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Laws are lose-lose

WHY, afier 17 years of native
vegetation laws are farmets — the
people aftected by these laws —
still walking out?

Is it because the laws are
unconstitutional, an attack on
their freedoms or any of the other
reasons gwen at the recent
regulation “consultation”
megtings]

Yes, but, if the native veg laws
were good and just, fair and
equitable, would these farmers
still be unhé.pp}r? I think these
reasons are just a symptom oF the
malaise, )

So what Is the problem?

These farniers who are Yoting to
repeal the legislation and walking
out of meetings are those fartners
whio are most affected by it.

- §0 the answer is reaIly very
simple,

. 'The native veg act fs grossly
‘unfair and unreasonable to those
farmers who have a Iot of native -.
vegetation on their DProperty.

, If yon haive 20 pér.cent native
V&g OIL your prope:ty 'ou don' t

" have a problem, But if you haye

- 80pc naL‘ve Yo ofl your property,

you have'a big problef,

It puts the majonty of the cost
of this so-called “community
good” onto the people who lose
the most.-

Tt turng an asset into a liability,

1 And while ever nativé vegetation

is, or is geen o be, a liability

native vegetation will not and

cannot be sustained.

The laws create a lose-Iose
position,
CRAIG MITCHELL,
“Gaerlock®,
Cooma,

Repeal the Act
LAST month T attended the
community forum held in Cooma
fo hear from representatives of the
Office of Bnvironment and
Heritage details of proposed
changes to the Native Vegetation
Act regulations,

‘When the meeting resumed
after morning teaa motion was

. moved and seconded requesting the

NSW government repeal the Act,

There were about six speakers
for and none against and the
motion was carried unanimously
on a show of hands.

About half of those present
then left the meeting as the
could see little point in further
discussions.

It needs to be recognised that
the NSW government has an
unprecedented mandate to govern
according to the political beliefs
of hoth Coalition parties,

And the government heeds to
be reminded of key elements of
those beliefs of relevance to this
issue: reducing to a minfmum
government interference in
people’s Hves; fo guarantee
security of private property
ownership; to pay just
compensation when interference
is unavoidable; to promote
opportunity for 1l to follow
their chosen occupation, and to
encourage individual
responsibility to the community,

All these nnoble aspirations are
dlrecfly or indirectly
compromised by the Natlve
Vegetation Act,

The government must
denonstrate the courage of
thelr convictions and repeal this
act, .

JAMES LITCHFIELD,
“Myalla”,
Cooma.




