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Primary Producers SA Inc 
C/O Unit 5 

780 South Road 
GLANDORE SA 5037 

The Independent Facilitator 

Landscape Reform 

GPO Box 1047 

ADELAIDE SA 5001 

Monday 15 October 2018 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into the impending NRM reforms and the new 

Landscape South Australia legislation.  

A key priority for Primary Producers SA remains: 

 Re-empowerment of regions – including

o re-empowerment of Landscape Boards (greater autonomy and decision-making ability) to

o control their budgets,

o employ staff and to engage contractors as appropriate, including industry groups and other
non-government organisations, and

o set regional priorities, for example.

The water planning and management cost recovery from regional budgets needs to be discontinued. 
Regional budgets will, in most cases, include water planning and management expenditure where it 
is identified as a priority at the regional level. Where agreed by regional boards, this could include 
cross-regional work. However, any additional expenditure required – which is prioritised at a 
statewide level – should be funded by the SA Government or other sources. We are aware that these 
costs are already substantially funded by SA Water payments and the commitment by Treasury to 
cover the cessation of the River Murray levy. 

The imposition of significant additional costs on regions seriously undermines the principles of 
decentralised decision making and re-empowerment of regions. This also adds to the difficulty in 
recruiting suitable candidates for board positions. 

For similar reasons, we further strongly recommend that the proposed Grassroots Grants and 
Landscape Priorities Fund should be funded by Greening Adelaide (or the South Australian 
Government and/or other sources) – not from regional Landscape Board budgets. We note that 
there was input from the Adelaide consultation sessions which indicated a willingness for urban 
levies to fund statewide and regional activities. 

Along with other NRM stakeholders, we have observed decreases in South Australian Government 
investment while NRM levies have increased. There is a need to reverse this trend of declining SA 
Government investment into such an important area.  

We would like to acknowledge the importance of successfully passing the new legislation through 

both houses of Parliament in a timely manner. With this in mind, we believe that water management 

provisions will need to continue to be included in the new Bill. The legislation being drafted will need 

to establish a robust, fair, streamlined and enabling framework, addressing the key dot points above. 

A schedule should be set to address some of the more controversial or complex issues in more detail, 

following the enactment of the new legislation. 
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Water management is a priority area for primary producers and the legislation should incorporate 

the flexibility for Landscape Boards and regions to utilise the most appropriate tools for water 

planning and management.  

We query the need for the legislation to prescribe timeframes for both regional Landscape Plans and 

Water Allocation Plans. This is aligned with queries we have raised, over a period of time, about the 

effectiveness of some of the investment into NRM planning processes. We prefer efficient, 

responsive and streamlined processes, focused on on-ground outcomes. 

There will be more work to be done in the area of water management following the introduction of 

the new legislation. We suggest that some key water planning and management issues be addressed 

by making a commitment to timeframes for the commencement of this work (at a minimum). A 

number of these will be specific to one or more Water Allocation Plans (or water resources). 

However there will most likely be a need, at the conclusion of this work, to consider whether any 

amendments to the legislation are required. 

Landscape Boards 

Concerns have been raised about the election of Landscape Board members on the basis of both cost 

and the potential outcomes of elections in terms of board composition and implications for the 

effective functioning of the boards, particularly if voter turnout and participation in elections is low.  

With either low levels of nominations (especially three or less) or low voter turnout, the result could 

be board members who do not have required skills or knowledge and/or are not able to contribute 

constructively to the Board and regional governance. The combination of elected and appointed 

members could make it difficult to get the required mix of skills and knowledge too; even if four 

appointments are made following the election of three board members (e.g. if a geographical spread 

of members is being sought). 

It could also be difficult to deal with or remove disruptive elected members. We note that alternative 

proposals have been made for the recruitment of members. For example, regional representatives of 

the key regional stakeholders could select three board members. 

It will be critical that Landscape Board members have a deep understanding not only of NRM issues 

in their region, but also of socio-economic factors and drivers and production systems. 

Animal and plant control 

There is a need to carefully explore the ability to adequately address animal and plant control 

challenges within the new legislative framework. Landscape Boards should have the ability to 

prioritise weeds and pest animals in their region and to respond to key threats in a timely manner. 

Biodiversity / native vegetation 

We note that some regions, such as the SA Arid Lands region, have received significant amounts of 
funding from the Australian Government to undertake or support activities for biodiversity 
outcomes. The new legislation should enable these types of activities to continue, particularly where 
they facilitate additional investment in a region. 

Soil and land management 

Soil and land management remain critical components of the management of natural resources; with 

practical research, development, extension and adoption activities being delivered by local and 

regional farming systems groups, for example. It should be noted that the capacity of such groups to 

deliver engagement and outcomes is not limited to soil and land management. 

The submission by the Ag Excellence Alliance outlines well the capacity of the grower group network 

(with 16 grower groups within the Ag Excellence Alliance and a focus on broadacre agriculture). 

Similarly, there are networks and groups within the more intensive sectors (for example: Dairy SA; 

Pork SA; horticultural organisations, groups and networks; and wine grape grower organisations, 

groups and networks). 
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Management of climate variability provides ongoing challenges to both primary producers and 

natural environments, within and outside the NRM system. 

In addition, we note that court processes should only be used as a “last resort” option, bearing in 

mind the very high public and private costs of these processes (and therefore cost inefficiency in 

achieving outcomes, except in the very worst cases where there needs to be a public 

penalty/disincentive). There have been examples of both water and native vegetation issues where 

the ability to negotiate further could have produced much better and more cost-effective outcomes. 

Our responses to some of the questions posed in the discussion paper are attached in the Appendix. 

We look forward to ongoing involvement and discussions on these matters. 

For more information or to discuss this matter further, please don’t hesitate to contact Rob Kerin on 

0439 933 103 or robkerin@ymail.com or Joe Keynes on 0428 648 235 or keyneton@activ8.net.au.  

Yours sincerely

Rob Kerin 

Independent Chair 

Primary Producers SA 

Joe Keynes 

Chair, NRM Committee 

Primary Producers SA
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Appendix: Responses to discussion paper questions 

1. What is most important to you in managing natural resources?

 Re-empowerment of regions – including
o re-empowerment of Landscape Boards (greater autonomy) to
o control their budgets and
o employ staff and to engage contractors as appropriate, including industry groups and

other non-government organisations, for example.

 NRM levy charges need to be contained at the lowest reasonable and sustainable level, including
through appropriate levels of investment from the SA Government and Australian Government.

 Water management – incorporating the flexibility for Landscape Boards to utilise the most
appropriate tools for water planning and management. More work will need to be done in the
area of water management following the introduction of the new legislation.

 Animal and plant control provisions – giving the ability to adequately and promptly address
animal and plant control challenges within the new legislative framework and considering the
tools required.

 The potential to further incorporate native vegetation management provisions (particularly
those currently residing in the Native Vegetation Act and Regulations) at a later date if
appropriate.

 Soil and land management remain critical components; with practical research, development,
extension and adoption activities being delivered by local and regional farming systems groups,
for example.

 Management of climate variability provides ongoing challenges to both primary producers and
natural environments, within and outside the NRM system.

2. What do you think is working well about how we manage natural resources?

The “NRM Partners” forum (NRM Boards, PPSA, Conservation Council of SA, Landcare Association of 

SA, LGA, Aboriginal representative/SANTS, Department for Environment and Water, PIRSA) is 

working well and should be retained, along with regular meetings of the Landscape Board presiding 

members and staff across all regions working in specific areas (e.g. water management, animal and 

plant control, land management, planning). 

 Investment which supports local and regional farming systems/producer groups

3. What do you think should be changed about how we manage natural resources?

 Re-empowerment of regions – including via
o re-empowerment of Landscape SA boards (greater autonomy) to
o control their budgets and
o employ staff (and to engage contractors as appropriate, including industry groups and

other non-government organisations, for example)

 The legislation being drafted will need to establish a robust, fair, streamlined and enabling
framework, addressing the key dot points above. The legislation should be less prescriptive to
Landscape Boards, allowing them to determine their planning timeframes, water management
and animal and plant control priorities, tools and strategies, for example; while allowing for
good coordination and communication between the regions in order to seek consistency across
the regions, where possible.

It will therefore be critical that Landscape Board members have a deep understanding not only
of NRM issues in their region, but also of socio-economic factors and drivers and production
systems.
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 We hope that these changes will enable the recruitment of appropriate people from the primary
production sector onto Landscape Boards.

 A schedule to address some of the more controversial or complex issues in more detail,
following the enactment of the new legislation, is also recommended.

 That court processes should only be used as a “last resort” option, bearing in mind the very high
public and private costs of these processes (and therefore cost inefficiency in achieving
outcomes, except in the very worst cases where there needs to be a public
penalty/disincentive).

4. How do you think we can best enable landscape scale restoration projects?

There have been a number of discussions about funding arrangements – linking this to questions 13 

and 15. 

There is significant concern about funding being appropriated from regions/regional boards to pay 

for statewide programs (adding the proposed Grassroots Grants and Landscape Priorities Fund on 

top of the existing water planning and management “cost recovery”) – and what this will leave 

regions. This is also linked with concerns about the financial viability of some regions. 

As mentioned in the cover letter, we believe the water planning and management cost recovery 
from regional budgets needs to be discontinued. Regional budgets will, in most cases, include water 
planning and management expenditure where this is identified as a priority at the regional level. 
Where agreed by regional boards, this could include cross-regional work. However, any additional 
expenditure required – which is prioritised at a statewide level – should be funded by the SA 
Government or other sources.  

For similar reasons, we further strongly recommend that the proposed Grassroots Grants and 
Landscape Priorities Fund should be funded by Greening Adelaide (or the South Australian 
Government and/or other sources) – not from regional Landscape Board budgets. 

Along with other NRM stakeholders, we have observed decreases in South Australian Government 
investment while NRM levies have increased. There is a need to reverse this trend of declining SA 
Government investment into such an important area. 

Regional Landscape Boards should be able to choose whether and when they invest levy funds in 

cross-regional initiatives. 

There are obviously other elements which can facilitate cross-regional work (beyond funding 
arrangements), starting with fundamental good collaboration between regions and the various 
stakeholders. There are already good examples of this. The continuation of the NRM/Landscape 
Partners group, meetings of the regional presiding members of Landscape Boards and statewide 
meetings of regional staff on specific topics (e.g. planning, water, animal and plant control – along 
with Biosecurity SA) should help to enable and continue these types of collaboration. 

5. How do you think we can better recognise and promote Aboriginal peoples’ land, water,
economic and cultural interests?

We defer to Aboriginal people and groups/organisations to best answer this question. 

6. How can Landscape Boards best facilitate the management of natural resources by their
communities?

See also question 3. We have suggested “a streamlined approach” (less spending on PR, plans, 

reports and glossy documents and more on practical, on-ground measures) and good engagement of 

industry and grower/farming systems groups, including outsourcing activities where appropriate 

(which may include communications and engagement activities). 
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7. What do you think is the best approach for electing the three community members to the

Landscape Board in each region?

Concerns have been raised about the election of Landscape Board members on the basis of: 

 Cost – including time and effort and taking into account the cost as a proportion of a region’s

budget; and

 The potential outcomes of elections in terms of board composition/membership and

implications for the effective functioning of the boards – particularly if voter

turnout/participation in elections is low.

It will be critical that Landscape Board members have a deep understanding not only of NRM issues 

in their region, but also of socio-economic factors and drivers and production systems. 

We note proposals for members to instead be appointed by a combination of: 

 Nominations by peak bodies

 A selection process and panel composed of regional representatives appropriate to a region,

incorporating nominations from the peak bodies (to the selection panel)

with skill and knowledge requirements identified and applied. 

9. How can regional planning be streamlined?

We query the need for the legislation to prescribe timeframes for both regional Landscape Plans and 

Water Allocation Plans. This is aligned with queries we have raised, over a period of time, about the 

effectiveness of some of the investment into NRM planning processes. We prefer efficient, 

responsive and streamlined processes, focused on on-ground outcomes.  

Planning processes should focus more on the engagement to develop a plan (or policy) and the 

policy that results than a glossy or long document. It may be appropriate in a number of instances to 

be able revise parts of plans (or specific policies), as required, rather than whole plans. 

10. How can regional plans be more accessible to the community, while becoming more

consistent in format and terminology?

Again this is probably more about processes and policies than documents. Less prescriptive 

timeframes may result in much better and responsive engagement. Face to face engagement via 

existing networks (and with flexible timeframes) has often produced better outcomes than sending 

out large documents and expecting engagement on those documents within relatively short, set 

timeframes. 

Good communication, coordination and collaboration between the regions (e.g. sharing of drafts 

and final policies and plans across regions and cross-regional discussions) is important. The 

NRM/Landscape Partners group (including presiding members of Landscape Boards) could consider 

drafts – including with a particular view to highlighting any significant inconsistencies between 

regions or water resources. 

11. How do we best measure and report outcomes from managing natural resources?

Previous surveys have highlighted that confidence regarding NRM science (especially for water 

planning and management) is not as good as it should be within the primary producer community. 

Engagement of the primary producer community and industry networks across all NRM science 

(including monitoring and reporting) needs to be improved – probably at a range of levels – to 

increase this confidence. Some of the much better examples demonstrate extensive engagement of 

local communities on local issues. 
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12. How important is it to have more consistency in the way land and water levies are raised

across the state?

Discussions at the NRM Partners forum have highlighted preferences for regional boards to be able 

to determine their own levy rates (while ensuring that comparisons are made as part of this 

process). The NRM/Landscape Partners group (including presiding members of Landscape Boards) 

could also consider levy proposals – including with a view to highlighting any particular 

inconsistencies. 

13. How can we best fund high priority landscape scale projects?

See also question 4. How do we identify high priority landscape scale projects? In addition to 

voluntary collaboration between regions, is there a possible role here for the NRM/Landscape 

Partners group (including the Landscape Board presiding members)? 

Grower groups / farming systems groups, industry and community groups and networks should be 

engaged appropriately – across both planning and delivery of these types of projects (as 

appropriate). 

14. How important is it to coordinate efforts to manage our natural resources across regions?

How could this best be achieved?

This has been addressed in some of the previous questions. 

15. How could a Grassroots Grants program best work?

See also question 4. 

16. What are the highest priority ways we could improve pest plant and animal control?

The legislation should enable Landscape Boards to determine their planning timeframes and 

appropriate animal and plant control priorities, tools and strategies to respond to key threats in a 

timely manner; while allowing for good coordination and communication between the regions. 

Biosecurity SA would work closely with the NRM/Landscape Partners group, as well as Landscape 

Boards and cross-regional animal and plant control staff. 

The issue of overabundant native species is of critical importance and should also be part of the 

remit of Landscape Boards and the NRM/Landscape Partners group. We note that this currently 

resides with the National Parks and Wildlife Act. 

See also question 21. 

17. Are there any minor amendments that could be made in this Bill to current water

management processes?

It is important that provisions which apply to the River Murray aren’t necessarily automatically 

applied to other, very different water resources, without carefully thinking through the most 

appropriate management regimes for each resource (taking into account the knowledge base, 

resourcing and all of the features specific to each resource) – but that regions have the flexibility to 

use the most appropriate management tools for each resource.  

As highlighted above, we query the need for the legislation to prescribe timeframes for both 

regional Landscape Plans and Water Allocation Plans. This is aligned with queries we have raised, 

over a period of time, about the effectiveness of some of the investment into NRM planning 

processes. We prefer efficient, responsive and streamlined processes, focused on on-ground 

outcomes. 
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18. What more substantial water reform do you believe should be looked at as part of

subsequent reform processes?

As mentioned above, a schedule should be set to address some of the more controversial or 

complex issues in more detail, following the enactment of the new legislation. 

There will be more work to be done in the area of water management following the introduction of 

the new legislation. We suggest that some key water planning and management issues be addressed 

by making a commitment to timeframes for the commencement of this work (at a minimum). A 

number of these issues will be specific to one or more Water Allocation Plans (or water resources). 

However there will most likely be a need, at the conclusion of this work, to consider whether any 

amendments to the legislation are required. 

A submission has been made previously by Primary Producers SA on the Department’s Better Water 

Planning and Management discussion paper, after conducting a water planning and management 

survey. Other submissions have also been made already on water planning and management issues. 

We would be happy to provide further input or materials, and to discuss these issues in much more 

detail. 

19. What should be included in the new legislation to enable more effective management of our

soils, pest plants and animals?

See also question 16 above and questions 20 and 21 below. 

20. What should be included in the new legislation to enable better stewardship of our

landscapes?

There are currently a few different incentives variously available to primary producers in different 

parts of SA, including: various regional and subregional NRM incentive programs (funded by NRM 

Boards); native vegetation clearance offset payments (Significant Environmental Benefits or SEBs); 

and, potentially, Emissions Reduction Fund payments. 

The cumulative effect of these various programs might be better coordinated to reach, and be 

accessible to, primary producers. Where appropriate, NRM incentives might be made available more 

consistently to all primary producers across SA (but without losing the ability for regions to identify 

and fund specific regional or subregional needs). 

Regional Agriculture Landcare Facilitators and/or sustainable agriculture officers might be further 

enabled to assist primary producers to access any of these opportunities through streamlined 

processes, noting that primary producers require support with regulatory requirements too (such as 

water policies and licensing, native vegetation management regulations and animal and plant 

control requirements). 

The incentive program/s also require science and technology support to demonstrate effective 

techniques in local areas and assess the local and financial viability of actions for incentives on offer 

and possible responses to regulations. 

In the area of native vegetation management and biodiversity outcomes, in particular, there may be 

potential to draw in additional investment (e.g. from NGOs, philanthropic investors) into a system 

which can demonstrate a range of NRM outcomes. We need to connect primary producers in SA into 

the range of opportunities, where appropriate. 
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We note that healthy financial circumstances (for landholders) increase capacity for good landscape 

stewardship. To this end, we reiterate that NRM levy charges need to be contained at the lowest 

reasonable and sustainable level, including through appropriate levels of investment from the SA 

Government and Australian Government.  

Keeping government costs at the lowest reasonable and sustainable level will help primary 

producers to remain viable, profitable and cost-competitive (e.g. with overseas and interstate 

producers) and increase capacity to invest in landscape management. 

21. How do you think the new legislation can best enable effective compliance arrangements?

We have noted previously that court processes should only be used as a “last resort” option, bearing 

in mind the very high public and private costs of these processes (and therefore cost inefficiency in 

achieving outcomes, except in the very worst cases where there needs to be a public 

penalty/disincentive). There have been examples of both water and native vegetation issues where 

the ability to negotiate further could have produced much better and more cost-effective outcomes. 

On the other hand, in areas such as animal and plant control, there is a need to be able to respond 

promptly to key threats, for example. 
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