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ATTENTION: Chairperson 
Native Vegetation Regulation Review Panel 
Level 12 
PO Box A290 
SYDNEY SOUTH NSW 1232 

Here we go again - another review, another Jetter, yet another submission. 
1 Please excuse my obvious cynicism but I have been writing letters, ringing up, 

talking to politicians and others since 2002 in an effort to get somebody, 
anybody, to understand what was · actually happening to us courtesy of the 
Native Vegetation Act. Starting with Mr Bob Debus, MP, then Minister for 
the Environment, I have contacted every subsequent Minister in the revolving 
door of ministers who have since held that portfolio. Apart from my Jetter to 
Mr Bob Debus on 16th August, 2002, all correspondence has actually been 
acknowledged as being received, along with an assurance that my concerns 
would "receive close consideration" (bureaucracy-speak for "immediately 
dismissed and comprehensively ignored".) I expect this submission will receive 
the same treatment. 

3ince this current review deals exclusively with regulation, there is probably 
little point in again outlining the details of our predicament, but I'll do it 
anyway. The main problem is not with the regulations. The Native Vegetation 
Act is the problem, spawned as it was by an irrational and vindictive anti
farmer ideology and enacted by a terminally dysfunctional government. 
Nothing more, nothing Jess. Its claimed scientific and environmental bases are 
dubious at best. The Act has demonstrably failed, and will continue to fail, 
to achieve its stated outcomes because it is based on a flawed ideology and 
not on the reality of what is actually happening on the ground. 

The Native Vegetation Act 2003 and its predecessors have destroyed our 
grazing enterprise, our livelihood and our faith in the democratic process. You 



will most probably dismiss this statement by contending that we must be poor 
managers for this to happen. Maybe you should pause a moment and consider 
the realities. In the last 45 years we have owned and operated farming and 
grazing properties, during which time have managed to survive through 
1. A major drought in each decade since 1960; 
2. A bushfire; 
3. Several floods; 
4. The collapse of the cattle industry in the 1970's; 
5. The collapse of the wool industry in the 1980's; 
6. Two major locust plagues in quick succession (May and October, 2004) 
which left our property denuded of almost all grasses and vegetation; 
7. The inept economic strategies of the Howard and Keating regimes which 

': saw us paying around 20% interest on a lot of borrowed money; 
8. The decreasing terms of trade and the volatile commodity markets 
endured by all farmers. 

Over the years we have carried out extensive restorative projects to protect 
our land from erosion and salination. We have planted literally thousands of 
native trees and shrubs to enhance the local environment. We have been 
active Landcare participants. We have attended numerous courses to increase 
our knowledge and ability to create a sustainable balance between our 
farming/grazing activities and the local environment. Until we moved to our 
property at Werris Creek we were sure we had left our properties in a much 
better state than we had found them to the best possible extent we could 
.tfford. 

Does that really sound like poor management? 

However, we cannot make the same boast of the Werris Creek property. Due 
to this ratbag legislation we have been forced to leave behind an 
environmental nightmare. Not so, according to the Department of Environment 
and Heritage who proudly include our place in their statistical spin as a major 
positive achievement because no clearing has taken place. It makes one 
wonder just how misleading and deceitful such statistics can bel 



What we have left behind is an area of some 500+ hectares of increasingly 
impenetrable invasive scrub, in spite of the fact that the very learned people 
who comprise the Scientific Committee have determined that the worst of 
this vegetation, Native Olive and Wilga, are not invasive species in our area, 
a decision completely at odds with the actual situation. 

Year by year we have witnessed an exploding population of feral pigs and 
feral goats, all basically untouchable once they reach the shelter of this 
mostly impenetrable scrub. Year by year we've had to apply for an increasing 
number of "shoot and leave" kangaroo tags to try to protect our winter 
fodder crops. Year by year the regrowth has encroached further onto what 
grazing land was left. Above all, what really scares the bejabbers out of us 

1 is that what has been created is a potential fire storm just waiting for the 
right set of weather conditions and an ignition source. 

In the space of the last eight years, the property went from being 
satisfactorily viable to a looming financial disaster due to the inability to 
clear this intrusive regrowth on previously cleared land. As a last very 
expensive but unavoidable resort we were forced to subdivide the property 
into two blocks in order to try to market it as life-style holdings as it no 
longer had any value as a viable entity on its own. Luckily we were able to 
find bargain-hunting part-time farmers who purchased both lots. The down 
side was that we ended up with very little from the results of these sales. 
Instead of being able to enjoy a comfortable self-funded retirement we are 
,lOW dependent on Centrelink and whatever casual work we can pick up while 
we are healthy and capable enough to do so. Although it should have been 
quite the opposite, the future doesn't actually look that bright for us. How 
any of the above scenario can be regarded as a positive outcome, either for 
our family or for the environment is totally beyond me. This is the disastrous 
human side of this Act which nobody wants to acknowledge. 

These are the reasons why I object mostly strongly to the patronizing spin 
that this ratbag legislation is preserving our environment for ·future 
generations. It is doing anything but that and tinkering around the edges with 
minor changes to buffer zones, definitions and punitive provisions is unlikely 
to address that deficiency. The Act itself is the problem and until somebody 



( 

in power has the political will and courage to address that fact, all the 
tinkering around the edges will make very little difference to the overall 
environmental outcomes. 

Of further concern is the manner in which this corrupt legislation has enabled 
privately owned freehold property (ie vegetation on freehold land) to be taken 
by the government of the day without compensation. It doesn't matter how 
the politicians and others try to spin that process - it is theft on a grand 
scale. Because this criminal activity is perpetrated by a government through 
corrupt legislation doesn't make it any less of a crime. The current NSW 
Sate Government has thus inherited literally millions of dollars worth of 
stolen property. It should be paid for or returned to its rightful owners. 

Finally, governments continually trot out the line that disposal of public assets 
is a good thing because private enterprise can manage these utilities better 
than government bureaucracies can, except, apparently in the case of 
freehold land. Here we have the opposite - private enterprise corruptly 
acquired by government. Doesn't make a lot of sense, does it? If the 
administration of the Native Vegetation Act is an example of how good the 
government is at running an agri-environment enterprise, then it has been a 
spectacular failure. 

Unfortunately, this review is all about regulation, not about the very essence 
of the corrupt and ill-devised legislation which is causing all the angst. 

Yours faithfully 

At/ 4._~11; 

Wilf MacBeth. 


