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

Environment and Heritage

Budget Supplementary Estimates 2003-2004, (4 November 2003)


Outcome:

1. Environment

Question No: 68
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division
Topic: 

Water Quality
Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice

Senator Wong asked:
(a)  Has the advice document been approved by the NHT Ministerial Board? If not, why not?  (b) What is the Government’s view on the meaning of  “directly on measures to improve water quality”. (c) How do investments in water quality planning and monitoring directly improve water quality? (d) The community would expect this commitment to be to management works and activities - why is the Government’s view so different? Is the Government out of touch, or is the bureaucracy?

Answer:

(a) No. It is an administrative document based on policy documents previously agreed by Ministers, and as such there is no need to resubmit it to them.

(b) The Australian Government has not specifically defined the term “directly“ in relation to the $350 million water quality improvement expenditure. Any overly restrictive definition could limit the types of projects that could be undertaken under the initiative and therefore could discourage unique and innovative projects. This would be to the detriment of the water quality improvement initiative.
(c) Water quality planning and monitoring provides the framework within which water quality improvement activities can be directed and achieved, and through which progress can be continuously checked against water quality goals and targets. Appropriate planning and monitoring arrangements are therefore vital components of the water quality improvement process and directly contribute to better water quality outcomes. 
(d) Given the vital importance of water quality planning and monitoring to water quality improvement, the Australian Government does not consider that appropriate investment in these activities represents a divergence from community expectations.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 71
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Water quality investment budgets

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice

Senator Wong asked:
If not, how do you meaningfully invest in achieving long term outcomes if you budget on an annual basis? How can other parties, such as State agencies and regional NRM bodies enter a sensible management arrangement with the Commonwealth when there is no outyear budget?
Answer:

There is a need to balance accountability for public investment, through annual budgets, with the achievement of long-term investment outcomes.  The States are provided with three year rolling regional funding budgets.  At the National level, the Government is moving to three year investment strategies for key components.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 72
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Departmental advice on water quality monitoring strategies

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice

Senator Wong asked:
In addition, what advice has been provided by the Department to Regional NRM Bodies to ensure that water quality monitoring strategies are cost-effective and provide meaningful management information - in the context of water quality targets?
Answer:

The Department, and State government agencies, provides advice on a continuing basis to regional bodies in relation to all aspects of water quality monitoring processes.  This is to ensure that regional activities achieve consistency with the Australian Guidelines for Water Quality Monitoring and Reporting (2000), specifically as outlined in Chapter 1 of these guidelines.  

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 73
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

The National Water Quality Management Strategy and accredited NRM plans
Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice

Senator Wong asked:
Senator Hill’s comments in the Senate suggest that investments in water quality monitoring should be on water quality monitoring programs that are consistent with Volume 7 of the National Water Quality Management Strategy. Do you ensure that the Strategy’s frameworks are reflected in accredited NRM plans?
Answer:

Yes. This is consistent with the agreement between the Commonwealth and all other jurisdictions that integrated catchment/regional NRM plans demonstrate consistency with agreed strategies such as the National Water Quality Management Strategy.

However, the actual regional monitoring requirements will vary according to the level of investment occurring and the type of monitoring required. These requirements will be determined regionally and be regionally specific. Accordingly, while it is necessary for integrated catchment/regional NRM plans to be consistent with the National Water Quality Management Strategy, it is not possible to provide a universal definition of minimum water quality monitoring requirements.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 75

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Water Quality

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
Follow up to Question 89, May 2003. How frequently will the nature of activities contributing to the $350million commitment to water quality improvement be reviewed? If the criteria for accounting against the $350 million changes over time, will previously funded and assessed projects be reassessed in respect to their contribution to the $350 million? Is the purpose of the periodic review to ensure that the net is cast as wide as necessary to meet this commitment? What efforts are being made to bring forward projects through the envirofund, regional delivery and national component projects to meet this commitment?

Answer/s:

The Natural Heritage Ministerial Board annually reviews the performance of the Trust in meeting the $350 million water quality commitment.

Yes.

No. The periodic review is undertaken to ensure that the guidelines are being applied in a consistent manner. 
No efforts are being specifically made to bring forward National, Regional or Envirofund projects in order to meet the water quality commitment. The focus of the Trust on investment in integrated natural resource management outcomes means that a wide range of proposals contribute wholly or in part to water quality commitments.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 76

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division
Topic: 

Water Quality

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on -notice

Senator Wong asked:
At the date of answering this question, how much has been acquitted against this $350 million commitment?

Answer/s:

As at 1 October 2003, $21m had been approved for activities that are identified as contributing to this commitment.
Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 77
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

National Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

NRM Plans

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post-hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
How will the Government assess the cost-effectiveness of its potential investments in implementing regional NRM plans?

Given the Government’s stated priority on water quality improvements and commitment to investing in water quality improvements ($350 million) how does it identify and invest in cost effective investments through the regional delivery component?

How does it do this through the Coastal Catchments Initiative?

How does it identify projects that represent value for money?

Answer:
The multilaterally agreed accreditation criteria for regional NRM plans require plans to evaluate the social, economic and environmental impacts of proposed actions (quantifying, where appropriate, the costs and benefits of options, as well as the implications of taking no action).

In the 2001 election, the Prime Minister committed to spend at least $350 million of the $1 billion Natural Heritage Trust extension directly on measures to improve water quality. Regional implementation of water quality measures will be through the regional NRM plan, and the associated sub-regional plans (eg river health strategies, floodplain management strategies, biodiversity management plans). Australian Government investment will be in actions to achieve resource condition targets identified in the regional investment strategies.
Operational guidelines against the $350 million commitment have been developed using the National Water Quality Management Strategy, which provides a consistent approach to water quality management. Trust projects are assessed to determine whether or not the constituent activities (or parts thereof) contribute to:

· directly improving one or more of the physical, chemical or biological attributes of the identified marine or aquatic ecosystem and/or waterbody; or

· establishing specific management plans and baseline data for, and/or monitoring of, marine or aquatic ecosystems and/or waterbodies.’

The Coastal Catchments Initiative invests in the development of Water Quality Improvement Plans (WQIP) and associated interim water quality projects.

The WQIP is considered a cost-effective investment as it implements a best practice planning approach to water quality management, with a key outcome being identification and substantiation of opportunities for cost-effective investment.

A key factor in identifying interim projects and determining their cost effectiveness is their capacity to support a higher quality WQIP.

Outcome:

1. Environment

Question No’s: 78 and 79

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division
Topic: 

Water Quality
Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice

Senator Wong asked:
(Q.78) This question follows Q89, Budget Estimates, May 2003. How does water quality planning, per se, directly contribute to water quality improvement? Do you agree that a water quality plan alone has no effect on water quality? Is this not a perverse interpretation of “direct”. To date, how much of the $350million is attributed to water quality planning activities, as distinct from water quality improvement activities?

(Q.79) This question follows Q89, Budget Estimates, May 2003. How does water quality monitoring, per se, directly contribute to water quality improvement? Do you agree that water quality monitoring alone has no effect on water quality? Is this not a perverse interpretation of “direct”. To date, how much of the $350million is attributed to water quality monitoring activities, as distinct from water quality improvement activities?
Answer/s:

Water quality planning provides the framework within which water quality improvement activities can be directed, can take place, and can achieve the water quality goals and targets set. Similarly, water quality monitoring provides the mechanisms by which progress towards water quality goals and targets can be continuously checked.  Appropriate, adequate and timely planning and monitoring arrangements are therefore vital components of the water quality improvement process and directly contribute to better water quality outcomes. 
Typically, planning activities account for between 5 and 10 per cent of an investment budget, monitoring and reporting between 5 and 15 per cent; and the balance is allocated to management activities. However, the relative balance between investments in water quality planning, management and monitoring/reporting is likely to vary depending on specific circumstances. 
Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 80
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division
Topic: 

Water Quality
Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice
Senator Wong asked:
Why is “directly” not defined for the purpose of making expenditures to meet this commitment? Would you agree that the term “direct” is critical in this context, given that $350million and the condition of many of Australia’s waters is dependent on its interpretation?

Answer/s:

The Australian Government has not specifically defined the term “directly“ in relation to the $350 million water quality improvement expenditure. Any overly strict definition could place restrictions on the types of projects that could be undertaken under the initiative and could have a detrimental effect in discouraging unique and innovative projects. The Australian Government would therefore encourage a wide interpretation to this definition and not seek to narrowly define or proscribe it. 
Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 81
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Water quality outputs

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post-hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
What is a “water quality output”? How do (a) water quality planning, (b) monitoring and (c) reporting activities “bring forward a water quality output”?

Answer/s:

Water quality outputs relate to products or information pertaining to water quality, including water quality monitoring plans and water quality planning strategies.  Water quality planning, monitoring and reporting are accordingly all water quality outputs designed to support water quality outcomes.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 82
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Water Quality

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice
Senator Wong asked:
What does the Department consider an appropriate balance of relative investments in water quality planning, management and monitoring/reporting?

Answer/s:

The Australian Government does not have a definite target in regard to relative investments in water quality planning, management or monitoring/reporting. The most appropriate balance of investments is one that will support optimum water quality outcomes, and that can contribute more broadly to integrated natural resource management outcomes extending beyond water quality per se. The relative balance between investments in water quality planning, management and monitoring/reporting is likely to vary depending on specific circumstances. Typically, planning activities account for between 5 and 10 per cent of an investment budget, monitoring and reporting between 5 and 15 per cent; and the balance is allocated to management activities. However, the relative balance between these elements in particular cases is dependent on considerations such as how far particular planning and monitoring systems may have already been progressed. 
The investment processes and project selection practices for the selection of National, Regional and Envirofund investments follows a competitive process. The selection process effectively determines the appropriate investment balance for these components as an outcome of the project selection process rather than as an Australian Government input at the start of the process.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 83

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

NHT Expenditure

Hansard Page ECITA:
111

Senator Wong asked:
Do you have some projected figures in terms of projects which have been approved but not yet paid?…. Could I also request the projects in respect of which these payments have been made in this financial year to date.
Answer/s:

ATTACHMENT A details NHT expenditure by project type, forecast expenditure, and actual expenditure.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 84

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Foundation Funding

Hansard Page ECITA:
114

Senator Wong asked:
Are you able to provide me with a list of the projects on the basis of federal electorate? I appreciate that some of them are statewide, so that would obviously not be possible…..
Perhaps you could indicate which electorates would be affected.
Answer/s:

The list as requested is enclosed at ATTACHMENT A. As data is not collected on the basis of electoral boundaries, but rather on the basis of NHT natural resource management regions, the Federal electorates that may be affected by projects are listed against the NHT regions in which the investment will occur.

Outcome:
1. Environment 



Question No: 
85

Output:  
1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division


Topic: 

Final Evaluation of the first phase of the Natural Heritage Trust

Hansard Page ECITA:
114 - 115

Senator Wong asked:
No, the evaluation team. Who is evaluating the tenders? …. Could you tell me who the steering committee is?… Have you prepared the specific criteria as yet?… I’m sorry. I misheard you. Perhaps if you could take this on notice—the document setting out the criteria against which the tender will be assessed.
Answer/s:

The tenders are being evaluated by the Evaluation Steering Committee.  (The Committee’s membership is detailed in Table 1, attached). 
The tender assessment criteria are:

1. Demonstrated understanding of government funded natural resource management programs such as the Natural Heritage Trust, and the public policy context for such programs. (20%)

2. Relevant experience in evaluating public sector natural resource management policies and national programs of this kind.(15%)

3. Proposed methodology for the evaluation and understanding of the outcomes required from the project. (40%)

4. Efficiency and value for money. (25%)

The document setting out the tender assessment criteria is the Natural Heritage Trust Phase 1 Final Evaluation – Scope and Terms of Reference, see Attachment 1
Table 1: Steering Committee Membership

	Name


	Position

	Ms Pam Green


	Mayor Eurobodalla Shire Council

Natural Heritage Trust Advisory Committee

Chair Southeast Catchment Management Board

Chair Envirofund State Assessment Panel

	Mr Allan Piggott


	South Australian Representative

Australian Landcare Council

	Professor Bruce Thom


	Chair New South Wales Coastal Council

Chair Australian State of Environment Committee

	Ms Stephanie Gunn


	Assistant Secretary 

Governance and Business Strategy Branch

Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing

	Mr Mark Tucker


	First Assistant Secretary

Natural Resource Management Programs Division

Australian Government Department of the Environment and Heritage

	Mr Ian Thompson


	Executive Manager 

Natural Resource Management Branch

Australian Government Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry

	Mr Mike Lee


	General Manager

Natural Resource Management Team

Australian Government Department of Agriculture Fisheries and Forestry


Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 86
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Regional facilitators

Hansard Page ECITA:
122
Senator McLucas asked:
There is a range of regional NRM facilitators, 48 in fact. How many are in each state?

Answer:

The total number of Regional Facilitators to be employed is 61. Of the total, 42 have been employed to date. The breakdown for each state is as follows: 

	State
	Number currently employed
	Total Number to be employed 

	Queensland
	7
	9

	New South Wales
	16
	21

	Australian Capital Territory
	1
	1

	Victoria
	0
	8

	Tasmania
	3
	3

	South Australia
	9
	8

	Northern Territory
	2
	3

	Western Australia
	4
	8

	TOTAL
	42
	61


Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 87
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Funding of environmental resource officer

Hansard Page ECITA:
122-123
Senator McLucas asked:
What Commonwealth support was there for the funding of the environment resource officer that we think was with LGAQ?
That one, for example, will still sit within the building of the Local Government Association of Queensland?

Answer:

The Environment Resource Officer Scheme supported by the Australian Government was finalised in June 2003. In recognition of the need to engage local government more effectively in regional natural resource management processes, the Australian Government has agreed to provide support for the employment of one Local Government NRM Facilitator to be hosted by Local Government Associations in each jurisdiction. The Departments are currently negotiating with the Local Government Association of Queensland over the contractual arrangements for their hosting of the QLD position.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 88

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

NRM organisational planning chart

Hansard Page ECITA:
124

Senator McLucas asked:
In the answer to the question on notice that I received, the Minister advised that an organisational planning chart had not been created. Is that finished now?  Is that complete?

Answer:

An organisational chart is attached. The 30 fully funded Australian Government NRM Facilitators will be employed directly by the Australian Government through the Department of the Environment and Heritage and will report directly to the Commonwealth Regional NRM Team (a unit jointly staffed by the Department of the Environment and Heritage and the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. The 61 Regional NRM Facilitators and the 13 Indigenous Land Management Facilitators will be managed by their host organisations on a day to day basis, in accordance with work plans that will be developed and monitored by Australian Government and State representatives.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 89

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division Topic: 

NRM Organisational structure

Hansard Page ECITA:
122

Senator McLucas asked:
"Just going back to whether or not there was any opposition to the new organizational structure, what was the view of the Queensland government to the proposal?  …  The first question is: did the Queensland government make a formal submission to us in relation to it?".

Answer/s:

Queensland Ministers wrote in June advising of agreement on the community-based positions. They supported the proposal for strategic regional positions, noting that the number of positions needed to be considered further, that the roles and responsibilities needed clarification, and that the employment arrangements, in particular direct employment by regional bodies, was a matter of concern. They agreed to the arrangement whereby strategic regional facilitators would be employed by an independent third party.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 90
Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Cape York Natural Heritage Trust 

Hansard Page ECITA:
126
Senator Lundy asked:
The second item is strategy No. 2 which is ‘enhancing Cape York protected areas’. What was the purpose of that program?  Could you also explain then why none of it was spent?
Answer/s:

The purpose of Strategy 2 - Enhancing Cape York Protected Areas under the Cape York Natural Heritage Trust Plan 1997 – 2001 was to contribute to the management of conservation reserves on the Peninsula. 
The strategy was intended to provide funds for protected areas management over and above that which would have been undertaken by Queensland government agencies as part of their regular programs. 
There has been no money expended to date as the first proposal forwarded by Queensland was a single project for the full $4 million allocated to Strategy 2 for a program of works that clearly included components of the regular Queensland works program. 
The then Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Minister Hill, sought from the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service a strategy for proposed works that would be considered by the then Regional Assessment Panel against Strategy 2 for recommendation to the Minister.

With the transition to the NHT 2, under which Queensland has not yet established agreed regional governance arrangements for the Peninsula, it remains to be determined whether further funding for protected areas management remains a regional priority for further investment.   

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 91

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2, 1.7 and 1.8 

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

NRM Plans

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
Answer to Q63, Item 1, May 2003 does not answer the question. The answer describes the process of providing input and feedback in development of NRM Plans. The question is “what advice is being provided by the Government to regional bodies to assist them to prepare plans consistent with agreed national strategies”. Please answer this question in relation to the National Water Quality Management Strategy, the National Principles for the Provision of Water for Ecosystems and the National Framework for the Management and Monitoring of Australia’s Native Vegetation. 

Answer/s:

NRM Plans are developed in relation to accreditation guidelines that have been agreed on a multilateral basis through the NRM Ministerial Council. The Commonwealth deploys State teams to assist regions in developing their plans. These teams provide continuing Commonwealth assistance in the development of plans at all stages of their development cycles, and in relation to all three of the strategies referenced in the Senator’s question. This assistance incorporates continuous feed-back on the development of plans and Commonwealth participation in the regional working groups and other bodies responsible for planning development.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 92

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Integrated Catchment/Regional Management Plans
Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
“Answer to Q63, Item 2, May 2003 does not answer the question. The answer attempts to repeat the objectives of these agreed national strategies, but gives no indication of the elements of these strategies the Commonwealth needs to see implemented through regional plans for those plans to be consistent with the relevant national strategy. Please answer the question “what criteria does the Department use to determine that a draft plan meets these strategies … what are the key elements of these three strategies/frameworks that the Department is applying to satisfy itself these nationally agreed strategies are being implemented in a regional plan?”.
Answer/s:

The Australian and State/Territory Governments have developed criteria for the accreditation of Integrated Catchment/Regional Management Plans, which are included in bilateral agreements for the Natural Heritage Trust.

Where regions have responsibilities under Australian Government, State or Territory land, vegetation and water, marine and coastal policies and frameworks, governments consider how these responsibilities are reflected in the regional plan. It is expected that actions proposed in regional plans will contribute to these policies and frameworks and enable them to be implemented at the regional level. Where these strategies/frameworks are relevant to particular regions, the departments of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry and the Environment and Heritage would expect plans to identify actions to:

Protect and manage places and values of national environmental significance, including threatened species and communities, listed migratory species, Ramsar wetlands of international importance, and world heritage areas

· Manage threats and prevent degradation to Ramsar wetlands;

· Manage threats and prevent the decline in nationally listed threatened species and ecological communities;

· Complement and support management of the values of world heritage areas; and

· Manage habitat of listed migratory species

Improve water quality and environmental condition in surface and ground water systems including wetlands and estuaries while maintaining the economic and social values derived from water use

· Improve surface and ground water quality, biodiversity and environmental condition;

· Manage threats and prevent degradation to important wetlands and improve wetland condition; and

· Maintain the high conservation value of rivers and river reaches.

Reverse the decline in the extent and quality of native vegetation and maintain and restore habitat for flora and fauna

· Reverse the decline in the extent and quality of native vegetation;

· Ensure there is no clearing of threatened vegetation communities;

· Retain and manage native vegetation on land susceptible to land degradation; 

· Increase the extent of native vegetation through revegetation to achieve multiple objectives including biodiversity conservation, salinity mitigation, greenhouse gas abatement, improved land stability and production outcomes and enhanced water quality; 
· Improve quality of native vegetation; and 

· Manage biodiversity hotspot areas and reduce threats to those areas.

Protect our coastal catchments, ecosystems and the marine environment

· Protect, restore or manage coastal habitats of high conservation value, coastal processes and geomorphology;

· Eradicate, prevent or contain introduced marine pests; and

· Maintain and improve coastal and estuarine water quality.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 
93

Output:  
1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:
Natural Resource Management Programmes Division


Topic:
NAP/NHT
Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on-notice

Senator Wong asked:
On 11 February 2003 Senator Carr asked, “Do priority project proposals specify the relevant matter for target, consistent with the Standards and Targets Framework?” This question was avoided by outlining the Standards and Targets Framework and describing the need for and timing of priority projects. However, the answer stated that “priority projects are investments that are recognised as being essential to addressing resource condition issues within the region and need to be undertaken urgently”. 

Would you agree that this statement suggests such actions would likely be deserving of a resource condition matter for target, even if the “resource condition issue” is not listed in the set of 10 matters for targets? If a priority action is urgently undertaken to address a resource condition issue then should it not be linked to a resource condition matter for target? If not, please provide an example of a priority project that is demonstrably not linked to a matter for target, and explain why it was undertaken urgently?

Answer/s:

Yes, the statement suggests that such actions would be deserving of a resource condition matter for target. Additionally, the assessment criteria indicate that the project should:

1. Contribute to the objectives and desired outcomes of the National Action Plan

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

Consequently, the resource condition issue should contribute to the matters for target relevant to the National Action Plan. 

Yes, a priority action proposal should be linked with a resource condition matter for target.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 94

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

NAP Investment Strategies

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
The NAP website titled “A natural resource management overview” notes that “investment strategies that are essentially the business plan that is developed to attract investment in regional plan”. (a) From what sources does the Government expect these investment strategies to attract investment? (b) Is this exclusively from the NAP and NHT, or possibly local government? (c) What other sources are available, and what percentage of these investments are likely to be attracted from non-NAP or non-NHT monies? (d) Have regional NRM Bodies indicated they expect to attract a significant proportion of funds from other sources?
Answer/s:

(a) Over time, it is hoped that regions will attract investments from State and local governments, industry and the general community.

(b) Yes. It is anticipated that local government will become an important investor.

(c) See (a). It is not possible to accurately estimate the contribution of these sources at this time. The relative contribution of different sources is also likely to vary considerably between regions.

(d) No.

Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 95

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

NAP Governance

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post-hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
The NAP website titled “A natural resource management overview” notes that “land and water quality governance reforms, negotiated through the National Action Plan for Salinity an Water Quality Intergovernmental Agreement, plan to be extended to all regions across Australia”. Can you please specify the line-location of those “water quality governance reforms” in the NAP Intergovernmental Agreement, what those reforms are, and outline the benefits of those “water quality governance reforms”.

Answer/s:

Governance reforms are referenced in the preamble (Clause 2, part iv) of the Intergovernmental Agreement as a key element of the National Action Plan on Salinity and Water Quality. As noted in this reference, the aim of the governance reforms is to secure Commonwealth and State/Territory investments and community action in the long-term, including property rights, pricing, and regulatory reforms for water and land use.  

These governance reforms are also referenced in Clause 14 of the Intergovernmental Agreement in relation to integrated catchment/regional plans. This clause requires plans to incorporate strategies and actions for progressing natural resource management issues; milestones for progressing to catchment/regional targets and national standards; and accountability, performance monitoring and reporting arrangements. 
Governance reforms are further referenced in clauses 25 and 26 if the Intergovernmental Agreement.

These reforms are central to Commonwealth and State/Territory efforts to secure sustainable community access to water resources. 
Outcome:

1. Environment



Question No: 96

Sub-outcome:



Output:  

1.2, 1.3, 1.7 and 1.8

Division/Agency:

Natural Resource Management Programmes Division

Topic: 

Bi-lateral Agreements under the Natural Heritage Trust

Hansard Page ECITA:
Post-hearing on notice

Senator Wong asked:
(a) Are NHT Bilateral Agreements legally binding contracts between the parties? That is to say, if one party defaults on the other, is there a financial or other penalty applicable? (b) Do they have the same legal standing as financial agreements employed by the Government to deliver NHT monies? (c) What benefit is there in developing bilateral agreements for matters such as delivery of the NHT and NAP, that could not be achieved through contractual arrangements?

Answer/s:

(a) No. Natural Heritage Trust Bilateral Agreements set out the broad strategies and heads of agreement between the Commonwealth and the States and Territories relating to their joint activities under the Natural Heritage Trust. Each Bilateral Agreement includes an agreed form of financial agreement that is used where financial assistance from the Natural Heritage Trust is provided to a State or Territory.

(b) Financial agreements that are made under the Bilateral Agreements are enforceable and include provisions that incorporate the terms of the Bilateral Agreements into the financial agreements. This effectively makes the terms of the Bilateral Agreements enforceable where financial assistance from the Natural Heritage Trust is provided to a State or Territory in accordance with the arrangements set out in the Bilateral Agreements.

(c) Section 19 of the Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Act 1997 sets out the requirements for the making of grants of financial assistance to the States under the Trust. This section requires the use of a written agreement, and notes (s, 19.4) that such an agreement may also establish a framework under which the Commonwealth and States are to work cooperatively to achieve both common and complementary outcomes in relation to:

(a) environmental protection; 

(b) natural resource management; and

(c) sustainable agriculture.
Outcome:

1. Environment
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Senator Wong asked:
The Standards and Targets Framework sets out a series of “Matters for which Regional Targets must be set”. The NAP website titled “A natural resource management overview” notes that the NRM Ministerial Council “agreed to a minimum set of salinity and water quality matters for which targets need to be set in every regional plan”. Why did the Department replace must with need? In an answer to a question of 11 Feb 2003, the Department noted that “in establishing resource condition targets under the Standards and Targets Framework, regions undertake an assessment of issues to identify which matters for targets are relevant to the region. Where these matters are relevant, regions are required to establish … resource condition targets for inclusion in their plans". The Department’s public advice to the Senate is contrary to that which is in the Framework document and on the public record. Can the Department explain this discrepancy?
Answer/s:

The National Framework for NRM Standards and Targets is a multilaterally agreed document developed by the Standards and Targets Working Group, a working group consisting of representatives from all States and Territories and chaired by the Australian Government representatives. The Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council formally endorsed the framework at its 3 May 2002 Meeting. The framework includes “Table 1. National Outcomes and Minimum Set of Regional Targets”, a copy of which is enclosed at ATTACHMENT A. That table includes a column headed “Matters for which Regional Targets must be set” which describes the sets of “Resource Condition Matters for Target” and “Management Action Matters for Target” included in the framework. 

Websites need to be written to convey an appropriate meaning to the reader. To assist readers understand the agreed intention of the framework, a preamble to the Standards and Targets Framework was developed, noted by the NRM Standing Committee, and placed on the website. In text providing an introduction to the formally agreed documents, the intention of the text was to explain to the reader that, in developing their plans, regions need to set targets relevant to these matters. 
The Department’s public advice to the Senate is entirely consistent to that which is in the Framework document and on the public record. 

The relevant Standards and Targets Framework clauses include:

Regional Targets

8.
This Framework specifies the minimum set of matters for which all catchments/regions must set regional targets (see Table 1). The Framework does not specify the level for the targets in any region. Actual target levels will need to be determined according to each region's circumstances. 

9. Targets will be set by regional bodies as a core element of integrated regional NRM plans. The plans, and the targets they contain, will be considered by the Commonwealth and States/Territories as part of the accreditation process prior to investment by governments in those plans. Targets may relate to absolute improvement in resource condition or decreases in the rate of degradation. They may be expressed as numbers or percentage changes. 
10.
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.

ATTACHMENT A

Table 1. National Outcomes and Minimum Set of Regional Targets

	National Outcomes

The national outcomes are aspirational statements about desired national natural resource outcomes
	Matters for which Regional Targets must be set

	
	Resource Condition Matters for Targets

	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.
	1. Land salinity. 

2. Soil condition.

3. Native vegetation communities’ integrity.

4. Inland aquatic ecosystems integrity (rivers and other wetlands). 

5. Estuarine, coastal and marine habitats integrity.

6. Nutrients in aquatic environments.

7. Turbidity / suspended particulate matter 
in aquatic environments.

8. Surface water salinity in freshwater aquatic environments.

9. Significant native species and ecological communities.

10. Ecologically significant invasive species.


	
	Management Action Matters for Targets

	
	1. Critical assets identified and protected. 

2. Water allocation plans developed and implemented.

3. Improved land and water management practices adopted.




Please note: This table should be read in conjunction with the National NRM Monitoring and Evaluation Framework and the table describing “National Outcomes, Matters for Target and Performance Indicators”


