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The two main types of socio-economic impact assessment employed in this study are Benefit-Cost
Analysis (BCA) and regional Input-Output (I0) analysis. The two methods have quite distinct roles.

Benefit-Cost Analysis ... BCA assesses the net economic gains or losses to Victorians that mayarise
as a consequence of changed public land management. On a state-wide basis, if the benefits of the
changes exceed the costs the changes should be implemented.

Regional Input-Output Analysis ... Local and regional communities have a strong interest in the
possible impacts of changed public land management on their employment prospects and incomes.
IO analysis provides estimates of these impacts on regional economies, including both direct and
flow-on effects. This method of analysis does not determine whether the people of Victoria are likely
to incur a net economic gain or loss as a result of changed management.

1. Benefit Cost Analysis

The Victorian River Red Gum (RRG) forests, wetlands and floodplains of the Murray Valley are
valuable environmental resources with many, sometimes competing, land uses giving rise to benefits
for a wide range of people. Determining the appropriate balance of these uses from a society-wide
perspective requires information about the relative values generated from those uses to be
incorporated into the conceptual framework of a benefit cost analysis. Under this framework,
alternative forest management scenarios (Scenarios 2, 3 and 4) are compared against the base case
or do-nothing new option (Scenario 1) to identify if any of the alternative options will lead to an
improvement in well-being for the people of Victoria. The scenarios are:

Scenario 1 BASE CASE - No new management changes over the next 20 years (including 500
GL per annum already identified for The Living Murray icon sites, and 127 GL per
annum for existing annual environmental allocations)

Scenatrio 2 All VEACes proposed recommendations including new national parks but with no
additional water

Scenario 3 All VEACes proposed recommendations including national parks but with 2,000 GL
additional water every five years on average

Scenatrio 4 All VEACes proposed recommendations including national parks and VEACs
estimated 4,000 GL additional water every five years on average

Information about the commercial values of forest uses such as timber production and grazing in the
River Red Gum forests and the cost of water to be used under Scenarios 3 and 4 is available from
the markets in which outputs are exchanged. Forest protection benefits arise from recreation and
tourism activities, ecosystem and cultural heritage conservation. Quantification of these non-market
values were the focus of an earlier study for VEAC on the Non-Use Values of Victorian Public Land
(Bennett et al. 2007).

Estimating the Market-Based Values Associated with Forest Use

VEAC draft recommendations for public land use mainly affect the timber and grazing uses of the
RRG forests. The implications of the recommendations for water allocations to improve the health of
the RRG forests are dealt with separately.

Timber Industry

The economic impacts on the timber industry were based on the results of a financial survey of
participants in the industry, including mill operators, sleeper cutters and commercial firewood
licensees. A total of 19 operators were interviewed out of approximately 22 licensees in the study
area. Around 10 operators provided financial information in sufficient detail to allow extrapolation to
the rest of the industry, based on licensed volumes of four categories of timber.

The direct gross annual value of the RRG-based timber industry is currently about $9.3 m with a net
economic contribution to the Victorian economy of about $2.5 m per year. Assets dedicated to the
industry total are valued at approximately $11.3 m.
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VEAC has advised that the timber harvest to be expected over the next 20 years for the Base Case
(Scenario 1) will be about 30 per cent of current yields (as a result of lower tree growth rates due to
reduced forest flooding), resulting in a net economic contribution of $0.75 m per year. The calculated
contributions for the other three scenarios, respectively, are $0.27 m, $0.33 m and $0.50 m per year,
reflecting the impacts of VEACes draft recommendations, and increased water availability for
scenarios 3 and 4.

Grazing

VEACS-s draft recommendations include cessation of grazing in the Barmah forest (about 30,000 ha)
and exclusion of grazing over a five year period in other public land (about 55,000 ha), including
water frontage reserves (about 15,000 ha). It assumed in the BCA that only the water frontage areas
will require provision of fencing and watering points. Graziers were not surveyed as part of this study
and the analysis is based largely on other studies conducted for the Victorian and NSW Governments
and on area estimates provided by VEAC.

For the Barmah forest it is estimated that the annual net economic contribution of grazing is $0.14 m
in the base case scenario (Scenario 1), based on grazing of 2,000 head of cattle in the summer six
month period and 800 head in the winter six month period. For the other three scenarios (Scenarios
2, 3 and 4) the net economic contribution is zero.

For the other public land, including water frontage areas, grazing returns an annual net economic
contribution of $0.77 m in the base case and annual net costs of $1.32 m per year for the other three
scenarios ... due to the need for fencing, watering points audl increased pest management. It is
assumed, conservatively, that these costs are incurred immediately, even though they will not be due
for five years.

Estimating the Non-market Environmental Values Associated with Forest Protection
Choice modelling

Choice modelling (CM), a stated preference non-market valuation technique, was used to estimate
the protection values associated with the RRG forests (Bennett et al 2007). The CM technique
involves a sample of people being asked to make a sequence of choices between different alternative
forest management strategies described in terms of their impacts on particular attributes.

For the RRG forests, the attributes and the ranges over which they may vary over the next 20 years
under the various management scenarios are summarised in the following table.

Attributes and their levels for River Red Gum forests

Attribute Description Levels

Cost Compulsory annual payment ($) 0; 20; 50; 100

Healthy RRGs Area in hectares 54,000; 67,000; 74,000; 80,000
Threatened Parrots Number of breeding pairs 900; 1,200; 1,500; 1,800

(Regent and Superb Parrots)

Murray Cod and other Percentage of pre-European 10; 20; 40; 60
threatened native fish numbers

Recreation Facilities Number of campsites with facilities 6;9;12; 18

Descriptions of the survey materials used and survey logistics are provided by Bennett et al.(2007).
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The six samples used in the surveys are shown in the following table.

Selection of Samples

REGION
Melbourne Murray Region Gippsland Region
(out of region)
STUDY AREA
River Red Gum
forests (RRG) 1. Metro 2. Echuca 6. Bairnsdale (out of region)
3. Mildura
4. Wodonga
5. Rural

The surveys were conducted using a drop-off-pick-up process in November 2006.

Results for River Red Gum forests

Models explaining respondentse choices between alternative forest management options are used to
estimate the marginal values of the Healthy RRGs, Parrots, Cod and Recreation attributes. These
values are expressed in terms of implicit prices: the marginal willingness to pay for the average
respondent household over a 20 year period for a unit increase in the attribute.

The results in the table below show that respondents in the Bairnsdale and Melbourne sub samples
are willing to pay $3.29 and $1.45 respectively for a 1,000 hectare increase in the area of healthy
RRG forest (per annum per household for 20 years). sWithin regione respondents recorded values that
are not significantly different from zero. People in those areas were prepared to accept the status
quo with respect to that attribute.

Respondents were found to attach a positive value to increasing the numbers of breeding pairs of
threatened parrots, ranging from around $4 to $8.40 per 100 pairs. The implicit price for a one-
percent increase in the populations of Murray Cod and other threatened native fish species varies
across the sub samples from about $1 to $1.40. Implicit prices for the recreation attribute are not
significant for any of the sub samples.

Implicit Price Estimates for River Red Gums

Sub sample Melbourne Bairnsdale Within region
($/yr/nh) ($/yr/nh) ($/yr/nh)

Attribute

Healthy RRGs /1,000 ha 1.45%** 3.29** 0.0677
(0.46) (1.29) (0.47)

Parrots /100 pairs 4.39%** 8.39*** 3.96%**
(1.04) (2.76) (1.04)

Cod /1% increase 1.02%** 1.37%** 1.09%**
(0.17) (0.44) (0.17)

Recreation /campsite -0.11 -0.85 -0.24
(0.62) (1.53) (0.66)

Notes: Significance levels indicated by: * 0.1, ** 0.05, *** 0.01.
Standard Errors in parentheses.

The non-significance of the recreation/campsite attribute may be due to a conflict of preferences
between those seeing positive outcomes (eg. more facilities providing a better camping experience)
and those seeing negative outcomes (eg. more facilities leading to more congestion).
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Application to Benefit Cost Analysis

The implicit prices estimated from the choice data are directly applicable to the consideration of
alternative forest management options. Specifically, they are compatible with the principles of BCA.
The process of employing implicit prices in the BCA involves four basic stages.

1) Predicting the impact of a management change on the attributes used in the choice modelling
exercise relative to the predicted continuation of the estatus quoe.

2) Multiplying the implicit prices by the respective predicted attribute change to estimate the per
respondent household willingness to pay for each attribute change.

3) Aggregating the per respondent household willingness to pay across all attribute changes.

4) Extrapolating across the relevant population, using the survey response rate, to estimate the
societal willingness to pay for the management change.

Assumptions for Environmental Outcomes

The assumptions for environmental outcomes were specified by VEAC and are summarised below. It
is emphasised that these assumptions will be revisited in light of the flood modelling recently
commissioned by VEAC.

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Healthy RRGs («000 ha) 54 60 65 80
Threatened parrots (*00 pairs) | 9 10 14 16
Murray Cod & other 10 10 20 30
threatened native fish

Non-market issues that are not addressed in this analysis include implications for Indigenous cultural
heritage, and the cultural heritage value of the Barmah muster and other RRG related heritage
issues. The environmental benefits of excluding grazing from riparian areas have not been explicitly
calculated. The implications of different forest management regimes for emissions of greenhouse
gases have not been considered.

VEAC has indicated that there will be no net recreation and tourism benefits or costs associated with
their recommendations over the next 20 years or so.

The VEAC draft recommendations will have positive environmental impacts outside Victoria and
these are considered later.

It was assumed that additional management costs for the public land areas, including new national
parks, would be $3 m per year.

In addition to the above environmental outcomes, VEAC draft recommendations involve increased
protection of about 7475 ha of wetlands and restrictions affecting approximately 3950 duck hunters.
A recent study in South Australia puts the economic value (measured as consumer surplus) of duck
hunting at about $48 per trip, with 95% confidence limits of about $30 and $120. These values are
consistent with the economic values estimated for other recreational pursuits such as fishing.

Conservative estimates put the value of wetland protection at about $1,000 per hectare. However,
the wetlands in the study area already benefit from protection ... eg. by being located within a wildlife
reserve. Based on somewhat arbitrary assumptions concerning the percentage of duck hunters who
could find alternative sites (75%) and the degree to which moderate increases in the level of wetland
protection is reflected in environmental value (50%), it was calculated that the net economic loss for
Scenarios 2 through 4 is $0.082 m per year, compared with the base case.
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Demographic data

Demographic data (approximate for 2006) and survey response rates relevant to estimating the
environmental values are summarised in the table below. Victorian rural areas outside rural cities
and towns are not included due to the low survey response rate for these areas.

Number of households (m) Survey response rate
Melbourne 13 50
Murray region cities and towns 0.1 80
Out of region cities and towns 0.3 70

An Assessment of VEAC Draft Recommendations

A summary of undiscounted annual benefits and costs for each scenario relative to the base case is
shown in the table below. The benefits include the non-marketed environmental protection values,
including wetlands. The costs include the foregone value of timber and grazing production and duck
hunting.

Scenario Benefits ($m/year) Costs ($m/year)
Low Average High Average
Scenario 2 (no additional water) 9.07 14.73 24.06 5.80
Scenario 3 (2,000GL every 5 years) 23.36 53.01 82.66 5.73
Scenario 4 (4,000GL every 5 years) 41.86 97.75 153.65 5.57

The Low, Average and High results reflect the 95 percent confidence limits placed on the estimates of the
environmental values.

It is apparent from the above table that the environmental benefits of the VEAC draft
recommendations dominate the costs in terms of lost timber, grazing and duck hunting opportunities.
However, it is important to note that the costs do not include the costs of provision or storage of water
for Scenarios 3 and 4.

Assuming a planning horizon of 20 years and a real discount rate of 6 percent and in the absence of
water costs, annuities and Net Present Values for all three scenarios are strongly positive.

However, this result must be considered in the light of the cost of water under Scenarios 3 and 4.
This is achieved by estimating the break-even water prices which would set the Net Present Values
equal to zero. In other words, these prices would represent the upper limits to the prices that could
be paid for water before the costs of the draft recommendations outweighed the benefits. The results
of these calculations are shown in the table below.

Break-even water prices ($/ML/yr)

Low Average High
Scenario 3 (2,000GL/5 years) $44 $118 $192
Scenario 4 (4,000GL/5 years) $45 $115 $185

NPVs for water value ($/ML/20 years)
Scenario 3 (2,000GL/5 years) $505 $1,356 $2,206
Scenario 4 (4,000GL/5 years) $520 $1,322 $2,123

NPVs for water value (in perpetuity)
Scenario 3 (2,000GL/5 years) $734 $1,970 $3,205
Scenario 4 (4,000GL/5 years) $756 $1,921 $3,085
NPVs for water value (in perpetuity @ 4% discount rate*)

Scenario 3 (2,000GL/5 years) $1,102 $2,955 $4,808
Scenario 4 (4,000GL/5 years) $1,134 $2,881 $4,628
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The first sub-table shows break-even prices in the range of $44 to $185 per ML per year and fall
approximately within the range paid by irrigation farmers for annual charges (assuming that their
water entitlements are delivered). They are also comparable with the prices paid in water markets for
temporary water, except in times of severe drought where prices can be higher.

The second sub-table shows the break-even prices that might be paid for a once-off purchase of
water needed over the next 20 years and ranges from $505 per ML to $2,123 per ML. These ranges
are comparable with market prices for permanent trade of entitlements for irrigation water in saverages
years.

There are economic arguments for accepting lower discount rates and longer planning horizons for
some environmental projects, for example as discussed in the Stern report on climate change. Sub-
tables 3 and 4 present the results for considering net benefits in perpetuity rather than over 20 years,
and for a discount rate of 4 percent (compared with Sternes 2.5 percent) in the fourth sub-table.

A number of important qualifiers must be attached to these observations.

First, to our knowledge, there have been no transactions over 20 GL in the past and VEAC
recommendations involve acquiring 40 times that amount each year. There is no analysis which
informs us of the likely impacts on water prices of these quantities being withdrawn from irrigation.

Second, none of the 500 GL per year of water under the Living Murray agreement has been
recovered to date and only about half of it has appeared on the Eligible Measures Register. The
political economy of acquiring the equivalent of up to an additional 800 GL pr year would require
extensive analysis and negotiation between three State governments and the Commonwealth.

Third, while the quantities involved represent only about 7 percent of the average annual total inflows
to the Murray River below Darling River (about 11,200 GL), they represent 30 percent of Victoriaes
2004/05 total allocation (although the benefits of overbank flows would accrue to all three States).

Fourth, the implications for storage of the environmental water have not been addressed ... the
requirements of the draft VEAC recommendations represent about 40 percent of the total storage
available in the system.

Fifth, the logistics of storing and delivering the quantities of water suggested will require extensive
analysis of a complex system.

Sixth, any re-allocations of water in the Murray Darling Basin will need to take account of forecasts
made about the effects of global warming.

Seventh, the social and economic impacts of withdrawing large quantities of water from irrigation
have not been assessed. Approximately 60 percent of the benefits of VEACes draft recommendations
are enjoyed by people in Melbourne while only about 5 percent accrue to those in the study area. In
contrast, most of the costs of the draft recommendations are incurred by those living in the study
area.

In summary, the figures that we present should be seen as part of a pre-feasibility analysis which
suggests that further work is warranted before making decisions on the allocation of water in the
Murray Darling Basin.

It should be noted that the benefits of VEACes draft recommendations considered in this analysis are
only those enjoyed by Victorians. The management regimes considered will inevitably also benefit
ecosystems in NSW and SA with consequent environmental benefits to people in those States. In the
above analysis all costs (in terms of water) are effectively debited to Victorians. Present estimates of
the extent of this scross-subsidisatione is that only about 60 gercent of the environmental water
required under the VEAC draft recommendations will flood Victorian ecosystems.

A possible source of over-estimation of both the benefits and costs of the VEAC draft
recommendations is associated with the annual 500 GL Living Murray allocation and the annual 125
GL (approximately) already allocated to the Barmah Forest. Applied once in 5 years these flows
would provide a maximum of 3125 GL towards flooding regimes, yet in the BCA we have ignored
their possible contribution. Clearly they will need to be considered in conjunction with the VEAC draft
recommendations once the flooding analyses commissioned by VEAC have been completed.
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Conclusions

It is apparent from the BCA that two items dominate the analysis ... the environmental benefits and
assumptions made about those and the water costs and their assumptions. The other benefits and
costs assessed are small in comparison with these two items.

It is generally accepted that the waters of Murray Darling system are over-allocated and most
economists agree that the most efficient way of dealing with this problem and at the same time
making more water available to the environment is by buying back irrigation water entitlements.

This is probably the first study of its kind which attempts to provide a guide to the economic values
associated with the two main competing uses of water in the Murray Darling Basin. It shows that the
draft VEAC recommendations provide significant environmental benefits that may be competitive with
other uses of water.

2. Regional and Social Impacts

VEAC draft recommendations are likely to have impacts on regional economic activity in terms of
output, employment and incomes. It is important to recall that while the recommendations generate
substantial economic benefits as shown in the Benefit Costs Analysis, few of these benefits and most
of the costs are captured in the study area.

It is also important to note that the following impact analysis only applies to the scenario where
additional areas of River Red Gum forests are protected but no additional water is made available
(Scenario 2). The regional impacts of diverting 2,000 or 4,000 GL every five or so years for
environmental flows would be substantial in terms of irrigated agriculture and horticulture but the
quantification of these effects was beyond the scope of this study.

Timber industry

The River Red Gum timber industry is estimated to contribute less than 0.1% of regional economic
activity.

The estimated loss of 80% of the River Red Gum timber industry is estimated to result in a loss in
annual regional economic activity in the order of:

€ $11.3 m to $13.0 m in output;

€ $2.6 mto $3.1 minincome;

€ $5.8 mto $6.5 m in value-added; and

€ 77 direct jobs up to 90 jobs in total (including flow-onjobs).

These represent an upper estimate of the impacts of the draft VEAC recommendations because they
assume that current harvest levels can be maintained into the future. VEAC advice is that future
harvest levels may be only about 30 percent of current levels (that is, a 70 percent reduction as a
result of reduced forest flooding), even if restrictions were not placed on the areas available for
harvest.

Apart from the direct impacts on the mills and forestry and logging, flow-on output, value-added and
income effects are likely to be mainly in the forestry and logging sector; wholesale trade sector; retalil
trade sector; road transport sector; other repairs sector and other machinery and equipment
manufacturing sector.

The direct employment effects would be felt in the timber milling sector and forestry and logging
sectors. Production-induced employment impacts would occur across a range of sectors including
the primary sector, manufacturing sectors, wholesale and retail trade sectors, repairs sectors, and
transport sector, while consumption induced employment impacts would be felt primarily in the
wholesale and retail trade sectors and services sectors.

Duck hunting

In the order of 3,950 duck hunters would potentially be affected by VEAC draft recommendations
resulting in impacts of:
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€ $2.4 mto $2.8 m in output;

€ $0.5 mto $0.6 m in income;

€ $0.9 mto $1.1 m in value-added; and
€ 171to 19 jobs.

This is a worse case scenario because it assumes that all hunting sites in the study area are at
capacity and there are no substitute sites within the region for these displaced duck hunters.
However, there may be sites that are below capacity and VEACes recommended increased
environmental flooding should increase opportunities for hunting at wetlands that would not otherwise
have water and support ducks. The impacts are linear and hence if it is assumed that 50% of duck
hunters can be accommodated in substitute sites within the region then the impacts will be 50% of
those identified above.

Impacts of reduced duck hunting for output, value-added and income effects are likely to be mainly in
the retail trade sector; wholesale trade sector; fabricated metal products sector; other food products
sector; petroleum and coal products manufacturing sector; accommodation, cafes and restaurants;
health services sector; and road transport sector.

The main employment impacts are direct impacts in the wholesale and retail trade sectors.

Grazing

The restriction of cattle grazing in the Barmah forest would result in a reduction in up to 2,000 head in
the summer term and 800 head in the winter term resulting in the following potential regional
economic impacts:

$200,000 to $240,000 in output;

$71,000 to $83,000 in income;

$102,000 to $122,000 in value-added; and
2 jobs.

a dh dh

The restriction of cattle grazing in the proposed 55,000 ha of riverside reserves and other public land
would have the following regional economic impacts:

$1,095,000 to $1,343,000 in output;
$391,000 to $455,000 in income;
$558,000 to $668,000 in value-added; and
12 to 14 jobs.

(WNONONOD

Flow-on impacts of cattle grazing for output, value-added and income effects are likely to be mainly in
the wholesale trade sector; grains sector retail trade sector; road transport sector; services to
agriculture sector; health services; legal and accounting sector.

Overall impacts of restrictions on timber harvestin g, duck hunting and grazing

From a regional perspective these impacts are not large. However, some areas and towns are likely
to be more directly impacted, particularly from timber industry impacts, for instance Echuca, Picola,
Koondrook, Cohuna and Shepparton. The sensitivity of towns to loss of employment can be gauged
from simple indicators of regional economic health such as population growth, employment growth
and economic diversity.

Gannawarra SLA (Statistical Local Area used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics) which contains
Cohuna and Koondrook has been experiencing population and employment decline. Losses of
employment at Cohuna and Koondrook while likely to be modest would occur in a declining rural
economy and declining towns.

Campaspe (S) ... Echuca (SLA) which contains Echuca has been experiencing ppulation and
employment growth. Loss of employment in Echuca is likely to be larger but would be occurring in a
growing rural economy.

Moira (S) West (SLA) which contains towns of Barmah, Nathalia and Picola has also been
experiencing population and employment growth over time. However, Nathalia (the largest of the
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three towns and the only one with readily available ABS statistics) has been experiencing population
decline (likely to also be the case for Picola and Barmah). This is likely to result from «backwashZ
effects of growth of surrounding larger towns including Shepparton and Echuca. So loss of even a
modest number of jobs across Nathalia and Picola would be occurring in declining rural towns.

Greater Shepparton City Part A is a large, diversified regional economy with growing employment and
population. It is therefore likely to be resilient to loss of a modest number of jobs.

Overall the towns of Cohuna, Koondrook, Nathalia and Picola are likely to be the most sensitive to
any job losses (and potential population losses).

At an individual level there are also a range of potential impacts of the loss of employment for
individuals and their families including poverty and financial hardship, reduced future work
opportunities, reduced participation in mainstream community life, strains in family relationships, and
intergenerational welfare dependency.

Draft Proposals Paper for public comment

85



86

APPENDIX 2: Advisory Groups: Community Reference
Group, Government Contact Agencies and
Indigenous Steering Committee

River Red Gum Forests Investigation Community Refer

Member

Barmah Forest CattlemenOs Association

Organisation

Kelvin Trickey

Barmah Forest Preservation League Stan Vale

Birds Australia Euan Moore
Shire of Campaspe Cr Neil Repacholi
Confederation of Australian Motor Sport, Victoria la Cook

Country Fire Authority

Rachel Rogers

Environment Victoria Rod Orr
Federation of Victorian Walking Clubs (VicWalk) StewRobertson
Four Wheel Drive Victoria Zac Powell
Friends of Nyah Vinifera Forest Joe Blake

Gannawarra Shire Council

Cr Neville Goulding

Goulburn Valley Environment Group

Louise Anderson

Horse Riding Clubs Association of Victoria

Debbie Wize

Mildura Shire Council

Cr Tom Crouch

Minerals Councils of Australia (Victorian Division)

Trevor Shard

Moira Shire Council

Cr David McKenzie

Murray Lower Darling Rivers Indigenous Nations Waynebster
Sporting ShootersO Association of Victoria Colin Weo
Timber Communities Australia Faye Ashwin
Tourism Alliance, Victoria Nicholas Hunt
Victorian Association of Forest Industries Paul Madd
Victorian FarmersO Federation lan Lobban

Victorian National Parks Association

Nick Roberts

VRFish

John Corbett
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River Red Gum Forests Investigation Government Cont act Agencies
Aboriginal Affairs Victoria, Department for Victoran Communities

Coliban Water

Department for Water, Land & Biodiversity (South Agiralia)

Department of Environment & Conservation (New SouthVales)

Department of Environment & Heritage (South Austrad)

Department of Environment and Heritage (Commonwealt)

Department of Infrastructure Planning & Natural Resirces (New South Wales)

Department of Primary Industries

Department of Sustainability & Environment (Victaa)

Goulburn Murray Rural Water

Goulburn Valley Water

Goulburn-Broken Catchment Management Authority

Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Authority

Lower Murray Urban & Rural Water Authority

Mallee Catchment Management Authority

Murray Darling Basin Commission (Commonwealth)

North Central Catchment Management Authority

North East Water

North-East Catchment Management Authority

Parks Victoria

Regional Development Victoria, (Department of Innation, Industry & Regional Development)

Tourism Victoria

VicForests

VicRoads
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River Red Gum Forests Investigation Indigenous Stee ring Committee
Members*

Henry Atkinson

John (Sandy) Atkinson

Rex Harradine

Rose Kirby

Sam Morgan

Gary Murray

Bobby Nicholls

Darren Perry

Sissy Pettit-Havea

Ken Stewart

Wayne Webster (Co-Chairperson)
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council
Duncan Malcolm (Co-Chairperson)
William Glenbar (consultant)
Karen Milward (consultant)

Mel Mitchell

Paul Peake

Additional people involved

Brett Ahmat (DSE)

*Additionally, meetings have also been attended byther Indigenous community members and other guests

River Red Gum Forests Investigation July 2007



APPENDIX 3: Extract of Report on the VEAC
Indigenous Community Consultation Workshops

18 May 2007
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Executive Summary

Indigenous Community Consultation Workshops were arranged as part of the VEAC River Red Gum
Forests Investigation to give Indigenous people a process where they could provide comments about
opportunities to involve Indigenous people more fully in the planning, management and decision-
making processes on public land.

It was clear that workshop participants were keen to find out more about what was involved in public
land management processes. This information could then be used to assist with capacity building and
economic opportunities for themselves and other Indigenous people living in communities in the study
area. It was also clear that there are opportunities to build a stronger knowledge base about various
operational processes undertaken by the natural resource management agencies that have prime
responsibility for managing public land in the study area. This includes Catchment Management
Authorities (CMASs), Parks Victoria, the Department of Primary Industry (DPI) and the Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE) who may have individual and/or joint management
responsibilities for specific public land areas.

Workshop participants confirmed that Indigenous Traditional Owner (TO) groups have an important
role to play in providing advice to staff of public land management agencies. Consideration must also
be given to establishing clear processes to ensure public land areas are aligned with areas claimed
by TO groups. The following key points were made in relation to this issue.

1) There is a need to confirm which Indigenous people and groups (including TO groups) are to be
involved in public land management processes.

a) Confirmation of which TO group has authority and responsibility to speak for specific areas
needs to be undertaken via a separate process which is outside the responsibility of staff of the
various government agencies. That is, there needs to be an independent process.

b) TO groups and other agreed Indigenous stakeholders are to have responsibility for
identifying/nominating who their consultants, contractors and other representatives are.

c) Cross-border issues with NSW and SA Indigenous people need to be taken into account.

2) Traditional Owner boundaries needed to be agreed upon between each of the TO groups.
a) Responsibility for involvement in planning, management and decision-making for specific public
land areas must be based on the boundary areas agreed to by TO groups.
b) Public land on/near boundaries where there was no agreement needed to involve all TO
parties in the planning, management and decision-making process (where applicable).

3) A majority of Indigenous and TO groups who may potentially be involved or have a role in planning,
management and decision-making processes of public land within the River Red Gum Forests
Investigation study area do not currently:

a) have an effective and financially viable administrative infrastructure in place to support,
manage or co-ordinate their activities; or

b) receive any agreed payment for time they provide to staff of government agencies when they
are econsultede about issues on public land; or

c) receive any regular funds to enable members of their group to undertake or participate in any
einformed consente processes about public land or natural resource management issues.

Comments made during workshops strongly indicate that capacity building is an important and key
aspect of any approach taken to actively involve Indigenous people in any future opportunities to
participate equally and more fully in planning, management and decision-making processes on public
land within the investigation area. The following suggestions were made in relation to this issue.

4) Indigenous people and TO group representatives would like to have formal agreements in place with
public land management agencies including professional development/training options, work
placements, scholarships, traineeships, jobs, service contracts and consulting fees as part of the
agreement process.
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Access to public land areas within the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area was also raised as
a key issue given that connection to country was still a very strong factor in the lives of many
workshop participants. It was strongly indicated that local knowledge about water flows, flora and
fauna biodiversity, and traditional Indigenous land management practices on specific pieces of public
land would be a key contribution that Indigenous stakeholders could make as part of any future
involvement in public land management, planning and decision-making processes.

The following suggestions were made in relation to this issue.

5) Indigenous people want legislative changes to allow them permanent access to public land so they
can undertake <Traditional Cultural Practicese and, where possibk, for agencies to issue Indigenous
people with permits for erecreational fishinge etc at no cost ..ie for free.

6) That information workshops be organised so Indigenous people living in the study area could gain
a better understanding about the roles and responsibilities of management agencies in relation to
public land areas.

Finally, it was clear that some workshop participants would like to see the Victorian government make
arrangements for some public land areas within the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area to be
changed into different categories where they had a more formal shands-one involvement in direct
management. A number of examples were raised where other State and Territory governments had
actively pursued and taken action to support arrangements to work more closely with Indigenous
people as part of their public land management strategies.

It is obvious that more consultation is required with each Traditional Owner group in the River Red
Gum Forests Investigation area before a clearer picture can be formed about how best to approach
this issue from a Victorian perspective. To this end, the following suggestions were made.

7) Hand-back lease-back arrangements would be an ideal outcome for most Indigenous groups,
however, the creation of more co-operative management agreement type arrangements would also
be welcome. If this were to occur:

a) Support needs to be provided by government for Indigenous and TO groups to undertake
consultation processes so they can identify specific public land areas which may form part of any
future hand-back lease-back or co-operative management agreement process.

b) A business case may need to be developed (and funded) as part of this process which includes
information about the financial options and opportunities that may result under any new
arrangement that is put in place.

c) Legislative changes will need to occur for each piece of public land where a hand-back lease-
back or co-operative management agreement is put in place.

d) Support may also need to be provided for dispute resolution processes to occur where there are
differences of opinion between and amongst Indigenous people who are part of any hand-back
lease-back, co-operative management agreement or any other such processes where a financial
or other benefit is likely to occur.
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Introduction

The Victorian Environment Assessment Council (VEAC) engaged external independent consultants
(William Glenbar and Karen Milward) to organise and conduct a series of Indigenous community
consultation workshops in various locations within the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area.
Where possible, neutral venues were organised in each location.

An information flyer describing the purpose, dates, locations and start/end times of the workshops
was prepared and circulated to Indigenous people using the Native Title Services Victoria (NTSV)
mail list. The NTSV mail list provided, in the first instance, a comprehensive contact list of
Indigenous people who may be interested in attending the VEAC workshops. Public land in the River
Red Gum Forests Investigation area includes land that a number of Traditional Owner Groups have
expressed an interest in.

Information about the workshops was also emailed to staff of public land management agencies for
them to circulate to Indigenous people in their communities who may not be on the NTSV list.
Information was also emailed to departmental staff in South Australia to circulate to people in their
areas who may have an interest in attending the Berri workshop or others being convened in Victoria.

Table 1 B VEAC Indigenous Community Consultation Workshops

(by Date, Location and No. of Participants)

Date Location No. Participants ~ Other Comments
10 March 2007 Echuca 16 Yorta Yorta Workshop
14 March 2007 Wodonga 3

15 March 2007 Bendigo 2

16 March 2007 Echuca 5

17 March 2007 Swan Hill 6

18 March 2007 Barham (NSW) 6 + 2 other guests
18 March 2007 Deniliquin (NSW) 6

19 March 2007 Robinvale 3

20 March 2007 Mildura 4

21 March 2007 Berri (SA) 9

22 March 2007 Shepparton 7

25 March 2007 Thornton 11

Total No. of Participants 78 persons

It should be noted that NTSV also convened a workshop in Bendigo on the 17t and 18th of March
2007, at which members of the North West Nations were provided with an update about the status of
their native title claim. A number of participants at the VEAC workshops held that weekend confirmed
that they knew of participants at the Bendigo workshop who would have attended the VEAC
workshop, however, they felt that the NTSV workshop was more relevant to them at that point in time.

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the issues raised by participants attending
these workshops. This information will be considered by VEAC Councillors when developing
recommendations about how to include Indigenous people in planning, management and decision-
making processes on public land which in the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area. A summary
of the key points and issues raised at each workshop appears in the full report (Appendices 1 to 11).

A separate workshop was requested by and convened for members of the Yorta Yorta Nations
Aboriginal Corporation (YYNAC) on 10 March 2007. This workshop was to provide input into the
consultation process and specifically comments to VEAC about the Yorta Yorta Co-operative
Management Agreement signed with the Victorian Government on 30 April 2004. Subsequent to the
workshop in early May 2007, the Corporation indicated that comments on the Yorta Yorta Co-
operative Management Agreement would not be addressed to VEAC.
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Workshop program and presentations

To ensure consistency in the issues discussed, a workshop program was prepared and used at each
session. At each workshop participants were provided with a copy of the following documents (see
resource documents provided in Appendix 12-15):

VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation ... Submissions Invited brochie (October 2006)
VEAC Resource Document 1: Indigenous Land Management Framework Dscussion Paper
VEAC Resource Document 2: Models of Indigenous Involvement in Land Management
VEAC Resource Document 3: Views from the Community ... Indigenoussisues

VEAC Resource Document 4: VEAC Angahook-Otway Investigation Recommendaion R12 ...
Enhancing Indigenous Involvement

Permitted Uses and Activities in Major Public Land Use Categorieshandout

River Red Gum Forests Investigation ... Discussion Paper (October 206)

ah dh dh dh dh
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Large-scale public land use maps of selected areas of the River Red Gum Forests Investigation area
were also organised and displayed at each workshop. The maps provided participants with a
detailed view of the public lands in and around towns where the workshops were held.

The first part of each workshop focused on providing background information including the VEAC
process as well as a broad overview of public land use categories and examples of Indigenous
involvement in public land planning, management and decision-making. The second part of the
workshop involved gathering comments and information from participants relating to how best to
create opportunities for involving Indigenous people in public land planning, management and
decision-making.

Table 2 B VEAC Indigenous Community Consultations Workshop Program

Session 1 D Intr oduction
€ Overview of the VEAC River Red Gums Investigation process

. Consultation Timelines (Round 1 and Round 2)
€ Why we are here today and what we would like to find out from you
Session 2 B Pub lic Land Use Ca tegories
€ Adescription of the various public land use categories in Victoria
€ Overview of the public land use categories in this area

Different land categories in this area

. Who is responsible for what (DSE, DPI, Parks Victoria, etc)

€ Cultural Heritage Issues and Public Land Use Categories

Session 3 D Indig enous In volvement in Pub lic Land Mana gement (Examples)
€ Current initiatives being implemented in Victoria
. Yorta Yorta Co-operative Management Agreement
Heritage Act 2006 and Registered Aboriginal Parties
. Aboriginal Land Economic Development Workshops (AAV)
€ Examples of interstate and international models

Session 4 B Recommenda tions fr om Indig enous stak eholder s
€ What involvement do you currently have in management of public land issues?
. What is working now? What could be improved?
. What issues you think need to be considered by VEAC?
€ What type of involvement would you like to have in relation to the public land which forms part of the River Red
Gums Study Area?
. Short term and Longer term
€ What are the critical issues that need to be considered by Government?
. Current Issues and Future Issues (eg. Economic Development, Employment Planning, Decision-making,
etc)
€ Recommendations from workshop participants about public land in the study area
. General recommendations about Indigenous involvement in managment of public land in the
investigation area
Recommendations about Indigenous involvement in managementn specific areas of land as identified
by workshop participants
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Key Findings from VEAC Indigenous Community Consultations

Awareness of public land use categories

Participants at each workshop were provided with a copy of the «Permitted uses and activities in
major public land use categoriesZ information sheet prepared by VEAC. It was obvious from
guestions raised that access to this information proved useful in informing workshop participants
about the types of issues they needed to be aware of and consider if Aboriginal people to be more
pro-actively involved in public land planning, management and decision-making processes in the
future.

«Can a workshop about public land administration and public land categories etc be organisaa faadwe ¢
out what this all means?Z
It is suggested that VEAC or staff of other relevant agencies organise and conduct a series of Public
Land Use Information Sessions for Aboriginal people within the study area so they have an opportunity
to better understand how current public land administration and management systems operate.

Awareness of options for Indigenous involvement in public land management

Session 3 of the workshops focused on providing participants with background information about how
Aboriginal people in other states/territories were involved in public land planning, management and
decision-making processes. Workshop participants were asked to refer to eResource Document No.
2 ... Models of Indigenous Involvement in Land Managemeri during this session so they could
reference existing models of Indigenous involvement in public land planning, management and
decision-making processes ... using examples from Victoria and interstate

Discussions during this session focused on eFigure 6.2 ... Current arrangements for Indigenous
involvement in public land managementZ with examples sited to show opportunities they may wish to
pursue as part of the VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation process.

Figure 6.2 Current arrangements for Indigenous involvement in public land management (from
VEAC River Red Gum Forests Investigation Discussion Paper, October 2006).

Co-pperative managemeni

- e .
B | = S—
Indigemnsus Jaint Ca Consultative Infermation
protected managemeant managamwent managerment giving
,_ area ) Yy

Increasing community influence and condrol

inocreas anay nflvenoe and con

Source: modified after Borrini-Feyerabend (1996)

It was clear from comments made during this session at almost all workshops that most participants
had little information about the mechanics involved in progressing towards a co-management or joint
management arrangement for public lands in Victoria. The primary focus of many participants over
the past 20 years or so appears to have been on pursing Native Title outcomes rather than other
types of arrangements which may prove more financially beneficial to them or members of their
Traditional Owner groups ... in the short, medium or longer term.

A high level of interest was expressed in putting in place joint management arrangements for public
land areas where a shand-back lease-backe arrangement was put in gace. However, it is not clear at
this point in time which public land areas would be possible opportunities for hand-back lease-back
arrangements in the study area.

Examples of approaches taken in the Northern Territory and Queensland were also presented at each
workshop so participants could gain an insight into the various areas that needed to be considered if
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they were to be involved in a similar arrangement in Victoria.

Information from the eTable of Contentsepage in the Queensland Governmentes Currawinya National
Park Management plan (February 2001) document was presented at each workshop. The purpose of
this approach was to provide workshop participants with an example of the type of issues that
needed to be considered, from an Aboriginal perspective, if arrangements were made for them to be
more actively involved in public land planning, management and decision-making processes. Topics
listed in «Section 3 Management strategiess was raised as a talkhg point at each workshop. This
section of the Currawinya National Park Management plan covered the following:

3 Management strategies

3.1 Management of natural resources
Native plants and plant community management
Native animals: management
Landscapes, soil, wetland and catchment protection
Weed management
Feral animal management
Fire management
Research and scientific values

3.2 Management of cultural resources
Aboriginal interests
Post-European heritage

3.3 Management of recreation and tourism
Recreational opportunities and facilities
Education and interpretation
Safety

3.4 Park administration and management
Infrastructure and administration
Resource harvesting
Zoning

Topics listed in the Currawinya National Park Management plan provided participants with an
opportunity to reflect on how they and members of their group could benefit from direct involvement
in service contracts, employment and skills development opportunities and in the planning,
management and decision-making process. Training or information sessions could be arranged for
Aboriginal people who want to learn more about similar documents that exist in Victoria for each
public land area so they have an opportunity to understand more fully how public land management
agencies in Victoria operate.

Another example shown to workshop participants was the «Northern Territory Parks & Conservation
masterplan ... summary paper (September 2005) published by the Northern Territory Department of
Natural Resources, Environment and the Arts. Information contained in this document was raised at
each workshop to provide workshop participants with another example showing how Aboriginal
interests in public land planning, management and decision-making processes could also extend to a
more broader definition of Natural Resource Management from a <io-diversitye perspective. This
fitted in more closely with participants cultural perspective or views on connection to country being
more about the whole of the environment not just about flora and fauna, water, minerals or timber as
separate resources.

One issue of interest to workshop participants was the possibility of a Stewardship Paymente system
for areas of high conservation value. Workshop participants expressed an interest in having a similar
arrangement in place in Victoria as a means of actively involving and providing a financial base for
employing Aboriginal people in public land planning, management and decision-making processes. If
this option is explored, additional funding and resourcing is required for both public land management
agencies and Aboriginal representative bodies.
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Current involvement in public land management

What is working now

A majority or workshop participants indicated that, from their perspective, there did not appear to be
anything in place at present which was working when it come to involving Aboriginal people in public
land planning, management and decision-making processes.

Having said this, it appears that most workshop participants have limited awareness of other
agreements being implemented in Victoria. This includes the Wotjobaluk, Jaadwa, Jadawadjall,
Wergaia and Jupagalk Native Title Settlement under which the State Government allocated three
parcels of culturally significant land totalling some 45 ha and funding of $2.6 million over five years to
meet costs associated with land management activities.

One critical issue to be considered is separating the relationship between cultural heritage issues,
native title claims, arrangements reached under Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUA) and how
Aboriginal involvement in public land planning, management and decision-making processes may
work.

In 2006, the Victorian Catchment Management Council (VCMC) undertook research which focused
primarily on the following key objectives:
(i) To improve management of natural resources in Victoria;
(ii) To present an overview of the current status of Indigenous engagement in natural resource
management in Victoria; and
(iii) To provide advice on how Indigenous engagement within the catchment management
framework in Victorian can be improved.!

Information contained in the Conclusions section of the report A VCMC Position/Perspective Paper

on Indigenous Engagement in Victoria states that:
To be more effective, we need to use a broad mix of mechanisms for engagement and be genuinely committed
to forming long-term relationships, which requires nurturing and persistence on both sides. Above all,
government and other NRM agencies need to go beyond the rhetoric and act on their promises. This entails
creating real opportunities for Indigenous people to become empowered as managers of our natural resources
so that they can continue to practice their culture. Only when Indigenous policy and planning directions become
a core function will be know that we have achieved our joint goal of true involvement.
In order to truly move ahead with Indigenous engagement in Victoria, VCMC advises that Victorian
Government, NRM managers, and Indigenous community efforts be focused/continue to be focussed in the
following areas as a matter of urgency:

€ Engage with Traditional Owners first and foremost without excluding the broader Indigenous community.

€ Encourage employees involved in NRM across whole-of-government to urdertake cultural awareness
training .

€ Providepathways to Indigenous people to prepare them for entering the workforce and offer a mix of
employment opportunities across all levels and occupational groups.

€ Provideon-the-job training to build the capacity of Indigenous employees and put structures/mentors in
place to support and encourage Indigenous employees.

€ Be an NRMfunding conduit (particularly CMAs) for Indigenous communities and build awareness and
capacity within Indigenous communities of funding programs.

€ Ensure that statewide and regional Indigenousstrategies are owned by the community and backed-up by
funding to carry out on-ground projects.

€ Develop/tailorIndigenous Advisory Groups  across all regions where existing networks do not already
exist.

€ Work with Indigenous Nations to develop a process for coordinaion and exchange of Indigenous
knowledge as part of the VCMC Catchment Knowledge Exchange Project.

€ Establish robustmonitoring, evaluation, reporting and learning frameworks regarding Indigenous
involvement in NRM.2Z

l.aveme Position/Perspective Paper on Indigenous Engagement in VictoriaZ, State of Victoria, Victorian Catchment Management Council
2006, page 6.

2.AvCMC Position/Perspective Paper on Indigenous Engagement in VictoriaZ, State of Victoria, Victorian Catchment Management Council
2006, page 29.
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Section 4 of the report sDemystifying the Meaning of sIndigenous Engageatethe following:
*Engaginge or scommunicatinge or edeveloping partnershipse with bigenous individuals and communities is
intrinsic to the process of involving Indigenous communities in natural resource management. Engagement is
about earning trust and gaining respect on both sides and requires honest, sensitivity and an ongoing

commitment over time.3

Administr ative capacity and inf ormed consent pr_ocesses

A majority of workshop participants raised the issue of administrative capacity or lack thereof as an
impediment which impacts on their ability to participate in both natural resource management and
public land planning, management and decision-making processes. Most Traditional Owner groups
who have an interest in public land within the study area do not receive regular or ongoing income
(grants or otherwise) to have in place staff and/or a basic administrative structure to manage their
interactions with government agencies.

This particular issue was also raised in the context of the Registered Aboriginal Party arrangements
under the new Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 which come into effect on 29 May 2007. Most workshop
participants expressed an expectation that they would receive funds under the new arrangements to
address this issue. Their views were changed somewhat when they were advised that it is highly
unlikely that AAV or the Heritage Council would be provide specific funds for this purpose.

This will be a critical issue that will need further consideration by VEAC if opportunities are to be
created for Aboriginal groups to participate in both natural resource management and/or public land
planning, management, planning and decision-making processes. It may be necessary to undertake
a more detailed investigation into the likely options and cost implications associated with building the
capacity of Aboriginal groups in this particular area.

*We need resources to undertake consultation (phone, equipment, petrol, accommodation etc). ... by default
people in other organisations are doing this work or it doesnst get done.Z

*We need funding to cover our «informed consente processes ... perhaps an annual fed paalip2a

Specifically, costs associated with undertaking informed consent processes needs to be considered
by all government agencies. It is possible to identify likely cost implications based on matching
individual pieces of public land with a Traditional Owner group ... as outlined in theRegister of Public
Land Areas concept. Further discussion between agency staff and Traditional Owner groups will,
however, need to occur before this option is pursued.

In terms of costs associated with informed consent process, it may be possible to identify what the
cost implications are based on a set number of informed consent processes being undertaken each
year by each Traditional Owner group. Agencies could then put in place processes that merge
planning, management and decision-making requirements so that informed consent processes deal
with multiple issues at the same time. This approach would result in cost savings for public land
management agencies and provide certainty to Traditional Owner groups that these costs will be met
each year.

*Economic benefits need to overcome capacity constraints and offer additional opportunities.Z

3.AvVCMC Position/Perspective Paper on Indigenous Engagement in VictoriaZ, State of Victoria, Victorian Catchment Management Council
2006, page 8.
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What can be improved

Many workshop participants indicated that they and other people they knew had been contacted on
numerous occasions by staff public land management agencies and asked to provide information,
advice and feedback about a range of issues in relation to specific sites, areas or items located on
public land. In most cases, Aboriginal people participating in these processes are not being paid for
their time, knowledge or expertise.

«In this area (in particular) there is confusion over the appropriate Indigenous people to deal with.Z

At the same time, workshop participants indicated that many agency staff did not follow well-established
Aboriginal protocols in relation to who to contact from each group about specific issues. Participants
indicated that this was one area where a majority of public land management agencies could improve.

Figure 1 - Current Perception about how NRM Specifically, workshop participants suggested
Agencies Interact with Aboriginal People that agencies could remedy this situation by
putting in place an Indigenous Consultant
Dept. of Contact Register or similar which could be
Parks Primary acc;essed by_ ﬁllAatL)gepgy sltaff W?en Ithey Wfantﬁd
Victoria Industries to interact wit original people. It was yrt er
(DP1) suggestgd that procedures should be put in place
for Traditional Owner groups and other key
Indigenous people in the community to be given
Aboriginal primary responsibility for nominating who should
People be placed on the register. This would ensure
that Aboriginal people with appropriate cultural
knowledge would be consulted as opposed to
persons who may not be able to provide the

(TD Groups)

Catchment Dapt. of scorrecte information required.
Management | Sustainability &
Authorities Environment At the same time, it was suggested that all public
(CMA) (DSE) land management agencies should make funds

available to pay consultant fees to Aboriginal
people on the Register in addition to other costs
that may be incurred during any consultation process. This would ensure that Aboriginal people who
gave their time and expertise were properly compensated and/or reimbursed.

Government agencies and statutory authorities responsible for public land in North West Victoria
commenced discussions and negotiations with Traditional Owners in the North West region in 2005 to
negotiate a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) document. The purpose of the MOU is to outline
how members of each group would work together in the region. Figure 2 below provides an overview
of the MOU document. Once agreement is reached, it is anticipated that all government agencies
and Traditional Owner groups will have an agreed process in place confirming the working
relationship between each group for planning, management and decision-making issues on public
land.
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Figure 2
Current Options being Pursued by Government Land Management Agencies in North Wegh Vitdgénous
Traditional Owner (TO) Groups
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Figure 3 - Adding Another Aspect to Strengthen Proposed MOU Options currently being negotiated
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There are, however, some elements missing from the current process. One element raised and
explored at most workshops was the creation of a eregister of public land arease containing the
following elements:

a) a list of the public land areas which would be subject to the MOU process;

b) a list of the government agencies who have responsibility for these area of public land; and

c) a list of the Traditional Owner groups who have responsibilities for these area of public land.

The Register would confirm which Aboriginal group and/or person public land management agency
staff should contact when consultation was required.

*Recognised? traditional owners have recently become more prominent, but non-traditional owners Aboriginal
people are the ones with expertise, contacts, partnerships, resources and identibgiass(sewZ
traditional owner groups often not turning up to meetings etc.)

At the same time, workshop participants indicated that Indigenous employment opportunities should
be more clearly identified as part of any future MOU arrangement. This included existing
employment and skills development opportunities within each agency as well as any self-employment
options that could result form service contracts and other activities on public land. For example -
contracts for feral animal or weed management; landscape, soil, wetland and catchment protec-
tion/re-vegetation; education and interpretation services (including cultural awareness training), etc.
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Figure 4 - Adding More Detail to the Proposed MOU Engagement Arrangements/Processes

Some workshop participants did not agree with this type of model and did not see this as a way of
providing them with greater access to public land management, decision-making or planning
processes.

Issues to be considered
Participation in planning and decision-making

The «Case Studies in Indigenous Engagement in Natural Resource Management in AustraliaZ report
published in May 2004 by the Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage contained a
section titled eAttributes of Good Indigenous engagement in NRMZ. Information from this section of
the report was shown to VEAC workshop patrticipants to clarify if these comments accurately reflected
those they had already made, particularly those relating to opportunities for involving Indigenous
people in public land planning, management and decision-making processes in Victoria. The major
areas covered include:

Attributes of Good Indigenous engagement in NRM

Time and Timing

Dedicated resources

Support for Indigenous processes

Effective leadership

Recognition

Capacity building

Indigenous diversity

Scale- i.e. more than one Traditional Owners Country

Complimenting social and economic objectives

Effective and on-going communication
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The report concluded:
Indigenous groups involved in the case studies remain committed to working with regional NRM structures,
partly because they see benefit in the approach but mostly because this is currently their best option for
regaining a voice in the management and use of their country. They remain hopeful (and watchful), but not
confident that their views and aspirations will be incorporated into regional NRM management. It will be the
long-term commitment to engagement and the measurement of the practical outcomes that will show any real
change, not what is spent on a round of consultations for the purpose of accreditation of a regional NRM plan.4

Most workshop participants agreed that comments made in this report reflected views similar to their
own.

4Smyth, D., Szabo, S., George, M., sCase Studies in Indigenous Engagement in Natural Resource Management in AustraliaZ, May 2004,pages
17 to 22.
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The following tables list the organisations and inviduals that made submissions in response to thedtice of
Investigation (Sub. Period No. 1) or the Discussidtaper (Sub. Period No. 2), and their submission miers.
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APPENDIX 5: Timeframe and community consultation
process for River Red Gum Forests Investigation

19 April 2005
State Government requests VEAC undertake
River Red Gum Forests Investigation

30 April 2005
Notice of Investigation published in local and st&wide papers

65 day formal submission period

October 2006
Publication of Discussion Paper

Minimum 60 day formal submission period

July 2007
Release of Draft Proposals Paper

Minimum 60 day formal submission period

1 February 2008
Final Report given to State Government




English name English name Scientific name



English name English name Scientific name



Growth rates (m S/halyear) Available areas (ha) Sustainable timber (sawlog & standard) volumes
(mPlyear)
Forest location and Original Recent Current Recommended Current area Current area Recommended | Recommended
site quality (frequent (reduced (by VEAC) and original and recent area and area and
flooding) flooding) growth rates growth rates original current
growth rates growth rates
Barmah High SQ 0.38 0.23 6740 0 2541 1552 0 0
Barmah Low SQ 0.17 0.10 7154 0 1188 720 0 0
Goulburn High SQ 0.27 0.25 35 0 9 8 0 0
Goulburn Low SQ 0.14 0.16 5 0 1 1 0 0
Gunbower High SQ 0.27 0.16 7773 6656 2083 1262 1784 1080
Gunbower Low SQ 0.14 0.08 3457 3448 467 277 466 276
Total 25,164 10,105 6,288 3,820 2,249 1,357
Percent of 2006-07 licence volume 62% 38% 22% 13%
Percent of 6288 n¥/yr 100% 61% 36% 22%
Percent of 3820 ni/yr 100% 59% 36%

Notes

Only River Red Gum Forest within the General Management Zohas been included in the analysis.
Site Quality data and CFI data were provided by the Departmeaf Sustainability and Environment.
Assumes that growth rates will return to original values if Bvironmental flows as recommended are achieved.




Rec

\[o}

Gl

G2
G3
G4

G5
G6
G7

G8

G9

G10
G11
G12
G13
G14
G15
G16
G17
G18
G19
G20
G21
G22
G23
G24
G25
G26
G27
G28
G29
G30
G31
G32
G33
G34
G35

G36
G37
G38

G39
G40

Name

Wargan-Mallee Bushland Area

Carwarp Bushland Area
Piangil Bushland Area
Nyah Bushland Area

Lake Kelly Bushland Area
McMillans Lake Bushland Area

Spences Lake Bushland Area

Note: salt extraction activities can continue in tis Area

Cranes Lake Bushland Area

Note: Salt extraction activities can continue in tis Area

Beauchamp Salt Lake Bushland Area
Beauchamp Bushland Area

Lake Lookout Bushland Area
Sandhill Lake Bushland Area
Quambatook Bushland Area
Narrewillock Bushland Area

Barrakee Bushland Area

Lake Boort Bushland Area

Boort Bushland Area

Dry Lake Bushland Area

Salter Bushland Area

Myall Bushland Area

Murrabit Bushland Area

Cohuna Bushland Area

Wee Wee Rup Bushland Area
Leitchville Bushland Area

Pyramid Hill Bushland Area

Blind Creek Bushland Area

Mologa Wetland Bushland Area
Mologa Triangle Bushland Area
Mologa Bushland Area

Dingee Bushland Area

Terrick Terrick North Bushland Area
Mcintyre Rd Grassland Bushland Area
Bickford Rd Grassland Bushland Area
Dullard Waterhole Bushland Area

Elmore-Cohuna Railway Bushland Area

Lockington Bushland Area
Turrumberry North Bushland Area

Wharparilla Bushland Area

Echuca West Bushland Area

Piper Bushland Area

Area
(ha)

1441.1

6.0
0.2
155.3

3.4
32.5

40.9

34.1
18.6
51
69.5
165.2
9.5
11
15.8
477.8
2.8
144.6
3.8
32.1
17.3
1.9
6.9
9.3
3.1
3.6
11
2.6
2.9
10.0
15
11
0.8
0.8

3.7
7.0
9.8

10.2
125

Parcel number list*

P000189, P0O00182000221, P000181, P000180,
P000223 P000202, and parts of P003436, P000202
and P000224

P000321, P0O00322
P006157, PO06156

P003015, P002996, P00299®372745, P372743,
P372744

P004347
P120122, P123963

P121808, P121807

P121844
P120056
P123295, P120020
P120058
P120053, P12005R120067, P120068, P368494
P123487
P122211, P123338
P128295, P128293, P1290, P121351, P128294
P120807, P120797 120800, P120801, P120798
P125408, P364867
Dry Lake south of Kerg
P122156, P122157
P134423, P125285, P125286
P122149, P125270
P121580
P122411,
P122420, P122419
P124729
P129452
P127123
P132441
P132803
P121911, P121900, P12191
P1313781B1379, P131380, P133775
P1244911 221492, P124490
P124487
P124457

Sectio wnused rail reserve between Kotta and
McColl

P370727, P370725, PB724, P370726, P130029
P124493

P131652, P131653, B1654, P131666, P131655
P131656, P131657, P131658, P131659, P131660
P131661, P131662, P131663, P131664, P131665
P125466, P131641, P131642, P131643, P131645,
P131646, P131647, P131648, P131649, P131650
P131651

P125462
P124697



Rec INEINIE Area Parcel number list*
No. (EY

Beattie Depression Bushland Area
Note: This area can continue to be used as a flooday.
Southern sections of this area should be revegetate

G42
G43

G44
G45
G46
G47
G48
G49
G50
G51
G52
G53
G54

G55
G56
G57
G58

G59
G60

Nanneella Bushland Area

Rushworth-Colbinabbin Rail Line Bushland Area

Moira Bushland Area

Lower Moira Bushland Area
Narioka Bushland Area
Brooms Bushland Area

Barwo Bushland Area
McLellands Bushland Area
Kotupna Bushland Area
Kotupna School Bushland Area
St Germains Bushland Area
Undera Bushland Area

Strathmerton Bushland Area

Horseshoe Lagoon Bushland Area
Kaluna Park Bushland Area
Ovens Billabong Bushland Area

Oxley Bushland Area
Note: This area should be revegetated

Wodonga Bushland Area
Bonegilla Wetland Bushland Area

398.0

28.0
.

8.0
3.1
2.2
9.9
6.5

35.5

3.6

2.6

0.4

13
38.0

9.5
23.2
2.2

7.3
4.9
0.4

Beattie Depression floodway east of Echuca
P160556, P161253, P1852

P125135, P372106 and sections of disused railwaink
near Karook

P160557

P160558, part roadeserve
P160560

P160567

P160568

P160571, P160570
P160569

P368704

P162682

P162693

P16057, P160579,180577, P160576 and part
adjoining rail land

P204458
P204519, P204488
P206888

P200133, P200131, P200132, P200124, P200134
P205761
P200095

* Crown Land areas have in the past been describedsing a Crown Allotment (CA), Section (Sec) and Rsin (P) or Township (T).
More recently Crown land has been attributed a unige identifier known as a Crown parcel (P number).fie P number is provided
here for Crown land parcels. Other public land ownd by public authorities is given a more general gegraphic description and is
shown on Map A.

Rec INEIN ] Area Parcel number list*
No. (ha)

G62

G63
G64

G65
G66
G67
G68
G69

G70
G71
G72

Mosquito Creek Streamside Area

Capels Crossing Streamside Area

Kinypanial Streamside Area

Hayanmi Streamside Area

Strathallan Streamside Area
Bandella Streamside Area
Bonn Streamside Area
Runnymede Streamside Area

English Bridge Streamside Area

Wakiti Creek Streamside Area
Deep Creek Streamside Area

Skeleton Creek Streamside Area

179.5

292.2

16.1
24.0

21.2
21.4
6.7
13.7
34.4

3135
5.3
105.0

P123484, P1283, P123481

P133045, BR53, P121817, P121836, P123007, and
parts of P123008, P124683, P125339 P123006 and
P121816 and adjoining public land

P123174

P122562, P122564, PA263, P122559, P122560,
P122561

P375442
P126735
P120728, P120729
P123695, P123696

P120912, P12® P120908, P120911, P120913,
P120909, P123450

P161635, P16163nd part P161634
P161614

P161632, P1&37, P161638, P161639, P161640,
P161598, P161599, P161600, P161601, P161606,
P161607, P372699, P372700, P372701



Rec Name Area Parcel number list*
No. (ha)

G74
G75
G76
G77
G78
G79
G80
G81
G82

Arcadia Streamside Area

Dargalong Streamside Area
Wharing Streamside Area
Oxley Streamside Area
Tarrawingee Streamside Area
Whoroughly Streamside Area
Eurobin Streamside Area
Kergunyah Streamside Area
Gundowring Streamside Area

Dederang Streamside Area

1074.0

1.3
2.8
11
24.7
12.3
2.0
1.8
4.8
7.0

P163921, P163905183904, P125269, P163900,
P163899, P163901, P163902, P162806, P162807,
P162805, P163914, P163925, P164293, P163927,
P163909, P162804, P163881, P163912, P163913,
P163880, P163879, P163910, P163923, P163908,
P163911, P163878, P163877, P163480, P163479,
P163867, P163922, and parts of P163835, P163921,
P163924, P363614, P163898, P163903 P161592 and
P161588

P163956
P163436
P201780
P203477, P20161R201613
P201892, P20308'RL201900
P202212
P204160
P200890, P204201,200891
P204637

Rec INETN Area Parcel number list*
No. (ha)

G84
G85

G86

G87
G88
G89
G90
Go1

G92
G93
G94
G95
G96
G97

G98
G99
G100

G101

G102

G103
G104

Heywood Lake Wildlife Area
Lake Mannaor Wildlife Area

Tutchewop Wildlife Area

Cullens Lake Wildlife Area

Duck Lake North Wildlife Area

Little Lake Charm Wildlife Area

Stevenson Swamp Wildlife Area

Lake Murphy Wildlife Area

Great Spectacle Lake Complex Wildlife Area

Lake Lyndger Wildlife Area

Two Mile Swamp Wildlife Area
Westblades Swamp Wildlife Area
Harts Swamp Wildlife Area
McDonald Swamp Wildlife Area
Hird Swamp Wildlife Area

Baillieu Lagoon Wildlife Area
Murphy Swamp Wildlife Area
Corop Wildlife Area

Gaynor Swamp Wildlife Area

Mansfield Swamp Wildlife Area

Murchison Lagoon Wildlife Area

Big Reedy Lagoon Wildlife Area

566.6
86.6
514.6

748.7

296.2
61.3
92.6

223.4
150.8

331.8
143.6
69.7
44.9
215.2
456.6

191.0
84.88
121

451.6

490.4

5.9
274.0

P007053, PO0705007054
P004284, P366448°004283

P004298, P004297, R4296, P004295, P131950,
P131951, P131952

P134443, P12180%121850, P120044, P121849,
P120046

Part of P12183!

P370260, P32%9

P121811

P126661, P126664P126662, P126663

1P3213, P131971, P131972, P126695, P131973,
P131970 P134448

P120790

P124510, P12451

P125346, P134G, P134404, P125345
P125276

P122147

P133719, P134582, 126218, P126219, P133273,
P133276, P126218, P122136, P126221, P126214 and
part P126190

P124468
P124486, P133403P133402

P132828, P132827, P13282 P128705, P128706,
P128707

P134171, P12212%9P134173, P132958, P122137,
P134172, P122135, P134174

P133706, P13805, P133712, P133713, P133711,
P133714, P133718, P133717, P133958

P163198
P163638, Pa&51, P371783, P371784



Rec Name
No.

G105
G106
G107
G108
G109
G110
Gl11

Avoca River Reserve
Loddon River Reserve
Campaspe River Reserve
Ovens River Reserve
King River Reserve
Kiewa River Reserve

Various public land water frontage areas as
indicated on Map A.

Area
(ha)

1424.4
1703.1
631.9¢
1537.¢

621.9
1186.1



Parcel number Area (ha)

P000188 1.93
P0O00190 2.35
Part of P000202 28
P000222 4.82
P0O03030 4.33
P004282 9.18
P120019 0.42
P120062 7.96
P120456 2.23
P122448 2.17
P122723 3.77
P122725 1.62
P122803 2.06
P124431 6.7
P124483 7.77
P124549 2.04
P124565 26.04
P124769 5.08
P124858 4.31
P124919 0.69
P124928 1.7
P125133 3.98
P125404 4.77
P125693 1.98
P127127 2.12
P128363 2.22
P128367 3.06
P128368 0.33
Part of P128370 8.55
Part of P131383 14.52
P131384 2.88
P131818 1.04
[PALEEILS) 2.4
P132616 9.55
P133036 1.94
P369595 5.78
P370261 4.65
P370262 1.59

P370871 6.42






806
81

653
1043
1044
1045
1047

993

334

297

61

636

201

829

158

68

807
1022
1023
1025

168

108

809
1049
1051
1052
1054
1055

56
1033

Ecological vegetation classes

Alluvial Plains Semi-arid Grassland

Alluvial Terraces Herb-rich Woodland/Creekline @ssy
Woodland Mosaic

Aquatic Herbland

Aqu