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Introduction 

I am a member of the Eurobodalla Shire’s Rural Land Strategy Steering Committee (RLSSC) which 

recently held a series of five (5) workshops with 49 participants which addressed a range of issues 

many of which are outlined in the Issues Paper.  A summary of the outcomes of the workshops are 

shown in the “Overview of Proceedings” which is attached to this Submission. 

 

Attachment 4 entitled “Principles for Policy Directions” covers matters relevant to the Issues Paper 

especially: 

 

• Secure and valuable property rights. 

• Land owner centrality. 

• Flexibility of land use. 

• Minimum effective legislation. 

• Land use planning not to duplicate existing regulations. 

 

Attachment 5 is also relevant as it refers to a 2004 Senate enquiry in Chapter 5, pages 83-84 which 

recommends compensation to landholders whose rights to land use are affected by legislation. 

 

The rest of this submission represent my personal views on biodiversity matters as outlined in the 

Issues Paper.  They do not necessarily represent the views of Eurobodalla Shire or the RLSSC.  

 

Context 

As an Agricultural Economist I am concerned with the opening statement “Biodiversity is vital in 

supporting human life on Earth”.  I consider that productive land use is vital in supporting human life 

on earth and this often requires extensive intervention with “biodiversity”.  We need food and food 

security in a world estimated to reach 9 billion people in the coming years.  It raises the question as 

to the extent of the Panel’s role in considering whether ‘biodiversity’ is examined within a 

‘preservaton’ or a ‘conservation’ setting.  Is it restricted to indigenous species or does it include 

exotic species which have found a place in Australia. 

 

A recently commissioned report (Anglican Diocese of Brisbane) on the Queensland government’s 

Wild Rivers Act concluded that they had “mistakenly replaced sensible conservation values with 

harmful preservation values.  In trying to keep the environment as it is now (preservation) they have 

compromised opportunities for development and wealth creation.  They have ignored other more 

rational approaches which recognize the dynamic nature of the environment and the fact that with 

sensible management and monitoring, the land can be both protected and productive.”    

 

Biodiversity is admirable and where it does not interfere with sensible, scientific and productive  

agriculture it should be encouraged and assisted but not compulsory on landholders producing 

agricultural products.  The approach needs to be one of sensible cooperation and engaged planning 

to firstly, secure the remaining identified ecological communities and secondly, to reach agreement 

and compensation for those areas identified in farming areas.   

 

We should take care that altruistic goals set in international and academic situations must be 

carefully assessed for their economic and social implications before being imposed, willy nilly, in 
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Australia.  It is worth noting that the term ‘biological diversity’ was only coined in 1968 and the term 

‘biodiversity’ was first used in 1985 and was first used by the UN Convention in 1992. 

 

Theme 1:  Objects and Principles for Biodiversity Conservation 

Item 1:  The purpose of biodiversity must be addressed.  What is the purpose of biodiversity?  

Despite the claims for biodiversity in the first para of the “Context”, and the emotional fervor 

surrounding the retention of species the real purpose seems to be in the areas of scientific study and 

recreational / tourism activities.   

 

Once the purpose of the ‘biodiversity’ has been established the next task is to determine what area 

of each ecological community is required to meet the purpose and these areas should be mapped 

accurately.  This is particularly important for the smaller areas and areas more affected by human 

activity so that priorities can be established.  The legislation applying to their protection should be 

an integrated one including both fauna and flora under an ecosystem approach.   

 

Where large scale intervention with the original biodiversity has occurred a new ecological 

community is established.  One has only to look at the Australian wheat growing lands which were 

cleared for cultivation and improved with introduced legumes and superphosphate to overcome 

nitrogen and phosphate deficiencies and rotated with introduced grasses and clovers for grazing 

purposes raising productivity fourfold.  This has not proved to be detrimental to human life and has 

contributed greatly to our own food security and export income.  There are many other examples 

including the use of White clover/kikuyu and super on Australian dairy lands, Asian rice lands, the 

American corn belt and our own Murrumbidgee Irrigation Area.   

 

Unfortunately the term “biodiversity” raises conservation emotions out of all proportion to the need 

for biodiversity.  In examining the purpose of biodiversity the Panel should consider the billions of 

extinctions of fauna and flora which have occurred in the past.  Hence the need for the Panel to 

carry out a realistic assessment of the true purpose of biodiversity.   

 

Item 3:  It is almost impossible to decide just what the current objectives are because there are so 

many pieces of legislation administered by so many levels/layers of government.  As pointed out 

above it is almost impossible to understand if a purpose or goal or objective has been set in any 

measurable terms.  There seems to be a lack of any objectives in economic terms despite the claim 

in the first paragraph of the ‘Context’ that ‘Biodiversity provides important economic benefits ---‘.   

 

Item 4:  The current laws are piecemeal.  The ‘Threatened species’ and ‘Native Vegetation’ cover 

fauna and flora in different legislation when there should be an overall ‘ecological community’ 

coverage.  There needs to be a recognition that the ‘biodiversity’ we are seeking to preserve and 

multiply is contained within the identified ecological communities within Australia.  It is these 

‘communities’ which need to be preserved within the areas designated for them.  

 

Theme 2:  Conservation Action 

Item 1:  The current ‘top down’ approach has not been successful in gaining farmer cooperation and 

leads to resentment.  The involvement of so many layers of government causes confusion and does 

not engender confidence in sharing knowledge of local conditions and situations. 

 

Item 2:  Where the areas to be protected reside in national parks and wilderness areas it will be a 

Government responsibility to ensure they are protected.  Where these areas fall on private land 

used for farming and grazing there are two approaches.  In the first case it may be necessary to 

acquire the area for management purposes in which case there should be compensation to the 

landholder.  In other cases it will be more effective to enter into an agreement with the farmer and 
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encourage him to protect these areas by providing plans and subsidising fencing and other measures 

to protect the area.   

 

Item 5:  As each ecological community is identified and mapped there needs to be a M&E system 

implemented by a survey of fauna and flora species in a representative area and subsequent 

monitoring on 5 or 10 year intervals.  Just as important would be an initial cost/benefit assessment 

and subsequent evaluation of whether the assessed goals were met. 

 

Item 6:  Tradeoffs should generally be on a like-for-like or area-for-area basis. 

 

Item 7:  The Panel should give priority to conserving those areas that have had little disturbance.  

Where we are dealing with legacy impacts there needs to be careful assessment of the economic 

cost and benefits required to restore these areas and priority should be given to those which provide 

a positive economic and social return.  

 

Item 8:  My experience in Eurobodalla Shire is that farmers are generally very conservation 

conscious and proud of their contribution to protecting and encouraging native fauna and flora so 

long as it does not pose a threat to their farm production.  Generally they take responsible actions to 

eradicate introduced weeds and pests. 

 

Theme 3:  Conservation in Land Use Planning 

Item 1 and 2:  The current arrangements are extensive and confusing.  There are almost 19 pieces of 

legislation through national, state and local government.  There are over lapping responsibilities of 

the Office of Environment and Heritage, Land Services and local Councils.  Hopefully the Review will 

streamline the legislation and the responsibilities of the various bodies.  At present these bodies are 

responsible for forcing farmers to take particular actions when cooperation and encouragement 

could serve a better purpose.   

 

Item 3:  The monitoring of strategic planning approaches should rely on establishing projected 

outcomes and then monitoring them at appropriate intervals.  The evaluation can then be based on 

measuring the outcomes against the effort and cost of their implementation.  (see also notes in Item 

5, Theme 2) 

 

Theme 4:  Conservation in Development Approval Processes 

Items 1 and 2:  The current system with its piecemeal legislation and different levels of regulation 

and authority is causing frustration, confusion and anger among the rural communities of the State.  

The purposes and goals of biodiversity need to be established around designated ecological 

communities and the legislation needs to be directed at these units. 

 

Regulation should be the responsibility of one body rather than splitting elements of it between 

National Parks and Wildlife (NPWS), Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) and the Catchment 

Management Authority (CMA) within the new NSW Local Land Services.  The splitting of 

responsibilities between these 3 bodies results in duplication, wasteful use of resources and 

confusion in rural areas.  An enlightened approach would see an end to the academic and high 

handed approach of the OEH in particular. 

    

Items 3 and 7:  Economic cost/benefit analysis needs more attention during the Review.  There are 

several mentions of economic benefits but no quantification.  There are no references to ‘costs’.  It is 

extremely important that the social and economic costs of the projects be considered and weighed 

against the benefits in determining priority projects.   
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The only assessment methodologies experienced were based on ecological criteria.  The Panel itself 

is dominated by ‘ecology’.  It would be encouraging to see an input by economists. 

 

Item 6:  It is impossible to quantify the extent to which the current regulatory system results in lost 

development opportunities and/or innovative land management practices.  However, the current 

attitudes of the Office of Environment and Heritage, the Catchment Management Authority and the 

local Shire Planning Department engender a ‘big brother’ impact with a ‘top down’ approach which 

does little to encourage the ready adoption of innovative and scientific management methods 

leading to increased production and quality of farm products. 

  

Item 8:  The offset principle is fraught with difficulty and has caused considerable public concern in 

Eurobodalla Shire where its first application resulted in acrimonious debate within the community 

and within Council.  The attitude of farmers is that offsets must be on a ‘like-for-like’ basis and an 

‘area-for-area’ basis.  There have been incidences where the area required as an offset is many times 

greater than that required for the development.   

 

Theme 5:  Wildlife Management 

Items 4 and 5:  In Eurobodalla Shire the Eastern Grey kangaroo is an invasive species and graziers are 

suffering the extreme loss of feed and extensive damage to fences as a result of their depredations.  

The current system is completely outdated and needs review.  Currently each grazier must apply to 

National Parkes and Wildlife for an annual license stating the number to be culled.  The culled 

animals must be left in-situ and the tag applied to their rear leg.  The sale of animals for human or 

pet food is prohibited. 

 

Graziers require more flexibility to cull roos and save the waste by providing for sale of the culled 

animals for human and/or pet food through local butcher channels.  We understand that Tasmania 

has an excellent sustem along these lines which we hope the Panel will consider for NSW. 
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