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13 July 2025

The EPA Policy Team
Queensland Department of Environment, Tourism, Science and Innovation
Email: EPAct.Policy@detsi.gld.gov.au

Property Rights Australia Inc submission to proposed legislative amendments
to the Environmental Protection Act 1994 & other Acts.

Property Rights Australia Inc. (PRA) is a not-for-profit, apolitical organisation which formed in 2003,
to protect the property rights of landowners adversely affected by the actions of government, private
companies and others who negatively impact on their properties and their right to do business. Our
members are small, medium and large enterprises, mostly in Queensland and few are from other
states. PRA strives for ecologically and economically sustainable natural resource management,
whilst protecting private property rights. PRA wants to ensure government policies and natural
resource management decisions are based on sound science and responsible economic
management.

PRA provides the following feedback on proposed legislative changes to the Environmental
Protection Act 1994 and subsequent drafting of an Amendment Bill, as outlined in the department’s
June 2025 Consultation Paper titled “Realising efficiencies and streamlining in the Environmental
Protection Act 1994 and other portfolio amendments”.

Section Number and | Response / Feedback

Proposal

1.1 Mandatory (a) Practical Codes developed by industry, for industry.

Codes as an Self-assessable industry codes are an effective tool for low-risk activities. It
alternative to is essential that environmental codes of practice for industry are developed
environmental by industry representatives® and are not a knee-jerk rection to activist
authorities campaigns against a certain activity or industry. Environmental impacts, risk

and any required measures need to be evidence-based, scientific,
practical, affordable and measurable.

(b) Streamline record-keeping by recognising industry QA programs
There needs to be a pathway to recognise industry-initiated, voluntary
codes of practice and quality assurance programs that also achieve
environmental outcomes (e.g. Livestock Production Assurance, myBMP
Cotton). Streamline landholder’s record-keeping by recognising adherence
to these industry programs and not require duplication of record-keeping
through government’s mandatory codes of practice.

1 Qld Govt. 2025. Developing Codes of Practice Information Sheet. ESR/2015/1695. Vers 3.02
https://www.detsi.qld.gov.au/policies?a=272936:policy registry/era-is-developing-codes.pdf
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1.1 Other low risk PRA recommends repealing the prescribed ERA13A Standard for new
ERA’s to repeal or commercial cropping and horticulture in Great Barrier Reef Catchments?.
transition to a code.
Why is ERA13A Standard low-risk and unnecessary?
(a) Unfair to regulate Reef farmers and not renewable energy
development sites for disturbing ground cover.
It is hypocritical that the review of the ERA13A Standard for new farm
design for commercial cropping and horticulture is “out of scope” for the
current departmental statutory review of Agric ERA Standards?, while the
Department allows renewable energy development sites to clear vast areas
of agricultural land for solar and wind turbine infrastructure, without any
requirement for an Environmental Authority or any Reef protection
regulatory measures. It is not fair to regulate Reef farmers to minimise
runoff while exempting renewable energy developers from their actions
impacting on vegetation cover and runoff. There are more than 100 existing
and proposed renewable energy development sites across the GBR
catchments®.

For large-scale renewable energy projects, clearing native vegetation for
infrastructure is often considered "essential community infrastructure",
which is eligible for exemptions provided the clearing is reasonable and
avoids areas of high environmental significance (Peter Lazzarini, Dept of
Resources, pers.comm. 11 Sept 2024°).

(b) Conflicts with other existing Acts and Regulations

The ERA13A Standard is not linked to vegetation clearing requirements
under the Planning Act 2016 or Vegetation Management Act 1999. For
example, a landholder can clear non-remnant, Category X native vegetation
on a Property Map of Assessable Vegetation PMAV without a permit.
However, if the purpose is for establishing a new commercial crop, a
detailed application for an Environmental Authority EA is required, before
clearing the land.

( ) Fair laws for everyone, regardless of location in the State

Reef farmers should not require a licence (environmental authority) to
farm. The detailed ERA13A application process disadvantages Reef
commercial farmers in time and costs, compared to other commercial crop
farmers across the State.

1.1 Other low risk PRA recommends repealing Agricultural ERA Standards for grazing, sugar
ERA’s to repeal or cane and banana farming in GBR catchments®.
transition to a code

2 Qld Dept of Environment & Science. 2021. Prescribed ERA13A Standard for commercial cropping and
horticulture in the GBR catchment. ESR/2020/5277. Vers1.00
https://www.detsi.gld.gov.au/policies?a=272936:policy registry/pr-es-eral3a-cropping.pdf

3 Qld Govt. 2025. Statutory review of the Reef Protection Regulated Standards
https://www.qld.gov.au/environment/agriculture/sustainable-farming/reef/reef-regulations/statutory-review .
4 Queensland electricity generation map, 2025. https://electricity-generation-map.epw.gld.gov.au/

5 Qld Environment. 2024. WQIP Review Seminar 10: Vegetation management in Reef catchments. Peter
Lazzarini Pers.comm during question time after webinar. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YKEmFcuqVAOQ

5 Environmental Protection Act 1994. Section 79-82. Requirements for carrying out agricultural ERAs.
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1994-062#ch.4A-pt.3
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Why are Agric ERA Standards low-risk?

(a) Recent reviews indicate no scientific evidence that Reef Protection
Agric ERA Standards have improved water quality in the GBR.

Repealing all Agricultural ERA Standards would minimise unnecessary

regulation burden on Reef farmers, reduce Government’s compliance costs

and align with new Reef health science reported in the 2022 Reef Scientific

Consensus Statement.

The report on the Statutory Review of Reef Protection Regulations’,
released in March 2024, could not segregate effectiveness of Reef
protection regulations on water quality from other government funded,
recognised accreditation programs and acknowledged projects (i.e. Grazing
Resilience and Sustainability Solutions (GRASS) program for grazing,
Banana BMP and Smartcane BMP) and voluntary best practice.

There was no evidence that compliance with Queensland Labor
Government's Reef protection regulations reduced sediment and nutrient
runoff from agricultural land use. The 2022 Reef Scientific Consensus
Statement?® also confirmed no evidence of regulations effectively improving
Reef water quality.

(b) Qld Govt has committed to best practice regulation to ensure
regulations are necessary, effective and minimise costs.

Legislative reform of the EP Act provides an opportunity to apply

Queensland Government’s Better Regulation Policy® to consider repealing

unnecessary Reef regulations, reduce costly red tape and replace with

other options such as utilising environmental protection provisions from

other existing Acts and Regulations (as per Appendix 1).

The Statutory Review of Reef Protection Regulations report also highlighted
the gross variation between compliance versus the reach of government
extension programs amongst Reef farmers. Over a four-year period
between 2019 to 2023, 30 Reef Protection compliance officers only
inspected 307 sugar cane farms and 198 beef cattle grazing properties
whereas the Department of Agriculture and Fisheries DAF extension team
engaged with 3,298 cane farmers and 6,522 graziers over the same time
period (refer to pages 14,16,18 & 19 of the report).

Only five per cent of graziers considered Reef regulation compliance was a
driver to improve practices. The review report stated “Producers across all
commodities and agricultural advisers found record keeping challenging
and a time burden”.

7 Office of the Great Barrier Reef and World Heritage, Department of Environment, Science and Innovation.
2024. Statutory review of the Reef protection regulations. Report. https://www.parliament.gld.gov.au/Work-of-
the-Assembly/Tabled-Papers/docs/5724t340/5724t340-d5b2.pdf

8 Waterhouse et al (Eds). 2022 Scientific Consensus Statement on land-based impacts on GBR water quality and
ecosystem condition. Commonwealth of Aust and Qld Govt. Evidence for Ques 7.1 Mix of programs and
instruments used in GBR catchments to drive land management practices and their effectiveness.
https://reefwgconsensus.com.au/question/7-1/

9 The State of Queensland (Queensland Treasury). 2025. The Queensland Government Better Regulation Policy.
https://s3.treasury.qld.gov.au/files/Queensland-Government-Better-Regulation-Policy-1.pdf
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Reef Regulatory compliance is also extremely costly for Queensland
Government and there is no evidence of effectiveness for Reef water
quality outcomes. The department’s 30 full-time-equivalent FTE
compliance officers only inspected 198 holdings or 2.3 per cent of the
8,495 grazier holdings, over a four-year period. Non-compliance by 95 of
these grazing holdings was mainly due to inadequate records rather than
not having adequate ground cover. A costly departmental regulation to
only achieve checking producer records rather than environmental
outcomes.

(c) Unfair regulations for Reef farmers whereas renewable energy
developers are exempt.
A Reef grazier must comply with the Agricultural ERA Standard within the
footprint of a renewable energy project, unless beef cattle are excluded
from the site (James Spragg, DES Regulatory Compliance, 2023.
pers.comm). It is not fair that the hosting grazier rather than the renewable
energy developer is required to meet the Agric ERA Standard for retaining
greater than 50 per cent ground cover and implementing sediment control
measures in Reef catchments. Why are renewable energy developments
exempt of their environmental duties and able to clear vast areas, slopes
and hillsides in Reef catchments?

1.1 Other low risk
ERA’s to repeal or
transition to a code

PRA recommends repealing Prescribed ERA agricultural products from
DPI’s Chemical Usage (Agricultural and Veterinary) Control Act 1988 and
usage conditions outlined in the Chemical Usage (Agricultural and
Veterinary) Control Regulation 2017.

As per Queensland Government’s Better Regulation Policy, these current
regulations for using Prescribed ERA Agricultural Products impose red-tape
reporting and usage requirements on commercial Reef farmers, when
there is no evidence that occasional, low levels of detected pesticides in
waterways and wetlands have any impact on marine organisms in the GBR.
There should be fair and equitable laws statewide for safe usage of
agricultural chemicals and environmental protection. Current regulation of
prescribed ERA agricultural products is NOT proportionate to the minuscule
or nil environmental risk to marine organisms.

There is no justifiable reason why commercial Reef farmers are required to
abide by additional usage requirements and restrictions for five prescribed
ERA agricultural products as per Sections 13C to 13E of the Act!® and
Sections 16 to 31 of the Regulation®’. The five prescribed agricultural ERA
herbicide products are ametryn, atrazine, diuron and hexazinone in
sugarcane cultivation and tebuthiuron in cattle grazing land use.

10 chemical Usage (Agricultural and Veterinary) Control Act 1988. Subdivision 3. Sections 13C to 13E. GBR
protection measures. https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1988-103#pt.2-div.3-

sdiv.3

11 Chemical Usage (Agricultural and Veterinary) Control Regulation 2017. Sections 16 to 31. Prescribed
agricultural ERA products. https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/sl-2017-0136#sec.16
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The ecological toxicity of tebuthiuron in aquatic systems is low!? which is
the PSII herbicide used for woody weed and woody vegetation
management on grazing land.

The 2022 Reef SCS states pesticide presence in the offshore marine
environment is largely unknown. 83 per cent of coral reefs are located
offshore. There is insufficient monitoring and toxicity data to
comprehensively assess environmental risk of pesticides to the GBR.
Therefore, there is no evidence that these five pesticides meet the
“environmental harm” threshold for a prescribed ERA as per Section 19 of
the EP Act®.

Usage of pesticides as per label is sufficient for environmental protection
rather than imposing additional regulations. Pesticide export is influenced
by the timing and rate of application, first flush rainfall, irrigation regimes,
pesticide and soil properties'®. The critical period is 1 to 25 days after
application. Risk to aquatic ecosystems is linked to flood plume dispersal,
and reduces with distance from the source of pesticides and flood plume
dilution.

Pesticide detection in waterways does not infer impact on aquatic
organisms. Laboratory studies on the effects of photosystem Il (PSII)
herbicides on photosynthetic efficiency of marine organisms have been at
higher concentrations than those detected in any waterways.

1.3 Identify State’s
priorities for
environmental
protection in the EP
Act.

Priority agricultural areas should be protected from environmental harm
and be included in State Environmental Protection Priorities SEPPS and
recognised in the EP Act.

The EP Act does not protect the finite resource of priority agricultural areas
PAA from environmental harm. PAA’s are unique and occupy less than
three per cent of Queensland’s land mass. Resource activities are not to
have significant impact on agricultural land, irrigation bores, overland
water flow or induce subsidence on a landowner’s land, nor neighbouring
land. This issue was highlighted in a recent case between four Darling
Downs farmers and Arrow Energy’s CSG application®.

In the absence of protection from the EP Act, other acts which protect
Priority Agricultural Land and Strategic Cropping Land such as the Regional
Planning Interests Act 2014 and others need to be maintained. Queensland
Government should not allow resource companies to self-assess when a
Regional Interests Development Application RIDA is required, nor permit a
RIDA exemption if the company has negotiated Conduct and Compensation
Agreements CCA’s (as per Section 22 of the RPI Act 2014).

12 Reef Scientific Consensus Statement. 2022. Ques 5.2 Evidence. What are the primary sources of pesticides
found in GBR ecosystems and key factors that influence pesticide delivery?
https://reefwgconsensus.com.au/question/5-2/

3 Environmental Protection Act 1994. Section 19. Environmentally relevant activity may be prescribed.
https://www.legislation.qgld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1994-0624#sec.19

14 Reef Scientific Consensus Statement. 2022. Ques 5.1 Evidence. What is the spatial and temporal distribution
of pesticides across GBR? What are the ecological impacts and pesticide risk?
https://reefwgconsensus.com.au/question/5-1/

15 ABC News, 2025. Springvale farmers fight ‘uphill battle’ against coal seam gas on agricultural land.
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-01-28/arrow-energy-coal-seam-gas-farmers-fight/104863334
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Subsidence from resource industry activity is a serious emerging issue.
There has been no government oversight, no scientific baselines, no
paddock scale LIDAR monitoring, no statutory right for compensation due
to cumulative subsidence on neighbouring properties and no enforcement
of Conduct and Compensation Agreements CCA’s for neighbouring
properties’®. The EP Act does not give due recognition to any of these
environmental harm issues.

3.7 Requirements for | PRA does not support Proposal 3.7 to allow Lot on Plan data to be shared
third-party with the department from BMP’s and other accreditation programs.
accreditation Any release of individual property data or contact information from an
programs under the | accreditation program requires permission from each property manager.
EP Act.
Before signing up to an Accreditation Program, Reef producers need to be
aware what data can be shared externally. Some BMP programs only
permit aggregated, deidentified data on management practices to be
shared externally. These same requirements should be upheld for reporting
data to the Paddock to Reef model and would apply to release of any data
to the Chief Executive for regulatory processes.

There should be no obligation to share practices and farm inputs which
may be commercial-in-confidence for some Reef producers and their
technical advisers.

3.7 Requirements for | PRA recommends repealing

third-party (i) Section 318YE(3) of the EP Act'” whereby the owner of the
accreditation accreditation program must review and amend the program if an
programs under the Agric ERA Standard changes.

EP Act (ii) Section 318YE(4) whereby the chief executive may impose

conditions on recognising the accreditation program.
(iii) Section 318YJ!® where the program owner must apply to the chief
executive to amend the accreditation program.

Industry accreditation programs are ‘by industry and for industry’. If the
Queensland Government overrides existing content review processes,
accreditation programs are at risk of losing industry input and producer
uptake.

Benchmarking actions within accreditation programs will change over time
as innovative agricultural practices evolve. Expert, industry-led review
panel processes should decide on any accreditation program amendments,
and not require prior approval from government.

16 Zena Ronnfeldt, 2025. Subsidence caused by coal seam gas mining. PRA 2025 Annual Conference, Emerald.
June 2025. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gXqldBmNB8g

17 Environmental Protection Act 1994. Section 318YE. Conditions of recognition of accreditation program.
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1994-062#sec.318YE

18 Environmental Protection Act 1994. Section 318YJ. Application to approve amendment of recognised
accreditation program or condition. https://www.legislation.gld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1994-
062#sec.318Y]
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Why should these EP Act sections be repealed?

(a) Prescribed methodology for calculating farm fertiliser budgets in sugar
cane cultivation should be removed from Agric ERA and Accreditation
Programs. Agricultural ERA Standards do not account for variability in
farm operations and mixed cropping situations.

Blanket, one-size-fits-all Reef protection regulations for annual fertiliser
inputs do not account for variation in topography, climate, hydrology,
irrigation, soil type, farm layout, operation size and product type.

The sugar cane Agricultural ERA Standard has caused confusion on how to
amend fertiliser budgets and report across multi-year harvests, mixed
enterprises and multi-crop situations. The Reef protection regulation report
(2024) also highlighted time and monetary costs for Reef farmers to
implement soil tests and annual farm budgets for nutrient inputs. Sugar
cane yield was reduced in some situations, such as sandy soils and high
rainfall’®. Lower yield decreases mill revenue and farmer profitability. The
prescribed methodology does not allow flexibility and innovation.

(b) Repeal prescribed methodology for farm nitrogen budgets

Whereas Chapter 4A of the EP Act lists Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen DIN as
a “contaminant” for Great Barrier Reef water quality, the 2022 Reef SCS
states nitrogen is actually a limiting nutrient to midshelf and offshore
waters, where 96 per cent of coral reefs occur®.

Drivers of nutrient variability include weather patterns, river discharge,
land-based inputs, upwelling and nitrogen fixation in marine waters. There
is no clear evidence of direct negative impacts of increased nutrients on
seagrass ecosystems, GBR wetlands and freshwater streams. Crown of
Thorns starfish COTs outbreaks are due to a combination of multiple
factors, not just excess nutrient causing phytoplankton blooms.

Although sugar cane cultivation is estimated to contribute 42% of DIN
runoff to the Reef and banana farming contributes 1% of DIN, why regulate
a limiting nutrient to the Reef and tag it as an environmental
“contaminant”?

(c ) Repeal prescribed methodology and record-keeping for farm
phosphorus budgets.

There is no scientific evidence why Agric ERA Standards and accreditation
programs require records of phosphorus P fertiliser use and impose annual
farm budgets for P. Regulation of phosphorus use is unnecessary.

19 Connellan, J; Thompson, M; Salter, B Panitz; J Olayemi, M. 2022. Cane farmer trials of enhanced efficiency
fertiliser in the catchments of the GBR: Final report 2016/807. Sugar Research Australia, Qld.
https://sugarresearch.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/Paper-3.

20 Reef Scientific Consensus Statement. 2022. Summary Topic- Coral Reefs.
https://reefwgconsensus.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Topic-Summary Coral.pdf
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e Chapter 4A of the EP Act for GBR protection measures only itemises
Dissolved Inorganic Nitrogen and Suspended Sediment as
“contaminants”,?! not phosphorus.

e The Environmental Protection Regulation 2019 and ERA Standards
define a prescribed methodology for phosphorus application in
bananas and sugar cane?2. The Grazing ERA Standard requires records
be kept of P fertiliser application to beef cattle grazing land.

e The Reef 2022 SCS states that very low concentrations of dissolved
inorganic phosphorus DIP occur from fertiliser runoff?®. Particulate
phosphorus bound to soil particles is the main source of P in waterways
and inshore waters, which are generally deposited within 10km of river
mouths. The anthropogenic sources and impacts of phosphorus on GBR
ecosystems are poorly understood.

e Australian soils are phosphorus limited therefore not a major source of
phosphorus. 93 per cent of Australian soils have total P concentrations
less than 0.03 per cent®*. Phosphorus limits pasture and legume
production in the tropics. Why must Reef graziers keep records of P
fertiliser use applied to grazing land?

For further information:

Please contact Property Rights Australia if you require clarification or further information to any of
the recommendations contained in this submission.

Yours sincerely
PRA Board
Dale Stiller (Chair), Marie Vitelli, Jim Willmott, Derek Shepherd, Joanne Rea, Anne Clarke, Dixie Nott.

Ph 0493 667 561
Email: pral@bigpond.net.au
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21 Environmental Protection Act 1994. Section 77.
https://www.legislation.gld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1994-0624#sec.77

22 Environmental Protection Regulation 2019. Sections 23 and 24
https://www.legislation.qgld.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/sl-2019-01554#ch.3-pt.2-div.1

23 Reef Scientific Consensus Statement. 2022. Ques 4.4 evidence. How much anthropogenic dissolved nutrient
(N and P) is exported from GBR catchments? https://reefwgconsensus.com.au/question/4-4/

24 Jones RJ 1990 “Phosphorus and beef production in northern Australia. 1. Phosphorus and pasture
productivity — a review”. Tropical Grasslands Vol 24. pp. 131-139.
https://www.tropicalgrasslands.info/public/journals/4/Historic/Tropical%20Grasslands%20Journal%2
Oarchive/PDFs/Vol 24 1990/Vol 24 03 90 pp131 139.pdf
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Appendix 1.

Harmonise regulations across different legislative frameworks.

Existing legislative instruments such as Queensland’s Land Act 1994, Vegetation Management Act
1999, Water Act 2000 and Soil Conservation Act 1986 protect land condition, conserve soil and
prevent environmental degradation across Reef catchments, water courses and the entire state of
Queensland (Table 1). There are 26 pieces of existing legislation and regulations for environmental
management and planning which are used across agricultural land in Queensland. Queensland
Government needs to utilise existing legislation rather than continuing with unnecessary Reef
protection regulations and ERA Standards, which often duplicate or are inconsistent with
components of existing legislation.

Table 1: Purpose of existing Queensland legislation to protect land condition and water quality.

Land Act 1994 Leaseholders must maintain land in good condition through good
land management practices and preventing land degradation and
contamination.

Vegetation Management Act | Regulation of vegetation clearing to ensure no land degradation

1999 and maintain ecological processes on freehold and leasehold
land.
Soil Conservation Act 1986 Prepare and approve soil conservation plans, run-off control

structures to mitigate soil erosion.

Environmental Protection Act | Everyone has a general environmental duty. Regulates intensive
1994 agriculture (e.g. feedlots, poultry farms) and high impact
earthworks in wetland protection areas.

Sustainable Planning Act 2009 | Planning approval for new intensive agriculture and farm
diversification to ensure ecological sustainability.

Water Act 2000 Responsible management of works within watercourses, lakes,
springs or activities that interfere with overland flow or impact
on underground water.
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