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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:


[image: image10]
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
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The Draft Framework is consistent with Greening Australia’s vision which is “A healthy, diverse and productive environment treasured by the whole community” and consistent with our Mission: “To engage the community in vegetation management to protect and restore the health, diversity and productivity of our unique Australian landscapes”. 





Of critical importance, the Framework has clear goals and measureable targets are being developed. Greening Australia is particularly pleased that the Framework recognises the potential for the emerging carbon market to substantially support the conservation and restoration of Australia’s native vegetation. We support the Framework’s promotion of the wide range of ecosystem services provided by native vegetation. 





We commend the Framework’s goal of increasing the extent of native vegetation The imperative for revegetation has received little attention under the Caring for Country Program, and this Framework may help to rectify this imbalance. 





Alternatively: Native vegetation across Australia’s diverse landscapes is managed �in an ecologically sustainable way in recognition of its enduring environmental, economic, social, cultural and spiritual values in a changing climate.








Australia is not a single landscape, rather a great diversity of landscapes across a vast continent and associated islands (see suggested wording below)





The definition (page 54) and application of the pre-cautionary principle is incorrect. 





Rather, in the face of ecosystem complexity and incomplete knowledge, the principle of adaptive management should be included. That is, the management of native vegetation should be carried out in a flexible and responsive manner based on a modeled systems-understanding; clear objectives, documented strategies, continuous quantification of management inputs, and long-term monitoring of outputs and outcomes.





Greening Australia is fully supportive of the principle that “Investment in native vegetation management should be ecosystem-based, strategic and efficient”. However, efficiency analysis needs to be complemented by sufficiency analysis. Investing $10 M in feral camel control in the most efficient way possible may be meaningless, if sufficiency analysis indicates that such investment would only reduce camels by 5%, whereas an 80% reduction is required for enduring protection of arid zone vegetation. A significant outcome of the Framework would be a comprehensive analysis of the costs the total ‘repair bill’. Only repairing half a car’s engine does not get it on the road again. 





Generally yes





Goal 5 is too narrow – see below 








Australia is a highly urbanised economy and culture. There is limited understanding and involvement of most Australians in native vegetation management. Goal 5 would be better reworded: “Progress the engagement and inclusion of Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples in management of native vegetation”.


We are fully supportive of a particular emphasis on Indigenous engagement, but this should not be exclusive of the need to fully engage all Australians in the conservation of our natural heritage.











The important role of ecosystem service markets has been recognized for carbon, but there should be a specific outcome for the establishment of robust biodiversity markets to provide quality off-sets for urban and peri-urban development. There are emerging offset markets in Qld, NSW and Victoria, these need to be streamlined and fully developed. 





There is a commendable outcome for consistent mapping and monitoring.  This should be complemented by a commitment to long-term adaptive management linking land managers with researchers and funding secured over a decade rather than just a few years. The dynamics of native vegetation in the face of existing and new threats is complex and responds to rare events such as flooding and fire.  Hence a commitment to long-term ecological research is essential. 





First, these goals should have 10 year targets rather than 5 years. Research (e.g. (Radford et al 2005 Bio Conserv 124, 317) indicates that the greatest conservation gains from revegetation are likely to be achieved  in landscapes that have between 10 and 30% remnant vegetation cover. Above the 30% threshold, gains are less likely due to the relatively high cover and inherent connectivity, and below this threshold fewer gains/ha of revegetation due to high levels of habitat loss and fragmentation. Prioritisation (e.g. return on investment) analysis is an essential strategy. 


 An additional target should be along the lines of ‘By 2020, there is a 10% increase (x 100,000 ha) in the extent of native vegetation in highly depleted landscapes (less than 30% Cover), with a national target of ‘no net loss in any landscape’.  For example, a “X% net national increase” could occur through an increase in vegetation extent through regrowth in central Qld that masks on-going clearing of highly depleted vegetation such as temperate grasslands and coastal woodlands.  





These types of targets should be more than just percentages, they should also include the actual quantum (e.g. ha) required to meet the target, otherwise a 10% target may appear ‘too easy’.





Similarly, this target is too broad and does not prioritise. Rather, ‘By 2020, the quantified condition of native vegetation is improved by 50% in those landscapes where regeneration is most threatened’. For example, recent research by Fisher et al (ANU) has shown that regeneration of eucalypts seldom occurs in temperate grassy woodlands. Whereas regeneration is considered a management problem just a few hundred km west in the semi-arid woodlands of Qld and NSW (e.g. “invasive native scrub”. Our research, in collaboration with CSIRO (Taws et al 2008 Aust J Bot ) suggests that the presence of regenerating over-storey, mid storey and understorey are key indicators of condition.  





We fully support the development of national standards as an important starting point.  Note, Greening Australia has developed its own “Biodivese Carbon” standard for its revegetation funded by the current voluntary market; and this will equally apply in the likely mandatory  market. Greening Australia seeks to be an active participant in developing a national standard





We are conducting analysis for Infrastructure Australia and the Dept of Treasury to explore the cost efficiency of offsetting the emissions generated by the massive investment in public infrastructure required by a growing and ageing population. A target could be ‘by 2015, the unavoidable emissions from public infrastructure works are offset through biosequestration activities in priority landscapes’. For too long the cost of infrastructure development has been subsidised by the environment through air pollution (particularly CO2), degradation of water quality and loss of biodiverse habitat.  This environmental subsidy is no longer politically acceptable, nor sustainable.  





This  goal should also include targets such as





By 2013 there is a comprehensive understanding of the potential of native vegetation systems to sequester carbon based on a network of revegetation and old growth sites (see note below). 


By 2013, there are consistent, transparent and cost effective ways to account for carbon from complex biosequestration plantings.


By 2012, there is $200M/annum public investment to attract commercial co-investment in more expensive and diverse biosequestration plantings rather than cheaper mono-cultures.   





Note, Greening Australia’s research has shown that the current capacity of NCAT to account for carbon in environmental plantings is overly conservative and simplistic.  





These draft targets are appropriately inclusive of all Australians.





Additional targets should be: 





By 2015 a commitment by all jurisdictions to a comprehensive and consistent mapping and monitoring of native vegetation extent and condition. 


By 2015 the establishment of a network of long term ecological research programs that aim to improve the management and restoration of native vegetation in the face of a highly variable and changing climate





The intent of these draft targets are supported by Greening Australia. The intent needs to be matched by long-term commitment to training and quality employment programs  





A range of actions are stated or implied in our suggested targets above. 





Section 3.1 does not sufficiently acknowledge the well demonstrated role of community ‘care’ groups (e.g. Landcare) and NGOs, in delivering quality protection, enhancement and restoration of native vegetation across Australia. 





In regards to the challenge of defining and measuring vegetation condition, considerable progress has been made, particularly the conceptual models of McIntyre and Hobbs (1999 Cons Bio 13, 1282) and the VAST method of Thackway and Lesslie (2006 Ecol Mgt & Rest 7, S53). The challenge is institutional support and long term commitment to vegetation assessment and monitoring. 





The Framework briefly describes the many ecosystem services provided by native vegetation, but it would be useful to provide a few case studies that have quantified some of the services. 





The case studies of ‘current action’ are weak. They have an emphasis on what these projects aim to achieve rather than actual improvements in native vegetation protection and repair.  The exception is the Victorian Bush Broker program where quantified improvements are described (e.g. “34 Agreement trades and 36 over-the-counter trades totalling over $4 million”). Similar quantified improvements could have been given for the great work the Murray Wetlands Working Group has done and is doing, as well as the substantial gains in projects like Gondwana Link (www.gondwanalink.org), Trust for Nature reserves in Victoria, the 22,000 ha of private (on-farm) reserves secured by the Nature Conservation Trust (NSW) etc. 
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