
 

Review of “Ecologists protest Australia’s plans to cut funding for environment-monitoring 
network” article 
http://www.nature.com/news/ecologists-protest-australia-s-plans-to-cut-funding-for-environment-
monitoring-network-1.22453  
By Dan Bielich, B.Sc. – Climate Science, M Env. Sc. 
 

The paper states that the Long-Term Research Network (LTERN) funding will be cut in the next budget 
with the goal to re-invest money into the government’s Environmental Prediction System (EPS). The 
LTERN is a network that utilises multiple sites all over Australia to identify and track the changes of the 
ecological state of Australia’s flora and fauna over time, so far collecting over 75 years of data. However, 
due to predicted budget cuts and threats of the network closing-down, the collected data will not be 
utilised and would be practically wasted. Incomplete data sets are classed as very poor data sources. 
After reading this article, I can understand the frustration of the ecological community. So, was the 
government’s decision to invest in the EPS and cutting funding to the LTERN the right decision? We 
must firstly evaluate the practicality of a large prediction system. 
 

Currently there are no systems that can accurately predict anything as complex as the weather, let 
alone the entire environment. The environment is a continuously dynamic system, and there are simply 
too many variables and inter-relationships that we are currently not aware of, to accurately predict 
environmental changes. Even after synthesis of this data, there are still high discrepancies, variation 
and outliers, which results in high levels of uncertainty. This uncertainty is the primary reasoning behind 
poor, and slow political decisions making. The only feasible method of prediction is through long term 
analysis of primary data, which is exactly what the TEFN was conducting.  
 

The primary funding entity behind the EPS is the Australian Government. In my personal opinion, I don’t 
believe the government is a reliable institution to rely on for accurate, and dependable environmental 
results. Results can be easily manipulated, misread, misinterpreted or discredited, depending on the 
results of predictions/analysis. If results are in any way presented as certain that will create doubt in the 
minds of the uneducated, and media manipulated public.  
 

This project in itself is a type of investment. We are already forced to invest in a governing body that 
utilises tax payer’s funds for obsolete methods of decision making and the unnecessary debate. For 
example, the current raging debate on the energy and energy prices, in which the government clearly 
does not take into account the scientific opinion, it has paid for. So how can we then rely on the 
government to provide the public with accurate environment results, that have allegedly come from this 
government run and funded EPS? The simple answer, is we cannot with the current level of governance 
and the political climate where lobbyists interest overrides common and scientific sense 
 
Australia’s ecological health is fundamental in identifying how Australia’s flora and fauna will adapt to 
the changing climate. With already 75 years of data, it is devastating to see that the research will be 
abandoned. This funding cut is one of hundreds that have quietly occurred across the country in the 
environmental sector. Currently, the public may not realise the severity of this decision. As in the short 
term, there is no direct repercussion for most people. However, in 50 years when it is too late, will we 
realise how much we should have done something 50 years ago. Unfortunately, this is one of the virtues 
of the anthropogenic species.  
 

Funding of a body such as EPS, crucial for the future of Australia, needs to be independent and run by 
scientists who have been educated in this subject, and are familiar with the decades of research and 
know exactly the necessary methodologies and techniques to identify the gradual changes in the 
environment.  
 

Ultimately, what is needed is an environmental committee on a federal level that debates and questions 
all changes in legislation and funding that is concerned with the environment. This committee should 
contain scientists, researchers and environmental officers within the industry with multiple years of 
experience. So that in cases such as these, the aim and justification behind the alterations in budget 
could be discussed, to compare the positives and negatives repercussion of the decision. Following 
this, a vote should be casted based on this comparison. This would allow budget allocation to be 
correctly distributed to different scientific groups depending on the priority of the topic.  
 

The environment is not a side issue that can be dealt with the implementation of tokenistic half 
measures. It is increasingly becoming a crucial issue and as such requires a serious and stringent 
scientific approach. Only this will ensure the dissemination of accurate information and return the trust 
into the environment related decision by any government.  
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