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YOUR COMMENTS ON THE FRAMEWORK

1. General Comments

Please note: if you have comments regarding a specific section or words in the framework we would appreciate you using the table at Question 3. 
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2. Key Questions

2a) Vision

Do you consider the framework’s vision is appropriate? (Yes/No)
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If no, what would be a more appropriate vision? 
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2b) Principles

Do you consider the framework’s underlying principles are appropriate? (Yes/No)
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If not, what changes do you suggest to the principles?
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2c) Goals

Do you consider the framework’s goals (goals 1-5) are appropriate? (Yes/No)
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If no, how should the goals be changed?
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2d) Outcomes

Are the outcomes for each goal logical and achievable? Should there be others instead of or in addition to these?
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2e) Targets

We welcome your suggestions on national measurable targets, for example, one for each of the five goals of the framework. What targets do you consider would be appropriate for the following goals? If you feel that one of the ‘example’ targets below is suitable and that example includes an ‘X’, what number would you suggest for ‘X’?

Goal 1: Increase the national extent of native vegetation to build ecosystem resilience and improve the productive capacity of the landscape

Examples of targets for Goal 1: 

· By 2015 there is a X% net national increase in the extent of native vegetation

· By 2015 all strategic land-use planning decisions maximise opportunities to encourage revegetation, build conservation connectivity and limit clearing of native vegetation

Your suggested target for Goal 1:
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Goal 2: Maintain and improve the condition of native vegetation

Examples of targets for Goal 2: 

· By 2015 the condition of X% of Australia’s native vegetation has been significantly improved

· By 2015 all of Australia’s native vegetation is covered by management planning aimed at reducing priority threats to condition and their underlying drivers
Your suggested target for Goal 2:
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Goal 3: Maximise the native vegetation benefits of carbon markets

Examples of targets for Goal 3: 

· By 2013 national standards have been developed for accreditation and reporting of schemes that promote biodiverse native vegetation outcomes along with carbon sequestration and other environmental benefits

· By 2015 all native vegetation plans, policies and programs will be designed to maximise native vegetation condition outcomes of carbon market opportunities
Your suggested target for Goal 3:
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Goal 4: Build capacity to understand, value and effectively manage native vegetation by all relevant stakeholders

Examples of targets for Goal 4: 

· By 2015 X% of Australians understand and value native vegetation

· By 2015 the functions and values of native vegetation are appreciated and existing knowledge is shared among the wider community

Your suggested target for Goal 4:
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Goal 5: Progress the engagement and inclusion of Indigenous peoples in management of native vegetation

Examples of targets for Goal 5: 

· By 2015 X% of decision-makers understand the cultural significance of native vegetation to Indigenous peoples and give that significance weight in their decision-making

· By 2015 Indigenous peoples are fully involved in native vegetation management and decision making 

Your suggested target for Goal 5:
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2f) Actions
At section 3.2 (pages 34-36) of the framework, you will see a table of indicative actions (actions 1-26), and who could play a role in taking those actions.

Are there any additional actions you would like to suggest? If yes, please indicate whom you feel would be best placed to carry out those actions.
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2g) Other issues

Do you think the framework will adequately address the major native vegetation issues? If not, do you have any suggestions for improvement?
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Is there anything else this framework should cover?
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3) Specific comments

There is no obligation to provide more detailed comments on the draft framework. However, if you wish to do so, we would appreciate you using this table to ensure we can address your comments accurately and quickly.

	Page
	Section
	Paragraph
	Comment

	23
	2-3-3
	2
	Offensive that all improved land is referred to as damaged.

	24
	2-3-3
	4
	Inference that all sectors have a say in managing private land.

	24
	2-3-3
	6
	Decision making hierarchies, this is too draconian. 

	24
	2-3-3
	7
	Big stick approach won’t work, compensation is necessary.

	24
	2-3-3
	8
	Why should farmers have to provide management at their cost?

	25
	2-4-1
	3
	Native species alone may not enhance the productive capacity of land.

	28
	2-6-1
	1
	Any productivity loss on private land must be compensated. 


Without appearing too negative the document borders on extremism. There is no recognition of the necessity to have cleared land to produce food and fibre and the necessity to manage that land. While recognising that mistakes have been made in the past there has to be recognition that our farmers and graziers are the best equipped to have a balanced view on native vegetation on private land. The mining industry is not sustainable (even with offsets the land and water aquifers cannot be put back the same as before) however farmers have to feed the world forever and the days will return when farming will be the mainstay of our economy and well being. If Australia still retains 87% of its pre-European native vegetation then this should be considered a good balance in order to retain agricultural industries and to encourage population in regional areas. We do not need to increase native vegetation other than to re-vegetate damaged areas. There is no recognition that our native pastures in many cases have to be enhanced with introduced species to give a balanced year round diet for livestock. There is also no recognition that not all native species are desirable. 





Recognise lessons learnt (both good and bad) by over 200 years and generations of farmers and graziers.


Recognise that not all vegetation is desirable e.g. on some grazing properties some native plants such as corkscrew or threeprong are extremely detrimental to livestock with little or no feed value and skin penetrating seeds. Woody weeds must be controlled in many cases. To rely totally on native vegetation would severely restrict agricultural production.


Recognise that figures relating to unsustainable clearing are flawed. For example see attached extract from “Guidelines for Bushfire Permit Officers”. Showing the definition of land clearing as clearing land of grass etc. This is typical of terminology used by government agencies which gives false indication of amounts of land cleared.


Recognise that climate change has been occurring since the earth was formed.


Recognise that many farmers after generations of working their land have a cultural and spiritual relationship with their land which could be considered Indigenous. These people are the best equipped to give a balanced view of native vegetation on private land.





NO





Whilst recognising the importance of native vegetation we must be mindful of hindering or exterminating our food and fibre production.


We must have respect, recognition and appreciation of the work our forebears have done. This country would not have progressed and have the standards of living we have today without our farming community.


By your own admission “there is no specific tracking of clearing” in our area there is more country returning to thick scrub than is being cleared.


Native vegetation and introduced species must (and do) in many cases live together. 


Our national parks are for our untouched wilderness.


If private landowners are forced to comply with legislation that restricts their production they must be compensated. 








NO





NO





Goal 1- Increase the national extent of native vegetation to build ecosystem resilience and improve the productive capacity of areas degraded by salinity and erosion.


Goal 2- This is covered in goal 1 and should be replaced by the following: Landowners must be compensated if the productive capacity of their property is compromised for the public good by restrictions, limitations or increases of native vegetation.


Goal 3- should read If and when necessary maximise the carbon markets of native vegetation in conjunction with introduced species.


Goal 4- to read build capacity to understand and effectively manage native vegetation by all relevant stakeholders including Indigenous peoples, farmers and graziers.


Goal 5- should read, progress the engagement and inclusion of Indigenous people, farmers and graziers in planning and management of native vegetation.





Goal 1- national increase would severely impact on farming’s viability and the nation’s wellbeing; offsets may not be always warranted. There has to be acceptance that productive farming and grazing country may not need to increase native vegetation and in some cases may have to control it for the Nations wellbeing. 


It needs to be recognised that no matter what offsets are put in place the mining industry cannot put land and aquifers back the way they were.


Goal 2- Is too broad brushed, there has to be recognition that some native species are not productive or desirable in certain places and must be controlled. Offence is taken at the ‘big stick’ approach talking of high level compliance, monitoring and legal enforcement actions. If farmers are restricted in running their properties then compensation must be made.


Goal 3-The jury is still out on Carbon trading and we should not be leading with support.


Goal 4- could be amended to include Goal 5 the outcome of Goal 4 must include the negatives of native vegetation as well as positives to give a balanced approach.


Goal 5- must be amended to recognise the vast knowledge of our largest landowners and managers being farmers. If we don’t utilise the knowledge of over 200yrs of settlement then we have our heads in the sand. Many farmers were born here and have been on their land for generations, they too have an Indigenous relationship with the land.





Dot point 1- 0%


No dot point 2- inappropriate





Inappropriate 








By 2013 national guidelines have been developed for possible accreditation and reporting of schemes that promote biodiverse native vegetation outcomes along with carbon sequestration and other environmental benefits.


Not needed.











By 2015 Australians have a balanced understanding of native vegetation.


By 2015 the functions and values of native vegetation (as an integral part of Australia’s vegetation) are appreciated and existing knowledge is shared among the wider community








By 2015 Indigenous peoples and private landowners are fully involved in native vegetation management and decision making 








Farmers and/or their associations to be involved in all decision making.


Add action 27; implement compensation to private landowners where productivity and land values are compromised for the public good, the responsibility of Australian Government, State and Territory Governments. 


Having CMA’s as the responsible body for implementing actions is worrying as CMA’s have the capacity to rate landowners to do so.





It must be recognised that locking up country is not the answer to improving biodiversity. 


Productive capacity and fertility of private land will not be automatically enhanced by increasing native vegetation.


Obviously the writers of the document have never cleared land for food production, if they had they would realise the resilience of native vegetation, for example after years of drought many of the introduced species on farms have died out and native species have now taken over, these species offer very little or no nutritive value. We need to continue with pasture improvement.


In some cases, because of inappropriate management in past years native vegetation has returned in an unbalanced form therefore it must be recognised that controlled management must be allowed.


  





It is unfair to suggest landowners carry out weed, pest, fire management services etc with no mention of reward.


The financial position of many farmers leaves them battling to survive yet alone carry out more environmental work for the public good.


There is no recognition that rabbits have been the main culprit regarding land degradation in Australia.


All references to landholders instead of landowners are insulting as it does not recognise freehold ownership.


No mention of controlling tree parasites e.g. mistletoe.


Water storage in this country is an asset not a liability.


The reason we have uncontrollable fires in many cases is not climate change


More land is locked up than ever before.


Roads are not grazed as they once were.


Restrictions of clearing trees and other vegetation hinders hazard reduction.


Direct drilling means less ploughed paddocks to pull fire up.


More lifestyle blocks means more human activity and fuel load.


Changing attitudes as to lighting fires (fire bugs).
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