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I suppose as as um as they would expect I do have one or 

two things to say, but look, it is wonderful to see you all 

here, but I must begin by saying that I am sorry you all have 

to be here and um  it seem extoridinary doesn’t it that we 

have to be that we have to be protesting in front of the 

National parliament to defend Property Rights I actually 

thought that people went to war to ensure that those sorts of 

rights were secure for us for all time. 

 

 Can I thank, can I thank on behalf of thousands who can’t 

be here the farmers who have come here today, it is a simple 

protest but of course but there are some people inside the 

building behind us who don’t seem to understand the Queen’s English, because this is a 

simple protest as you know about the erosion of Property Rights I am just wondering 

which of those words the Rudd Government doesn’t understand.. 

 

 The, the issue and forgive me for saying something of the obvious but at the same time it 

is important that some of these issues are on the record for our being here today and we 

are talking about State and Federal Environmental regulations which are undermining 

your rights and the rights of property owners across the country. In NSW there are at lest 

a dozen State Government Statutes and regulations that take away Landowners rights to 

use their property and a recent report, a recent report by the Institute of Public affairs 

argued that those Statutes and Regulations alone run to 700 pages if we cut to the chase 

what do people like Peter Spencer who’s with us  here with us to day are doing stuck up a 

tree simply demanding compensation for the reduction in the value of farming land a 

reduction bought about by Government regulations.   

 

If if landowners don’t have a basic right to their property after they have forked out 

money to buy it, it is valid to ask what rights do they have. Private property rights are 

human rights just as much as freedom of speech and freedom of religion and property 

owners should be compensated when they are stopped from using their land as they 

choose to use it, and if reported comments from the Federal Minister for Finance and De-

regulation, Lindesay Tanner are true that the Commonwealth would face massive 

expense if we compensated farmers, if those comments are true then answer is well hang 

the expenses compensate them, the alternative [the alternative] of course is to steal from 

them, and that’s currently what is happening.  
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Its taken a long time of course to get here because 

farmers and my old man was a farmer, most probably 

not as successful as some of yours, but farmers are long 

suffering and they endure, their not given to protesting 

and marching and to standing up because they are too 

damn busy, their too damn, too damn busy and they’ve 

got other things to do but for years in New South Wales 

farmers are having to navigate their way around the 

Native Vegetation Act of 2003, the Environmental,  

Planning and Assessment Act of 1979, The Plantations  and Re-aforestation Act of 1999, 

The National Parks Act and Wildlife Act  of 1974, the Forestry Act of 1916, The Forestry 

and National Park Estate Act of 1998 so that we get this on the record, Threatened 

Species Conservation Act of 1995, tree preservation orders, irrigation orders,  water 

entitlements, State Environmental Planning Policies, SEPP 14 for Coastal wetlands, 

SEPP 19 for Bushland in Urban areas, SEPP 26 for Literal Rain Forests, SEPP 44 for 

Koala Habitat protection, and at that point I got knocked up. 

 

 If Property Rights have been confiscated by the State for whatever reason the owners of 

that property should be compensated and if, as is the case in New South Wales, 

constitutions don’t provide for that then the Constitutions should be amended.  

 

In in Peter Spencer’s case State laws restricting the 

clearing of Native Vegetation helped make his land 

unviable, but the  same story can be told of land 

taken from farmers for mining land taken from 

citrus growers for similar purposes or indeed water 

rights taken from farmers for which they have paid 

for which they are not compensated. Peter Spencer 

became a symbol of all this simply because he faced 

the problem that everyone faces in those 

circumstances he could not meet his mortgage repayments, his sister and brother-in-law 

took over his debt from the bank and Peter Spencer has been unable to repay them so the 

next step is the Sheriff arrives to arrange a forced sale of your property, a family tragedy 

yes, a personal tragedy yes, a political scandal certainly.  

 

In 2004 the Productivity Commission produced a report on the impact of Native 

Vegetation Laws and the Productivity Commission found that  farmers had lost income, 

their properties had been devalued and they had received very little or no compensation. 

It suits the Government, the Federal Government and the Rudd Government and others to 

trot out these Productivity Commission reports when it suits when it doesn’t suit them 

they become door stops the worst effected the Productivity Commission said quote quote 

these are farms often suffered serious personal stress in the face of the resultant marginal 

viability or even loss of their property the Productivity Commission, now Peter Spencer 

is just an ordinary bloke like anyone else who had a dream to return from a fairly 

successful career at that point working in Papua New Guinea, he wanted to return to New 
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South Wales and become a farmer, he bought land not far from here as you know at 

Shannons Flat, it took him a while, 15 years to put together a holding that was big enough 

to build a house, he finished up with almost 6,000 hectares of which 60% was cleared he 

wanted to keep the other 40% uncleared but in the mid 1990’s he was hired by the office 

of the Papua New Guinea Prime Minister, he was away from his farm for the some time, 

the details of that don’t matter. When he returned to spend the rest of the time as a farmer 

he found that he had to clear the a saplings that had grown over much of his previously 

cleared land except bans clearing bans had been put in place basically his farm had been 

converted into a vast nature reserve. Land clearing regulations rendered his property 

unviable, he complained, no one wanted to listen – there are no votes in the bush. Half 

the people you complain to have never been to the bush. 

 

Peter Spencer, Peter Spencer spent a lot of his time learning about the law so he took the 

Government to court. At one stage the Government offered to buy his land after the land 

clearing restrictions came into place but the price offered was based on the property’s 

present value, Peter Spencer argued that it should be on the value the land had before 

the clearing bans were put in place.  

 

In in the Supreme Court in 2008, Mr Justice Stephen Rothman expressed sympathy for 

Mr Spencer’s predicament saying quote - “the State Vegetation Act has had a crippling 

effect on the business of Mr Spencer it is an extremely disheartening and sad occasion 

for the person whose life and resources have been placed into rural property for the 

purposes of conducting a grazing and farming business  has been required to resort to 

this action.”  
 

Mr Justice Rothman went on - “while all members of society must accept that there will 

be restrictions on their activities for the greater good of the society when those 

restrictions prevent or prohibit a business activity that was heather to legitimate 

because of the area in which it is operating and assistance is offered which does not 

fully compensate for the restrictions imposed, society is asking Mr Spencer and people 

in his position to pay for its benefit” he said he said “it a most unfortunate aspect of the 

operation of the scheme that a person in Mr Spencer’s position is effectively denied 

proper compensation for the restrictions imposed upon him by a scheme implemented 
for the public good” - that is the supreme court of New South Wales unfortunately Mr 

Justice Rothman then concluded - “that though he said is a matter for Government not 

the courts” - which is why we are here today, because because Native Vegetation Acts 

are State laws and State Constitutions do not require State Governments to pay 

compensation for property that they take, but these laws were enacted by the state of New 

South Wales at the behest of the Federal Government. 

  

The Native, the native Vegetation laws, the Native Vegetation laws have allowed 

Canberra to meet its Kyoto Greenhouse Emission target without the hassle of paying 

those who own the Native vegetation carbon sinks, and that’s the guts of why we are here 

today, and this mountain, and this mountain of regulations is eroding one of our basic 

human rights the right to own property.  
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The government, the government hasn’t literally taken your properties or Mr Spencer’s 

property away, he hasn’t Mr Spencer literally been kicked off, he can still wander his 

land, he still owns the title but his right to use the land has been stolen.  

 

In other words, in other words the Government tells you you can keep your house but you 

can’t live in it, you technically, you technically still own it but you bought the house you 

thought because when you bought the house you thought it would be a nice place to sleep 

but the Government says you can’t live in it so you don’t really own it in any useful sense 

this is where we are today. Farmers, farmers who are physically deprived of their land use 

may as well no longer own the land, what is the point if you not allowed by Government 

edict to farm it and if the farmer is not compensated for this regulatory taking how is that 

much different from legalized theft. Now now Kevin Rudd bangs on about prosperity, 

and productivity and economic growth, property rights are essential to prosperity and 

growth if you can’t demonstrate you’ve got assets to your name it is going to be pretty 

hard to get a loan to start a business to guarantee any prosperity, as my old man would 

say your buggered before you begin. Property rights, property rights are the foundation 

stone of social mobility; property is just another word for accumulated savings, your 

savings and a government then takes those savings.  

 

In 1948, in 1948 Property rights was spelt out clearly in the United Nations Universal 

declaration of Human Rights by saying quote “no one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his 

property” we are in dangerous territory here the parliament of Victoria passed a Victorian 

charter of Rights in 2006 which said no ones property can be taken quote “except in 

accordance with the law” so, so, yea yea so you own the property but you don’t, just 

imagine saying that to BHP they’d be excited wouldn’t they.  

 

The Peter Spencer story is about a man defending his right to property it is pretty simple 

it is a right, which your presence here to day demonstrates quite clear that you believe is 

increasingly ignored. Mr Rudd has been able to trot around the world arguing that 

Australia has met its carbon emission target under the Kyoto protocol by the 22%  it was 

meant to meet if it hadn’t met that target Mr Rudds government would of faced billions 

of dollars in compliance penalties by the United Nation framework convention on climate 

change. Now we know what a pack of liars the climate change mob have proved to be 

and, and, and the poles today indicate that Australians  increasingly are beginning to 

understand that, increasingly that Massachusetts here we come, increasingly the 

International Government panel on climate change have demonstrated that much of their 

science has been doctored, but that’s another story, but basically Kevin Rudd got to his 

targets by asking the states to implement Native Vegetation Laws, State constitutions 

don’t require compensation so farmers lands has been declared effectively a carbon sink 

with no compensation payable, the land, the land has been stolen and the farmer has no 

rights to use it, yet, yet Kevin Rudd has got a lump of legislation which he is going to 

shove in the Parliament again this week where he’s prepared to provide millions of 

dollars under that the carbon pollution reduction scheme to compensate carbon polluters 

but victims of his climate change policy get nothing.  
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What has happened, here, what has happened  is what has happened it is the same as 

locking up 109 million hectares of Australian families private property under vegetation 

management laws, 109 million, the Government says this is sterile for production leave it 

alone farmers can’t use it. So, basically affected farming families across the country have 

paid for Kevin Rudd’s carbon emission reduction scheme and that’s the only reason Mr 

Rudd’s been able to strut the stage in Copenhagen saying Australia has meet its Kyoto 

treaty obligations. Australia’s, Australia’s National greenhouse gas accounts, Australia’s 

national greenhouse Gas accounts shows that farmers, by reducing broad scale land rates 

since 1990 have off set substantial increases in greenhouse gas emissions from other 

sectors mainly energy and an official Federal Government projection has shown that 

without broad scale land clearing reductions Australia’s Greenhouse emission would be 

30% above 1990 levels by 2010 in other words Australian farmers have been responsible 

for virtually the entire share of the nations greenhouse gas emissions reductions but their 

efforts worth billions of dollars have not be recognized or finically rewarded by the 

Government. 

 

By reducing, by reducing broad scale land farming farmers have already reduced 

greenhouse gas emissions by about 75 million tonnes since 1990, the level of emission 

reductions is equivalent to eliminating the total annual emissions of New Zealand or 

Ireland  but over that same period emissions from energy and transport have and  

continue to skyrocket but just knock off the farmer what this is about today is that 

farmers have been carrying the can for a governments flawed greenhouse gas reduction 

policy the farmer has become the victim of the untruths of an international panel on 

climate change which has become Kevin Rudd’s bible. We are here, we are here because 

there has to be constitutional change to stop the theft and the gutlessness of the Rudd 

government  enforcing native vegetation laws upon states which don’t have to 

compensate enables Mr Rudd to strut about reducing greenhouse gas emissions when in 

fact the farmers of this nation have achieved that goal and have got sweet FA for their 

efforts. The Australian constitution requires just terms compensation for the acquisition 

of property by the Commonwealth but there are no such provisions under State laws so 

you pay for example your water license they cut back your water entitlement no 

compensation.  

 

This is the first day of the Federal parliament here in an election year. If Mr Rudd can’t 

come clean and recognize the constitutional theft of farmer’s right then he has no 

entitlement to stand in the public place as an honest man. The truth is that no one, no one 

can do business in this country if property rights are not guaranteed it is a simple story, 

it’s a simple story when Government acquires property rights they should pay just 

compensation and the right to compensation should be clarified in Commonwealth and 

state constitutions, but lets not swallow the argument that has been presented today that 

the Federal Government won’t have anything to do with this rally, because there was a 

hunger strike and hunger strikes represent self harm and self harm must not be used to 

gain political access.  

 

 



Alan Jones - Property Rights Rally Canberra 
February 2nd 2010 

Page 6 of 6 

 

 

What do you expect people to do, what do you expect people to do when they have no 

redress you’ve got other things to do than be walking and marching and driving to 

Canberra, you are busy people and you’ve been through droughts and God knows what 

not but Government will ignore you if you don’t make this statement. New South Wales, 

New South Wales vegetation laws were enacted by State Labor Governments in the late 

1990’s to deliberately restrict land clearing by farmers. 

 

Pure and simple and those land clearing bans in New South Wales and Queensland have 

helped Australia meet its emission reduction targets under the Kyoto protocol and this has 

allowed The previous Government and this government to boasts Australia has meet its 

Kyoto targets. farmers today are simply saying as some of them have been saying for 

months and months they should have been compensated and the Commonwealth has side 

stepped its constitutional obligations by relying on State legislation to lock up the land 

now the gutlessness is what we are taking about hear the gutlessness of a Federal 

Government, the Rudd government is typical of Kevin Rudd, he can, he can, he can swan 

around the world ingratiating himself to international leaders but his own people at home 

aren’t even entitled to the courtesy of an acknowledgement of the problem that they face.  

 

Yes,yes, yes Peter Spencer did loose a case in 2007 in the NSW supreme courts over 

what he claimed was in adequate compensation for his land but the court determined they 

had no jurisdiction to decide otherwise because the constitution in New South Wales is 

utterly inadequate and its because the Commonwealth Government made the states, 

taught the States, urged the states to do their dirty work. We are dealing, we’re dealing, 

we’re dealing, we’re dealing  with people here who make merely mouth promises and 

honor virtually none of them whether, whether, whether its grocery watch or fuel watch 

or fixing up the hospitals or building houses for aborigines in the Northern Territory or 

having a National Broad Band network or putting computers in school or dealing with the 

whaling problem or taking a  rand at the international court the promises just flow from 

Mr Rudd’s lips but this is the nitty gritty here today it’s a simple choice do you abandon 

the property rights of hardworking Australian farmers or do you affirm them.  

 

It’s pretty simple, it’s pretty simple do you steal 

from farmers or do you give them appropriate 

compensation for what has been taken. What this 

rally is looking for is some politician, anyone, with 

guts, and decency to stand up and say that if the 

freedoms which our forefathers fought don’t 

involve freedom to do what you want with the 

property you own and if the state wants some reason 

to use that property then it must appropriately 

compensate you, but if in general, but if in general, finally if in general you don’t have 

the freedom to assert your right to your property, then I’m sorry to say it but forget Anzac 

day, and forget your war memorials the most fundamental freedom for which our men 

and women gave their lives as been wontingly betrayed. 


