
 

PROCEEDINGS OF THE AUSTRALIAN RANGELAND SOCIETY BIENNIAL CONFERENCE 

Official publication of The Australian Rangeland Society 

 

Copyright and Photocopying 

 

© The Australian Rangeland Society 2014. All rights reserved.  

 

For non-personal use, no part of this item may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted 

in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without prior 

permission of the Australian Rangeland Society and of the author (or the organisation they work or have 

worked for). Permission of the Australian Rangeland Society for photocopying of articles for non-personal 

use may be obtained from the Secretary who can be contacted at the email address, 

rangelands.exec@gmail.com 

For personal use, temporary copies necessary to browse this site on screen may be made and a single 
copy of an article may be downloaded or printed for research or personal use, but no changes are to be 
made to any of the material. This copyright notice is not to be removed from the front of the article. 

All efforts have been made by the Australian Rangeland Society to contact the authors. If you believe 

your copyright has been breached please notify us immediately and we will remove the offending material 

from our website. 
 

Form of Reference 

The reference for this article should be in this general form; 

 

Author family name, initials (year). Title. In: Proceedings of the nth Australian Rangeland Society Biennial 

Conference. Pages. (Australian Rangeland Society: Australia). 

 

For example: 

 

Anderson, L., van Klinken, R. D., and Shepherd, D. (2008). Aerially surveying Mesquite (Prosopis spp.) in 

the Pilbara. In: ‘A Climate of Change in the Rangelands. Proceedings of the 15th Australian Rangeland 

Society Biennial Conference’. (Ed. D. Orr) 4 pages. (Australian Rangeland Society: Australia). 

 

Disclaimer 

The Australian Rangeland Society and Editors cannot be held responsible for errors or any 

consequences arising from the use of information obtained in this article or in the Proceedings of the 

Australian Rangeland Society Biennial Conferences. The views and opinions expressed do not 

necessarily reflect those of the Australian Rangeland Society and Editors, neither does the publication of 

advertisements constitute any endorsement by the Australian Rangeland Society and Editors of the 

products advertised. 

 
 

mailto:rangelands.exec@gmail.com


EFFECTIVE CONTROL: THE NEED FOR LESS
SEVERE PENALTIES

M. D. Young

CSIRO Division of' Land Resources Management, Deniliquin, N.S.W.

Abstract

At present the only penalty that land administrators may use in
managing a lease is forfeiture. There is a need for administrators to be
able to use less severe penalties. A system of fines is suggested.

Introduction

Five States in Australia contain arid Crown Land which is available for
lease, subject to the condition that the carrying capacity of the lease is
maintained. In all States, the penalty for not complying with this condition
is forfeiture. This very severe penalty has never been imposed. However,
there have been several instances where it has been suggested to a lessee
that his lease would be forfeited, unless he reduced his stock numbers. In
some of these cases the lessees have responded by reducing their stock numbers.

Threat of forfeiture is a powerful tool in land management. However, it
is difficult to carry such a threat to its conclusion. If an administrator
did forfeit a lease, he may precipitate a political crisis. Appeals would be
made to the various members of parliament and it is likely that the decision
would be reversed. If it were not reversed the pastoral houses, which finance
much of the pastoral zone's production, may restrict further credit to pastoral
lessees. They would not, and could not, be expected to finance any lease
which may be forfeited. When a lease is forfeited a lessee's creditors may
lose the capital they have invested in the lease.

To avoid this situation there is a need for a less severe penalty system
associated with a pastoral lease's conditions. A system which shows promise
is the use of fines. Fines are already used in some sections of the relevant
Land Acts to prevent people from holding too great an area of land, making
incorrect declarations, not paying rents, etc.

The Pastoralist's Perception of the Problem

Generally a pastoralist is encouraged to obtain the maximum amount of
liberty he wants within the bounds set by the land administrator. Society
encourages him to strive to maximize his welfare. At any one point in time
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a pastoralist has a conception of the income he can earn at various stocking
rates. Linked closely to this concept of potential income is his perception
of the probability of obtaining these levels of production. This situation
can be represented by an income curve (see Fig. 1). The perceived optimum
stocking rate which maximises income is indicated by e *. There is also a
maximum rate of extraction commensurate with maintaining the productive
potential of the lease, E.

If the optimum rate of extraction, e , is less than E, there is no need
for administrators to regulate a pastoralist's stocking rate (see Fig. 2).
Unfortunately this does not always appear to be the case. Often managers
perceive that the optimum rate of extraction, e*, is greater than the safe
rate of extraction, E, (see Fig. 1).

The present legislation implies that pastoralists should not stock at
an intensity which is greater than E. There is a need to find effective
legislation which will prevent pastoralists from extracting too much from the
land resource.

It is the perceived cost of being caught which prevents overgrazing.
The cost of being caught depends upon the probability of being caught and the
penalty which results from being caught. Land administrators could introduce
legislation which would make it optimal to stock at rates less than E. This
can be done by increasing the probability of being caught or the cost of being
caught.

The probability of being caught is determined by the frequency and
accuracy of inspections by pastoral inspectors, the reliability of stocking
rate returns submitted by pastoralists and perhaps, in the future, by some
form of remote sensing. At present the probability of being caught for minor
offences is very low (see Fig. 4). Stock cannot be counted and the condition
of a station is hard to assess quickly. The frequency of assessment depends
upon the State. Stock returns can only be checked roughly from wool returns
and livestock sale notices. Until the vegetation of a station reveals that a
station is overstocked or the manager tells someone he is overstocked the
probability that he will be caught is low. Using the available techniques of
range assessment the cost of increasing the probability of being caught is
astronomical and it would be more fruitful to increase the cost of being
caught.

If the current probability of being caught is combined with the fine
which results from being caught, we observe that present regulations are not
very effective in achieving their objectives (see Fig. 5). Under current
legislation a station manager may perceive that it is optimal for him to
exploit his station. To obtain better control it is possible to either
modify the legislation to enable the cost and risk of being caught to increase
or to increase the probability of being caught. A system of fines which are
related to the severity of the offence would achieve this modification (see
Fig. 6). P asto ralists would respond to such a situation by reassessing the
cost of and probability of being caught.

A system of fines which is related to the severity of the offence has
the advantage that it produces revenue, while increasing the probability of
being caught places extra demands on the finances available to administrators.
The use of a fine system would also increase a pastoralist's perception of
the probability of being caught.
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Finally, there are difficulties in assessing the carrying capacity of
a station as today people perceive a station's carrying capacity to be
dependent upon recent climatic events. Carrying capacity is a dynamic
variable. It may be advantageous to require lessees to maintain the condition
of their stations, that is the long term productive potential of the station
rather than the continually changing carrying capacity.
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