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managers need to understand that the benefit of some programs will vary on commodity type,
production methods, soils, topography and climate.
Rather than recognising the achievements of the agriculture sector through programs such as Landcare the
Government still talks about “loss” since settlement and attributes that loss to agriculture, despite
government requirements to clear sites upon alienation from the crown that were in place until the 1980s.
When you have a community which was not only leading revegetation but investing in improving the
environment that should be supported and lauded. Many 30 year Landcare members now talk about how
not only are their efforts ignored in the constant reference to loss over 200 years rather than efforts to lead
to gain, that when some of their voluntary plantations become a habitat for foxes (threatening their
viability) or become dangerous to life and property they face barriers to modifying that environment.
The Native Vegetation regulations have now created a situation where farmers are planting introduced
species due to regulatory burden. Farmers feel that Government has breached their commitments and
promises under programs such as Landcare. For example early projects that were promoted with cobenefits, such as plantings for dryland salinity, are now being eroded by 52.17 and poor understanding of
these programs by decision makers.
The regulations need to understand programs that understood the problem and developed programs with
local knowledge to address the landscape level issue with joint benefits for production and biodiversity. To
lower saline water tables trees were planted. Trees are most effective in lowering water tables in the first
10 years of growth and after 30 years the impact in negligible. So the challenge was to plant trees but still
allow cropping and grazing, and to plan for removal and regrowth over time, while maintaining linkages and
shelter. So species were selected that were good for firewood and could be harvested and regrow from the
base. These programs were before even the initial native vegetation controls (which didn’t apply to
lopping, dead trees, planted trees, and generally was triggered at wider clearing) so no ‘plantation notice’
was gained.
The constant ‘tightening’ of native vegetation controls have led to confusion over the ability to manage
these plantations as intended. With recent decisions regarding state forests there will be an even greater
need for plantations on private land, and it will be unlikely that large scale conversion of farmland to
plantations is likely. Timber is a 30 year crop.

Regulations designed for urban areas have led
to cessation of ‘agroforestry’ projects that maintained habitat links, lowered saline
water tables, and provided firewood and timber resources.
Native vegetation controls designed for permanent loss in urban development settings often have perverse
outcomes in ‘business as usual’ farming areas – including restricting the ability to uptake climate friendly
technology such as GPS agriculture. The planning system promotes a one piece of the puzzle approach,
calling climate friendly technology “convenient”, despite the Planning and Environment Act requiring a
planning system that makes a balanced consideration of social, economic and environmental issues.
This loss of understanding of stewardship of the agriculture sector is present in the most recent State of
Environment Report for Victoria. It failed to locate government data on soils (Soil Conservation Authority
and Geological Survey) and nor did it recognise private sector investment in soil health and biodiversity.
Additionally it failed to undertake any qualitative assessment of the health of crown land reserves (or their
adequacy) and was underpinned by a general assumption that positive outcomes would be achieved on
crown reserves, and negative outcomes on private land.
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There are many examples where crown land is overrun with pest plants and animals, with no
funding to managing these issues. Biodiversity values in these areas are very low. This can
place additional pressure on neighbouring land holders in increased costs of managing invasive weeds and
greater impact on production from pest animals and wildlife. In these circumstances farmers are
increasingly avoiding revegetation if that vegetation creates a refuge for foxes breeding up on the crown
land to predate livestock – up to 75% of prime lambs being lost to predation.

Government inaction on managing invasive species reduces private sector
investment in environmental stewardship.
Environmental reporting needs to seriously review whether the ‘Yellowstone’ Model holds true in the
Australian context. The principle that if you reserve a large enough area nature will look after itself fails to
understand that the Australian landscape was not ‘unmanaged’. Nor does it address the extent of
introduced species in these areas and the impacts of hot fire and climate change on increasing the
prevalence of invasive species. The decline in the health of crown land across all IUCN classifications is
noticeable.
Over the past 20 years there have been several reports by a range of government bodies into the adequacy
of the current crown land reserves to achieve biodiversity – in terms of extent, coverage of critical habitat

There has been little response to addressing actions
attributable to the crown and increased expectations that private landholders will
manage these values to the exclusion of the reason for which the land is zoned via
regulation and without support, understanding or compensation.
and prevalence of invasive species.

Species recovery plans are often used to add additional regulatory burdens on private land – such as
planning overlays to private land – but not crown land. The recovery plans are clear that all actions need to
occur for a positive outcome. The diagram below – for Red Tail Black Cockatoo shows all actions required
to occur. The focus on planning controls (3 of 10 actions) with little investment in the other 7 actions which
would require investment by the crown, demonstrates that private landholders are not only bearing a
majority of the investment in ecosystem improvement, but the effectiveness is undermined due to failure
of the government to fund their responsibilities as landholders and to ensure community benefits are not
at private cost.i
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VFF response to the terms of reference
(a) the extent of the decline of Victoria’s biodiversity and the likely impact on people, particularly First
Peoples, and ecosystems, if more is not done to address this, including consideration of climate
change impacts;

Weeds and pests are one of the main threats to biodiversity and production, with significant costs per
annum to the Victorian economy. 1 Despite this, there is no unified body dedicated to assessing the extent
of the problem, co-ordinating cross tenure programs, supporting research and development or reporting
on costs. In 2008 the Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability estimated the costs of invasive plants,
animals and invertebrates was $900 million2.
This figure is likely to have been an underestimate and a modern figure for Victoria is difficult to establish.
National and state research on the topic are generally from the late 1990s and early 2000s. The DELWP
website has claimed that weeds cost the Victorian economy over $900 million per annum, but this content
has been unchanged for many years and is unsourced.3
In 1998, the Environment and Resources Committee of Parliament recognised weeds as a biodiversity
threat. Many of the recommendations in this report are as, or even more relevant today than in 1998.

The government seems more willing to impose regulatory burdens on the private
sector than meeting its own management obligations in regards to invasive species.

1

https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/invasive-plants-and-animals/invasive-species-on-public-land
https://www.ces.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/fact%20sheet%209%20-%20Pests 0.pdf
3
https://www.environment.vic.gov.au/invasive-plants-and-animals/invasive-species-on-public-land
2
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12 years after the Parliamentary Inquiry the Victorian Auditor-General Reported on the ‘Control of Invasive
plants and animals in Victoria’s Parks’. Around this time (2010) the CMAs were required to complete 5
yearly Invasive Plant and Animal Strategies to prioritise cross tenure action 2010-2015. As these programs
were not resourced, and the issues identified in reports since the 1998 Parliamentary Inquiry were not
addressed, these programs were not acted upon and to date no reviews or programs for the subsequent 5
years have been prepared
To address these issues in 2018 the Victorian Farmers Federation had an election ‘ask’ of $800 million over
4 years for invasive species management. This was based on there being 10 CMA regions in Victoria and
funding of $20 million per annum to each CMA for the 4 year period would allow not only co-ordination of
cross tenure eradication programs, but resourcing / co-ordinating the programs, funding control
mechanisms (materials) so that public and private land owners could implement management and ensure
follow up programs. The total cost of this program was based to be less over the four years of operation
than the ‘cost’ of just weeds to the Victorian economy in a single year.
As the 2010 VAGO report highlighted, there was no dedicated funding for crown land managers to meet
their CALP Act responsibilities, which is largely still true to the present day. Where there are weed and pest
animal problems on crown land, this land acts as a ‘reservoir’ for seeds and a breeding ground / safe haven
for pest species. Natural and introduced species then forage cross public and private land, spreading weed
seeds (and potentially disease) and causing damage to fences and crops. The cost to private landholders
managing invasive species is higher when their neighbours, including the crown, are not managing spread
on their land and the success of the action decreases, with direct costs and lost production attributable to
poor stewardship by the crown.
Weeds and pest animal species are ‘threatening’ processes in nearly all recovery plans and often the failure
of recovery programs is due to failure to address pest and weed issued on the crown reserve. As
demonstrated by the explosion of deer numbers in Victoria, the failure to manage pest plant and

animal problems often leads to exponential growth with impacts to biodiversity and
the economy which are extremely costly and difficult to minimise or eradicate.
To address this issue the Government needs to understand the problem of pest plants and animals which
are predicted to increase with climate change. Once the nature of the issue is understood then the
appropriate framework and resources can be applied to managing the issue and monitoring outcomes.

4

https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/Reports/VPARL1998-99No12.pdf
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As reports for at least 20 years have repeatedly identified similar issues with limited response,

the Government should require each crown agency or body who owns
property in Victoria to include in their annual report a statement of the extent to
which they have met their duties under the Catchment and Land Protection Act.
Each secretary / CEO / Executive Director should have as one of their key criteria as
effective management of invasive plants and animals on land under their control.
The State of Environment Report should include an assessment of each crown
reserve to outline the nature and extent of invasive plants and animals and overly
abundant wildlife in the reserve and the effectiveness of management programs.
Present reporting just assumes crown land has high biodiversity values.

The State of Environment Report should also compile this information to show the
extent of issues across Victoria and provide an estimate of the cost to the Victorian
economy and to biodiversity. DJPR and DELWP through weed and pest animal and overly abundant
wildlife should prepare annual reports as to the cost of these issues to primary production and the
economy, utilising existing ‘application’ data and surveying neighbours to crown land.

Funding should be provided to CMAs to take meaningful action on key invasive
species and to record successful techniques and social, economic and environmental
benefits of control. This can then be used to determine the level of ongoing funding required. If this
does not occur then there must be a commitment of state funds to manage seed and animal reservoirs on
crown land (dedicated dollars for each reserve based on needs).
Funding extension and research into key invasive species management should be expanded.

(b) the adequacy of the legislative framework protecting Victoria’s environment, including
grasslands, forests and the marine and coastal environment, and native species;
(c) the adequacy and effectiveness of government programs and funding protecting and
restoring Victoria’s ecosystems;
In theory Victoria has an appropriate framework to protect Victoria’s environment – but protection in itself
does nothing to arrest decline or achieve gain. To achieve gain investment in stewardship is required.

Long term
commitment to eradicating weeds and pests are not suited to government budget
cycles and generally are not ‘high profile’ projects. The outcomes desired by the community are
These programs are costly, time consuming and require long term management.

threatened by inaction on invasive species and a case must be made for this to be funded as “core
business” for all crown land managers.
Regulation is not enabling – it can only require an approval for some actions – such as tree removal. It
cannot stop the spread of weeds – that requires direct action and the resources to achieve it.
Environmental regulation is often focused on one element of the ‘puzzle’ but fails to consider the total
environmental objective to be achieved. When the regulation fails to achieve the outcome – such as net
_______________________________________________________________________________________
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gain – the ability of a regulation to achieve this is not questioned and the assumption made that
the rules must be tightened. Often that tightening exacerbates the problem and decreases the
likelihood of the end result being achieved.
The basic premise of natural systems management in Victoria for many decades has been the principle of
‘lock up and leave’ – allowing natural systems to return to a natural state. This has often failed in Victoria
as these landscapes were ‘managed’ and the level of invasive species has altered ecosystems requiring
management to return to a ‘healthy’ regime. Management requires investment and resources.
In Victoria, the Planning Scheme is often sought to be used to regulate land management issues. This often
sees the legislation pushed to the limits of its legislative head of power to management of land use and
development, as this legislation does not require compensationii. The controls, such as clause 52.17, are
designed with major land use change in mind, but applied to ‘business as usual’ land uses such as
agriculture through a ‘development trigger’ which has moved far away from the S5 Panel Report (1990)
recommendations.

Clause 52.17 demonstrates the effectiveness of a ‘protect’ tool that does not enable
the revegetation required to achieve the ‘net gain’ position it seeks – a common problem
where the focus is on a regulatory control only. The system in 30 years of operation is now further away
from achieving gain as each ‘tightening’ has failed to acknowledge natural systems where only existing
vegetation is maintained then the health of the environment must decline with age. The presence of

Some removal is required to provide offsets
areas where a healthy age range of vegetation can be maintained, and where
threats from invasive species are managed.
climate change is accelerating the rate of decline.

The futility of 52.17 to deliver the recovery actions for red tail black cockatoo is a good example. The
recovery plan has 10 key areas. One, senescence, cannot be easily regulated. The other 9 could be
addressed through the CALP Act and appropriate funding / management programs, and only 2 can be
resolved via the planning scheme. In practice, the only 2 actions being enforced are the 2 which can be
implemented under the planning scheme (feeding sites, nesting sites). By not recruiting new habitat, the

planning scheme is also exacerbating the “senescence” issue as the only way to
achieve ‘gain’ is to remove some vegetation and apply offsets that protect and link
areas and allow ‘regeneration’.
Compounding the perverse outcomes of the controls many farmers are no longer doing annual
‘revegetation’ projects as the native vegetation control does not recognise prior efforts in offsets. The
planning system also fails to take into account the total social, economic and environmental outcome of the
proposal, as is expected to be the basis of the planning system established under the Planning and
Environment Act. An example of this was VCAT overturning a council decision to remove vegetation which
was supported by DELWP5. This removal was needed to allow the use of climate friendly technology – GPS
enabled tractors – that improve soil carbon, reduces the level of chemicals applied to crops, reduces fossil
fuel use and minimised dust. Views are attributed to the applicant in the determination which they did not
5

https://www.austlii.edu.au/cgibin/viewdoc/au/cases/vic/VCAT/2019/70.html?context=1;query=McDonald%20v%20West%20Wimmera%20SC%20;m
ask path=
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present at the hearing leading to justification of the action being ‘convenient’ rather than
critical to being able to utilise greenhouse friendly technology and appropriate policy
recognition of this was not present in state or local policy despite its presence in the Regional Growth Plan’.

Therefore the regulatory approach of the State to use the Planning and Environment
Act alone to manage native vegetation will only continue to ensure that although
existing vegetation is protected decline of biodiversity will continue to be the
outcome.
VFF believes Agriculture is the only major land use in Victoria that is actively revegetating the landscape.
Urban development and crown land are the major developments leading to loss of vegetation. Generally
‘removal’ in the agricultural landscape does not represent “permanent” loss of the vegetation to the area
with revegetation occurring onsite, and in areas not as exposed to compaction and chemicals.
The CALP Act is the primary legislation for ‘land management’ in Victoria. If it was applied to the Red Tail
Black Cockatoo (RTBC) habitat it would directly deal with every ‘action’ with the exception of senescence.
As a Special Area Plan may recognise the habitat value of some trees, and require land management
change (cessation of cropping under drip line, fencing off, regeneration) for which the land holder may
need to be compensated for, the issue of senescence may be improved through payments to land holders
for ecosystem services undertaken allowing regeneration and a healthier age range of vegetation.

Importantly it would recognise that the community as a whole needs to be
committed to achieving the actions required and that community benefit should be
at community cost.
The VFF developed a position on native vegetation control under the CALP Act where mandated land
management outcomes impacting on existing use would be compensated. Investment in programs such as
Landcare, to assist in revegetation which is good for the farm and good for the environment would occur.
In addition, the NFF Roadmap 2030 outlines how private sector biodiversity investment would be a key
source of farm income.
The VFF has submitted on changes to the planning system to improve the consideration of applications
against total environmental outcome.
The VFF has also sought government preparation of native vegetation precinct plans on a landscape scale in
conjunction with agriculture. This would demonstrate what vegetation should be retained, revegetation
and regeneration opportunities, and potential expedited removal of some vegetation where proactive
revegetation has occurred. This ensures that farmers are encouraged to be strategic, see a value in
revegetation efforts, and landscape level ‘gain’ is facilitated. A pilot program promised in the review of
clause 52.17 has never been implemented by the Department.
The NFF / CEFC document Transforming Australian Agriculture with Clean Energy 6 and Pillar 2 ‘Growing
Sustainably’ of the NFFs Roadmap 20307 demonstrate the industry research and development and needs to
be able to achieve landscape level change as seen in the ‘Decade of Landcare’.

Government needs to

6

https://www.cefc.com.au/media/402212/cefc transform aust agriculture w clean energy.pdf

7

https://nff.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/NFF Roadmap 2030 FINAL.pdf
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not only ensure it is fully funding achieving outcomes on crown land but
recognise its role in to facilitating / incentivising industry action. Current
government regulation is not achieving improvement in environmental outcomes and often blocks
implementation of private actions and research needed to reverse decline.
(d) legislative, policy, program, governance and funding solutions to facilitate ecosystem
and species protection, restoration and recovery in Victoria, in the context of climate
change impacts;
The NFF / CEFC document Transforming Australian Agriculture with Clean Energy and Pillar 2 ‘Growing
Sustainably’ of the NFFs Roadmap 2030 demonstrate the type of industry strategies that government
should be facilitating.
At the moment there are perverse ‘offset’ markets, a clear market failure as a result of the current native
vegetation controls in Victoria. Using the Red Tail Black Cockatoo (RTBC) habitat as an example this
landscape has a reported ‘gap’ in crown land required to manage the species, regulations on private
landholders in excess of their impact in relation to land use change and low development occurring in the
area.
Despite clearing of RTBC habitat being high value – with high multipliers for offset, the value of RTBC on the
offset market is low. As there is no RTBC in Melbourne’s growth suburb, offset payments cannot fund the
purchase of this critical habitat. As there is scare grassland habitat in Melbourne – often offset payments
are going to management and embellishment of the same ‘land holding’ which further skews the operating
of the market.
A block of RTBC habitat near Horsham was on the market. No farmer would purchase it as the vegetation
present did not make it viable for cropping or grazing, and the offset value of the vegetation was not worth
the land value of the site. This then lead to ‘blight’ as the land is valued for agricultural production it
cannot support, the ‘offset’ value of the land.

For government to successfully reverse ecosystem decline it is critical that land
holders are supported to identify the actions they want to address in a way that
works for their business (the original Landcare model) and facilitate community investment in
achieving the outcomes they desire – through crown land management and simple certification / access to
meaningful market investment schemes. The Federal Government has recently funded a biodiversity
certification project to reduce barriers to participation in carbon and biodiversity schemes by farmers.
Until agriculture sees a direct benefit in not only maintaining vegetation on site but allowing revegetation
to occur and managing weeds in these areas then farmers will have to minimise these actions to ensure
that they are able to sustainably produce product to earn an income and meet taxes, charges and levies on
the land. For instance, land protected under a covenant – such as Trust for Nature is then subject to Land
Tax.

If habitat was valued in the market then farmers would want to fence off clusters of
trees and allow regeneration as this would in itself earn an income stream.
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(e) opportunities to restore Victoria’s environment while upholding First Peoples’ connection to country,
and increasing and diversifying employment opportunities in Victoria; and

The VFF often has many ‘land holder’ issues in common with our first peoples. Management of pest plants
and animals on crown land is often a key issue for both private landholders and indigenous land holders.
VFF also supports any form of cool burn for fuel reduction and ecosystem management.
VFF supports crown investment in managing crown land, especially those with public safety, invasive
species management /biodiversity and productivity benefits.

VFF Recommendations and conclusions
The VFF believes that any form of improvement must require sustained and resourced management. To
improve farm productivity land managers invest in research and development and improvements. This
often includes improving the health of the landscape and the sustainability or production. Gains require
planning and action.
For many years the government has moved away from extension and land management activities and used
regulation to shift responsibility for ecosystem outcomes from land reserved for conservation to land zoned
for production. As a regulation cannot undertake proactive action but only restrict certain actions it
cannot deliver a gain in environmental quality.
While there may be a role for regulation, they should be a baseline to minimise certain behaviours. They
must be carefully designed to ensure that they do not impact on activities which improve environmental
outcomes. In addition, it is critical that government not only resource the investment in reversing
threatening processes on crown land but ensure that habitat has a commercial value so farmers would
want to fence off clusters of trees and allow regeneration as this would in itself earn an income stream.
As long as the government imposes regulatory burdens on the private sector while not meeting its own
management obligations in regards to invasive species, decline is inevitable. Not only is a system that
places expectations of management on private land that is not occurring on crown land inherently unfair, it
is destined to fail.
Decades of underinvestment in private sector stewardship coupled with the failure to manage pest plant
and animals on crown land has exacerbated decline and led to a scenario where rectification is extremely
costly and difficult to achieve. For government to successfully reverse ecosystem decline it is critical that
land holders are supported to identify the actions they want to address in a way that works for their
business.
Since at least 1998 the need for government investment in weed and pest management have been
documented but not addressed. The information on the economic and biodiversity costs of invasive
species is seemingly less known now than in 2003 and 2008. To be able to resolve issues you must need to
understand the key factors and plan and implement long term solutions. The following recommendations
relate to achieving that outcome.
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Data / accountability







The Government should require each crown agency or body who owns property in Victoria to include in
their annual report a statement of the extent to which they have met their duties under the Catchment
and Land Protection Act.
Each secretary / CEO / Executive Director should have as one of their key criteria, effective
management of invasive plants and animals on land under their control.
The State of Environment Report should include an assessment of each crown reserve to outline the
nature and extent of invasive plants and animals and overly abundant wildlife in the reserve and the
effectiveness of management programs.
The State of Environment Report should also compile this information to show the extent of issues
across Victoria and provide an estimate of the cost to the Victorian economy and to biodiversity.

Funding




Community benefit should be at community cost
Appropriate funding should be provided to CMAs to take meaningful action on key invasive species and
to record successful techniques and social, economic and environmental benefits of control.
Invasive species management funding must become recurrent and based on meeting CALP Act
responsibilities

Regulatory changes




Removal of Clause 52.17 from farming areas
Preparation of landscape level plans for revegetation which facilitate adoption of new technology on
farm
Utilisation of special area plans for native vegetation management in farming areas, with compensation
and stewardship payments for land management outcomes

Government needs to not only ensure it is fully funding achieving outcomes on crown land but ensuring
proper attention is given to its role in to facilitating / incentivising industry action, including through
ensuring fit for purpose regulation and facilitating programs that deliver community benefit at community
cost.
The following materials can be provided to the Committee on request.






Parliamentary Inquiry submission - invasive animal species on crown land
Deer management strategy submission
Native Vegetation Review submission
VFF position statement on native vegetation regulation
VFF budget asks relating to planning systems and pest plant and animal management programs

Gerald Leach
Chair
Land Management Committee
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The Victorian Farmers Federation
Victoria’s agricultural production accounts for over $13 billion of Victoria’s economy and over 25
per cent of the State’s exports per annum. Victoria’s farmers produce high quality food and fibre,
produced to high standards of safety, with little taxpayer support, and to some of the strictest
environmental and highest animal welfare controls in the world.
The Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) represents a farming community which creates a profitable,
sustainable and socially responsible agriculture sector connecting with consumers.
We have a proud history representing Victoria’s farm businesses since 1979 – primarily family farms
that produce the eggs, grain, fruit and vegetables, meat, and milk that help to feed Victoria’s six
million people, and the bigger global community, every day.
The VFF consists of commodity groups: dairy (United Dairyfarmers of Victoria), grains, horticulture
(including Flowers Victoria), intensives (chicken meat, eggs and pigs), and livestock – and expert
committees representing; water, land management, agricultural and veterinarian chemicals, farm
business and rural development, and workplace relations.
Our purpose is to make Victorian farmer’s lives better; enhancing Victoria’s future.
Our mission is to ensure a community of farmers creating a profitable, sustainable and socially
responsible agricultural industry connecting with all Victorians.
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i

Planning System – recovery actions – Red Tail Black Cockatoo
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CALP Act – recovery actions – Red Tail Black Cockatoo

Special Area Plans and land use conditions – C&LP Act
30
Contents of plan
(1)A
special
area plan must—
_______________________________________________________________________________________
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(a) identify the land management issues to be dealt with in the plan; and
(b) state the program of action to be taken to deal with those issues, and the costs and benefits of that
action; and
(c) state the targets to be achieved by that action; and
(d) allocate responsibility for taking that action and for bearing the costs of taking that action; and
(e) provide for the review of the plan.
(2) A special area plan may—
(a) specify the most suitable land uses for the special area, having regard to the public interest; and
(b) state what land in the area can be used for what purpose; and
*
*
*
*
*
(d) identify the need for land use conditions under Division 3.
(2A) A special area plan must not impose any requirement on a municipal council in relation to noxious weeds or pest
animals on a roadside if that roadside is subject to an approved roadside weed and pest animal management plan.
(3) If a special area plan identifies a need for land use conditions it must—
(a) give a general description of the properties to which they are to apply; and
(b) state the general nature of those conditions; and
(c) give a general estimate of the total cost of compliance with those conditions, including any decrease in the value
of land or financial loss likely to result as a direct reasonable and natural consequence of compliance; and
(d) provide a method for apportioning the total estimated cost of compliance between land owners and other
persons or bodies who will directly benefit from the implementation of the plan and for apportioning that part of the
cost to be borne by land owners between the properties to which the conditions are to apply.
33Secretary may serve land use conditions
(1) The Secretary may, in accordance with a special area plan, serve on a land owner a document setting out land use
conditions applying to the land of the land owner.
(2) Land use conditions must—
(a) refer to the special area plan that permits the imposition of the land use conditions; and
(b) include the following information from that plan—
(i) a general description of the properties to which the land use conditions will apply; and
(ii) an estimate of the total cost of compliance with all the land use conditions; and
(iii) the method of apportioning that part of the cost to be borne by land owners between the properties to which
the conditions will apply; and
(c) describe the land of the land owner to which the conditions apply; and
(d) state any amount (determined in accordance with the plan) for which the land owner is liable.

ii

Second
Reading

Planning and Environment Act

Catchment and Land Protection Act

The Bill is about the use and development of
land. Although this requires taking into
account a very wide variety of issues, they are
to be taken into account in so far as they
affect the use and development of land.

This bill reinforces the importance of community
involvement in the management and protection of land
and water resources. It will support the efforts of
farmers and other land-holders throughout the state
who are already working individually or as part of
Landcare and other land-holder groups to improve the
long term productivity of their land. It will help ensure a
closer link between the management of land and water
resources. It applies to the management of public as
well as private land and to urban areas as well as rural
areas.

Legislation is required to give powers to
councils and other statutory authorities to
control the use and development of land. As
the proposed legislation abbreviates rights to
property that would otherwise exist, it is fair
to expect that statutory powers and rights of
those affected should be set down in detail.
..

A key element of the legislation is the reform of the
existing land protection advisory system to reinforce the
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Planning schemes are to be specifically able
to regulate development in areas which are
or may be hazardous – for example areas
which are prone to bushfires, or near
hazardous chemical storages.

protection of natural resources and to enable an
integrated approach to their management.

Purpose

The purpose of this Act is to establish a
framework for planning the use,
development and protection of land in
Victoria in the present and long-term
interests of all Victorians.

Definition
s

development includes—
(a)the construction or exterior alteration or
exterior decoration of a building; and
(b)the demolition or removal of a building or
works; and
(c)the construction or carrying out of works;
and
(d)the subdivision or consolidation of land,
including buildings or airspace; and
(e)the placing or relocation of a building or
works on land; and
(f)the construction or putting up for display
of signs or hoardings;
use in relation to land includes use or
proposed use for the purpose for which the
land has been or is being or may be
developed;
works includes any change to the natural or
existing condition or topography of land
including the removal, destruction or lopping
of trees and the removal of vegetation or
topsoil.

The following are the purposes of this Act—
(a) to set up a framework for the integrated
management and protection of catchments;
(b) to encourage community participation in the
management of land and water resources;
(c) to set up a system of controls on noxious weeds and
pest animals;
(d)to repeal and amend various Acts concerning
catchment and land management.
catchment management means the co-ordinated
management of land and water resources, using
catchments as a basis;
land includes soil, water, vegetation and fauna on land
but excludes a mineral within the meaning of the
Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act
1990 and petroleum;

The government is committed to encouraging sound
land management practices through a range of
measures that result in voluntary changes by land
managers. These include improved awareness through
effective education and extension programs, financial
incentives, market mechanism and similar policy
instruments. There is, however, a continuing need to
require land owners or managers to carry out remedial
action in appropriate circumstances through issuing of
land management notices.
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