: 
Natural Heritage 

Topic:
National Action Plan and Natural Heritage Trust Agreements
Hansard Page ECITA:  On notice
Senator Carr asked:

Can I please have:

· a copy of the signed NAP Intergovernmental Agreement;

· copies of the signed NAP Bilateral Agreements;

· a copy of signed NHT2 Bilateral Agreement with the States or Territories copies of the NRM Standards and Targets and Monitoring and Evaluation Frameworks, as agreed/signed in Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council
.
Answer:

Attached are:

· A copy of the signed NAP Intergovernmental Agreement;
· Copies of the signed NAP bilateral agreements with New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania, and Northern Territory;
· Copies of signed Trust bilateral agreements with Victoria and Western Australia; and

· Copies of the NRM Standards and Targets and Monitoring and Evaluation Frameworks, as agreed in Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council.

[Full list of attachments to qon49

Note: These documents provided in hard copy only.
1.
Intergovernmental Agreement on a National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality
2.
Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the State of New South Wales relating to the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality

3.
An Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the State of Victoria for the implementation of the Intergovernmental Agreement on A National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality

4.
An Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the State of Queensland for the implementation of the Intergovernmental Agreement on A National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality

5.
An Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the state of South Australia for the implementation of the Intergovernmental Agreement on A National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality

6.
An Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the State of Tasmania for the implementation of the Intergovernmental Agreement on A National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality

7.
An Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the Northern Territory of Australia for the implementation of the Intergovernmental Agreement on A National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality

8.
Draft Bilateral Agreement to deliver the Natural Heritage Trust Extension between the Commonwealth of Australia and the State of Victoria

9.
Bilateral Agreement between the Commonwealth of Australia and the State of Western Australia to deliver the Natural Heritage Trust Extension

10.
National Framework for Natural Resource Management (NRM) Standards and Targets

11.
National Natural Resource Management Monitoring and Evaluation Framework]
[Due to size, the documents are not included in additional information volume but have been tabled separately in the Senate. A copy is held in the committee secretariat]

