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

Environment and Heritage

Environment Australia
Budget Estimates 2002-2003, (30 May 2002)


Question: 74

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia’s biological biodiversity is conserved

Output : Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity

Division: Natural Heritage Division

Topic: Commonwealth National Parks and Reserves - Draft recovery plans for Christmas Island Goshawk, Christmas Island Hawk-owl and the Christmas Island Frigatebird

Written Question on Notice: 

Senator Carr asked:

Commonwealth National Parks and Reserves

Australian National Audit Office Performance Audit 2001-2002 “The Management of Commonwealth National Parks and Reserves” states:

Draft Recovery plans exist for the Christmas Island Goshawk, Christmas Island Hawk-owl and the Christmas Island Frigatebird.  A consultant has been engaged to update these for compliance with the EPBC Act.  Completion is expected by March 2002 (p91)

Senator Carr asked:
Have the draft recovery plans been finalised?

Answer:

It is expected that the draft recovery plans will be finalised during 2002.

Senator Carr asked:

Does either the Detention Centre or the Space Launch Facility projects impact on the plans? If so, what are the impacts?

Answer:

The construction and operation of the Immigration Reception and Processing Centre (IRPC) will be undertaken in accordance with an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) developed in consultation with Environment Australia to minimise impacts on the environment on Christmas Island, including threatened bird species. Draft Recovery Plans for these species will be considered in the development of the EMP for the IRPC. It is therefore not expected that the construction and operation of the IRPC would be inconsistent with the draft Recovery Plans.

The Asia Pacific Space Centre is required to develop an adaptive response management regime for identified endangered and vulnerable species and species with significant populations in the vicinity of South Point to the approval of Environment Australia and in cooperation with approved scientists with expertise in monitoring techniques.  

The management regimes must be consistent with relevant existing recovery plans.  The full management regimes will need to be in place prior to approval of the environment management plan (EMP) for the operational stage of the project, however the construction stage EMP will also be required to ensure that construction activities are not inconsistent with relevant recovery plans.

Senator Carr asked:

Why wasn’t the auditor informed?

Answer:

The information provided was correct when it was provided.  The bulk of the audit was conducted between August and November 2001 (para 1.32, page 52 refers)

Senator Carr asked:

The report goes on to say the development of the recovery plans has been slow.

Why? In light of the proposed developments, and the threatened status, surely this is unacceptable?

Answer:

The three recovery plans for Christmas Island birds were originally drafted under the requirements of the former Endangered Species Protection Act 1992.  They are now being revised to ensure they are fully compliant with the new requirements of the EPBC Act. A consultant is undertaking this revision and will respond to changing circumstances, such as the threat from Crazy Ants. The consultant is aware of the urgency to finalise the recovery plans. 

Question: 75

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved
Output : Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity

Division: Natural Heritage Division

Topic: Natural Heritage Trust Program Underspends
Hansard Page: ECITA 428, 431

Senator Carr asked:

Can I have a breakdown by program level – and to the highest level of detail possible – for the underspends across all programs over the last three years?

Answer:

The attached table provides details of the May revised estimate reported in Budget Papers each year compared to actual Natural Heritage Trust funding by program.  

Appendix 1, Q75

Natural Heritage Trust Program Underspends

Natural Heritage Trust Funding










Program
May 2000 Revised Estimate 1999-00
Actual 1999-00
Varia
tion
May 2001 Revised Estimate 2000-01
Actual 2000-01
Varia
tion
May 2002 Revised  Estimate 2001-02
Actual (a) 
2001-02
Varia
tion


$m
$m
$m
$m
$m
$m
$m
$m
$m

Air Pollution in Major Cities
5.1
2.9
-2.2
5.0
1.9
-3.1
4.1
4.6
0.5

Australia's Oceans policy
4.1
1.5
-2.6
4.8
2.8
-2.0
8.5
6.0
-2.5

Bushcare
99.6
81.6
-18.0
100.0
81.5
-18.5
83.8
74.3
-9.5

Coasts and Clean Seas
36.3
28.1
-8.2
33.0
21.7
-11.3
24.4
23.2
-1.2

Endangered Species 
5.1
5.8
0.7
5.6
4.9
-0.7
5.5
7.2
1.7

Farm Forestry 
14.1
11.9
-2.2
14.5
10.6
-3.9
9.2
10.6
1.4

FarmBis: Advanced Property Management Planning
6.7
5.6
-1.1
5.9
5.7
-0.2

0.1
0.1

Fisheries Action Plan
3.8
3.2
-0.6
3.1
2.9
-0.2
2.1
2.5
0.4

Murray-Darling Basin
51.6
43.0
-8.6
50.7
44.0
-6.7
35.0
37.8
2.8

National Feral Animal Control
4.9
2.0
-2.9
5.2
2.8
-2.4
2.7
4.3
1.6

National Land & Water Resources Audit
12.0
9.8
-2.2
11.4
9.0
-2.4
5.4
7.5
2.1

National Landcare (b)
81.4
49.2
-32.2
66.4
43.3
-23.1
36.1
30.1
-6.0

National Reserves System
30.5
11.4
-19.1
32.2
13.7
-18.5
20.0
24.1
4.1

National River Health
6.2
2.6
-3.6
7.6
2.1
-5.5
1.8
3.2
1.4

National Rivercare 
24.6
19.1
-5.5
24.4
19.4
-5.0
14.9
14.9


National Weeds 
12.8
0.9
-11.9
4.6
2.2
-2.4
4.8
6.9
2.1

National Wetlands 
5.8
3.8
-2.0
5.7
3.7
-2.0
3.8
3.8
0.0

Riverworks Tasmania
4.2
4.2





0.5
0.5

Waste Management Awareness
2.0
1.0
-1.0
2.4
0.9
-1.5
1.1
1.1


Waterwatch Australia
3.0
3.1
0.1
2.9
3.0
0.1
2.6
3.1
0.5

World Heritage 
9.4
8.6
-0.8
9.7
8.1
-1.6
8.9
8.8
-0.1


423.1
299.4
-123.7
395.1
284.3
-110.8
274.7
274.7
0.0

a) Projected actual expenditure for 2001-02.

b) Includes landcare tax measures.
Question: 78

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved 
Output: Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity
Division: Natural Heritage Division

Topic: Cape York Plan 

Hansard Page:  ECITA 434

Senator McLucas asked:

Cape York Plan – in the last five years how many properties has Queensland purchased in Cape York?

Answer:

Apart from the purchase of Bridge Creek Station with Commonwealth support under the Natural Heritage Trust, Queensland has not purchased any properties in Cape York in the last five years.  Queensland are seeking to acquire Bromley and Shelbourne through non-renewal of leases.

Please refer to the attachment for information regarding Cape York Land acquisitions under the Cape York Peninsula Natural Heritage Trust Plan.

AGENCY: Environment Australia 

Group/Division: Natural Heritage Division, Natural Resource Management Branch, 

Outcome No:

Output/s affected

Topic: Clarification of evidence provided regarding Cape York Land Acquisitions 

(copy sent to the Senate Committee 7 June 2002)

Background:

At the estimates hearing of 30 May 2002 (Hansard Page number 94 - responses by Dr Watt) we provided incorrect evidence regarding the expenditure against the voluntary acquisitions strategy under the Cape York Peninsula Natural Heritage Trust Plan.   

Under the Cape York Natural Heritage Trust Plan (the plan through which the Commonwealths up to $40M commitment is delivered) to date only one property, Bridge Creek to the south east of the Peninsula, has been finalised.  The Commonwealth’s 2/3 contribution to the cost has been $143,333.

The Questions, initial response and correct response follow.

Senator McLUCAS—How much is left in program 1 of the Cape York Peninsula NHT, which was the acquisitions program?

Ms Dickson—I do not think anything in the acquisitions program has been spent.

CLARIFICATION
Of the notional Allocation within the Plan of up to $8M for voluntary acquisition only  $143,333 has been spent.  We do not expect any further funds to be expensed this financial year from the Cape York voluntary acquisitions program.  There is a commitment of approximately $400,000 for an additional property but it is unlikely the acquisition will proceed as there are major differences with the vendor in regard to the sale.

Additional questions 

Senator McLUCAS—So are you saying that the problem with progress has been the committee?

Dr Watt—Yes. It has been making decisions about which properties should be prioritised. There have also been a few problems with knowing the properties were coming up for sale. Queensland has been responsible for that part of the program—informing the Commonwealth that properties are coming up for sale.

CLARIFICATION
The Queensland Government, consistent with an agreed set of criteria and priorities, forwards proposals to the Commonwealth for consideration when properties become available for acquisition on the market.

Additional questions 

Senator McLUCAS—What will happen to the remaining $3.4 million?

Dr Watt—It is still being rolled out as part of the acquisitions program.

CLARIFICATION
With the transition to a regional approach to the delivery of the NHT the remainder of the up to $40M commitment (approximately $18.5M) will be delivered in the regional framework.  Some funds are expected to be allocated toward voluntary acquisitions but the exact amount will be determined through the community based regional planning processes.

Question: 79
Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved
Output : Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity
Division: Natural Heritage Division
Topic: Cape York Expenditure
Hansard Page:   ECITA 436 
Senator McLucas asked:

I want to put on notice a request that you run through the 10 programs of the NHT for Cape York and tell me what has been spent, what is proposed to be spent before the end June and what is going to be left in that bucket after June?

Answer:

To date a total of $22M, of the up to $40M commitment under the Cape York Natural Heritage Trust Plan, has been approved.  A breakdown of expenditure against each Strategy of the Plan is attached.

Of this $22M, approximately $19.3M has been already paid to the State Government (1996/97 – 2001/02 financial years) in accordance with the NHT Partnership Agreement.  The remaining $2.7M is scheduled to be paid in the next financial year.  

CAPE YORK NATURAL HERITAGE TRUST PLAN FUNDING SUMMARY

COMMONWEALTH CONTRIBUTION

STRATEGY
Amount Approved

1. Managing Natural Resources

i. Cape York Property Plans

             Other projects

ii. An enhanced and expanded network of Protected Areas

iii. Indigenous peoples’ land management


$
1,660,089

$             675,600

$
491,333*

$
7,165,028

2. Enhancing Cape York Protected Areas


$
0

3. Controlling Feral Animals and Weeds


$
4,508,130

4. Heritage Site Management


$
1,065,066

5. Land rehabilitation


$
1,828,868

6. Assessment of natural and cultural values


 $
0

7. Cooktown Interpretative Centre


$
350,000

8.
Cape York Community Grants (incl. Coasts)
$
1,376,945

9. 
Rare and threatened species assessment and recovery


$
850,250

10. 
Making it happen


$
2,069516








TOTAL


$
22,040,825

* This figure consists of $143,333 for Bridge Creek and 348,000 for project 98.05 ‘Assessment and Declaration of Fish Habitat Areas’ 

Outcome 1,







Question: 80

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved
Output: Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity

Division: Natural Heritage Division

Topic: National Action Plan

Senator Carr asked:

When the agreements were signed for New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland.

Answer: 

This question was answered at the Senate Estimates Hearings. See pages 438 and 439.

Questions: 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved
Output: Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity

Division: Natural Heritage Division

Topic: Natural Heritage Trust commitment to Tasmania

Written Question on Notice: 

Senator Harradine asked:

1. What was the total commitment to Tasmania from the Natural Heritage Trust fund resulting from the Telstra 1 and Telstra 2 sales?  Did this include funds for the management of the Tasmanian World Heritage Area?

2. What is the total expenditure from the Natural Heritage Trust Fund on NHT projects in Tasmania? What is the expenditure from the Natural Heritage Trust Fund on NHT projects in Tasmania by year?

3. What NHT projects have been initiated by the Tasmanian state government?  What has been the total expenditure on these projects? 

4. What NHT projects have been initiated by local government? What has been the total expenditure on these projects?

5. What NHT projects have been initiated by non-government groups? What has been the total expenditure on these projects?

6. Have all projects approved under the NHT been examined and recommended at the state level?  Which NHT projects have been directly approved by the Commonwealth without state level recommendation?  What was the expenditure on each of these projects?

7. What has been the Commonwealth expenditure or projected expenditure on the management of the Tasmanian World Heritage Area in the years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-1998, 1998-1999, 1999-2000, 2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2002-2003, 2003-2004 and 2004-2005?

Answers:

1. The Commonwealth has made a commitment to spend 10% of the Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Reserve within Tasmania on projects consistent with the principles established in the Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Act 1997.  This is reflected in the Partnership Agreement between the Commonwealth and Tasmania.  As a result of the commitment, $150m of Trust funds will be spent in Tasmania.  

Funds from the Natural Heritage Trust totalling $6.485m have been provided for management of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area over the period 1997-98 to 2001-02 as follows:

1997-1998:  $2.000m

1998-1999:  $2.005m

1999-2000:  $0.700m

2000-2001:  $0.650m

2001-2002:  $1.130m
2–6.
The level of expenditure towards the $150m is currently the subject of discussions with the Tasmanian Government.

7.
Commonwealth expenditure and projected expenditure on the management of the Tasmanian World Heritage Area from 1995-96 to 2004-05 is as follows:

1995-1996:  $5.177m

1996-1997:  $5.260m

1997-1998:  $7.350m

1998-1999:  $7.005m

1999-2000:  $5.770m

2000-2001:  $5.880m

2001-2002:  $6.430m

(Note: these figures include both NHT and non-NHT World Heritage management funds.)

Funding for management of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area for 2002-03 to 2004-05 will be delivered through the extension to the Natural Heritage Trust. The Government has already announced specific Trust funding totalling $4.3m for 2002-03.

Questions: 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved


1.8 Land Management - Australia’s land resources are managed in an ecologically sustainable way

Output:
Biodiversity - Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity

Land Management - Contribution to the sustainable management of Australia’s land resources

Division: 
Natural Heritage Division
Topic: 
Natural Heritage Trust Annual Report
Written Question on Notice:

Senator Carr asked: 

Question 98

Documents

Can we get copies of the following reports/papers/documents referred to in the 00‑01 NHT Annual report:

•
‘Directions for Natural Resources Management’ ‑ a paper by the NHT Advisory Committee to the NHR Ministerial Board (p.9 NHT Annual report)

Answer: copy attached

•
Memorandum of Understanding between EA and AFFA (p.9 NHT Annual report)

Answer: copy attached

•
Evaluation of investment in Landcare Support Projects completed March 2001 by URS and Griffin‑NRM (p.16 NHT annual report)-


Answer: copy attached 

•
Report on the impact of the National Property Management Planning Campaign dated January 2001 (p17 NHT Annual report) 


Answer: copy attached
•
Decision making for commercial farm forestry ‑ a national survey by Colmar Brunton Social Research, January 2001 


Answer: copy attached
Question 99

Facilitator networks 

On p.11 of the Annual report, it refers to more than 800 NHT funded facilitators and coordinators.

•
Could you provide a breakdown of numbers of facilitators by program area?

•
And the cost of facilitators for each area?

Answer
EA Funded Networks 
Equivalent Full Time Positions
Total approx Commonwealth funding / year 

Waterwatch Facilitators and Coordinators

(currently funded through OSS)
82.3
$3.2m

($2.6 EA and $0.6 AFFA)

Bushcare Network



· Bushcare Support Contract
65.5
$7.81m

· Bushcare Coords and Facs
63
$3.845m

· Trust for Nature
5.4
$0.295m

· National Bush for Wildlife Coordinator
1
$0.1m

Coastcare Coordinators and Facilitators
26
$1.377m

Coasts and Clean Seas Officers
7
$0.385m

Indigenous Land Management Facilitators (AFFA contributes to the funding  of these positions)
13
$1.21m

Threatened Species Network
8.5
$0.55m

SeaNET
6.5
$0.465m

Marine and Coastal Community Network
8.6
$0.72m

TOTAL
286.8
$19.957m

AFFA Funded Networks
Equivalent Full Time Positions
Total approx Commonwealth funding / year

AFFA-funded 
530
$33.4m

Note- funding identified is an approximation based on funding for employment in One Stop Shop projects at the average rate of $63,000 per position.

Most of the facilitators and co-ordinators were funded by the National Landcare Program, and were employed locally by catchment bodies or agencies of local and state government.  Smaller community engagement networks were also funded by the Murray-Darling 2001 program, Farm Forestry Program, Rivercare Program, and Fisheries Action Program.  (An exact program breakdown was not provided in the evaluation by URS/Griffin.)  

Question 100

Investment in landcare activities 

On p.17 of the NHT Annual Report, it refers to a review of the Landcare taxation rebate and its subsequent cessation on 30 June 2001

•
Could we get a copy of the final report completed January 2001 by Agtrans Research (p.17 NHT annual report)

On p.17, it reads:

‘As a result of the review and the cessation on the rebate, AAFA is considering developing a package of incentives to increase investment in Landcare activities.’ 
•
Has that been progressed within AFFA?

•
What is being considered?

•
Has any consultant advice been sought in this regard?

•
Who did the work? What were the terms of reference?

•
When will the package be completed?

Answer

1. A copy of the Report is attached.


2. This issue has been progressed and an incentive will be available to eligible primary producers as at 1 July 2002 in the form of cash reimbursements to eligible primary producers of 50 percent of the costs of eligible environmental management systems (EMS) activities up to a maximum of $3000 for primary producers with a taxable income below $35,000 per annum.  Primary producers on annual taxable incomes of over $30,000 will lose $3 of the maximum reimbursement for every $5 of income over $30,000, with the effect that no reimbursement is available to primary producers with annual taxable incomes of over $35,000.

The incentive is intended to support the development and implementation of an EMS plan and encourage primary producers to improve and invest in sustainable natural resource management.

3. The program will provide $25 million over 5 years, funded from the Natural Heritage Trust.  Centrelink is the chosen service provider for assessing and paying EMSIP applications.  A communication strategy is being developed by Centrelink in consultation with AFFA.  The strategy will utilise rural press and industry and farmer organisation newsletters as well as AFFA and Centrelink websites, and include a limited print and radio advertising campaign (to be conducted during July 2002).  An information pack including application forms is also being developed.  

4. Consultants were not engaged in the development of this initiative.  

Question 102

Building regional capacity 
P. 17 of the Annual report refers to a pilot short course for Natural Resource Management and building regional capacity.

1. Could we get a copy of the report for the project?

2. Was the project considered a success?

3. Will the project continue?

4. How many people participated in the pilot? How were they selected?

Answer

1. The report is available on the NHT website at http://www.nht.gov.au/skills/


2. Yes.


3. The pilots have provided a guide for similar capacity-building activities in natural resource management regional plans. Evaluation is currently underway to assist in determining future activity.


4. There were eight regions involved with approximately 20 participants per region.

Question 103

National Land and Water Resources Audit 

P.18 of the annual report refers to an independent evaluation of the Audit by Agtrans Research that started in March 2000 and was due to conclude in early 2002.

1. Has the evaluation been completed?

2. Why did it take so long?

3. What was the original anticipated timeframe?

4. Two years to evaluate a $40 million program seems a bit excessive. Why was such a long time needed?

5. How much was spent on the review?

6. Can we get a copy of the final report?

Answer

1. 
The evaluation of the reports on the Audit’s seven major themes is complete. The evaluation of the NLWRA Final Report is not yet complete (see below). 

2.
The evaluation was established as an on-going task with several elements. The Progress Report was used to assist in the design and delivery of Audit work over the last 18 months of its life; to advise on each of the seven Audit Theme reports- which took place over the period April 2000 to October 2001; and to provide a final assessment of the Audit following completion of the Audit’s Final Report. The latter was originally due in February 2002 but is now expected to be finalised in June/July 2002. The last theme report was received in September 2001. 

Progress Report No 6 was completed in October 2001. It was expected that the evaluation of the Audit’s Final Report would be completed by February 2002. It is now scheduled to be printed in June/July 2002 and evaluated within that period. 

3. 
The consultancy was issued in May 2000 to be completed by 30 June 2001, for the original component of the evaluation. The contract was extended to take into account slippage of theme reports and the evaluation of the NLWRA Final Report. 

4.
See above.

5.
$129 000.

6.
A copy of “Monitoring and Evaluation of the National Land and Water Resources Audit: Progress Report 6” is attached.

Question 104

Farmbis 

On p. 18-19 of the annual report, the Farmbis program is reported to have made a positive contribution to achieving its objectives' and has provided' a very good rate of return on public investment with a net present value of $98.8 million and a benefit cost ration of 2.9.'

1. Given the success of the program, why has Natural Heritage Trust funding for Farmbis been stopped?

2. Has the program been utilised by the entire farming community?

Answer

1.
 Natural Heritage Trust funding was provided under the first 3 year FarmBis program (1998-99 to 2000-01) for farmers to undertake advanced Property Management Planning (PMP) training.  These funds were used to complement funding provided under FarmBis (part of the ‘Agriculture-Advancing Australia’ initiative) for the purposes of assisting training uptake in business and natural resource management.  

The 2000-01 Federal Budget then provided a separate funding appropriation for a new integrated FarmBis and PMP program ("FarmBis - Skilling Farmers for the Future") to operate from 2001-02 to 2003-04.  Separate Commonwealth NHT funding for PMP activities ceased on 30 June 2001 to coincide with this integration. 

2.
Primary production business enterprises and land managers are the target participants for the new FarmBis program, ie the program does not extend to non-primary producers/land managers.  Within each State and the Northern Territory a single State Planning Group (SPG) has been established to administer the program at the State/Territory level, including determining eligibility criteria for primary producers and land managers.

Question 105

Bushcare Site Visit Evaluations

The Annual report (p.19) refers to a national program of site visit evaluations of Bushcare funded projects that commenced early 2001 and will continue until the end of 2002.Given you are three quarters of the way through the program, can you give us a progress report of how the evaluations are going?

1. How many visits have been conducted?

2. What proportion of projects will be visited during the program?

3. How many projects are progressing according to expectations?

4. What data has been collected?

5. Has the integrity of reporting been tested?

6. What have the results been? How many projects have accurately reported on their performance?

7. Has any analysis been made on the overall effectiveness of the Bushcare program?

8. How many hectares have been replanted under the program?

Answer:
1. Approximately 20% of all projects scheduled for visiting have had reports forwarded to EA. State based network staff indicate some states have visited between 40 and 97% of scheduled projects, with reports in various stages of write-up. 

2. We will attempt to visit approximately 23% of all Bushcare projects up to and including the funding year 2000-01.  

3. A sample of 99 projects was taken on 7 May 2002.  For projects yet to finish, only one project was ranked as having made most unfavourable progress. No completed projects were ranked as being most unfavourable.

4. Data collected is as per the Bushcare Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy, approved by the former Minister on 29/9/2001. It includes a wide range of output information such as area of remnant vegetation protected to information on other benefits such as education and awareness value and proponent perception of success.

5. Yes. Bushcare network staff rather than the proponents undertake field reporting. From time to time Commonwealth staff attend field visits to oversee reporting performance. Bushcare State Coordinators and peer review are also used to provide quality control.

6. The program will continue in the data collection phase until December. Data entry will commence in July at which time reports will be individually scrutinized. 

7. Analysis of the overall effectiveness of Bushcare will be made at the end of the year, after the field visit phase is complete.

8. As the field visit program is a sub-sample of projects, it will not provide a total hectares replanted figure. This information will be available from the collation of the final reports each group must send in when they finish their projects. This information is been collated from now until the end of the year.

Question 106

Murray Darling 2001 Program 

A review of Murray Darling 2001 grant funding was conducted by Clive Lyle and Associates for AFFA and an analysis of investment is currently underway by AFFA.

1. Could we get a copy of the report completed in November 2001? 

2. The annual report refers to constraints of a one year funding cycle'. Could you elaborate on the findings and recommendations of the report in relation to one‑year funding? 

3. What is being done to address these constraints?

4. How is the investment analysis progressing?

Answer

1. A copy is attached. Please note that the Report produced by Clive Lyle and Associates is dated November 2000 rather than 2001, as identified in the Annual Report.

2. The Natural Heritage Trust (stage 1) funded projects of up to three years duration. To ensure accountability, after the first year, funding was approved annually based on a satisfactory progress report. The Report proposed extending the project life to five years, subject to satisfactory progress.

3. The issues identified by the Report are being addressed through arrangements for the extension of the Trust. Investment at the regional level will be based on a regional investment strategy utilising a three-year rolling plan.
4. Work is continuing on the investment analysis.

Question 107

National Weeds Program

The annual report refers to work with experts to identify an alert list' of non‑native species of plants that have established populations in the wild.

1. How many non‑native species have been identified?

2. What action is now being taken to manage these populations?

3. How widespread are these populations?

4. How much funding has been allocated to the management of species on the alert list?

Answer

1. An Alert List of 28 non-native plant species has been established. The list contains species that are having an environmental impact, but are still in the early stages of establishment and have the potential to become a significant problem if they are not managed.

2. Ministerial approval was given in April 2002 to fund a project to undertake the development of a National Weed Extension/Communication Initiatives for Weeds of National Significance (WONS) and the Alert List for Environmental Weeds. 

The project will focus on 

* gathering information on description/biology of the weeds, weed control methods, products and research outcomes;

* developing and producing standardized, consistent weed control information for all WONS and Alert List weeds, including field information from community groups on management issues for provision to the Department’s existing Websites;

* determining the extent of existing weed distribution data for WONS and Alert list weeds and seek where possible to update and organize the preparation of comprehensive distribution maps for these weeds;

* setting up protocols and systems for on-going data collection and data communication; 

* creating a reference group comprising representatives from a broad range of stakeholders to project oversight, particularly in the areas where landholders and/or community groups are involved in small-scale “action research” into weed management as well as “Train the Trainer Workshops”; and 

* coordinating input from Commonwealth programs in developing and implementing workshops on WONS and Alert List weeds control and management. These workshop would be designed to directly facilitate information provision on identification of these weeds, and suggested models for monitoring and control activities.

The department is in the process of finalising a consultancy with the Cooperative Research Centre for Weed Management to undertake this project.

Individual projects are also being undertaken in the Northern Territory, Queensland and Western Australia where they are undertaking on-ground actions to manage and control a number of Alert List weeds such as Barleria prionitis, Senecio glastifolius and Thunbergia laurifolia.
3.
In comparison to the weeds of national significance they are not wide spread.  Species currently on the Alert List are in their early stages of establishment and have the potential to become a significant problem if they are not managed.  Part of the intent of the National Weed Extension/Communication Initiatives project, referred to previously, is to establish what current information is available on a range of biological issues for each species including their known distribution.  This information will then be provided to community groups to assist them in recognising and dealing with these species when they are found. 

4.
Funding provided under the first phase of the Natural Heritage Trust through the National Weeds Program during 2001/02 was $350,000 for the National Weed Extension/Communication Initiatives project.   This project will cover the 20 Weeds of National Significance and the 28 plant species on the Alert List for Environmental Weeds.  Additionally, $50,800 was approved to support individual projects for species on the Alert List. 

Question 108

Bushcare

On p.47 of the annual report, Bushcare is reported to have spent some $56.8 million in 2000‑01 through the one stop shop process. However, the budget paper, Commonwealth Environment Expenditure 02‑03 on p.13 reports Bushcare spending as $82.5 million.

1. Can you explain the discrepancy?

2. What spending in Bushcare occurs outside the one-stop-shop process? Can you provide some examples of these projects?

3. On p.48 of the annual report, it states that $44.9 million was spent on on-ground conservation projects. What are the non on-the-ground projects that account for the difference between $82.5 and $44.9 million?

4. The original aim of Bushcare was to achieve a reversal in the decline of the quality and extent of native vegetation by June 2001.

· Has that target been officially revised?

· Has a new timeframe been agreed?

· What is the current target for Bushcare?

· The annual report refers to establishing' clear targets for the retention of native vegetation which are accepted within regional communities.' Given the clear opposition from farming groups for limitations on land clearing, does that mean that the Government no longer intends to achieve this aim?

Answer

1. In 2000-01, $56.8 million in projects was approved through the One Stop Shop, the community grants component of the Natural Heritage Trust. The remainder of funds expended in 2000-01, were allocated to national scale activities and activities that spanned more than one state or territory. 

The budget paper, Commonwealth Environment Expenditure 2002-03, p.13, reports Bushcare expenditure in 2000-01 as $81.5 million.  

2. In 2000-01, $24.7 million was expended. Examples include:

Cape York program
$4.30 million

Bushcare Revolving Fund
$1.00 million

Monitoring and Evaluation activities
$0.15 million

Communications activities (eg Bush and Landcare Magazines, Regional Training Initiative)
$0.22 million

Council for Sustainable Vegetation Management
$0.07 million

Bushcare Support contract (Greening Australia)
$5.71 million

Indigenous Land Management Facilitators
$0.50 million

3. As stated on p.48, on-ground activities are community funded projects to revegetate and rehabilitate degraded areas and protect remnant vegetation for wildlife habitat and biodiversity conservation. In addition, Bushcare contributes to on-ground sustainable production activities such as salinity amelioration, oil mallee plantations, and biodiversity protection in sustainable grazing systems. Non on-ground projects include community capacity building activities (such as coordinators and facilitators, training, communication), and institutional change (taxation incentives, National Framework for Native Vegetation Management).

4. No.
No.

Achievements towards the Bushcare program goal to reverse the decline in the quality and extent of native vegetation, and future direction for vegetation policy, is provided in the Ministerial Statement “Native Vegetation Policy: Reversing the Decline in the Quality and Extent of Australia’s Native Vegetation Cover” released in September 2001 by the former Minister for the Environment, Senator Hill.

The Government’s election commitments in November 2001 included a commitment to regional delivery of funding for the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality and the Natural Heritage Trust through accredited integrated natural resource management plans that incorporate targets.  

The Commonwealth, States and Territories have agreed to resource condition targets for salinity, water quality and in-stream and terrestrial biodiversity.  These targets are required to meet nationally agreed objectives, but the actual quantum for the targets is set at the regional level.  

National objectives for biodiversity targets, including native vegetation extent and condition, are currently out for public comment and will be presented for endorsement by jurisdictions at the October meeting of the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council.  

Question: 112

Outcome: 1.2 Biodiversity – Australia's biological diversity is conserved 
Output: Contribution to the conservation of Australia’s biological diversity
Division: Natural Heritage Division
Topic: Indigenous funding 

Written Question on Notice:
Senator Carr asked: 

On page 36 of the Ministerial Statement on Indigenous Affairs it details specific funding as zero in the subprograms of:

Indigenous Protected Areas;

Waterwatch;

National Wetlands Program;

Coasts and Clean Seas

due to figures not being available at the time of printing.

1. Can you tell me how much funding is allocated to these programs and what is total funding for the general programs?

2. What is the indigenous proportion as a percentage of total funding?

3. If this is not known when will it be known

4. Will this lead to delays in funding for such programs

Answer:

The programs referred to no longer exist as discrete programs under the Natural Heritage Trust.  It is therefore not possible to provide funding information on this basis. 

Indigenous communities will continue to have access to Natural Heritage Trust funding for activities consistent with the objectives of the Trust.
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