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:  33
Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
Annual infrastructure/maintenance for Kakadu / Uluru

Hansard Page ECITA:
4 (22/5/07)

Senator Crossin asked:

Senator CROSSIN—I am happy for you to take this on notice. I have asked consistently for a breakdown of the annual infrastructure and maintenance for both Kakadu and Uluru, for quite a number of years. I just wonder if you could update that table for me.

Answer/s:

	
	2005-06

Actual

$’000
	2006-07

Actual

$’000

	Kakadu National Park
	
	

	Operating Expenditure – Repairs and Maintenance
	1,276
	1,813*

	Capital Expenditure – Buildings and Infrastructure
	1,209
	3,204

	
	
	

	Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park
	
	

	Operating Expenditure – Repairs and Maintenance
	606
	707

	Capital Expenditure – Buildings and Infrastructure
	1,303
	1,354


* Includes expenditure incurred as a result of repairing damage caused by Cyclone Monica

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  34
Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
Kakadu - Fees for Traditional Owners

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

Senator Crossin asked:

Can you bring me up to date with how much the traditional owners have received in the last two years? Is it calculated on the same basis as it was previously?

Answer/s:

Payments to traditional owners over the last two years have been calculated on the same basis as previously and are shown in the table.
	Payments to

Traditional Owners

(Kakadu) 
	2005/06

$’000
	2006/07

$’000

	Lease rental
	349
	379

	% of camping fees and other charges *
	1,111
	1,120

	
	1,460
	1,499


* The entry fees for Kakadu National Park were abolished from 1 January 2005.  Included in this figure is $1.0 million per annum paid to Traditional Owners to replace their share of entry fees in addition to 38.8% of camping fees and other charges in respect of commercial activities.  
Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  35
Sub Outcome:


Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
Mutiljulu Community

Hansard Page ECITA:
6 (22/5/07)

Senator Crossin asked:

Senator CROSSIN—What is the allocated amount for electricity and water?

Mr Cochrane—I can get you what we pay for electricity and water, but we generate the power and supply the water for both the community and our own operations—for our own staff’s houses, for the visitor centre etcetera.

Answer/s:

Electricity is generated on park by diesel fuelled generators.  One set of generators is used to provide electricity to the Mutitjulu Community, park workshop and Rangerville (park staff houses).  It is not possible to extract the cost of diesel fuel purchased to provide electricity to the Community alone.  We estimate that approximately $400,000 of our total annual diesel fuel costs for electricity generation can be attributed to these generators.

Similarly, bore water is provided to the Mutitjulu Community, Rangerville, workshops, park offices and visitor centre through one storage and distribution system.  Diesel fuel is purchased to run the separate generators which operate the bores.  It is not possible to extract the cost of providing water to the Community alone.  Water use is not metered.

It should be noted that members of the Community and staff in Rangerville pay for electricity on a user-pays basis through the purchase of pre-paid electricity cards.  The electricity charge paid is as per the Northern Territory Power and Water Corporation electricity tariff rate.
Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  36
Division/Agency:
Heritage Division/Parks Division


(in consultation with the Department of Industry 


Tourism and Resources)

Topic:
Koongarra Mineral Lease

Hansard Page ECITA:
7

Senator Brown asked:

Going back to Kakadu, is there any reason why the Koongarra mineral lease has not been reincorporated into the park, as recommended by the World Heritage Committee mission in 1998 and, in principle, by the government in 1999?
Answer/s:

The Recommendation of the World Heritage Committee mission was that the Government should discuss rescinding the Koongarra Project Area Act 1981 with the traditional owners and seek their consent to include the Koongarra Mineral Lease in the Park and therefore preclude mining.
The Government supported the recommendation in principle, but also went on to say that the recommendation was based on a misunderstanding about the process that the company must undergo before it can contemplate mining in the area.  In particular, the company must first negotiate an agreement with the traditional owners.  Any proposal would also be subject to government approvals, including a Commonwealth environmental assessment.  No proposal has been negotiated with the traditional owners, and therefore no mining can occur at the present time.

In April 1999, the then Minister for Industry, Science and Resources wrote to the Northern Land Council seeking advice on the traditional owners' views on the World Heritage Committee recommendations.  

A substantive response has not been received.  

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  37
Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
CAR Reserve System

Hansard Page ECITA:
10 (22/5/07)

Senator  Siewert    asked:

(a)     Senator SIEWERT—I am trying to work out how much it is going to cost to acquire, to  meet even the 10 per cent requirement, for the 30 million hectares.

Mr Cochrane—Sorry, can I just backtrack for one minute. I have just given you a misleading figure there. I think 10 per cent of Indigenous lands is a slightly smaller figure than I have just indicated. Can we just take that on notice and do some calculations for you that might answer this, so that I give you something accurate?

Senator SIEWERT—Yes, okay. It is not just the percentage. To complete a CAR reserve system, obviously there are specific areas that you still need to target that are underrepresented in the system. I appreciate that it is not necessarily just saying that 10 per cent of Aboriginal owned land would then necessarily correlate to what is required to complete the reserve system. But what I am after is a more accurate figure of what it will cost to complete by 2012 to meet our obligations in the NRS.

Mr Cochrane—We can attempt that. As you would know, others have done that—WWF have attempted that—but it does involve some pretty significant assumptions about land values, the availability of land and when it might be available, of course, as well.

(b)    Senator SIEWERT—And, if it is possible, since we have now established that the 10 per cent is  actually not meeting the full requirements of the CAR reserve system, could we also have what it would be likely to cost for a full CAR reserve system

Answer:

(a) and b) There is no Government policy, target or requirement of 10 per cent for the National Reserve System in Australia, though currently forty four of Australia’s eighty five bioregions currently exceed this level of coverage in protected areas.  The current coverage of the National Reserve System across Australia is over 11 per cent of the Australian continent. The Directions Statement for the National Reserve System sets out the objective of eighty per cent of the number of extant regional ecosystems being represented in bioregions by 2010-2015.  A review of how we are tracking against this eighty per cent target will be addressed in consultation with the States and Territories later this year. 

As previously advised, there are too many uncertainties to reliably estimate the full cost to the Australian Government of achieving a Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative (CAR) reserve system by 2012.  Australia’s National Reserve System is developing through a partnership with the States and Territories, non-government organisations, local government, and private landholders.  Each of these partners bring different contributions to the NRS, it is not simply a matter for the Australian Government.  Significant uncertainties also include: whether suitable land is on the market and the market conditions at that time; changes to land uses and the industries that compete in the property market, the extent to which landowners are willing to establish covenants on private land to contribute to the National Reserve System and the extent to which Indigenous land holders develop and declare additional Indigenous Protected Areas.

The National Reserve System Programme and the Indigenous Protected Areas Programme together have invested over $95 million dollars to contribute to the addition of almost 26 million hectares to the National Reserve System over the last ten years.  This represents an increase of over 40% in the area protected over this time.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  38
Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
Uluru viewing platform

Hansard Page ECITA:
12 (22/5/07)

Senator Bartlett asked:

Mr Cochrane - …. I would be happy to table the current plans for the viewing area, but they clearly identify areas for Indigenous business opportunities.  We see that having a large number of people in a concentrated spot offers the potential for a number of small businesses.

Acting Chair – Thank you.  If you could table that I would be interested to see it.
Answer/s:

Please find attached the current plans for the viewing area.  Please note that there are two more Wiltja's (shade shelters) to be added that are not depicted on the attached plans.  One will be at the bus parking area and another just under the north facing side of the viewing platform.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  39
Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
Crazy Ant Control Programme

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator   Siewert  asked:

(a)
Following the allocation of further funding to the Crazy Ant program on Christmas Island is it proposed that a review of the management program be undertaken?

(b)
If so, by whom.
Answer/s:

On 9 May 2007, the Australian Government committed $4 million over the next four years to continue the implementation of the 10-year Crazy Ant Management Strategy, which includes scaling up the control effort and expediting a significant R&D programme (including the development of biological control).  This funding supplements the expenditure to date on this program of more than $2.5m since 2000.
The management strategy was developed with the input of the Crazy Ant Steering Committee, which was comprised of leading invasive ant, rainforest ecology and other scientific experts.  The strategy includes a significant R&D programme, including a project to develop a biological control. 
The management program was last reviewed by the Crazy Ant Steering Committee in March 2006.  

The intention now is to implement the management strategy, which includes a mid-term review after 5 years.

Outcome:
1. Environment


Question No:  65
Division/Agency:
Parks Australia

Topic:
Indigenous Protected Areas

Hansard Page ECITA:
Written Question on Notice

Senator Wong asked:

(a)
How much did the Brian Gilligan evaluation, commissioned by your Department in 2006 cost?

(b)
What has been the Department's response to this report to date?

(c)
How much money was allocated and expended on IPAs in 2006-07? Please provide a list of each IPA and how much it received.

(d)
How much money has been allocated and expended to date in 2007-08?

(e)
How many IPAs currently exist? 

(f)
How many more are in the pipeline?

(g)
What resources or support does the Department provide to communities wishing to apply under the programme?

(h)
How much land do they cover in total? What percentage of Australia's land mass does that represent? 
Answer/s:

(a)
How much did the Brian Gilligan evaluation, commissioned by your Department in 2006 cost? 

$55,000 (including GST)
(b)
What has been the Department's response to this report to date?
The Department has welcomed the findings of the 2006 IPA evaluation and is actively working to progress the implementation of those recommendations that can be addressed administratively. Further information against each of the recommendations in the evaluation follow;

IPA evaluation recommendations

6.1 Status and funding

6.1.1 Funding to at least a minimum base level of ongoing management of IPAs should be sought, within the supportive framework of tripartite agreements between owners, State and Territory governments and the Australian Government, if their full value to the National Reserve System (NRS) is to be realised.

· A decision on future funding for the programme has not yet been made.

· Supportive tripartite arrangements are being progressed bilaterally with the States and Territories, through the work of the NRS Task Group under NRM Ministerial Council and through the implementation of the Directions for the NRS partnership approach. 

· There is one formal tripartite agreement in place between the Australian Government, the Northern Territory Parks and Wildlife Service and Dhimurru Land Management Aboriginal Corporation that is functioning very effectively. This agreement contributes approximately $100,000 annually to the Dhimurru IPA through the placement of a Ranger.
· The department is encouraging IPA managers to explore formal agreements with the relevant State and Territory conservation agencies.  Such agreements will need to be voluntary.

6.1.2 Management funds should be provided on the basis of three to five year forward estimates, with actual spending reviewed annually against achievements.
· Two year funding agreements are in place for the declared IPAs matching the period for which funding has been agreed for the overarching Natural Heritage Trust Programme.  
· Multiple year funding agreements with forward estimates and annual review against achievements will be implemented for the declared IPAs for the period that funding is agreed for the third phase of the NHT.
6.1.3 The recurrent funding formula applied should be reviewed over time to reflect different levels of Indigenous land management activity negotiated in tripartite agreements between Indigenous landowners, States and Territories and the Australian Government.

· This will be discussed in the context of tripartite negotiations.
6.1.4 The issue of possible recognition of IPAs as Conservation agreements under Part 14 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the EPBC Act) should be considered along with other options for a graduated system of Indigenous land management defined in tripartite negotiations.
· These options are being considered as part of tripartite negotiations.
6.2
Linkages with other programmes

6.2.1 Given the significance of land management activities to community well-being, Indigenous Coordination Centres (ICCs) should be asked to consider the value of using IPAs as a focus for integrating community based Programme delivery.

· The Department is rolling out State based workshops to ICCs explaining DEW programmes and promoting the opportunities for IPA activities as an integrating framework for broader programme delivery.

6.2.2 The Department of the Environment and Water Resources (DEW) should develop a policy that implements streamlined funding processes for Indigenous communities receiving DEW funding.

· Streamlined funding processes have been developed as part of broad government initiatives to improve service delivery to Indigenous communities and are being trialled on IPA projects.  The Laynhapuy IPA and Wellesley Islands IPA development projects are piloting the streamlined funding process utilising a single departmental “header” contract with schedules for multiple programme funding which integrate and synchronise reporting and monitoring requirements across programmes.
6.2.3 DEW should work with the Indigenous Land Council (ILC) and the Department of Education and Workplace Relations (DEWR) and other relevant Australian Government agencies to streamline Programme delivery associated with land management and employment.

· An agreement has been signed between the Department and the Indigenous Land Corporation regarding the IPA programme.   The ILC/DEW agreement sets targets for leveraging additional investments into the IPA projects focusing on training and employment outcomes.
· The Department is working with DEWR on arrangements for land management and employment programme delivery. 
6.3 Management effectiveness

6.3.1 IPA Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting requirements should be reviewed to ensure that they are consistent with emerging management effectiveness regimes.

· Monitoring, evaluation and reporting arrangements for the IPA programme will be integrated into the process for reviewing management effectiveness under development through the NRS Task Group in line with the Directions for the NRS partnership approach.

6.3.2 IPA Programme staff should be involved in the wider task of formulating management effectiveness protocols for NRS reserves to ensure the scale and complexity of the management challenges facing IPA managers can be properly recognized; adaptive management and capacity building can be tracked; and achievements acknowledged.

· IPA programme staff are formally included in the NRS Task Group which is undertaking this task.

6.4
Scale and ongoing support

6.4.1 Australian Government Natural Resource Management (AGNRM) Facilitators should be explicitly tasked to provide support for IPAs to enhance their capacity to engage in integrated landscape management and regional NRM programmes.

· The AGNRM facilitators have been briefed on the IPA programme. The Indigenous Land Management Facilitator network has been tasked to assist the AGNRM facilitators in engaging with a range of Indigenous projects including IPAs.
6.5 Governance

6.5.1 Respect for Indigenous decision making and governance regimes should continue to be a fundamental operating principle for the IPA Programme and some differentiation of governance arrangements should be explored to better reflect traditional Indigenous governance.

· This will continue to be a fundamental part of the IPA Programme normal governance arrangements. Application processes are flexible and community driven time frames are recognised and respected.

6.5.2 Any escalation of the IPA Programme in an effort to maximise potential contributions to the NRS should take account of the time frames and resources required for Indigenous decision making and governance.

· Normal IPA Programme governance arrangements will continue to take account of the timeframes and resources required for Indigenous decision making and governance.

6.5.3 The development of new IPAs should take account of the optimal scale of operations to satisfy both indigenous and non-Indigenous governance requirements.

· The IPA Programme will continue to incorporate the considerations of scale and location relative to existing IPAs as part of the assessment process.

6.5.4 The manner and location of funds being invested by the Australian Government for IPA land management activities should take account of traditional clan governance and land management accountabilities.

· Communities considering an IPA declaration are funded through the IPA Programme to undertake consultations with Traditional Owners on the implications of establishing an IPA on their land. The landowners in consultation with traditional owners prepare a management plan for the area incorporating traditional clan governance and land management accountabilities.

6.6 Land and sea country
6.6.1 The scope of IPAs with respect to sea country should be clarified to facilitate meaningful negotiations on new IPAs.

· IPA status has been declared over sea country where Indigenous rights are exclusive.  Where Indigenous rights are non-exclusive IPA status would require the agreement of all parties to recognise the Indigenous interests and agree proposed use and management arrangements. 
· These issues are being investigated in the context of the Traditional Use of Marine Resources Agreement (TUMRA) process within the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA) and through the Sea Country planning initiated under Marine Protected Area bioregional planning.
6.7 Programme management

6.7.1 As the number of IPAs grows, consideration should be given to the need for additional Programme staff, both to continue the engagement between IPAs and Canberra, which is valued by the IPAs, and to enhance productive linkages with other programmes at national, state and regional levels.

· Consideration is being given to this in the context of future funding of the Programme.

(c) How much money was allocated and expended on IPAs in 2006-07? Please provide a list of each IPA and how much it received.
Total IPA Programme funding for 2006/07 was $3.119 million. Of this, $288,000 was allocated to IPA programme support activities including the IPA communication strategy, IPA declarations, an IPA Advisory Group and IPA managers meeting, IPA managers compliance and enforcement training and IPA project monitoring and evaluation.

Funds allocated to IPA projects are set out below.
Declared Indigenous Protected Areas - these projects have completed extensive consultation, finalised Plans of Management and have formally declared their lands as Indigenous Protected Areas.  

IPA Name
State
Declared
IPA Funding 2006/07 

Nantawarrina IPA
SA
Aug 1998
$110,000

Putalina IPA, and
TAS
Jul 1999
$95,000

Risdon Cove IPA
TAS
Jul 1999
see above

Preminghana IPA
TAS
Jul 1999
$90,000

Deen Maar IPA
VIC
Jul 1999
$80,000

Yalata IPA
SA
Oct 1999
$55,000

Walalkara IPA, and
SA
Jun 2000
$220,000

Watarru IPA
SA
Jun 2000
see above

Dhimurru IPA
NT
Nov 2000
$170,000
Mt Chappell Il IPA and
TAS
Sep 2000
$100,000
Badger Il IPA
TAS
Sep 2000
see above
Warul Kawa Il IPA (Pulu Island)
QLD
Apr 2001
Nil

Guanaba IPA
QLD
Nov 2000
$75,000

Paruku IPA
WA
Sep 2001
$95,000

Wattleridge IPA
NSW
Jun 2001
$95,000

Ngaanyatjarra IPA
WA
Aug 2002
$210,000

Mt Willoughby IPA
SA
Nov 2002
$75,000

Tyrendarra IPA
VIC
Dec 2003
$170,000

Toogimbie IPA
NSW
Mar 2004
$85,000
Anindilyakwa IPA
NT
Jun 2006 
$100,000
Laynhapuy IPA
NT
Sep 2006
$105,000
Ninghan IPA
WA
Oct 2006
$85,000

Northern Tanami IPA
NT
Apr 2007
$85,000

Total


$2,100,000

Consultation Projects under the Indigenous Protected Area Programme - these are projects supporting IPA development leading up to potential IPA declaration under the IPA Programme.  During the consultation phase, relevant Indigenous groups are fully consulted before a commitment is made to declare an IPA.  The consultation phase includes the development of a Plan of Management for the proposed IPA area.  
Project Name
State
IPA funding 2006/07

Warlu Jilajaa Jumu
W.A.

$65,000

Three Islands
TAS

$50,000

Angas Downs
N.T.

$55,000

Maningrida
N.T.

$55,000

Southern Tanami
N.T.

$58,000

Gumma/Foresters Beach
NSW

Nil

North Kimberley Salt Water Country
W.A.

$58,000

Mt Serle
S.A.

$70,000

Kaanju
QLD

$75,000

Ngarrabullgan
QLD

Nil

Pulu Island
TSI

Nil

Framlingham Forest
VIC

$50,000

Wellesley Islands
QLD

$115,000

Tyrendarrra
VIC

$70,000

Total


721,000
(d)
How much money has been allocated and expended to date in 2007-08?
Total 2007-08 Natural Heritage Trust funding for the IPA Programme is $3.119 million.  None of these funds have been expended, however a total of $2.185 million is committed to the declared IPAs under multi-year contracts signed in 2006. The allocation of the remaining funds for 2006/07 to ongoing consultation projects and new projects is currently being finalised.

(e)
How many IPAs currently exist? 
There are currently 23 declared IPAs.  
(f)
How many more are in the pipeline?
There are currently 14 IPA consultation projects.  It is envisaged that between six and nine new consultation projects may be funded in 2007-08.
(g)
What resources or support does the Department provide to communities wishing to apply under the programme?
IPA programme staff provide support to communities who need more information on the programme and can visit communities to discuss potential IPA interests.  Feedback on draft application material is available for communities who need further support.

The initial phase of IPA projects supports the communities to explore the IPA concept though consultations and seeking advice on the potential implications of an IPA declaration.  IPA programme staff are available to visit the communities to discuss issues as they arise.  Potential IPA communities are supported to visit other IPAs to talk with the Indigenous landowners and exchange information.

The Department has a website http://www.environment.gov.au/indigenous/ipa that includes background information about the IPA Programme; Information about IPA Programme Assessment; a step by step guide to establishing an IPA and a series of fact sheets.

(h) How much land do they cover in total? What percentage of Australia's land mass does that represent? 
IPAs currently cover over 18.5 million hectares of land which constitutes around 2.41 percent of Australia’s land mass.

