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To the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water. 

Property Rights Australia Inc submission 
to the draft Environmental Offsets Standard. 

 

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 a 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 to the draft Environmental Offsets Standard and Policy Paper. 

Level of support: 

PRA has limited support for the Offsets Standard and Policy Paper. Ongoing, continuous agricultural 

land use should be exempt from the MNES Standard and National Offset Standard. 

Freehold property rights are eroded and agricultural land use area is shrinking due to the ever-

increasing layers of environmental regulations, reviews and market transformation. Agricultural 

producers are wearing the brunt of these new regulations emerging from nature repair markets, 

biodiversity offsets, carbon sequestration covenants, expanded EPBC triggers, indigenous approvals 

and now environmental offsets for protected matter.  

 

PRA understands the logic of Avoid, Mitigate and Repair without the option of going straight for 

offsets. 

However, the legislation variously mentions Restoration, Offsets and Compensation. Which one of 

these applies or does a company or small business pay for all of them? They are all costly and, 

without alternate pathways, will put the most minor developments out of reach for small business 

and agriculture. 

The policy paper suggests offsets can be “created” at the start of a project or payment can be made 

to a compensation fund at the beginning of the project. Unlike “created” offsets, which must be 

managed for a period of time, payment into the compensation fund absolves a proponent of any 

further responsibility. The ability to do that will not encourage the goals to avoid, mitigate and repair. 

Proposed application of the Standard 
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Vague terminology and open to interpretation 

The Offsets Standard and Policy Paper contain vague terms that are open to interpretation and 

misinterpretation by applicants, assessment officers and departmental compliance staff. . Vague 

terms such as “appropriately consider”, “reasonably possible”, “unacceptable impacts”, “all 

appropriate efforts”, “where avoidable, are avoided”, “as soon as possible”, “as close to original 

condition as possible”, “minimal”, “timely manner”, “likely”, “significant”, “not unacceptable”, 

“appropriate measures”, “likely contribute” and “in the national interest”.  

 

 

Restoration contribution acquits compliance and enforcement for offset liability. This may impede 

delivery of Outcome 3. 

Page 6 in the Offset Standard policy paper states “Once a restoration contribution is made, the 

residual compensation liability is acquitted and no further compliance and enforcement regarding the 

related offset applies”. PRA envisages anyone or any organisation that can afford the restoration 

contribution charge will opt for this option rather than to maintain an offset for a 25 to 100-year 

maintenance period. This is essentially similar to historical offsets as it is just paying someone else to 

take care of your environmental impact. Acquittal of responsibility could lead to a perverse outcome 

of net loss of protected matter, since very few applications will opt to recover protected matter 

species or repair associated habitat.  

The restoration contribution will often be beyond the reach of agriculture and small business, who 

may be left with only one option to restore and maintain protected matter over a 25 to 100-year 

maintenance period. Or else not proceed with the proposed activity. Acquittal of liability may result 

in an unfair system, depending on financial status of the applicant. 

 

 

“Compensation for the affected protected matter is appropriate and the impact is able to be 

compensated for at the time approval is sought or a bioregional plan is made”. 

This is something that would be very difficult to estimate before a project has even commenced. It is 

particularly important that compensation is accurate as the payment absolves the proponent of all 

future liability and responsibility. As with offsets, this payment will disincentivise the principles of 

avoid, mitigate and repair. This could also affect the viability of a project. 

PRA recommends the Standard needs to also consider potential loss of agricultural production due to 

“offsets”. For example, renewable energy developments are taking land out of production to 

construct infrastructure and then taking more land out of production for offsets. 

 

 

Outcomes 

Principle 1 - Feasibility 
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“Offset activities are committed and the offsets site is protected and managed to prevent its loss and 

degradation”. 

Uncontrolled and intense bushfire is a risk in any rural and regional area. How will a bushfire be 

treated? Will the applicant / landholder be permitted to do cool burns to offset the risk of bushfires? 

Maintenance period – is it binding on land title? 

The Standard does not adequately explain how a maintenance period of 25 years for temporary 

residual impact or up to 100 years for non-temporary impacts, when land title can change ownership 

during these time periods. Unless there is a covenant on land title for maintenance periods, how else 

can the maintenance period be enforced? How will a covenant affect land value and/or future land 

use? 

Contribution Scheme 

PRA does not support setting up a separate “investment organisation” for managing financial 

compensations for offsets. The “Restoration Contribution Special Account” or trust fund account 

should be managed by Federal Treasury, separate to Consolidated Revenue and have minimal 

operating costs. The proposed “Restoration Contributions Advisory Committee” needs to be 

streamlined, effective and representative. Mechanisms need to be in place to prevent unscrupulous 

opportunists taking advantage of the offset trust fund or special account for personal gain or funding 

actions of personal interest, rather than conserving the protected matter.  

PRA does not support private businesses being “endorsed” or “accredited” by the Minister as 

“contribution schemes”. There are too many unreliable actors in the Carbon Credit Scheme already. 

We don’t need any more in an Offset Scheme. 

Affordable contributions from small enterprises and rural landholders 

Experience would tell us that a contribution scheme or offset scheme, are affordable for resource 

companies and large development companies. Agricultural producers cannot and almost never have 

been able to afford offsets. When enquiries have been made, the offset price is often multiples of the 

entire value of the farm or small business. PRA does not support the concept of offset money paid to 

a privately owned entity such as a “Restoration Contributions Holder”. It must be held by the 

government and audited by the Auditor-General. 

 

 

 

“Offsets provide a tangible benefit to the affected protected matter by directly contributing to its 

overall conservation outcome.” 

The commitment to offsets as described in the document is intense and long term (25 years and 100 

years of “maintenance management”). It should not be surprising if many good developments fail. A 

likely scenario is that proponents just ”lock up and leave” their offset area in the same spirit as a 

Principle 3 – Direct and tangible 

Principle 2 - Security 
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national park protected area. PRA is critical of this style of non-management and believes it creates a 

fire hazard, creates habitat invaded by weeds and feral animals and high risk of incinerating sensitive 

EVNT flora and fauna during wildfires. 

Have any costings been done on offset acquisition and management? Where is the Regulation 

Impact Statement? How many projects will fail as offsets costs hurdle? 

This is particularly the case when a payment to the compensation fund absolves a proponent of all 

further responsibility. This leads to the historical precedent of “to buy offsets or offset contributions 

as a payment to pollute”, rather than then avoid, mitigate and repair. 

 

No recognition of landowner actions creating voluntary offsets 

Farmers and landowners have been creating their own “environmental offsets” for generations. 

Many properties have areas that are not farmed or selectively grazed, managed for weeds, pest 

animals and fire risk etc but essentially left “wild”. Why are we making offsets a “tradable 

commodity”? Has the Offset Regulatory Standard ruined the whole concept of sustainable land 

management? 

 

When to improve or maintain condition? 

PRA is not supportive of a growing trend to describe all agricultural land as “degraded” when in 

reality, it is high quality, valuable land suitable for crops and/or livestock, and has successfully fed and 

clothed Australia and contributed to the nation’s economy for centuries. 

Primary producers are true environmentalists and have cared for the land over many generations. In 

many situations, the condition of protected matter is very good and does not require a “measurable 

improvement”. It just needs “maintaining in good condition”. 

Other factors to include in baseline condition 

For agricultural areas, baseline condition assessment should include, but is not limited to, existing 

weeds, feral animals, possible scope for soil improvement, salinity, possibly increasing the amount of 

grassland, or judicious planting or retention (mitigation) of trees used by endangered, vulnerable and 

near-threatened EVNT species. These could all be used for offsets. This is one of the very few 

pathways that could be used for offsets by agriculture. 

Managing invasive biosecurity matter is a measurable improvement 

PRA recommends management of feral pests and weeds (invasive biosecurity matter) qualifies as a 

measurable improvement. 

 

 

 

 

Principle 4 – Measurable improvements / Net gain 
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“Offsets deliver benefits that would not have occurred without the offset - they go beyond existing 

obligations, and protections”.  

This is an unreasonable proposition. The offset mechanism and cost are enough of an impost for all 

proponents if carried out to the required standard. How would additionality be calculated and what 

benefits does it offer proponents? 

Costs for projects will be very high already. PRA can envision a scenario where projects which would 

be economically and/or socially beneficial as a result of an already very high hurdle. This policy is not 

economically friendly. 

Why should the environment get more, at the expense of rural landholders giving more and giving up 

more productive land? This is not good for food security and by extension, national security. 

It is very obvious that there has been no costing done of costs to the economy and whether it will be 

an economic dampener or not and whether productive components of the economy will be replaced 

by bureaucratic services. 

 

Offset rules should apply to everyone, including government actions affecting protected matter 

Principle 5 states, “Offset activities should deliver a benefit to the affected protected matter which is 

additional to any existing conservation activities, investment, and regulatory obligations, except 

where the offset activity is, or will be, an approved state or territory offset or an advanced restoration 

action.”  

PRA queries why activities of government departments are exempt from the EPBC Act and MNES and 

Offsets Standards? Government should not be treated any differently to private enterprise when it 

comes to environmental protections or offsets. Is this Additionality Principle leading to a free ride for 

renewable energy development? 

 

Offset composition and management 

Environmental offsets must not just mean planting trees in a monoculture at unsustainable levels. 

They must be at a density and composition that is similar to the disturbed vegetation or ecosystem 

while recognising that some grasslands and open forest are required. Areas used as offsets must be 

appropriately managed so as not to become a haven for pest animals and noxious, invasive weeds. 

Those managing this land and offset must act as ‘good neighbours’ (e.g. sharing boundary fencing 

costs, participate in vertebrate pest baiting and management programs, mitigate wildfires, etc.). 

Ongoing, proactive land management practices need to continue within and/or around the offset 

area. For example, fire breaks and fire management lines at maximum width permitted by legislation 

should be implemented and maintained.  

Principe 5 – Additionality  

Principle 6 – Like for like 
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What would be a poor quality offset? 

An ecologically viable offset would not consist of a monoculture or even a small number of species, 

but must reflect what is endemic to an area at a rate which is historically relevant. This often means 

more grassland and open woodland as optimal habitat to grass-eating and open-forest dwelling 

native species. A large portion of national parks and protected area estate has thickened woody 

vegetation. Native forests and Australia’s rangelands have been subject to various state and federal 

vegetation management laws and have changed in composition since prior to European settlement1. 

Published scientific records of pre-European grass-tree balance23 4 need to be considered when 

considering appropriate actions for conserving certain protected matter within offsets. 

Many experienced rural landholders regard thickening as degradation and unfriendly to grass 

inhabiting and grass-eating species. Many so-called conservation efforts are misguided and result in 

changes in native species mixes. In some bioregions, reduced use of fire has changed native 

vegetation composition from grassland to woodland, which impacts on suitable habitat for grassland-

dwelling protected matter such as the endangered, golden-shouldered parrot5.  

It has also been a notable feature that company run Carbon Offsets programs plant limited species or 

monocultures of often highly flammable species in fire prone areas. This sort of offset program needs 

to be avoided. The use of local knowledge would assist in this matter. 

 

 

Locating an offset within a similar ecologically relevant area or similar bioregion is ideal but rarely 

practically achievable. This principle requires more flexible options. Bioregions often do not align to 

state or territory boundaries, therefore why does the national Offset Standard state “Where 

practical, an offset activity should be delivered within the same state or territory where the impact 

will occur”?  

Policy intent for social equity 

The policy paper states local stakeholders retain access to, and benefit from the protected matter if 

an offset is implemented in a relevant area. This concept of community uses is ideological. Real world 

experience shows a lack of respect for local concerns, knowledge and suggestions. 

 
1 Witt GB. 2013. Vegetation changes through the eyes of the locals: the ‘artificial wilderness’ in the mulga 
country of south-west Queensland. The Rangeland Journal. Vol 35. Pp. 299-314. 
https://doi.org/10.1071/RJ12096  
2 Burows, WH. 2002. Seeing the wood(land) for the trees- An individual perspective of Queensland woodland 
studies (1965-2005). Tropical Grasslands. Vol. 36. Pp. 202-217. https://era.dpi.qld.gov.au/id/eprint/10323  
3 Carpenter RJ, Macphail MK, Jordan GJ and Hill RS. 2015. Fossil evidence for open, Proteaceae-dominated 
heathlands and fire in the Late Cretaceous of Australia. American Journal of Botany. Vol. 102. Issue 12. 
Pp.2092-2107. https://bsapubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.3732/ajb.1500343  
4 Lewis, D. (2002) Slower than the eye can see: environmental change in northern Australia’s cattle lands, a 
case study from the Victoria River District, Northern Territory. (Tropical Savannas CRC: Darwin). 
5 Crowley GM, Shephard S, Murphy SA and Garnett ST. 2025. Woody plant encroachment drives the decline of a 
grassland bird: The fate of golden-shouldered parrot (Psephotellus chrysopterygius) nests. PLOS One. Vol 20(7). 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0327543  

Principle 7 – Relevant area 
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This principal conflicts with the offset policy that “offsets be used once appropriate and effective 

mitigation has been demonstrated”. Securing an offset prior to impact will absolve the proponent of 

all responsibility to avoid, mitigate or repair. There will be no incentive to do any of these things if an 

offset is already acquired or a compensation payment is made. 

The Standard needs to define “create” in the context of creating an offset. 

PRA requires further background information about the proposed regulation enabling acquittal of an 

advanced offset to seek recognition under other market-based mechanisms such as the Nature 

Repair Market. Is this double-dipping? How will this proposal ensure protected matter is protected 

and conserved? The cost is meant to be for an offset, not to also enter into a market-based scheme. 

This pathway may also result in more good quality agricultural land being locked out of agriculture. 

Market-based approaches escalate costs and can cause deindustrialisation, apathy towards 

innovation and disengagement (Johnston, 20266). Government policy officers must ensure the 

revised EPBC Act and associated regulatory Standards remain true to purpose which is to conserve 

protected biodiversity matter. The revised EPBC Act is not the framework to cement Net Zero and 

Nature Positive as land use policies. 

Carbon farming has destroyed the fabric of rural communities and land care in south west 

Queensland. Similarly, there are potential perverse outcomes from nature based markets. Clegg 

(2025)7 highlighted how clearing restrictions on regrowth can impede productivity; carbon and 

biodiversity aggregators outbid local buyers for agricultural land; land is devalued under long-term 

covenants and water is traded into offset markets rather than being available for production.  

PRA recommends further detailed consultation with affected proponents before enshrining 

advanced restoration actions into the Offsets Standard and Policy Paper. 

 

 

If you require further information or clarification on any points raised in the submission, please 

contact PRA by email on pra1@bigpond.net.au or phone 0493 667 561. 

 
6 Johnston, Bill. 2026. The Wentworth Case. Quadrant. https://quadrant.org.au/news-opinions/doomed-
planet/the-wentworth-curse/  
7 Clegg, Louise. 2025. The great Net Zero land grab. Spectator Australia. The Great Net Zero land grab | The 
Spectator Australia  

Principle 8 – Offset commenced prior to impact 

Further information 

Other: Nature Based markets 
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