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

Environment and Heritage

Additional Estimates 2003-2004, (17 February 2004)


Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 60
Sub-outcome:


Output:  
1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Policy Division

Topic: 
Water Quality

Hansard Page ECITA:
113
Senator Wong asked:
Of the $38 million (approved to date against the commitment to spend at least $350 million of the NHT extension directly on measures to improve water quality), if you can provide on notice to me how much you think has been actually spent on management action?

Answer/s:

The total expenditure by the Australian Government over the financial years 2002-03 and 2003-04 for activities having a Water Quality component that are not planning or monitoring is $18.994 million.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 61

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Policy Division

Topic: 
Water Quality

Hansard Page ECITA:
118

Senator Wong asked:

Can I just clarify what I would like you to take on notice, Mr Tucker; the total of water quality management projects to date acquitted against this commitment; the respective jurisdictions and NRM regions; the total NHT contribution and the proportion acquitted against the $350 million.

Answer/s:

As of 24 March 2004 the value of approved water quality management projects funded by the Natural Heritage Trust is $37, 589, 107. 

In the accounting sense of the term ‘acquittal’, three National water quality projects with combined funding of $1,872,000 have been acquitted as at 24 March 2004. As these projects have a national scope they are not assigned to a specific NRM region or jurisdiction. The small number of projects acquitted to date reflects the fact that the accounting cycle for the overall water quality commitment is at an early stage.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 62
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Policy Division

Topic: 
Water Quality

Hansard Page ECITA:
118

Senator Wong asked:
Do those agreements (the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality Intergovernmental Agreements and National Action Plan and Natural Heritage Trust bilateral agreements) make any reference to the National Water Quality Management Strategy?

Answer/s:

Yes. Through the National Action Plan on Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) Intergovernmental Agreement, the Australian and State and Territory Governments reconfirm the commitments made under the Council of Australian Governments Water Reform Framework, which includes the National Water Quality Management Strategy (NWQMS). Additionally, the parties agree that the integrated catchment / regional plans developed under the NAP need to contribute to the achievement of nationally agreed outcomes that improve water quality and secure reliable allocations for human uses, industry and the environment.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 63

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.7

Division/Agency:
Environment and Heritage

Topic: 
King River

Hansard Page ECITA:
 Written QoN

Senator Harradine asked:
I note there has been some delay to cleaning up the King River on Tasmania’s west coast, which was to be funded from the Natural Heritage Trust. Please advise what progress has been made to clean up the river?  Why has the project been held up?  Please provide copies of the documentation explaining the proposed clean up project.

Answer/s:

The Natural Heritage Ministerial Board agreed to the “Clean up the King” project in August 1998, subject to the outcome of a feasibility study. The feasibility study examined a wide variety of technical options to extract the copper and the most effective ways to neutralise the acid. The study was completed in December 2001. The major conclusion emerging from the study was that it is not possible using current technologies to use a self-funding extraction plant for the removal of copper from acid mine drainage. Copies of the documentation explaining the proposed clean-up project cannot be provided as this documentation was supplied on a ‘Commercial in Confidence’ basis. 

In April 2003, the Tasmanian Government sought to fund a revised proposal to extract polluting metals from acid drainage that flows from the Mt Lyell copper mine. In June 2003, the Ministers for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation, Senator Macdonald and the Environment and Heritage, Dr Kemp, wrote giving in principle approval to the revised proposal subject to a number of conditions, including a due diligence study. 

However, in January 2004 Senator Macdonald and Dr Kemp wrote to the Tasmanian Government advising them that the Australian Government was not able to support the revised proposal, as conditions had not been met, and invited the Tasmanian Government to submit alternative project proposals. 

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 65
Sub-outcome:

Output:  

Division/Agency:
Environment and Heritage

Topic: 
COAG

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written QoN

Senator Wong asked:
Has a date been set for the next COAG meeting. If so, when?

Answer/s:

This is a matter for the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 66

Sub-outcome:

Output:  

Division/Agency:
Environment and Heritage

Topic: 
Mount Lyell Mine

Hansard Page ECITA:
 Written QoN

Senator Wong asked:
I understand the Commonwealth was to contribute $8m from NHT funds to a $16m project to treat acid mine drainage from the Mount Lyell Mine. What is the status of that project now?  Was the $8m of Commonwealth funding part of the 2003-2004 NHT environment budget appropriation.  If not, what is its status?  How is the Department intending now to spend the $8m?

Answer/s:

In June 2003, the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation, Senator Ian Macdonald and the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Dr David Kemp, wrote giving in-principle approval to a revised proposal relating to King River projects, including the Mount Lyell project, subject to a number of conditions, including a due diligence study. The Australian Government had allocated 

$8.14 million to this proposal from Phase One of the Natural Heritage Trust.

However, in January 2004 Senator Macdonald and Dr Kemp wrote to the Tasmanian Government advising them that the Australian Government was not able to support the revised proposal, as conditions had not been met, and invited the Tasmanian Government to submit alternative project proposals. 

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 67
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 
Reef Water Quality Protection Plan

Hansard Page ECITA:
100

Senator Wong asked:
Was there not an election commitment to promote achievement of these pollutant load targets through the NAP and the NHT?

Answer/s:

The government made an election commitment that it would “through the NAP and the NHT, and in co-operation with the Queensland government, promote achievement of end-of-river pollution targets for catchments adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef”. This commitment is being implemented through the strategies set out in the Reef Water Quality Protection Plan for catchments adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area, published in December 2003, and through the accredited regional plans being developed under the NAP and the Trust.
Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 68

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 
Pollutant Load Targets in the Fitzroy Basin, Queensland

Hansard Page ECITA:
102

Senator Wong asked:

Can I go back to the Fitzroy Basin Association draft NRM plan then. Is there an officer here who is familiar with that?  Is it the case that it makes no reference to pollutant load targets?

Answer/s:

The Fitzroy Basin Association’s draft NRM plan addresses pollutant load targets in Section 3.6.1, Water Quality, on pages 95-6. No pollutant load targets have been set for the region’s waterways. Nor have any been specified in the plan. What the plan does, is commit the regional body to “set catchment targets for levels of salinity, nitrogen, phosphorous and sediments/suspended particulate matter within 5 years”.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 69

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 
NRM Regional Expenditure

Hansard Page ECITA:
106

Senator Wong asked:

Could you provide a list of all (NRM regions established under the NAP and NHT)?  Can you provide the following in relation to each of them: anticipated Commonwealth expenditure for each financial year of the NAP and NHT extension, commencing in the year 2001-02; set out the above expenditure in terms of Commonwealth contributions to the regional delivery component of the NHT and the NAP; and also the annual figures on expenditure and forward commitments through financial agreements for all financial years.

Answer/s:

The attached tables detail NRM regions for the NAP (Table 1) and the Natural Heritage Trust (Table 2) and approved Australian Government expenditure under the regional component of the Trust in those regions, including indicative regional allocations where these have been agreed.  The tables reflect the following considerations:

Table 1

· NAP expenditure did not occur in 2001-02 in New South Wales, Western Australia, Tasmania, the Australian Capital Territory, and the Northern Territory, as bilateral agreements had not been reached between the Australian government and any of those jurisdictions in that financial year.  In the case of the ACT, a bilateral agreement under the NAP is still being negotiated;

· the NAP expenditure data presented for 2001-02 to 2003-04 represents approved investments;

· the Australian government has developed indicative budgets for each jurisdiction for 2004-05 to 2006-07.  In the case of New South Wales, Victoria and South Australia, the data presented for 2004-05 to 2006-07 reflects the agreement of those jurisdictions to specific indicative regional allocations.  Queensland and Western Australia support the development of indicative regional allocations, but these have not yet been finalised. Tasmanian regions have advised that they do not favour the development of indicative regional allocations.  Negotiations with the Northern Territory are at an early stage. As noted, a bilateral agreement under the NAP is still being negotiated with the ACT.

Table 2

· regional expenditure under the extension of the  Natural Heritage Trust did not commence until 2002-03;

· the Trust expenditure data presented for 2002-03 to 2003-04 represents approved investments;

· as with Table 1, the data presented in this table reflects the response of each jurisdiction to the indicative regional allocations approach.  In the case of New South Wales, Victoria, the ACT and the Northern Territory the data presented for 2004-05 and subsequent years reflects the agreed indicative regional  allocations.  In the case of Queensland, South Australia and Western Australia, work is underway to develop agreed indicative regional allocations.  Tasmanian regions have advised that they do not favour the development of indicative regional allocations.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 70

Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.2 Biodiversity


1.3 Coasts and Oceans


1.7 Inland Waters


1.8 Land Management


1.9 Parks and Reserves

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 
Natural Heritage Trust Envirofund expenditure

Hansard Page ECITA:
106

Senator Wong asked:
Can you also provide a list of expenditures under the NHT Envirofund and set out those expenditures against the financial year in which those expenditures occurred? Can you also indicate the NRM region in which the project is undertaken?

Answer/s:

Attachment A provides a breakdown of funding allocated through Envirofund by financial year against Natural Heritage Trust regions.

Attachment B provides the same information for Envirofund projects that have activities located in external territories and other islands not in Natural Heritage Trust regions, or activities occurring in more than one Trust region. The latter are reported against the State or Territory in which the project activities occur in order to avoid double counting funding amounts.

Funding amounts in both attachments differ from those initially announced as they incorporate project budget variations approved after Ministerial announcements were made.

The region boundaries used for reporting were compiled through the cooperative efforts of the Australian and State/Territory Government Agencies.  It should be noted that from time to time some region boundaries are likely to change by agreement between the parties.  The Natural Heritage Trust boundaries were last updated 25 February 2004.

Outcome:
1. Environment



Question No: 72
Sub-outcome:

Output:  
1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 
Assessment of strategy process

Hansard Page ECITA:
116

Senator Wong asked:
Senator WONG—Do you assess against that?

Mr Tucker—Whether they have done that process?

Senator WONG—Yes.

Mr Tucker—In general, we probably do.  I would have to confirm that in detail, but we make sure that they go through a public process of establishing what is important in terms of the environment in relation to water and water quality, then what actions they are proposing to take to maintain those values and how they will measure them.

Answer/s:

As set out in the criteria for accreditation of integrated regional NRM plans, agreed  multilaterally through the NRM Ministerial Council, regional NRM plans must demonstrate consistency with other planning processes and legislative requirements, and agreed national and state outcomes, strategies and targets that have been collectively agreed by relevant jurisdictions.  It is expected that actions proposed in the regional plan will contribute to these policies and frameworks and enable them to be taken forward and implemented at the regional level.
These national and state strategies and policies include:


statewide environmental legislation and policies, including state water or vegetation management plans;


the COAG Water Reform Framework;


the National Water Quality Management Strategy, including agreement on water quality environmental values;


vegetation/habitat policies, plans, instruments, including the National Framework for the Management and Monitoring of Australia’s Native Vegetation;


management strategies for weeds of national significance;


recovery/threat abatement/conservation management plans for threatened species and ecological communities;


coastal management policies, strategies and plans;


strategies for greenhouse abatement and/or carbon sinks; and


regional and site specific Indigenous and historic heritage legislation, policies and plans.

Governments work closely with the regions in an iterative process to ensure that the NRM plans are developed to meet the accreditation criteria.
