Senate Standing Committee on the Environment, Communications, 
Information Technology & the Arts
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Environment and Water Resources

Budget Estimates 2007-2008, May 2007

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 15
Division/Agency: 
Approvals and Wildlife Division


Topic: 
Tanami Desert/Switkowski advice

Hansard Page ECITA: 
109/110 (21/05/07)

Senator Crossin asked:

Senator CROSSIN—So you do not see that you would have a role to play, say if a mine were to open up in the Tanami Desert somewhere, in assisting the environmental monitoring there.

Mr Hughes—We have not been asked to do that at this stage. …

Mr Hughes—This is a matter that we have raised before in evidence before the parliament as a possibility that would need to be looked at.

Senator CROSSIN—Can you remember, Mr Borthwick, when you might have raised that? Was that before the House of Representatives inquiry?

Mr Borthwick—I cannot remember exactly. I think we raised it in a view that we put to the review by Ziggy Switkowski and I think our view was tabled at the time.

Senator CROSSIN—Publicly?

Mr Borthwick—Yes, it was tabled at the last Senate estimates committee.

Senator CROSSIN—In February’s estimates?

Mr Borthwick—In any event, we can find it and make sure you have access to it.

Answer:

The Secretary, Mr Borthwick, subsequently tabled the relevant part of his letter to Dr Switkowski outlining the option to extend the role of the Supervising Scientist Division of the Department to cover all uranium mining in Australia (ECITA page 110).   A copy of the letter is attached.
Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 42 
Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife 

Topic:
Compliance Investigation on Melville Island

Hansard Page ECITA:
26/27  (22/05/07)
Senator CROSSIN asked:

How many officers? When did they go?

Answer/s:

The Department has made three separate journeys to Melville Island to examine past and future compliance with an approval issued under the EPBC Act.

The journey dates and numbers of officers are as follows:

14 & 15 February 2007, 5 officers

8 & 9 May 2007, 3 officers 

21, 22, & 23 May 2007, 2 officers

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  43
Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife Division/ Department of the Environment and Water Resources

Topic:
Conditions of Approval for the Tiwi Islands Forestry 

Operation
Hansard Page ECITA:
27 (22/05/07)
Senator Crossin asked:

Can you provide this committee with the conditions of approval?
Answer/s:

The conditions of approval are listed below.  

1. The Australian Plantation Group (APG) and Tiwi Land Council (TLC) may clear up to 1000 hectares of native forest in the first six months during which this approval has effect. To avoid doubt, paragraphs 4, 5 and 7 do not apply to up to 1000 hectares of native forest cleared in the first six months during which this approval has effect.  However, paragraph 3 does apply.
2. The person taking the Action must not clear more than 26,000 hectares in total, of which no more than 10,000 hectares can be cleared in 2006, and no more than 7,500 hectares can be cleared for plantations established annually thereafter.
3.
APG and TLC must not clear the treeless plains or riparian areas near springs or watercourses (including intermittent watercourses) or rainforest.  APG and TLC also must not clear vegetation within the following buffer zones: 

· rivers – 150m from each high bank;

· creeks – 100m from each bank;

· other drainage lines – 50m both sides;

· wetlands – 150m around wetland perimeter;

· wet rainforest patches – 400m; and

· other rainforest patches – 200m.

· 300m radius around nest sites of the Red Goshawk. If nests are located outside the buffers for rivers, wetlands and creeks, they must be linked by a corridor of 300m width to the nearest riparian buffer.

· 100m radius around nest and roost sites for the Masked Owl.

· 500m radius around known occurrences of Carpentarian Dunnart.
4.
Before clearing any native forest, except as provided for in paragraph 1 above, the APG and TLC must prepare and submit for the Minister’s approval, a plan outlining strategies to deal with the following matters:

· spread and control of weeds;

· fertiliser application;

· water quality and groundwater levels;

· spread of Acacia mangium beyond the plantations;

· erosion control;

· sediment deposition;

· fire management;

· outbreaks of pests and disease; and 

· quarantine procedures.

The action must be taken in accordance with the plan approved by the Minister.

5.
APG and TLC must prepare and submit to the Minister, a plan prior to clearing of each tranche of existing vegetation, until 26,000 hectares have been cleared.  Each tranche plan (no greater than 5,000ha) must provide information on surveys undertaken for the Red Goshawk, Masked Owl, Partridge Pigeon and Carpentarian Dunnart within the tranche (including nest sites), and map/s showing boundaries, natural vegetated buffers, natural vegetation blocks and relevant habitat sites required by paragraph 3.  The action must be taken in accordance with the plan submitted to the Minister.

6.
APG and TLC must undertake the following ecological studies on the Red Goshawk, Masked Owl, Partridge Pigeon and their habitats:

· Relevant studies of the birds, to delineate population size, distribution, plantation impacts and habitat preference to develop population viability models.

· Relevant studies of the abundance and distribution of plants which provide habitat for the threatened species.
The APG and TLC must provide the results of these studies in a threatened species management plan for the Ministers approval, at the same time as, or before, the first triennial audit referred to in paragraph 11.  The plan must be implemented.

7.
Within one year of commencing operations APG and TLC must prepare and submit for the Minister’s approval a plan to monitor the impacts of the action on listed threatened species.  The plan must include measures to:

· Establish five 20ha biodiversity monitoring sites (control sites) and five 20ha biodiversity monitoring sites (impact sites) on Melville Island to undertake intensive sampling of the Red Goshawk, the Masked Owl and the Partridge Pigeon.  At least four of which must be established within one year of commencing operations and all sites must be established within seven years of commencing operations.

· Locate and monitor at least six Red Goshawk nests in and around the control sites, and at least six Red Goshawk nests in and around the proposed forestry plantations within seven years of commencing operations.  Control and impact biodiversity monitoring sites should contain a Red Goshawk site where possible.

· Monitor plantation areas for foraging by Masked Owls and Partridge Pigeons.

The plan must be approved by the Minister and must be implemented.

8.
If the results of the second triennial audit determine that APG and TLC were unable to find the appropriate numbers of Red Goshawk nest sites required under paragraph 7(ii) after adequate surveying, then paragraph 7(ii) does not apply.

9.
The APG and TLC must designate an Environmental Officer responsible for the environmental management for the Melville Island forestry project. The environmental officer will oversee compliance with Approval conditions under the EPBC Act, including:

· implementation of the monitoring program and overseeing biodiversity studies and surveys;

· incorporating information relevant to the listed threatened species from future studies on the Tiwi Islands into the relevant plans; and

· updating the plan required under paragraph 4 and the plans required under paragraph 5 on a triennial basis.

10.
APG and TLC must maintain legally enforceable agreements delineating the respective responsibilities of APG and TLC to rehabilitate the environment, to ensure the continuing viability of habitat for listed threatened species in the event that forestry operations cease.

11.
An independent auditor must audit compliance with these conditions on a triennial basis.  The auditor must be accredited by the Quality Society of Australasia, or such other similar body as the Minister may notify in writing.  The audit criteria must be agreed by the Minister.  The resulting report must be forwarded to the Minister within six months after the triennial anniversary of commencement of the action. The report must address:

· effectiveness of mitigation measures and the monitoring program;

· compliance with the plan required under paragraph 4; 

· compliance with the plans required under paragraph 5; 

· adequacy of the surveying for threatened species required under paragraphs 5 and 7;

· adequacy of agreements referred to in paragraph 10 to protect listed threatened species; and

· recommendations to deal with non-conformance, more effective mitigation measures and an improved monitoring regime.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 44 
Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic:
Compliance investigation on Melville Island

Hansard Page ECITA:
28 (22/05/07)
Senator CROSSIN asked:

What are the sanctions if the breaches (of a condition of approval) are proven?

Answer/s:

Breaches may be dealt with either by utilizing the criminal or civil provisions contained within the EPBC Act.

The maximum monetary penalty for an individual is $110,000, and for a company is $1.1M.

The EPBC Act also has provision for custodial sentences for a period not exceeding 2 years.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  45
Division/Agency:    
Approvals and Wildlife Division


Topic:      
Proposals rejected under the EPBC Act


Hansard Page ECITA:
 29  (22/5/07)

Senator  Crossin  asked:

My understanding is that the minister was expected to make an announcement on 20 February about this, but the press release did not go out until 30 April. What was the delay and why ?

Answer/s:

The proponent of this proposal had speculated publicly on a number of occasions about likely dates of announcements relating to this proposal.  The Government determines the dates it announces it decisions.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  46
Division/Agency:
Approvals & Wildlife Division  

Topic:
Breakdown of EIS submissions received for the 9 Phosphate Mines proposal on Christmas Island

Hansard Page ECITA:
ECITA 30 & 31  (22 May 2007)
Senator Crossin asked: 

1. Can you provide me with a breakdown of how many of those were from individuals, how many were from organisations and how many were from companies?

Answer/s:

1. Yes.  Based on information provided by Phosphate Resources Limited (PRL) the following breakdown of submissions were made on the draft EIS: 

(a) Individuals - 384 (b) Groups -  26 and (c) Companies - 3

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  47
Division/Agency:
Approvals & Wildlife Division 

Topic:
Matters under the EPBC Act challenged in the Federal Court 
Hansard Page ECITA:
ECITA 31  (22 May 2007)
Senator Crossin asked: 

2. Can you provide me with a list of those?

Answer/s:

2. Yes.

Federal Court – Applications for judicial review:

· Flying Fox Guidelines Case (HSI v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Nathan Dam Case (QCC & WWF Australia v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Scoresby Freeway Case (Mees v Kemp)

· Meander Dam Case (TCT v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Powerlink Case (Susan Paterson v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Paradise Dam Case (Graeme Armstrong v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Gungahlin Drive Extension Case (Save the Ridge Inc v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Gunns Pulp Mill Cases (Wilderness Society v Minister for the Environment and Heritage) & ( Investors for the Future of Tasmania v Minister for the Environment and Water Resources)

· Coal Mines Case (Wildlife Preservation Society v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· Bald Hills Wind Farm Cases (Bald Hills Wind Farm Pty Ltd v Minister for the Environment and Heritage) & (Minister for Planning (Victoria) v Minister for the Environment and Heritage)

· McArthur River Mine (7 native title claimants vs Minister for the Environment)

· Anvil Hill Coal Mine Case (Anvil Hill Project Watch Assoc v Minister for the Environment and Water Resources)

Federal Court – Orders under the EPBC Act:

· Grissell Case (Jason Lee Grissell v Commonwealth of Australia)

Third Party Actions - Applications for Injunctions under the EPBC Act:

· Flying Fox Case (Booth v Bosworth)

· Fraser Island Dingo Case (Schneiders v The State of Queensland and Jones v The State of Queensland)

· Mees v Roads Corporation

· Gungahlin Drive Extension (Save the Ridge v National Capital Authority) (2 cases)

· Japanese Whaling Case (HSI v Kyodo Senpaku Kaisha Ltd)

· Wielangta Forest Case (Robert Brown v Forestry Tasmania)

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  48
Division/Agency:
Approvals & Wildlife Division 

Topic:
Research on Pipistrelle bats on Christmas Island Hansard Page ECITA:
ECITA 32  (22 May 2007)
Senator Crossin asked: 

3. (a) Have you done any research into or work on the pipistrelle bat that is in question in the mining leases?  (b) Have any of your officers done any fieldwork or any research about its habitat? 

4. (a) Would the mine be aware of that work?  (b)  Did you make that work available to the mine, the company?

Answer/s:

3. (a)  Yes.  (b)  Yes.

4. (a)  Yes.  (b)  Draft research reports have not been made available to the company at this point in time.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  50
Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife Division

Topic:
Budgetary measures 

Hansard Page ECITA:
38 (22/05/07)
Senator Siewert asked:

You said the extra $70 million was for compliance, enforcement, strategic assessment and overall performance. How much money was allocated in addition out of the $70 million for overall performance?

Answer:

The total approved funding of $70 million will contribute in full to the overall improvement in the administration of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  Specifically, the approved funding will focus on delivering:

· improved timeliness and quality of assessment and approval processes

· increased compliance and investigation

· improved strategic planning and assessment capability

· improved quality, accuracy and currency of threatened species and habitat data, and the statutory records required for impact assessment

· better environmental data and information for proponents

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  51
Sub Outcome:


Division/Agency:
Approvals and Wildlife

Topic:
Macquarie Marshes

Hansard Page ECITA:
43 Tuesday 22 May 2007

Senator Siewert asked:

Have you got the photos of the illegal banks and siphoning?

Answer:

The Department’s compliance section has been provided with photographs of several instances where channels and banks have been constructed that appear to divert water away from the Macquarie Marshes.  It has been alleged that these are illegal structures.  

Investigation into the legality of the structures is continuing, however it appears that some construction predates operation of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, and may have state approval.  The Department is seeking advice from the relevant state agency about approval and licencing of the structures.  

Outcome:
1. Environment

Questions No:  52 and 53
Division/Agency: 
International, Land and Analysis Division/Approvals and Wildlife Division

Topic: 
Greenhouse gas emissions from the combustion of coal
Hansard Page ECITA: 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Nettle asked:

52 

(a)
Are you putting forward that we should not regulate the impact that the construction of new coal mines has on climate change?  


Senator Abetz: At the end of the day it would be a government decision.  Of course it is quite obvious that, at this stage, no such decision has been taken.  


Senator Nettle: Is that being reviewed?

(b)
Perhaps officials at the table are able to provide us with some information about what impact coalmining has on Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions.

53
I do not know if Ms Rankin or anyone else is able to provide us with an idea of what contribution the coalmining industry and the burning of the coal makes to Australia’s overall greenhouse gas emissions.

Answers:

52

(a)
Whenever a proposal is being examined under the provisions of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), the decision maker is required to take into account the indirect and consequential impacts of the proposal. For a coal mine proposal this would include the potential contribution of greenhouse gas emissions from mining operations, and the burning of the coal extracted from the mine over its planned lifetime, to global warming and climate change, to the extent that these changes are likely to have a significant impact on matters of national environmental significance as defined in the EPBC Act. 

(b)
The most recent national greenhouse accounts (released in May 2007) indicate that total direct emissions from coal mining were 25 Million tonnes of CO2-e in 2005.
53
See answer 52 (b) for total direct emissions from coal mining.  The most recent national greenhouse accounts (released in May 2007) indicate that total emissions from the combustion of coal were 193 Million tonnes of CO2-e in 2005.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  54
Sub Outcome:


Division/Agency: Approvals and Wildlife Division


Topic: Anvil Hill


Hansard Page ECITA: 49/50

Senator Nettle asked:

MR Early - Given that I discovered at lunch time that we are being taken to court over this decision I think it would be better if we just gave you a copy of the statement of reasons, which spells it all out in all the documentation that the decision was based on.
Senator NETTLE - That would certainly be a helpful thing to do….

Ms Rankin - The statement of reasons outlines all of the documents that we relied on in making the decision.

Senator NETTLE—Can I get that? We just need to make sure that we have a copy of this
Answer:

The Statement of Reasons is attached.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  55
Division/Agency:
Marine and Biodiversity Division

Topic:
Whale Sanctuary

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:

(a) How many whales were slaughtered in the Australian Whale Sanctuary in each year since, and including, 2000?

(b) How many whales are expected to be slaughtered in the Australian Whale Sanctuary in 2007, 2008, and 2009?

(c) Has the Department sought or provided legal advice relating to the possibility of taking the Government of Japan to international courts in order to stop whaling for all time? If so, what is the nature of that advice?

(d) Has the Department sought or provided advice relating to the Humane Society International’s legal action against Kyodo Senpaku for killing whales in Australia’s Antarctic Whale Sanctuary? If so, what has this advice suggested?

Answer/s:

(a) Australia does not have records of latitude and longitude for each of the whales killed by Japan in the Southern Ocean, so we are unable to say how many may have been taken in the Australian Whale Sanctuary.  We can only provide totals as reported by Japan to the IWC:

	Season
	Whale species
	Total for season

	2000 – 2001
	Minke
	440

	2001 – 2002
	Minke
	440

	2002 – 2003
	Minke
	440

	2003 – 2004
	Minke
	440

	2004 – 2005
	Minke
	440

	2005 – 2006
	Minke
	853

	
	Fin
	10

	2006 – 2007
	Minke
	505

	
	Fin
	3


(b) Japan has not yet lodged their special permit notification with the IWC for the 2007-2008 season, so we cannot be sure, but from discussions within the IWC Scientific Committee in May 2007, it appears that Japanese whaling vessels will include some of the area Australia claims EEZ off the AAT in its whaling program.  There is no indication at this time where they intend to operate in seasons 2008-2009 and beyond.

(c) It has been the practice of successive governments not to reveal whether legal advice was sought or obtained on particular issues nor to reveal the contents of any legal advice to Parliament.  Nonetheless, the Department can advise that the government has explored options for international legal action.  While we do not rule it out, our judgement is that, should a legal case fail, this could be used by Japan to vindicate its whaling.  This is not a risk worth taking, on balance.  Our view remains that the better way to proceed is by pressure through diplomatic channels and international for a such as the International Whaling Commission.

(d) The Attorney-General was asked to make a submission to the Federal Court about potential international law issues arising in the case of Humane Society International (HSI) v Kyodo Senpaku Kaisha (KSK).  The case was referred to the Attorney-General’s Department and the Australian Government Solicitor prepared the submission.  Following clearance by the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, the Australian Antarctic Division of the Department of the Environment and Water Resources and the Attorney-General’s Department, the submission was filed in the Federal Court.  The submission, which is publicly available, deals principally with questions of jurisdiction in international law and how those matters intersect with and affect the enforcement of domestic law, relevantly the EPBC Act.  The government’s policy in relation to whaling was not relevant to the case.
Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 56 
Division/Agency:  
Approvals and Wildlife Division
Topic: 
EPBC Act
Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:

(a) How many referrals has the Government received under the EPBC Act?

(b) The Prime Minister has indicated the Government will be repealing the ban on nuclear power in the EPBC Act?  When will those amendments be introduced?

(c) In introducing those amendments, will the Government be nominating sites for nuclear reactors?  Will the Government be nominating sites for nuclear waste dumps?

(d) Is it possible under the Act, for a nuclear waste dump to be established without a proper environmental assessment process under the Act?

(e) Is it possible under the Act, for a nuclear reactor to be built without a proper environmental assessment under the Act?

(f) Does the Government oppose the establishment of a global nuclear waste dump in Australia?

(g) What process did Gunns follow to notify its withdrawal from the previously Commonwealth accredited joint Resource Planning and Development Commission (RPDC) process for the proposed pulp mill? 

(h) Did Gunns follow any process for withdrawal of the prior application under the Act?  Did Gunns submit a fresh application?  

(i) What was the basis that the Commonwealth determined the level of assessment for the Gunns' proposal?  What were the advantages and disadvantages of each of the assessment options in relation to this specific proposal?

(j) What advice did the Minister act upon in determining this assessment option?

(k) Has anyone requested a deadline for the completion of the assessment?  If so, who?  

(l) Is there a deadline for a decision?

Answer/s:

(a) Since the commencement of the EPBC Act 2248 referrals had been received by 21 May 2007.

(b) A date is yet to be set for the introduction of an amendment bill.

(c) No

(d) No

(e) No

(f) Yes. Current Government policy is an individual country is responsible for its own nuclear waste.

(g) Gunns Ltd issued a media statement on 14 March 2007. Gunns Ltd also wrote to the Minister for the Environment and Water resources on 28 March 2007 advising they were withdrawing the EPBC 2005/2262 proposal.

(h) As for (g) they advised the Minister in writing.  Gunns submitted a new referral (EPBC 2007/3385) on 2 April 2007.

(i) The determination was made in accordance with the requirements of Section 87 of the EPBC Act. A determination on assessment approach is not made on the basis of advantages and disadvantages. Considerations in making a choice on assessment approach are specified in Section 87 of the EPBC Act.

(j) The determination was made in accordance with the requirements of Section 87 of the EPBC Act.

(k) No. The EPBC Act contains statutory deadlines.

(l) The Department is required to perform the assessment in accordance with the statutory timeframes. These timeframes apply to all EPBC Act assessments, details can be found at: http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/assessmentsapprovals/flowchart.html

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No: 66
Division/Agency:
Approvals & Wildlife Division/Heritage Division


Natural Resource Management Programmeme Division 

Topic:
Biodiversity
Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator asked: Wong
(a) What is the absolute and relative amount of Natural Heritage Trust funding for 2005-06 and 2006-07 being invested to directly protect the terrestrial matters of national environmental significance (such as habitats of threatened species and migratory species, management of Ramsar and World Heritage sites, acquisition of threatened and migratory species habitats through the National Reserve System Programme etc).
(b) What was the absolute and relative amount of Natural Heritage Trust funding for 2005-06 and 2006-07 being invested to directly implement the National Reserve System? How does this compare with investments required in the Prime Minister’s Science Council’s cost estimate? 
(c) Given the findings and recommendations of the recent Audit Office inquiry, The Conservation and Protection of National Threatened Species and Ecological Communities, what new and additional funds are intended to be invested in i.) threatened species protection and ii.) mapping threatened species critical habitat over the next five years?
Answer/s:

(a) The absolute amount and relative amount of Natural Heritage Trust funding for 

2005-06 and 2006-07 being invested to directly protect the terrestrial matters of national environmental significance (such as habitats of threatened species and migratory species, management of Ramsar and World Heritage sites, acquisition of threatened and migratory species habitats through the National Reserve System Programme etc) can be divided into national, regional and Envirofund.  Funding under national was as follows:

	
	$m
	%  

	2005-06
	27.1
	8.7

	2006-07
	32.3
	10.3


This represents investments approved under the National Investment Stream of the Natural Heritage Trust. 

Significant investment also goes towards matters of national environmental significance, particularly to the implementation of recovery plans, through regional investment under the Natural Heritage Trust. These investments are managed by the 56 Natural Resource Management regions across Australia. The integrated nature of regional projects means that many investments identified as having a major focus on a particular natural resource outcome may also address other outcomes. Projects with multiple outcomes may, for example, be undertaking re-vegetation works focusing on lowering water tables to mitigate dryland salinity but may also establish or enhance habitat for threatened species. The total investment in these regional projects in 2005-06 was $153.6 million and of this, $29.8 million was expended on projects where the primary outcome was on the conservation of significant native species. In line with the Departments reporting timelines these figures are not yet available for 2006-07.
 

In 2005-2006 Envirofund investment of $293,446 was expended on projects that address threatened species including protecting and restoring the habitat of threatened species, threatened ecological communities and migratory birds. In line with the Departments reporting timelines these figures are not yet available for 2006-07.
(b) The absolute amount of Natural Heritage Trust funding for 2005-06 and 2006-07 invested to directly implement the National Reserve System was as follows:

	
	$’000

	2005-06
	8,181

	2006-07
	6,594


In 2002 PMSEIC estimated the cost of increasing the size of the National Reserve System by 22 million hectares to achieve comprehensiveness targets to be $350 million.  Since 2002 the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council released the “Directions for the National Reserve System – A Partnership Approach” that set nationally agreed targets for comprehensiveness and representativeness based on the protection of ecosystems.  There was no cost attributed to these targets to be met by 2020.
The Senate Enquiry (2007) and the independent evaluation of the National Reserve System Programme by Brian Gilligan (2006) both concluded the National Reserve System Programme required additional funding to meet targets for comprehensiveness, adequacy and representativeness.  
It should be noted that the Australian Government is not solely responsible for the implementation of the National Reserve System.  NGOs and territory and state agencies do not rely exclusively on the National Reserve System Programme for land acquisitions for protected areas.

However the $13.7 million spent by the Australian Government on establishing new protected areas between 2005 and 2007 has made significant progress towards
(c) i. and ii.  The Department agreed with the recommendations in the ANAO Report, noting that some actions in relation to threatened species will require the cooperation of State and Territory governments. The areas of concern identified in the ANAO Report have been addressed through both amendments to the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) which came into effect on 19 February 2007, and the 2007-08 Budget which provides additional funding for the administration of the EPBC Act.  The additional funding of $70 million will focus on delivering a range of activities, including improved quality, accuracy and currency of threatened species and habitat.
