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Large areas of the Australian landscape, including
much of our most productive land, have been
substantially cleared of their natural vegeration.
For some regions, up to 95% of natural
vegetation has been removed. Many of the
remnants which are left are small and isolated,
and are subject to many stresses, including: rising
water tables and salting; the impact of grazing,
fire or fertiliser; invasion by exotic weeds; and
increasingly intense insect attack. There is
growing evidence that many parts of our rural
landscape, particularly in souchern Australia, will
be deveid of native bush if we do not learn how
ro manage these remnants bertter.

A study commissioned by the Land and Water
Resources Research and Development Corporation
(Lambert & Elix, 1993) concluded chat present
research on the rehabilitation, management and
conscrvation of remnant native vegetation is
fragmented and poorly coordinated, and that the
methods used to provide research knowledge to
individual landhoelders or community groups have
not been particularly effective.

As a result of this study, the Australian Nature
Conservation Agency (ANCA) and the Land and
Water Resources Research and Development
Corporation (IWRRIDC) agreed to join forces to
develop and fund a national program of research
and develepment (R&D), to help overcome the
shortcomings identified. The aim of the program
is ro assist government agencies, community
groups and landholders to better manage and
protect remnant native vegetation through the
application of improved knowledge and
understanding gained from R&D. The program
was established in 1994, with a strong emphasts
on practical outcemes in managing remnant
native vegetation; it also secks to develo p berter
links between vegetation managers and
researchers. Other benefits of the joint program
include bringing together conservation interests
with the pracricalities of managing remnant
native vegeration within a landscape used for
rural production. As well, by pooling resources
the program is able to supporr larger, integrared
research projects involving a variety of skills and
rescarch groups and over longer periods. This
will help to develop broadly-based understanding
which can be applied in different landscapes and
regions. The two funding agencies have taken 2
proactive role in helping to define R&D
priorities, and to build links between researchers
and research users.
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Large arcas of the Australian fandscape, including
much of our mest productive land, have been
substantially cleared of their nawural vegeration.
For some regions, up te 95% of natural
vegetation has been removed. Many of the
remnants which are lefr are small and isolated,
and are subject to many stresses, including: rising
water tables and salting; the impact of grazing,
fire or fertiliser; invasion by exotic weeds; and
increasingly intense insect artack. There is
growing evidence that many parts of ous rural
landscape, particularly in southern Australia, will
be devoid of native bush if we do not learn how
to manage these remnants better.

A study commissioned by the Land and Water
Resousces Research and Development Corporation
(Lambert & Elix, 1993} concluded that present
research on the rehabilitation, management and
conservation of remnant native vegetation is
fragmented and poorly coordinated, and that the
smethods used to previde rescarch knowledge to
individuat tandholders or comimunity groups have
not been particularly effective.

As a result of this study, the Australian Nature
Conservation Agency (ANCA) and the Land and
Water Resources Research and Development
Corporanon {(LWRRDC} agreed to join forces to
develop and fund a national program of research
and development (R&D), to help overcome the
shortcomings identified. The aim of the program
is TO assiST government agencies, community
groups and landholders to better manage and
protect remnant native vegetation through the
application of improved knowledge and
understanding gained from R&D. The program
was established in 1994, with a strong emphasis
on practical outcomes in managing remnant
native vegetation; it also seeks to develop better
links berween. vegeration managers and
researchers. Other benefits of the joint program
include bringing together conservation interests
with the pracricalitics of managing remnant
native vegetation within a landscape used for
rural production. As well, by pooling resources
the program is able to support larger, integrared
research projects involving a variety of skills and
research groups and over longer periods. This
will help to develop broadly-based understanding
which can be applied in different landscapes and
regions. The two funding agencies have raken a
proactive role in helping to define R&D
prioritics, and to build links between researchers
and research users.



Funding

The Australian Nature Conservation Agency and the
LWRRIDC have each agreed to commit
approximately $300 000 per annum over each of the
five years, from 1994 10 1999. This is a modest sum
in comparison with what needs to be done, but
represents a significant step forward in gaining the
knowledge base required to support improved
management and conservation. This funding will be
directed to research and development; funds for on-
ground work and communirty projects continue to be
made available through the Save the Bush Program.

R&D program priorities

Four ropics have been identified as priorities for
support under the national R&I) program. These
are:

» developing methods for determining the
appropriate size, configurarion and location of
native vegetarion patches required ¢o maineain
ecosystern function and to conserve biologicat
diversity within agriculrural landscapes

* devising simple and cost-effective methods o
determine which species, communities or
particutar remnant patches are most important for
ecosystem function, or as indicators of the health
of reminants

+ identifving and measuring the key processes by
which disturbances (grazing, fire, weeds, nutrients,
soil erosion, atered hydrology and edge effects)
influence the long-term maintenance and
conservation value of remnant vegetation

* developing and demonstrating pracrical and
economic measures to reconscruct, rehabilitate or
manage remnant vegetation in highly degraded or
altered landscapes; this could include an
assessment of the value of vegetation corridors,
Applications for funding to address these R&ID

issues were sought in April 1994, and nine projects

have been funded as a result, Eight of these ace

concerned primarily with ecological research, with 2

particular focus on better management of woodlands,

while the ninth involves a novel approach w

promoting the better management of remnang native

vegeration and implementation of research findings.

[

in additdon ro developing broadly-based ecological
understanding which can be transferred and applied
generally, the national R&D program also has a
particular tnterest in soclo-econemic and policy
research. The report by Lamberr & Elix showed that
there continues to be a large gap between the
knowledge and understanding gained by researchers
and its application by private and public managers of
retnnant native vegetation. There are large
differences in the way that this vegetation is managed
berween states and territories, between regions,
berween government agencies, and between
individual Jandholders. These may reflect acrual
differerices in the value ot significance of the
vegetarion in different locations, or differences in
awateness, or differences in willingness or ability o
carry out sustainable management even when it is
recognised as a desirable goal. Whatever the reasons,
it is clear that these impediments to ecologically
sustainable management of remnant native
vegetation must be addressed if current knowledge is
10 be used effectively in managing our rural
fandscapes. Funds have therefore been set aside
within the national R&D program for R&I into
socio-economic, policy or other impediments that
act to prevent the application of ecological
knowledge and research findings in the management
of remnant native vegetarion.

A national workshop on these topics was convened
in order to identify knowledge gaps abour social and
economic aspects of managing remnants, and to
develop a priority ranking of the R&D required to
address them. The workshop was held in Mclbourne
on 19 June 1993, Anendance was by invication only,
with the 65 or so participants being selected to
represent a good spread across the stares and
territories, and berween tesearchers (ecological and
socio-economic), people responsible for extension or
for programs that {und on-ground work, and
landholders and public vegetation managers.
Participants were provided with shore background
papers aimed at identifying some of the key tssues,
and had each been asked w address four specific
questions relating to the impediments to sustainable
management of remnant native vegetation. These
issues were then discussed in more detail during the
workshop in order 1o identify key knowledge gaps
and R&[) requirements.
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This publication records the backgraund papers,
discussion and outcomes of the workshop. It
represents the views and conclusions of a wide cross-
section of people with interest in the long-term
management of remnant narive vegetation within the
agricultural landscape. Not all of the issues discussed
can be dealt with within the national R&D pregram;
many are broader issues of philosophy and pelicy
which need to be addressed by all tiers of
government and by other greups. They are reported
here to help promote their uptake by others.

Six main research objectives were identified by the
workshop. These will now be used to commission
further work within the national R&D program.
Wotkshop participants alse provided many valuable
idcas on how research and practical management
could be berter linked and these too will be taken up
within the national R&D program.

We believe that the workshop represented a
significant step forward in identifying actons that
ate required to help improve the management and
conservation of remnant native vegeration in
Australia. In addicion to funding work to address the
six identified objectives for research, ANCA and the
LWRRDC will also raise with government agencies
and other organisations the other conclusions of
workshop participanes. We urge everyone concerned
about the future of our rural landscapes, and
particularly the place within them of natve
vegetation, to rcad this document and use the
information gathered here to help support their own
programs and activities.

Phil Price
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Background to the
workshop

The workshop was organised jointly by the
Australian Narure Conservation Agency (ANCA}
and the Tand and Water Resources Research and
Development Corporation (LWRRDC) as part of
their national research and development (R&1D)
program on ‘Rehabilitation, management and
conservation of remnant vegeration’. The two
organisations wished to give special attention to the
socio-economic, policy and relared aspecrs of
managing rcmnant native vegetation as there is
ample evidence chat current knowledge is not being
applied effectively in pracrical management, and that
the condition and management of such vegeration
varies widely across the country berween locations,
agencies and individuals. The R&D program is
funding several large projects to quantify the factors
thar influence regeneration and health of remnant
vegetation, and to dcvclop impmved, practical
methods of bushland management. An cqual
priority is to examine the economic and social factors
thar influence artirudes ro, and management of,
remnant native vegetarion; this is considered cssential
in order to build effective linls between research and
landholder/community needs, and to provide
supporrt for practical management.

The overall purpose of the workshop was o help
provide for the maintenance of native vegetation in
the agricultural landscape. Workshop parricipants
were asked to discuss the values placed on remnant
vegetation by landholders and rural communicies and
its ecological significance, as welt as the barriers and
constraints to active management of remnants and
how o overcome them. Three main ocutcomes
proposed for the workshop were:

* ideas on ways to improvc policies and programs
aimed at promoting and supporting on-ground
management of remnant native vegetation

* identification of knowledge gaps about social and
cconomic aspects of managing remnants, and
priority ranking of R& D to address them

* ways of improving the two-way interaction
berween landholder/community needs and
biological/socio-economic research,

Tt was ancicipated that some of these outcomes
would be referred to other groups for action to
improve policies and programs. The Australian



Narure Conservation Agency and the LWRRDC
would use the results on socio-economic aspects to
commisston new R&D) within the national research
program.

Actendance at the workshop was by invitation
only. About 65 participants were selected on the
basis of providing a good spread between geographic
regions and between researchers, those involved in
extension and funding for on-ground works, and
landholders/public vegetation managers. The
organisers believed it was essential to make sure that
all points of view could be expressed and considered
in order to reach consensus on the actions needed.

Conduct of the
workshop

The workshop was held on 19 June 1995 in
Melbourne. Because of the limited time available,
four background papers were commissioned to raise
the main issues for discussion, and situation
statements were also provided on the legal, policy
and program basis of managing remnant native
vegetation nationally and within the states and
territories. These papers, which were provided to
participants well ahead of the workshop, can be
found in the next section of this publication.

In addition, each participant had been asked to
provide their individual views in response to four
questions about impediments and change in-
managing remnant native vegetation. The individual
responses, and a summary of them prepared by the
workshop facilicator, Andrew Campbell, can be
found in the Responses section of this publication.
Many of the individual comments had also been
provided to participants before 19 June.

The workshop began with a presentation and
discussion of the four background papers by Alex
Campbell, David Paton, Clive Thomas, and David
Goldney and Geoff Wartson. Participants were then
divided into six discussion groups in order to
consider and reach agreement on the following
points.

* What are the major threats to, and the benefits of,
remnant native vegetation from the viewpoints of
landholders, ecologists and the general
community, and hence what is the commeon
ground?

* What are the main factors that limit or prevent
Souﬂd management Of remnant native VEgeta[i()n
by private and public landholders, and what new
knowledge is required to improve our

understanding of these factors and ro find ways to
overcome them, and to help resolve differences
berween individual and community expectations
for management of remnant native vegetation?

* Whar then are the priorities for socio-economic
research, based on the knowledge needs identified,
how can this be linked more closely to existing
programs and projects, and what organisations
should be responsible for improvements?

Each group was given a priority topic to consider
(rechnical knowledge required, cultural constraints,
and so on), and asked to deal with other topics if
time allowed. The groups responses, which reflect
each one’s priority topic, are listed below.

Results of working
group discussions

Group one: socio-economics

Top priorities for socio-economic and
related R&D

* Petermine the socioeconomic characeeristics of
fand users and associated groups and
organisations:

— link with national property management
planning review and landcare review
— use Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS)
information
— use existing ANCA/LWRRDC projects
— link environmental databases.
* Measure the costs and benefits of maintaining

bushland values (economically quantified where

possible}:

- use on-ground studies at local and regional
scales

- evaluate off-site benefits

— determine off-site beneficiaries, e.g. local
farmers, industries {tourism), government
agencies {conservation agencies).

* Develop improved incentive mechanisms:

— examine direct vs indirect

— include equity issues

~ assess cost-effectiveness and socio-economic
impacts

— review current types of incentives, and develop
model to assist assessment

— examine and compare current programs.

BT L s



Other issues and topics

* Assess extension and educarion methods:
— newsletter vs personal contact
-- measure success rating of diffcrent approaches
for different landholder groups
— who will be the future land managers?

* Promote farmer and communicy participation in
research
— how can people identify their own research
needs and support methods
— bertter linking of on-ground needs with research
methods.

* Undertake analysis of native species industries.

+ [mprove local government involvement incentives

— identify roles and works programs for the
operatofs.

Group two: marketing

Top priorities for socio-economic and
related R&D

* By issue, identify areas where enlightened self-
interest 5 insufficient to conserve remnant
vegetation, and assess the size of the gap between
private and social interests and include the cost of
not closing that gap (identify the ecological and
zeconomic consequences of not maintaining a
minimum of native remnant vegetation).

* Examine when enlightened self-interest is not
sufficient, which incentives and/or controls are
effective and most cost-effective for use by
different administrative structures.

* Investigate and measure the use of existing
information and support services by private and
pubtic land managers. (Te what extent is remnant
vegerarion information available and being used
for ‘rule of thumb’ management decisions by
private and public land users?)

Other issues and topics

The major abjective is to get practical research leading
to well managed and valued remnant vegetation
within farming systems and in the rural landscape.
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Group three: policy,
institutional

Top priorities for socio-economic and
related R&D

* Identify the most effective ways o use money to
protect bushland? Who to rarget, everyone or a
few?

* Undertake action research on approaches to
identify effective processes and structures for
remnant vegetation R&D, for example, integrated
muludisciplinary planning/research project
(regional scale) and how to get from current
approaches o better ones.

* Develop ways of managing the transfer of benefits.

* Measure the values of bushland in economic
rerms.

* Undertake sociological research on factors affecting
policy development to identify mechanisms which
make policies work on the ground.

Other issues and topics

= This group looked only at institutional
constraifts.

+ There ate very small bits of important bushland.

Group four: cultural

Top priorities for socio-economic and
related R&D

* Document successful and unsuccessful strategies
for cultural change for protection of bushland
such as regulation, incentives and voluntary
measures.

» Identify effective marketing mechanisms to
communicate research results fo end users (all end
users) such as ‘sell” useful results of management
techniques on-farm and achievements of
champions, and then review and monitor their
effectiveness 1o sec if attitudes have changed.

* Investigate landscape management techniques
with respect to collating ecological informarion
and importance of cultural background
perceptions and management of landscapes.

» Invesrigate mechanisms for matketing to satisfy
community-wide willingness to pay for remnant
vegetation.




Investigate barriers, including adminiscrative
boundarics, ta appropriate remnant vegetation
management by other government agencies and
local auchorities, E:spc:cially local government.

Other issues and topics

Collate ecelogical information and the importance

of cultural background in perceptions of
landscapes and approach to their management.

Examine the R&D needs of public land managers
to help develop better remnant vegetacion
rnarla.gf:mcnt.

Examine community use of native wildlife and
feral animals and how this can benefit native
vegetation.

Influence tertiary education to include topics on
remnant vegeration i courses,

Prepare inventory of resource informarion on
remnant vegeration, including social influences
{i.c. thar are alrcady available).

Group five: infrastructure

Top priorities for socio-economic and

related R&D

Set the dimensions of the problems:

— ensure baseline understanding of the issues of
land cover change and farming systems

— collate existing infermation

— identify regions for priority case study research
(recognise rhat 1ssues vary widely beeween
regions).

Widen roles and responsibilities:

— undertake rargeted research to identify
implementable policies and programs

— examine off-reserve conscrvation as a legitimate
farm cntcrprisé

~ assess the nature and values of public vs private
benefit and costs as the basis for determining
cost-sharing

— examine why managers do what they do now
and why they don’t do other things?

— describe resource base and priority roles for
bushland in a given region.

Technical and institutional arrangements:

— assess the adequacy of institutional
arraﬂgcmﬁnts

— research the 3 Fs, fire, fencing and finance

— review the laci of integration of objectives and

actions of funding bodies, government and
research disciplines

— reduce uncoordinated research, including at the
farm level

— assess the lack of ecological knowledge
applicable for management

Other issues and topics

Infoermation sought is ac level appropriate to the
problem.

Whole process should be client-driven and aimed
at achieving outcomes.

Group six: economics

Top priorities for socio-economic and
related R&D

Obrain economic dara including:

— opportunity costs of managing and clearing

— values of retention

— value trade-offs

— recurrent/capital.

Assess public and privare benefirs frem work in

managing remnant vegetation on private land.

Include urban populations in the R&D:

— whar values do they hold for narive vegelation

— what is their relationship with landscape

— whar perceprions of a healthy environment do
they have

— what campaigns will be most effective

— consider nse of environmental levies and/or user
pays

~ develop educarional curriculum re ecologically
sustainable development

— link economics and public benefit with
attitudes, values, support of the urban
population.

Other issues and topics

Strengthen linkages with tevegeration, property
management planning, catchments/regional
planning, ete.

Develop incentives for both private landholders
and local government.

Counsider political opportunities associated with
the community’s interest in forests,

Examine how to assist groups (government, non-
government, academic, extension, industry) to
Work [(—lgﬁthfﬂ



Summary of objectives
for socio-economic and
related R&D

Objective one

To identify and measure the costs and benefits to our
society of different management options for remnant
native vegeration (RNV}.

Outcomes required

a) Estimates of the range of private and public
benefits and costs of managing RNV based on
major case studies from the main agricultural
regions of Australia.

b} A generic method of determining potential private
and public benefits from RNV that can be used
readily by land managers.

¢} Guidelines for appropriate cost-sharing
atrangements that flow from (b).

Background

One of the major concerns of stakeholders in
keeping and managing native vegetation in the
agricultural landscape is the perceived differences in
understanding about the costs and/or benefits that
can be provided by that native vegetation and how
they are linked to management pracrices. For
example, there appears o be a disparity berween
management units (paddocks, scands of trees) and
the scale ar which action is needed to retain RNV for
ecological purposes (ecosystems and landscapes).
Some stakeholders consider that land users are
reluctant to accept the legitimacy of public interest in
the maintenance of RNV.

The Land and Water Resources Research and
Development Corporation and ANCA are seeking
R&D that will kelp to resolve cost—henefir anomalies
and to establish methods that can be used to estimare
those anomalies by private and public land managers.

Areas of research and issues involved could
include:

* collating or undertaking case studies that include
cast and benefit analyses

* examining examples of successful management
that include analysis of costs and benefits, and
identifying the scale of the management units in
this analysis

“ang,

* summarising private and public costs and benefits:
that is, both on-farm and off-site, and identifying
the payers and the beneficiaries

* devcloping a practical method that can be used by
private and public landholders to assess the actual
or potential value of RNV in their situation, and
then reviewing the costs and benefits of alternative
management options

* considering both long-term and short-term views
of RNV in analysing costs and benefits and
identifying the key differences

* identifying gaps berween private and social
interests in managing RNV and considering any
costs associated with these gaps

* researching effective merhods for transfer of
benefits across identified gaps, for example so thac
there is a linkage between society’s long-term aims
and the shorc-rerm economic needs of land
managers

* developing guidelines for benefit-sharing and cost-
sharing by stakcholders and for managing the
transfer of henefits.

Objective two

Te clarify the roles, rights and responsibilities of
various stakeholder groups and to establish methods
for collaboration between tiers of government.

Outcomes required

a) Getting the issue of RNV on the national agenda
in order to develop a coordinated framework for
policy development, resource delivery and
institutional reform.

b} A set of criteria and/or guidelines for a
coordinated approach on policy, programs,
responsibilities and collaboration berween tiers of
government.

Background

Some of the issues raised by the workshop in this
area included rhe lack of a long-term policy
framework and state-Commonwealth—local
government partnership process, the lack of
appropriate legislation/political will in most states,
no specified government strategy to invest in public
good aspects of RNV, confusion/suspicion over
responsibilities at the state and regional level
combined with poor integrarion of remnant

L



vegetation in cacchment/regional planning. In

addition, state {government) investments in RNV are
low, and government-funded and industry-based
research and development marginalises public

interest research.

Areas of research and issues involved could include

the following:

co“ating existing data on the lcgislative basis,
policies and programs for managemenc of RNV
nationally, within the stares and territories and at a
sample of regional, catchment and local
government scales; instituting new surveys only if
essential

identifying the key differences in approach, and
the characteristics thart are related 1o success or
failure; this may involve objective measures of
success and surveying the opinions and responses
of land managers

identifying issues of scale (national through to
paddock) related to the different tiers of
government, rural industries, communicy groups

and landholders; this will help to identify the key
staleholders for each scale level

recommending improvements that could be made
1o legislation, policies and programs and
identifying the stakeholder groups who should be
responsible for them.

Objective three

To identify effecrive market and non-market
mechanisms fsysterns that would assist landholders to

retain hative vegetation on private land.

Outcomes required

a) Case studies of effective instruments/systems for

tetaining RNV,

b} Recommendations on the use of incentives,

regulations, controls or other mechanisms for the
retention of RNV,

Background

There is a limited ability for many land users to take
the long view in terms of economic benefit that may

ensuc from native vegetation. There is lirtle analysis
of the costs of clearance and establishtent of

capital, opportunity, and recurrent costs. Many
farmers see neither visible economic incentives to
tetain RNV nor effective ways to protect and manage
bushland.
Areas of research and issues involved could
include;
* analysing the costs of clearing vs the costs of
retention in ac least two major farming syseems

{e.g. dryland cereal cropping, improved pastures in
600 mm+ rainfall)

* comparing the costs of retaining nacural
vegetation with replanting programs

* itemising and comparing the components of
management to retain RNV, e.g. fencing, weed
conrrol, fire management; separating capital and
recurrent costs

* idenufying and quanrifying market-based
incentives to promote retention of RNV that
would be required ro take account of the price
structures developed above

= examining the use of native species for induscry
such as tourism, cut flowers, other incomes

* cxamining the role of non-marker mechanisms,
e.g. voluntary programs, regulations and controls
to retain RNY

* collating and providing case studies of successes
using market-based incentives, regulations, cantrols
or other mechods in Australia and overseas

*» establishing the ctitetia o determine which type
of mechanism is most likely to be successful in
‘specified’ siruations.

Objective four

To estabiish appropriate and successful metheds
(including marketing) to make available ro
stakeholders existing biological or economic
information about RNV,

Qutcomes required

a) Understanding of socio-economic characteristics
and attitudes to RNV of present (and projected
future) land managers, both private and public.

b) Understanding of attitudes to RNV of other
stakcholders including urban communities,

farming systems against the profits and benefits of
native vegetation. On the other hand, there are real
costs in undertaking the management of RNV in

ziaa\&gw‘f' e * paie”

governments, rural industries and community-
based organisations.
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¢} Guidelines for developing effective marketing
mechanisms 1o each major stakeholder group.

d} Generic model(s) for provision of ecological,
economic and management information to the
most significant stakeholder groups, and for
gaining theit support for and involvement in
programs for retaining RNV,

Background

There is poor understanding of the value of remnant
vegeration amongst land managers and amongst
advisers. Thete is inadequate transfer of biological
and economic information abour the status of
remnant vegetation to stakeholders. On the ground
there is a paucity of knowledge, skills, guidelines and
people for remnant vegetation management.

The range of stakeholders is often underestimated,
from national/state/local government level,
catchment/Landcare level, farm level (while coping
with both regional diversity and scales, sparial and
temporal differences), urban clients tas holders of
purse serings), public land managers, and also future
land managers.

Areas of research and issues involved could include
the following:

* identifying what native vegetation management
information exists, and whar further informarion
is needed

* identifying the stakeholder groups and their
particular interests and needs. and the scale of each
groups likely impact on management of RNV

* conducting sociological research to uncover the
undetlying bascs of attitudes to RNV, and whar
information or activities are likely to be most
useful in assisting stakeholders to assess
management options and make decisions

*» understanding how to engage stakeholders in the
processes required for retention and management

of RNV

* developing marketing strategies for each major
stakeholder group related to their role and needs

* idenrifying and describing successful methods or
approaches that have been tested wich landholder
groups and other stakeholders {include case
studies).

Objective five

To include native vegetation values in capital/
recurrent accounts at the national, government
agency and individual property scales.

Outcomes required

a) Practical methods to enable land managers and
other stakeholders to assess the importance of RNV
to their own enterprise and property, to the district
and to the nation, including its environmental,
recreational, aesthetic and existence value.

b} Methods to enable these values to be incorporated
into financial accounts so that changes in RNV
capital stock or annual income are reflected clearly:

Background

Several workshop participants suggested that RNV is
often left unmanaged because it has no recognised
value as a resource. For example, RNV is not
idendtficd or valued as a capital asset ar the aime land
is bought, changes to its extenr or status are not
reflected in farm or public agency accounts {for
leaseheld land}, and it does not appear in national
accounrs as an asset with potential to change value or
1o gencrate income or expenditure. Some believe that
if this were changed, artention would be drawn o
RNV as a useful asset, leading to much greater
imperus for its sustainable management.

Aceas of research and issues involved could include
the following:

* estimating approximate capital and annual values
of RNV for particular purposes (e.g. recharge
control, stock shelter, timber products, aesthetics,
conservation of an endangered species)

* reviewing world literature to idencify values
estimated in other studies, comparing methods
used and values obrained and validating as far as
possible

* identifying a limited number of opportunities
where RNV values could be incorporated into
financial accounts, and working with the groups
responsible to achieve incorporation
— ar the level of individual properties (e.g.

landholders, farm advisers)

group of properties {e.g. Landcare group)

shire or catchment

regional {e.g. within a regional economic

development plan)

national.




Objective six

To clanfy the role and importance of the intrinsic
values of RNV in the retention and management of
that vegeration.

Outcomes required

a) An understanding of the range of non-economic
or intrinsic values held by our society towards
RNV and any segmentation of values between
stakeholders.

b) An estimate of the ability or willingness of society

to maintain intrinsic values and to pay for any gap

between economics and ethics.

¢) A methodology for resolving conflict.

Background

Environmenrtal beliefs and the benefits that can be
provided by the retention of native vegeration arce
seen by sorne to be symbolic racher than substancive.
In particular, long-term values such as genertic
biodiversity and the rights of organisms ro exist tend
to fall into this category.

There may be a colonial hangover that remnant
vegetation is useless and that cearing cquals
development. On the other hand, much of our

culture is built on the ethos of the bush, the look and
smell of the gum tree, and the fauna within it such as

koalas, kangaroos, parrots and possums.

Differences appear to exist berween those who
value the vegetation for its intrinsic value and orhers
who value it in terms of any obvious current uses as
part of the farming operation.

There may be circumstances where remnant
vegetation is incompatible with existing farming
systems.

There is no method of resoiving whether, when
and where intrinsic values can substitute for
unlitarian values in the decision-making process.
There may be a conflict between ‘right o farm’ and
‘duty of care’.

Areas of research and issues tnvolved could
include:

* scparating long-term economic values of RNV
from intrinsic and non-economic values and
summarising che latter

* identifying gaps berween private and social
interests and values

* relating sets of intrinsic values to particular

stakeholder groups

* providing comparisons with (and/uor case studies
of) other comparable land management industries
such as forestry or fisheries

* estimaring willingness of society to pay for nen-
economic values, and suggesting how this might

be done

* developing guidelines for resolving corflict
berween ecanomics and intrinsic values.
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What are landholders’
attitudes towards
maintaining native
vegetation on
agricultural lands?

Alex Campbell, National Farmers’
Federation

This subject is as wide as Australia, so let us scarr
with some definitions ro help in concentrating sur
thought processes.

‘Agriculrural land’ [ take to mean the farmed land
for more intensive production, necessitating the
clearing of vegetation. However, it should also
include the areas of potential production, particularly
in the higher rainfall areas to the north where both
irrigated and non-irrigated farming opportumnities are
yet to be realised. It should also include the control
of regrowth vegetation such as in parts of
Queensland. Let us assume it does not include our
vast pastoral areas, which have their own particular
artitudes, problems and solutions.

‘Native vegeration’ is taken to mean those areas of
natural bush not cleared for intensive farming,

Some common myths

I'rom a landholder perspective, there are some
common myths that are being perpetuated that
might set a background to some of our artirudes,

‘Call it something different and it will be
more important’

This can be a mechanism by which someone else will
feel they have more knowledge or influence than
landholders of many years’ experience. Examples
would include ‘rangeland’ instead of ‘pastoral’,
‘remnant vegetation' instead of ‘remaining bush’,
‘biologica] diversity’ instead of ‘balance of nature’,
erc. In other words, the new jargon should not
demean long-held rerminology and attitudes of
generations of well-meaning and knowledgeable

landholders.



Qversell

Too often landholders are ‘sold” the argument: ‘Protect
that last piece of bush and you will solve your salinity,
water table, erosion, ecological balance (including
natural predators to many insects attacking your
crops}, on-farm biodiversity, off-farm corridors, off-
farm cutrophication of streams and rivers, enhanced
aesthetics, etc. and it won't cost you anything, you will
actually be better off financially.’

Let me give two examples in a West Auscralian
context. Some wheat-belt shires, such as Tammin,
Bruce Rock and Merridin, have as little as 3% of
their farm land still under natural bush. It would be
foolish to pretend its preservation will do much at all
to correct the salinity problems of the region, yet its
retention 1s critical from a biclogical diversity, natural
habitat point of view. Equally, farmers in high
rainfall shires (800 mm-+), such as Manjimup and
Denmark with up to 87% of the land as state forest,
will take convincing that a small area of their bush is
really nceded for biological diversity in the area.
Furthermore, work by CSIRO and the Department
of Agriculture demonstrate chat rapidly growing
plantation timbers in high rainfall areas are many
times more efficient at correcting warer table
problems than aged natural bush (especially if
ravished by ‘dicback’).

So my point is: tell the truth of the benefits of
natural bush on the farm and don't oversall it as the
panacea for all problems. We then stand a much
better chance of the right bush being preserved for
the right reasons. '

Guilt syndrome

By overclearing we have cost the nation so many
millions of dollars in lost production through salinity
and erosion, etc. The logic would seem if we had
cleared less there would be no problems and all
benefits. The truth is that our natural ecosystems
were so finely balanced thar any clearing was going o
influence water rables, salinity and so on. The
benefits in productivity have always far surweighed
the costs and should be used in a positive way to
demonstrate that the challenges of preserving the
remaining bush can also be overcome.

Attitudes

Let me address the crux of the issue at hand. OFf course
jandholder attirudes are just as diverse on this subject
as, say, urban attitudes to city planning. However, [
feet confident in making the following generalisations
as representing most landholders’ actitudes.

Farmers have a positive and proactive attitude
toward conservation issues. This has been
demonstrated by the wide take-up of Landcare on a
volunrary basis. I believe it can be demonstrated also
by the fact that most farms are family-owned and
parents wish to leave the land (and all its support
systems) in as good stead for the next generarion as i
was for their own inheritance. ‘Farmers drive cars
and drink becr as if there is no tomorrow, but farm as
if they will Iive for ever!’ is a memorable quote from a
Landcare meceting that [ atrended.

Sadly, it is a common generalisation that
agriculture has never been in a more difficult
financial position than now. This has been caused by
the worst global commedity downrutn in 60 years;
an increasingly urban and industrialised sociery that
is more influcncing economic settings; and severe
drought, being the worst ever in many areas, In other
words, with all the will in the world, if 2 farm is not
making a dollar, it can't put a dollar back into
conservation (including protection of vegeration).

Many farmers feel they are being expected to do
something for the public good that would not be
expected of urban landholders. {(Bear in mind the
asset value of most farms equates to that of middle to
high income urban homes and land.) Farmers feel
thar, if urban people can buy land with the
expectation of building a house on it, then farmers
should be able to buy (inherit) farm land with the
expectation of being able to farm it; that if an urban
person can landscape and plant any trees, shrubs and
lawn chat chey choose, then a farmer should have
similar freedom. The thought process goes on, that
should an urban person’s expectations not be
fulfilled, they are compensated, so why shouldn'
landholders be compensated for not being able to
farm parts of their farm (by not clearing/grazing
bush areas)?

There is a strong resistance to ‘cross-compliance’.
Cross-compliance is a mechanism by which a benefit
is withheld until such time as a certain course of
action is demonsrrated. An example would be that of
taxation benefits only being available for the
protection of narural bush if supported by an
apptoved farm plan/ecological audit, or whatever,
The farmer attitude is thar maximum benefic would
be gained by allowing taxation incentives to 4/ such
work under the normal rules of self-assessment and
periodic audit. In other words, it would be more
cost-effective to have a few inappropriate areas of
bush fenced off and protected than to have thac same
amount of resoutce being put into ‘approved plans’.
(This is not ro say farmers don't believe in planning




and taking ourside advice, bur they detest
bureaucratic-type planning and ‘big brother’
approvals). | have often said that a wsed plan on the
back of a Corn Flakes packet is far preferable ro a
costly, multiple-overlay, high-tech plan thar gathers
dust in a borrom drawer.

By and large, farmer attitudes are supportive of
clearing controls sa fong as backed up by
compensations. Those that have been slow to clear
should be rewarded and not penalised. If the wider
public belteve that clearing should stop, they should
be prepared to help cover the cost—the farmer
should not be the sacrificial lamb for che public
conscience!

Now that we are halfway into the decade of
Landcare, there is a strong belief thar there must be a
dramatic shift in resourcing of conservation-relaced
issues. The last five to 10 years have been a victim of
their own success. The resources put inte awareness,
education, demonstration and facilitarors, etc. have
caused landholders enormous frustration. They want
to get started, bur den’t have che resources. The
commen cry is ‘none of the money is hitting the
ground'. I believe it is imperative that taxation
rebates (as distinct from deductibility) be
implemented immediately to allow work to be
undertaken, and that some resources should be
diverted from the current “awareness’ areas to help
fund ir. We need to get the right balance berween
‘talking about i’ and ‘doing it’,

Conclusion

This has been a necessarily bricf and generalised view
of landholder attitudes. I am confident in saying that
farmers are ready to join in the fight to protect our
natural bush, bur we need the resources and
incentives to allow us to get started.

The ecological value of
remnant vegetation

David C Paton, University of
Adelaide

The Australian landscape has changed dramarically
over the last 200 years. With the arrival of
Europeans, native vegetation was cleared for
agriculure, and a variety of domesticated plants and
grazing animals introduced and propagated to feed
and clothe the growing human population. Various
cereals, horticultural crops, sheep and cartle became
the backbene of Australia’s primary industries, and
for short periods of time the country prospered on
the world stage. To maintain productivity and viable
industries further modifications were required: rivers
and crecks were dammed; nutrients and water added
to the soil; weedicides and pesticides sprayed over the
land; and new crops and better agricultural practices
developed through mechanical, chemical, biological,
political and genetic means.

As a resulr of these acrivities the Australian
landscape has been irreversibly changed. Only
remnants of the original systems that covered the
continent 200 years ago remain. Do these remnants
have ecological value? Are endemic ecological
processes compromised in remnants? What
contributions do remnants mzke to off-remnant
ecological processes? And should remnants be
actively conserved and managed to maintain biotic
diversity and overall productivity?

Ecological processes occur on, in and under all
landscapes. They can be viewed as cycles involving
interacrions between physical and chemical
phenomena and biota. They include the transfer or
conversion of enetgy, nutrients or chemicals from one
form to another, from one wophic level to another, or
from one systermn or landscape to another and so on.
For example, plants extract water and certain nutrients
from the soil, carbon dioxide from the air and energy
from the sun to produce plant tissue. Various physical
factors like temperature, humidity and light intensity
influence the rate of this process. Plant tissue may then
be consumed by a herbivore and some nutrients and
energy transferred from plant to herbivore, and some
dissipated as hear and faecal material. If the herbivore
moves to another location then energy and nutrients
are transported away. If the herbivore is eaten then
some of the energy and nutrients are transferred o a
predator, and if the prcdator subscqucntly dies, then




scavengers may use the resources. Eventually this
organic material, along with faecal material, is broken
down by chemical processes and/or by detritivores
including various invertebrares and bacteria and chis
results in some of the raw resources being returned to
the soil where they become available for plants to use
again. Even when not caten, plant tissue is being
contnually recycled, as leaves and branches are
dropped and decay. These resources can even be
dispersed if dropped leaves and branches are washed or
blown away. Ecological systems therefore cansist of a
series of interconnected cycles and pathways that trace
the movement of commeodities (water, oxygen, carbon,
nitrogen, etc.} through different trophic levels and
berween different systems. Bur they are even more
complex than this. Rares of movement of commodities
from one form or level to another, and interactions
berween biora, arc also integral compenents.
Ecoiogical systemns, then, are not only about nutrient
cycles, traphic levels, and energy transfer, but also
about herbivory, competition, predation, parasitism,
symbiosis, deach, birch, cmigration, immigration,
growth, decay, disturbance, chance and so on. Each of
these cvcles and processes operates at different spatial
and temporal scales and what happens in one area and
one system can influence ecological performance in
adjacent or even distant arcas at che same tme or in
che furure.

The ecological processes of remnant native
vegetation are inextricably linked with their
immediate surroundings, even though those adjacent
areas may support markedly different agriculrural
systems. This is because of the active and passive
rransport of commaodities back and forth berween the
two, What happens in the remnant can influence
performance on the adjacent agricultural land and
vice versa, These links are casily illustrared.

First, remnant nanve vegetation in Australia is
usually deep-rooted and structurally more diverse,
both above and below the ground, than most
agricultural crops. As a result, native vegeration is
much more effective at intercepting rainfall, so
reducing recharge to groundwarer, not just in the
underlying area but in adjacent areas and to a lesser
extent the region as a whole. Furthermore, native
vegetation is also more effective at drawing water
from deeper in the soil, thus reducing the risk of
saline groundwater rising to the surface. When the
water evaporates and the salt concentrates ar the
surface, agricultural productivity is reduced. This
process is known as dryland salinisation, and is a
widesptead problem in many arable areas throughout
Australia. Tn the south-east of South Australia severe

dryland salinisation has raken place because of
extensive clearance of decp-rooted nartive vegerarion,
Calculations suggest that if just 20% of the landscape
had been left with native vegetation then the
intervening agricultural areas would have maintained
their productivity and dryland salinisation would not
have occurred. In these areas remedial action involves
Ievegerating cxtensive areas, a task made more
difficult now by accumulations of salt near the
surface, Remnant native vegetation may also provide
protection for crops and stock by providing wind-
breaks and may help prevent wind and water erosion
by simply reducing the intensity of wind and water
movement in an area,

Second, these links can operate in the opposite
direction and are not necessarily mutually beneficial.
For example, agriculrural pastures and crops provide a
rich food source for a variety of herbivores, not just
introduced ungulares. As a result, native macropads
that would normally exist in small numbers in native
vegetauon increase in abundance, commuting nighdy
berween native vegeracion where they rest during the
day, and adjacent pastures where they ﬁ)ragt: ar night.
This not enly results in loss of productivity for a
grazier bur can also lead to increased trampling of
native vegetation within the remnant and increased
herbivory of native plants at times. Remnants can also
harbour various pests like the rabbit, fox and feral cat,
each of which can reduce agricultural productivity and
erode natural systems by placing new pressures
{predation, herbivory) on narive bicta. Thete are no
simple solutions to these problems—removal of native
vegetation may eliminate the pests, but lead to other
problems like dryland salinisatien. Those same
remnants of native vegetation ate likely to support
beneficial fauna that hunt invertebrare pests of crops
and pastures. Removing remnanr native vegerarion
may therefore lead to other pests becoming a problem
in agricultural areas. As a general rule, agricultural
practices do not provide much benefit to remnant
vegetation. Ferrilisers, weedicides, pesticides, stack,
and introduced plants (weeds) can all inccude onto
remnant narive vegeration from adjacent agricultural
areas and all have a negative effect on the natural
values of the remnant. Also due to clearance, remnants
expericnee greater exposure to other physical processes
(rising saline groundwarer, increased exposure to wind,
etc.) that may further erode the natural system.

The key to assessing ecological values is
appreciating the links between remnanrt narive
vegetarion and agricultural productivity. Focusing on
a specific process within one of the systems without
appreciating the complexity of the links between
them would be negligent.
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There are other ecological values of remnant
vegetation that operate at even larger scales than local
interactions berween the remnant and adjacent
agriculwural endeavours. Remnant native vegetation
now forms a fragmented network crucial to the
conservation and management of Australia’s endemic
biota and endemic ecological processes. This scale can
be casily illustrated by examining the seasonal
movements of birds. In the Mt Lofty Ranges near
Adelaide, South Australia, more than 95% of the
native vegetation has been cleared. This remnant
native vegetation is largely found en the tops of hills
and in rugged gorges and is now protected in reserves.
Native vegeration on the gender gullies and plains,
however, has been disproportionarely cleared because
those areas were most suitable for agriculture, What
litde native vegeration is left in these areas now exists
as small remnants on farms. As such these remnants
provide the only record of what those areas were
eriginally like and have immense conservation value,

Within this system the prominent group of birds
are necrar-feeding heneyeaters. Not only do these
birds depend on native flora for food, they also
provide an important service by pollinating many of
our prominent native plants. In fact many of these
plants fail to sct seeds unless they have been visited
by a honeyeater.

During winter and spring, heneyeaters are
abundant in reserves in the Mt Lofty Ranges,
coinciding with the Howering of apprepriate native
plants in those areas, But during summer and autumn
those areas produce few flowers and most of the
honeyearers leave. Banding studies show thar the birds
shift to remnant vegetation on the gentler slopes and
plains. Remnant vegetation in these areas produce
floral nectar during summer and avtumn bur nor
winter. These shifts by the birds are not rare events,
and now over 200 movements of banded birds have
been detected within the Mt Lofty region, with some
of the birds regularly travelling distances of up 1o 100
kilometres. Withourt remnant native vegetation in the
prime agriculmral areas, this system would Collapsc. In
fact the system is already perturbed, in that many of
the plants that flower during winter and spring are not
being adequately pollinated by birds. This inadequacy
arises because the summer and autumn habitars have
been disproportionately cleared. As a consequence,
insufficient birds survive over summer and aurumn ro
enable enough honeyeaters to recruit back to winter
habitats to pollinate all of the flowers being produced
in those areas. So in this region (and 1 suspect many
other regions) remnant native vegetation on farms
plays a crucial role in the maintenance of biotic
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diversity and ecological processes, like animal
movements, pollination and plant reproduction, not
just in the iminediate area but also in other areas that
could be more than 100 kilomtres away. Removing
even small patches of remnant, native vegetation in
one area not only has ecological consequences for the
narive biota that permanently inhabit that remnant
bur can also have ecological consequences for disrant
areas, not to mention adjacent agriculrural land.

Remnants of narive vegetation, even isolated trees
ot shrubs in the middle of a paddock, play important
roles in the maintenance of Australia’s biotic diversiry
and should be afforded greater prominence and
protection in consetvation programs.

In conelusion, remnant narive vegetation has
ecological and conservation values that excend beyond
the boundary of the remnant. Although endemic
ecological processes have been compromised by
extensive habitat clearance for agriculture, the reverse
does not apply and long-term agricultural productivigy
will depend on maintaining and enhancing remnant
native vegetation in all landscapes.

What stops farmers
keeping and managing
native vegetation on
their properties ?

Clive Thomas, Community Grasses Project,
New South Wales

My current natural resources management activity is
coordinating an interstate Mutray-Darling Basin
Commission Natural Resources Management
Strategy project with the title ‘Community
development of perennial grasses for multiple
ecological uses’ (generally abbreviated to ‘community
grasses project’), The project aims to assist graziers in
the steep, low-fertilicy ridges and hill slopes of the
Murray—Darling Basin uplands to develop and
manage low-input perennial grasslands. Although
not exclusively a native grass project, there is
nonetheless a strong emphasis on the understanding,
conservation and management of native grasslands.

To commience on a positive note, recognition of the
value of native grasses in the temperate region of the
Murray-Darling Basin is making excellent growth.
Neot so long age someone teferred 1o a ‘renaissance’ of
interest in native grassiands, which may be an




optimistic, bur certainly not an invalid, description.

There lies most of the answer to the question,
because conservation and utilisation of native grasses
satisfies the first law of successful narural resources
management—an activity where community interest
and private interest coincide. Native perennial grasses
provide natural resources benefits on- and off-site,
demand liule, and yield feed for livestock. Susraining
native grasslands may demand sensitive management
but does aot require land to be retired from
production.

Many farmers are excellens stewards of native
vegetation on their land and [ trusc their motivarion
and financial sacrifice gets some acknowledgement
amongst the participants of the workshop gathering.
Hewever, more don't or can’t manage native
vegetation successfully, and much of what persists
after less than 15 decades of European-style
intervention does so with the threat of deliberate
destruction {in states without land-clearing
legislation) or a lingering extinction through failure
o ngCﬂCra[E.

The third word in the title question, farmers’, is
no longer a dependable term in contemporary
Australia. As an occupadional group, the definition of
‘farmer’ is changing so quickly through ageing,
voluntary ‘exit strategies or structural adjustment
that, by the time we devise 2 way to communicare,
educate or legislate, the target will look nothing like
the profile we devise now.

Fewer of our present farmers will be succeeded by
their offspring than any generation since European
settdernent of Australia.

The average age of the present custodians of the
809% of Australia’s land surface that is either privately
owned or leased is ‘within a grey whisker of 607,
which means the demeography of rural Australia will
be inevitably different within even a single decade.
Who will filt those gaps? Who will they be and what
sort of managers of native vegetation will they be?

Strategies for protecting remnant native vegetation
and spontaneous regeneration must therefore identify
the likely land managers of the 21st century and
respond to new opportunities and new threats to
flora and fauna conservation. There are many
CONUNgencies.

Myself and others in natural resources
management who have worked with individual land
managers and Landeare groups in the states without
native vegetation legislation became convinced in
1992 that the way to tip the scales was to encourage
farmers to accept ‘ownership’ of the important nature
conservation values on their land through the same

&é’w‘ﬁw.\ . . I i M e

et e iy

process as is successfully employed with community
Landcare. That is, the best approach is one which
aims at encouraging farmers to manage existing land
degradarion and to adope land use systems which
make less negative impacts on land and water
resources. That process is, of course: issue
awarcness—issue recognition——community
ownership—group education—demonseration—
individual action.

It was our belief that a community-based program
of nature conservation education for ‘land managers
and thosc 1n a position to influence the decision-
making process of land management’ could nurture
the now perceptible glimmer of interest in
integrating nature conservation vatues wich
production systems into a powerful ool for
sustainable natural resources management. The
formula for conserving nature values would be the
same as for sustainable land use-oriented Landcare:
capitalise on whatever enthusiasm is present amongst
land managers and their families and demonstrare
thart susrainable management can be effectively
integrated with production systems.

[ntegration of nature conservation values inro land
management systems would lead to a wider
understanding of the place of native vegetation in
economically and ecologically sustainable land use.
Better management of native vegetation would
follow,

Judy Lambert and Jane Elix stated present
deficiencies most succinetly in their DWRRDC
consultancy document ‘Remnant vegetarion in a
rural landscape’ “Many landholders and Landcare
groups are embarking on projects withoue the benefit
of scientific, particularly ecological, input, which 1s
probably undermining considerable ameounts of well-
intentioned work.”

I've left the hard option till last. I will outline a
legislative option that may be part of the answer.

Legislate a ‘hiatus’ so that, for the land manager,
there is a process between the decision and the
action. There is a process between the decision and
the action in every other development acrivity-.—we
may not like it, bur we live with it, whether it’s
tacking a carport to the side of our house or digging
a hale in the backyard far a poel. The land—the
irreplaceable, irredeemable land—is the only field of
activity where, it's been said, a decision made in the
pub on a Friday night can precipitate irreversible
alteration of an existing state before the hangover is
gDnEA

Another legislative option would be to legislate
land capability/land condition assessment at

.
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ownership changeover time. The softest approach
would be to acquaint the new cusrodian with the
conservation values and limitations of the property
and cost—benefit analysis of any proposed changes to
existing management that might involve alteration to
the landscape.

What stops farmers kecping and managing native
vegetation on their properties?

In most instances of passive mismanagement?
Financial constraints—the capital cost of separating
areas of native vegetation from pasture/crop land—
the consequence of which is extinction by neglect.

In most instances of deliberate destruction? A pre-
emptive element, followed by a lack of critical
financial analysis which questions whether the
investment in land clearing and development will be
profirable; lack of awareness of the complex values of
nature conservation; lack of understanding of the
interdependence of each component of a native
vegetation system; lack of any institutional process
that cautions; Pause—Listen—Look—Learn—
Change—Conserve.

Marketing and social
issues relevant to
landholders’
management of
native vegetation

David Goldney, Charles Sturt University,
and Geoff Watson, University of Sydney

Background

The CSU-OAC Remnant Woodland Ecology
Program (Goldney, 1995) operates in the central
western region of NSW, a 65 000 km® area, 75%
cleared, containing Australia’s oldest inland
agricultural lands. In spite of the greening-Landcare
phenomenon, we have argued that we are ‘winning
bactles but losing the war in regard to conservation
outcomes for remnant vegetation (Goldney et al,
1995}. Furthermore, since thete are not, and never
can be, enough extension officers on the ground to
facilirate remedial action, a paradigm shift is needed,
away from top-down autocratic extension approaches

to multi-pathway processes based on empowerment
strategies. Some critical baseline scudies which we are
addressing are designed to further understand:

* landscape and ecological processes at work in the
region

* the interaction between landscape and farming
systems

* the sociological and psychological context in
which landowners operate and how this impacrs
on decision-making

* the economic benefits of integrating remnant
vegetation management in farm and total
catcchment planning

* the marketing-extension strategies needed to more
effectively communicate conservation messages to

landholders

+ the conditions necded to optimise bushland
regeneration on farmland.

In chis brief overview we address the sociological—
psychological context in which landowners operate,
the economic benefits of integrating remnant
vegetation management in farm planning and the
marketing-exrension strategies needed o effectively
communicate conservation strategies to landholders.

The sociological-psychological
context

Studies of the artitudes of farmers rowards
environmental issues are a relatively recent research
phenomenon and the emphases reflect broad
contextual differences (MacDonald, 1984; Black and
Reeve, 1993; Wilson, 1992; McDowell et al, 1989).
These and other studies have demonstrated, amongst
the majority of farmers surveyed, predominantly
utilitarian artitudes towards environmenral concerns.
Thus, for example, the econormic values of remnant
vegetation to farm production was highly valued by
the farmer-owner, Wilson (op. cit) also found that the
older and less educated farmers were more likely to
value the assthetic qualities of remnants. These
utilitarian atarudes rowards remnant vegetation are
consistent with outcomes of research on farmer
articudes to soif erosion and related on-farm
environmental problems. Good land management
was, for instance, conceived by farmets in the northern
agricultural regions of Victoria in terms of socio-
economic beliefs rather than environmental beliefs
{Barr and Cary, 1992). They concluded that the

major determinants of conservation behaviour are the




attributes of the practice itself, rather than the
attributes sympathetic to conservation. These and
other studies suggest that farmers may ‘think globally’
about environmental issues but do not necessarily ‘acc
locally’. The adoption of conservation behaviours
appears to be driven by factors such as technical
feasibility, economic costs and benefits involved, and
the social acceptability of engaging in the practice
amongst the farmer ‘sub-culture’. Cary (1993) has
suggested that many environmental beliefs have che
characteristics of ‘symbolic’ rather than ‘substantive’
beliefs. These findings support the redevelopment of
the traditional ‘actitudes lead to behaviour” medel te
account for the influence of perceptual and contextual
facrors in adopting behaviour by farmers (Vanclay,
1992). These conclusions are consistent with other
studics recently reviewed l)y Black and Reeve (1993}
which suggest that adoption behaviour in relation to
conservation practices is only partially explained by
recourse to predictors derived from the types of
utilitarian attitudes commonly associated with the
adoption of commercial innovations.

Our findings (Hodgkins et al, 1993) lend support
to the contentions of Barr and Cary (op. cit) about
the apparenc dysfunction between pro-environmental
beliefs and actual conservation action by farmers.
QOur survey suggests that, while farmers were indeed
responding positively ro global environmental
concerns, including those that bear directly upon the
conscrvation of remnant bushland, they were not
eranslating those beliefs into action to rehabilitate
and conserve the bushland on their farms, and
furthermore, a significant proportion were open to
the possibilities of further clearing of existing
bushland, even in the near future should
circumstances warrant, In terms of Cary’s analysis,
beliefs abour remnant bushland on their farms are
best described as ‘symbolic” and seemed largely
unrelated to actual or intended management
behaviours. These findings also suggest that the
establishment of more ‘substantve’, behaviour-
engendering beliefs about remnant bushland may be
dependent upon factors such as improved technical
information about the characreristics of rermnant
bushland, management practices for its conservarion
and rehabilitation, and financial assistance in the
form of 1ax concessions for fencing and so on.

Our survey suggests that, as a minimum, the
provision of relevant technical information on the
management of remnants for rehabilitation and
conservation, together with removal of some of the
financial constraints, will stimulate greater
conservation action by farmers who have remnants.

Furthermore, our results suggest that a more
successful extension—educarion framework will be
ene which is responsive to both the strong contexrual
influences upon farmer conservation behaviour,
through the use of ‘action research’ principles
{emphasising landholder participation and ‘on-farm’
relevant research), combined with the strategic use of
marketing methods via the mass media, and relevant
landholder groups (e.g. Landcare groups).

Economic context

One of our team members is currently reviewing the
literaturc assessing the linkages between remnanc
vegetation, particularly woodland-forest and
sustainable agriculture and derived economic benefits
{Windsor, 1995), She has identified significant gaps
in our knowledge base which relies on limited
empirical data, some anecdotal evidence and a
sprinkling of well-entrenched myths. While there is
some evidence that establishes the importance of
farm remmnants (o1 their surrogate native windbreaks/
plantings), in climate amelioration, concrol of water
logging and salination, maintenance of biodiversity,
and so on, many critical questions remain
unaddressed. For example, what is the optimal area
and positioning of bushland on farms, in catchments
and across landscapes to maximise agricultural
production?

Marketing strategies

The first marketing concept is to devise a conract
strategy which involves the client in ‘co-producing’
the value of the product/service being provided. This
will ensure that the client is not viewed by the service
provider as a ‘passenger’ or someone who is merely
manipulated by the contact strategy being employed.
Involving a client in co-producing the value means
thar the client can be enabled to take some
ownership of the outcome and has the opporcunity
to be intrinsically rewarded by the learning process
thar takes place, This concept of co-producing
underpins our strategy of developing appropriate
extension material.

The second marketing concept which can be
drawn upon in a contact strategy is the notion of
user testimonial. This simply means spreading an
idea to others via word of mouth. The key to
enabling this to happen effectively is to ensure that
clients have an extremely positive experience with the
service or product, and that they recognise the need to
communicate that experience 1o others with the aim of




encouraging them to try it for themselves.

These ideas of testmonial/referral underpin the
contact strategy of gathering key landholders
together to understand and experience the self-
assessment kits we ate producing and trialling and
encouraging them to communicate their ourcomes ro
others in their community once they have validated
the value of the kits in their own situation,

Our model will be tested in 199596, It
incorporates the artributes of both ‘hard’ and ‘soft’
systems approaches. The information coming from
scientists contains critical data which need to be
repackaged into simplified but accurate ceore
messages which are marketed to individual
landowners because they want such information. The
principles of our marketing strategy are similar 1o
those operating in the marketplace. Marketing is the
creation of relationships so that people want ro make
a voluntary exchange (different from coercion or the
pressure of top-down approaches). What
relationships must we develop with prospecrive
clients about our produce What ace the
communication problems which confront the
marketing of credible bushland management? Qur
model incorporates the following points,

* We have a complex product which we need to
simplify for landholders; complex issues need to
be broken up into simpler ideas.

* W need to have sociological and psychological
understanding of our prospective clients.

* To sell the product we must create a need inside
the landholder’s mind. Clearly at present many
landholders behave as though they see no value in

their bushland; thC V‘;llLI.CS ofbushland must be

translatable into understandablé economic values.

* It may be legitimate to use fear of the consequences
of ne action to induce behaviour change, and
arguably the economic losses that will follow,

* We need w offer realisation and learning so that

goals can be achieved by landholders themselves.

* We need to offer knowledge and strategies to

individual landholders.

* There needs to be a system of feedback to indicate
how the client is progressing and a support system
which provides back-up help when the client faces

difficulties.

* Landholders need access to marenal which enables
self-evaluation of their properties.

*» Evaluation should lead to short and long-term
action and/or to seeking help and advice from
pfOfCSSiOnal SOUTCES.

™
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* The core of this approach is the provision of a
series of ‘bushland kits’ (rogether with traditional
extension materials}, simple to use, eye-catching,
and highly structured, which can be delivered
directly by post at low cost or used in group
scssions as appropriate.

Finally it is imporuant to recognise that
landhelders are not a homogeneous group in the way
that they will perceive and respond to the particular
messages being promoted to them. Tt will be useful
10 attempt to segment them on the basis of factors
such as:

* their state of being (e.g. demographic aspects such
as gender, age, education, social networks,
enterprise type)

» their state of mind (e.g. attitudes, interests,
opinions)

* locadon {e.g. where and how they can be reached).
This segmentation process can be assisted by

surveys including focus groups. The segments can in

wurn provide direction for education and contact
strategies that increase the likelihood of positive
impacts for cach segment. It is simplistic to assume
thar the same mix of strategies will be effective across

a wide range of segments. Rather it is vital to malke

decisions on this mix using insights gained from the

segmentation information.

Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms

Helen Alexander, National Landcare
Facilitator

Focus of this paper
* Broadacre agricultural land—not rangeland, urban
fringe or coastal areas.

* DPrivate land and not leasehold—the issue of tand
tenure is not dealt with.

* Maintenance of remnants—not revegetation.
Why does native vegetation on farms
matter?

* Nature conservarion/biodiversity/genetic reserves.



* Productive capacity of land (pasture, drought/fire
resistant systems, wood products).

» Cacchment health—salinity, streambank and
broad-acre erosion control water quality.

* Landscape aesthetics.

It is often impossible and always expensive to
rehabilitate ecosystems. It is easier to mainrain those
that exist,

What are the main threats to the
maintenance of native vegetation on
farms?

*» Inappropriate clearing and ploughing for
cropping, grazing and urban development.

» Inappropriate management (grazing intensicy &
timing, pasture improvement}.

* Inappropriate drainage and agriculturaj run-off.
* Pest animals and weeds.
* Rising salinity.

* Inappropriate fite management.

What wouid best-bet management of
native vegetation on farms look like?

Property and catchment management regimes that
take full account of the public (off-site) and private
{on-site) values of native vegetation and ecological
processes.
At a farm scale, key elements would include:
* understanding the values of native vegetation/
maintaining ccological processes in a farm and
catchment/regional context

. fencing off remnants and appropriate grazing
management (ie understanding what you are
managing for with 1nputs, grazing IMtensity,
duration, etc)

» well planned and managed drainage.

Ar the strategic level (catchment/regional and

stateffederal):

* management structute and planning framework to

set appropriate community goals

* clear understanding of and resources for public
benefits to guide on farm activities through
incenrives, disincentives and education

*» good dara on resource condition and trends to
guide decision-making.
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Factors which promote or reduce the
adoption of best bet management
practices to maintain native vegetation
on farms

Economic incentive/capacity

L

Moast landholders have to respond above all 1o the
economic imperative,

Factors which relate to the economic incentive or
capacity to manage native vegetation on farm are

kﬁ Y-

Reduce

Thete is little capacity for landholders, given terms
of trade, debt, drought, cte, to take the longer
term view, invest in public benefit or take any
risks.

Enormous pressure to overcxploit country even on

marginal land.

Managing native vegetation can be expensive
(labour, fencing, increased weeds and pests} in
terms of revenue foregone (if you chose not to
clear), up-frent expenses (fencing off, spelling land
to allow regencration) and ongping costs {lower
stocking rates, more intensive Thanagement).

There is licde understanding of or information on
the short- ot long-term economic benefits of this
tnvestment.

There is no comprehensive system to value native
vegetation or comprehensive, coordinated
government straregy to invest in public benefit
aspects.

Confusion and suspicion over responsibilities for
issues of “public benefit’,

Promote

Incentives/cost-sharing for public benefi—
evidence from overseas {e.g. ‘set-aside’ and
‘environmentally sensitive areas’ in Europe)
suggests that incentives do work. There are some
Initiatives, operating at various scales and with
various aims, thar provide incentives, which need
to be better assessed. These include:
— Save the Bush and One Billion Trees (local
grants)—effective for raising awareness and
mobilising community investment

— Murray Corridors of Green, the Murray—




Darling Basin Commission Narural Resources
Management Strategy and National Drought
Landeare Programs (regional granss} provide
resources for more strategic investment

— 75D provides tax deductibility but not for
nature Conservarion purposes

- some local councils (e.g. Bendigo) are oftering
rate rebartes for vegeration management.

* Need clearer government strategy to invest in
public benefit and to identify which level of
governrment (local, state or federal) is responsible
tor public benefit aspecis. Incentives/cost sharing
are being soughr in particular for:

— fencing

— spelling land to allow habitat recovery/
regeneration

— controlling weeds and pests

— taking larger tracts of land out of production

— environmental payments in areas of particular
environmental sensitivity.

Favoured mechanisms:

— tax credits

- resources to implement carchment/regional

Pl}ll’]S.

* Support and promote private commercial gain.
Given that substantial public investment will
probably be slow in coming, the commercial
benefits of native vegetation management need wo

be emphasised. Demonstrations of economic value

of nartive vegetation management for production
{improved pasture, shade, shelter-belts}, tourism,
real estate/land values help. Drought has
encouraged people to see the value in native
vegetation and income/product/species
diversification. There is a growing, albeit modest,
focus on the development of native species
industries, e.g. Farm Forestry Program,
Communiry Rainforest Reafforestation Program.

Disincentives to protect public benefit

* Fair legislative and penalty arrangements are
usually necessary to protect public benefir.
Australia is, for good reason, (given expense and
difficulties in enforcing, and farmer artirudes)
reluctant to focus too much on these.

Reduce

» Lack of political will ro enforce existing legislation,

even on leasehold land, is more of a problem than
the absence of appropriate legislacion.

et 2

Confrontationist attitude from ‘greentes’ and
farmer groups, fear of ‘compliance’/big brother
and fierce individualism of landholders makes
constructive debate on disincentives {and
incentives} very difficult.

Promote

Good, fairly enforced legislative arrangements

clearly help; for example:

— South Australian Heritage Agreements (have
also provided the imperus for management
guidelines, agreements and payments);
environmental protection policy for wetlands in
souch-west Western Australia; planning
approval requirements for new drainage
schemes in most srates.

— Good potentizl to move towards clearer natural
resource management legislative arrangements
{3 la New Zealand Resources Management Act)
where certain ‘speed limits” and penalties are set
and the need for day-to-day intervention or
enerous application procedures and
admuinistrative delays are minimised. The
evolution of the Victorian Catchment and Land
Protection boards will be useful to monitor.

Awareness, understanding and skills for
on-farm management

Even if appropriate incentives and disincentives
are available, landholders need appropriate
management skills. Awarcness, understanding and
skills remain a major barrier.

Reduce

Still widespead apathy about native vegetation
management, particularly for nature conservation,
among landholders, Degradation has been slow—
those that live with it day-in-day-out get used to
it. Culturally, unacceprable to talk about narure
conservarion.

Lack of knowledge or on-ground expertise about
how to manage and value remnant vegetation for
multiple benefit, Most extension expertise is
production-related. Property Management
Planning courses often do not include remnant
vegerarion management for natute conscrvation
Va_lllc.

Limited national publicity on the need to protect
and enhance native vegerarion; the focus is largely
on tree-planting rather than managing remnants
in a landscape context,




* Lack of leadership from state agencies and local
government in their management of public lands
{e.g. stock roures, reserves).

Suspicion about expertise/hidden agendas in
conservation-related state agencies,

Promote

+ Strong appreciation of lifestyle/acsthetic values
and growing appreciation of multiple benefits of
native vegetation among landholders.

* Good potential to build o local PME, Landcare
and best-ber management practice groups to

support an intcgratcd appmach and o enoourage

change.

* Good potential in communiry-based regional

consortia and CiltCl'Ll'l’lCﬂ[ committecs to ta.kf a ToTC

strategic role {e.g. planning corridors, regional
resource centres, coordinating and disseminating

information, developing and disseminating best-ber
management). Need to build en and resource local

landhelder and community capacity.

* Victorian Land for Wildlife Program seems to be a

good model for communicy-based narure

conservation advisers—should be reviewed, lessons

learned and model expanded.

* Use of key species (e.g. superb partot, koalas,
barred bandicoot) or habitats (¢.g. wetlands) asa
publiciry toal to achieve broader nacure
conservation ends.

» Use of industry groups,

Strategic framework to overcome
barriers

¢+ The strategic framework operating at the local/
regional/state and federal level has a significant
impact on the on-farm action.

At the state and federal level

Reduce

« Pootly developed data sets or national priorities and

targets. Need to improve national and regional
databases on the status of native vegetation
{possibly using key indicator species and habitats).
Need te include information on native vegetation

on-farm in annual ABS/ABARE surveys.

+ Lack of long-term policy framework and scate-

Commonwealth partnership process
Insufficient funds overall.

Ry oy
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Underlying structural adjustment issues not being
dealt with strategically.

Lirtle investrnent in long-term, public interest
research, given industry-based rural R&¢D.

Promote

A framework through the NLP/MDBC to
support ESD, particularly at the cacchment/
regional level.

Recognition of the need for an Australian
vegeration management framework and the need
for a regional implementation strategy.

National Forest Policy Statement and Regional
Forest Assessments as a model.

Growing focus on sustainability indicators,
satellite monitoring, ABS green accounting,

Catchment/regional level

Reduce

Poor definition of how to achieve goals, e.g. is the
alm to maximise number of farmers doing some
things better or get some farmers to be really
good?

Poor goal-setting and data sets in r1elation to
vegetation management,

Poor integration of native vegetarion for nature
conservation purposes in catchment/regional
planning,

Poor skills/guidelines in local government

concerning planning approval for subdivision and
so on.

Promote
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Regional consortia/catchment committees and
2200 Landcare groups, Greening Australia Local
Greening Plans, Integrated Local Arca Planning,

Regional assessment panels/carchment
management committees provide a comprehensive
national framework for averseeing activicies,
priorities, targetting incentives and research

Generally, need berter integration of remnant
Management Intoe property management planning
and catchment/regional planning, particularly for
nature conservation purposes. Need to resource
local community capacity to participate in
regional/catchment management,




Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
South Australia

Neil Collins, Department of the
Environment and Natural Resources,
South Australia

Background

Parts of Seuth Australia have been extensively
cleared. An inquiry was held in 1975-76 which
found that up to 75% of the state’s original bushland
in the agricultural region had been cleared. Some
areas, particularly those that were perceived to have
high agricultural productvity, had cleared over 90%
of the bush.

A voluntary heritage agreement scheme (which puts
a caveat on the title) was introduced in 1980. This
was only partally successtul, for, although about 120
agreements were made in the following three years,
most were for small areas of bush (less than 30
hectares apiece) and clearance was continuing at
about 40 000 hectates per year.

Controls over the remaval of native vegetation were
introduced in 1983. By chis arrangement, approval to
clear in rural areas had to be approved by the State
Planning Commission. Difficulties in this system led
to the Native Vegetation Management Act 1985, Under
this Act an independent body, the Native Vegetation
Authority, was appointed to decide clearance
applications. Those refused permission 1o clear could
seek financial assistance as a result of the drop in land
value resulting from the clearance refusal. This
payment was dependent on the landholder entering
into a legally binding heritage agreement.

In 1991 a new Acr, the Native Vegetation Act, was
introduced. This Act remains in operation. It
encourages landhelders to preserve and manage their
bushland and to place it under a heritage agrecment.
By the terms of the Act an independent commirree,
the Native Vegetation Council, makes decisions about
clearance applications and bush conservation matters,
and it may also provide assistance to farmers who wish
o better care for their nadve vegetadon. The council
has a representative from the South Australian Farmers
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Federation, the Local Government Association, the
State Seil Censervation Council, the Souch Australian
Conservation Council, the Commaonwealth
government, a presiding member and a person with
extensive knowledge of the preservation and
management of native vegetation. The last two
positions are nominated by the minister responsible
for the Act, the Minister for the Environment and
Natural Resaurces.

Key issues concerning the council are that its
decision-making is independent of the political
system, that the South Australian Farmers’
Federation and the local government accociation’s
member must be persons who carry on a business of
primary production, and afl members of the council
must have some knowledge of, and experience in, the
preservation and management of native vegetation.

Currently there are over 300 heritage agreements in
South Australia covering over 440 000 hectares. Over
$72 million has been allocated to the program, Most
of this has been spent on financial assistance and the
fencing of heritage agreements. The program requires
an ongoing maintenance commitment and incentives
for active management of native vegetation.

Clearance approvals may require a benefir for the
environment through either an area being
revegetated with local bush, or areas being allowed ro
regenerare, or through setting aside native vegetation
in heritage agreements. The options are worked our
berween the land ewner and the Native Vegetation
Council, taking into account the property managing
requirements of the business.

Other conservation systems
on privately managed land

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 enables
voluntary sancruaries to be established on private
land. Thete are over 35 sanctuaries covering over
30 000 hectares with another six sancruarics being
cutrently assessed.

Incentive schemes

The South Australian [bis Awards, sponsored by the
Commonwealth Development Bank, for privace land
managers who successfully combine commercial
primary production with nature conservarion, have
been going for seven years and to date more than
$70 000 has been given in prize money and trophies.

S



The South Australian government has allocated
funds to an annual ‘rural tree grant’. These funds
may be applied for by community groups in a similar
way to Save the Bush and National Landcare
Program (NLP} grants. The government, through the
Retree Centre, supports community groups
including Greening Australia, Trees for Life, and
Austealian Trust for Volunteers under one complex.

The South Australian government waives state
charges arising feom the sale or donation of private
land to approved trusts or schemes dedicated for
conservation purposes. A private corporation,
Wetlands and Wildlife, has established wetland
conservatiot: areas in the south-east on privare land
and receives the waliving of charges as an incentive
towards private conservation management of land.
The group bas also received federal ax deductibilicy

for donations.

Future directions

Currently a draft South Australian revegeration
strategy has been formulared (revegetation is defined
as replanting and native vegetation management). The
draft will be the basis for a representative group of
private land managers and those involved in the
management of native vegeration (i.e. the Narive
Vegetation Council, South Australian Farmers'
Federarion, local government accociations, soil
boards, etc) to determine with government
representatives the future direction of vegetation
management it this state.

Soil conservation boards are including, within
their district soil conservation plans, native
vegetation issucs within their areas of responsibility.
The detail and depth of these plans varies but they
are a basis for local community groups to express
what they sce as being important in future directions
for native vegetation management.

Regional groups with expertise in native
vegerarien issues are being established to help in the
assessment of local issues and to recommend
priorities for native vegetation programs. The
emphasis is on the local community to have the say
in what is important in their area.

The legislative approach in South Australia has
been effective in changing che attitude to broad-arca
clearance. Emphasis now needs to go onto the
management of the areas conserved and the areas
linking remnants. This management would be

addressed through:

]

* more coerdination of government extension
resources

* a commitment to actively revisiting heritage
agreement owners and people who have planted
and maintained areas as a requirement of approval
1o clear native vegetation

+ simplification of ¢learance applicarions and
particularly linking this to property management
so that the land manager can get on with the
business with some certainty over a three-year or
longer time frame

» preposed granc systemns aimed at the promotion of
active managcment oFsmall areas Of remunarnt
vegetation and heritage agreements

* linking ef groups of heritage agreement owners
with common problems and a number of
solutions such as in the Murray Mallee Mantung/
Maggea Dristrict

* linking urban and rural groups in conservation
acuvitics.

Many landowners are commirtted 1o conservation
of their native wildlife in South Australia. Whar
appears to be a requirement is provision of
information and expertise to support their continued
conscrvation of bush as part of their overall property
management. Ways of linking actions across diffcrent
land managers is also tequired. All levels of
government, along with non-governmenc
organisations, need to have a commitment to
provision of these services and need ro realise that
different land managers wiil have different neads;
that is, small landholders in the Adelaide Hills and
Murray Plains, family farms, company landholdings
and local government will all have different neads.

In summary it appears that to encourage active
management of native vegetation through provision
of information and supporr in the field is as critical
as provision of any partial funding of activities,
particularly for those who are undertaking the
activities voluntarily:
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Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
Western Australia

Penny Hussey, Department of
Conservation and Land Management,
Western Australia

Factors promoting
maintenance

Awareness of the value of the remnant vegetation.
Value varies between landholders, but may include
control of land degradation, stock/crop shelter,
aesthetics, historical or nature conservation aspecs.
{Note: Value in this instance dees not equate to
dallars.}

Financial assistance towards costs of management
(initially, fencing). Lack of money is the reason most
often given to explain why remnant vegeration areas
are not fenced. A grant often provides the starting
point from which landhelders conrinue on their
own.

In WA there are three main sources of monies.

* Nadonal Landcare Program, Save the Bush sub-
program—group projects preferred, grant/km low.

* Remnant Vegetation Protection Scheme. State
government-funded incentive scheme which
provides direct subsidies for fencing remnant
vegetation on private land, It provides 50% of the
cost of both labour and marerials. From its
inception in 1988 to the end of 1994, the scheme
has protected 34 966 ha of land in 769 parcels.
This has involved an expenditure of $2 340 000,

* Gordon Reid Foundation for Conservation. Set
up by the Lotteries Commission to disburse
money to voluntary groups for conservation
projects. Recently moving into the funding of
relatively large-scale fencing projects.

Note thar some strategic tree-planting schemes/
grants may also benefic remnant vegetation
management, e.g. buffer, bush corridors, etc,

Regulation of vegetation clearance can be
controlied under state government Acts. Remnant
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vegetation left under such regulations may not be

highly regarded or well managed. Also, the threat of

clearing bans often leads to pre-emptive, unnecessary
clearing,

* Soil and Land Conservation Act, administered by
the Department of Agriculture. Clearing can be
prevented under this Act where the activity is
likely to result in a land degradation hazard.
Hazards are assessed on a regional or carchmens
basis, and farmers may be required to retain areas
of vegetation becausc of others in the catchment.
This may raise the matter of equity between
landholders, Areas not allowed to be cleared are
required to be protected from grazing, i.e. fenced,
and compensation is not payable.

* Country Arcas Warer Supply Act, Parr [1A,
administered by the Water Authority of Western
Australia. Controls exist over the clearing of narive
vegeration in six catchments in the south-west, o
protect the quality of water in existing and
potential water supplies. Where clearing is refused,
the landholder may claim compensation. Fencing
is not required, so grazing still occurs, and recently
permission has been given for substantial fogging
{for sawlogs and woodchips) from these remnants.
{Note: The Water Authority of Western Australia

is concerned about degradation caused by grazing,

and will soon announce large grants for fencing to
those landholders who have not already fenced using
their own resources (rewarding the disinterested).)

» Wildlife Conservation Act, administered by the
Department of Conservartion and Land
Management (CALM). The Minister for the
Environment can forbid the clearing of gazetted
Declared Rare Flora. Fencing materials may be
provided on a statewide priority basis.

¢ In addition, proposals to clear native vegetation
can be referced to the Department of
Environmental Protection who can assess them
under the Environmental Protection Act.
Recommendations concetning the proposal are
submitted by the Environmental Protection
Authority to the Minister for the Environment
who makes the final decision and sets condirions.
Financial concessions, e.g. rate relief, 150% tax
deduction, are often cited as good incentives. No
direct evidence that they would increase the level of
remnant vegetation retention or management.
Direct economic gain; if this can be demonstrated,
the appreciation of remnant vegeration may rise but
the biediversity value of the remnant may suffer.




Activities such as woodchipping, for example, may
be unsustainable, whereas promotion of flower/seed
harvesting may help retain vegetation as well as
conserving biodiversity value in the remnant.

Covengnes; a small demnand for covenants exists,
but WA does not have a convenient covenanring
scherne.

Factors reducing maintenance

Cast for no perceived return. This is the most
frequent reason cited for clearing and/or nor
managing remnant vegetation.

Traditional mind set, which vesults in:

+ difficuley with accepting any “value' for remnant
vegetation, particularly when, within current
farming experience, lifetimes have been dedicared
o removing it

* entrenched belief that ‘scrub’ harbours “vermin’
and other nasties

+ belief in the ‘right to farm’ unfettered by any ‘dury
of care’ to one’s neighbaur

* innate conscrvatism and suspicion of advisers’,
especially gavernment ones

+ advisers themselves may be anti-bush and prefer to
seel rechnological fixes rather than ecological ones
for land degradation problems, etc.

Stale; the problem is far bigger than one farm. The
time taken to fix it may be longer than onc liferime.
This can lead to a feeling of importence. Equiry
problems may lead to disgruntled persons taking
negative actions.

Tnability 1o comprehend the camulative effects of
incremental increases in disturhance; e.g. the effect of
wider drain maintenance clearing along linear strips
such as roadsides.

Bad experiences; management techniques may have
been tried, but have not worked {e.g. burn to
promote tegeneration, only weeds grow back). This
can lead ro disitlusionment.

Lack of appropriate technigues, e.g. controlling
rabbits without destroying remnant vegetation to rip
Walrens.

Lack of ecological undersianding of the spatial
distribution of resources and the ability of fauna to
move to them, For example, the role thae relatively
small areas of remnant vegetation may play in the
large picture—areas that flower {nectar} during the
‘autumnn feed gap’ may be viral for sustaining nectar-
eating fauna from a very wide area. Alternatively, a
plant may be flowering well but no viable seed is set,
as its pollinator is no longer present, etc.
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Land managers often request ‘prescriptions’ which
are impossible to provide—e.g. "how wide should a
corridor be 1o allow birds to move?’ or ‘how large
should a picce of bush be to be self-sustaining?’. . .and
the answer’s a lemon, ..

{Note: A benchmark study in 1987, ‘Management of
native vegeration on farmland in the wheat-belr of
Western Australia’ {Report from the Voluntary Native
Vegetation Retention Project, Coates 1987,
Conservation Council of Western Australia), conducted
a detailed survey of farmers’ artitudes to remnanc
vegetation (see tables over}. It would be a timely
research project to re-survey the same sample and
analyse the differences in response. It should give a clear
indication of how cffective the various educational/
financial/motivational incentives have been.
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Table 1: Reasons for retaining native vegetation

Shade and shelter

Erosion control

Soeil salinity control

Pregervation of florafauna
Scenic reasons

Preservation of natural bushiland
No suitable land left to clear
Cost of clearing

Environmental

Tall timber left as toc difficult to
clear originally

Respondents
140
115

95
74
73
71
49
13

3

1

Note: n = 148. More than one altemative may have been selected.

Main reasons

Parcentage

Respondents

65
26
20
1A

2
19

5

Most important

Percentage

44
18
13
7
1
13
3

Table 2: Influence of incentives on management decisions {percentage of respondents)

A lot Some Not at all

Fencing subsidy 50:50 57 a0 13
Management advice and loan of machinery 37 42 21
Rate rebate 30 45 22
Demonstration farms 30 47 23
Low-interest oan 28 28 43
Rate exemption (n = 122) 20 46 a4
Proporticnal tax concession 15 40 45
Tax concession for gift 12 12 69
Note: % response (n = 148}
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Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
New South Wales

Christopher Nadolny, Stuart McMahon,

Mark Sheahan, New South Wales National
Parks and Wildlife Service

The quantity and quality of native vegetation in rural
NSW is declining largely as a result of: clearing of
remnant vegetation, cumulative (often unintended)
impacts of agriculture, and impacts due to feral
antmals (c.g. rabbits, pigs, goats) and weeds,
Symprams of the declining quality of remnant
vegetation include: loss of old-growth trees; eucalypt
dieback; lack of (or in some cases too dense)
regenetation of trees and associated understorey
specics; major changes in the composition of
undcrstorey vegeration; invasion by exotic plant
species; and loss of dead standing trecs, fallen logs
and other potential habitar for native animals.

Legislation regarding clearing

Legislation concerned with vegetation clearance in
INSW is complex but not comprehensive, Trees and
shrubs on leasehold fand are owned by the Crown
and vegertation clearance requires government
approval, In the Western Division, applications for
clearing licences require a review of environmental
factors. On frechold land, local government has the
power te introduce zoning provisions or tree
preservation orders to protect vegetation but few
such provisions are in place. Designated
developments {e.g. mining, dam construction,
intensive livestock enterprises, but not agriculture in
general) require an envitonmental impact statement
that considers impacts on the natural envitonment.
In practice, decisions to clear native vegetation on
private agricultural land are mostly at the discretion
of the land manager, and involve only economic and
life-style considerations. Such decisions usually
ignore the value of retaining remnant vegetation for
farm biodiversity and productivity benefits as well as
for the wider community. Notable exceptions are

where:

* the area is mapped as ‘protected land’ under the
Soil Conservation Act. This consists of {a) steep
slopes, {b) riparian zones and (¢) environmentally
sensitive areas. Maps detailing environmentally
sensitive areas have only been gazetted for three
small geographic areas,

* endangered animal species are known to be
affected (Interim Fauna Protection Act)

*+ local government tree preservation orders, etc. are
in place

* state or regional environmental planning policies
are in place {e.g. for protection of lirtoral
rainforest, koala habitar, wetlands, etc.).

Other legislation

There is no legislation to prokibit release of feral
animals (e.g. recent releases of deer near Molong), or
to control the introduction of agricultural plarcs
with a potential te become environmental weeds
{e.g. Phalaris). Many envitonmental weeds are

notifiable under the Weeds Act.

Factors reducing maintenance

The legacy of colonisation

Ar the heart of this issue is the notion that the
Australian bush is inferior and unproductive. A
reversal of this attitude, to valuc the bush, may be
confronting, as it contradicts fundamental values
regarding ‘improving' the land.

Increasing rural poverty

The capacity of farmers 1o pay for on-farm natare
conservation measures has declined. Consequently,
expenditure on Jong-term commictments {c.g. fencing
off remnants) is often postponed, and there is a
rendency to aver-utilise or overdevelop marginal
lands for short-term benefits.

Opportunistic development of farm land

Most remaining native vegetation is on land of
marginal agricultural value. The economic return on
further agriculural development is highly sensitive to
fluctuations in commodity prices, to opening and
closing of markers for new products, and to
technelogical breakthroughs. For example, the
availability of a matket for woodchips improves the
economics of clearing remnant vegeration,
Conversion of land for cropping has a greater impact




on vegetation than removal of trees for rangeland
grazing because much of the original native plant
biodiversity survives in natural pastures. Agricultural
commodity prices fluctuate greatly from year to year,
buc there has been a dramatic decline over the last 30
vears. Some land was developed duriag periods of
relatively high commodity prices that can no longer
be farmed profitably unless farms are amalgamated or
technologies changed (e.g. in the Western Division).
Such trends are fikely to continue.

Lack of visible economic incentives

For example, few farm families carn taxable incomes,
reducing the attractiveness of tax deductions.
Incentives are currently being reviewed by the
CSIRO. Marketing problems ate a disincentive for
farm forestry.

Lack of understanding of the value
of remnant vegetation and how to
manage it

Extension is now being rackled through programs
such as Farming for the Future, but there are still
deficiencies in our understanding of crirical issues
(e.g. the effects of fertilisers on dicback, or how te
manage the weed Lippia without clearing
vegetation),

Fear of new clearing legislation or other
perceived interference

Some farmers fear thar clearing legislation will be
implemenred and so clear their land pre-emptively.

Freeholding of Crown land

Frechelding is often pursued so that land can be
more casily developed. Clearing rates often appear
1o be greater on recently freeholded land, buc the
reality of such a trend requires confirmation.

Dual management of land

On land leased from the Crown for grazing, where
timber is publicly owned and the land manager does
not benefit from timber sales, problems arise when
management implemented for grazing {e.g. frequent
burning) is ar odds with that desired for forestry or
nature conservation.

Existing financial incentives to retain and manage

vegetation include:

* conservation agreements between the landholder
and che NSW National Parks & Wildlife Service;
the service will assist where possible with fencing
and so on,

wigge
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miscellancous grants, which are mostly federal:
Save the Bush, One Billion Trees, Murray—Darling
Basin, Drought Recovery

state prants, which include environmental truscs

tax deductions related to Landcare, which apply
throughout Australia.

Positive developments

Farmer awareness of environmental and nature
conservarien issues s increasing and many farmers
recognise the positive benefits of remnant vegeration
and wildlife on farms. Landcare is growing in
popularity and, with it, a more cooperative articude
to natural resoutce management. Whole-farm
planning is being widely adopted and, at a regional
level, land use is being planned from a whole-
catchment perspective with community involvement.

These initiatives rely on voluntary participation
and their influence on nature conservarion is based
on the netion that long-term farm productivity can
be enhanced by retaining remnant vegetarion. Alone
the initiatives are, at the present rime, insufficient to
halc the loss of biodiversity in rural areas. Options to
hale this decline could include legislative
dcvclopmcnts, inttoduction of economic
instruments, and expansion of the funding and scope
of community-based programs to further enhance
understanding of native vegetation.




Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
the Northern Territory

Bill Panton, Conservation Commission of
the Northern territory

Background

Issues concerning the maintenance and management
of native vegetatien in the Northern Territory are
very different from these of southern Australia. The
Northern Territory has not experienced the broad-
scale landscape modifications associated with
intensive agriculeure and farming in southern
Australia. This situation has been influenced by both
the natural and cultural environment of the
Northern Terrirory.

Exrensive pastoralism urilising unimproved native
pastures is the largest land user in the Northern
Territory. The eppertunities for mere intensive
agricultural uses of the land are restricted by climatic
conditions. At least 80% of the NT occurs within
climartic zones which preclude large-seale agricultural
development and, in the remainder, environmental
factars such as climatic variability and soil type
turcher limit the agricultural potential. These factors,
wogether with an extreme discurbance regime through
fire and cyclone, have reduced both the commercial
utility of the native vegetation, preventing large-scale
forestry, and the viability of intensive agriculture,

A recent analysis of land clearing revealed that a
total 0.12% of the NT had been cleared,
represencing 0.26% of forest and woodland
communites. Much of this clearing is associated
with urban development although the majority was
carried out to intensify primary production.

Land use and tenure in the
Northern Territory

The Northern Territory covers about one-sixth of the
Australian centinent, with a total population of
about 186 000. About 48% of this area (650 000
km?¥ 1s granted as Aboriginal freehold under the NT
Land Rights Act {25% of population Aboriginal),
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around 46% is pastoral lease or perpetual pascoral
lease (186 lease holders on 226 leases, 3% Crown
leases and 3% parks and conservation areas (96)}.

The role of the NT government in controlling land
use on each of these renures is different. The NT Land
Rights Act returned land 10 Aboriginal people on the
basis proven of culzural and spiritual affinity to an area
of unalienated Crown land. Often, as pastoral leases
become available, they ate purchased on behalf of
Aboriginal traditional owners and a number have been
subsequenty converted to Aboriginal freehold land
onee culeural affiliations were proven, The application
of NT land management legisladion (e.g. Territory Parks
and Wildlife Conservarion Act, Noxious Weeds Act,
Soil Conservation Act) on Aboriginal land is variable.
The Territory Parks and Wildlife Conservarion Act
applies, whereas the application of the Noxious Weeds
and Soil Conservation and Land Unilisation Act is
subject to the NT Land Rights Act, [ssues of vegetation
retention on Aboriginal land have nor yer arisen and
significant areas are managed under joint arrangements
with Territory and Commonwealth conservation
authorities, Conservation and biodiversity conflicts may
porentially occur as Aberiginal communtties secic
cconomic independence. More fundamental issues of
health, housing and education have, however, gained
greater financial support than broad-scale land
management en Aboriginal lands.

The Pastoral Lands Act applies on pastoral lands
and is administered by the Pastoral Lands Board.
Generally, pastoral land may only be used for
pastoral purposes, although the landholder may get
permission to carry out other activities. Except for
when land is cleared for fixed improvements, no
clearing can occur without permission of the board.

Applications to clear land for cropping or pasture
imptrovement are approved or rejected primarily on
the basis of erosion hazard and soil conservation,
although biodiversity issues are also considered. Other
legislarion can be applied whete gazetted, protected or
specially protected plant species may be affected.

Crown leases are applied to Jands on which a
higher order land use may be carried out, The lease is
issued with covenants which bind the lessee to
certain agreed actions and may be revoked if not
complied with. A similar set of land management
and clearing controls occur on Crown leases as on
pastotal leases, although conservation covenants are
placed before the issue of the lease.

Land clearing except for infrastructure and
development is not permitted on parks and
conservation reserves; however, mineral exploration
and mining are permitted.




Current trends in land
development

Historically the rerurn to the producer from lands
cleared and repastured has not exceeded the gains
derived from increased cattle production. The sail
nutrient pool is rapidly depleted and introduced
pasture species fail to persist. The cost of ferdliser soil
dressings further increase the loss. All broadacre
agricultural development projects in the NT have
failed. Several large-scale agriculrural development
projects which cleared extensive blocks in the 60s
and 70s have rapidly returned to native vegeration.

More recently, live cattle exports to South-east
Asian markets have increased the demand for cleared
land. The live-score cattle market is particularly suited
to N'T producers in an environment where grass-fed
fattening operations have not been successful. Several
large horticulture developments are planned, with
potentially 10-20 square kilometres being cleared for
tropical fruit and off-season vegetable production ln
this case, increased land clearing has been encouraged
by the development of overseas or interstate markets.

The area immediately surrounding Darwin
{approximately 120 km?} is currently subject to the
fargest rural subdivision development in Australia.
Planning decisions in rural subdivisions have been
largely driven by economic rather than
environmental considerations. Subdivisions are
designed to maximise the number of lots, with
natural drainage often altered or water tables
lowered. A ban on clearing more than 50% of rural
blocks is in place, but determinatien of what 50%
means has not been adequately defined or policed.

The NT is currently on the development pathway.
As well as barriers provided by the physical
environment, there have been a sufficient number of
large-scale agricultural disasters in the past to hope
that they will not be repeated in the future. Smailer
scale agricultural developments will be undertaken in
the future, based principally on demand arising from
South-east Asian countries for high-value products or
niche matkets. The challenge for conservation
authorities will be to balance the demand for
development upen the limited area of land with an
agricultural or housing potential versus the need for
conservation across all land types. The
implementation of off-reserve conservation programs,
with appropriate Incentives, may providc a methed to
balance development and conservation througheur the
Northern Territory.
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Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
Victoria

$} Platt, Department of Conservation and
Notural Resources, Victoria

Victoria is forrunate in having abour a third of its
land in public ownership, but two-thirds arc in
private hands and many habitats are representzd only
on private land. It is now widely recognised that to
achieve nature conservation on private land,
governments must work with privare landholders.
This is the aim in Victoria and recent initiatives
reflect this approach. A cooperative approach
recognises the important role landholders can play in
nature conservacon. In Victoria, various
mechanisms—volunrary, voluntary but binding, and
regulatory—are available to facilitare narure
conservation on private land.

Cooperative agreements

Land for Wildlifc is an entirely voluntary scheme
which began in 1981 and aims to encourage and assist
private landholders to provide habirats for wildlife on
their property, even though the property may be
managed primarily for other purposes. The scheme
caters for landholders who believe that they have a role
to play and wish to be kept informed and encouraged.
In this case, the registration scheme acts as a sort of
club from which participating members can obtain
information and continuing support. Land for
Wildlife also caters for non-commicted landholders, by
seeking better solutions to management problems that
involve protection and enhancement of wildlife
habitac. In this way the scheme attempts to relieve
landhelders of the problems they face whilst also
providing for wildlife. Land for Wildlife seeks o
encourage change in arritudes and promotes an ethic
of conserving nature on ptivate land.

The scheme is popular with landhelders. Over
3100 properties are currently participating, covering
319 000 hecrares, of which landholders have
idenrified 69 000 hectares as being managed for
wildlife. The annual increase is currently 550
properties.




Voluntary, but binding, nature conservation
agreements are available under the Wilalife Acr 1975,
Victorian Conservation Trust Act 1978, and Conservation,
Forests and Lands Act 1987, Agreements under these
Acts include wildlife management cooperative areas,
conservation covenants, and land management
cooperative agreements, respectively. Schemes based on
such agreernents provide for a degree of legal
responsibilicy to be incumbent upen both the relevant
authority and the landholder and, in the case of a
covenant on title, can ensure pratection of specific
values despite changes of ownership. To be effective,
such methods require that professional and technical
advisory support be available, if required, to assist
landholders to attain their agreed management goals.

Since inception in Victoria, only a handful of
wildlife management cooperative areas and land
Imanagement cooperative agreements have been
established and awareness of these provisions is poor.
Under the conservation covenanting program of the
Vicrorian Conservation Trust, some 140 propertics
are registered covering over 5000 ha. This would
suggest thar legally binding agreements are not
popular with Victorian landholders or thar other
factors, such as the high legal costs associated wich
covenanting, may preclude widespread participation.

Acts and regulations

Regularory mechanisms control the clearing of native
vegetation on private land (Planning and Environment
Act 1987, amendment 55} and protect native flora and
fauna on private land from rake from the wild, and
illegal possession, trade and utilisation (Flora and
Fauna Guarantee Act 1988, Wildlife Act 1975). Under
the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 arcas of
critical habitar can be declared, which may include
private land, and interim conservation orders can be
issued ro protect species or communities whilst longer
term arrangements are considered. The planning
process (Planning and Environment Act 1987) is often
used to protect particular habitats, even when no
formal agreements are made for their management.
Regulatory mechanisms are a valuable tool thac
can be used in particular circumstances when
voluntary and cooperative arrangements are unable
to meet community standards for nature
conservation, However, their capacity to effectively
control activities on private land is questionable. For
example, in spite of clearing controls, there is
ongoing clearing of native vegetarion in Vicroria, The
commitment to implementation, the capacity for

enforcement and the willingness of landholders ro
accept these measures are important constraints on
their applicatien.

Land putchase is another tool that is used in
exceptional circumstances {e.g. to protect high-value
native grasslands).

Programs

A plethora of programs deal with private land in
Victoria and most of these do, to some extent, deal
with narure conservation or related issues. They
include Victorian government programs such as
Land for Wildlife, Landcare, Tree Victoria,
Farm$mart and Botanic Guardians.

Non-government erganisations are also acrive. For
example, the Australian Bird Environment
Foundation provides financial support to nature
conservation projects on private land. The Royal
Australasian Ornithologists Union has campaigned
to raise funds for habitat retention and enhancement
and to undertake research and monitoring activities.
The Vicrorian Narional Parks Association has
organised fencing workshops for volunteers and
landholdets in rural areas and developed strategies for
nature conservation in association with private
landholders. The Roadsides Conservation
Committee supports the protection and
enhancement of flora and fauna on readsides
throughout Victeria and has undertaken roadside
assessments with local government in order o
identify high-priority sites.

Greening Australia (Victoria) provides guidance
and supporr, including financial support, to projects
on private land. For example, the River Murray
Corridors of Green Program assists community groups
in Vicroria’s Murray—Darling Basin to underrake
habitat enhancement. The Victorian Conservation
Trust, in addition to its voluntary covenanting
program {see above}, actively supports landholders
through provision of workshops on habitac
management and is establishing a flora and fauna
survey group to assist landholders with identificacion
of species on private land. It undercakes fundraising ro
purchase, and protect through covenant, significant
areas for nature conservation. This approach is being
supplemented by a revelving fund to purchase,
covenant and sell, to sympathetic buyers, land of
conservation value, These programs all add ro the rich
mixture of opportunites for landholders, a factor
which is important to success.




Research

Research is an integral part of nature conservation on
private land. For example, research adds to our
understanding of the needs and management of flora
and fauna in fragmented ecosystems; it can assess
economic, social and environmental benefits of
nature conservation for landholders; and it is an
essential part of the policy process, with research data
being used for developing options and menitoring
program performance.

The Department of Conservation and Natural
Resources has undertaken a number of research
programs into wildlife conservation in rural regions
of Victoria. These studies have documented the
status of wildlife in che rural environment and the
use of different types of remnanc vegetarion, and
have investigated the processes that influence the
conservation of wildlife in such fragmented
landscapes. Also, Land for Wildlife has iniriated a
program to assess landholders’ views o narure
conservation,

Of particular importance to nature conservation
on private land are multidisciplinary regional projects
that look at the great variery of issues involved in
effecting change in landholder behaviour and
conserving wildlife in fragmented landscapes. Also,
there is a scarcity of information, backed by research,
on the beneficial aspects of conserving nature,
particulatly with respect te economic benefits. The
Land for Wildlife Program has actively soughr to
assist landholders by providing information that can
relieve them of some of the burdens they face, This
information has been obtained largely through
contact with innovative landhelders and from
existing literature.

Research is required to monitor progress and the
effectiveness of management actions by landholders
and to further develop practical methods of habirat
protecrion, enhancement and management.

Information (economics,
values)

The Land for Wildlife scheme publishes a quarterly
newsletter and a series of technical notes for
landholders that include subjects such as the benefirs
of conserving nature on private fand, habitat
management and ways to deal with problems caused
by wildlife. There are 32 titles in the notes series and
18 newsletters have been published. The Victorian
Conservation Trust has iniriated a notes series and
publishes a newsletter for covenanted properties.
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There is currently one title in the notes series. The
programs listed above, and other institutions such as
the National Herbarium of Vicroria, offer advice on
habitat management. Land for Wildlife, through its
team of extension officers, offers on-site managemenc
advice to landholders. The scheme also offers
information, practical demonstrations and technical
advice at ficld days.

Appropriate and accurarte information is a crucial
element of conserving nature on private land. In the
author’s experience, many landholders are
enthusiastic about nature conservation bur lack the
knowlcc[gc to implement appropriate management.
In fact, some committed landholders actively degrade
remnant habitar quality through acrions based on
inadequate understanding. Information is also crucial
in convincing non-committed landhoiders to adopt a
more positive approach to the environment.

Other incentives

Financial incentives are available to Victorian
landholders through various sources including state
government-funded schemes (e.g. Land Protection
Incentive Scheme), federal government schemes
{National Landcare Program}, and non-government
organisations (Australian Bird Environment
Foundation, business sponsors). Other forms of
incentive are also available locally including taxation
benefits {associated with Landcare acrivities) or local
government rate relief (one instance for
establishment to combat salinity); goods, such as
fencing materials, plants or seed; labour {e.g. prison
labour for fencing} and equipment, such as
machinery loans. The availability of these forms of
assistance is limited and often inconsistent. Recent
work with landholders in northern Vicroria indicates
that they may see financial incentives as of less
importance to conserving nature on their land
{Morison, 1995 unpublished report) than
information, research and education which they
regard as more fundamental.

‘The importance of private land to nature
conservation needs to be recognised by all levels of
government, particularly in the development and
implementation of regional strategies and ptans
which facilitate a regional perspective and integrated
planning, Integration is a key to success. For
example, agricultural extension staff must recognise
the importance and implications of their advice to
nature conservation efforts. Only by working
together will conservation be achieved in the large
areas of Vicroria that are on private land.
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Summary

There are two major tasks for nature conservation on
private land. They are to provide encouragement,
management advice and skills o those Jandholders
who have the desire to manage their land
appropriately for nature conservation and, secondly,
to convinee those landholders who do not have this
desire that it is in thsir economic, social or
environmental interest to promote conservation on
their properties.

Ulcimarely, the relative success, in biclogical
terms, of the various approaches to inducing nature
conservation on private land needs to be evaluated.
Each methed may, in fact, have 2 role 1o play in
conserving nature on private land. However, the role
of entirely voluntary nature conservation appears to
be becoming an increasingly significant component
of private land nature conservation strategies.

The challeage for narure conservation on private
land is to identify ways in which people can benefir
from a more ceologically sound approach to the
management of their land and to convey this vision,
along with sufficient technical knowledge and
pracncal skills, to the landholder. Support is also
needed at a level sufticient to enable acrions to be
undertaken where financial or physical constraints
would otherwise act as barriers.

Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
Queensland

Greg Siepen, University of Queensland

* Only legislative mechanism to protect arcas of
native vegetation occurring on private lands is the
Nature Conservation Act 1992, Problem in that
this is a new piece of legislation and people are still
suspicious abourt new legisiation. In other states [
understand that any private landholder can pura
covenant on their land which can be tied to the
land title to protect native plant and animal
communifies.

* Current draft tree clearing guidelines are colouring
landholders’ actitudes and behaviours abour
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conservation of remnant communites. That is,
they feel they are not in control of the situation. A
minority ‘green element’ is dictating the agenda.
There is a genceral feeling in rural communities
and in the state government rhat legislation is nor
the way o go, although the results of legislation
and financial incentives in South Australia have
shown that significant areas of remnants have been
protected.

Lack of an extensive education/extension program by
Department of Environment and Heritage to create
more awareness and understanding of the values of
conserving native remnants.

*+ General artitude in rural landholders chat they need

financial compensation to conserve remnants. They
believe that they have ‘done their bit’ by not
clearing a patch. They require financial incentives
to continue protection and management. General
attitude among many fandholders that they are still
in the pioneering stage of developing the resources
and that the problems being faced south of the
border will not occur north of the border. Native
plant and animal communities need to be ‘tamed’
or ‘developed’ to make a living from the land.

* TLack of local information about status of native
plants and animal communities and their
coneribution to overall property management for
production.

*  Lack of effective communication programs by the
Department of Environment and Heritage, Wildlife
Preservation Society and Queensland Conservation
Council to rural landholders abour values and
importance of conserving native remnants.

= Emphasis in the Landcare movement on
agricultural and pastoral degradacion, repair and
development of sustainable practices. This has
been the case since inception of program in 1989.
Lack of understanding of contribution of
remnants {including wedands) 1o catchment
management, prevention of dryland saliniry, water
quality, quality of life and to producrion. This is
gradually being redressed (e.g. 50% funding
arrangement under Drought Landcare packages).

* Agriculwural and pastoral production in
Queensland is 2 major component of the staze’s
gross national product. Most of population is in
south-east with the other 70% of stare under rural
preduction. State government still generally
supports rural communities as in the previous
‘Joh' government. Agriculture minister is in top
five ministers. Environment minister near the
bottom in level of imporrance.



* No adequate financial incentives provided by state
or local or federal government.

* Cynical view by members of the public on decision-
making processes involving remnants and/or
threatened species (e.g. eastern tollway process).

Factors promoting
maintenance

* Landcare is assisting in promotion and acceptance
of nature conservation as an acceptable activity.

* In older landholders, the articude thar they want
to protect a patch of remnant because they
‘promised’ cheir father/grandfather. Possible under
Nature Conservation Act 1992,

* Inaccessibility of remnant making it toe costly to
develop.

+ Activities of the rural/Queensland Conservation
Council haison officer with the Queensland
Landcare Council.

» Agreement provisions in the Nature Conservation
Act that allow private landholders (including
authorities, power stations, local government) to
tie land to title for a certain period of time or
indefinitely.

+ Save the Bush grants under NLI for community
groups.

Factors promoting or
reducing the
maintenance of native
vegetation on farms in
Tasmania

Penny Wells, Tasmanian National Parks
and Wildlife Service

In Tasmania there is no legislation which controls the
clearing of native vegetation, other than for forestry
purposes. Consequently maintenance of vegetation
on private land is largely voluntary and the amount
of vegetation any one property retains is generally
dependent on the overall economic climate and
availability of assistance such as financial incentives
and information/advice.
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The principal factors which promote or reduce
conservation management of native vegetation in
Tasmania are outlined below.

Economic climate and
financial incentives

Economic climate is one of the greatest influences on
the degree of maintenance of native vegetation.
During droughts or recession when little cash is
available on farms there is great pressure on vegetation
remnants to provide resources for fodder/grazing,
firewood, forestry activities, the wildflower induscry,
gravel and soil extraction and, to some extent, mining.

At present the Midlands and pacts of southern and
eastern Tasmania are severely affected by drought.
These regions are the traditional pastoral areas of
Tasmania and coincide with the areas of highest
conservation priority for native vegetation. The few
remnants which do remain on private land,
particularly in the Midlands, have suffered frem
repeated firing and grazing, and problems such as
tree decline and weed invasion arc prevalent. The
present drought has severely exacerbated these
problems and is leading to a further decline in native
vegetation quality and extent.

Financial incentives are the most likely factor to
promote maintenance ot restoration of native
vegetation during difficult econemic times. Apart
from Commonwealth funding programs (sce below),
there are few financial incentives to retain vegetation.
More recent tax incentives through the amendment
of 8750 of the Tax Act have been a positive step, but
narurally in difficulr economic rimes facms are not
generating income, consequently tax relief has little
real incentive value. Other types of financial
incentives are required.

In Tasmania the Public Land (Administration and
Farests) Act 1991 provides for compensation to be
paid to private foresters if forestry operations are
restricted due to the presence of rare or endangered
species. No cases have yer been tested since the Act
became effective and the government has yet o
establish a compensarion fund in any case.

There are na other specific financial incentives for
retaining vegetation in Tasmania. Rates rebares have
been considered in some local government areas, bur
as yet none have been specifically introduced relating
o vegetation.

The lack of specific state-based financial incentives
needs to be addressed in order ro facilitate protection
of rfemnant vegetation, particularly in poor cconomic
climates.




Legislation and codes of
practice

The Forest Practices Act 1985 and the Public Land
(Administration and Forests) Act 1991 are the only
pieces of legislation which can compulsorily regulate
vegeration clearance. The Forest Practices Act
requires that forest practices on both Crown and
private forests are undertaken in an environmentally
acceprable manner, The appropriate standards are set
out in the Forest Pracrices Code and these are
applied during assessment of timber harvesting plans.
Far example, the code does not allow vegetation
clearance during forest harvesting from banks of
certain sized rivers and streams. The Public Land
{Administration and Forests) Act only restricts
vegeration clearance in so far as it relates to private
forestry activitics which may have an impact on rare
or threatened species. A conservation covenant can
be placed on private land in such cases, bur can only
be compulsorily applied if compensation is paid. The
limitations of these picces of legislation is that they
only relate ro private land where forest harvesting for
wood praduction is taking place. The legislation does
not apply to any other type of vegetation clearance;
for example, a landholder can clear stream-side
vegetation retained during logging operations after
logging has ceased if it is for cropping or grazing
purposes!

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970 provides
voluntary mechanisms for protecting native
vegetarion on private land. Such mechanisms include
private wildlife sancruaries, conservation covenants
and agreed management plans. All three
mechanisms, once agreed by a landholder and
implemented, are binding on property titles.
Although initially voluntary, such mechanisms will
also bind future landholders and are therefore likely
to have some positive influence on overall vegetation
clearance rates in the future. The major difficulcy
with such agreements, of course, is enforcement. The
majority of management and enforcement resources
within the parks and wildiife service are still directed
at public land.

Tasmania has recently tabled the Threatened
Species Bill in Parliament and it is expected to be
enacted by late 1995. If enacted, the Threatened
Species Act will require identification and formal
listing of rare and threatened specics, and will provide
a voluntary mechanism for protecting native habirats
of such species where they occur on private land.

The lack of planning controls on vegetation

clearance on private land for activities other rhan
torest harvesting is 2 major deficiency in Tasmanian
legislation and has enabled an average rate of
vegetation clearance of 15 000 ha per annum in the
period 1972—88, and 6000 ha per annum between
1980--1988.

A general fear in the farming community with
respect to binding agreements such as conservation
covenants has also hampered cfforts to promorte
vegetation retention through the voluntary
mechanists described above.

Funding programs and
assistance schemes

One of the most successtul programs in promoting
vegetation conservation in Tasmania is the federally
funded Save the Bush Program administered by the
Australian Nature Conservation Agency. The
program provides funding for a Save the Bush
coordinator who promotes and facilitates native
vegetation conservation in the state. Since the officer
was appointed in November 1994 the level of
community interest and support tor vegeration
conservation has been overwhelming. Save the Bush
provides significant levels of funding for community
groups to assist in the protection, educacion and
awareness of native vegetation, and to date much of
the funding has been concentrated in the Midlands
te fence off remnant vegetation from stock grazing.

Off-reserve conservation of nacive vegetation has
benefited greatly in Tasmania from numerous ocher
programs such as the National Landcare Program,
One Billion Trees, Grasslands Ecology Program,
Endangered Species Program, Whole Farm Planning,
Drought Landcare, LEAF, REAP and the networking
of locally based community groups and
organisations.

The Land for Wildlife Program, based on the
Vicrorian scheme, is likely to generate further interesc
in privare fand vegetation conservation, a]though the
scheme has only been investigated in Tasmania and
has yet to be formally implemented. At present an
informal ‘land for wildlife’ program is in effect
occurring through links between existing off-reserve
conservation officers within the parks and wildlife
service.

A number of forestry assistance schemes are
detrimental o native vegetation rerencion as these
promote native forest harvesting on private land
{although most such schemes do require regeneration
post-harvesting). These include the Joint Venture




Plantacions Scheme, Regeneration Scheme, Extensive
Regeneration Scheme, Associated Tree Farmer
Scheme, and Farm Forestry Joint Venture Scheme.

Management information

There is considerable information on the
management of Tasmanian native vegetadion, ranging
from handbooks, booklers and education kits, to
pamphlets, brochures and note sheets. These are oo
numerous to list but have been produced by
government organisations such as the parks and
wildlife service, Department of Education and the
Arts and Forestry Tasmania, educational institutions
such as the Universicy of Tasmania, environment
groups such as the Tasmanian Environment Centre
and the Tasmanian Conservation Trust, and
community organisations such as the Society for
Growing Australizn Plants.

Such information, however, is not always easy to
access, and there are still major gaps in informarion
relating to specific vegetation types and diffesent
species. Another deficiency in this area is a lack of
extension officers available to assess vegetation
remnants and provide on-ground information
directly ro landholders. This has improved recently in
Tasmania with the emiployment of the Save the Bush
coordinator and the funding of several native
vegeration projects through the University of
Tasmanta, and may improve further if the
Threatened Species Bill is enacted and adequately
resourced. Coordination of information is another
problem, as much of the information is scactered and
Somerimes inconsistent.

Perceived benefits and values
of native vegetation remnants

This is an area which requires more attention in
Tasmanta. There is insufficient quantitative and user-
triendly information relating to the benefits of
vegetation retention on farms. A rural biodiversity
conference held in Tasmania in 1994 arrempted to
address this issue and, while consolidating some
informarion, it did, however, highlight the fack of
specific dara, As farm management is intimately
linked to economics, informatien in this area could
have a significant positive influence on remnant
vegeration conservation.




John Cary

University of Melbourne

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Locality differences for agro-ecalogical zones and
different rural industry zones. It is economically
less ateractive for cropping zone farmers on the
inland margin of the Great Dividing Range to
maintain or develop remnant vegetation than it is
for landholders in higher rainfall grazing and

coastal zones.

* Peri-urban native grasstands present areas with
conflicring social demands for development and for
creating non-remnant ‘European parklands’, As a
consequence of development, remnant vegetation is
relatively rare and often more frequently
encountered in sparsely settled or less developed
land. Where government-funded inducements to
encourage prescrvation might be offered, criteria for
sclection which meer the national interest will need
to be determined and agreed.

* Remnants provide landscape and aesthetic values
in addition to ecological values. The greatest social
benefies in capturing landscape and aesthetic
values will occur in areas of greater human use, i.e.
within travelling distance of larger centres of
population.

¢+ The metivation for most landholders to maintain
and protect native vegetation will be urlirarian or
instrumental. Relatively few landholders have
sufficiently strong ecological values to male



significant impacts on native vegetation retention,
where there is no clear, observable, and quickly-
realisable private benefir.

Other motivations for the maintenance of
remnants and the development of more aestheric
landscapes may be developed over the longer term,
particularly in the more closely sertled, higher
rainfal areas.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Research 1s required in the atea of rural landscape
perception, including investigations of differences
in rural and urban perceptions of appropriateness
of, and preferences for, landscapes including
remnants. Seme research of this nature is being
conducted in New Zealand. Tn some New Zealand
high country, agroforestry is often at odds with
conservation of remnant grasslands.

The management of narive remnants needs
development, particularly the use of fire, conrrol
of exotic and feral pests, etc. While it is not
‘politically correct’ to say so, much Australian
native vegetation does not naturally complement
European farming methods and patterns of
settlement. There is still much to be learnt about
adaptation, management and (re}design of
traditional Jandscapes of native vegeration ro
provide for harmonious coexistence with modern
human settlement.

The lessons from Europe, and particularly the
United Kingdom, where set-asides and other
programs provide government support for
conserving environmentally sensitive areas, are
that such programs ate the cutcomes of larger
structural edjusement policies for rural industries,
However, the environmental chruse of these
programs arises because of active, and
predominantly urban, concern about the state of
rural landscapes or the viability of disadvantaged
rural communitics. Such concerns need to be
fostered in Australia, essentially amongst urban
people, as a necessary but not sufficient condition
tor public funding contributions for more acrive
maintenance of native vegetation on private land.
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Mike Clark

Greening Australia, Northern Territory

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

Lack of awareness of the values of native
vegetation.

Expanding live cartle export industey—cartle-
grazing most extensive industry in NT.

Feral animals, weeds, fire.

Lack of suitable funds te support integrated
approaches to feral animal, weed and fire control.

Lack of people and resources working in this field.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Improved planning processcs that consider
preserving suitable areas of native vegeration as
part of the course.

MOI’C COnll'ﬂuniry AWArcness PrOgr‘rlInS ain\ed at 3“
sectors of the communiry, including government,
local councils, crc.

More support by Northern Territory government
agencies.

More support from federal agencies through
provision of funds, etc., STB, BRS, ATSIC, OB,
IWRRDC, RIRDC, community land and water
grants,

Responsible organisations
a) CCNT/Landcare NT/GANT/CSIR(Y DPIF

PRIMELINK should conduct workshops/field
days to inctease community awareness amongst
Landcare groups, government extension officers,
€re.

GANT/CCNT/CSIRO should be major players
in planning decisions concerning native
vegetation.

Government agencies (and the government in
power) such as CCNT, DPIE, Dol, CSIRO,
PANWA should change their policics to suppeort
initiatives in retaining native vegetation.
Community organisations such as GANT to

lobby.

NT Government to look at providing financial
incentives to landholders who retain and mainrain
native vegeration.




* Federal rescarch and other funding bodies such as
LWRRDC, STB, provide more funds for research,
on-ground activiries and so on concetning native
vegetation on agticultural land.

* Department of Taxation and Department of
Environment, Sport and Terrirories.

Bringing about the change

*+ Contnued lobbying and awareness programs by
community organisations.

*+ Increased federal support.

* People such as ourselves getting together.

* Increased federal/territory cooperation in
conservation strategics, cic.

Aboriginal land
Food

Utopia example—purchased station—destocked—
save native vegetation and bush tucker/medicine.

Now

Health has dramatically improved. Bush medicines
used in health service.

Nutrition—morte than 50% coming from bush
tucker. Has major impact on disposable income
available to people. More cash left in the cheque.

Summary

What ance supported four or five white fellas on 3
cattle station now supports several hundred
Aboriginals.

The implication is that 2 huge jump in socio-
economic return has come about by converting from
cartle-grazing to sustaining native vegetation and
utilising ir.

Artefacts

Timbers for carving arr, didgeridoos, etc. is a major
dollar spinner for some people.

Now

With large demand, need sustainable management
strategies to avoid resource depletion.

Marketing of bush foods and medicines

Market currently $18 million per year. Soon
expected to be $50 million per year. Aboriginal
people are and will be more involved. Colin
Anderson proposal for Native Food Farm Network

o g,
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and Marketing Board for Aboriginal people
nationally is an indication of this.

Industry will rely on sale of wild food as well as
intensive selection/horticulture.

Cultural maintenance

Traditional practices/stories often involve native
vegetation management or plants as story markers,
e.g. ghost gums mark a trail of kangaroo ancestral
beings from Dreamtime.

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Econemic—neort enough dollars o do it, bur also
pressure o keep at least minimum carde, even if
non-sustainably, for economic survival.

» Awateness of contemporary nature of many of the
problems is not good at times. Also different world
view—teral animals and weeds not seen as always a
problem but as a resource at times; so science has ta
respond more appropriately before people listen.

* Money for programs like ALEP is scarce,

improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Reduce pofitical pressure on Aboriginal mobs to
mn pa.S[OI'ELl O_peratioﬂs.

Responsible organisations
* Land councils, e.g. Cencral Land Council.
* Regional service organisations need funding.

* Direct funding for materials to landhelders.

Bringing about the change
* Regional funding to community organisations.

» Much reduced stare government role in
determining resource allocation.

* Regional service delivery agreements.

Jim Crosthwaite

Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources, Victoria

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* There is no provision for information, support, or
assistance for landholders with remnant vegetation
at ‘crunch’ times (property purchase, property

P



hand-over to the next generation, family crisis, crop
failure, drought, falling prices, etc}. At such times, it
is likely that many factors (bank managers, their
own instincts, family needs, neighbours) are leading
them to handle the immediate crisis with measures
which could involve loss of remnant vegetation.
Property management planning is a pardal solution
only, and may be a holding operation at best—
given ongoing pressure on many farms to get
productivity improvements of 5% to 10% per year
simply to keep even (costs up, prices down). The
increasing tendency of landholders to invest and
work off-farm may be an ameliorating factor.

Those providing mainstream farming advice to
landholders {(bank managers, farm consulrants,
input suppliets, etc.) are largely untouched by the
need to conserve rempant vegetation. Hypothesis:
they are not informed, do not understand it, and
are ill-equipped to integrate it into their advice,

Agricultural research now being undertaken
influences outcomes in 10 to 20 years' time.
Understanding, managing and utilising remnant
vegetation is largely peripheral to mainstream
agriculrural research, Changes ate occurring bur it
is largely left to LWRRDC, ANCA and the
Mutray-Darling Basin Commission, and the odd
research project fiunded by a particular industry
research council,

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Farms robust enough to withstand foreseeable
g
pressures, as well as unanticipated events.

Information, support, or assistance in specific
clrcumstances. :

New policy focus by agriculture/conservation
agencies.

Advisers to be knowledgeable in a general sense, to
be sensitive to conservation issues found on a
property, and 1o alter their usual advice
accordingly.

Integration into mainstream agricultural research.

Responsible organisations

Joint DPIEJANCA iniriative involving state
agencies, rural finance bodies, etc. Possibly
through the Australian and New Zealand
Environment and Conservation Council and/or

SCARM.
INWRRIDC/ANCA coordinaring and funding role.

e
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*

State agencies and groups like GAV implementing
role, Pressure from landholders and Landcare
groups.

An informal, broadly-based task force at least
inidally,

Bringing about the change

Research tnto the relationship between remnant
vegeration loss and key farm decisions compared
to day-ro-day management. Survey farms for
capacity (robustness and flexibility) of farm
management system te allow protection of
remnant vegetation in face of future negative
events. Development of example farm strategies
{not models) for different regions and farming
types. Tiial in ene region where property
management planning is going well. Extend
property management planning into developing
long-term strategies for individual properties (and
OWIIETS).

Survey advisers (and farmers abour advisers).
Packages aimed at informing, educating and
involving advisers. Develop workshops. Possible
pilot approach in one region involving Landcare
groups, etc. Give it profile in local press and in
various remnant vegetation newsletters.

Review current situarion and guidelines funding
bodies use. Then develop initiatives.

Alison Doley

Waddi Forest Land Conservation

District Committee, Western Australia

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

Landholders’ perceptions of remnant vegetation
vary from a resource to be exploited to an
appreciation of aesthetic and biodivcrsiry values.

The cost of fencing remnant vegeration in terms
of money and scarce labour.

The control of weeds.

The control of feral animals, of local species that
have increased to pest proportions due to the
changed environment, and of species exotic to the
area,

Extraction of gravel and rocks and dumping of
bush, soil and weeds on public and private land
without permission by local government employees.
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{Remnant vegeration includes road verges. Local
government arritudes to the preservation of this
resoutce vary widely.)

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

. A changc in the perception of the value of
remnant vegetation.

The intraduction of tax credits to the value of
150% for fencing remnant vegetation would
reduce the cost.

The implementation of covenants that are simple
and incxpensive to apply would encourage seme
landholders to use them.

Responsible organisations

The Department of Agriculture needs to continue
research and extension to provide more evidence
of the economic benefits of retaining remnanc
vegetation on farms.

CSIRO's wildlife and rangelands research should
be funded and encouraged to provide more
information on the rale of remnant vegetation as a
valuable resource.

The Department of Agriculwure should ensure
every Landcare group is serviced by a well-
qualified Landcare project officer.

Bringing about the change

* Landholders intending ro fence need guidance on

the relative value of arcas of remnant vegetation on
their properties.

Increased monitoring of the water table would
£
provide cvidence of the urgent need to acr.

Training programs for local government
employees to encourage the retention of remnant
vegetation on road verges and gravel reserves needs
to be increased.

Marilyn Fox

University of New South Wales

Main probiems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Problems of tenure, some private, other variety of
public administrations.

+ Problems of administration, different in different
states and territories.

Differences in legislacon.
Problems associated with pest species which
degrade the ecological value of remnants and

create additional problems for adjacent
ag[icultural land.

Many remnants are prabably too small for long-
term viability, need either augmentation with
planted buffers, or to be accepred in a degraded
form in the furure.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

The need for both education on the merit of
retaining remnant vegetation and on the nesd to
minimise further disturbance.

The need for guidelines on best practice, including
guidelines on revegetation to maximise shapes, o
create corridors.

Morte research inte values of remnants, both
scientific and socie-economic.

Morc research into management and more
extension work to landholders.

Responsible organisations

* A mix of federal and state agencies with
involvernent of some specialty groups such as

ANCA plus CALM (in most states).
More funding for applied research.

David Goldney

Charles Sturt University
R

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

Lack of awareness by landholders as to what is
happening to patches of bush and the isolaced
trees on their propertics.

See little or no need to value bushland—ir looks
after irself or maybe is percesved as ‘rubbish land’.

Do not understand how bushland fits inte
landscape~ccosystem processes. Hence do not
understand the economic values which can accrue
in terms of increased agricultural production or
prevention of land degradation processes.

If landholders accepe all ot some of the above
propositions then:
— lack of knowledge on which to proceed—after




all, chere is little information on optimal Farming for the Future

conditiens required for tegeneration 1w occur — critical media outlets (7he Land, ABC TV, ABC
— lack ofknowlcdgc about how to plan optimal radio, etc.}
placement of surrogate bushland (windbreaks, — total catchment management committees, etc.

etc.) in the landscape at farm-scale or

— farming organisations.
catchmenr level

— lack of finance to implement programs Bringing about the change
— may not receive critical income level to enable .

: A n ' Need non-traditional approaches since current
tax deductions for activities engaged in

(traditional) approaches self-cvidently are not

— may prefer to plant trees rather than rehabilicate delivering the goods.

existing bushland because ‘fencing out’ may

) » N additi Ay
appear less of an achievement than tree eed additional pathways opened up beyond

traditional extension approaches.

planting.
* Need creative marketing strategies to scll core
Improving management of remnant messages with back-up facilites.
vegetation * Targeted research ro fill knowledge gaps.

* Training of a range of existing extension people in
agriculture and soil conservation, rural land Ro bert H adler
protection areas and local government agents, who
ar present simply do not understand ecological - National Farmers’ Federation
landscape processes, particularly the importance of ; =

remnant vegetation in the landscape,

Sy : Main problems in managing remnant
* Legislative changes—proclamation of P ging

: s . vegetation
environmentally sensitive lands in NSW, ban (or g
moratorium} on further clearing; effective tree * Technical: lack of an accurate national database,
preservation ordets at shire and council level. limited ecological knowledge and lack of whele

ecosystem approach, poor communication/
interpretation of ecological data by landowners,
agencies and governmencs (Commonwealth, stare

and local).

* Economic/market: commercial imperarives on
landhelders to develop and generate income and
lack of knowledge of commercial benefirs of

* Extensive education materials on economic valucs
of bushland on farms, plus managemenc-
orientated material.

* {(Government financial incentives to set aside
bushland areas on farms.

* Farmer awareness about processes leading to

remnant degradation. retaining remnant vegetation {productivity

* Research on the ‘blockages’ to behaviour change benefits in higher yields from shade and shelrer,
and actions on the ground. protection against woody weeds, etc.).
* Ser up experimental farms to ‘modcl integration * Policy/administrative: lack of funding for key
of bushland and sustainable agricultural goals in pregrams (e.g. Landcare, One Billion Trees and
key locacions. Save the Bush) and research and development, and
cut-backs in state cxtension programs. Also perverse
Responsible organisations incentives (e.g. development clauses in leases) and

e Need to identify segments of farmer poputation lack of incentives to maintain remnant vegetation

(subcultural groups) that respand to a range of
different pathways. + Culrural: conflict between conservationists/
* Need to facilitate a range of options through: regulators and peliticians who resort to command
and control approach and the “frontier’ ethos of
some landholders. Failure to integrate and

for agricultural and biodiversity purposes.

— individual landowners

B Lar:l(.i(.:arealgroups ] . promote susrainable development approach of the
— lradinonal government extension agencies Ecologically Sustainable Development Strategy
interacting with landholders (ESD)

— non-traditional ZOVETNUNENT agencies, e.g.




Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Technical: improved national database and whole
ecosystem approach to land, vegetation and water
management.

Economic/market: targeted education and
extension programs to increase landhelder
knowledge about commercial and biodiversity
benefits of maintaining remnant vegetation.

Policy/administrative: increased funding for key
programs, state eXtension programs (such as
property management planning) and R&D,
improved incentives for maintaining remnant
vegeration and review of perverse incentives and
regulation.

Cultural: renewed commitment to sustainable

development approach in the ESD Scrategy.

Responsible organisations

*

Technical: Australian Bureau of Agricultural and
Resource Economics {ABARE), Bureau of
Resource Sciences, CSIRC and research agencies/
corporations such as LWRRDC, ANCA and
cooporative research centres should cooperate and
integrate research programs,

Economic/market: tederal and state agencies
improve education and extension services.

Policy/administrative: federal and state agencies
and local government review policies and develop
national vegetation management strategy with
increased resources to tackle problems.

Culrural: gevernments, community and industry
groups renew commitment to sustainable
development approach in ESD) Strategy.

Bringing about the change

A comprehensive, national and integrared
approach could be developed through a National
Vegetation Management Strategy (similar to che
Rangelands Strategy) that idencifies principles,
approaches and resources required.

An alternative (second best) approach is to ensure
that each existing and proposed strategy (e.g.
rangelands, biediversity etc.) incorporates
vegetation management issues in 2 whole
ecosystem approach.

lan Hannam

Department of Land and Water
Conservation, New South Wales

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

The disparate relationship between the vccurrence
of parches of remnants (variability in shape and
size, vegeration associations, degree of 1solation,
etc.) and land ownership and tenure. This creates
problems Eor dc‘vc‘lopmcnl‘ OF managcn]ﬂnt
regimes; dealing with variations in condition of
remnants.

The wide variation in perceptions and
understanding of the ecolegical value of remnant
patches presents difficulcies in organising
educational programs and awarcness programs,
and managing responses.

Lack of ecological information on particular
remnant groups presents difficultics in organising
and implementing specific field management
programs.

improving management of remnant
vegetation

Development of a more effective approach (bereer
structure) by the Department of Land and Water
Conservation to deal with the management of
remnant vegetation as a distinct ecological land
management issue. At the moment, responsibility
and interest in remnant vegetation is spread
amongst three or four different groups (some
legal-based, some field advisory}, with lirte
coordinaticn and adherence to similar standards
ot guidelines, This is compounded by the
geographic scparation of responsibility (e.g.
Western Division, tablelands, coast).

A facility for more research on ecological, land

management and cultural aspects of managing
remnant vegetation.

Responsible organisations

See above paragraph on the Department of Land
and Water Conservation.

Given the diversity in land tenure (on which
remnant vegetation occurs} and the variability of
the ecological condition of the vegetation, it is
appropriate that a number of Commonwealch




agencies, state departments, non-government
organisations, academic institutions and
landholder groups have a formal role in vegetation
managerment.

Bringing about the change

* In the first instance, a substantial amount of
legistative reform must be undertaken, particularly
ar the state level, to develop a proper legislative
framework for vegetation management (the
existing legislative scructure is confusing and its
effectiveness {application) is highly variable).

* The legislative reform should provide for proper
policy development, and a process for

development of land management guidelines.

Richard Hobbs

CSIRO

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Lack of clear management guidelines/principles.

* Need for region/location specific management
prescriptions.

* Lack of knowledge of outcomes of management
acrvitles.

* Expense and labour intensity of likely
maﬂﬂ.gemcn[ reatments,

* Need to manage at landscape, not remnant, level,
¢ Likely irreversibility of some types of degradation.

* Lack of resources to tackle problems adequarely.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Increased availability of resources to apply to
management, and information by which to be

guided.

Responsible organisations

* Government: increased incentives for
managemnent.

* Landcare groups: incorporation of remnant
management into farm/carchruent planning.

* Research/extension agencics: collation of existing
information and dissemination in usable form.
Cooperation between agencies for unified
approach.
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50

Bringing about the change

* Increased awareness of remnant vegetation in
general populatien and in poliricians.

* Training of LCD advisers, etc. in remnant
vegeration managerment.

* Creation of formal/informal links berween
agencies to develop integrated approach—could
be mediated and facilitated by funding agencies.

Phillip Hone

Deakin University

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* There would appear to be two underlying
problems in managing remnant vegetation. The
first is a lack of understanding of how kand
management practices affect the level and quality
of our natural resources. This informarion
problem relates to all parties involved in the
management of native vegetation and not just
farmers.

* The second problem is that individual land
managers arc often unaware of incentives which
would help them achieve the best results both for
themselves and society.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Who knows?

Presumably research and development has a major
role to play. | think it is important to ensure that this
research and development is funded from
appropriate sources, given that budgets are always
limited. Where there are predominantly private pay-
offs involved, the commodity RIRFS should be
encouraged to pick up the tab, while public funding
should be targeted at those projects offering limited
private benefits. The commodity RIRFS would
appear to have a potendially important role to play in
any complete research and development strategy in
this arca. (f don't see any people from this sector
listed among the participants?)

By



Penny Hussey

Department of Conservation and Land
Management, Western Australia

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* The change that is needed is an alteration in the
traditional mindser of rural landholders.

Responsible organisations

* Educational institutions—especially rertiary—ito
include ecology (or, better still, James Lovelock's
‘geophysiology’) in alf courses which could lead 1o
land management; agriculture, geography, zeology,
cte. Agriculture, especially is currently mostly treated
as a technical manipwlation of resources, almost never
as a modification of ecology. Is the mess the land is
in a direct result of the ‘we can fix it menealicy? Tt is
vital that econemists {especially ones in politics?)
understand how infinitesimal their time-scales are.

* Agricultural lobby groups of farmers, c.g. Western
Australian Farmers Federation, woolgrowers, etc.,
of agricultural scientists and advisers such as Plant
Pathology Society, etc. It is time that such groups
ook account of the fragilicy of their resource base.
Where are the Hanging Gardens of Babylon now?
Turned into salt.

* Local government needs to be the leader, not the
follower, towards ‘ecologically sustainable
development’ (for want of a more accurate
catchery). As a start, boundaries should be
adjusted to conform to bio- geo- divides.

Greg King

VYictorian Farmers Federation

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* lack of knowledge abour where it is and how ro
manage it

» lLack of finances.

» PLack of interest.

* Suspicion of motive—i.e, Victorian government
really mucked up implementation of Amendment
$16 to Planning Schemes in Vicroria, as there were
some farmers who had bought vegerared land 1o

clear, and the amendment prohibits this. Farmers
who had borrowed money o purchase the land
wete caught. They have o pay for land they cannot
clear, and it has no resale value (usually).

Landholders with some areas of native vegeration
have been selectively logging areas for their own
use for fence posts or firewood. This activity has

been prohibited.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Financial incentives:
— abolishment of rates on areas of native bush

— ‘seraside’ payouts. This puts an immediace
value on such land. (After all, public land has
paid managers; why hasn't privace land?)

Responsible organisations

Landcare is heing regarded more sceptically by
landhelders because it has become 2 popular grab-
bag for any land issue.

Many more marginalised entities use Landcarc as a
means to achieve the entities goal.

Bureaucracics are, by their narure, unwicldy and
regulatory. [f an organisation like the Vicrorian
Farmers Federation, which has 68% of Victorian
farmers as members, was more involved in
encouraging protection of remnant vegetation,
perhaps better results would be achieved. The
Victorian Farmers Federation is seen to be non-
regulatory, Its Landcare section is highly regarded
by government agencies, non-government agencics
and farmers alike.

Therefore use the Victerian Farmers Federarion
Landcare section to help achieve berrer remnant
bush management.

Bringing about the change

-

Provide the VFF with an amount of money thar is
directed to protecting remnant vegetation. The
VFEF then seeks coaperation by asking farmers to
identify areas on their farms containing remnant
vegetation or what they think is remnant, A farm
inspection can be undertaken by an appropriate
person. The farmer either receives finances for
protecting this vegetation or is refused finances.

At least this mechanism will pick up unconvinced
landholders, given chat many landholders in
Victoria volunrarily protect such areas.

st L



James Kirkpatrick

University of Tasmania

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Lack of long-term protection from land clearing.

* Changes in management regimes induced by land
sale, inheritance or changes 10 economic
‘cifcumstances.

« Lack of financial incentive to maintain
appropriate management for nature conservation.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Legally-based controls on land clearing,

* Management agreements with performance-based
financial incentives of a sufficient magnitude to
make legzl controls on land clearing palarable ro
the rural communiry,

Responsible organisations

¢ Federal, state and territory governments.

Bringing about the change

¢ Commonwealth legislation under is foreign
affairs powers.

+ Funding for incentives through the national tax
base, with funds created by 4 biediversity levy or
by diversion of funds from road-building.

Jill Landsberg

CSIRO

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* I'm an ecologist and so [ am more aware of
ecological problems than of socio-economic ones.
However, I think that lack of ecalogical knowledge
1s a major impediment to successful management of
remnant vegeration. As an example, tree decline
{dieback) is a severe, ongoing threat that is probably
killing many more trecs than are regenerating or
being planted. Although we have a general idea of
its causes, we know hardly anything abour specific
mechanisms, except that they are likely to vary in
importance between regions. We know even less

about how to rehabilitate affected stands of trees or
how o ‘dicback-proof” currently healthy ones. My
impression is that fear of failure is often patt of the
reason why managers do not do more to protect
remnant vegetation. And given our present state of
ignorance I think that it is a well-based fear. Of
course there are many other problems in managing
remnant vegetation and many of them have been
addressed in the background papers. So here ['ve
just concentrated on my hobby horse.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* A greater appreciation of remnanr vegeration is the
first step toward improved management. Alrhough
things are changing, I sce relatively little evidence
of a general community appreciation of the crisis
facing native vegetation across most of our
agricultural lands.

¢ Things nceded 1o achieve this greater appreciation
include a better knowledge base (point one) and
much better communicarion abourt ic.

Bringing about the change

Everyonc invelved should be active in general
communication but most already are. Therc seems
o be a perception that the results of research are
not getring through to landhoelders, but an
alternative explanation is that there are very few
research results to communicarte. Tn any case the
urgency of the problem requires a major
coordinated and focused publicity campaign racher
than a call for more effore from the same few.

* One Billion Trees was a start bur it focused
almost entirely on revegetation—something
similar focusing on saving what we've gor would
be a real help.

Geoffrey Lawrence

Central Queensland University

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* ‘The tendency toward maximum use of the
property for productive purposes (driver largely
by marketplace considerations}. Producers have
sought to produce more as a means of overcoming
terms of trade declines. Increased tree clearing has
been one outcome.



* Awitudes of producers to native vegetation
(harbours ‘vermin’, competes with pastures, etc.).

» Lack of knowledge of producers of benefirs of

trees.

*+ Legislative problems. Whar the federal
government might desire, various states or local
gOVErnments may oppose.

* The general nature of private and leasehald
property. On private property, producers believe
they have the right to do what they like and are
suspicious of those who want to exert exrernal
control. On leasehold property, farmers have been
required in some areas to show that they are
‘managing’ the land, and this has often required
clearing to be undertaken (or has been interpreted
by farmers to mean this).

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Comprchensive planning on a catchment basis
with the input of various groups of stakeholders.

+ A notion of what sorts of native vegetation needed
to be mainrained and for what reasons.

* A nartional plan to educate farmers about the
desirability of maintaining remnant vegerarion.

Responsible organisations

+ While it could be potentially divisive, the federal
government could take a lead by providing
incentive moncy for property owners to maintain
certain important stands of vegetation 'in the
national interest’. This would be much like the
British paying farmers to keep hedgerows as a
means of preserving the ‘English countryside’.

* State governments could, through cheis various
departments of agriculture and environment,
provide information to farmers about berter
vegetation management.

*+ State governments could, via new forms of group
extension, begin te introduce new ideas about
appropriare land and vegetation management.

* IWRRDC and other industry-relared bodies
could fund research into the best ways of bringing
about change in vegetation management among
Australian rura] producers.
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Bringing about the change

* There is evidence that group processes—
particularly those involving women in decision-
making—might lead to change in attitudes {(and
perhaps behaviour) among producers. State
extension mighr consider spending more on group
extension as it relates ro vegetation management.

+ Landcare might be an appropriate vehicle for the
provision of funds for educarion of members
abourt the imporrance of remnant vegetation.

* Where it is deemned essential to save tracts of
native vegetation, legislation (including
appropriate penalties for non-compliance) should
be enacted quickly so that lands will not be cleared
out of ‘fear’ of the government’s intentions. {In
Queensland ar present large areas are being cleared
because new legislation, which will limit clearing,
is not yet in place).

» Governmenr funds should be avaitable to study
social aspects of decision-making on Australian
farms, including the narure of ‘farming styles’ and
subculeural norms of medern-day farming.

Ted Lefroy

Department of Agriculture, Western
Australia
S0 4

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* The main problem with the management of
remnant vegetation is that it cannor be acempted
in 1solation of the matrix within which the
remnants lie, i.e. the surrounding agricultural
landscape. Artempts to manage remnants in
isolation of this matrix will not be effective as the
major threats to the remnants, such as rising warer
tables, nutrient peollution, weed invasion and
predation, are functions of the surroundings. A
good parallel is the fate of small island nations
faced with the threat of rising sea levels. Nobody -
would seriously suggest taking action only on the
islands 10 overcome the problem. It is the matrix
that is in need of change. In many cases the
current diagnosis of the problem is too narrow.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* The development of agriculture as a structural and
partly functional mimic of the native ecosystem.




For example, where the dominanc narive
ecosystem was open woodland and agriculture has
effectively resulted in the transformation of chis
landscape to a synthetic open grassland of crops
and pastures, [ believe we need to develop farming
systems that are structural mimics of the open
woodland. Nothing short of such a return to 2
structurally analogous landscape will see us having
any significant impact on the major land and
nature conservation issues that are threatening
agriculture’s resource base and the remnanrs of
native vegetation. Such an approach would reduce
the dissimilarity and thercfore the tension that
currenty exists between agriculture and native
remnants which is at the heart of the problem.
This could be seen as the ecological version of the
cultural reconciliation process that Australia is
currently going through.

This idea of developing agriculrure as a mimic of
native ecosystems has been put forward by several
ecologists and agricultural scientists, notably Hart
(1980}, Ridpath er al (1985) and Ewel (1986)
working in the tropics and Jackson (1985} with
reference to temperate North America and Lefroy
et al (1993) and Lefroy (1994) in southern
Australia. Ir 1s being actively researched by Jackson
in the USA.

The same principle needs to be examined with
respect to woodland, forest heath and mallee
ecosystermns in Australia.

Responsible organisations

* Existing collaborations of R&D corporations, state

government agencies, CSIRQO, universities and

landholder and other community groups should

direct their artention to the following areas.

— developing tree and shrub crops, as revegetation
at this scale needs to be commercially driven

~ developing intercropping and agroforestry
systems using mixtures of annual and perenrial
plants, both woody and herbaccaus; the
economic opportunities lie not only in che
commercial value of woody and herbaceous
perennial plants, but also in the synergy that
can result from well-designed mixtures of these
with conventional agriculrural species

— participatory diagnosis and design to
implement experimental treatments that test
this hypothesis ar a scale large enough, firstly, to
have an impact oa land and narure
conservarion issues (i.e. first order cacchment or
lacger) and, secondly, learn abour the

pracricafity and acceprability of this approach
from a landholder’s perspective. Three large
issues would need to be addressed when
pursuing this approach. The ecological
quesricns: can salinity, water]ogging, soil
etosion, and the protection of remnants be
effectively addressed by an agriculrural
landscape that mimics the structure of native
ecosystems, and how strong does that mimic
need to be? The practical and social questions:
how can the disruption to conventional
agriculture and to income be minimised; in
other words, to what extent can
complementarity between the new landscape
and the old be maximised and conflict be
minimised? What degree of change is acceprable
to existing landholders, and to what degree are
we dealing with generational change? The
economic questions: whar are the
implementation costs, whar are the benefits and
how long until they appear, and the corollaries
to that: what potential is there for the new
vegetative strucrure o generate income, and
whar is the time lag before that income is likely
to be realised?

Bringing about the change

Firstly by widening the debate o suggest that
current thinking does not go far enough and that
fundamental change is necessary in the
management of the agricultural landscape,

Secondly by canvassing this approach of
mimicking native ecosystems as an organising
principle for the development of sustainable
agriculture and thereby reconciling some of the
major differences between agricultural land and
remnants of native vegetation.

Wayne Marano
University of South Australia

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Lack of current knowledge regarding current

landholders’ attitudes ro and practices of
vegetation management.

* Socio-economic impact on landhoelders.

* Lack of direct economic incentives for landholders
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to underrake management.




* Lack of vegetation management training.
* Monitoring vegetation management.
* Resolution on how it should be managed.

* Lack of management plans which integrate
remnait native vegeration with farm management
PlaﬂS.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

» Idencify current Jandholders” attirudes and
mﬂﬂagcment practiCES Gf‘ remndnt nari\:’c
vegetation.

* Identify past and present socio-econemic impact
on landholders as a result of vegerarion
management iftervention measures in order to
minimise future occurrences.

*+ Provide greater Hnancial assistance to landholders.

» Lducate landholders and the COMMUNLLY in
vegerarion management.

» Shift field responsibility to landhoelders and
COMMUTUNILY groups.

* Identify best management practices.

* IHVOIVC‘ lalldowners i management Plﬂl'l
preparation. Remove centralised decision-making.

* Introduce local government environmenral
planners.

Responsible organisations
* Rescarchers.

* Cenrtral authority, local government, best practice
managers.

* Landholders, community groups, agriculeural
extension officers.

Bringing about the change

* Conduct survey of landholders” attitudes o
remnant vegetation management and current
managemenr practices.

* Produce model for identifying socio-cconomic
characreristics of at-risk landholders.

* Federal grants, environmental levy.
* Demeonstration farms, on-site training.

* Train landholders and community groups in
monitoring procedutes.

* Benchmarking,

* Inuoduce comprehensive regional and local farm
management plans.
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Jim McDonald

Liverpool Plains Land Management
Committee

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

Economic context that landholders are working
in—this bas been dcclining fer decades.

There is a problem with current extension
paradigms—rhis is compounded by the fact that
environmenral sciences, e.g. hydrogeology, ecology
are INexact sclences.

‘Values' cannor he accounted for, yet are promoted
to be paid for by the ‘user’, e.g. recent challenges
between Ehrlich and Simon shout the state of the
world in ten years' time. Simon argues that things
that relate dircetly to human welfare are the only
important indicators that we need worry abour,
such as life expectancy or the furure price of food.
We now know, and are struggling to come ta
terms with {emerging ecological cconomists), che
costs that are associazed with the use of nacural
resources. This problem cannat be isolated from
others thar face rural communities.

I don’t think we fully understand who exactly is
still removing narive bush (small/medium/large
family farmers, corporare farmers, rax-driven
investments, developers) and it follows we do not
know what response is appropriate.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Why the single focus on agricultural land-—chere
are a lot of public institutions that have an impact
on the native vegerarion.

A little bit of the rhetoric sticking and being
applied 1o the current belief in ‘integrated
environmental management’, political wili and
leadership is needed and not just the historical
method of ‘command and control’.

Resource and allow those whe use the resource o
understand the threars and expand the
apportunities that may flow from this
understanding. The current call from the
Australian Conservation Foundation ro withhold
resources and funds {rom the only people who are
capable of doing all this work is astounding.

Use of credics/debirs, shadow’ projects in allowing
development to occur in identified areas and



situations. Are there other ways to achieve the
same outcomc than simply locking it up?

Responsible organisations

Start at the ground level—all levels need o
develop a working relationship. At the mement
the process lacks trust.

Policy-makers need to reinforce comimunity
management and acrion.

.Funding organisations should sec a commirment

in applications to improving the process and
extension methods.

Bringing about the change

Concepr needs to be given legitimacy at all levels
of government; as much as possible need to agree
on a vision.

Leadership is needed in prometing integracion;
need to be committed to an ourcome.

Identify and enhance current examples, e.g.
Murray-Darling Basin Commission, a procedure
for identifying prioritics; need to be commitred to
joint success not individual claims ro thar success.

Promote successful outcomes—trust is the
problem. A history of inaction, unsubstantiared
claims and conflicting advice from all sides have
led to this problem of mistrust. Thercfore we all
only do what we have to make it look as though
integration is happening.

Tein McDonald

University of Western Sydney

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* It would make a real difference if the ficld

manager were able to predict when a remnanr is
undergoing changes that exceed recovery capacity
and how to avoid damage or maximise recovery
using different interventions. In other words, the
field manager needs cmpowerment with technical
information and appropriate degrees of
encouragement, I think there is enough technical
knowledge to have some reasonable success at
remnant vegetation management. Bur there is a
problem with communicating that information,
both between practice and theory and theory and
practice.

et
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Improving management of remnant
vegetation

I would like to see bushland management
principles and techniques broughr inte all land
management training and to be always accessible
to land managers. Tn practice this means bushland
management principles (at least) need to be part
of all agricultural and other resource management
courses. It also means that a cwo-way technical
information facility is needed within the
community, into which farming and other
management groups can link at a local level.

Also, T think mechanisms are needed for more
accurare assessment of what sites are worth
working on and which sites are not worth working
on. A lot of this information can only be gained
by two-way nerworks.

Responsible organisations

1 would like to see stronger networking of all
existing revegetation groups at every level from
local to national to develop a cooperative
informarion network. But T think any cooperative
program needs to be facilitated at a narional level
{e.g: ANCA/TWRRIDC) with pivotal technical
personnel at regional levels dedicated to keeping
the flow of technical information going both ways.
The Greening Australia (NSW) IGAL model is a
good working model, but any truly effective
nerwork needs much stronger links with Landcare
and with ecologists and managers throughout the
spectrum of involvement.

A rechnical newslerrer ts also needed and a
rigorous but non-scientific periodical or magazine
(along the lines of the US Restoration &
Management Notes) that can popularise technical
information using real-life case studies.

Bringing about the change

Lifetimes are too short (and management regimes
required o effect important change, too long) to
set up yet another new organisation or new
programs. We need to inject this informarion
facility into existing programs so that it becomes a
cultural fixture and can therefore hang around for
long encugh to work. I think thar culrural fixeure
is the National Landcare Program (with its
Coastcare and Bushcare cousins). Burt it needs a
much broadened rechnical information base and
to be backed up with a written resource or
electronic darabase link so that people can refer ro

and build on a body of knowledge.




* In summary | think a formal (two-way)
informarion nerwork linking theory and practice is
needed and char this should be funded nationally,
grafted into existing networks, and with strong
regional nodes.

Sue Mclintyre

CSIRO

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

« Human population too dense and increasing.

* General indifference to the problem in the
population.

» Little awareness of where the real damage is being
done.

« Where concern exists, there is 2 low level of
understanding of the problem.

* Where there is some awareness of the problem,
there is an emphasis on doing chings (planting,
engineering-type sclutions) rather than ner doing
things, which is often the preferable solution.

¢ Where there is a high level of awareness of the
problem, theze is too little known abour the
vegetation, how it works and what the long-term
implicarions of forms of management are.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

+ Recognition of the role of local government and
ueility providers (telephone, electricity, roads) in
destroying remnant vegetation and major changes
in their practices—ecological awareness a
prerequisite for all bulldozer operators!

+ Increased awareness amongst rural and urban
landholders, and effective acrion to manage their
properdies in a balanced and sensitive manner.

Responsible organisations

¢ Local government—needs good regional planning,
the engineering emphasis needs to be softened,
improved guidelines for works, improved public
educarion on harmful environmental practices by
urban dwellers.

» Utilities—radical revision of the environmental
impact of installing and maintaining services.
Reformed practices, equipment that is less
damaging,

* Landcare—activities stepped up and with more
environmental emphasis.

* Farming organisations—greater recognition of
intrinsic value of conserving remnant vegetation.

* Lands department, etc—leaseheld conditions need
1o take management into account.

* Federal government—Afinancial incentives for
conservative land management.

Bringing about the change

* Use all avenues. 1 don't feel any particular target
for lobbying; consulation and educarion will
achieve the goals. Nor do T think that it is the
entire responsibility of any particular group to
bring abour the change. Furthermore, ic is often
quire unpredictable what will bring abour a
change. However, I do feel thart local government
and utility providers have somehow becn
overlooked up until now, probably because the
damage they do is minor. However, it is
incremental and cumulatrive—death by a thousand
cuts.

* Equally important is the management of pastoral
lands in humid/sub-humid regions. These have
been overlooked as remnants because ecologists
have failed, unuil recently, to recognise their value
as remnants, or as support systems for more highly
valued remnants.

Katrina McKay

Tasmanian Farmers & Graziers
Association

Main problems in managing remnant

vegetation

The majority of farmers recognise the intrinsic value

of remnant bush, with many fencing areas off. There

are barriers, however, to the widespread adoption of

these practices. These include che following.

* Lack of money, time, labour to look after the bush
effectively.

* ‘Tree decline—areas fenced off are dying in great
swathes,

* Lack of economic and other information about
the benefits of bush on farms.

s Lack of real financial and other incentives.

+ Invasion of remnant bush by weeds, especially
gorse.
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* Harbouring of wildlife in remnants, in particular
wallabies and possums.

* Lack of readily available expert advice on a one-to-
one basis.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Tax credits for remnant bush management,
including weed contro} and fencing.

* Land tax and council tax rebates for the people
who preserve/manage remnant vepetation.

*+ Access to low-interest rate loans and direct grants.

* Provision of technical advice through community
organisations such as farmer organisation,
Greening Australia and the Landcare associations,
as well as government agencies.

* Development and provision of information on the
economic benefics of remnant vegetation on
fa]’ms‘

* Encourage those who influence farmers {such as
agribusiness} to promote the benefits and
management of bush on farms.

* Drastic need for increased research into the tree
decline problem in Tasmania.

* Development of an ‘Advancing Productive
Agriculture and Susrainable Environments’
Scheme.

* Use of employment programs to assist with the
management of remnanr bush.

* More effective wildlife control options. This could
include the facilitation of commercial use of

wildlife,

Responsible organisations

* Community organisations, such as farmer
organisations—provision of rechnical advice,
promotion of the practices, farmer-co-farmer
communication.

* Local government—development of local
incentives such as council rate rebates,

* State government—removal of disincentives such
as land tax and development of incentives such as
direct grants for on-graund works, land rax
rebates.

* Employment of technical and other supporr staff.

* Development of a stratcgic framework for
improved regional/catchment planning.

* Federal government—tax incentives, direct grants
for work, funding for technical support officers
through programs such as NLTI?

Bringing about the change

* Increased percentage of NLP funds ro community
organisations.

* State government to show a real commitment to
Landcare principles and practices.

* Federal goverament—financial incenrives,

Stuart McMahon

NSW National Parlks and Wildlife
Service

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Perceptions held by land managers (private and
public) that no problems exist. For example, a
common initial response is: “There are plenty of
trees in rhe landscape; what are you worried
about?’

* Issucs such as remnant vegeration decline and the
lack of regeneration are not recognised.

* Lack of understanding by land managers and
agricultural advisers (private and state agency
staff), of the benefits that retained and managed
remnant vegetation offers farm preductivity and
the environment.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Greater integration of extension messages
delivered by land management agencies and
agribusinesses. Agricultural advisers maintain high
contact and rapport with many private land
managers. Advisers equipped with the necessary
knowledge and conviction can successfully reach a
large range of farmers responsible for the retention
of remnant vegetation. For example, extension
messages providing information on issucs such as
beef production, pasture production, aniral
health should also include information on
remnant vegetation, its productivity benefits and
required management practices.

* Flora and fauna resource information needs to be
inchuded in all carchment and land water plans.




Responsible organisations

* Nature conservation agencies need to provide
information 1o other agencics and erganisations
on the impertance of and benefits resulting from
the retention and management of remnant
vegetation. Those vrganisations and agencies
include departments of agriculture and soil
conservation, shire councils, rural land protection
boards, agribusincss and banks.

* Departments of agriculture, soil conservation and
water resources need to integrate nature
conscrvation principles and measures into their
advisory/extension messages.

Bringing about the change

= Providing training to agricultural advisers on the
importance of, and benefits gained from, the

These developments are linked to broader trends

occurring in rural areas.

-

Growth in the size of and scale of production on
individual properties {except lifestyle farms).

Inereasing reliance on inputs such as chemicals
and machinery (e.g. the ratic of value added on
farms to wirnover fell from 58% in 1974-75 to
45% in 1992-93}.

Falling commodity prices (usually linked co
periadic or chronic over-preduction).

Falling rural populations (except on the urban
fringes).

Thesc are worldwide trends thar are difficulr 1o

alter. However, the trends are partly the result of

current models of research, development and day-ro-

day management that do not consider broader

implications. The effects of these trends on remnant

retention and management of remnant vegetation VEgeTation management are more easy to alter than

in the agricultural landscape. A successful training 1o rends themselves. Losses of remnant vegetation

process using facts, statistics and case studies, will

. ak are very different in different countries. For example,
result in a large network of advisers providing 2

in the USA government polictes currail agricultural

more integrated carchment management message.

¢ The NSW Farming for the Future program is an

example of such a training program.

Christopher Nadolny

NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Service

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

The declining area and condition of remnant
vegetation is associated with the following.

* A prevalent culture supporting agriculeural
development (often even when it is not
profitable).

= Lack of integrared land use planning.

* Sudden, unplanned development of new
agricultural industries, e.g. feedlots, cotton,

* ‘The cost-squecze (i.c. needing to increase
production from a given property as the returns

per unit of product fall).
* Rural poverty {less money for the environment),

* (Often) less commitment to the environment than
to short-term profirs.

* Progressive naturalisation of exotic plants and
animals.
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expansien on marginal lands.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

A broad recognition of the following points.

In most cases the costs of further agricultural
expansion (biodiversity, greenhouse) to the
community as a whole ourweigh the benefits.

The prevalent model of high-input agriculrurc
using exotic plant species is not appropriate for
most of Ausiralia.

Responsible organisations

Everybody involved in the rural sector.

Bringing about the change

-

Such a change needs to be spear-headed by a
critical evaluation of the environmental, economic
and social consequences of current and alternarive
models of agricultural development. For example,
we need to know meore about the marginal cost/
benefit {in environmental, social and economic
terms) of further expansion of, say, the beef
industry in Central Queensland, or cropping in
western NSW. Such research {which is the focus of
this meeting) needs to be holistic and
multidisciplinary. We need integrated projects,
perhaps analogous in scope (but not necessarily
structure) to, say, the Resource Assessment
Commission inquiry into the forest industries.
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Bill Panton

Conservation Commission, Northern
Territory

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* The major disturbance factors in remnant
_vegeration management are weed invasion,

inappropriate fire regime, feral animal disturbance

and human destruction ranging in scale from

lirtering to land elearing. The small population of
the Northern Territory limits the opportunities for

community-based landeare groups to undertake
control of disturbance factors. In some cases the

problems caused by these disturbance factors are ar
a scale which prevents effective community action.

* Should be a strong commitment to the principle
that beneficiary pays, t.e. the community should
pay for the mainrenance of bindiversity.

* There is limited appreciation or knowledge of
remnant vegetation. Community awareness
programs have had difficulty in transferring
awarcness Into acticn.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Remnane vegetation is not sufficiently valued by
the community ot government. Financial
incentives should be available for landholders to
manage remnants or not clear their land.

Responsible organisations

* 'The Commonwealth government should set the
agenda and the broad objectives for the
maintenance of native vegetation cover (or
biodiversity more generally) and provide the
funding base, through taxes, to fund the
application of incentives.

* This change could be brought abour ar the next
federal budgct.

Jamie Pittock

World Wide Fund for Nature Australia

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

Need to internalise the environmental costs of
bush clearing.

Lack of adequate regulations, monitoring and
cnfarcement in most states and territories.

Failure te link rural support funding to
conservation of remnant vegetation.

Lack of adequate performance criteria and
monitoting of the National Tandcare Program.

Lack of viability in many agricultural areas.

Paucity of knowledge of the size and nature of
public spending in agricultural regions to enable
existing resources to be better directed.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Further identification and restructuring of the
agriculture industry in regions where many
producers are unviable {Commonwealth and
states),

Extensive taxes on bush clearing activities linked
to monitoring and enforcement (Commonwealth
through the Australian Taxation Office and

ERIN}; any profit to go to conservation programs.

Provision of rural support funding from the
Commanwealth to states and from governments
to landholders, conditional on vegetation
retention ({Commonwealth and states).

Vegetation clearing controls (state governments).

Grearer use of Commonwealth powers for
environmental assessment of projects and acrions
that encourage clearing (Commonwealth).

Restructure Landcare to ensure on-ground
performance can be assessed (Commonwealth and
states).

Provide additional incentives for bush protecred
by regulation to be better managed
{Commonwealth).

Development of pilot programs involving the
redirection of existing public resources to land
management (e.g. rural support funding in
unviable agricultural regions).




* Adoption of regional biodiversity conservatien
plans with priorities identified for publicly funded
conservation: works (all to participate, state and
Commonwealth initiation).

Liz Raven

Landholder, Victoria
A

Main problems in managing remnant
native vegetation

* Lack of awareness within the wider community of
values of remnant native vegetation, from
landholders through to politicians, and therefore
not seen as worth protecting.

* Not a priority with many agencies, ¢.g. more
emphasis placed on money and time being put
towards plantiﬂg trees, with no mention often of
protecting and enhancing what is remnant native
vegeration.

* When it comes to protecting remnant native
vegetation, landholders see problems in ‘locking
up’ areas, creating pest plant and animal harbours,
and taking land our of production, rather than
realising the benefits they could enjoy.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Encouragement to protect remnants m#i# become
a prioricy with all involved agencies.

* A huge community education program is needed
to give land managers alternatives, e.g. the
Vicrorian Land for Wildlife Program does this,
but needs many more resources,

* Incenave funding should be availabie to initially
encourage landholders o fence and protect
remnants and thereby learn of the benefits to
themselves and their land,

Responsible organisations

*+ Agencies such as the Vicrorian Department of
Conservarion and Narural Resources and
Department of Agriculture (obviously many
others also} need more motivated, on-ground
extenston staff to motivate client groups.

* Governments must be made more aware of the
value of clearance control legislation, and be
prepared to honour regulations.

+ All agencies involved in managemenc of remnant

native vegeration must do more to inform the
gﬁ'n’ff;}l publlC ﬁbOUf Valuss OF Femmants, gi\"ﬁ
alrernative suggestions for land management
practices that would ultimately ensure remnants
would be protected, and help create a culture
\thrcb}r remifiant \'Cgctatioﬂ Was \'Glll..led ({:l’)[' ﬂl'cln}'
reasons). It is only when land managers and local
communities understand the value of something
to them thar they will then undertake its care and
protecton.

Bringing about the change

+ Given that reliance on legislation can be furile.
because of the vagaries of the political world, the
only way 1o bring about real change is by
educaring and informing the land managers.
because if they believe in it, they will do it

lan Reeve

University of New England
1 A

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* At the centre of remnant vegetation issues {and
other issucs relating to the environmental impact
of agriculture) is the mismatch between the
capabilities of the institution of private land
ownership and the need for broad-scale, long-term
management of land resources in the public
interest. Land ownetship is an excellent way of
ensuring land resources are mainrained in good
condition if:

— returns to agriculture or other non-destructive
uses are sufficiently high

~ the owner 1s perfectly informed of the outcomes
of all possible ways in which the land might be
used

— use of the land by the owner does not have any

effect beyond che boundaries of chat piece of
land.

* The first condition is becoming harder to meet.
The second and third conditions have never been
met to any significant extent.

* The institutional innovation necessary to arrive at
insticutions that allow individuals access to land
resources for private econemic gain while
protecting the productivity of those resources for
the nation is hindered by:

— confusion berween the rights of land ownership
and the rights of civil and polirical freedom




— reluctance of government to admit that
demands for changes in practices amount to a
taking of rights of landownership where
compensation may be justified

— reluctance of landowners to accept that many
agricultural practices have substantial impacts
beyond farm boundaries and this leads to a
public interest in what happens on private land

— considerations of fairness require that people in

the present be treated equally with those in the
past, so chat the responses of ecosystems tend to
outstrip our ability to adapt our institutions.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

Firscly, an end to the chronic mis-specification of
the problem by stakehelders defending parcicular
aspects of the starus quo. What is needed is a
conceptually valid specification of the nature of
the problem as shared understanding by all
stakeholders.

Secondly, a great deal more creative and
courageous thought about how institutions might
be transformed to better balance private and
public interests in remnant vegetation on
agriculeural land.

Responsible organisations

Shared understanding and creative institutional
reform is achicved through debate, discourse,
facilitation and mediation taking place in an
information-rich environment. ANCA/IWRRDC
should consider having designed what is known in
the US as a “citizen involvement program’ and
fund professional and independent environmental
mediacers/facilicators to run the program in
localities where remnant vegetation management
is contentious. A course for such mediators/
facilitators may need to be established.

Bringing about the change

L

ANCA/LWRRIDC should call for rescarch

consultanctes to:

— design a remnant vegetation stakeholder
inVGlVCmCﬂt program

— design a one semester postgraduate certificare
level course in remnant vegetation facilitarion/
mediation and make an assessment of which
educational institutions this could be offered
from.

* ANCA/LWRRDC might consider funding
suitable facilitatorsfmediators 1o undertake the
course in a similar fashion to Rural Industries
Research and Development Corporation’s Rural
Leadership Program.

Gordon Stone

Gordon Stone & Associates, Toowoomba
S

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Landholders feel that others in the community
dont understand, even don't want te or possibly
cant understand the views of (and issues relevant
to) landholders who are the actual custodians of
significant natural vegetation.

* They feel that on the one hand the community
tells them that it’s 2 community resource. On the
other, when management costs need to be
incurred, rural enterprises end up being asked o
incur many of those costs, rather than the whole
community. There is limited recognition of this.

* Landholders seck practical management
informarion which is relevant to rural business
cconomic realities. They need to know how to
appropriately manage the vegetation in their

locality.

* Therefore, acknowledgement of differing
viewpoints and financial issues, as well as enhanced
communication of infermarion, are key issues.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

« Common community-wide understanding of the
complexitics of natural vegetation and irs
management, and support of the differing
geographic variations in vegetation communiries
and farmiﬂg systems, as well as rural business
realities and community needs {(biodiversity, a
balanced ecosysiem, food 10 cat and a balanced
narional budget).

* Supply of useful and relevant information which
allows landholders to manage vegetation better,
within their capability to do se.

* On-ground landholder, conservation group and
urban dweller liaison.




Responsible organisations

- Rum} PI’OL{L!CCI’ l)l'g;ll]iS‘.l[il)ll}i ;llid conservarion

groups and landholder groups in parnicular, as well
as the “conventional groups’, especially Landeare

and [CM.

Bringing about the change

» Tublicise ‘good news stories” 1o urban and rural
audiences.
+ lnvolve landhalders in collecting and publicising
information (existing inforrmarion is a good starr)
which will ‘make a difference’ ar the grass roots.
* Government as decision-makers and custodians of
the ‘community good’ to understand/acknowledgz
business and historic realines of land development
and management, so thao
- pracrical incentives are given to facilitate an
appropriately balanced vegetation management
process

- the individual landhelder is not “lost” in the
process

- there is recognition that like any communicy
sector there are innovarors, traditionalists and
the ‘tall’ in rural induscry. These groups view
nacural vegetation differendy and should ideally
be ‘handled’ differently.

L ]

Communication of information is a key factor and
will need concerted attention by all players.
Intormartton must be targeted and communicaced
appropriately.

Clive Thomas

Community Grasses Project

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

The capiral cost of retiring areas, the ongoing cost
of managing those areas, the loss of income from
retiring a pare of the farm or not proceeding with
the implementation of a land use system requiring
the clearing of remnant vegerarion.

Improving management of remnant
vegetation
* A resolution of those intractable problems by

shifting a substantial propertion of these costs
from land manager to community.
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Responsible organisations

Research establisiiments to tind more
cconomically feasible. efficiont (in terms of the nse
(ufprccious resources. ey, steel for fencing)
methods w exclude animals: ways in which
income can be derived Itom rerired areas.
Government-—Commonwealth and state— -(to
carry a substantial pare of the cost) and local
EOVRINNIENC 10 emove the property rate (post on
retired land.

Bringing about the change

* Determination of the ration of private benefit 10

community benefit of on-farm remnane vegetaron
and acceprance by the wider communicy of
‘owrership’ of that part of the issue determined 1o
belong to the community.

Lepislation to ensure an end to the active
destruction of remnant vegetation where che
community benefit of its conservation exceeds the
value of the patential productive capaciey of the

altered landscape.

Bill Watson

Australian Bureau of Agricultural and
Resource Economics

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

» lack of awareness of the nature of the benefirs and

costs both public and privace.

Difficulty in valuing the benefits.

‘This issue is often perecived 1o be a 'greenie’ issue
unrelated o other sustainable farming systems and
catchment management issues.

Cast of fencing.

Absence of mechanisms to facilitate joinc
community and private contributions.

Inetficient research effort (duplication: gaps; lack
of focus, integration and collaboration, and critical
mass).

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* Development of a national, stratcgic remnant
vegeration management program, including:



— development of appropriate remnan: vegetation
plans which idenrify priority actions, funding
mechanisms and responsibilities

— coordinated national research program.
* An appropriate awarcness program.

* Remnant vegetation integrated with other
catchment and farm sustainable management
programs.

Responsible organisations

 Carchment/regional managemenr authorities
should manage the program with coordinated
contributions from the threc levels of government
and private resource users (farmers, foresters,
miners, ctc. }.

Bringing about the change

* The Murray—Darling Basin Commission catchment
management plans, the Victorian Landcare and
carchment management approach and the National
Dryland Salinity Pregram provide examples of how
progress is being made on similar issues.

Charles Willcocks

Department of Primary Industries and
Energy

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

* Allocation and definition of property rights is a
key issue in the management of natural resources.
However, even where property rights arc clearly
defined, for example by freehold title, a major
constraint on the maintenance of remnant native
vegetation is the divergence between the private
(landholder) benefits of maintaining such
vepetation and the public benefits. This divergence
raiges the dilemma of who should provide the
resources to manage such vegetation for the longer
term. Even where the private and public benefits
of preserving an area of remnant vegeration do
come close to coinciding, financial pressures may
constrain the action of landholders.

* Replacement of vegetation, as well as maintenance
of remnants, is an Imporrant issue,
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Improving management of remnant
vegetation

* A greater understanding by landholders of the
value of remnant vegetation in preventing land
degradation and protecting biological diversity
{including ecosystem diversity) should lead to
improved landholder management of such

vegetation.

* There is a role for public provision of incentives to
landholders for the maintenance of remnanr
vegetation where such maintenance would provide
public benefits. The presence of such incentives
should reduce the divergence between privacc and
public benefits.

Responsible organisations

* The primary responsibility for management of
femnant native vegetation lies with individual
landholders, whether public or private. Farmer
and conservation organisations also have a rolc to
play through providing leadership and
coordinating action.

+ There is clearly a key role for ministerial councils
such as the Australian and New Zealand
Environment and Conservarion Council and the
Agriculture and Resources Management Council
of Australia and New Zealand. While land
management is 4 state government responsibility, a
coordinated Commonwealth/state approach
should deliver substantial efficiency gains
compared to a ‘go it alone’ approach by the
various governments.

* There is also a role for research and development
agencies in the generation of information on the
values of remnant native vegetation so that such
vegetation isn't lest through ignorance of its value.

Bringing about the change

* A nartional vegetation strategy could be considered
(invelving the Commonwealth and stare
governments} to parallel the strategies for land and
water provided by the Decade of Landcare Plan and
the National Water Quality Managemenr Straregy.

* A range of policy instruments is available from
regulation to incentives. There is also potential for
partncrships between the owners/managers of
PIi\"atC or pub!lc ]aﬂd o addrfSS issucs OF commuon
concern, with contributions from each party
reflecting as far as possible the distriburion of
benefits.
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* Incentives could include government support for
raising awareness and development of
management skills. Financial incentives, which
may include compensation for not clearing, would
need to reflect the perceived public benefits to be
gained. Tax concessions may be considered but
these tend to deliver uneven benefits, both over
time and between landholders, depending on the
level of farm income and landholders’ marginal tax
rates. By contrast, while direct payments offer a
more visible form of incentive, they can entail
substantial administrative costs.

* A cross-compliance approach, for example linking
the provision of Landcare funding to clearing
controls, would be likely to elicir a strong regative
response from the stares and landholders. It is
unlikely thar such negative consequences would be
outweighed by the benefits gained, since a
cooperative approzch is likely to deliver the best
leng-term outcomes.

Mike Young

CSIRO

Main problems in managing remnant
vegetation

¢ Lack of stakeholder knowledge about real value of

remnant vegetation to:
— landholders

— society

— potential industries.

* A political environment that discourages
landhelders from feeling they are making a positive
conuibution to Australias biodiversity objectives.

* Lack of administrative knowledge abour the
degree to which enlightened self-interest is
sufficient to ensure that vegetation is conserved
appropriately (a spatial information problem).

» Incomplete understanding abour the cffectiveness
of alternarive instruments and their cost-
effectiveness in delivering remnant vegetation
conservation obiectives.

* Lack of knowledge about the effects of different
incentives and how they will change management
of remnants through time.

+ Lack of information about administrative and
management costs of strategies.
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» Use of narrow conceptual paradigms which, for
example, do not acknowledge opportunities to
build support through awards, changing

community values, etc,

Improving management of remnant
vegetation

 For each of the problemns listed above, the
solutions lie in an astute combination of strategic
research designed to give general insights coupled
with focused applied program research. The larrer
should include evaluation of the reasons why
existing programs do and don't work and should
be cenducted in conjunction with implementing
agencies.

Résumé of submitted
individual comments

Andrew Campbell
e
This paper summarises the papers submitted by
workshop participants before the workshop under
the main themes to be explored at the workshop.

Not surprisingly there is a large degree of overiap
between the various correspondents and many points
were made by several people. In general the names of
those people contributing particutar ideas are
mentioned, although on issues raised by many people
not afl names are acknowledged. To a large extent
these points have been noted using the words and
terms as submitted, although remnant vegetation was
used as a surrogate for ‘native bush’, ‘native
vegetation on farmland’, ‘remnant native vegeration’,
‘areas of uncleared land’, ete. Those papers describing
legislative and administzative arrangements in
pacticular states have not been summarised here.
Apologies to anyone who feels thac their hobby horse
has not been given a fair run.

Threats

To remnant native vegetation

» Fertilisers, pesticides, stock, pests and weeds.
+ Exposure to wind and rising groundwater.

* Pre-emptive clearing.

* Inappropriate clearing for cropping, grazing and
residential development.

* Iﬂappl‘ﬂp]’i‘d[ﬁ' Fll'ﬂ Mmanagement.
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* Inappropriate drainage and agricultural run-off.

*+ Cumulative (often unintended) impacts of
agriculture.

* Loss of dead standing trees, fallen logs and other
potential habitar.

* Unfenced remnant vegetation is just being cleared
in slow motion.

* Repeated firing, drought, firewood harvesting,
gravel and soil extraction, mining.

* Shires’ roadside management, utilities for
telephone, electricity, main roads.

* Sudden unplanned development of new industries
such as feedlots, cotten. (composite)
Land clearing is the single greatest threart to
biological heritage. (Alexandra)

From remnant native vegetation

¢ Harbour for pests and vermin.

Benefits of remnant native vegetation

* Hydrological balance, shelter, crosion control.
Habirar for beneficial fauna.

« Atalandscape scale: fragmented necwork crucial
to the conservation and management of endemic
biota and endemic ecological process such as
animal movements, pollinacion and plant
reproduction. A crucial record of original
ecosystems. {Paton)

* Aesthertics, catchment hezleh, drought, fire

resistant systems, wood preducts, biodiversity.
{Alexander)

* Historical value {not necessarily in dollar cerms)
{Hussey)—bush patches retained to keep promises
to dad, grandpa. (Queensland)

Positive notes

* A renaissance of interest in native grasslands.
{Thomas) Many farmers are excellent stewards of
native vegetation. {Themas, Campbell)

* Strong appreciation of lifestyle and aesthetic values
of remnant vegetation among land users.

{Alexander)

* Farmer awareness of environmental and nature
conservation issues is increasing, (Nadolny,
McMahon, Sheahan)

» Cormumunity-based regional consortia, Landcare
groups and total catchment management
committees, etc provide a good platferm on which

to buitd. {Alexander)

T, e T e

* Legislative approach in South Australia has been
effective in changing atritudes to broad-scale
clearance. (Collins)

* Bipartisan support for comprehensive and effective
action is possible. (Alexandra}

+ Aboriginal management of remnant vegetation for
bush tucker, bush medicines, arrefacts,
didgeridoos, etc. on purchased Northern Terricory
stations. {Clark)

Constraints to better
management

Knowledge gaps
Ecological

* Lack of understanding of interdependence in
native ecosystems. { Thomas})

* Lack of awareness of values of remnant vegetation.
(Raven, Hannam)

*+ Decgradation {of remnants} has been slow; it is
hard to comprehend the cumularive effects of
incremental increases in disturbance. {Alexander,
Hussey, Goldney}

* Lack of land users’ {or advisers’) understanding of
ecology: nutrient cycles, trophic levels, energy
ransfer, herbivory, competition, predation,
parasitistn, symbiosis, death, birth, emigration,
immigration, growth, decay, disturbance,
pollination, chance and so on. {(Paton, Hussey)

» Ignorance of specific dieback mechanisms and
how they vary across regions. (Landsberg)

* Don't know the optimal area or positioning of
bushland on farms, catchments and fandscapes to
maximise agriculeural production. {Goldney and

Watson)

* Lack of local information about status of plant or
animal communities and their contribution.

{Queensland)

* Lirtle information on optimal conditions for
regeneration. (Goldney)

Management

* Extension expertise is largely production-refated.
Property management planning courses often
lacking on conservation aspects of remnant
vegetation. {Alexander)

» Few extension staff with skills in remnant
vegetation management. {Wells)



Poor skills guidelines in local government
concerning planning approvals, etc. (Alexander)

Poor understanding of how to manage remnant
vegetation, (Nadolny, McMahon, Shezhan,
:Hobbs)

Don't know the long-term implicarions of
different forms of management. (McIntyre, Hone,
Hobbs, Reeve)

Don't know how to rehabilirate stands suffering
from dieback nor how to ‘dieback-proof” healthy
stands. (Landsberg)

Even some commitced land users degrade remnant
vegeration habitat quality through actions based
on inadeguate understanding. (Platr)

Economic

Shert and long term benefits of clearing versus
reraining (investing in) remnant vegetation

{(Alexander, Wells)

Paucity of knowledge of the size and nacure of
public spending in agricultural regions o enable
existing resources to be betrer directed {Pitrock).

We don't fully understand who (what types of
land users) are still clearing and why, and
consequently our responses may be poorly

founded (MacDonald).

Economic

Lirtle capacity for most to take a longer term view.
{Alexander, Pitrock, Reeve, McDonald)

If farms don't make money they cannot invest in
conservation. (Campbell)

Capital cost of fencing. (Thomas)
Costs. (Alexander, Thomas)

Rural poverty leads to over-utlisation of marginal

lands. (Nadolny, McMahon, Sheahan)

Lack of visible econemic incentives {Nadolny,
McMahon, Sheahan) to manage for narure
conservation (Kirkpatrick), partcularly in certain
agro-ccological zones such as inland cropping
zones ot peti-urban native grasslands, (Cary)

Equity problems may lead to disgruntled people
taking negative actions. (Hussey)

Availability of financial incentives is limited, often
inconsistent (Plart) and unlikely to align optimal
private and social ourcomes. {Hone)

Tnterstate and overseas markets {beef and
horticuleure) and rural subdivision arc
encouraging more clcaring. {NT, Panton)

’ \‘.é%:;m__'-?
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Ecological

Management of remnant vegetation cannot be
attemnpted in isolation of the macrix within which
the remnants lie, as the major threars to remnant
vegeration are functions of how the landscape as a
whole is managed—just as small Pacific islands
facing climate change and rising sea levels cannot
overcome the problem by only acting on their
island. The current diagnosts of the problem is
mostly too narrow. (Lefroy)

Scale (spatial and temporal); problems usually
bigger than one farm and may take longer than a
lifetime to fix (Hussey); need to manage ara
landscape not a remnant level. (Hobbs, Reeve,
chroy]

Much remnant vegeration does not complement
European farming systems and parterns of
scrtlement. (Cary)

Disparate relationship between distribution of
remnant vegetation and land tenure patterns.
(Hannam)

lrreversibility of some forms of degradation.
{(Hobbs)

Institutional

Lack of appropriate remnant vegetation
management legislation. (Wells, Tasmania,
Queensland, Northern Terrirory, Kirkpatrick,
Alexandra, Pitrock)

Lack of criteria for determining the national
interest if incentives are to be offered. (Cary)

Taxation still indirectly sponsors clearing,

{Alexandra)

Lack of institntional processes cautioning ‘pause-
listen-look-change-conserve’. {Thomas)

No comprehensive system to value native
vegetation and no government strategy to invest in

public good aspects. {Alexander)

No legislation to prohibit release of feral animals
or o control the introduction of agricultural
plants with weed potential. (Nadolny, McMahon,
Sheahan)

Confusion and suspicion over responsibilities for
public good issues. (Alexander)

Lack of political will to enforce existing remnant
vegeration management legislacion. {Alexander,
Place)

State and lecal government agencies set a poor

R



example in their management of public lands such
as stock routes and reserves. {Alexander,

McDonald)

* Suspicion concerning expertise—hidden agendas
in state land conservation agencies. (Alexander,

Wells)

» Poor data scts on national priorities and targets.

(Alexander)

* Lack of long-term policy framework and state/
Commenwealth partnership process. {Alexander)

* Insufficient funds overall. {Alexander)

* Structural adjustment issues not being dealt with
strategically. (Alexander)

* Emphasis on industry-based rural R&D leaves
little room and fewer resources for long-term,
public interest research. {Alexander)

* Poor integration of remnant vegetation in
catcchment/regional planning. (Alexander)

* Freeholding of Crown land appears to lead to
increased clearing. (Nadelny, McMahon, Sheahan)

* Forestry assistance schemes (Tasmania) promote
native forest harvesting on private land. (Wells)

* Prierities geared mote to planting trees than
protecting bush. (Raven, Goldney)

* Lack of adequate performance criteria and

monitoring of NLP: (Pittock)

* Governments unwilling ro admit that
compensation may be justified, (Reeve)

Cultural

* Lack of awareness of complex values of nature
conservation. {Thomas, Goldney)

+ Confrontationist attitudes berween greenies and
farmer groups; fear of 'big brother’ and cross-
compliance makes constructive debate difficult.

(Alexander, Nadolny, McMahorn, Sheahan)

* Apathy about remnant vegetation management;
culturally unacceptable to talk abour land
conservation. {Alexander}

* Legacy of colonial era—remnanr vegeration is
inferior and unproductive, ‘rubbish land’.
{Goldney} Clearing is improving the land.
{Nadolny, McMahon, Sheahan)

* TPredominantly urilitarian or instrumental
atritudes of land users to remnant vegetation.

{Goldney and Watson, Cary)

* Environmental beliefs symbolic rather than
substantive. (Goldney and Wartson) Relatively few
land users have sufficiently strong ecological values
to make significant impacts on remnant vegetation
protection where there is no clear, observable and
quickly realisable private benefit. (Cary)

* A minority ‘green element’ is dictating the
agenda...a general feeling in rural communiries
that legislation is not the way to go. (Queensland)

+ Sall in a pieneering phase—native plant
communities need to be ‘tamed’ or developed to
make a living from the land. {Queensland)

» Agriculture minister (Queensland} is senior to
environment minister who is near the bottom of
pecking order.

* The public is cynical about planning and decision-
making processes involving remnants and/or
threatened species (e.g. eastern tollway,

Queensland).

* Human population too dense and increasing.

{McIneyre)

» Wide variations in perceptions of the value of
remnant vegetation make it difficult to manage
responses and develop education programs.
{Hannam)

* Pressure on Aboriginal land owners to run pastoral
operations on purchased pastoral properties. (Clark)

+ Civil and political freedom. (Reeve)

* Land users reluctanc to accept the legitimacy of
public interest in their management of land.

{Reeve)

Suggestions for improvement

Institutional reform

* Further identificarion and restrucruring of
agriculture in regions where most are not viable.
(Pittock)

* More creative and courageous thought abour how
institutions might be transformed o better
balance private and public interests in remnant
vegeration on agricultural land—likely to be
achieved through debate, discourse, facilitation
and mediation in an inforgation-rich
environment. (Reeve)

* Policy-makers need to reinforce community
management and action; leadership is needed o
promaote integration and achieve agreed outcomes;
be commitred to joint success, not individual




claims 1o that success; at the moment the process
lacks trust. (McDonald}

ANCA/INWRRDC to commission a ‘citizen
involvement program’ with skilled facilitarors/
mediators in regions where remnant vegetation
management is contentious, {Reeve)

Clear understanding of and resources for public
benefits to guide land management through
incentives, disincentives and educarion.

(Alexander, Hone)

Learn from and extend: SA heritage agreements
{900 agreements, 440 000 ha, $72m); WA wetlands
environmental protection policy (look at NZ
lt:gislation); Victorian Land for Wildlife scheme;
Greening Australia local greening plans; integrated
local area planning (Alexancler}; covenants (Doley)
such as Victorian Conservation Trust (Plart);
voluntary wildlife sanctuaries. (Collins)

Regional assessment panels (NLP) and catchment
management committees provide a comprehensive
national framework for overseeing activities,
priorities, rargeting incentives and research.

{Alexander)

Develop a framework through National Landcare
Program/Murray Datling Basin Commission ro
support ESD, particularly at the catchment/
regional level. (Alexander)

Improve local government planning; soften
engineering emphasis; improve guidelines for
works; revise ways of installing services; develop
less destructive equipment. (Mclntyre)

Create 2 biodiversity levy or divert funds from
road building, (Kirkpatrick)

Rationalise state agéncies (NSW) to deal with
remnant vegetation as a distince issue {Hannam);
better linkages berween agencies facilirated by

funding bodies. (Hobbs)

Accelerate implementation of the national reserve
system. (Alexandra)

Federal government should establish a revolving
fund to buy, covenant and resell land 3 Ja the
Victorian Conservation Trust; provide low-interest
loans or deductibility to private funds for reserving

fand. (Alexandra)

Planning and management

* The development of agriculture as a structural and
partly functional mimic of the native ecosystem
{e.g. woodland, forest heath and mallee) o reduce
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the dissimilarity and consequent tension between
agriculrure and remnants which is ar rhe heart of

the problem. (Lefroy)

Property and catchment management regimes
taking Full account of public and private values of
remnant vegetation and ecological processes.

(Alexander, Clark)

Better integration of remnant vegetation
management into property management planning
and carchment regional planning {local
communities require resources for this).

{Alexander, Marano, Hobbs)

Regional biediversity conservation plans with
priority identifiers for publicly funded works.
{Pirtock)

Emphasis needs to shift from just retaining and
fencing IEmMant vegerarion (o managing remnants
and the areas between them. {Collins)

Develop management agreements with
P g g
performance-based financial incentives to improve

the palacability of legal controls. (Kirkpatrick)

Legislate a process for the development of land
management guidelines. {Hannam})

Research

Ecological

-

We need good data on resource condition and
trends. {Alexander)

It 15 not that results of rescarch are not getting to
end users, racher that there are few results ro
communicate. {Landsberg)

Can salinity, erosion, waterlogging and remnant
vegetation protection be effectively addressed by
an agriculeural landscape that mimics the structure
of native ecosystems, and how strong does that
mimic have to be? (Lefroy)

Management

Develop sustainability indicators, sarellice
monitoring, ABS green accounting. (Alexander)

Develop more efficient methods to exclude
animals from bush. {Thomas)

Developmenc of tree and shrub crops as
revegeration on the scale required must be
commercially driven. (Lefroy)

Develop intercropping and agroforestry systems
using mixtures of annuals and perennials, woody
and herbaceous. (chroy)

X PSRN
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Participatory diagnosis and design to implement
experimental treatments at a scale large enough
(first order carchment) to impact on land and
nature conservation issues and, secondly, to learn
about practicalities and acceprabilities of such
systems from land users’ perspectives. {Lefroy)

How can the distuption to conventional
agriculture and to income be minimised? What
degree of change is acceptable to land users and to
what extent arc we dealing with generational

‘change? (Lefroy)

Economic

Demanserate direct economic gain, especially
from non-destructive uses such as flowers/seed
harvesting. (Hussey, Thomas)

What are the implementation costs (of alternative
agricultural systems mimicking native ecosystems};

whar arc the benefits and when do they arrive?
{Lefroy)

Integrated large-scale land use evaluation projects
examining the costs and benefits of particular
agriculrural sectors in particular regions, analogous
in scope if not strucrure to the Resource
Assessment Commission inquiry into the forest
industries. (Nadolny)

Cultural

Research land users’ atticudes and practices
concerning remnant vegetation and impact on
land users or remnant vegetation management.

{Marano)

Rural landscape perception, including differences
in rural and urban perceptions of appropriateness
of and preferences for landscapes including
remnants. {Cary)

Policy

* Include remnant vegetation status in annual ARS/

ABARE farm surveys, {Alexander)

Incentives

* A substantial propertion of the cost needs to be

shifted from land users to the wider community.

{Thomas)

Assess existing incentives and improve them where
appropriate e.g. STB, OBT, Murray Corridors of
Green, National Resources Management Straregy,

Drought Landcare, rate rebates, covenanting.
{Alexander, Hussey, Doley, Mclntyre, Clark,
Pittock}

* We nced incentives/cost sharing arrangements
(e.g. tax credits and resources for implementing
catchment plans) for: fencing, spelling tand, weed
and pest managament, retiring land, and
environmental payments in sensitive areas.

{Alexander, Doley, Marano, Pitrock)

* Tax credirs/rebates 1o encourage works.
(Campbell, Doley, McDonald)

* A grant often provides a starting point from which
land users continue on their own. (Hussey}

* Rare relief (Hussey, Thomas); subsidise rate
rebates where shires introduce effective by-laws
protecting remnant vegetation. {Alexandra)

* Provide relevanr technical informartion and remove
financial constraints. (Goldney and Warson)

Disincentives

*» Legislate to protect remnant vegetation
(Kirkparrick, Hannam, Alexandra, Goldney,
Pitcock) where community benefic of conservarion

exceeds potential productive capacity if cleared.
(Thotmas)

* Strong farmer resistance to cross-compliance.

(Campbell)

» Cross-compliance; federal funding for shires and
main roads should be conditional on adequate
remnant vegetation management {Doley);
Landcare, RAS, sugar industry package, 750
deductions and drought relief funding should be
conditional on effective clearznce controls, e.g.
individual covenants. {Alexandra, Pittock)

* Simplify clearance application process (SA) and
link it to property management planning,
{Collins}

* Need to internalise the environmentat costs of
bush clearing—rtaxes on clearing te fund
conservation programs, {Pittock)

Extension/education

* Dort ‘oversell’ the value of remnant bush. Don't
be too negative about clearing—its benefirs have
ourweighed the costs. {Campbell)

* Bc aware that the {demographic) profile of farmers
is changing rapidly—identify and plan for the
manggers of the 21st century. (Thomas)




Need sociological and psychological
understanding of prospective clients—stare of
being, stare of mind and location—determined by
surveys and focus groups. (Goldney and Wartson)

Respond to strong contextual influences on farmer
conservation behaviour through action research
principles and marketing methods and through
relevant media and Landcare groups; farmers as
‘co-producers’ of the value of the product, in this
case remnant vegetarion managenient, ensuring
peopie have a positive experience with the preduct
and that they communicare this to others.

{Goldoey and Watson)

Usc remnant vegetation self-assessmencr kits
currently under trial to help people evaluate their
own properties. (Goldney and Watson)

Develop education materials on economic values
of bush on farm and management aids. (Goldney)

Adopt the Landcare process: awareness-
recognition-ownership-group education-
demonstration-individual action. Capitalise on
existing enthusiasm. (Thomas)

Support and promote private commercial gain.

{Alexander)

Use key species {superb parror, koalas, barred
bandicoot) or habitats as publicity tools.
{Alexander)

Use industry groups (Alexander} and
demonstration farms (Marano) to ‘model’
integration of bush on farms in key locations.

(Goldney}

Department of agriculture advice needs to have a
longer term focus (Doley); more motivated, beter
trained remnant vegetation extension staff (Raven,
Goldney, Hobbs), including craining for facilitarors/
mediators in conflicr situations. {Recve)

Every farm should be monitoring, ¢.g. piczometers
{Doley) and vegetation management. (Marano)

[dendify best management pracrices and introduce
benchmarking. (Matano)

Needs to be a system of feedback to enable
monitoring of clients’ progress and follow-up
support where necessary. (Goldney and Watson)

Information and support in the field is just as
critical as funding of works. {Collins)

Training for local government and utilities staff
about remnant vegetation management on

roadsides and reserves. (Doley, Mclntyze)
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Cultural shifts

Widen the debate to encompass consideration of
fundamental change in the management of
agricultural landscapes. {Lefroy, Nadolny)

Broad recognition that the days of agricultural
expansion are over; the environmental costs
(biodiversity, greenhouse) to the wider community
ourweigh the benefits. (Nadolny)

Foster a culture where remnant vegerarion is
valued—if people believe in it they will do it
{Raven, Scotr)

Utban concern about remnant vegetation needs to
be fostered as a necessary (although insufficient on
its own) condition for increased public funding of
remnant vegetation management. (Cary)

Find a coneeptually valid specification of the
naturc OF [he problcm as Sharfd Unders[anding by

all stakeholders. (Reeve)




Preservation of

roadside vegetation

Alison Doley, Waddi Forest Land
Conservation District Committee,
Western Australia ‘

Much of the land care activity of the Waddi Forest
Land Conservation District Committee in the past

18 months has been directed towards endeavouring
to petsuade the Coorow Shire Council to adopt a
positive approach to the preservation of readside
vegetation in the arcas under their control. Farmland
and roads are part of the total landscape and cannot
be treated in isolation.

When shires destroy roadside vegetation they
remove not only a valuable record of what once grew
in the area but also a source of seed for regeneration
purposes. Roadsides are essential corridors that allow
for the movement of bird life berween parches of
femmnant vegetation.

The vegetation destroyed along with soil and
weeds has to be dumped in areas like recreation
reserves, disused gravel pits, or unspoilt areas of bush,
as happened on our land in November 1993. The
local shire bulldozed bush and removed rocks from
the same area of our land without permission, found
the rocks were too large, and then asked permission
to remove rock heaps from our paddock for the
construction of a causeway.

In the Bruce Rock Shire where only 4% of the
fandscape has not been cleared, the Landcare group
and shire council agreed to a ban on clearing in the
shire. As this agreement has no legal standing the shire
continues to temove gravel from an area of remnant
vegeration that a local Jandhelder is endeavouring to
preserve. The landholder is investigating whether a
covenant will provide protection for the bush.

Recommendations

1) Some work is being done on covenants and in WA
they are obligatory for thirty years where remnant
vegetation fcncing grants are made. However, thcy
need 0 be simple w implement, last in perpetuity,
and there needs te be 2 mechanism o enforce
them. The areas need to be exempt from rates and
the covenants need to be promoted.

2) Shire councils and the main roads department
receive considerable funding from the federal
government. There need to be environmental
safeguards attached to the provision of this funding.



3) Farmers need financial inducements to encourage
them ro fence off remnant vegetation before the
livestock complete the clearing process. When
farmers do have a good year financially, income
and provisional tax remove much of the
discretionary cash flow. There is considerable
support for a 150% tax deduction in the year of
construction for fencing of remnant vegetation
undertaken by Landcare group members with
farm plans. Those with a negative income are
unlikely to fence off remnant vegetation unless
eligible for tax credits.

4) It 1s essential that funding continuc for the
provision of Landcarc advisers so that every
Landeare district has access to the services of a
regional adviser.

5) Farm management advice provided by the
Deparrment of Agriculture is driven by the need
to maximise returns in the short reem. The advice
should be based on 2 long-term view and should
include consideration of the impacr of farming
systems on the natural environment.

6) In WA we are fortunate to have a network of
people who are conducting effective research into
the management of remnarr flora and fauna, and
communicators who transmit this informarion
through publications, seminars and in response to
individual enquiries. Finance for this work
through CSIRQ, CALM, the Department of
Agriculture and conservation agencies must
continue.

7)1t is estimared that 20-30% of WA agricultural
land will eventually be affected by the rising water
table and consequent water logging and
salinisation. Landcare groups have been installing
piezometers when a drilling tig is available. Every
farm should have two or three piezometers which
need to be read regularly.

8) The rocky rises in the landscape are usually
uncleared and unfenced. There is too much
emphasis on planting trees, usually low in the
landscape, and not enough emphasis on preserving
the remnant vegetation.

Investing in farm
bushland

Andrew Campbell, Australian National
University

Introduction

As Australia considers its identity and its
relacionships —with its indigenous people, witch the
British monarchy, with the Asia—Pacific region—
another relationship is long overdue for an overhaul.
That is the relationship berween contemporary
Australian society and the landscape. It is time for
modern Australians to act as if we are here 1o stay,
rather than just passing through. While most
Australians probably feel that the colonial era ended
last century, much of our land use and management
is still deeply embedded in systems which have
changed little since their origin in colonial rimes.

The condition of the mythical Australian ‘bush’ is
a telling indicaror of just how far we still have to go
in shifting from ‘if it moves, shoot ir, if it doesn’, cur
it down', 1o a stewardship or sustainability paradigm.
Old-fashioned words like haneur, cherish, TESpect of
even cclebrate, do nor characterise how we have
treated, and on the whole ate still treating, Australian
vegetation and biological communiries in general.
Improving management of the native vegetation
which remains outside parks and reserves in Australia
to the extent chat depletion and degradation are
turned around, means overcoming the same potent
cockeai] which paralyses responses to most
environmental issues: culeural values, social norms,
technical ignorance, uncertainty and risk, awkward
spatial and temporal scales, impractical and
unprefitable solutions, economic imperatives, the
creaky parochialism of the federal administrarive
apparatus, and an infatuation with the markec as the
pre-eminent arbiter of value. The Australian
environment movement has to move beyond
campaigns based on particular natural creasures, w
focus on wider and deeper reforms in the way society
relates to natural resources. Recent myopic,
blinkered, depressing debates about forests and
greenhouse, for example, show that we are far from
having the mechanisms to discuss complex issues in
CONStructive ways.

“The bush’ is iconically Australian. Ir could act as a
rallying issue, like the Franklin or the Daintree, yet
paradoxically in a way which mandates development
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of integrated approaches to natural resource
management, rather than isolated, ad hoc decisions
to lock in green votes in marginal seats. This paper
outlines ideas for an integrated policy response to
management of farm bushland, based on a value
system which sees public expenditure to protect and
celebrate natural heritage as investment.

This paper is stimulated by a workshop on socio-
economic aspects of managing remnant native
vegetation en agricultural land organised by the Land
and Water Resources Research and Development
Corporation and the Australian Nature Conservation
Agency. The views of many workshop participants
are built upon in an awempr o develop coherency
and to identify research themes, but this is not a
résumé of the workshop. The paper alse draws on
experience in Fatming, farm planning, revegetation
and land conservation extension, research, policy and
COnSul[anCy.

Remnant native vegetation on
agricultural land

The need te improve management of remnant native
vegetation on agricultural land is one of the most
compelling environmental challenges for Australia in
the 1990s. The impac: of two centuries of European
settlement (an ecological instant) on the native
vegetation of the continent has been extraordinary in
its scale and severity, with some species of plants and
the animals which depend on them already extincr,
and many others now rare or threatened. Ecological
ramifications of native vegetation depletion and
dﬁgfﬂ.dation hEI.VC not been COnﬂlled {o thls Sa\"agﬁ
loss of biodiversity, but have included hydrological
disturbances, exacerbared soil erosion and salinity,
deteriorating water quality and stark impacts on the
visual landscape.

Removal of native vegetation and degradarion of
remnants on agricultural land has historically been
the result of need, greed, ignorance and cultural
dissonance. Australia has generated much of its
wealth from land cleared and/or disturbed for
agticulture and mining. There is liule 1o be gained
from lamenting past mistakes or chastising former
generations who saw the world in different ways with
different priorities. The clearing of such vast areas of
bush, at least in the early years, should be seen as a
magnificent achievement given the tools available,
and a testimony to what can be achieved by several
generations of hard work buttressed by prevailing
arritudes, social norms and a supportive state, But
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values have changed and knowledge has grown. The
crux of this issue is that the native vegetation which
remains on agricultural land is still being cleared for
agriculcure, roads, utility easerments and residential
subdivisions; grazed, burnt, mined and stripped of
gravel and soil; exposed to wind, rising groundwarer,
agricultural run-off, fertlisers, herbicides and
pesticides; and invaded by pests and weeds.

Why? A cynic might answer need, greed, ignorance
and cultural dissonance! But the argument that we stil}
need to destroy or degrade the remaining native
vegetation on agricultural Jand seems hollow, given
that much of this land is marginal for agriculture and
there is no shorrage of the products it generates. Greed
is harder to refute, and even harder to defend in an age
where the ecological and cultural values of relatively
undistusbed lands are better appreciated. Ignorance
remains a huge barrier, but mainly in the detail—we
know enough about the fundamentals for ignorance to
be a redundant excuse for inaction. Perhaps the
cultural forees which spawned acclimatisation socicries
last cenmury, in an attempt to ‘refine’ and ‘civilise’ the
‘alien’ and *hostile” Australian landscape through the
introduction of species from Europe, remain more
powertul than is generally crediced. Seeing native bush
as useless scrub, and clearing as development, is a
corellary of such a culrure, Nevertcheless, it should noc
be beyond the wit nor the will of a rechnologically
advanced, rich nation in the late twentieth century,
prepared to confront big issues such as reconciliation
with its indigenous people and redefinition of its
national identity, to improve the management of the
threadbare remunants of its unique flora.

Questions of scale and
ingredients for improvement

Management of farm bushland in Australia is an
issue which exemplifies why conventional ways of
inquiring, learning and making decisions have
struggled in the face of environmental problems.
Decisions on the part of a given land user
regarding management of remnant vegetation on
agricultural land, and on the part of the state
regarding investrnents to influence such
management, require the weighing up of diverse
values—private and social, marketr and non-market,
atilitarian and intrinsic—which are difficult to
quantify and even more difficult to reconcile. Failure
to come te grips with how to apportion value to
things which cannot be sold lies at the heart of the
famentable state of farm bushland in Auscralia.




The question of scale, borh spatial and temporal,
adds further complicarions. Land management
decisions are averwhelmingly made according to
criteria determined at the scale of the paddock, farm
or individual patch of bush, over rime-scales of
several seasons or a human generation at most; yet
many ccological systems and processes relevant to
remnant vegetation must be perceived and managed
at a landscape scale, over much longer dme-frames.
What may seem co be a parameter at one scale may
bc a variable ar a larger scale, and what may seemn to
be sound management at a farm scale may make no
sense in aggregate at a landscape scale, and vice-versa.
Processes which are barely perceprible in che everyday
lives of humans may be cataclysmic in ecological
terms, sealing cthe fare of other species or
COMMUNILIEs.

Management of remnant native vegetation is an
outcome of the interaction of economic and political
torces and ecological processes within a given culeural
context. Trving to improve management of semnants
for particular reasons means understanding such
interactions in all their complexity, drawing from
many disciplines and ways of thinking.

For management of farm bushland o be
improved, some key ingredients are required: Jand
managers must want to improve management of
farm bushland, they must know what to do and how
1o do it, and they must have the capaciry to do 1,
which includes a process for moving from the
existing to the preferred sicuation. Each of these
ingredients is influenced by economic, political,
ecological and cultural factors at scveral scales.

This paper is organised firstly according to spatial
scale, starting with the ‘big picture’, moving ‘down’
to the individual farm and then back up ro the
regional or landscape scale; and subsequently
according to the ingredients of commitment,
k[lowing what, knowing how, and being able; with
the discussion in each section moving from issues
(the perceived problems) to responses (how we might
deal with them). Lt should in ne circumstances be
construed as a hicrarchy from the natienal down o
the farm level, neither in terms of priority nor in
sequence. No level comes first. Decisions made at
each level must be informed by factors operating at
other levels. Ideally, knowledge generation,
information dissemination, planning, decision-
making and implementation should be occurring
simultaneously at all levels, recuesively and
reflexively. Thete is no assumption here that beliefs
lead to attitudes and in turn to behavieur change,
nor thar research begets policy begets planning begers

implementation. The reladonships fezeen these
levels and activities are fundamental.
Communicarion and feedback berween actors at
various levels and from various disciplines, and
mechanisms for reconciling discontinuities berween
them, must be central to any serious atrempt to
IMprove remnant vegetation management, not set
aside as something to be sorted out once actors at
each level or within each secror/discipline have their
act togecher,

The structure of this paper is merely an heuristic
device for organising information. Any suggestion of
hierarcby, Iineariry or Chronelogical sequence 1s
unintended.

The country

Commitment

There is little doubt that the push to improve the
management of remnant native vegetation on
agriculrural land in Australiz is gathering
momentum. The commitment of the body politic,
while still tepid, at least seems to be bipartisan.
However, Australian polidical will to invest in farm
bushland, even as a priority ainong competing ‘green’
issues, is still far weaker than it should be.

Several reasons for this suggest themselves.
Culeurally, remnant native vegetation is still
perceived by rany people to be ‘uscless scrub,
something to be tamed or removed 1o make the land
productive—is certainly has not gained the sratus of
irreplaceable natural heritage or ‘living antiques’ to
quote Jos Chatfield. It is diverse and dispersed over
vast areas, not amenable to focused campaigns;
according to Graham Richardsan it is not 2 sexy
issue, even compared with revegerarion. Its benefits
are rarely strikingly obvious, hard ro depict on
television, and it does not have any clearly
identifiable, politically potent advocates in the
community. Even at the state level whers
consticutional responsibility for remnant vegeration
tests, there is usually a gaggle of institutions dealing
with farm bushland, none with a clear mandare or
accountability for the quality of its management.

Changing land management policy in Australia to
inhibit clearing of narive vegetation and to encourage
more thoughtful and ecologically sound management
of farm bushland is prefoundly difficulr. It is a
legislatively thorny issue, riven with the cumbersome
interplay of state/commonwealth responsibilities and
petry parachialism, It also confrones a key doctrine of
European settlement in Australia: that clearing equals
development, that ‘opening up the country’ is land
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improvement. This ethos has been buttressed by
decades of government policy at state and
commonwealth level, including tax concessions for
clearing, lease conditions which made clearing
compulsory, feebte regulatory efforts—rarely
enforcing existing land management legislation with
vigour—and management of public lands which set «
poor example.

Nevertheless, the inteoduction of native vegetation
clearance concrols, notably in South Australia and
subsequently to a lesser extent in some other states, is
an exptession of increasing recognition of the need to
act and strengthening political resolve to do so. A
streng commitment at the national and state level w
improve management of farm bushland, reacting to
voters’ expressed concerns, is a prerequisite for many
of the changes recommended in this paper.

A key to galvanising public support and political
will is making the pmblcm visible, sensitising the
population to the importance of the issue and what
can be done abour it, identifying the potential gains
from investment of energy, and building coalitions of
groups prepared to sustain such investments and
coordinate their acrivities.

Making the problem visible means much more
than reciting the litany of species extinctions and
painting dire scenarios if nothing is done. It means
making much greater efforts to get a handle on the
extent and status of remnant vegetation and trends in
its condirion {discussed later), nor JUST among experts
and the cognoscenti, but among the punters, the
people surveved by polisters. Land literacy programs
(the various ‘watch’ projects) have great potential (in
urban areas also} if they can be placed on to a mere
professional fo{)cing, adcquarcly resourced, and
coordinared so that the darta they generate can be
aggregated and integrated with data from other
SOUTCes.

Ted Lefroy’s point, that trying to save remnant
vegetation by focusing on remnants is akin to Pacific
Islands trying to manage threats from climate change
within their own islands, is apposite. We need to
widen the debate from remnant vegetation to the
fundamentals of Australian agriculture—colonial in
structure, based on the animals and plants which
arrived with the first fleet—profoundly unsustainable
in ecological terms and increasingly so in social and
economic terms, as aging, stressed farmers are forced
from their land by inexorably declining terms of
trade, leaving behind them struggling rural
communities and withering towns. Lefroy contends
that the furure of remnant vegeradion is most likely
to be ensured wirhin a matrix of farming systems
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structurally and functionally analogous to native
ecosystems. Such farming systems would be uniquely
Australian.

Now is an apt moment for advocates of a more
sustainable land use to focus on the proverbial big
picture, znd ro adopt some appropriate rheroric for a
compelling big picture message, which could include
some of the following elements.

Contemporary Australian land use and
management still reflects our origins as a group of
English colonies, producing and exporting raw
materials for the mother country, and not using
natural resources as if we were here for good. In line
with a general redefinition of Australia and what it
means to be Australian ar the end of rthe 20th
century, we have a great opportunity to assert that
this unique island conrinent is ours, and we are going
to respect and manage it as stewards for future
Australians, rather than exploiters for overseas
consumers and shareholders. Refining our narional
priorities to embrace the uniqueness of our fandscape
and natural and culrural heritage, if it is done
sincerely, will have far-reaching influences on
international perceptions of Australia, its people and
its products. Environmental innovation offers a key
direction in which Australia can differentiate its
products by focusing on and building upon whar it
means to be Australian, racher than competing
directly with bigger players on their terms. We have
an extraordinarily rich, diverse flora and fauna, yer
we persist in commercialising introduced species and
our research investment remains overwhelmingly
biased towards Isﬁning the status quo, rather than
devcloping more sustainable and more Australian
land use systems.

Valuing farm bushland is critical. It is important
to clarify and make explicit the difference between
natural resource accounting to quantify economic
benefits (and costs of depletion/ dcgradatio n) in
utilitarian terms, assessments of ecological
importance and priorities {for cxample, largc Versus
small remnants, degraded versus pristine, corridors
versus patches), and philosophical questions
concerning the intrinsic worth of nature and equity
between species and between generations. Values
which can be expressed in dollars should be. Those
which cannot should not be discounted, but should
be highlighted and pur on the table to be considered
in decision-making processes. The green philesopher
Warwick Fox has identified several dimensions of the
values which narure holds for humans. Nazure can
IEpresent a labomtory, lib[ary, phatmacc}pocia,
museum, art gallery, cathedral, refuge or a




playground. Australia needs a comprehensive
national system for narural resource accounting, for
estimating and weighing up different kinds of values,
and for making narural resource managemenr
decisions.

A thorough analysis of the multiple values of farm
bushland would probably support political decisions
to allocate substantially greater resonrces to this issue
across a range of policy instruments: a rigorous
regulatory framework, meaningful incentives,
ecological and socio-economic rescarch, inventory
and monitoring, extension and education. There are
sound ecological reasons for retaining remnant
vegetation—biodiversity, hydrological balance, water
quality and carbon sinks among others. We alse tend
to gloss over the sheer uniquencss of Australia’s
remnant vegetation and the fact that Ausrralia is one
of the few countries left with large rracts of
biologicaily diverse land relatively undisturbed by
modern society—an extraordinary feature which we
would be mad to squander and which, predominant
cconomic theory noowithstanding, is simply not
substitutable. Furthermore, clearing precludes the
capture of other possible future benefits from
remnant vegetation which may be considerable,
regardless of whether chey can be defined given
present knowledge. Recendly cleared land is rarely
more productive in the broad sense—the best
agriculcural lands werte cleared long ago. Tt is not as if
Australia has a shorragc of cleared marginal land, or
that the world is knocking us over in the rush for the
products it yields. We should be looking through a
macroscope at what is produced on recently cleared
land and the land cutrently being cleated, and just
what contribution it makes in comparison to the
ecotourism sector, for example, or essential oils, or
greenhouse strategies, or Australia’s international
credibility as an environmentally responsible nation.'
Justifying retention of remnant vegetation in
economic terms may be distasteful, but it can and

should be done.

Influencing choices through incentives
and disincentives

The assumption that attitude change leads ro
behaviour change permeates extension theory and
much Australian environmental and agricultural
policy. We tend to prefer non-coercive policy
instruments designed to raise awareness and change
arritudes, which are then assumed o lead to desired
changes on the ground. However, research by John
Cary and others has shown that it is often the other
way around-—thas farmers’ attitudes may change in

response to behaviour changes induced by, for
example, prices, regulation and technology. Seat belts
in cars provide an example—people started o use
them because they had to, yet most now do not feel
comfortable without one. Even farmers unfavourably
disposed towards conservation would be more likely
te protect farm bushland if that was the most
profitable use for the land, and after a few years of
doing so, would probably say they think it is a good
idea.

Australian governments have been reluctant to
express social values through regulatory frameworks
establishing incentives and disincentives. However,
the depletion of farm bushland is so rapid and
degradation of remnants so cxtensive, that greater
regulatory effort is essential. While a subsrantial
proportion of land users might privately admit that
further clearing is not smart, their antipathy 1o
governments telling them what they can and cannor
do ourweighs such concerns. There is a tension
berween the need for consultation to avoid an
irretrievable alienation of the states, and the risk of
precipitating a backlash of poorly planned, vindicrive
clearing during the consultarive process. Any
legislative changes will need co be backed up by
much more comprehensive, sophisticated and
effective moniroring procedures and enforcement
capacity than are currently in place, which implies
more political will at state and national level than we
have seen to date. If the Commonwealth is sericus
about clearance conrrols, it cannot dodge some
invelvement in, support for and scrutiny of the
enforcement effort. Regulation is essential, but ic will
be expensive, thankless and ineffective unless
complemented by more constructive policy
instruments.

It is much easier to design the ideal incentives
package than to work out how 1o justify it and how
to fund it. Australia lacks a comprehensive system
value native vegetation, has yet to determine criteria
for estimating the national interest and consequently
does not have a strategy to invest in public good
aspects of remnanr vegetation management.
Spending money to protect and manage remnant
vegetation is not something which femo economicus
would be likely to engage in, if such a crearure ever
existed, as it tarely generates a cash flow for the land
user, It is an issue where social benefits nearly always
ourweigh private benefits, and the social costs of
continued degradation are usually more important
than the immediate rangible costs to the individual
land user. Incentives and cost sharing arrangements
are crucial, but there is no basis for constructing such
a system,




An integrated incentives package would consist of
tax credits, rate rebates and covenanting, for
protecring remnant vegetation, and technical suppore
for managing protected areas, for controlling pests
and weeds and for inventory and monitoring
activities. An extension system for native vegetation
management could well take the form of a beefed-up
Land for Wildlife scheme, Combining a network of
committed landholders with public recognition and
technical support from appropriately trained,
publicly funded peeple {who could either be full-

time civil servants or part-time locals).

Knowledge

At the national level the dara sets and analytical
frameworks which might underpin priority setting,
decision-making and resource allocation are
lamentable. This is not unique to native remnant
vegetation management, but applies to sustainabilicy
issnes across the board.

Ted Lefroy raised the thorny question about areas
in which the dominant land use is ecologically
incompatible with remnant native vegetation, and
Jamie Pirrock suggests that regions where most land
uscrs are simply not viable present a similar
problem—radical restructuring of land use is
required if even the most basic notion of
sustainability is ro be enrertained.

A fundamental constraint to knowing what to do
is the way in which research is funded and research
priorities established in Australia. The emphasis on
industry-based rural research and development
means that long-term, public interest research into
aleernative land use systems is marginalised in favour
of research which refines the status quo.
Consequently there are significant resources allocated
to controlling worms in sheep, or breeding new
whear and pasture culcivars, but a comparative
pittance is being spent on investigating systems based
on kangaroos or emus, or perennial native plants.

Steve Dovers and John Handmer (3992) made a
useful contribution by proposing a policy
development framework for sustainabilicy. They
suggest that sustainability can be broken down into
constituent issues—such as resource depletion and
degradation, pollution and wastes, and sociery and
the human condition—as a precursor to problem
scaling. Dovers {1995a) suggests that each issue can
be described and evaluated on the basis of some
detined problem attribures: for example, prablem-
framing attributes such as sparial scale of cause and
effect, magnitude of impacrs, longevity of impacts,
reversibility, mensurability and degree of complexity;

and response-framing actributes such as nature of
causes, relevance to the polity, tractability
{availability and acceptability of means), public
concern and the existence of goals. Such a framework
enables the development of a taxonomy and ranking
of topical issues as a basis for policy development, in
particular the choice of appropriate policy
instruments. It also provides the structure for
systematically analysing informartion needs and
research prioritics.

Dovers (1995b), reviewing the paucity of
Australia’s knowledge base relevant to sustainabilicy
issues, suggests that four changes are critical: a
profound increase in basic ecological research and
especially monitoring; strong statutory and
institutional bases for gathering and communicating
environmental information; coordinarion of
information systems across various scales, between
sectors and across political boundaries; and
consistent and regular policy monitoring.

Looking ar remnant vegetation in particular, it is
clear that we need good data on resource condition
and trends. Helen Alexander suggests that remnant
vegetation status could be included in annual ABS/
ABARE farm surveys as a way of getting national
snapshots relatively efficiently. Some broad-brush
sustainability indicarors, monirored in 2 systematic
way on a regular basis, including bur not exclusively
by satellite, could underpin a greening of the
national accounts—for example, so that clearing
appears as a debit, rather than a credit as it does at
present. Broad quantitative data need ro be
complemented by some detailed qualirative studies—
as Jim McDonald points out, we don't fully
undetstand who (what type of land user) is still
clearing and why, and consequently our responses
may be poorly founded. More broadly, Helen
Alexander asserts that an important first step, if any
improvement in the status of native vegetation 1s to
be achieved, is to recognise the need for an Australian
vegetarion management framework and a regional
implementation strategy.

In terms of policy options, there are many existing
initiatives which can be learned from, including the
South Australian legislation, in particular the herirage
agrcements, the wetlands protection policy n
Western Australia, the Land for Wildlife Scheme and
Vicrotian Conservation Trust in Victoria, and
Greening Australia's Local Greening Plans and
Mutray Corriders Program.,
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Capacity

One could debate cause and effect endlessly

are
resources at a national level for remnant vegetadon
management insufficient because the issue is seen as
unimportant and/or poorly understood, ot is it that
understanding and commitment are weak because
resources are inadequate for the necessary work?
Never mind, the fact remains that che overall level of
narional resources allocated to this issue is miserable.
Helen Alexander points out thart this stems from the
fact thar there is a lack of a long-term policy
framewotk and state/Commonwealth partnership
process, and that structural adjustment issues are not
being dealt with strategically-—<ertainly not in an
ecologically informed manner.

The tace that it cost $72 million to prevent the
clearing of only 440 000 hecrares of bush in South
Australia and o enter into heritage agreements for
that land may also have inhibited thinking abouca
national approach to the issue, when areas of that
order are still being cleared annually. Governments
are unwilling to admit that comnpensation may be
justified, and their fear of huge pay-outs has meant
that this issue has languished.

Various forms of assiscance have already been
mentioned which may cost less in aggregate than full
compensation. Besides. $72 million is just one
bypass along the Hume or one-quarter of a passenger
jet—not much to pay for half a millicn hectares of
bush, Urban populations would be wilting to pay
biodiversity levies if they knew the money would be
spent on managing biodiversity. Uldmately it comes
down to a question of priorities.

The individual land user

Commitment

There is already a substantial body of research on the
attitudes, beliefs and values of Auscralian farmers
about land conservation issues, induding narive
vegetation, represented in the work of Neil Barr and
Jehn Cary in particular, and fatterly, Pavid Goldney.
Barr and Cary (1992) point out that environmental
beliefs tend to be symbolic rather than subscantive,
and relatively few land users have sufficiendy strong
ecological values to make significant impacts on
remnant vegetatien protection where there is no
clear, observable and quickly realisable private
benefit. Their attitudes towards native vegetation on
farms zre predominantly utilitarian or instrumental,
My own observations are that {at least on rhe

mainland), as one travels further north and further
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inland, the cultural devaluing of native bush and the
notion that clearing is land improvement becomes
predominant. A disdain for native bush is reinforced
by the idea thar urban greenies share an opposirte
view. Private property rights are sacrosanct and, as
lan Reeve observes, land users are reluctant to accept
the legitimacy of public interest in their mznagement
of land, seeming to confuse the rights of land
ownership and the rights of civil and political
freedom.

All is not lost, however. Substantial changes have
taken place over the last decade. I have heard young
shearers bragging in the pub about how many trees
each had planted recently, and argulng che merits of
different establishment techniques. There is now a
rural revegetation industry. Knowledge, skills and
techniques at the farm level have increased
exponentially, in turn reinforcing positive attitudes
towards revegetation. When land users are confident
about their ability to grow trecs successfully, they will
do so even in tighr times.

Similar changes now need to happen with regard
to protecting and managing remnants, which is
somehow less glamorous than revegetation, often
cheaper in terms of out-of-pocket costs, but more
subtle in its impacts. It is more obvious if a farmer
has planted ten thousand trees in recent years than if
(sthe has fenced off and sensitively managed ten
hectares of remnant bush, yet the ecological
importance of the latter is probably much grearer.
This is a porent extension message, but has rarely
been the subject of a focused campaign.

A key to an effective farm bushland extension
program will be a much more sophisticated
understanding, not just of the attitudes, knowledge
and behaviour of existing land users, but of trends in
who the land users are, and who they might be in ten
or twenty years as the profound adjustments in
Australian agriculture change the profile of rural
communitics. Some demeographic scenario building
based on ABS dara ac the district level would be very
useful to envisage ways of engaging land users who
may be quite different from che stereotypical images
of today’s farmers (which are already cutdated in
many regions).

It is important that the TRAMAGERENT ASPECTS of
farm bushland are emphasised, and to remember that
in the main we are dealing with farms in extensively
modified landscapes. Ecological fundamentalism,
urging land users to protect farm bushland for irs
intrinsic value, to ‘fence it and forget it’, treating ic as
precious, delicate islands of wilderness to be admired
from afar bur not touched, is misguided. A much
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more effective message for the majority of land users
would be based on active management of farm
bushland, controlling pests and weeds, using fire
appropriately, and even occasional micre-scale
harvesting of products such as posts and poles,
flowers, seeds and essential oils. Privare commercial
gain from farm bushland should be supported and
appropriate examples celebrated, albeir with a
constant emphasis on management which respects
ecological values. On properties which are not
commercial farms, (such as the increasing number of
non-professional farms, which turn over frequently)
enshrinement of ecological values through
professional ecological invenrory, mapping,
moniroring and management plans, registered on
covenants, may be a form of valuc-adding. Where
farm bushland is being thoughtfully managed,
whether from a purist ecological perspective or a
more utilitarian {yet non-destructive) perspective,
such examples should be highlighted.

Commirment to farm bushland management on
individual farms is influenced by more than just
extension messages. The incentives and disincentives
discussed above, and the participatory research,
inventory and menitering programs suggested below,
will also have a major influence on land users’
willingness to get serious about farm bushland
mﬂnagﬁmcﬂt.

Knowledge

Improved management of farm bushland requires an
improved knowledge base.

As the most respected agricultural science courses
in the country include only rudimentary unics of
ccology (rarcly Australian} and rarcly any nature
conservarion wharsoever, it would be safe to assume
that the vast majority of agricultural advisers, farm
consultants {and approved farm plan assessors?) are
incapable of disabusing farmers’ perceptions that
remnant bush is awkward to manage and not of
much value. Tt does not help thar degradation of
remnants is slow and insidious, making it hard to
comprehend the cumulative effects of incremental
increases in disturbance. Ecological concepts and
processes such as nuttient cycling, trophic levels,
energy transfer, herbivory, competition, predation,
parasitism, symbiosis, emigration, immigration,
growth, decay, disturbance, pollination, chance and
so on, should be second natare to natural resource
managers and those whe advise them. This is not the
case. The number of mainstream farm management
advisers capable of helping peeple to modify farm

layout and management te enhance the ccological
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integrity of remnant bush is risible.

Cridicising the knowledge base of advisers is
wholly valid only if technically sound answers to the
probiems they are tackling exist. Yet, as Jill Landsberg
and Jos Chatfield point out, we still suffer from
ignorance of specific dieback mechanisms and how
they vary across regions, we simply do not know how
to 'dieback-proof” a farm, and experts have yet to
develop answers to farmers’ questions abour relative
priorities, for example, between protecting pristine
versus degraded bush, or large patches versus small
clumps, or blocks versus strips.

One reason why our knowledge base is so poor
and human resources so scarce, apart from the sheer
size of Australia and the diversity and uniqueness of
its ecosystems, is that the rescarch investment in this
area is lamentable. The few researchers examining the
ecology (vaeget:ition remnants, the impact of
clearing and habitar fragmentacion, the extenc and
rate of specics cxtinctions and so on, are flat out
doing research and/or chasing money to do research.
It is unrealistic in this climate to expect teaching
matcrials or advice given to farmers to be state-of-
the-art. It is becoming a mantra, but the clever
country needs to invest in research.

Some good basic work has been done, but there is
a need for better interaction between this research
and land management practice and practitioners.
There is great potentizl here not only to do more
research, but to involve more people in this research
and monitoring (farm advisers, facilitators, farmers,
greenics, ccotourists, students), so that knowledge of
the parlous state and ecological value of remnant
vegetation is much more widely shared. This issue is
ideally suited to the principles of participatory
inquiry {Campbell 1994b} and the ‘post-normal’
science of the Argentine mathematician Silvio
Funtowicz and the British philosopher of science
Jerome Raverz (1994, 1991).

Two examples of this more participatory inquiry
spring to mind.

The West Hume Landcare Group near Albury
organised a roadside vegetation survey of their shire

last year. Volunteers walked every road easement in
the shire, learning from botanists as they identified,
recorded and mapped roadside remnants. In arcas
like West Hume which have been overcleated for
agriculture, roadside remnants are often the last
cxamples of particular plant communities. They are
thus ecolagically critical, as habivar for birds,
marsupials, reptiles and invertebrates, and as
repositories of local genotypes which can be used
for revegetation and improving the habitat value of
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other nearby remnants. They are also priceless from
a land literacy perspective, as they enable current
generations of land users to observe, seek to
understand and to ponder upon the difference
between the ecology of the roadside vegetation, and
that of the adjacent monocultural pasture or crop,
Changes in biological diversity, in soil ferrility and
structure, and occasionally (near larger remnants) in
water quality and hydrology, can be appreciated to
advantage in the contrast between farmland and the
islands of bush remaining. The group used $7600
from Save the Bush to involve 38 people—
generating an outstanding level of participation and
awareness of both the parlous state and critical
importance of remnant roadside vegetation, and a
dawning recognition by the shire of the importance
of roadside management. It was a seminal
experience for those involved.

* Dr Dennis Saunders and Dr Richard Hobbs of the
CSIRO Division of Wildlife and Ecology in WA
provide opportunities for farmers, naturalists or
anyone else whe is keen to participate in their
wildlife surveying and monicoring programs in
patches of remnant bush in the wheatbelr. People
set up insect pits, nets for trapping and banding
birds and marsupials, they learn to identify critical
specics, day and night, they learn about population
levels and the impact of management praetices on
habitat quality and subsequent species survival
prospects. Dennis and Richard are senior scientists,
paid to do research, not extension er co mmunity
education, yet the expericnce and insights they
provide for people are priceless. It would be grear if
they had the resources and people 1o expand such
programs and replicate them elsewhere without
compromising their capacity to do the research on
which their insights are based.

These are signposts, rather than recipes, of many
possible ways of improving the knowledge base in
such a way that direct influence on land management
practices is mere likely. The point is that farm
bushland management in Australia will never
improve unless there is a widespread understanding
among land users and voters of the importance of
remnant vegetation and how to manage it, based
upon vastly improved knowledge of the extent and
status of remnant vegeration, continually updated by
participatory moniroring programs.

Land literacy programs (Saltwatch, Waterwatch,
Frogwarch, Wormwatch and so on) are described in
morte depth clsewhere (Campbell 1994, 1995). These

programs have enormous potential, but are in danger

of being pigeon-holed as environmental education in
schools, a good way of getting kids out of the
classroom and getting their hands dirty. They are
that, bur could ke much more.

The major value of land literacy programs is the
speed and effectiveness with which they transmit
local enviranmental knowledge and teach people to
observe and monitor the health of the land around
them, subtly changing powerful social norms about
what is ‘good management.” Social nerms must be
overturned if clearance concrols are to be widely
accepted in rural Australia. Community groups and
schools can gather more data from more sampliog
points than is conceivable for government agencies
paying professional staff, in a way which 15 ultimately
more effective than scientists interpreting satcllize
imagery from their Canberra offices. People involved
in gathering information are more interested in
learning what it means and taking it setiously. They
develop ownership of this information, commitment
to dealing with its implications, and are less
overawed by the language and the aura of science and
bureaucracy. Incorporating such programs as an
integral component of narural resource assessment
and monitoring programs and catchment
management planning processes would make berier
use of the learning potential of land literacy.

Whar abour a ‘Bushwatch’ program working
through scheols, Landecare groups and field
naturalists clubs, linked in with national assessment
and monitoring programs and the remnant
vegetation teams? This could involve, for example:
the development of local remnant vegeration
assessment guides designed to complement an
expansion of CSIRO's Treedat darabase; mapping
projects based on nationally agreed standards and
criteria, anticipating ever-cheaper and friendlier
technology such as geographic information systems,
GPS and the much-heralded Infobahn; curriculum
material for schoels, building on the existing
Landcare, Save the Bush and Corridors of Green
stuff and using the project officers in each state
already funded by NLP; an annual ‘State of the Bush’
report which would gradually become a rough index
of progress as well as a powerful communication and
motvational tool; and competitions for schools and
community groups assessment and mapping
projects, linked in to the Landcare awards, Much of
the administrative and technical support could be
delivered through the existing Greening Australia
and Save the Bush nerworks.

Involving as many people as possible in such
programs is an effective way to generate and sustain




political momentum, defraying and deflecting
criticism of clearance controls. Policy must be seen to
be even-handed and consistent. The tragedy/farce of
the cutrent situation—government funding
revegetation and vegetation retention schemes while
halfa million hectares of bush per year are going up
in smoke—has yet o be effectively politically
2xploited. This must be done in a constructive way.

Capacity

Farm input costs have been rising and world
commodity prices declining for several centuries—a
situarion refetred to by economists as declining terms
of trade. The long-run trend lines for Australian farm
input costs and farm gate prices crossed over around
1990, which means that the average Australian
broadacre farmer now makes a farm business foss in
an average year.? This means that few farmers are in a
position to outlay cash for measures which will net
yield a financial return. Rural peverty is acute,
chrenic, and neither undersctood nor serviced
compared with urban poverty, This has profound
ecological implications.

Perhaps Hanrahan was right. Things are so crook
at the farm level that the rest of this paper is
academic. But there are counterpoints. Firstly,
beware of averages. Many farmers are still making
money, and could invest in land care activities
including remnant bush protection. It would be
interesting to know what proportion of the farm
landscape is managed by profitable farmers, or
people with an off-farm income, and whar
proportion of farm bushland is on this land.
Australian agriculture is in a petiod of such rapid
adjustment that the composition of the farming
community s changing rapidly, so the question of
what happens to the land of the thousands of farmers
forced to leave over the next decade is ecologically
significant, Are these farms bought by larger more
profitable farmers who can afford to invest in the
land, or by hobby-farmers/alternative lifestylers who
value patches of bush, or by desperate neighbours
also trapped on the terms of crade treadmill?

Secondly, managing farm bushland need not
involve significant cash outlays, once it is fenced. The
cost of fencing remains the biggest constraint, and
should be the focus of a rargered incentives program.
Tax deductions are as handy as an ashtray on a
motorbike for farmers who haven't paid tax for years,
for whom direct grants or rax credits would be more
persuasive. However, an increasing number of
farmers have an off-farm income, are better able to
afford cash outlays, and more likely to be influenced

by tax deductions, although they may not manage a
large proportion of the landscape.

The point is that existing financial incentives are
limited, often inconsistent, incquirable given the
diversity of farmers” situations, and thus unlikely
work for both the public and private good. There is
an urgent need to overhaul the incentives system to
provide meaningful assistance commensurate with
the public good. This would make the necessary
regularory sharpening much more palatable.
Expenditure on incentives should be seen as a public
investment in natural heritage, not a subsidy to
farmers.

The landscape—where the
pixels in the big picture take
shape

The measures discussed at the national level and the
farm level would together go a long way towards
generating commitment to and knowledge for better
management of farm bushland at the landscape scale,
and they would also enhance the capacity to act at
this scale, Nevertheless, it is ac the landscape scale
that management of farm bushland must make sense
ccologically, and this gives rise to particular
considerarions, discussed here.

Commitment

A key challenge at the landscape scale is not merely
1o get land users to value narive bush, but to
encourage them to manage farm bushiand and the
land around it in a way which makes ecological sense
ar a landscape scale. Extension messages need to
highlight interactions and interdependencies,
research needs to generate landscape level priorities
and guidelines, and planning needs tw consider how
to “scale up’ from the farm scale to the catchment/
landscape scale. A catchment full of nice farm plans
does not a catchment plan make.

A powerful motivating issue which can be used
here is the link between particular native species and
appropriate habitat. Key species such as the superb
parrot, koala, eastern barred bandicoor, placypus and
regent honeyeater are already being used by Landcare
groups and catchment management committees to
focus catchment-scale efforts to integrate farmers’
planning and works. Regional dryland saliniry plans
and regional forest agreements also reinforce the need
for an integrated approach.

The Commonwealth can encourage stakcholders,
and has started to in some areas, to work together at




a regional level by making funding conditional on
compliance with principles flowing from integrated
regional planning processes. This may be a necessary
kick-start for landscape level cooperation and
integratio n, especi;ﬂly where there are no
immediately obvious unifying elements such asa
rising saline watcrtable or threatened koala habizar.

Knowledge

It is when we focus on the landscape scale that our
practical ecological ineptitude becomes most
apparent. We have spent so long trving to refine
European farming systems, based on annual specics
of crops and pastures, soil cultivation, cloven-hoofed
animals, flood irrigation and so on, in a colonial
context of producing large volumes of
undifferentiated, unprocessed products for export
markets, that we arc in poor shape to start with a
clean sheet of paper and think abour what an
Australian farming system might look like. Land
tenure systems, land management regulations,
research and development infrastructure and
funding, the education system, incentives, the tax
system, trade pelicies—all conspire to prop up the
status quo.

John Cary makes the peint that much remnant
native vegeration simply does not complement
European farming systems and patterns of sertlement.
So in trying to protect or preserve the fragments of
bush which remain on agricultural land we are really
trying to push back the ocean with a broom.

As Dean Melvin, an innovative young farmer in
the WA wheat-belt puts it: ‘I'm sick and tired of
tryving to keep alive animals and plants which just
want to die in this country, while shooting and
clearing animals and plants which are well adapted
and just want to live in this country. | want ro
develop Australian farming.” Ted Lefroy has been
working with Dean Melvin on his farm near
Dowerin for some years, rapidly evolving alley
farming systems which are described in detail in
Campbell {1994). Ted makes several points with
regard to the development of farming systems more
in tune with the ecology of the Australian landscape.
» Management of remnant vegeration cannot be

attempted in isolation of the matrix within which

the remnants lie, as the major threats to remnant

vegetation are functions of how the landscape as a

whole is managed. The current diagnesis of the

problem is mastly too narrow, A more appropriate
long-term goal might be to develop agriculture as

a structural and partly functional mimic of the

native ecosystem (for example woodland, forest
heath and mallee), to reduce the dissimilarity and
consequent tension berween agriculture and
vegeration remnants which is at the heart of the
problem. But can salinity, erosion, waterlogging
and remnant vegetation protection be effectively
addressed by an agricultural landscape that mimics
the structure of native ecosystems, and how strong
does thar mimic have to be?

» We need to develop intercropping and
agroforestry systems using mixtures of annuals and
perennials, woody and herbaceous species, in
different configurations according to soil type,
slope, drainage, climate, the farm enterprise and
the relationship to remnant vegetation.
Revegetation on the scale required must be
commercially driven.

* Given the profound natute of changes such as
moving from a farming systern based on annuals ro
one based on perennials, and given the extent to
which the existing R&D) infrastructure and funding
is embedded in the status quo, it will be necessary
to take « participatory diagnosis and design
approach to implement experimental trearments at
a scale large enough (first order catchment) co affecr
land and nature conservation issues, and secondly
to learn abouc the pracricalities and acceptability of
such systems from land users perspectives. Key
questions include: what are the implementation
costs (of alternartive agricultural systems mimicking
native ecosystems); what arc the benefits, and when
do they arrive?

At the landscape seale, the activities of local
governments and authorities managing water,
electricity, ransport and communications become
germanc. Roadsides, streams and rail reserves, stock
routes, local nature reserves, tips and gravel pits are
all critical threads in the fabric of remnant
vegetation, forming a matrix of patch and corridor
which straddles agriculeural land.

A new clientele for remnant vegetation
management knowledge and skills suddenly emerges
when such areas are considered. Dozer and grader
drivers, chainsaw operators, railway maintenance
crews, stock inspectors, shire engincers, fire brigade
captains, Telstra ditch diggers and electricity authority
tree loppers ofien see trees, their roots and branches as
the enemy, something to be uprooted, sprayed, hacked
ot burnt

and they are generally even less aware of the
value of remnant native grasses, herbs and shrubs. Sue
Mclnryre stresses the need for local government
planning to soften its engineering emphasis, improve




guidelines for works crews, revise ways of installing
services and to develop less destructive equipment. }
well remember persuading a shire engineer over a
couple of years to schedule roadside tree lopping
operations to coincide wich good cucalypt, acacia and
casuarina seed yields, so that lopping could become a
seed collection operation, providing local farmers with
local genotypes and generating some revenue for the
shire. It worked for a while, as the engincer and his
crew became aware that they had been lopping and
burning branches laden with seed worth at leasc $100/
kg, thac native specics are valued and local genotypes
arc unique, and that it makes more sense to remove as
lictle of the tree as possible than o bowl over the
whole tree. Alas, the engineer retired and his
replacement was of the ¢ld ‘a bare roadside is a good
roadside’ school.

We are dealing with entrenched institutional
culrures here. Carefully designed and rargeted
training programs are needed to improve the
management of many of the linear reserves which arc
so critical in agricultural landscapes. These will be
even more effective if they are combined with
acrtivities such as the West Hume Landcare Group’s
roadside vegetation survey, mixing ap shire
councillors, officials and workers with local
ratepayers and students in cellective learning about
the status and impertance of fragments of the
original vegetative cover of their landscapc.

Ecological illiteracy is not only a problem with
works crews; it permeates planning guidelines and
the way in which development applications are
assessed at local and regional levels. Exercises like the
West Hume survey would also enhance the chances
of property, catchmenr and local government
planning processes raking full account of the social
and private values of remnant vegetation and
ecological processes. Jamie Pitrock proposes regional
blodiversity conservation plans identifying prioritics
idencified for publicly funded works, but such plans
are most likely to be implemented as components of
broader catchment and local area plans, prepared
with the involvement of local stakeholders, not by
outside experts in isolation.

Capacity

Australia does have many of the ingredients necessary
to develop a more integrated and ecologically
informed approach to land management ar a
iandscapc SCCL{C. ACFUSS [hC staces [hCrC iS a plc[h(}rﬂ. Of
new and emerging institutions with a natural
resource management brief, including regional
assessment Panels, Cﬂtchmeﬂt mﬂﬂagcment
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committees, soil and land protection boards, and
intcgratcd local area planning boards. With
additional resources flowing from a focused strategic
dircction at the natienal level providing the leverage,
it should be possible to build a cornprch(:nsivt:
national framework for overseelng activities, serting
priorities, and targeting incentives and research at the
landscape scale.

Research needs

The workshop papers develop research priorities in
more detail, but some clear directions emerge from
the argument developed in this paper.

From a pelitical perspectve, it is imperative to
establish as soon as possible a system for assessing,
meonitering and presenting the extent and status of
native vegetation, with ar least key indicators
gathered consistently across Australia, so that an
annual ‘state of the bush’ report could be produced
and promulgated. We need a much bereer handle en
the clearing which s still occurring—for coastal
subdivisions, for suburban development, roads and
power lines, agricultural land of varicus types (for
example, what proportian is regrowth or woody
weeds). We need to develop farm bushland
assessment kits which can be used at a local level to
estimate the ecological integrity of remnant stands
and trends in their condition, in such a way that
understanding of the processes influencing such
trends is enhanced. The pressure-state-impact-
response madel used to develop local sustainabilicy
indicators for European cities provides a good
starting point.

Ecological research is essential at several levels. Basic
research is still required to understand the ccology of
farm bushland, the impacts of fragmentadion and the
dynamics of decline. More applied and participatory
research is required to develop guidelines for farm
bushland management (to develop the kits mentioned
above), to hc:lp 1mprove land users” decisions. Some
decent qualicative case studies {not merely journalistic
descriptions) of pcople who are successfully managing
farmn bushland would be helpful, also in the
development of extension strategies. Finally, research is
needed ar the landscape scale to consider different
farming systems which would complement farm
bushland remnants. Keith Bradby has described current
broadacre farming systems as ‘ecological apartheid’, with
heavily modified monoculeures on one side of the fence
and complex ecosystems on the other.

Policy development for farm bushland needs to be
informed by a knowledge of who the land users are,




and whe they are likely to be in five, ten and twenty
years, given various rural development trajectories for
Australia, from laissez faire {1.¢. laissez degrade)
through various levels of public intervention, We
need to know what types of land are changing hands
for what reasons, and what are the implications of
these changes for the management of farm bushland
in terms of land users” knowledge, inclinadon and
[CSOUTrCEs.

Finally but crucially, we need to invest
considerable effort in developing ways of evaluating
and reconciling the social and private benefits and
costs of farm bushland—its continued depletion and
degradation and various options for arresting and
teversing the decline. This job is too important to be
left to the economists—which would in any case be
like asking the French to develop procedures for
evaluating the impact of nuclear tests in Polynesia.
Rather, we need to combine the skills and
perspectives of economists, ecologists, land users and
social scientists including philosophers, to sert out
where and how to draw the line between public and
private interesrs, and how 1o derermine an
appropriate level of public investment.

Conclusion

Improving management of farm bushland in
Australia is not straightforward, but is very
achievable given sufficient energy and nous on the
part of its advocares. Research of various kinds at
various levels has a crucial role to play, but only in
the context of 2 more rounded policy integrating
incentives and disincentives, inventory and
monitoring, land management planning, and
education and training. The political impecus and
subsequent resources for the necessary upgrading of
this issue are more likely to be generated if the
justification and the language is changed from a
tearguard actien to preserve ecologically important
remnants of pre-Earopean settlement vegetation, to a
long-term investment in Australian rarural
resources—in line with a more fundamental
ransition of Australian natural resource management
from the colonizal to the sustainable development era.

1. The Independent, Wednesday 22 February, 1995, page 2,
headline ‘Australia abandons clean-air target’ and a five-
column horror photo of a desolare Western Australian sale
pan and skeletal dead trees:

‘Australia is cutting down forests at a rate second only to
Brazil and, in spite of being one of the biggest producers of
greenhouse gases, has abandoned targets to reduce gases by
2000.7

=

It won't take many such articles in Bricain’s most respecred
broadsheet to demolish any pretensions Australia has to
environmental respectability, let alane leadership.
Memorable lines such as ‘second only to Brazil’ will quickly
undermine years of spadewark by Penny Wensley and others
involved in Auscralids contributions o international
conventions such as Agenda 21 ar the Rio Earth Summit and
the UN conventions on biodiversity, desertification and
climate change. For a country trying to position its products
internationally, promoting images like ‘clean, green and
responsible’, continuing to clear 664 000 hectares per year of
native bush in 1995 is myopic—scarcely credible to
outsiders.

A farm business profic/loss is Whe nec result after costs,
depreciation and an ullowance for family labour are deduceed
from farm cash income—the amount remaining being the
farmer's margin for new investinent of savings. Broadacre
farms include cereals and other dryland cropping, shecp for
mear and sheep for wool, and beef, which ogether aceount
for more than 70% of the gross value of Australian
agriculteral production and which occupy the vast majoricy

of the land in agricultural and pastoral use.




Vegetation clearing and
climate change

National Farmers’ Federation

The National Farmers” Federation is disappointed
that undue attention was given to the impacts of
vegeration clearing on greenhouse gas emissions at
the launch of the Greenhouse Gas Inventory,
The inventory overestimates the impacr of
vegetation clearing because:
* the darz on which the inventory is based is partial
and out of date

* not all land clearing has been for agricultural
purposes; much has been for urban expansion

* the inventory does not distinguish between
remnant vegetation and clearing of woody weeds
and regrowth

* the inventory does not acknowledge that land
clearing was actively supported by government
policies and tax concessions until the 80s

* there have been substantial improvements in
management of remnant vegeration by the states
and the rural sector since the late 1980s

* the inventory mechodology does not include the
so-called CO, fertilisation effect which would
substantially reduce emissions from the rural
sector.

The focus on land clearing diverts attention from
other key greenhouse issues such as the impacts of
climate change on the rural sector and the need for
adaptation strategies.

]l’ haS ".LLSU PIGVidCd ﬂ.nO[hf_‘r plﬂ[fUIm ﬁ}f grcﬁﬂ
groups to pursue unrelated agendas such as
biodiversity and desersification.

Despite these reservations the National Farmers
Federation supports sustainable land managemenrt
practices, including the conservarion of remnant
chetation and reVCge[afiQn progtams.‘

» the National Farmers’ Federation has adopted
resolutions supporting rax incenrtives and funding
initiatives to conserve remnant vegetation and
promote revegetation programs such as Landcare,
Greening Australia, One Billion Trees and Save the

Bush

* the National Farmers' Federation has also adopred
resolutiens supporting state regulations to ensure

comm pliance with conservation programs
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¢ the United Graziers Association of Queensland (a
member of the National Farmers’ Federation} has
issued 2 handbook on timber management and is
developing a code of practice on vegetation
clearing.

The Australian Conservation Foundation
recognises that individual farmers and pastoralists are
making concerted efforts to conserve remnant
vegetation and revegetate cleared areas.

Some states, notably Victoria and South Australia,
have implemented tough regulations restricting land
cleating and few permits have been issued since the
early 1990s. This has seen a dramaric fall in clearing.

Land clearing is still continuing at relatively high
rates in some states, notably Queensland and NSW.
However, substantial changes are under way to
introduce sustainable land management practices. The
Queensland government has a range of regulations
covering conservation of remnant vegetation and has
also deveioped local development and approval
guidelines for broad-scale tree clearing on leasehold
land. The NSW state government also has a number
of legislative controls over land clearing and is
developing regional environmental plans that will
provide additional management in sensitive areas.

Key future actions to improve the conservarion of
remnant vegetation and revegetation could include:

* improving the database on land clearing through
mere robust state systems and more widespread
remete sensing programs by the
Commonwealth—Bureau of Resource Sciences is
helding a workshop on this issue on 24-25
October

* improved coordinatien of Commonwealch and
state programs through appropriate ministerial
councils {Australian and New Zealand
Environment Conservation Council, Agriculture
and Resources Management Council of Australia
and New Zealand and SCARM)

* improved education and awareness programs and
extension services to rural communities through
relevant Commonwealth and state departments

* increased federal and state funding to conserve
remnant vegetation and revegetation programs
through Landcare and other programs

* inidatives such as tax rebates and cash allowances
to conserve remnant vegetation and promote
revegetation.

Orther possible actions to promote rural sector
awarencss of climate change issues and encourage




improved greenhouse response strategies could
include:

+ improved regional models of climate change

* increased research on the linkages berween El
Nifio--Southern Oscillation and greenhouse

* increased research on the impacts of climate
change on agriculture

» increased analysis on adaptation strategies within
the rural secror

* improved monitoring and measuring of climate
change impacts and response measures

* increased involvement of key stakeholders in
developing wider greenhouse response strategies
such as:

— rescarch and development on improved land
management and feeding practices to reduce
methane emissions

— extenslon programs aimed at cxrending
improved land tillage and fertiliser practices to
reduce nitrous oxide emissions

— cxtension programs aimed at Improving encrgy
efficiency and reducing carbon dioxide
ermissions.

The Nartional Farmers' Federation wrote to the
Department of the Environment, Sport and
Territories seeking membership of the National
Greenhouse Advisory Panel. The federation has not
been admitted as a member of the panel yer.

A proposal for
advancing productive
agriculture and
sustainable
environments

Biz and Lindsay Nicolson, Farmers;
Katrina McKay, Tasmanian Farmers and
Graziers Assaociation; Colin Bastick and
Mike Temple-Smith, Department of
Primary Industry and Fisheries, Tasmania

Background

The following issues were the basis for the
development of this proposal which we believe could
significantly advance sustainable agriculrure in
Australia..

A N

Improved agricultural resource management
depends upon changes being made at farm level.
Currently there are few tangible incentives and
rewards to encourage the leading practitioners in
sustainable agriculture. Only about 15% of
Australian farmers have completed property
management plans and very few of those have
partially or completely implemented them. There is
an urgent need for more incentives and rewards for
those prepared to lead in this direction. A Land
Management Task Force has been set up by the
Prime Minister to investigate how the involvement of
farmers and graziers in property management
planning can be accelerated. The strategies outlined
below could help to achieve that.

The achievements of the Decade of Landcate are
currently under review and the focus of the program
is moving away from ‘awareness and demonstrations’
towards strategics that will translate o broader acrion
ar farm and carcchment and regional level.

The innovarors with the greatest impact in
Landcare, propercy fmanagement planning and
sustainable systems devclopment are leading farmer
practitioners in sustainable agriculture. As pioneers
of sustainable management, these farmers often fail
to receive funding and recognition for their projects.
After an idea is proven by these innovators, other
farmers are able to receive funding more easily for
identical on-ground works. An associared problem is
the isolation from similar-thinking people thac
innovators often experience and the outright initial
rejection of their novel ideas and practices by the
majority. Austratia would benefit from a mechanism
which would better suppert innovators and provide a
network and infrastructure for their activities.

Many of the benefits of sustainable agriculture do
not accrue solely to the farming community but are
public benefits thar accrue to other sectors of the
Australian community; for example, improved water
quality and reduced erosion result in cost savings for
local and state government. As such, suppert and
funding for improved natural resource management
must be sourced, at least partially, from these sectors
and be borne by the whole Australian community.
The incentives and rewards suggested below fall into
this category.

Financial instrucions are keen w identify and
reward land managers who carry lower risks because
of their use of more sustainable management
practices. Currently chere is no national accreditation
process which would allow these farmers to be
idendified. The propesal below would pravide such
accreditation.

L



Yision

* A self-help group of networking farmers
recognised as being at the forefronc of Austrahian
sustainable agriculture who would provide:

— support and impetus for further innovarion in
developing sustainable agriculcural systems,
natural resource management and Landcare

— guidance, demonstration and incentive for
followers ro advance.

* Real tangible incentives and financial rewards
available for leading (accredited) practitioners of
sustainable agricultural practices.

(Note that this vision includes retention of the
current level of support for non-innovaters and non-
accredited farmers.)

Objectives

To advance the long-term productiviry and
profitability of Australian agriculture by providing
rccoghition, incentives and financial rewards for
those farmers implementing sustainable management
practices.

Anticipated outcomes

The primary outcomes will be smarter, more

profitable agriculrural production, improved

biodiversity and reduced land and warer degradation

leading 1o cost savings in rchabilitation, treatment

and degradation control by land managers, industry

and local, stace and Commonwealth governments.
Other outcomes include the following.

* A morc committed, more active group of leading
practitioners in sustainable agriculture. Advancing
the rop land managers forward gives incentive for
followers to advance. '

* A grearer number of farmers, leaseholders,
managers and overscas owners practising
SUS[ainable ]and maﬂﬂgﬁmeﬂ[ duE [E8] the prt‘sﬁncc
of financial incentives—incentives for
implementation of whole-farm plans should be
targeted.

* More emphasis by financiers on recognition and
evaluation of land and water management as well
as production and financial management when
assessing financial packages.

* More self-reliant operacors in agriculture-—reverse
the present situation where those not self-reliant
receive ‘rewards’ such as drought relief and so on,

* Stronger and more supportive leading practitioner
groups/networks removing the isolation of

Qe 1)

innevators—bath geographic and mental.
Traproved channels for innovatoers to neework,
interact and get access to information and
personncl—Australian and international.

* Greater recognition and acknowledgement given
to proven innovators (by Commeonwealth, state
and local governments, Landcare, agribusiness,
industry {farmers” organisations), advisers).

* (reater opportunitics for innovators within
extension {e.g. departments of primary industry,
Landcare, advisers, forestry).

Strategies for achievement

Establish a two-stage assessment and accreditation
process for land managers to recognise leading
practizioners in sustainable agriculture.

Based on self-assessment procedure

A voluntary, detailed, questionnaire-type self-
assessment procedure is envisaged which farmers
could purchase for about $30 to $40. This could be
completed every one to three years and would
provide an audit of sustainability and prompe land
managers to consider changes to their management
pracrices. The system—Linking Environment and
Farming—deveioped in England could provide the
model for a process suitable for Australia,

The Australian system should include questions in
the following broad areas:
* enterprise management, incduding total quality

management

* risk management

* financial management
* management of soil

* management of water

* landscapc and biodiversity, including vegetation
management

* pollution control

» feral animal and weed management
* disease and pest management

* animal welfare

* conservation of energy

* macketing

* human resources planning and management.



Based on an accreditation procedure

Farmers who consider they perform well in their self-
assessment audit could seek formal accreditation by
requesting an external assessment. This would be
based on a set of criteria developed and endorsed on
an industry/bio-regional basis. Such criteria would
need to be developed by the key stakeholders. Broad
support and sponsorship for the accreditation process
would need to be obtained from industty.
agribusincss. governmernt, Landcare and
envitonmental groups.

The acruzl assessment would need to be
conducred on a fee-for-service basis using nationally
accredited private consultants, industry personnel
and Landcare experts.

Develop an incentive system to reward
accredited land managers

This is the cornerstone of the entire proposal. Some
of the possible incentives and rewards thar could be
considered for development for accredited land
managers are:

* reduction in interest rates (Anancial institutions)

* taxation relief {Commonwealth and stare
gOVELNMENLS)

» rate relief {local government)

* communication incentives (Landcare Aust Lid;
e.g. travel grants to interact with peers,
nerworking technology).

In most cases these should be developed nationally
by governments and industry.
Different levels of incentives could be provided for

*self-assessment level and ‘accreditation level’

managers.

Initiate networksiself-help groups of
accredited leading practitioners in
sustainable agricufture to generate and
implement innovations in land management

This would require the development of linkages and
groups of accredited farmers, at state and national
level, via newsletter, computers and even workshops
and meetings. It is envisaged this would largely be
organised by the accredited members but with
sponsorship/funding from industry, agribusiness,
financial institutions and governments.

One role of this strategy is to pursue market
advantage through accreditation labelling of products
from accredited producers. This could work in the
same way that ‘organic’ produce is marketed.

i, s

Promote the self-assessment/accreditation/
incentives system for sustainable
agriculture and the on-ground practices of
the leading practitioners

This would be an jmportant component of the
Landcare program both nationally and in each state
and would require the invelvement of industry,
agribusiness, financial institutions and governments
te implemenc. Responsibility for eoordinarion of this
strategy could be devolved 1o Landcare Australia Lid
{nationally} and state Landcare coordinators.

Proposals for
Commonwealth policy
options on halting native
vegetation clearing

Australian Conservation Foundation

Greater Commonwealth involvement in policies
which bring abour an end to broadacre land clearing
and support native vegetation retention on leasehold
and frechold lands is urgently required. Ending
further inappropriate broad-scale clearing of native
vegetation for agricultural development and other
purposes is now an urgent national priority to which
concerted government efforts need to be directed.
The Commonwealth could use a range of policy
instruments more forcibly and effectively. This paper
outlines a few opportunities which the Australian
Conservation Foundation {ACF)} believes are worthy
of much greater consideration.

Political context

Land clearing is now squately on the national agenda
with the release of the Narional Greenhouse
I[nventory in lace 1994 highlighting the contribution
of land clearing ro Australia’s greenhouse emissions
{approximately 25% of total emissions are due ta
land use and forestry). This has added ro the concern
of the impact on biodiversity, water and land. Most
ecologists believe land clearing is the single greatcst
threat to Australia’s biological heritage.

The coalition’s recent Environment Srarement
promised to bring an end to further clearing. The
fact that lan McLachlan, an ex-National Farmers'
Federation president and the coalition’s environment
spokesperson, is prepared to take this step
demaonstrates that Commonwealth action on this




issue would have widespread support. There has only
been limited opposition to the coalition's statement.
This was predictably from the Queensland
Cartlemen’s Union and sections of the Queensland
National Party. While the coalitions statement was
uncosted and has failed to clearly explain how it
would deal with states’ rights and individual property
rights, it is nonetheless a significant turning point.
From now on we have the potential o gain
bipartisan support for comprehensive and effective
action on this urgent issue.

The Commonwealth government must now
become more active in this policy arena, to both
match the cealition and in order to meet its
commitments to grccnbousc gas reduction,
biodiversity and land conservation, and the
protection of threatened species. Furthermore it is
inconsistent for governments to sponsor land
protection initiatives such as Landcarc programs
while sanctioning further broadacre land clearing.

Vegetarion clearing is not simply a historical
problem. Contemporary tates of clearing are
excessive and are proceeding at hottifying rates into
many areas unsuitable for agriculture. Numerous
studies indicate that current rates of land clearing
equal or exceed historical averages. Official estimates
{Department of the Environment, Spert and
Territories 1994) put the national rate of clearing at
660 000 hectares per annum {as at 1990). However,
one unofficial government estimate from
Quecnsland puts current clearing in thart state alone
at over 1 ¢00 000 hectares per annum.

While better documentation of clearing rates is
impertant and something which the Commonwealth
could do, it is sccondary to the nced for effective
policies which minimise furcher clearing. The
Commonwealth needs 1o use a wide range of policy
instruments in order to do this. The rest of this paper
considers a range of Commeonwealth policy options
for the control of clearing.

This paper is in no way comprehensive but simply
attempts to identify those areas where the
Commonwealth could move swiftly and effectively.

Taxation

Current taxation arrangements indircetly sponsor
clearing. Many clearing expenécs—fucl, machinery
hire and/or depreciation, chemicals and labour—can
be deducted against income as ordinary operating
expenses. This therefore encourages expenditure on
clearing as one option for minimising income {and
therefore income tax) whilst improving capitzl values
of farming properties. Clearing expense should not
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be deductible against income or at least should be
treated as a capital expense, similar to the
construction of farm buildings and therefore
depreciated over a long period, for example 1% or
2% per annum. Reinterprecation of current tax
legislation may be sufficient ro bring this into force
or an amendment may be required.

ACF recommends that the Commonwealth urgently
review taxation in relation to land clearing.

Cross-compliance: state—
Commonwealth partnerships

The state—Commonwealth partnerships approach to
Landcare funding adopted under the Narural
Resonrce Management (Finance Assistance) Ace 1992
provides a clear opportunity for the Commonwealth
to introduce cross-co mpliance measures as a
condition of financial assistance. The
Commonwealth should seek commitments from the
states 10 introduce legislative controls 10 clearing
(similar to South Ausrraliz’s controls) as a conditon
of future funding of Landcare programs. Failure o
implement such controls should be regarded as a
signal from the srates that they are unwilling o
genuinely implement Landcare policies and a
sufficient basis to withdraw funding.
Commonwealth funding could then be offered ro
regions willing to adhere ro reasonable land
management standards.

ACF recommends thar the Commonwealth use its
pawers under the Natural Resource Management
(Financial Assistance) Act 1992 to ensure that the
states introduce strict controls on breadacre clearing,

Cross-compliance: Commonwealth—
regional partnerships/contracts

Through the National Landcare Program and other
programs such as regional development initiatives,
Rural Adjusrment Scheme and Drought Relief, the
Commonwealth is increasingly involved in funding
regional ininatives. For example, a recent joint
proposal from Queensland and NSW called on the
Commonwealth to fund the South-West Strategy
(Mulga lands} for about $90 million over 10 years. It
would be possible to introduce cross-compliance
amendments to local government planning schemes.
Similar logic applies to support for local government,
total catchment management, or integrated
catchment management.

ACF recommends that the Commonwealth
investigate the potential to develop regional cross-
compliance measures,




Commaonwealth funding of some initiatives, such
as the Sugar Industry Package {$20 million promised
before the last election) could be leading to
accelerated clearing. In the case of the Sugar Industry
Package, the emphasis on expansion of the industry
is stimulating dearing on coastal plains and riverine
floodplains in Queensland, despite assurances that
the funding must be consistent with sustainability
and best land management principles.

ACEF recommends that the Commonwealth review
the effeces of its funding programs to identify where these
contravene its policy goals of sustainable land and water
management, particularly where Commonwealth

Sfunding leads to further dearing.

Cross-compliance: Commonwealth to
individual property

The Commonwealth, via the stares, makes
considerable funds available for land and water
management and structural adjustment programs. In
dollar terms, rural and strucrural adjustment
programs often exceed Landcare funding, being used
as a channel for special drought er industry
restructuring funds, For example, in 1992-93 the
Commaonwealth made $166 million available for the
Rural Adiustment Scheme plus an additional $50.6
million was made available for drought and wool
industry funding, bringing the total delivered via the
Rural Adjustment Scheme to $320 million. In 1994—
99 an additional $164 million was made available for
drought funding. Landholders who benefit directly
should be compelled to enter contracts to prorect the
public good in the future by signing away rights to
clear. To be effective such an arrangement would
require covenanting the dde.

The Commonwealth also forgoes raxarton income
in order 1o encourage land conservarion activiries,
through provisions under the Tax Act, sections 75B
and 75D. This could be tied to covenanting of
clearing rights and vegetation maintenance.

ACF vecommends that the Commonwealth mabe
much greater use of covenanting of praperty titles where
public funds are used to suppare private property

tnitiatives.

Financial support

Direct financial support could be provided o
landholders, for example, fencing/management
grants via programs such as Save the Bush. Rate
rebates could be provided via local governments
willing to pioneer local government by-laws
prohibiting or restricting clearing. However, these

measures are likely to be of limired effectiveness
compared with the introduction of state-wide
systems of controls similar to the South Australian
madel.

ACF vecommends that the Commonwealth
investigate the means of supporiing local government
initiatives, for example, application of by-laws and
planning controbs.

Reserve systems

The Commonwealth needs to accelerare its
implementation of the comprehensive and
representative national reserve system, purchasing
private property with significant native vegetation.
While this would only protect a small percentage of
privately owned native vegetation, it would be a
significant step, indicating that the Commonsealth
talkes the reservation and protection of native
vegeration seriously.

Revolving fund and low-interest loans

Low-interest leans and/or tax deductibilicy should be
made available o private funds for reserving land,
such as the Australian Bush Heritage Fund, to
stimulate private investment in narure conservation,
Access to tax deductibility would also require
covenanting,
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