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To: <native.vegetation@environment.nsw.gov.au> 
Sent: Friday, 24 August 2012 10:54 PM 
Subject: review of the regulations 
I submit my thoughts for this review as an elected Eurobodall Council councillor and rural land owner; 
Local government should not have to provide offsets when providing infrastructure for the benifet of the 
community be .it new roads, sporting fields, parks or similar structures. It makes no sense for the council 
to change the status of an area (gererally a crown reserve in council control) to a declared offset which 
then obligates council to maintain at an inflated rate which costs the council therefore the community's 
scarce funds which are desperaqtely needed elsewhere. These vegetation controls needlessly cost 
enormous ammounts of both staff time and rescourses which in the scheme of protecting vegetation 
provides no benifet. Eurobodalla for example was forced to provide offsets to expand the Bateman's Bay 
cementary for the removal of spotted gum trees which are endemic in the shire and extensively logged in 
current forestry operations. 
The problem this Act creates major problems with the DA process particulary when combined with 
Ecological Endangered Communities (EEC's) and in the urban fringe areas with the rural lifestyle blocks. 
The interpretation of the regulations by CMA staff at the extreme end of the legislation continues to cause 
extreme dismay and anger to those affected by these acts. Unfortunately the restrictions placed on these 
landowners actually achieve no improvement in the vegetation communities and in fact recomendations 
by the CMA within the DA process are foolish. They actually forbid grazing, slashing, burning and place 
rediculous conditions on the construction of fencing (fencelines are to be established using a lawn mower 
and wippersnipper) This shows a complete lack of both practical knowledge and common sense. 
On the rural side there needs to be a change in attitude in many areas but on the South Coast as there is 
not a lack of vegetation liut a problem with both regrowth and the fact that 87% of Eurobodalla is either 
forest or National Parks. As has been said over many years the Act was designed for the Western 
NSW was never a correct fit for coastal NSW New regulations should allow for the Act to recognise the 
lack of threat to coastal vegetation and that area to be treated differently as the Act recognises the 
Western Lands of NSW. 
The regs referring to the use of timbers for construction of farm buildings/fencing etc makes no sense as 
most landholders have put aside either areas of the farm for the future use of construction yet in essance 
are penalised for their foresight. The option to eventually to use retained timbers and not to have the 
option to return the area if suitable to productive pasture is impractical and unesessary. 
The original Act was intended to cover the removal of trees, and from memory had six identified 
grasslands which were to be considered under the act if clearing was proposed. The nonsence of the 
inclusion of "native grasses" in the threaterned process was an immoral extension of the Act that has 
gone well above the intention of the original intent which was to curb "large stage clearing". In fact all 
lands will return to "native grasses" after cropping, pasture improvement or both regardless whether 
grazing is continued yet now landholders are forced (if they bother to conform to the bulls**! of the Act) to 
either go for a PVP or consult with the CMA who egender little trust in many quarters. Landholders are 
financially penalised if forced to maintain native grasses in preference to better producing options. It 
would be the same as allowing Woollies to build a shop but they be forced to leave 30% or more of the 
shelves empty. 
I and many landowners continue to take it as insult to have public servants who DO NOT own or operate 
the land, DO NOT have the understanding of the land that we who live it have and then have the audacity 
to think that we are continually about to decimate our backyard when in fact the opposite is happening. 
The Act needs to recognise that as a general rule the farming community are the best custodian of their 
lands. 
Should the community wish to take control of private lands through parliamentary acts then a full 
economic assessment and subsequent compensation must result to take in the future loss of income 
incurred by the landholder. 
This Act needs the review to be practical and to preserve the ability to continue for this nation to lift it's 
ability to produce food and fibre for the planet and to support the growth in the world's population (1.1 
millon extra people per week) It is immoral to under the guise of "protecting the environment" to 
needlessly remove viable agricultural land out of production for no concievable environmental benifet. The 
current proposed changes are an insult to our intellegance and will do nothing to improve the sensible 
operation of farming lands and only discourage the preservation of the landscape. 
Thanking you for the opportunity to comment on this review. 
Regards Clr Keith Dance. 
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