CMA Regional Workshop – Native Vegetation Regulation Review - Notes Template

Note taker instructions:

Please record comments from meeting participants in the comments table provided.
Each comment should be recorded in a new row. 
Comments do not need to be verbatim – you can summarise/ use dotpoints etc
Comments should be projected on a screen during the workshop so people can see their comments being recorded.
Category:
During (or after) the workshop please categorise each comment using the following codes. 
Multiple categories can be assigned to a comment if needed. 
If you are unsure of the appropriate category please leave it blank.
	Category Code
	Explanation

	General
	Overarching comments or those that do not fit into any other category

	NV Reg
	Comments specifically about the Native Vegetation Regulation 

	RAMA
	Any comments specifically relating to Routine Agricultural Management Activities (RAMAs), e.g. activities which are RAMAs, those that should be RAMAs, implementing RAMAs etc.

	PVP
	Comments related to Property Vegetation Plans (PVPs) including the application process and the PVP developer. 

	NV Act
	Comments related to the Native Vegetation Act 2003. While the Act is outside of the scope of the Review of the Regulation, comments on the Act will be collated and presented to Government.

	EOAM
	Comments related to the Environmental Outcomes Assessment Methodology (EOAM)

	Service/info
	Comments relating to service delivery and information availability

	PNF
	Comments related to Private Native Forestry (PNF) including PNF PVPs and the PNF Code of Practice.


Once the table is complete please send it to: native.vegetation@environment.nsw.gov.au
CMA: Hawkesbury-Nepean
Meeting location: Goulburn Soldiers Club
Meeting date: 21-11-11
Note taker details (to be used if clarification required)

Name: Gina Guinane HNCMA
Phone number: (02) 48286777
Email: gina.guinane@cma.nsw.gov.au
	Name and Location
(OPTIONAL)
	Comment/ Experience/ Feedback/ Suggestions
	Category

	NSW Farmers
	Has there been landholder involvement in the development of the Regulation? Have landholders had a say about the definition of ‘improve or maintain’? 
	NV Reg/
EOAM

	Landholder
	Who monitors offset areas? How long is this for and what happens if property ownership changes? What happens if new owners want to ‘improve’ this area in the future?
	PVP

	Council
	Registration of PVP’s on 149 certificates – Councils want PVP’s to appear on the 149 certificates.  Most most people obtain 149 certificates when enquiring about a property. Currently they appear on a section of the 149 certificate not everyone asks for. Need to appear on the 149 (5) certificates? Council also want more detail about the clearing and offset areas approved by a PVP and maps of where these are located. Not just Lot/DP details etc. Council want access to information on sites where CMAs have provided incentive funding (where public money is used is protected regrowth). Council needs to consider protected regrowth when approving DAs.  This is an issue that affects coastal councils especially.  
	PVP

	NSW Farmers
	Assessment methodology – what is being used in terms of ‘innovative land management’ to develop the EOAM over time? People like Peter Andrews could provide useful input into this for the future. People involved in the development of the EOAM need to be aware of ‘new’ approaches to NV management. Changes in the EOAM need to be transparent. 
	EOAM

	Landholder & NSW Farmers
	Privacy issues – PVP agreements (Council 149 certificates V’s registration on title). Landholders may not be entering into PVP’s because of the process of registration on title and that this makes their personal information available to others on a public register. 
	PVP

	Landholder & NSW Farmers 
	Monitoring of PVP offset areas – difficult to maintain. There is a need for landholders to have input into the evaluation of the success or otherwise of PVP’s. Size of offset areas in comparison to clearing areas is unfair and can cause possible loss of income for farmers. The PVP process is overly prescriptive for landholders. Landholders are critical of the EOAM ‘black box’ PVP Developer. 
	PVP/

EOAM

	Landholder
	NV Act working against farmers in terms of controlling regrowth – property is not productive any more, now overgrown and weed infested. Cost of reclaiming productive farming land is too great for landholders.  
	NV Act

	Council 
	Need to address coastal and inland areas differently in the EOAM. RAMA implementation in areas of EEC – needs to be looked at. There is a need for consideration of EEC’s and threatened species where RAMA’s are used. Compliance resources need to be greater. 
	EOAM/
RAMA

	Council 
	RFS involvement in clearing assessments in addition to Councils – 3 way consent needed in some cases. Add a RAMA or new exclusion to address this. LEP also a pathway to rectify this. RFS need additional training/involvement in this. RAMA needed to cover asset protection areas. 
	NV Act/
RAMA

	Development Consultant
	NV consent and Council consents for developments take long periods of time to get through. This needs to happen faster. 
	Service/info

	Council 
	RAMA definition – RAMA’s are an avenue for people to undertake inappropriate clearing. Have been misused. Being used in non-agricultural situations to progressively clear land. RAMA for APZ’s – need to have some allowance for environmental considerations (single dwellings + APZ’s) gradually cutting into areas with environmental values. 
	RAMA


	CMA
	Dual Consents – difficult for CMA’s working under NV legislation to be consistent in terms of information provided to people undertaking clearing – LEP’s are not all the same. 
	NV Act

	NSW Farmers
	The principle of the NV Act and Reg’s need to be changed to give landholders greater rights/control of their land. Needs to be more local flexibility for landholders and less prescriptive processes. Consistency across landscapes in terms of exemptions and restrictions. What is considered ‘improvement works’ in terms of PVP’s?  
	NV Act/
NV Reg/

PVP

	Landholder
	PNF not assessed by CMA’s and not made public? PNF Code of practice controls clearing. If a property has not been surveyed for threatened species the Code of Practice allows the clearing to be undertaken even if there could be threatened species there.  There is a need for detailed environmental survey on properties wanting to undertake PNF before approval is given. Regulation of end products from PNF needs to happen eg. woodchips/firewood.
	PNF

	Landholder & Livestock Health & Pest Authority
	Cost of complying with regulations is too high. Current legislation creating problems with pests and noxious weeds etc. Cost too great to landholders to claim back productive land. RAMA’s need to be suitable for commercial enterprises and easier for landholders to work with. 
	NV Act/NV Reg/
RAMA

	Council 
	RAMA’s – clause 18A infrastructure works by councils. Things listed under here are captured by designated development, part 5 requirements. The 2ha limitation on the size of clearing is not appropriate for things like sewage treatment plants. This could be increased. Infrastructure SEPP may be more appropriate. 
	RAMA

	Landcare & Landholder
	Has there been any improvement in the state of the environment from the application of PVP’s and the PVP process? Need regulation as well as education to achieve the objectives of NV legislation. Similar to landcare approach. 
	PVP/NV Act

	Landholder
	Carbon farming initiative – if farmers are encouraged to have trees on their land then there must be the option to make money from this. There is conflict between the NV Act and restrictions on farmers when replacing native grassland with perennials plants such as trees and mallee. 
	General

	NSW Farmers
	There needs to be more flexibility in terms of management of native grasslands/pastures to meet requirements of carbon legislation. Farmers need productive farms. 
	General

	CMA
	Need to have the ability to distinguish between native groundcover with conservation values and native groundcover with low species diversity in paddock situations through the clearing assessment process eg poa dominated native pasture. 
	General

	NSW Farmers
	Need to remove dates from when clearing was undertaken for native pasture and regrowth. 
	General

	Council 
	EOAM – there is a perverse incentive for Council to gazette land as operational rather than community. ‘Operational’ land is more valuable as an offset under maintain or improve.
	EOAM

	Landholder
	Requirements to fence crown roads and clear for fencelines if landholder does not want to purchase from the crown - Refer this issue to lands department. Not practical to clear in rugged country and overall net loss of biodiversity values. 
	General

	Council 
	Regrowth date – why is this static? This should be a moving date that should be reviewed when the Act or Regs are reviewed. 
	General

	Council 
	RAMA’s and clearing under regrowth classification - retrospective assessments are not appropriate – cannot consider threatened species issues appropriately. 
	RAMA

	Council 
	Can a PVP act as a plan of management for land rather than Council being required to prepare a new or additional plan? 
	PVP

	CMA
	RAMA’s can be used on small lots where works under the RAMA’s may not be appropriate. This needs to be looked at.
	RAMA

	Landholder
	There need to be more incentives for farmers to manage native vegetation on their properties.
	General 

	Landholder
	Why doesn’t the Government simply pay landholders to set aside areas for conservation? 
	General


