3. Results

This section of the report presents the resulth@key informant survey. The results are
organised under the main evaluation framework carapts of regionatontext, structures,
processesandoutcomes The data presented includes responses to opet eudlitative
questions and structured Likert scale questions tiee survey. Under each of the four
components data is reported against specific etiafuariteria and, where of more general
value, directly under the component headings.

Notation used in results

Within the open-ended responses, numbers in bsdioetexample (3), indicate the
number of respondents that reported a particutarei®r addressed a specific theme in
their comments. Within the closed, Likert scalgpmsses numbers in brackets — for
example (r32) — refer to a unique respondent ifientb allow confidential attribution
of examples provided by respondents.
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3.1. Regional context

The results presented in this section inform evaoariteria associated with the social,
political and physical context of the planning @ws. These criteria include stakeholder
acceptance of NRM issues, the ability for stakedsldo consider regional scale implications
of actions; the presence of a culture of collaborsand commitment to the regional
approach; and, the impacts of a region’s demogeapivphysical and institutional
characteristics.

Open-ended questions: change in the region durindné past year

The first open-ended question of the survey as&spandents “compared to 12 months ago
what is different about doing NRM business in ymgion”. A synthesis of their responses
provides some background to understanding commparences in changes to the regional
context for NRM activity between 2004-5 and 2005-6.

In general there is increased recognition of, andidence in, regional bodies as the peak
bodies for coordinating NRM in the regions (5) aakbng with this an increased awareness of
sustainable NRM and its issues (3).

The regional NRM delivery process has moved im@wa phase with the development of the
regional NRM plans and RISs in place and implentemtdbeginning (26). This transition has
meant that fewer disparate projects are being tadem and a holistic systems approach, as
opposed to a project-based approach, is becomimg important. There is greater clarity of
purpose as priorities for investment have beerbéskeed (4) and some real outcomes are
expected in the near future. The principal largeaf uncertainty remaining is the resolution
of future arrangements in Queensland beyond Judg, 2thich [at the time of the survey]

still depends on the outcomes from the Options Pageased by that State’s governnient
(Queensland Government 2005).

A small minority of respondents indicate that nibtegional organisations are securely in the
implementation phase. For some, arrangementsitiia e transitional phase, not quite
bedded down and lacking certainty; for others werkains to be completed with as yet little
prospect for action. A few respondents refer badké lengthy, time-consuming and
expensive planning phase and, particularly in tbetiern Territory, to the loss of pre-
existing relationships and certainties in the mmmveew NHT structures. Two of
Queensland’s NRM regions have as yet been unsudat@#ssompleting the community
consultation and planning stage.

More generally, there is a better understandingewf roles and responsibilities for all
partners, although some administrative issuesctiv@tinue to cause frustration remain to be
clarified. Overall, there is an obvious sense @gin what has been accomplished and there
is an increased confidence in the maturity of trgganal organisations (4). In general, sound
business systems are now in place and are effgcsupporting delivery. Amongst these are
processes for negotiating in-kind, producing penance reports and RIS reviews. Funds are
flowing more smoothly in general but particularbr bn-ground works (4).

® post the major data collection for this reportAustralian government announced in March/ April @adigoing
commitment to funding regional NRM plan implemerdatuntil 2008/9. Similarly during this period thdras
been considerable speculation and evidence of sgthaty (e.g. Ministerial NRM Council’'s NRM Taskfoe) of
a possible third round of the Natural Heritage TfaBowing 2008/9
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A few respondents note that many investment pastigs are in place, leveraging greater
investment than anticipated. In some regions thaediate issue is now to avoid being
deflected from the timely planned expenditure @idsL

In some cases temporary accommodations have gisggronmore permanent arrangements
and the optimal staff size is beginning to becofearer. Regional staff are in position and
increasingly functioning as an effective team. fiew regions recent changes to
organisational structures, boards, CEOs and budgetsxpected to present new challenges
and provoke adjustments to existing ways of opegati

Some contextual issues were also raised in resgoraseopen-ended question asking “what
aspects of the regional NRM process are not wofKifigne bulk of regional NRM
organisations expressed concerns that with theeehient of accredited plans and funded
investment strategies behind most regional bodisees of regularising relationships,
coming to terms with everyone’s expectations arttdrgeworks happening on the ground
were the significant challenges facing them at tina¢. This included regularising
relationships at the Australian Government, Stateeghment and sub-regional levels.
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3.1.1. Thinking regionally (criterion 1)

Responses to the statement ‘stakeholders in th@regcognise and accept the major NRM
issues facing the region’ are reported belSame examples given by respondents are also
provided.

Current situation (n=56)
There is a relatively strong perception amonggioedents %
that stakeholders recognise and accept the majit NR - A%
issues facing the region. In total, 61% agree thith

statement. For example, a Queensland regional body % v
respondent states, “there has been a greater igoagyf IECLE 161%
NRM issues by a greater number of community people”

(r15). Similarly, a regional government agency cesjent 10%1 o
comments that the recognition of NRM issues hasongd . | | | %
through a “continued increase in stakeholder ineolent, Sty Agee  Nata Dsagee Storgy  Dort
the finalisation of NRM plans, and the commencenoént e degee oo
significant investment flowing from RISs” (r44). iWever, Figure 8a. Current situation of
several respondents (18%) do not agree with thersemnt. stakeholders recognising and accepting
For example, one rangeland region respondent stitese ~ NRM issue

is the size issue and it can be difficult for selgions to see

the importance of issues in other sub-regions”)(r33 0% 6%
Respondents note other barriers to successfultatider 0%
recognition of NRM issues including ineffective conmity 00%
consultation, lack of communication™ and ‘sharewjlzage’, 0%
and competing issues (eg. health, education, ecpnom 20%

200% 12.5%
Trend (n=56) 107%

10.0% + . " 3%
_Overall,_ most responses suggest that stqkeholders_ _ oo jne | i
increasingly recognise and accept NRM issues fatieiy Hes  Impoed Newrd Dogaded Hesgat Dot
regions. Commonly, respondents identify a positiead but ié’;‘izd oo

believe that more work is needed in this area.ifgiance, a
respondent from Western Australia comments thatr&h
was a very low level of awareness of regional NRidmto
the strategy development process. This has imprbuéed
there is still a long way to go” (r23). B0.0%

Figure 8b. Trend in stakeholders
recognising and accepting NRM issues

T2.2%
70.0% 1—

Importance (n=54)

There is strong agreement that stakeholder redogrand
acceptance of NRM issues is very important. Several
respondents comment that recognising and acceldfrig
issues is a vital premise for stakeholders takingeyship of

60.0% 1—

50.0% 1

40.0%

20.0% 1 2.2%

- g 20.0%
environmental problems and committing to the oo
implementation of solutions. For example, one respot . | 22 oo W
says, “if stakeholders do not recognise and add& Cicdy  Sme  fewd Ll Nt Dortioow

important  inportance importance  inportant

issues, this lack of ownership will be a barrier to
involvement and achievement of outcomes” (r41).

Figure 8c. Importance of stakeholders
recognising and accepting NRM issues
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3.1.2. Stakeholder culture and commitment (criteria 2)

Responses to the statement ‘it is common praaicdifferent stakeholders to collaborate in
solving NRM problems’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=54)

Some two-thirds of respondents (67%) agree that
stakeholders currently collaborate on NRM problems. | s
One respondent from a regional body in QLD commer | .
that “since the sector engagement program began ove |
12 months ago there has been a greater collabioratio 2.2% .
between stakeholders that would normally have ™ 1o )
disagreed” (r11). On the other hand, a few respatsde | **] TFM
(14.8%) disagree that stakeholder collaboratiarois v — sn!\ ZW
common practice. Some believe that the mining secto e " doagee oo
and urban stakeholders are underrepresentedgniti  Figure 9a. Current situation of stakeholder
opportunities for collaboration - while collaboatiwith ~ collaboration

local governments has not extended to deliver onxgt

works. In one rangeland region “distances, changing

ownership and management, and inconsistent funding

are stumbling blocks to making collaboration more

44.0%

common” (r21). o

Trend (n=54) o | s

Nearly three quarters of respondents (74%) beliesse e

is a positive trend in stakeholder collaboratiothie 8 so0s

regions. For instance, one QLD regional body 2o

respondent states, “the amount of support we hawe f || T g o
our conservation and indigenous sectors is probbef [T TR —
things are improving” (r14). Contrary to this posit mproad wowe "
view, a small number of respondents believe that Figure 9b. Trend of stakeholder
collaborative approaches have not improved. For collaboration

example, one government respondent comments that
“from my perspective the amount of collaboratios ha

not changed and may even have decreased as region
bodies build up their own technical capacity and 100%
therefore have less need to call on state agengi€s). 009 |7

Importance (n=52) 605 1
There is particularly strong agreement in respotisas ol
stakeholder collaboration is critically importaBSeveral .

20% +—f

of these address why stakeholder collaboratiorésiad [ 2 oo om o
to successfully achieve NRM outcomes. Respondents ctial | same | tews Dt | Ra bortlas
from rangeland regions tend to comment on the teed e — R

work together since there is only limited funding

available to tackle NRM issues.

Figure 9c. Importance of stakeholder
collaboration

Open-ended questions: culture and commitment

The open-ended questions also identified a numioespondent perspectives regarding
stakeholder culture and commitment. In responskaauestion “what aspects of the regional
NRM process are not working?” some respondents\yeelihat the involvement of both the
Australian Government (5) and the State agencypaskctions (2) has fallen away in recent
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times, to the extent that the Australian Governnenbw seen to operate only at the Joint
Steering Committee (JSC) level. For some, howehier distancing of the Australian
Government from regional business has been welcagi has reduced perceived
transaction costs (2).

There were widely held views that relationshipgw8tate and Territory government agencies
also present ongoing challenges and require impnene (15). There is still a perceived lack
of government input (4) in some regions althougds mhay be a reflection of inadequate
agency staffing or resources as much as an agewisiaeh not to be involved. Awareness of
the regional process also varies within agenciéh, some units having “little or no idea

about regional NRM delivery”, unless a regional pbds specifically contacted them. In-
kind support is occasionally mentioned (2) but ésssurrounding alignment are more
problematic.

One regional body respondent reported that constaarige in key contact personnel in
government agencies lead to variable advice frothisvand between government
departments over priorities for management and imggmommitment.

Issues around the culture of the regional bodia®g wkso raised. In particular, respondents
commented that the relationships between the lidnafjbodies in Queensland is
characterised by a culture of competition rathantbollaboration and cooperation.

Survey respondents also identified several fa@essciated with culture and commitment
they believed should be addressed in the short fEnese include:

+ Government culture needs to be able to “accommartaddearn from the odd
‘failure”;”

« Animpatience for the range of stakeholders, inicdlgdbtate and Australian
government, to commit to the regional delivery msx(8); and,

« Specifically, confirmation of commitment from gowenents to underpin secure
resourcing, help to resolve current staffing diffties, encourage the search for
support beyond grants, and affirm strategic longielanning for NRM (15). In the
Queensland context this meant a clear statemarrofmitment by the state
government following resolution of the issues ia @ptions paper.
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3.1.3. Understanding NRM (criterion 3)

Responses to the statement ‘stakeholders in thenregcognise the social, economic and
environmental aspects of NRM’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=55)

Approximately half of the respondents (55%) stat t
stakeholders currently recognise social, economic a 40% B.2%
environmental aspects of NRM and that “many s 27.3%
stakeholders are more seriously considering theetri

bottom line” (r12). One response provided a sudcinc | 2T 1%

example that “many stakeholders are aware thatla we | 1% «H» —FW
managed environment leads to better grazing camditi - ‘ ‘ ‘ LN B
better returns and happier families” (r21). Onakbieer Suongy  Agree  Newral  Disagree Stongy - Dort
hand, over one-quarter (27%) of responses areaieutr

and a further (15%) disagree. A common view across
responses however is that economic concerns still
predominate over environmental and social
considerations, reflected in “self-interest” (r4id
exacerbated by conditions of hardship such as dhtoug
(r51).

Trend (n=55)
Fifty-six percent of respondents consider stakedrold
recognition of the triple bottom line is improviiythe

50% -

Figure 10a. Current situation of recognising the
triple bottom line

60% -

50% -
40.0% 40.0%
40% -
30% +

16.4%
20% -

past twelve months. However, it is important toenibiat 10% 1 H 6 g L18%
some forty percent of respondents believe that the - oo o ‘Deﬁed‘ - —
situation has remained unchanged. For example, one greatly much  know
government agency respondent comments that “rait a — e : R

. Figure 10b. Trend in recognising the triple bottom
of work has been done to progress and improve the line
recognition of the triple bottom line in regions50).
Importance (n=52)
Some ninety-four percent of respondents agresittisat 100% 1
important for stakeholders to recognise socialneatic 80% |
and environmental aspects of NRM. Benefits arising oo
from this commonly cited, include improved "
communication with stakeholders and more effeative | 4% ’5.59%
ground outcomes. One respondent however comment | |
that the triple bottom line benefits of NRM investmt { 3% 19% 0w 0o%
have “not been sold well” (r5). O iy s e e e owmeon

important  importance importance  important

Figure 10c. Importance of recognising the triple
bottom line
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3.1.4. Recognising regional diversity and complexit(criterion 4)

No Likert scale questions in the survey directldr@dsed criterion four. Responses to the
open-ended questions however raised the follovdagss.

Open-ended questions: regional diversity and compéy

A number of respondents mention that the ‘smaiieale of operations provided by a regional
approach — as opposed to a state level approaatgskgreater flexibility in resource
management. It was also reported, however, thahtah of the rangelands, the scale of
coordination is still immense (3). Respondentsangé rangeland regions commented further
that the process of dividing these large regiotws $ub-catchment or sub-regional
coordination units goes only part of the way toi@agimg a management size appropriate to
engage the community. In less immense regionssaetgonal arrangements with neighbours
are proving a strong basis for joint projects.

3.2. Regional structures

The results presented in this section inform evaloariteria associated with the formal and
informal structures that influence planning and agment at the regional scale. These
structural considerations include policy and goaege arrangements; institutional
alignment; roles and responsibilities; structum@seihgagement, funding and monitoring and
for knowledge sharing. Aspects of these are alemgly related to process criteria, the
results of which are reported in the following s&Tt3.3.

3.2.1. Coherent policy and governance (criterion 5)

No Likert scale questions in the survey directid@gsed criterion five. Responses to the
open-ended questions provided insights on thisraoit.

Open-ended questions: coherent policy and governaac

In Queensland, there is a conviction that the RG&& been a key strength of the current
arrangements. These forums of state agency offiaiadl regional body representatives were
seen as successful in fostering improved relatigsdhetween State and Australian
Government agencies and regional bodies (8). Ires@gions more than others they were
also perceived to have stimulated more cooperatifeesive and transparent working
arrangements amongst the government agencies tlveismigethe region. Other comments
were that regional working groups, including Qudemd's RCGs, despite their initial focus
on developing regional NRM plans, are increasirsglgn as forums for honest discussion and
negotiation. In some cases it is said the splivbeh “us” and “them” — meaning government
and regional bodies - has been removed or is ipttheess of being removed within these
forums.

Respondents saw several policy and governancetasggenot currently working. Foremost
amongst these concerns was the difficulty in figdime balance between excessively
bureaucratic structures and adequate corporatemmgnvee structures for regional bodies. This
was seen to be a consequence of sometimes carglgtivernment requirements and
community expectations for regional body governaRagional bodies reported this was
creating difficulties with sectoral representatistaff guidance and the ability to deliver. For
example, excessive accountability requirements weea to limit the regional bodies’
capacity to respond adaptively to pressing ne¢dagas also seen to reduce stakeholder
participation in projects.
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Respondents also identified several short-termawgmments to governance arrangements
that were needed. It was considered an “opportiume’ by some regional bodies to
streamline their business practices and sort tiramgrovements in corporate governance.
While acknowledging that individuality has its usgseater consistency of regional business
and operational systems between regional bodievisa®d to have merit. These views were
paralleled in relation to government systems withgestions that government too needs to
make improvements in business practices withinketdeen state agencies to reduce
duplication including the introduction of more castent funding procedures. See also
monitoring return on investment, section 3.2.6.
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3.2.2. Aligned institutions (criterion 6)

Responses to the statement ‘in the region, commundustry and government NRM
priorities are well aligned’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=54)

More than half of the respondents (56%) clearly
disagree with the statement that community, ingqus | 5,

and government NRM priorities are well aligned 40.7%
within their regions. A lack of priority alignment 0% ]
seems to exist in particular for specific NRM issue
and with certain stakeholder groups. For example,

several respondents comment that the priorities of | 2% S TeT T
the mining industry are not aligned with thoseh&f t | | 74 I
community and government, reflected in comment D L9%
such as “coal mining enterprises are pursuing thei | o stongy Agee | Newra Dsagree Stongy | bont
economic agendas with very little regard for the agree disagree  know
rural community and the targets in the regional Figure 11a. Current situation in aligning NRM piiies
NRM plans” (r41). Similarly, several respondents
report that recent vegetation management and wa
resource regulations have been received very

30%

negatively by the community, as they are perceive | ** ]

to decrease economic viability. Importantly, only 50%

one quarter (26%) of respondents believe that NR | 4% 35.8% T

priorities are well aligned. Most of the responses ao% |

indicating strong priority alignment are from caast s | 170%

Queensland regions. N 500

Trend (n=53 e
Half of(the re)spondents (53%) believe that theg is | e mpows e Degjed _— lo?m ‘
positive trend in aligning community, industry and o owe "
government NRM priorities. For example, one Figure 11b. Trend in aligning NRM priorities

respondent states that “work has commenced on
alignment, [is] not bad in this region and will get
better over time with partnerships from
implementation of actions” (r12). Conversely, one | 1%
third of responses (34%) indicate that the situmtio
has not improved much, whilst a small group of
respondents [from WA rangelands] (9%) state thal | eo%
priorities are less aligned now than they were ¥eel
months ago (r30).

80%

72.5%

40% +—|

19.6%
20% -

Importance (n=51) ﬂ 50%
- . % 0% 2.0%
The clear majority of respondents believe that 0% [ o 0% g
- . - gt . e . Critically Some Neutral Little Not Don't know
aligning NRM priorities is of critical importance important _importance importance  inportant

(73%) or of some importance (20%). Several reas:
are provided for this, including the need to avoid
duplication, improving efficient use of funds and
effort, and minimising mixed messages from
different government agencies.

Figure 11c. Importance of aligning NRM priorities
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Open-ended questions: aligned institutions

Several respondents identified that increased i@ generated from the regional approach
is as a key strength of the process. They statgdhis involve an increasing alignment of
effort in government and community programs, irgese@nd aspirations. This alignment of
effort is seen to bring about less duplicationréased cost-effectiveness, better
accountability and increasing partnership oppotiesii

In other regions (5) a failure to align, value-amiccoordinate State government and regional
body efforts is identified as an aspect of theaegl approach currently not working. As a
result, ownership of a common regional NRM plan matshappened in some regions.
Regional bodies are also aware that they may ssidrithe decision-making process on
significant issues affecting sustainable use dfinatesources in their region.

Although relationships between regional bodieslandl governments are generally
considered to be improving, key areas such asidgfpartnerships and negotiating priorities
still remain in need of attention (5). Regional padpresentatives point out that links with
individual local governments are beneficial butigegtthe regional level interface with
multiple councils is the main difficulty. Central this is establishing or accessing workable
regional networks. There is a recognised need & abimproving relationships with
Regional Planning Advisory Committees where thagtg®) and a desire by regional bodies
to develop a partnership rather than a clientiogighip with these organisations.
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3.2.3. Roles and responsibilities (criterion 7)

Responses to the statement ‘roles and responsibilir NRM in the region are clearly
understood by all parties’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=53)

Nearly half of respondents surveyed disagree wight |

statement that roles and responsibilities for NRM i

the region are clearly understood by all parties. A 40% o

further thirty percent have a neutral opinion oa th 2005 | 30-2%

statement. Those that disagree commonly remark tt

there still is a significant amount of confusiordan 20% 1 it .
uncertainty about roles and responsibilities in ynan - -
regions (rl10, r11). There is considerable variaion 38% oo
the experience of different regions with respedhto 0% SL:ng'ly‘ raee Nowra Diagee stongty| oo
role of local governments. Some regions perceigé th agree disagree  know
“local government has a better understanding of the Figure 12a. Current situation of understandingsole
role” (r6), whereas others state that “the roléooél and responsibilities for NRM

government is still an area of great confusion7jr4

Trend (n=54)
Most respondents agree that there is a positivel ire 50%

60% -

46.3%

understanding roles and responsibilities for NRM in | 0% 1

the region. However, both regional body and 2096 | 20.6%

government agency respondents frequently state thi

“we still have a long way to go, but it is improgih T aom 030

(r7) or that “more work needs to be done on this, 10%1 ﬂ D L o
including developing a broader understanding of 0% :
Regional Body role within agencies” (r44). Those oy TP Neuwel Degraded T gt Pt

respondents who stated they believed that the teend mproved worse
degrading were mainly from WA Rangelands and th Figure 12b. Trend in understanding roles and
Northern Territory. For instance, one respondent responsibilities for NRM

commented that “there is still no clear directioonh
the government on who is doing what” (r28).

100% -+
Importance (n=51)

The clear majority of respondents (96%) agreeditha
is important for roles and responsibilities to eady 0%
understood by all parties. A few respondents gave T s
reasons for why this is important, including, “dhaiin 40% 1
roles and responsibilities avoids overlaps and
duplications” (r2).

80%

20%

2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0%

0% | |
Critically Some Neutral Little Not Don't know
important  importance importance  important

Figure 12c. Importance of understanding roles
and responsibilities for NRM
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Open-ended questions: roles and responsibilities

Regional body respondents closely tie notions eii tidlentity to their key roles and
responsibilities in the planning system. For exanpiany respondents (9) believe their non-
government status is a particular strength allovtivegn to work with landholders or other
organisations in a way not possible for a statubmgy.

Stakeholder perceptions of regional body rolesrasgonsibilities also generate difficulties
for regional bodies. Several respondents identiff balancing potential conflicts between
community roots and delivering government progr@éyeasdemanding responsibility (5),
complicated by being seen as ‘government’ by conityamd as ‘community’ by
government.

A number of respondents believe that this curreages and the next 1-3 years, is an
appropriate time to clarify and negotiate more iyethe roles and relationships amongst the
many regional players (8), including the variousels of government, land managers and
industry. Respondents state that relationshipsldhoua consistent way, work toward the
development of ‘true partnerships’ where the stiiengf the individual players are
recognised and utilised. Other respondents belidtvedpportunity exists over the next 1-3
years to establish regional forums to discuss, g reach common agreement, and
develop a strategic coordinated approach thatskgdiorts and maximises impacts.
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3.2.4. Participation and engagement structures (derion 8)

Responses to the statement ‘the investment aneimgitation processes have been inclusive
of all the key interests and stakeholders in tiggoré are reported below.

Current situation (n=53)

Respondents had a wide spread of experiences witt
and between regions with participation and
engagement structures associated with current a0%
investment and implementation processes. While -

nearly half of the respondents (49%) agree théesll P
interests have been included, one quarter arealeutr | **]
and a further quarter disagree. Most responseestig( | i |

50% -

that the interests of some stakeholders are gasier 38% )
include than those of others. For example, thengini . stongly  Agree  Neual Disagiee Stongly | Dont

agree disagree know

Figure 13a. Current situation: Inclusive
investment and implementation

industry is again frequently considered an
‘underrepresented’ stakeholder in the NRM process
Short time frames are also deemed to have restricte
involvement in several regions with one government
respondent commenting for example that “time

pressures forced by the JSC have meant the task of | "

conforming has taken priority over inclusiveness” o 43.4%

(r50). Another respondent raises doubts about venet | “* o

the regional process is “truly representative et ju 0%

‘power elites’ making the most noise” (r51). 2091 22

Trend (n=53) i H SIEI L% 1%
More than sixty percent (62%) of respondents in@ice | s  mpows News oegaded R
that the inclusion of all stakeholder interestthi impred woree

investment and implementation processes is Figure 13b. Trend: Inclusive investment and
improving. Northern Territory respondents state tha jmplementation processes

much still needs to be done in this area and skvera

other responses from remote, extensive regions

comment that the trend of including key interestaot p—

as positive as in more intensive or densely settled

regions (r27, r28). a0

Importance (n=52) 0% L2

There is strong agreement amongst respondents thi |, | 34.6%

is important to include all the key interests and

stakeholders in the investment and implementation | ] { o

processes. Justifications provided by some respisd | o [ 2 oo oo

include: better opportunities to find effective and oo o e o

holistic solutions (r2) and involvement being Figure 13c. Importance: Inclusive investment and

necessary for improving “ownership and adoption” implementation processes
(r16).
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Open-ended questions: participation and engagemestructures
Through the open-ended questions, respondentsfiddra number of key strengths of the
regional NRM approach related to structures fotigigation and engagement.

Foremost of these is the establishment of the nedjioody or board as a “peak body” at the
regional level to represent and promote NRM. Wldiverse voices for NRM exist in
regions, respondents see the regional body steiatibringing these voices together to
present a unified vision of NRM in the region (15).

Stakeholder relationships are also frequently ifledt(8) as a key strength. The development
and implementation of projects in particular anel $a deliver strong ownership within the
regional community (3), particularly where thosejpcts deliver capacity building
opportunities. Regional bodies identified a numifestructures that were seen to promote
effective participation and engagement of Indigenpeiople. These included the
establishment of an Aboriginal Reference Groupria region, and Indigenous Land and Sea
programs in others.

Some respondents indicated that the focus andrdesiginding programs may need to be
reconsidered over the next three years in ordenpoove the participation of local
government and industry sectors (2). RCGs werdtiithmhas an important structure for
engaging government departments in working withomeg) bodies. It was noted, however,
that these groups should be more inclusive ofgdhaies in the advisory process (4). From
here benefits of involvement could be communicétedughout other agencies. It was also
stated that an effort to improve the understandintpe RCG role within the JSC would
improve JSC’s guidance and support to regions.
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3.2.5. Regional resourcing is adequate (criterion)9

When asked about aspects of the regional NRM psated were not working well
respondents provided some strong and commonlyuields related to the financial and
human resourcing of regional NRM.

Open-ended questions: regional resourcing is adeqte

The first suite of concerns was related to the iiugpdeeds of large and sparsely populated
regions (8) that received comparatively lower fumgdin conjunction with very high
consultation/meeting costs (3). Respondents abtified there was still a significant time
lag between announcement of programs and approwvets fand contracts (2). There were
also concerns that the transaction cost of sectwimgs is very high and the procedures
complex rather than strategic and automatic.

Another major theme for regional bodies with mamaeet areas outside of the major
population centres was the considerable diffictdtgither find or retain the experienced
professionals or local skilled staff needed to echithe regional targets (10). Compounding
factors, such as funding uncertainty, distancex tdagesources, and scarcity of skilled and
experienced personnel, were reported to signifigaatiuce the capacity of regional
organisations to meet their responsibilities. ™sué of long term future funding and
certainty of that funding is also discussed inetiitn one stakeholder culture and
commitment

Several regions (5) indicated that funding allodaeen for high profile focus areas such as
the Great Barrier Reef, is seen to be quite inaalegw achieve the outcomes desired by
governments and stakeholders.
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3.2.6. Monitoring return on investment (criterion 10)

Responses to the statement ‘processes are intplacenitor the effectiveness of
management actions at the regional level’ are tegddrelow.

Current situation (n = 54)

A significant number of respondents (45%) do ndiebe
that processes are in place to monitor the effent@gs of
management actions. Many respondents report amedse
of monitoring systems at the regional level fosthi
purpose. Barriers to the successful implementaifadhese | “*

monitoring processes are reported as understaffing, . sy
remoteness and lack of baseline data. One resptaiss

that “existing monitoring programs are still fragmbed, 20% 148% o

don't effectively mesh and no one knows if they are o | 1’—‘“% 0.3%
sufficient for the needs” (r32). Responses thaingjty 1
disagree with the statement are, in the main, tbbse T oy Agee | newral | Disagree Swongy Dot
regional government agency staff. Those respoihses t agree disagree  know
strongly agree with the statement however are Figure 14a. Current situation in monitoring
predominantly from Queensland regional bodies. management actions

Regional body respondents from the Northern Tagrito

and WA Rangelands generally provided a neutral

perception of the issue reflecting the earliergstaof the
planning cycle in these regions. 60%

Trend (n = 54) %%
Compared to other responses, the ‘trend’ in theitoiong 0%
of management actions at the regional level issoatlear. a0%
Even though 46% of responses agree that the tsend i 20% |
improving, another 40% indicate there have been fiew 9.3% 9.3%

. . . . . 10% -+
any, significant developments in the monitoring of D 19%  19% D
0% T | — T || T

management actions in the past twelve months. Cammc Has  Improved Neural Degraded Hasgot  Dont

greatly much know

statements made include that this task “requites more improved worse
work”, “[is] only just starting” and “[is] gettinghere Figure 14b. Trend in monitoring management
slowly”. One response for the SEQ region is paldidy actions

positive, indicating that “there are now many plsye
interested in this area and it is clearly improviugckly”
(r19).

Importance (n = 53)
More than ninety percent of respondents agresittisat 80%
important to develop processes to monitor managemen | S5
actions at the regional level. For instance, agedpnt

from a WA Rangelands region comments, “monitoring a0%
management actions is an area that we need tosaddre

before spending investment funds” (r24). Some eetie a 7% 5%

is also evident as one respondent is “unsure gheut 0% [ °% °% mm

Critically Some Neutral Little Not Don' know

effectiveness of establishing complex monitoring important _importance importance _importart

processes when it is clear what needs to be dotieeon Figure 14c. Importance of monitoring
ground” (r39). management actions

50% -

20.4%

37.0% 40.7%

100% ~

30.2%
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Open-ended questions: monitoring return on investnet

In answering the question “which aspects of théoregy NRM process are not working?”
several issues around monitoring return on investraed expectations of investors were
raised by respondents.

Regional bodies are confronting what some respdsdmmsider to be unrealistic demands,
whether over the timeframes and processes regoyrggdvernments (5), over excessive red
tape of accountability systems (4) and reportirguiteements (4) or the larger demands for
developing monitoring and evaluation systems (e &xpectation that a community-based
program will deliver “quick” results and be ableragport them in rapid fashion is seen as a
constant demand on regional bodies’ time and effdithere is a concern amongst some
respondents that the timetables and agendas Stateyand Federal Governments work
contrary to principles of good community engagengd8htind are likely to bring
disillusionment to a significant proportion of peipants.

A number of respondents believe there is an exoessnount of reporting required,
provoking concern that inevitably the casualtietheSe demands will be either the CEOs or
the volunteer board members (4). For at least egi®mn the move to a target-based approach
to NRM is seen as impractical with significant wiffities in setting SMARTtargets due to
lack of data on resource condition states and srand limited local capacity including

within government.

While respondents consider it reasonable for gowents and politicians to want to ensure
that public funds are properly spent, reportinguis@and outputs is seen as a long way from
reporting on real outcomes and NRM impacts (4). Soespondents’ perceptions are that
performance reporting needs to move beyond simggpnting on activities and build a
clearer and coordinated approach to monitoringluati@n and reporting (4). One respondent
indicated that those anticipating results, sucimeasurable improvements in water quality,
however well-meaning, are being unrealistic.

The processes and requirements established foetiev of RISs was also criticised as a
“nonsensical process” in which th& ‘Annual’ RIS review, some four months into thetfir
year of implementation, was followed by ¥ 2nnual’ RIS review only two months later (or
6 months into implementation).

Respondents also identified some common approdbbgdelieved necessary in the next
three years to make the regional approach moretefée This included a strong message of
minimising any distractions to getting on with jbb (12). Less obtrusive and more trusting
investor oversight was seen as important to unddpire reporting and accountability
arrangements. Other short term strategies nomirgtedspondents for improved
effectiveness included greater recognition of regidody and partners’ efforts to date.
Respondents suggested this needs to be basemog stonitoring and evaluation processes
and to contain clear and targeted communicatioh imitestors (including politicians)
concerning successful activities and outcomedt(8)as also raised that reporting on
outcomes of the programs needs to be connectedStadtk of the Environment or State of
Region reporting and that both the message anlidnigeiage of the reporting process be
improved so they are meaningful to the averageopers

" See McDonald and Roberts (2006) SMART targetSieat Barrier Reef Catchmen#g)stralasian
Journal of Environmental Managemet8(2), pp.95-107.
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3.2.7. Structures for integrating knowledge and indrmation (criterion 11)

Responses to the statement ‘effective data sharidgnformation management systems now
exist in the region’s NRM’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=53)
A large number of respondents (43%) disagree with | s
the statement that effective data sharing and
information management systems exist in the regior
There are more people disagreeing than agreeimg w | ** 250
the statement. Common challenges stated in respor | 2o
include a lack of trust to support data sharingveen -
stakeholders, lack of cooperation from the State ﬁ 3,1|
government and lack of scientific research in derta T airgy  Agee | Newnl Disagre Stongy Dot
areas (eg. Kimberley). For example, one Queenslan - e
respondent states “data sharing is a bit of a gteug Figure 15a. Current situation of data
. : sharing and information management
Questions arise about who owns what and who cén
for what price” (r11). Another respondent comments
“despite much rhetoric and promises, effective data
sharing and information management systems afe s
not set up in this region” (r21). However, around a 60% 1
third of respondents are more positive and disthess | 5%
successful introduction of data sharing agreements |
with various State departments (r22, r24, r44,.r50) 3% |

40%

26.4% 26.4%

w00 L8N

Trend (n=55) 2w
The majority of responses (53%) indicate that 1% | ﬂ ™ a6
provisions for data sharing and information % =

T
Has Improved  Neutral Degraded Has got Don't

management systems are slowly improving in their greatly much  know
regions. For instance, a Queensland respondent say o o

“the State is slowly becoming more open and
cooperative but still has a long way to go” (r1R).
response from the NT reflects similar views, saying
“data sharing and information management systems
are slowly being put in place. Websites have beén s
up, and networks have been created” (r27). Even
though the majority believe there is a positivaitrén
data sharing, it is also important to note that 4% 80% 1

Figure 15b. Trend in data sharing and
information management

100%

68.5%

respondents have not seen any noteworthy changes | |

over the past twelve months. One respondent

comments that “much has been discussed about thi: | **] P~

issue and promises made but there is so fartittle 2o |

show for all the talk” (r41). . { 196 om  ome L6
|mportance (n:54) .f'p”oii'i‘ |rv:)$tam:ce i |npi[t'1:nce m::am oot

Clearly, most respondents (96%) believe that affect Figure 15c. Importance of data sharing
data sharing and information management systems and information management

very important. A regional government agency

response notes, “access to information is notitisatr

as having people who can make sense of it” (r49).
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3.3. Regional processes

The results presented in this section are thodertftam evaluation criteria associated with

the appropriateness and effectiveness of procésaesupport planning and management at
the regional scale. These include processes tpabsustakeholder capacity to participate,
ensure procedural fairness is considered; suppagtave and responsive management; and,
support links between scales and activities irréiggons. Results presented in section 3.2.7
Integrating knowledge and values, above, haveaglptocess results that are reported here in
3.3.1.
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3.3.1. Processes for integrating knowledge and vas (criterion 12)

Linked to criterion 11, these results address m®cather than formal structural aspects on
the integration of knowledge and values. Resuttkigred are from two closed Likert scale
guestions from the survey. The first is on the ipooation ofindigenous knowledgérough
the regional NRM planning approach and the secoridaal knowledgéncorporation more
generally, as distinct from scientific or other sms.

Indigenous knowledge

Responses to the statement ‘Indigenous knowledgiglidy valued and used when
developing NRM projects in the region’ are repoietbw.

Current situation (n = 55)

Respondent perceptions on the value and use @dndus s0% -
knowledge are somewhat divided. On the one hand&1% .
respondents agree with the statement that indigenou =
knowledge is highly valued and used when developiRi/ ’ 236%
projects, whereas 27% disagree or strongly disabegehis is | 2% .. 182
the case in their region. One respondent from atabeegion 105 | ﬂ» I
in Queensland states that “Indigenous engagemertiden N T m =
poor to date in our region” (r39). Common barrigrs Storgy  Agre  News Disagre  Strongy  Dort
incorporating Indigenous knowledge were identitzd Figure 16a. Current situation of Indigenous
language, remoteness, token gestures of whitegamnaants knowledge

and prejudice by other stakeholder groups. Thesis$u

appropriate and effective representation also sadavith a

36.4%

number of responses suggesting “the factional aaifithe 60% |
Indigenous community has made it difficult to getaningful 50% o
input” (r16).

Trend (n = 55)

The trend in the use of Indigenous knowledge imoresj
projects is perceived to be largely positive in tregions. For

example, one respondent from a rangeland regitessta Was | Impiowd Newa Degraded Hasgoi Dot
“Indigenous involvement is improving all the tin®eing e -
prepared to take time ... has shown rewards” (r8yéier, Figure 16b. Trend in Indigenous
even though the majority of respondents believephegress ~ knowledge

has occurred, quite a significant number (27%)khirat the

situation has not changed much within twelve manths

7.3%

0.0% 0.0% |:|

Importance (n = 54)

Most respondents (80%) state that the incorporation
Indigenous knowledge into the NRM process is imgart s0%
Respondents from northern regions, in particulamment on 60 |
the critical importance of Indigenous knowledgecsin
indigenous peoples are major stakeholders in tacess [this
may explain in part the variation in ‘current stina’ and 0% 1% -
‘trend’ data]. A Northern Territory respondentteg . 0o 5:6/7
“Indigenous knowledge is highly valued for manyseas. o e iporimce ot
This is especially the case since approximately 50#%he NT  Figure 16c. Importance of Indigenous

is indigenous land” (r27). knowledge

100% -

3go%  40.7%
40% —
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Local knowledge
Responses to the statement ‘local knowledge idyigdiued and used when developing
NRM projects in the region’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=55)
There is particularly strong agreement that local

knowledge is currently widely used and valued in s0% -

designing implementation projects in the regiorexegal o

regions identify benefits gained to date from #pproach || | ...

including improved ownership and relevance to local 30%

managers which, in turn, improves the longevityhef e L

benefit gained from investment, “refined informatiand 12.7%

mapping [at the regional level] to help make decisi 0% f

(r21) and heavy reliance on local knowledge intligh o B e o

poor availability of [scientific] baseline data.sinall s
number of respondents note concerns of tokenistic Figure 17a. Current situation: local knowledge

involvement of local groups and the difficulty intpng
the “rhetoric of local knowledge into practice” @2 Sub-
regional or catchment groups were also reportdukto
valuable in gaining access to this knowledge.

Trend (n=55) 60%
Some sixty-one percent of respondents indicatetiieat s0% |
use of local knowledge is improving. Several resjants a0% |
state that more investment is now going to localesc 0%
planning groups and that landholder and neighbagdho 200%
catchment groups supported through the regionalgsso ool L i
are valuable forums for local knowledge sharing on 0% 00w EI

0%

sustainable management practices. One response e o Newrs Degased s got Dot
highlights some of the challenges regional bodies f mproed worse
saying that despite the importance of local knogéednd  Figure 17b. Trend in local knowledge use
good local networks that exist in the region stafhover

in the regional body coupled with an “increaseoicalls

shifting out of the region [impacts on] continudg

performance, crucial for being able to maintairaloc

contacts and hence access to their knowledge”.(r23)

41.8%

32.7%

Importance (n=54)
Again there is a strong commonality in the respdrsa 100%
both regional government agency staff and regibodly
respondents with over ninety percent saying thadllo
knowledge is oBomeor critical importanceto project 60% 1
implementation in the regions including “contrimgito
target setting and the selection of priority afjedshe sub-

80%

61.1%

40%

29.6%

regional level]” (r10). This is tempered, howeweith %1 ﬂ o
several responses stressing the need to comblradance % 2 om0 2
local knowledge with ‘expert’ or ‘technical’ knowdge o imponance | inpornce gt

where possible (rll, r2) and potential problemé \atal Figure 17c. Importance of local knowledge
knowledge tainted with self interest or restricting
“innovative thinking” (r54, r55).
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3.3.2. Capacity to participate (criterion 13)

Two survey questions were used that address cgpagrticipate in the NRM planning and
implementation process. The first question releddle ability of all stakeholders to
participate, while the second question focusesifipaty on the capacity of local
government to participate.

Responses to the statement ‘all interests and hetéders in the region currently have the
capacity to participate in NRM planning and impleragion activities’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=55)
Responses indicate that there is currently a wide

discrepancy in different stakeholders’ capacity to -~

participate both between and within regions. Sdvera

respondents cite remoteness, distance, cultuffaréifces o

and literacy as major constraints. In regions sagthe a0%

WA Rangelands, NT and Southern Gulf, available ol am 20 B
resources are considered not sufficient for medning 100 i
participation over such extensive areas (r29, r&3). The 10% 1 ﬂ 5.5%
pace of the planning process is also thought te hav o

hampered capacity to participate for rangelands e, e koo
stakeholders (r33). Traditional owners and condenva Figure 18a. Current situation in capacity to
groups are reported to be having greater diffictdty participate

participate, while the mining sector is perceivedit

60% -

largely outside the process. Interestingly, manghef

respondents link stakeholder ‘capacity’ to regidady 5% won

communication, extension and engagement effortmoe 40%

the view that representation on the NRM boards 0% il

demonstrates sufficient capacity and involvemerthé 20% | 16:4%

process. 100 | w04
1.8% 1.8%

Trend (n:55) . Has ‘Improved‘ Neutral ‘Deﬁed‘ H:got ‘ Ir%! ‘

The majority of respondents believe that stakeholde greatly much  know

improved worse

Figure 18b. Trend of capacity to participate

capacity to participate has improved in the lagtibe
months. A further third (29%) indicate stakeholder
capacity in their region is unchanged from twelanihs 100% |
ago. Some 17% of responses show poor current ¢gpaci
and that there has been no net improvement ovdashe

twelve months in their region. 600 L%

80%

Importance (n=54) a0% | 35.2%
The vast majority of respondents (89%) indicaté thea

capacity of all interests and stakeholders to gigdte in 1 H

NRM activity is of some or critical importance to 0% [ °% °%
successful regional approaches. However, resposiaésu o s g gt
imply that some stakeholders may not see it nepgssa  Figure 18c. Importance in capacity to participate
politically expedient or financially advantageoaus t

participate. As such stakeholders may seek othiatgof influence outside the regional

process (r55, r35, r38). This was reported to melsome government agencies that do not

consider regional NRM as core business (r 42).

5.6% 5.6%
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Responses to the statemdatal governmentsin my region are making a valuable
contribution to the regional NRM process’ are répdibelow.

Current situation (n=54)
Contributions by local government is one of the enor

variable issues surveyed. One quarter of responses
indicate local governments are not currently making
valuable contribution to regional NRM efforts and a
further 19% are neutral on the issue. This is $icamt
given the perceived importance of local governments
(see below). Respondents identified Cook ShireapeC
York, Douglas Shire in the Wet Tropics, and Daraird
Litchfield local governments in the NT as valuable
contributors. The lack of local government aredside
of towns and urban areas in the NT, however, wésdno
as a barrier specific to that jurisdiction. Genlgral
contribution by this sector is still consideredqtgt or
highly variable within and between regions and ddé
a lot stronger. Some of this variation is considatae to
capacity and resourcing available to councils, llefe
interest and high transaction costs of participatio

Approaches in place for working with local governrse
include representation on regional boards, working
through regional organisations of councils or other
‘clusters’ of local government, co-location anchjoi
appointment of staff for mutual benefit. There also
signs, however, that “local government involvemesnt
the Board level has not translated into effective
collaboration to develop projects and implement
operational changes such as stormwater work” (r45).

Trend (n=54)

Nearly two thirds of responses (65%) indicate thate
has been notable improvement in local government
contributions over the last twelve months. Mosthef
remaining responses indicate that contributionghav
remained at the same level over the last twelvethson

Importance (n=53)

There is a very high level of consensus on local
government contributions to regional NRM processes
with 64% saying it is of critical importance anfuather
29% of some importance to regional efforts. Many
responses point to thmtentialcontributions local
government partnerships might or could provide to
address NRM issues in regions.

50% 4

40% -

30%

35.2%

20.4%
20%

18.5% 16.7%

10%

0%

agree

Strongly

Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly

disagree

7.4%
. 1.9%

Don't
know

Figure 19a. Current situation - local
government contribution to NRM

44.4%

20.4%

% -
% -
0% T

3.7% 1.9%

3.7%

Has
greatly

Improved  Neutral Degraded Has got
much
worse

Don't
know

improved

Figure 19b. Trend in local governments

contributions to NRM

64.2%

28.3%

3.8%
0%

3.8%
0.0%

0.0%

Little Not
importance  important

Critically Some Neutral Don't know

important  importance

Figure 19c. Importance of local
government contribution to NRM
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Open-ended questions: capacity to participate

Individual capacity to participate is a strong tleefrom the open-ended questions. There is
general agreement amongst respondents that & istttibutes of the people involved in
regional NRM (including staff, volunteers and Boamdmbers), which is their greatest
strength (17). Qualities of passion and enthusiasrated highly (3) although in other
regions this is interpreted as motivation and commant by capable and skilled staff (5). In a
number of regions professionalism and professigglationships are seen as hallmarks of the
more mature organisations while in others, leadpiisi a board of suitably experienced
people with a well-recognised and respected chiaiegamples of “people strength”. For
some respondents there is strength in the divessityterests brought to the process by their
management committee members.

Not all regions have experienced strong communipyif however. Northern Territory
respondents, for example, indicated that Territorgt Australian governments are the primary
contributors at this point in time as the majoryiders of assistance in plan development and
project design.

A further example of different patterns of partetiipn between regions is evident in some
respondents identifying local government (3), Stgieernment, sector groups at a regional
(as opposed to a State) level and Indigenous grasigsy partners in their respective regions.
Other regions nominate new partnerships with rebeand educational institutions as a
particular strength. Elsewhere, consistent engageawoss the range of Traditional Owners,
although reportedly improving, is identified asatgular challenge (2). Section 3.2.7 on the
use of ‘Indigenous knowledge’ is also relevant here
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3.3.3. Procedural fairness (criterion 14)

No Likert scale survey question was linked diregtlth the concept of procedural fairness.
Instead, aspects of procedural fairness are disduescapacity to participate’ and ‘regional

resourcing is adequate’ (see sections 3.3.2 anfi)3.2

3.3.4. Adaptive and responsive processes (criteridrb)

Responses to the statement ‘experiences from dhHRYl are talked about and shared
between groups and stakeholders in the regionegnerted below.

Current situation (n=55)

Responses indicate lesson sharing between stalesb@ldd
regional groups is currently active (65%). Howewame 26%
of responses suggest that lesson sharing is vatdaspread or
valued as it might be. There are quite differetdnpretations
from respondents of what the statement entailgjingnfrom
the development of communication tools, such asstedters,
through to more participatory and co-learning apph®s to
problem solving. Some of these modes include effect
“landholder grapevines” and active Landcare, subkraent
or LCDC networks (r18, r33); conferences and fordions
specific managers e.g. Indigenous rangers conferand
forums involving catchment coordinators in a regicty).
Several responses state that experiences arisimg ‘Serious
project work” (r23) or “on specific issues at prijfield days”
(r33) are the most useful. A few regional body cegfents cite
that “cross-regional communication is a key parvaf day to
day business” (r11), that “cross fertilisation'tlie best aspect
of their region’s approach (r15) and that in Quéserd; the
Regional NRM Groups Collective provides a good na@ésm
for this.

Trend (n=55)

Lesson sharing amongst stakeholders has repotiedly
improving (62%) in many regions over the last tveehaonth
period. A large proportion of the remaining respams (33%)
state it has neither improved nor degraded duhegame
period. A number of responses imply that at thagjstof the
planning process there has not yet been suffitiermt for
lessons to be identified with “less than six morittie
implementation this is not clear yet” (r21) andtth@doing
NRM is something the group is yet to achieve” (r35)

Importance (n=53)

Most respondents (89%) indicate that the sharing of
experiences between stakeholders or groups inrdgiion is
important. Benefits associated with this are neteé@nmproved
efficiency of decision-making, avoidance of repegtihe
same mistakes (r2, r16, r17) as well as promotggonal
body’s or a program’s success (r5, r7).

43.6%

25.5%
21.8%

3.6% 3.6%
1.8%

o ‘ ‘ BN I = o
Strongly Agree Neutral  Disagree  Strongly Don't
agree disagree know

Figure 20a. Current situation of learning
culture and networks

60% -

50%

40.0%

32.7%

30%
21.8%

20% -
10% + 3
.6%
L8% 0.0 =
0% == ‘ ‘

Has Improved  Neutral Degraded Has got Don's
greatly much know
improved worse

Figure 20b. Trend in learning culture and
networks

100% -

80%

60% ~

453% 4340
40%

20%

11.3%

0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
0%

aitically Some Neutral Little Not  Don'tknow
important  importance importance  important

Figure 20c. Importance of learning
culture and networks
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3.3.5. Linkages between scales and activities (@rton 16)

The use of this criterion in this second benchnmaykihase deals primarily with linkages
between regional and local level processes. Respdnghe statement “local, catchment and
other sub-regional groups are linked to, and supgddsy, regional level processes” are
reported below.

Current situation (n=51)

Nearly two-thirds of responses (63%) indicate raglo
groups currently support and are effectively linkedbcal,
catchment and other sub-regional groups or prosesse a0% 4 i
Several government respondents, however, emphasise
variation’ between and within regions in their afe&8, r40, 241% 2o
r57). Other respondents underline the value and 4
effectiveness of sub-regional networks in the Bigzr 1006 0%
Mackay, and DCQ regions, where catchment scale . o [T
organisations are perceived as being essentiabofir Sty Ages  Newd Disagee Stongy Dorrkoow
engagement networks and implementation delivery. (6, — e
r7,r10, r12, r13). Responses also state theke dire
strongest where a good ‘history’ of cooperationgen
local, catchment and regional efforts exists orn@tregions
“remember their origins” (r47). Nearly one-quarbér
responses were neutral (22%) or disagreed (9%)tivzh
statement. Several respondents, particularly fremote
regions (NT, WA, SWNRM), indicate that these linkagire
“still coming together”, that the links “haven’t thdime yet
to mature” with “considerable work to do to devekp
proactive approach in this area”. Some responsasnamt
on the tendency to establish new networks ratter th
support existing ones in some regions.

Trend (n=54)

Figure 21a. Current situation of links with
sub-regional processes

Several respondents note current barriers to afeetihks 60% 1

between scales in their region. These barriersidech lack 50% -

of formal structures, a perceived lack of cooperafrom a0% | -

some local groups and low capacity of local goveanin 30% |

Insufficient staffing has until recently in somgienal I

bodies hindered the development and support faethe 10% | 74% s

networks (r24) and difficulties in resourcing swdgrional 0% ‘ ‘ o mm

representatives to travel long distances to atteginal giiiyd R e o
improves worse

activities (r32). Over half of the responses (53.#dicate
that links to subregional groups and processesrgmoving.
One third, however, indicate the strength of these
relationships has not changed in the last twelvethwand a
further 7.4% believe they have actually degraded. F
example, one respondent points to concerns ovéunsan

of catchment based efforts from one regional pmesshe
catchment based process is seen to represenisiste
‘core’ to the regional bodies image of its communit

Figure 21b. Trend of links to sub-regional
processes
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Importance (n=52)

Several respondents note that in many regions local
Landcare based activity relies heavily on suppornf o
regional groups. Benefits cited include these linkkp o —
capture local priorities into the regional procdks; regional %
approach helps “mitigate competitive ‘my patch, ypatch’
mentality” between local areas. One view in the WA 2%
Rangelands region indicates local or catchmentebgeaups o S 1% g 1%
have remained effectideecausehey have stayed separate Crcaly | Some | Newd e | NaOorewow
from the regional process.

Figure 21c. Perceived importance of links
with sub-regional processes

Open-ended questions: linking scales and activities
Respondents identified several factors relevatttitocriterion in their responses to the open-
ended question “which aspects of the regional apgr@re not working”.

A large number of respondents stated that whilskethimprovements have been made, the
coordination or integration with landholders andugrs operating on-ground remained a
challenge (14). Related responses included theepgon that many landholders were not
well engaged during the plan development periodaaadstill largely unaware of the role of
regional bodies. Other respondents stated thatdaardyroups are struggling in their region,
with progress relying on the faithful few. Even wheelationships between regional bodies
and landcare groups are improving, respondentsdstaait some individual Landcare groups
have not re-established contact with regional mde where they have, the role of Landcare
groups in the regional process remains problenfa}idn some areas there is variable support
from the Landcare groups for the regional procesedding on historic levels of “ICM
success”. From some regional bodies’ perspectiliessheer size of their region often makes
attention to all catchments and catchment groupfestging (2).

Other respondents commented that sub-regionaltstaschave not effectively been
established in their region (4). Reasons givertHirincluded poor formalisation of
relationships, unhelpful sub-regional “politics” poor communication due to the size of
some regions.

Respondents also identified short-term needs tddeessed in the next 1-3 years for
regional NRM to be successful. This included a gaiged need to integrate with processes
such as the Regional Growth Management Framewnrigieensland and steps to improve
alignment of regional body activities with the @nt institutional reforms and government
business. There was also a recognised need toamagttincrease efforts in community,
industry, local government and Landcare group meaient.

The outcomes criterieonnected and effective institutiofsection 3.4.2) provides some
insight on progress to date on regional and intateslinks between activities.
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3.4. Regional Outcomes

Two open-ended questions in the survey dealt éitpligith respondent perceptions of
outcomes from the regional NRM process. The fifshese asked respondents what had been
the major achievements to date from the new regmmangements in their region. The
second question asked respondents what outcomesxtpected to see from regional NRM

in the longer term. Responses to these questi@tifigally, and other open-ended questions
in the survey where relevant, are presented hei@stghe three outcomes criteria in the
evaluation namely, improved social capital of plersrand managers; effective and connected
institutions; and, improved resource condition. Tésults of two closed Likert scale

qguestions are also presented for effective andexiad institutions.

3.4.1. Improved social capital of planners and margers (criterion 17)

No Likert scale question dealt directly with outasrassociated with improved social capital
of planners and managers. However, a number oftgaale questions in other sections of
the results are relevant here. These incBidkeholder culture and commitmé€atl.2.),
integrating knowledge and valué3.3.1.), and the discussion on strategic investrime
effective and connected institutiof®4.2.).

Open-ended questions: improved saocial capital

Pride, recognition, ownership and trust

When asked about significant achievements to date fthe regional NRM process a key
theme emerged of significant pride in having thencwnity's recognition for the
achievement of a well-consulted, representativeymanity-owned NRM plan. Respondents
believed this helps create a “We can do it” appndaadNRM. There is pride amongst
respondents in the regional body being acceptatidogommunity and in the services now
being offered by the regional body. Some resporsdeetieved regional bodies have achieved
a “lead agent” role for NRM in their communitig®espondents also reported similar factors
as key strengths of the regional approach. Inqaai, the sense of accomplishment and
confidence generated by establishing regional asgéions, well-regarded NRM plans and
RISs that reflect community support and provideladsasis for future activities (8).

Other significant achievements identified by respaonts included building awareness in the
community of best practice, engagement opportunéie building consensus amongst the
wide variety of stakeholders (5). Respondents ntitatland managers are now being
recognised for achieving good practice and nothesgtg criticised for perceived negative
impacts. Good ownership by the community of prgjeeas also reported. In some regions,
such as DCQ, this has had to overcome perceptidmistorical failure following the break-
up of the Lake Eyre Basin community process.

Respondents are also proud of their efforts indbnig together disparate stakeholders or
interests such as irrigators and pastoralists,adisas other groups that in the past have rarely
talked with each other. Some perceptions weregadicularly in the rangelands, finding
common ground is very new. Other groups broughtttogr through the regional process
were said to include conservation with developnggatps, corporate industry with
community groups, and, in Mackay Whitsunday, tharthionisation” of three Integrated
Catchment Management groups in that region.

An aware, informed and involved community

A significant number of respondents (20) signatleat expected longer term outcomes from
the regional NRM delivery were increased awarengsderstanding, and capacity of regional
communities to manage their natural resources.
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For some, this increased awareness applies expliciti recognition of the value of natural
resources to the region (3); for others, it mehaas $ustainable management of natural
resources does not happen automatically, but neduks purposefully and skilfully achieved
(4); and yet for others, it is an awareness thstiaduable management of natural resources
underpins the sustainability of communities.

The provision of good information to the regionafmamunity (6) is necessary to bring about a
greater appreciation of sound resource managemactiqes. For some (5) this means an
increased capacity for resource management — ableeto undertake NRM activities and to
understand the complexity of NRM business. Exampléhis included dealing with
cumulative effects of management decisions oves timd in some cases investing heavily in
community education.

Respondents also anticipated that increased engegevould, in the longer term, lead to
greater community participation in management agaisibn-making (13). In addition,
respondents anticipated better involvement of Ti@akl Owners with Indigenous
communities more involved and recognised as holdikgy role in the management of
regional landscapes.

Respondents are clear that achievement of expeatedmes is dependent on maintaining
some level of continuity, including continuity ofggram rules and objectives and of ongoing
funding and support (3). Such continuity is seexitd in developing the required trust (3)
within the community (particularly within the lanollder community), in achieving

ownership of issues and in developing confidenactoeve NRM outcomes and support
generational change.

3.4.2. Effective and connected institutions (critaon 18)

This is a key criterion in terms of measuring pesgr of the regional approach at this point in
time for regions between planning and early impletaton. A major underlying assumption
and goal of the regional NRM approach is that piaves the effectiveness and efficiency of
NRM through more strategic investment and actidns &lso relies on some degree of
enhanced connectedness between institutions aadisations in regions. The emergence of
new partnerships under the regional approach isueetul indication of this connectedness.
Respondent perceptions of both improved strategjfiormaand new partnerships are presented
here.

Strategic on-ground action
Responses to the statement ‘taking a regional apprto NRM has made existing on-ground
activities in this region more strategic’ are repdrbelow.

Current situation (n=53)
The majority of respondents (64%) agree that the

regional approach has resulted in more strategicrac o

“on-ground”. However a notable proportion of 0% 5557

respondents (30%) believe it has had little orffiecéto w0 2n.3%

date in this respect. Gains widely reported include ﬁ o

greater efficiency of effort and dollars spent. €th o 132%

regions indicate an improved ability to focus oiopty 10% <H_FM
gaps and locations in their region where, for examp % : : o - [0
there is “slower uptake of practices”. Regionahgla SN e e oo

investment strategies and subsequent regionalgmsyr  Figure 22a. Current situation - strategic on-
of work are seen as fundamental to achieving esfi@ ground activities
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focus. Regions report that several new stratefigship’ programs are developing in
regions. However there are also cases where oppstituprojects are accepted on a marginal
“no regrets basis” (r45).

Trend (n=53)

Over two thirds of respondents (72%) believe onigob
works have become more strategic - to varying degoé
improvement - as a result of the regional approAdhurther
twenty percent (21%) indicate that there has beechange | “*]

60%

50%

37.7%

in the strategic nature of on-ground investmeninduthe 0% |

last yearEarlier and some existing projects are considerer |z,

the product of a “scatter gun approach” (r 23)rerdriven 10 |
by statutory obligations or by available fundingrfr “less % ‘ ‘ 0% M
strategic programs such as Envirofund and NLP”)(r41 ety B

improved worse

There are still concerns cited in several respgmeasly by
agency staff, that there “may still be some inegtgaping
on-ground delivery within pre-existing comfort zeiér55).
Comments are also put forward about making existing
projects on weeds and pests in many regions m@tegic
through on-going improvements. Again the issueminy is
a strong theme with several respondents from NHgiores,
in particular, saying that there are few actuagoound
projects up and running yet, this will pick up otene and
“become more significant by year three of impleraéot”
(r 22).

Figure 22b. Trend in strategic on-ground
activities

Importance (n=52) 100% 1
Nearly all respondents (96%) believe that the hdf the o0 |_50%
regional approach to improve the strategic valuersf

ground activities is of critical or some importance
However, caveats are offered from some respondehts, 0% |
say that achieving equity across stakeholderserdift assets | ,,, | a2%
or locations is more important or at least an dgual T 1% ome oo | L%
competing consideration in some regions. Otheraedents > e N e T a—
indicate they are limited by still trying to [sp§ahe limited Figure 22c. Importance of strategic on-
funds across a very large area (r40). ground activities

60% +

New partnerships
Responses to the statement ‘new partnerships betweestries, government and
communities are emerging to address NRM challeimgtise region’ are reported below.

Current situation (n=54)

Close to three-quarters of respondents (74%) agreefly agree that new regional
partnerships are emerging to address NRM challeingegjions. Partnerships now exist to
address NRM issues as diverse as viable Indigdaadsand sea management centres (r2),
urban water use efficiency (r25) and water qualitycomes in the Ord irrigation area (r33).
Partnerships have also emerged in response todimyeng drivers” such as the Reef Plan or
farm management systems approaches (r40). Rediodads also help broker new
partnerships between sectors in their region fegtoralists and irrigators in the East
Kimberley).
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Responses clearly indicate that adopting a prdgircgect v o
or issues-based partnership is an important sufaes.
For example, QDPI&F indicate they have recentheiesd
“very positive response from regional bodies” oogwsals 3% 75
for joint investment and industry involvement (1) 4ne |
regional body respondent indicates that the effengss of

partnerships is improving as “[the regional bodyiritss with | ] o 1w 3T
a range of partners and is learning more abouttizing S S-QTEL

with them to get projects actually implemented’Oj1 e dscgree _know
Figure 23a. Current situation in regional

Trend (n=54) partnerships

The distribution of responses for the trend of d=pieg

partnerships shows that most responses (72%) @nsid

partnerships are improving between industry, gavemt

and community in their region over the last tweavenths. o0 -

Most of the remaining responses (20%) indicateldrak oo | 18.1%
view, suggesting maintenance of existing partnpsshas
occurred during this time. Several responses &tde these
partnerships are still ‘developing’ or it is stélarly days’ ot | 204%
and that more and better partnerships will emesgerejects | | H H 2150
have a chance to get up and running. Significanty, oo oow ]
responses state partnerships have degraded iasthgelar. e Improved Neutral - Degadedbae got - bort
However, one regional body in north-west Queensland o o
highlights that “government presence in the redias

waned alarmingly in the past year and this has bheen

significant set back [to establishing partnersHifs23).

18.5%

3.7%

b 4
24.1%

Figure 23b. Trend in regional partnerships

100% -

Importance (n=53)

Again there is very strong agreement that new paships s0%

are central to the success of regional arrangenfiemts o L
agency and regional body responses. Some of treditsen

noted from new partnerships include improved cdpai 0% o

3.8% 3.8%

regional bodies to broker external funding andartipular, 20% |

purchase agency extension skills, especially iaiggaland o { 2 oms  oms 2%
management (r13). Partnerships are also said tmirap Sy | Some | Newal | ute | fet - portioon
understanding of issues between partners andgrin tu Figure 23c. Importance of new regional
generate new opportunities for collaboration. partnerships

Open-ended questions: effective and connected irtstiions
A large body of the responses to the open-endestiqus in the survey relate to outcomes

associated with effective and connected institigtion

Organisational capability

There is no doubt in the minds of respondentsdtiahg progress has been made evidenced
by approved regional NRM plans and functioning RIBY. The articulation of regional
aspirations, targets and actions within these gkaseen in itself a significant advance. This,
however, does not apply to all regions. For exampépe York at the time of the survey had
only developed their region’s NRM plan to a drafige. In the WA Rangelands, respondents
indicated that plans and investment strategieslead developed but that “just leaves them at
the starting blocks”. Respondents also stressddtea though some plans are still in draft
form, this still represents a significant achieveme
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Respondents considered the smooth and transparerdtion of their regional NRM boards
as a significant outcome achieved to date, ofteludting that these boards now operate with
the confidence of the stakeholders in their red&nSeveral respondents emphasise the
achievements in corporate governance and projecagament skills of these boards and
their capacity to support skill development in tbeal population (3). For some respondents,
the organisational structure of their regional bidgeen as a significant strength. Others
proposed that a small organisation with an indepetdhair improves the efficiency of
decision-making. One respondent stated that a smgdhisation, managing investment
through partnerships, is to be preferred becaysasiés no threat to existing deliverers of
NRM. Two respondents commented that their comp#mgtsire is a particular strength.

When asked “what needs to happen in the next JaBsyer NRM in your region to be
successful” respondents offered the following:

* For a small minority the task remains to finalise tegional NRM plan and
investment strategy, or to significantly revisesién order to provide sound
guidance for strategic investment into the futaed

* To achieve stable and productive arrangementspneigmts from many regions
stated staff recruitment and management remaimsesnin need of attention (10).
Challenges range from attracting and retaining maers with the right mix of skills
and experience for the Board (6) and Board Exeeytositions to recruiting
competent and dedicated staff to ensure a stablle@nplete staffing structure
required to fulfil the organisation’s functionaleus.

There is, however, a sense of frustration amorayaesespondents over the lack of on-
ground implementation of NRM plans to date. Amorigsese respondents there is a feeling of
being caught in the planning cycle, of too muctuBon organisational processes (i.e. who
represents, who votes, who sits at the table) artti® brink of implementation and aware of
multiple opportunities, there is some indecisioerowhat the next step should be.

There is a strong sense amongst respondents éhbesh course of action for regional bodies
is to get on with the business of delivering regiddRM (10). This is seen to include

tangible outcomes that can win over remaining déara, validate the new way of doing
business, justify expenditure and build on thetttiugt has been extended to them by the
wider community. In most cases ‘runs on the boeetérs to delivering either on-ground
project outcomes or meeting resource conditioretardput in either case, there is a real sense
of urgency to demonstrate the organisations’ narit capabilities.

New relationships and partnerships

Different regions report that one of their greagtstngths is being able to build on historic
relationships with key stakeholders in Landcare @atdhment management groups. In other
regions the opposing view is held in that the newcsures have allowed some regional
bodies to start with an almost clean slate, unetheued by previous obligations and
relationships.

Better cross-government and whole of governmenperaiion is reported as a significant
achievement of the regional NRM process to datepBedents stated this has brought greater
alignment of effort in service provision (3). Patships are said to be forming with State
government, local government and industry (4). éwié was felt by several respondents that
there were innovative and effective institutionahagements with local governments being
developed in some regions (5) and with industryrgas in other regions. Respondents
equally anticipated further improvements in papiétion of a range of organisations,

including State agencies in regional NRM in theifat(10).
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This expectation of improvements extends alsortinger engagement and partnerships with
local government (5) and Aboriginal land coundisd with industry, including the peak
industry bodies (7). Ongoing development of sudcégsrtnerships with the NRM research
sector is also anticipated (3).

Respondents make a clear distinction of benefiis ffalignment” rather than “integration”
with State and Australian government programs fjgnment is framed as the combined
application of a complementary range of tools .-regulatory approaches, incentives and
voluntary action. Respondents admit however thatribeds respective responsibilities to be
more clearly defined.

Mobilisation of the community

An “impressive” mobilisation and engagement of ¢benmunity in response to long-standing
NRM problems is widely reported (16) by respondests significant outcome to date. For
example, one respondent stated that “in eighteemthmave have had over 500 land managers
involved in sub-catchment planning”. It was alsdeaothat Grazing Land Management
(GLM) workshops are showing new faces never inviivethe past and providing greater
benefit for participants in those workshops. Otiespondents report that major sub-
catchment programs are attracting new participantsindcare (2). Some respondents
believe that this [increased] mobilisation is rethto the ability of the region to attract funds
for remedial work. The arrival of these funds agetting dollars on the ground” has had a
significant impact (5).

Finding new solutions

The regional planning process, respondents indibatenot only brought together new
partnership groups but it has resulted in new aggres to previously intractable problems,
such as indigenous engagement and participatiom4dopting integrated approaches to
reducing the diffuse source pollution impacts ca@reat Barrier Reef.

Expected benefits of a strategic and coordinatgu@gch

Several statements by respondents point to themuand longer term benefits they expect to
see from adopting a strategic approach to on-grauwestments and coordination of a
regional approach. Central to this coordinatioefédrt is the clear delineation of purpose
provided in the RISs.

Respondents state that their capability to plaatesgically will also improve over time (6).
Focusing on addressing priority regional issuesvithin investment programs is seen as
essential to tackle pressures of land degradatiests and weeds, riparian protection, water
use efficiency and water quality. In addressingé¢hieis often stated that current efforts in
areas of sub-catchment planning to guide implentient42) are now more targeted than
earlier approaches.

A belief held by several respondents is that adioated approach between stakeholders will
avoid duplication of effort and build on each othestrengths (4). Over time it is expected
this coordination will also help clarify common guities and achieve outcomes sought by
multiple initiatives beyond the regional NRM plauch as the Reef Water Quality Protection
Plan and/or regional economic development.

Another expected benefit from adopting a more atyigtapproach is securing the necessary
long-term and ongoing funding at the regional s¢g)eOpinion, however, is split fairly
evenly as to whether financial independence froregaument(s) or long-term funding
commitment from government(s) is preferable. Relgas] government funding, particularly
cash funding, is valued for its ability to leverag® to three times that amount in products
and services at the regional level.
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3.4.3. Improved resource condition (criterion 19)

From the open-ended questions, respondents alstifidle a number of expected, longer-
term benefits from the regional NRM approach tondtt the condition of priority natural,
social, cultural and economic resources in thejiamre

There is a recognition that while landscape chasmgesired it is unlikely that major
discernible improvements, say in water quality) i achieved in the life of the current
funding programs because of the delays in impleimgrmin-ground activities and the
bureaucratisation of the whole process. In additioa inherent lag time between improved
management and resource condition response isnmseagas a major factor here.

Tangible evidence, in the form of significant orogind works happening throughout the
region (7) was seen as an indicator of improvedue® condition by some respondents.
Others (8) specify expected impacts of those omxgiavorks, as enhanced water quality,
protection and maintenance of biodiversity andatt@nment of sustainable production
systems in the longer term.

Another group of respondents framed environmentgtdovements as leading to more
sustainable development outcomes. This revolvednalthe increased uptake of more
sustainable practices, whether through the adopfiamproved farm, land or water
management practices (11). Some respondents strisgehese improvements will flow
directly from the implementation of activities iagional NRM plans (5). The uptake of new
land management technologies was highlighted &y a&pect of this, particularly in
rangelands regions. There was also a recognit@trighger term cultural or attitudinal
change is needed to see sustainability thinkingtmec‘normal” business practice.

Respondents also widely drew connections betweeptih of improved management
practices in agricultural enterprises and the peeceflow-on benefits for the social and
economic well-being of landholders and their reglarommunities.

3.5. Summary of criteria attributes by relative peiformance

Table 4, below, summarises the state and trendmnesg for closed Likert scale questions
presented in section 3.0. These responses ar#ributes of the regional planning system
that inform the evaluation criteria.

The different attributes of the regional planniygtem are ranked using natural breaks into
three categories. These categories distinguishdegtwreas that are currently working well,
areas that show a variable performance within atdiden regions, and areas that are
reported as in a poor state across most regioresel$cores reflect the perceptions of
regional performance by both regional NRM bodied State and Territory government
agency officers involved in regional NRM arrangetsesurvey in November 2005.

There are some noteworthy patterns in the grouphgsributes. Those attributes grouped as
working well, by and large, tend to be aspecthefregional approach for which regional
bodies have a clear operational mandate, thapgjrig into local knowledge, brokering
partnerships, linking with local level groups amasng lessons on NRM between
stakeholders. These are also functions regionaeban progress somewhat independently
from government or other third parties. Converstiigse attributes grouped as poorly
performing tend to be those that require more cemyphulti-party negotiations or rely on
considerable input from third parties over whiciomal bodies may have limited influence.
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These include clear roles and responsibilities ayabdifferent managers, regional
monitoring and information systems, and, prioriigmment between community,
government and industry interests.

Importantly these scores and their relative rankimguld be interpreted in the context of the
‘stage’ of planning most regional bodies found teelmes at during the survey, that is a
transitional period between plan and RIS develogrard early implementation.
Interestingly, the trend for all attributes is eitlpositive or has not changed much over the
past 12 months. There is no attribute for whichttbad is, collectively, reported as negative.

Table 4. Summary of ‘state’ and ‘trend’ responses from closed surv ey questions

State (%) Trend ©
Agree * | Neutral | Disagree”

Attributes of regional planning system

Currently working well

Local knowledge used and valued 77 13 9 1
New regional partnerships are forming 74 19 4 1
Linkages between regional and local processes 67 24 10 t/-°
Learning culture and networks exist 65 26 5

Variable performance within and between regions

Stakeholder collaboration is common practice 67 11 22 1
On-ground activities are more strategic 64 17 15 1
Improved acceptance of NRM issues 61 21 18 1
Contributions by local governments are valuable 56 19 24 1
Stakeholders recognise the triple bottom line 55 27 15 1/-
Indigenous knowledge is used and valued 51 18 27 1/ -
Regional investment and implementation 49 25 26 T/ -

processes are inclusive

Currently in poor state

All stakeholders have capacity to participate 33 24 38 1
Regional data sharing and information 30 26 44 -
management systems are in place

Monitoring of management actions is adequate 26 20 45 1/-
NRM priorities are aligned between institutions 26 17 56 1/-
Roles and responsibilities are clear and defined 23 30 47 /-

&summation of “strongly agree” and “agree” responses

P summation of “strongly disagree” and “disagree’p@sses

“interpreted trend using median response (if grehtsm 50% of responses indicated “improved” oetgly
improved”)

9 the upward arrow) means that there is a positive trend in the deveény of the relevant attribute

€ the hyphen-j means that the development of the relevant at&ribas not changed much over the past 12
months
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