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Note: The materials collated in this Training Manual have been assembled by
Community Solutions for the purpose of this training session. Original material in this
manual may not be reproduced without permission of Community Solutions. Permission
should be sought from other authors cited if material is to be used for anything other than
educational or training purposes.

The information contained in this manual is based on materials believed to be correct and
reliable. This consultancy, its partners and collaborators, have made efforts to confirm the
accuracy of information from outside sources, but accept no responsibility for any errors
resulting from unforeseen inaccuracies or for damage or loss suffered by any individual
or corporation as a result.
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Workshop agenda

Ongoing Stewardship & Management workshop
National Conservation Incentives Forum, July 2005

Throughout the past decade there has been a growing emphasis on ‘Stewardship’ as a
way of achieving sustainable management of rural landscapes across Australia.

Looking after the land, or in the language of Indigenous Australians ‘caring for country’,
is an ethic that has long existed in rural Australia. However, when ‘stewardship’ is
discussed in relation to Conservation Incentives, there is a need to be clear about whether
we are talking about an ethic and values system, or the policy and practices that see that
ethic implemented.

There is also a real need to be clear about how far that ethic extends beyond what is good
for the individual landholder and how that individual landholder is encouraged and
supported to embrace a wider ‘public good’ within their land management practices.

In this workshop the partners in Community Solutions, Jane Elix and Judy Lambert, will
use their own experiences in interacting with the diversity of landholders, extension staff,
research scientists, government policy staff and community members interested in land
management, to draw out the collective knowledge among participants. A greater shared
understanding of stewardship, the costs and opportunities for fostering it, and the role of
conservation networks within that process will result.

Work throughout the past few years has produced a wide range of possible tools to assist
in fostering stewardship. These vary widely in their permanency and acceptability to
different landholders and managers under different circumstances, and include

* Conservation Agreements (with both government agencies and non-government
organisations)

* Covenants on the title of land (whether perpetual or for a fixed term)

* Common law contracts addressing land management

* Tenders/auctions for ecosystem services

* Management plans and Environmental Management Systems

* Property plans accredited by an appropriate agency

* Local Government Environment Plans

Given that much of the funding to foster stewardship comes from public money, the level
of funding offered often relates to permanency and the security of conservation
outcomes. However achieving that permanency frequently brings with it time delays,
increased costs, and in many cases a reluctance on the part of the landholder or manager
to become involved in what is seen as a bureaucratic process.

Addressing these and other challenges will be an important part of this workshop.



Workshop agenda

Topic Key questions Key learning Time allocation
Brief introduction to 20 min
workshop

Objectives

Participant intros and
identification of issues

What is stewardship? What is meant by Identification of key 15 min
stewardship? elements of what we
How does it differ from | mean by stewardship
Duty of Care?
Is it any different from
what good farmers do
now?
Maintaining stewardship | What gets in the way? Clarification of barriers | 20 min
for the longer term What tools can assist in | and what is needed to
overcoming barriers? overcome them.
Strengths and What works and doesn’t | Clarification of various 30 min
weaknesses of existing work about these incentive mechanisms
mechanisms incentives? and when they might be
List of incentives appropriate for
particular purposes
Funding of stewardship What options are there Individuals identifying 15 min
incentives for funding these where funding might be
incentives? How can the | found for stewardship
funding be accessed? incentives of relevance
Are these funding to them.
sources short, medium
or long term?
What are the tax & other | Highlighting what to
financial implications of | think about when 15 min
stewardship funding? seeking longer-term
stewardship payments
What formal At a broader level, what | Identification of the role | 20 min
mechanisms need to be needs to be done to of public and private
in place to support long- | ensure long-term sector organisations in
term stewardship support for stewardship? | this area for the future.
Contracts & other
formal agreements.
Support networks
Wrap up and distill 15 min

outcomes for reporting
back
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What is OstewardshipO?

s Key question Pleasetell us briefly whatyou understandby the word OstewardshipO
when it is applied to the land

A  Learning objective: To better understand what is meant by ‘stewardship’, how it
differs from a Duty of Care for the land, and why this is important for stewardship
providers, policy and program managers.

SPACE FOR PARTICIPANT NOTE-TAKING.
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Defining OstewardshipO

WHAT DO WE MEAN? SPACE FOR NOTE-TAKING
SOME ‘DEFINITIONS’

‘Caring for Country’ — the Indigenous way of
thinking.

Stewardship or Land ethic “a set of values which
engenders an appreciation of and respect for the
land as a basis of our prosperity...” (B. Roberts,
1992, addressing Landcare).

Holistic land management for a sustainable
future. (From: S. Morton et al., 1995, addressing
arid land management)

Land stewardship: “an obligation of human
societies to understand and manage natural
resources in a way that encompasses the needs
of others, now and for the future.” (C. Reid et al,
2003, Vic. NE CMA)

Land stewardship: “A coordinated approach to
a broad range of activities that seek to ensure
land use matches whole of landscape capability
and that landholders are rewarded for the
ecosystem services they provide’,

or more simply...

“encompassing a sense of responsibility toward
land and landscape’.

(Vic. Dept of Sustainability & Environment,
2003)

The Murray-Darling Basin Commission, in its
Environmental Stewardship Program (ESP)
identified the aim of the ESP as “identifying a
voluntary, user-friendly and flexible system that
can be applied by landholders to continuously
improve environmental management at the
farm level that links to catchment management
outcomes...enabling landholders to
demonstrate their efforts to better manage
natural resources and improve environmental
outcomes”.

Auna Cavrv. in hor honk nu Priucinlec awnd
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Stewardship, Duty of Care & related issues

In 1998, the then Industry Commission, in its Inquiry into Ecologically Sustainable Land
Management' caused a flurry of rural concerns when it proposed a formal Duty of Care
for everyone who influences the management of land and other natural resources,
requiring them to prevent or minimise environmental harm. The Commission (now the
Productivity Commission) sees such a Duty of Care as one of three pillars of
government action to achieve sustainable land management — the others being market-
based and voluntary incentives.

This notion of a Duty of Care is well established in other areas of common law, and
requires every person to take all reasonable and practical steps to avoid causing
foreseeable harm (generally to another person or their interests, but in this case to the
environment). The Wentworth Group® described this approach as “farming without
harming”. The advantage of a Duty of Care over other types of regulation is that it
focuses on the outcomes or end-results.

Just as company directors are required to show Oduediligence@n other matters, so the
Duty of Care in land management requires that anyone managing land has “assessed
potential risks to the environment from their activities and then taken reasonable and
practical measures to avoid, or at least to minimise those risks™

As Binning and Young identify in their work® on motivating people to conserve remnant
vegetation, recognition of a Duty of Care to the environment, defines the point above
which landholders should receive external benefits for managing to sustainable
standards This will generally be the point at which public good requirements exceed the
Duty of Care of the individual land manager.

Payment of farmers other landholders for these additional management activities directed
to the public good (providing clean water, fresh air, healthy soils and retained
biodiversity) are now know as Ecosystem Servicepayments.

However there is much to be decided in determining who should be paid, for what
services and how the delivery of those services will be monitored and evaluated

" Industry Commission (1998). A Full Repairing Lease: Inquiry into Ecologically Sustainable Land
Management. Report No.60, 27 January 1998. Commonwealth of Australia.

 Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists (1Novembe 2002). Blueprint for a Living Continent. WWF
Australia, Sydney.

} Department of Natural Resources and Mines, Queensland (13May 2002). Handbook of Resource Planning
Guidelines. Guidelines B2: Allocation, regulation and management — Three approaches to resource
sustainability, p.8.

* Binning C. & Young M. (1997). Motivating People: Using Management Agreements to Conserve
Remnant Vegetation. National Research and Development Program on Rehabilitation, Management and
Conservation of Remnant Vegetation, Research Report No.1. Land & Water Resources R&D Corporation,
Canberra.
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SPACE FOR NOTE-TAKING
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Maintaining stewardship over time

? Key questions
Most landholders have an attachment to their land and lifestyle, yet they are often unable
to manage in ways that will bring about sustainable long-term outcomes (as reflected
through the impacts of soil erosion, salinity problems and other forms of land
degradation).

What are the current barriers to ongoing stewardship of the land?

What can be done to help overcome these barriers?

How can a consistent presence be established to support long-term

agreements?

A  Learning objectives
To identify the key current barriers to ongoing stewardship.

To share experiences and find ways of overcoming these barriers for a majority of
landholders.

SPACE FOR NOTE-TAKING
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Voluntary support mechanisms- from non-binding to more permanent

OLand for Wildlife®

Many landholders and public land managers who are seeking to manage important
remnants of native vegetation have a sense that they are working in relative isolation.In
addition to funding support and a need for assistancewith on-ground management
many are keen to accessongoing technical advice about conservation management of
their sites, and to have contact with others who are managing similar sites

At one level, programs such as Land for Wildlife play an important part in providing this
ongoing support. Begun in Victoria in 1981, Land for Wildlife now exists in most
States. Land for Wildlife is a voluntary scheme to assist landholders to manage habitats
for wildlife, often while still using the property primarily for rural production purposes.
Landholders joining a Land for Wildlife scheme receive signage for their property, access
to various types of management information, and support from a Land for Wildlife
coordinator in their region.

Land for Wildlife programs are currently available in most States, including Victoria,
New South Wales, Queensland, Tasmania, Western Australia, and through some Local
Government areas in the Northern Territory.
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History of Land for Wildlife

Land for Wildlife (Victoria) has been in operation since November 1981.

The idea arose out of regular 'core group’ meetings held between the Department
(then Fisheries and Wildlife Service) and the Bird Observers Club of Australia. At
one of these meetings it was recognised that landholders who were voluntarily
protecting habitats for wildlife on their land should be encouraged and assisted.

This idea has received considerable impetus following recent studies that have
demonstrated the importance of private land in conserving many habitats and
species that are not represented on public land, in maintaining links between public
reserves and in contributing to sustainable agriculture.

The first Land for Wildlife property, registered in November 1981, was
‘Brickmakers' at Winchelsea.

The scheme was substantially upgraded in mid-1990 with the appointment of
extension officers, a Statewide Co-ordinator, establishment of a centralised property
register, initiation of the newsletter and Notes series and regular field days and
other events program.

Between 1990 and 2000 the scheme grew rapidly in size from some 800 properties to
nearly 6000 in Victoria.

Since 1997, the scheme has also extended interstate and operates under a common
set of principles and standards contained in the 'Arrangement to Co-ordinate Land
Jor Wildlife schemes 2000,

From: Department of Sustainability and Environment, Victoria’.

> Department of Sustainability and Environment, Victoria. Website. www.dse.vic.gov.au
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General information about Land for Wildlife

Land for Wildlife is a voluntary scheme
which aims to encourage and assist private
landholders to provide habitats for
wildlife on their property, even though
their property may be managed primarily
for other purposes.

There are more than 5,900 Victorian Land
Jor Wildlife properties involving over
14,800 dedicated people. They are making
a real contribution to native biodiversity
conservation by managing over 560,000
hectares of their combined properties, of
which 160,000 hectares is being managed,
as wildlife habitat. This includes a wide
range of ecosystems found on private land
including forests, woodlands, heaths,
grasslands and freshwater environments.

Features of Land for Wildlife

It's Free - there are no fees. The scheme recognises the significant contribution being made
by landholders.

Voluntary - landholders make a personal commitment to the scheme. They may withdraw
at any time if they wish.

Free of legal binds - Land for Wildlife status doesn't alter the legal status of a property in
any way. It does not convey the right of public access (for hunting or any other purpose) nor
does it mean that the area is an official wildlife sanctuary prohibiting hunting all year.

Support network - the scheme has a network of extension officers and community volunteers
around the State. Each property is visited and assessed.

Inclusive - Farms, bush blocks, parks, school grounds, golf-courses, municipal reserves,
cemeteries, scout and youth camps, tourist enterprises, Commonwealth land, prisons,
industrial land; small and large properties, are eligible.

Cooperative - the scheme has a co-operative relationship with the Bird Observers Club of
Australia, a community organisation.
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Groups - can also be registered (ask for our group brochure). Group registration is
particularly suited to a number of small blocks or several larger properties with a
landscape approach’ to wildlife habitat.

Services
1. An on site visit to provide advice and answer questions.

2. Advice about how you can contribute to biodiversity conservation.

3. Field days, neighbourhood days, open-properties and information sessions.

4. A regular Land for Wildlife newsletter.

5. Land for Wildlife Notes with detailed information on specific topics.

6. A Land for Wildlife sign if the property is fully registered.

*These services are free-of-charge. The Land for Wildlife sign remains government property
and is returned to the government if the property is sold or the landholders no longer
remain as members. A small fee, payable to the landholder, may apply to entry to private
property for open days.

Property Qualifications

Some landholders who are already integrating nature conservation with other land
management objectives qualify immediately. Other applicants can 'work towards’
registration. Some ways of incorporating nature conservation on your property are:

1. Retaining and protecting remnant vegetation.

2. Allowing leaf litter, fallen logs and branches to accumulate in habitat areas.

3. Fencing areas near native bush to allow regeneration.

4. Restricting livestock access to stream banks.

S. Fencing natural wetlands.

6. Leaving river snags in place for fish habitat.

7. Protecting dead trees with hollows.

8. Planting local native trees shrubs and grasses.
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9. Constructing a wildlife dam (with an island, shallows and natural vegetation).

10. Controlling pets, environmental weeds, rabbits and foxes.

For general information about DSE please contact:

Customer Service Centre

Phone: 136 186

Email: customer.service@dse.vic.gov.au

Department of Sustainability and Environment, Victoria, Australia

July 2005

10
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Conservation Management Networks (CMNS)

CMNs are networks of remnants of native vegetation, their owners or managers, and
other interested individuals. Most CMNs focus on a single ecological community, or
closely related ecological communities, because the management needs of one ecological
community are generally similar, and one of the main purposes of CMNs is to help
improve the management of these sites, which are often fragmented across the landscape.
CMN s exist for various ecological communities, including Grassy Box Woodlands, Box-
Ironbark Woodlands, Red Gum Forests, and Grassy ecosystems.

As with Land for Wildlife programs, land owners and managers join a CMN on a
voluntary basis, and are then encouraged to maintain past management of the site where
that has contributed to its conservation value, or to commit to working more towards
conservation goals. As the name implies, CMNs are in part about encouraging land
owners and managers to link up with others who have similar remnants and are managing
them for conservation outcomes.

A national forum in 2001°, which brought together landholders and others interested in
CMN:s, identified “three important planks to the CMN systen?¥:

= An ecosystenfocus with each CMN focusing on one or a set of related ecological
communities, such as grassy box woodlands. This allows effective delivery of
conservation goals for fragmented ecological communities that have, in the past,
slipped through the conservation net.

= Flexible protection- encouraging formal protection of sites using one or more
appropriate protection instruments. Protection has a strong role in CMNs because
remnants ion Australian agricultural landscapes, even when managed well for many
years, may degrade quickly and irreversibly following an inappropriate change in
management.

= Long-term, adaptive management using experience gained in managing one site
to communicate to other sites, and providing an ecological focus that means
appropriate information can be delivered where it is needed.

As Thiele and his colleagues’ identified at the CMN workshop held in Canberra in 2001,
a CMN has three main biological objectiveand three main social objectives

® Thiele K (2001). Protected Area Networks/Conservation Management Systems. Workshop session.
Taking Care of the Bush: National Forum on Nature Conservation on Private Land. National Trust of
Australia (WA), Subiaco, 21-23 March 2001. www.ntwa.com.au

" Thiele K., Prober S., Higginson E. & Bell L (2001). Conservation Management Networks: A working
National Framework for their establishment and operation. Discussion paper prepared in conjunction with
the National Workshop on Conservation Management Networks, Department of Environment & Heritage,
Canberra, 5-6 March 2001.

11
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Biological objectives of a CMN
* to achieve adequate conservation of the genetic and biological diversity of the
target ecological community (or group of related communities) throughout its
original range
* to maintain or enhance viable remnants of the target ecological community
* to contribute to the maintenance of ecological processes and dynamics of the
landscapes that the target community occurs within

Social objectives of a CMN
* to maintain and enhance community ownership and involvement in conservation
* to provide a support and linking network for managers of individual sites, so as to
develop a sense of “community” between site managers and to empower them with
knowledge and resources
* to share knowledge among landholders, land managers, scientists, conservation
planners and other interested parties

Entry into a Management Agreement, either voluntary and of limited tenure, or
preferably (where the remnant is of high conservation value) more permanent, is an
important part of CMN membership. Thiele and his colleagues identify as important to
the ongoing stewardship role of a CMN

1. A long-term commitment to ongoing management and coordination for nature

conservation,
2. A significant focus on long-term legal protection of sites, and
3. Reporting of outcomes of the CMN on a regular basis.

Thiele and others involved in the 2001workshop on the establishment of CMNs also
highlighted the important role played by a ‘facilitator’ or ‘ranger’ who is responsible for
coordination and administration of the network, undertaking and coordinating
management activities, and promoting information flow and feedback.

The activities of that person are likely to include:

* progressing the inclusion of sites, including facilitating or preparing protection
agreements, particularly for sites of high conservation significance;

* liaising with members both individually and through Network newsletters and web
sites, including provision of general and site-specific management advice;

* facilitating the flow of information between on-ground managers, volunteers, policy
makers and scientists;

* visiting sites when appropriate, including regular monitoring of sites of high
conservation significance;

* preparing management plans

* organising, advising for and/or participating in working-bees on site;

* coordinating adaptive management of remnants, i.e. monitoring outcomes of
management initiatives and providing feedback across the managers in that
ecological community;

* maintaining a schedule or database of all sites of the Network. The database will
include ecological information and detailed management information, and will meet
requirements for confidentiality as specified by each manager/owner;

17
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* managing an incentives fund if available within the CMN

* providing a central brokerage service for access to funding from external incentives
schemes;

* providing advice on legal issues e.g. licence requirements under state or
commonwealth legislation;

* providing a central contact point for government agencies that may have a
management interest in Network sites, or that manage development proposals that
may affect Network sites;

* encouraging links with other conservation programs, including Regional Vegetation
Management Plans, Recovery Plans, education and incentive schemes;

* reporting to government agencies as part of auditing commitments.

* raising the profile of the Network with other government agencies and the

community at large through media work and presentations.

The ranger/facilitator may be full or part time, depending on the size of the CMN, or a
full time officer might run several smaller CMNs. In some cases, especially in largely
voluntary programs, the CMN duties might be shared among members of a group or
team. Community Solutions work on the conservation of Grassy Box Woodlands on the
western slopes in NSW* indicates that a CMN facilitator working in close collaboration
with Rural Liaison Officers, who are themselves farmers with a demonstrated interest in
conservation outcomes, and the trust and respect of their peers, provides a valuable team.

Many parties are involved in conservation of remnant vegetation, the types of vegetation
that are most appropriately conserved using a CMN. For example, initiatives for
conservation of Box Woodlands in NSW have included:

Program delivery

- fencing schemes (e.g. Greening Australia)

- broader on-ground support funds (e.g. World Wide Fund for Nature, Community
Solutions)

- education and information programs (e.g. Charles Sturt University, Community
Solutions)

- development of a range of voluntary legal and non-legal protection options (e.g. NSW
NPWS, Department of Land and Water Conservation)

Legal frameworks

- endangered ecological community listings (NSW and Federal)

- development of regional vegetation management plans under the Native Vegetation
Conservation Act (DLWC).

¥ Grassy Box Woodlands in New South Wales (Jan 2003): A model for integrated conservation. Final
Project Report N235, prepared for the Natural Heritage Trust, Environment Australia, Canberra.

12
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On-ground work

- Support networks (eg Landcare)

- Individual managers (eg farmers, council officers)

- Conservation Groups (eg Citizens for Wildlife, Friends of Grasslands)

In the early stages of development, it is envisaged that any interested party could
establish a CMN. An alternative option is that any group might be involved in
establishing a CMN, but for longer term management the Network may be passed on to a
body with long-term prospects (e.g. a statutory Conservation Trust or conservation
agency) in any one State.

14
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Conservation Covenants

For those wanting to ensure that the commitment they have made to conservation
management continues into the future, even if their land is sold to someone else,
Conservation Covenantsffer a more secure alternative.

These agreements, entered into voluntarily by the landholder, are agreements between the
land owner and an authorised body, are designed to help protect and manage for
conservation outcomes, land on their property. Conservation Covenants, known in some
States as Voluntary Conservation Agreements are available in some form in most
States. While some are of fixed tenure, most are entered as covenants on the title of the
land and remain in perpetuity.

Conservation Covenants bring with them arrange of different types of assistance, which
may include:

= Assistance with management costs, such as fencing of remnants

= Reimbursement for costs of establishing the covenant

* Tax deductions

= Rate relief

= Specialist technical advice, such as vegetation mapping, fauna surveys etc

= Assistance from volunteers to complete on-ground works.

It is important to become familiar with the various agencies providing Conservation
Covenanting schemes, and to be aware of the support they offer.

The Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage brochure ‘Covenants for
Conservation’ provides a useful overview of this subject.

Refer also to page 25 of this Training Manual for a list of conservation covenant
providers in the States and Territories.

? Environment Australia/Department of the Environment and Heritage (2003). Convenants for
Conservation. Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.

15
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Existing OstewardshipO incentives

FIGURE 7.1
Major Types of Policy Instruments

From: Young et al. (1996)",
p-143

valuntary

Regulatary
Instrurnents Instrurnents

Price-hased Property-Right
Instruments

Instruments

Muotivational, Information and
Educational incentives

Or, as expressed by the Victorian Department of Sustainability and Environment

Regulatory

. Voluntary
nstruments

instruments

Motivational,
Information &
Education
Incentives

Price-based instruments

From: DSE Vic (2003), p.21

10 Young M., Gunningham N., Elix J., Lambert J., Howard B., Grabosky P., & McCrone E. (1996).
Reimbursing the Future: An evaluation of motivational, voluntary, price-based, property-right, and
regulatory incentives for the conservation of biodiversity. Department of Environment, Sport & Territories,
Canberra.

Victorian Catchment Management Council/Department of Sustainability and Environment (Apr 2003).
Land Stewardship: Ecosystem services through land stewardship practices: Issues and Options. DSE, Vic.

15
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As captured by Young and his colleagues in 2003"!, these different types of incentives
each have a particular purpose or circumstance in which they are most relevant. Some
have greater potential that others to encourage and support ongoing commitment to
stewardship, and in all cases continuity of access to advice and support is important in

facilitating this continuity.

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT

EXAMPLE

PRIME PURPOSE

Motivational instruments

Prize for best land manager

Encourage innovation and demonstration
of opportunity to others

Information instruments

Extension program involving field
days and dissemination of
brochures

Speed adoption of new practices and
prevent adoption of counter-productive
practices

Voluntary instruments

Voluntary Conservation
Agreements, Codes of Practice and
Environmental Management
Systems (such as ISO14000)

Guide and encourage changed
management practices that incorporate
environmental outcomes within a
production landscape

Duty-based instruments
(Duty of Care)

Legislative requirement not to
harm biodiversity values
associated with remnant vegetation

Attain environmental outcomes most
efficiently, at least in part, by stating a
high level goal rather than stating what
must be done

Financial instruments

(Stewardship or
Ecosystem  service
payments)

Market-based instruments used to
select people offering to deliver
services over and above those
required of all landholders

Speed change and support work over and
above that required

Property-right
instruments

Tradeable salinity offsets

Ensure that regional environmental
outcomes are maintained

Regulatory instruments

Requirement to obtain permission
to clear native vegetation

Stop actions known in most
circumstances to not be in the public
interest

Adapted from: Young, Shi & Crosthwaite (2003), p.12

For those providing on-ground advice and those responsible for conservation policy, it is
important to be aware of the different types of incentive available in your area, to
understand the benefits and disadvantages of each and to be able to guide landholders and
managers through their options.

t Young M., Shi T. & Crosthwaite J. (2003). Duty of Care: An instrument for increasing the effectiveness
of catchment management. Department of Sustainability and Environment, Victoria.

1A
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What landholders tell us they need

During 2001-2002 Community Solutions and the Humane Society International co-
managed a national NHT-funded Bush for Wildlife project. As part of that project
national Bush for Wildlife Coordinator Sally Stephens conducted a survey of more
than1000 conservation covenant holders in all States and the Northern Territory. The
survey aimed to learn the views of participating landholders about the particular covenant
they hold, what makes the covenant work for them, what kinds of support they value and
what might encourage other landholders to consider entering into a conservation
covenant.

The results of this survey are summarised in the paper that follows.

17
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Conservation covenants: a national survey of landholdersO views

S. Stephens,

Bush for Wildlife National Coordinator, 11 Finn St, O’Connor, ACT 2602, Australia

Ph 02-6257 8586

Email: sally@bushforwildlife.com.au

J. Lambert and J. Elix, Community Solutions, 179 Sydney Rd, Fairlight, NSW 2094, Australia
C. Morrison, 14-15/17 Ralston St, Lane Cove, NSW 2066, Australia

M. Kennedy, Humane Society International (Aust), PO Box 439, Avalon NSW 2107, Australia.

Key words: conservation covenants, landholders, national survey, needs and expectations

Conservation management beyond National Parks and other dedicated reserves is increasingly recognised
as crucial to the conservation of Australia’s biodiversity. As about two-thirds of the landmass is managed
by private landholders, their role in conservation is critical. However, debate continues as to how best to
secure and support conservation management on private land.

More than 2000 private landholders across Australia have established permanent conservation covenants on
their properties, under various State-based schemes. Such covenants go by different names, but all involve
agreements to protect and encourage conservation management in perpetuity on all or sections of a parcel
of land. They are registered on title deeds, are binding on subsequent owners, and are supported by
legislation.

These privately owned conservation areas range from less than one hectare to many thousands of hectares,
adding significantly to our total ‘conservation estate’. Landholders with conservation covenants, or
considering them, need support and encouragement, as they contribute not only land but levels of
management far beyond the capacity of government agencies.

This note reports on a national survey of conservation covenant holders, as landholders with conservation
covenants on their properties are best placed to provide advice on what makes a covenant work well for
them, what kinds of support they value, and what might encourage other landholders to move into
conservation management as a serious land use.

Survey approach The survey sought information on a range of issues relating to conservation covenants,
including the types of support and assistance provided, and their relative importance to the respondents
(survey details are in the full report provided to the covenant providers noted in the Acknowledgments).

Agencies and organisations providing conservation covenants in each State distributed the survey forms to
their covenant holders. Responses were anonymous. Every landholder with a conservation covenant was
approached in all States except South Australia, where one-third (every third person from each regional
list) of the 1200 landholders with Heritage Agreements were included. Covenant-holders in some small
local government schemes were not covered.

Of a total of 1141 survey forms sent out in August 2001, 466 (41%) from across all States were returned by
the response date. Responses were entered into an SPSS statistical program database and analysed using
both basic statistical and other functions, including various cross-correlations.

Overall responsesSurveys were returned from properties of all sizes: 0-49ha (39.6%), 50-499ha (31.4%)
and larger than 500ha (29%). The area subject to a conservation covenant varied widely (mean area 209ha,
median 34ha), as did the proportion of each property subject to the covenant (from a minimum of 0.01%, to
all of a property for 18% of respondents).

Nearly 75% of respondents indicated they had entered into a conservation covenant to ensure the
permanent conservation of the vegetation on their property. Only 9.5% of respondents had entered into a
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covenant to gain financial compensation as a result of State agencies rejecting clearing applications.
Eighteen percent of respondents had inherited their conservation covenant from a previous owner.

Almost two-thirds of all respondents (61%) indicated that 30% or less of their income comes from their
property, with the proportion of off-property income and percentage of property covered by conservation
covenants being strongly correlated (Pearson coefficient R = 0.614, p<0.01). Whilst not definitive, this
finding suggests that many who have entered into conservation covenants are lifestyle landholders.
However, a further 30.2% of respondents stated that between 60 and 100% of their income derives from
their property. On average, this latter group had conservation covenants over 18% of their property,
although 10% of this group had covenants over more than half their property and two respondents in this
group had covenants over their whole property. Clearly, the needs of both groups must be considered when
planning conservation covenants and their management.

Perhaps not surprisingly (given the growing awareness and promotion of covenanting), the majority of
covenants have been in place for a relatively short period (19.3% for 0-1 year, 43% for 1-5 years). Three-
quarters (75%) of all respondents were members of organisations providing support for nature conservation
on private land (such as Land for Wildlife,Greening Australia, Landcare groups, ‘Friends of” groups and
networks).

Responses to types of assistan@e major focus of this note is on responses relating to the types of
assistance, and their relative values to landholders.

Asked if they would recommend other landholders apply for a conservation covenant with the same
agency, 87.9% of respondents replied positively, suggesting some level of satisfaction with their
relationship with the agency. The average time taken from application to covenant establishment was 14.4
months. However, this value is skewed by a few covenants that took a long time, as reflected in the range
1-120 months, with a median of 12 months. Although the majority (67.4%) responded that the time taken
was reasonable, 32.1% felt that it was too long, with under-staffing and under-resourcing of the relevant
department, slowness in reaching an agreement on financial assistance, and the impacts of ‘red tape’ or
‘bureaucracy’ being the most frequently cited problems.

Although most respondents were generally satisfied with the covenanting process, there were discrepancies
(see Table 1, below) between what landholders identify as being ‘important’ in establishing and
maintaining a conservation covenant, and the support currently provided by the agencies administering
these covenants.

Financial support in its various forms was considered important by more than 90% of all respondents,
although fewer than 50% generally received such support. Fifty percent of respondents had the costs (legal
etc) associated with establishing their conservation covenant covered, 47.8% had received financial
assistance for fencing and related activities during the establishment of their covenant and only 35.3%
during ongoing management. Thirty-two percent had received some rate rebates or exemptions.

Provision of labour to assist with on-ground works such as fencing or weed control was considered to be
important both during the establishment phase (78% of respondents) and during ongoing management
(87.7%). However, a much lower percentage (15.1% and 17.5% respectively) received such support. While
some expressed this need because they are older and find the work physically demanding, others stated that
they simply did not have the time to do the work required.

Participating landholders also expressed a much greater desire for technical advice and support than is
currently being received. More than 90% of respondents saw technical advice as important during the
establishment phase, yet only 34% received it. This discrepancy was even more pronounced during
ongoing management, with 70% or more of respondents rating various forms of technical advice and
assistance as important, yet only 8-27% receiving it. The reasons for this deficiency in information flow
warrant further attention.
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Table L Support received, and landholder needs in establishing and managing conservation covenants

Assistance / support % of % of % of
respondents respondents respondents
receiving this identifying as identifying as
support OMost importantd  Olmportant®
While establishing covenant
Assessment of remnant vegetation &/or 74.4 56.0 95.4
wildlife habitat
Funding assistance (for fencing etc) 47.8 64.2 94.8
Property visit 86.4 61.4 92.6
Advice on funding sources 36.4 47.4 92.3
Costs covered (eg. legal fees etc) 50.0 60.3 92.1
Advice on value of vegetation to 45.7 40.8 92.0
conservation
Advice on quality of remnant 54.5 36.6 91.0
Flora &/or fauna survey 53.7 49.1 90.8
Technical advice on management etc 34.1 47.2 90.6
Property &/or vegetation mapping 35.3 32.8 84.6
Advice on value of vegetation to 25.4 36.8 84.2
landholder
Advice on non-financial assistance 16.4 26.0 80.4
Labour for on-ground works 15.1 32.5 78.0
Ongoing, once covenant
established
Rate rebates / exemptions 32.3 57.1 93.0
Financial assistance (for fencing etc) 35.3 60.0 90.7
Access to technical experts for advice 27.2 38.3 89.5
Labour for on-ground works 17.5 46.0 87.7
Field days 25.2 13.9 85.2
Property visits 51.9 28.0 78.1
Technical notes / publications 25.9 21.4 77.7
Signs &/or other recognition 37.7 29.3 74.2
Newsletters 49.8 15.0 73.0
Access to technical computer database 8.0 19.6 69.6
information (eg. on wildlife or
vegetation)
Links with other covenant holders 19.6 14.7 66.7
Regular phone contact from providers 19.2 12.7 59.7
(a) Rated ‘Important’ by respondents if scored 5 (most important), 4 (quite important) or 3
(important).

Participants viewed follow-up property visits (78.1%) and/or regular phone contact (59.7%) as important.
About half (51.9%) received such follow-up visits and 19.2% received follow-up phone calls. While
landholders were establishing a conservation covenant, most received a property visit (86.4%) and/or a site
assessment (74.4%), with other support services going to only half or fewer of the respondents.

Two-thirds (66.7%) of all respondents see links with other conservation covenant holders as important, and

comments on the need for such links were frequent in open-ended questions. Conservation Management
Networks of the type proposed by Prober et al (2001) offer one mechanism for addressing these needs.
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Conclusions

The aim of the survey was to learn from the experiences of landholders participating in conservation
covenant schemes, to enable relevant agencies to improve the quality of those schemes and to encourage
other landholders to participate.

Most respondents were reasonably satisfied with their experiences, although satisfaction was higher if the
agency contact people were enthusiastic and provided the required level of assistance. This common view
was encapsulated in one landholder’s response that “the agreement is only as good as the person you have
to deal with”.

The data show that financial assistance is consistently important to the substantial majority of respondents,
supporting previous findings of Young et al. (1996) and Binning & Young (1997). Ongoing contact, access
to technical expertise and labour assistance were also highly valued. However, discrepancies between the
perceived importance of these services and their current delivery suggest that the covenanting process
could be substantially improved.

Providing appropriate follow-up is likely to be cost/personnel intensive and may well be beyond the current
capacity of agencies providing conservation covenants. If this is so, then exploring other mechanisms such
as the introduction of tax deductions for commercial sponsors of individual conservation covenants; the
involvement of part-time landholder ‘extension officers’ and increased access to electronic and on-ground
management networks (Prober et al. 2001) may provide effective alternatives - especially given that
landholders also often expressed a desire to link up with other conservation covenant holders, to learn from
each other and to benefit from each other’s experiences.
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The role of Environmental Management Systems (EMSs) in land
stewardship

Environmental ManagementSystems(EMSS) are tools which are increasingly being
used in the agricultural sector, to provide individual landholders and managers with a
systematic cyclical approach to continual improvement of their environmental
management. Addressing both environmental risk and the achievement of environmental
goals through an iterative planning, action and review process, EMSs ensure commitment
of resources and skills to environmental improvement. They are reliant, at least in the
first instance, on regular internal auditing of progress.

Continual
improvement

Commitment
& Envir. Policy

Review & improvement

\ )

Measuring & evaluating Planning

\ Implementation

From: Standards Australia (1996), p.4
A Commonwealth-States working party has invested considerable effort in progressing
the use of EMSs in agriculture, and several commodity sectors have established and
trialled adaptation of the internationally recognised EMS (ISO14000) to their own needs.

The benefits of participating in an EMS are well documented, both generally by
Standards Australia'? and for agricultural production through work sponsored by the
Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry'”. There is little doubt
that EMSs, especially when combined with environmental Best Management Practices,
are valuable tools in improving individual property management, and may bring with
them market advantage over others whose commodity production is not subject to an
EMS. They also provide a valuable starting point for engaging landholders with a range

2 Standards Australia (1996). Environmental Management Systems — General guidelines on principles,
systems and supporting techniques. AS/NZS ISO 14004.

B Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (Dec2004).EMS National Pilot Program Mid-Term
Report. Prepared for the Department by URS. www.daff.gov.au

Carruthers G (2005). Adoption of Environmental Management Systems in Agriculture. 2-Part report
published by Rural Industries Research & Development Corporation, Canberra. www.rirdc.gov.au
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of changes in practice which might come to encompass sustainable landscape
management.

However, despite their benefits in improving environmental management of individual

properties, EMSs are not, as Mech, Lowe and Cole highlight in their report on the role of

EMSs in the emerging Land Stewardship concept'’, “an environmental management

panacea capable of positive landscape-scalehange”. Mech and colleagues go on to

describe reasons for this caution

= EMSs are voluntary standards, such that broad-scale adoption is not guaranteed

= An EMS is a processstandard, meaning that not all environmental risks are likely to
be addressed, and the outcomes are uncertain

= Fragmented scientific knowledge of cause and effect relationships between property-
level activities and landscape-scale outcomes are difficult to overcome

* Many landscape-scale changes result from the cumulative effects of many different
environmental impacts, not all of which are agriculture-related.

For these reasons, suggestions that stewardship payments might be linked directly to
adoption of an EMS are inappropriate, given that stewardship is directed to landscape-
scale change.

* Mech T., Lowe K., & Cole A. (2003). Land Stewardship and Environmental Management Systems.
Department of Sustainability and Environment, Victoria. www.dse.vic.gov.au
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Funding for stewardship incentives

Sammon and Thomson address private investor needs from investment in Land
Stewardship in some detail in their paper prepared for the Victorian Department of
Sustainability and Environment.

Government incentive and assistance programaclude:
— Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) regional NRM funding available through CMAs
and/or other regional planning mechanisms
— auctions such as Bush Tenders

In the future there may also be either State or national environmental levies dedicated to
the funding of Natural Resource Management and environmental repair.

Private sector investmentin conservation is at present a small but growing sector,
which includes:

— creating markets, such as polluter pays programs, often operated as ‘cap and trade
permits’, where beyond a certain level of impact or damage the user/polluter has
to pay to offset further impacts.

— Vegetation Banks etc

— Philanthropic or Socially Responsible Investment mechanisms

— Revolving funds and covenanting

¥ Sammon M. & Thomson M. (2003). Private Investor Needs for Land Stewardship Investment. Victorian
Catchment Management Project & Department of Sustainability and Environment Victoria.
www.dse.vic.gov.au
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Tax & other financial implications of stewardship

Where a landholder enters into a permanent conservation covenant over all or part of
their land to protect, conserve and manage environmental values, s’he will be eligible for
tax concessions, provided the program under which the covenant has been entered into
has been approved and other conditions are met. The Department of Environment and
Heritage provides information about conservation covenanting and the Income Tax
Assessmenfct 1997 (the Tax Act), to guide landholders in applying for these
concessions. Covenanting programs approved by the Minister for the Environment and
Heritage for the purposes of the Tax Act are listed in the table below.

Conservation covenanting programs approved for the purpose of the
Income Tax Assessment Act 1997

Department of Environment and Conservation

New South Wales Conservation Agreements Program

Wildlife Refuges

Ph: (02) 9585 6040 Web: www.nationalparks.nsw.gov.au
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources
NSW Registered Property Agreements Program

Ph: (02) 98957801 Email: information@dipnr.nsw.gov.au

Environmental Protection Agency

Queensland Queensland Nature Refuge and Coordinated Conservation Areas
Covenanting Program

Ph (07) 3225 1740 Web: www.epa.gld.gov.au/naturerefuge

Department for Environment & Heritage
South Australia South Australian Heritage Agreement Program
Ph (08) 8124 4744 \Web: www.environment.sa.gov.au

Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment

Tasmania Tasmanian Private Forest Reserve Conservation Covenanting
Program

Ph: 1300 660 062 Web: www.pfrp.tas.gov.au

Tasmanian Protected Areas on Private Land Conservation
Covenanting Program

Ph: (03) 6233 6210 Web: www.papl.tas.gov.au

Trust for Nature (Victoria) Covenanting Program
Victoria Ph: (03) 9670 9933 or 1800 99 9933 Web: www.tfn.org.au

National Trust of Australia (WA) Covenanting Program
Western Australia Ph: (08) 9321 6088 Web: www.ntwa.com.au
Department of Conservation and Land Management
The Nature Conservation Covenant Program (WA)
Ph: (08) 9334 0477 Web: www.calm.wa.gov.au

Source: Updated from Department of Environment and Heritage website. www.deh.gov.au
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Stewardship payments especially where these are made on an ongoing basis for the
provision of ecosystem services, represent a shift in income for the landholder receiving
such payments. Before entering into a stewardship arrangement it is important to
consider, and even to seek professional advice as to the financial implications of any
stewardship payment.

Landholders need to ask themselves (and others with relevant expertise — their
accountant, or tax adviser, or Natural Heritage Trust staff in Canberra) such questions as:
Will cash received for stewardship or the provision of ecosystem services affect

- your mortgage?

- your tax situation?

- family allowances such as AusStudy, child support or pensions?

The Natural Heritage Trust has developed a guidebook to assist landholders in making
the best decision for each individual situation. Titled ‘Gifts that keep on giving: A
landholder’s guide to land protection and conservation options’'® this booklet helps
landholders assess individual situations, understand options and seek further advice.

During the Ongoing Stewardship and Management workshop, staff from the Department
of Environment and Heritage and others who work at State Government level will
provide further advice on these financial aspects of stewardship payments and related
income.

More information about tax and related aspects of stewardship and incentive
paymentscan be obtained from the Australian Taxation Office'’, the Australian
Valuation Office'®, the Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage,
Community Information Unit'®, or the Office of State Revenue in your State.

' Natural Heritage Trust (undated). Gifts that Keep On Giving: A landholder’s guide to land protection and
conservation options. Department of Environment and Heritage, Canberra. www.deh.gov.au

' Australian Taxation Office. www.ato.gov.au

'8 Australian Valuation Office www.avo.gov.au, ph 02-9715 9900

¥ Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage, Community Information Unit
www.deh.gov.au/bidiversity/publications/fact-sheets/incentives.html or 1800 803 722
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Accountability & long-term stewardship

Establishing stewardship arrangements can, in the first instance, be a relatively
straightforward process, and for the success of the process it is important that this can be
done as simply as possible. However if stewardship arrangements are to be effective, they
should be given the best possible opportunity to endure over the long-term.

For landholders and managers, who are working to achieve conservation outcomes on
their own properties, this means making the process as straightforward and free of
bureaucratic ‘red tape’ as possible.

For the government agency providing funding and/or other support for stewardship
arrangements, it is important that public funds are accounted for responsibly and that
there are processes in place to enable this to continue over time, and as personnel and
programs change.

And for the business sector, investment in land stewardship must include a range of

factors that are well summarised by Sammon and Thompson and by Hatfield-Dodds*

= Rates of return commensurate with the level of risk involved

= Avoidance of high levels of risk

» Liquidity/ Availability of funds for longer-term use

= Availability of traditional investment information, addressing investment
opportunities, costs, regulatory requirements etc.

= Existence of institutions and investment vehicles providing opportunities to invest in
natural resource management

= Overcoming of market failure currently associated with many public goods, such as
clean air, water and biodiversity

* An alignment of business and community perceptions

To a significant extent, accountability and the long-terms goals of stewardship can be
addressed through formal agreements negotiated at the commencement of a relationship
between the service provider (the landholder or manager) and the funding provider
(government and/or business sector investors).

% Sammon M. & Thomson M. (2003). Private Investor Needs for Land Stewardship Investment. Victorian
Catchment Management Project & Department of Sustainability and Environment Victoria.
www.dse.vic.gov.au

Hatfield-Dodds S. (2002). Repairing the Country: Leveraging Private Investment. Report prepared for the
Business Leaders Roundtable and presented to the Nature Conservation on Private Land conference,
Adelaide, 12-15 August 2002. Nature Foundation SA.

27



Training Manual: Ongoing stewardship & management July 2005

As Carr identifies in her book on the Principles and Practices of Environmental
Stewardship®' “...there are two fundamental problems for communities involved in
environmental management. First, significantly more attention should be paid to the
nature of the group process itself, how a group forms, what keeps it motivated, what
features of group dynamics contribute to on-ground change and what hinders the group
process. For anyone who wants to join a stewardship group, it is important to understand
how groups work in order to enact environmental stewardship in practice. Second, there
should be more attention focused on stewardship groups’ relation with government.”

Later in her book, Carr goes on to say that “Putting public participation into practice
poses difficulties. In a complex and turbulent planning context, with multi-party conflicts
based on different values, ideologies and attitudes, various levels of expertise and
different environmental settings, principles of good consultative practice have to be
manipulated very carefully to suit local needs and conditions. Stewardship groups require
new pubic participation methods tailored to suit local opportunities for negotiation,
discussion, argumentation and mediation between government professionals and
community groups. More specifically, they need opportunities for dialogue and exchange
of perspectives, goals and methods. Formula-based methods of involving the public in
governmental decision-making do not work...” (p.143).

In providing a comparison of the potential and the dangers of both ‘top down’ and
‘bottom up’ approaches to environmental management, Carr (p.199) offers some clues as
to how best to make partnerships for stewardship successful in the long-term.

*! Carr A. (2002). Grass Roots & Green Tape: Principles and Pract5ices of Environmental Stewardship.
Federation Press, Leichhardt NSW, p.7 and p.143.
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The top-down approach The bottom-up approach
Potential for. Potential for.
e Awareness of national and international e Locally-base catchment

forces shaping local practice
e Efficient utilisation and equity
distribution of national resources

in

¢ Coherence between local, catchment-

based plans, administrative assistance

¢ Access to technical and research-based

planning

* Awareness and monitoring of
local conditions

e Effective utilisation and equity in
distribution of local resources

e Local action based on

information ownership of problems
* Networking across like-minded
groups and people within groups
Middle ground

e The integrating links:

» Effective facilitators

* Involvement of schools and other local organisations

e Community resource centres

* Networked groups and facilitators across regional and State boundaries

Danger of: Danger of:

* Lack of awareness of local needs and
conditions

* Difficulty in identifying and coordinating
local contributions to national programs

e Emphasis placed on large groups, more
visible groups and large-scale projects

e Departmental and disciplinary-based
barriers to effective communication

e Sort-term politically expedient actions

e Simplistic reductionist framing of
environmental problems in purely biophysical
terms

e Institutional and ideological barriers to
local participation

e Formula/prescriptive approach to
community groups

* Duplication of effort, waste of local
resources

e Parochial attitudes, not seeing the
broader picture

* Inappropriate local expectations of
achievements

e Entrenched leadership not successfully
helping the group to progress

e Lack of group-process skills and an
inability to evolve and mature

e Perception that land users lack skills
and education required for environmental
management

From: Carr A. (2002), p.199
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What formal arrangements are needed? With whom?
Getting the formalities right

(Staff from the Commonwealth Department of Environment and Heritage and from State
agencies involved in this aspect of ongoing stewardship formation will contribute to this
element of the workshop).

As Binning and Young highlight in their work on the use of Management Agreements to
conserve remnant vegetation®’, and as Community Solutions found in their work with
landholders managing remnant Grassy White Box Woodlands in NSW, making
stewardship effective requires a balance between making the obligations of an agreement
clear, and at the same time fostering the volunteerism and flexibility needed to gain
stewardship commitments.

In instances where incentives for conservation management are offered on a short-term
basis, the agreements might be less rigorous and binding than in the case of a
Conservation Covenant registered on the title of land in perpetuity. As Community
Solutions Grassy White Box Woodland work, and numerous other programs have shown,
entry into less binding agreements is a useful strategy for fostering trust, which might
later become a basis for longer-term partnership arrangements. Responses, even from
landholders who have a demonstrated track record as committed conservation managers,
demonstrate that this building of trust is particularly important where the enduring
arrangement is subject to Ministerial discretion, as is the case with Voluntary
Conservation Agreements in New South Wales.

As Binning and Young illustrate in their work, a partnership approach in which roles and
responsibilities of both parties are clearly defined is important in establishing enduring
stewardship arrangements underpinned by a contractual agreement.

* Binning C. & Young M. (1997). Motivating people: Using Management Agreements to conserve
remnant vegetation. National R&D Program on Rehabilitation, Management and Conservation of Remnant
Vegetation. Land & Water Australia, Canberra.
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Obligations and Responsibilities of the Parties to Management Agreements

Contracting Organisation

Landholder

Joint

Assessment of conservation

Commitment to manage values for
conservation

passive = certain land uses are
excluded (depend on values,
management needs and natural
systems etc)

Development of the terms of
covenant

active = specified management

activities
Management advice & | Land wuse consistent with | Development of management plan
support maintenance of values may be

permitted

Regular extension services

May initiate review of

management plan

Review of management
performance and revision of plan as
required

Monitoring and compliance

Time, labour etc

Payment for ongoing
management

...From: Binning & Young (1997), p.29

Provision for meaningful monitoring and review is also a key to successful long-term
stewardship. It is important to ensure that Management Agreements are based on sound
scientific principles for conservation outcomes.

Guiding principles for Management Agreements

landholders.

The covenant or agreement between the landholder and contracting
organisation should seek to establish the objectives, permitted land use
and systems for managing the site covered by the agreement.

The agreement should be underpinned by sound, scientifically based
conservation principles;

Negotiations should be focused on addressing the aspirations of the
landholder in addition to ecological considerations;

Where ongoing productive uses are consistent with conservation objectives,
multiple land use models should be considered;

Where management agreements are used to protect vulnerable ecological
communities, the environmental dependability of management arrangements
should be given priority over other land uses; and

Generic plans developed for priority ecological communities could provide
the starting point for developing site specific agreements with individual

Modified from Binning & Young (1997), p.52.
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However, as Kingma and Beynon highlight throughout their paper on effective
relationships between the key players in natural resource management™, respecting and
reviewing the human relationship aspects of these arrangements is as important to their
long-term effectiveness as is reviewing the on-ground conservation outcomes.

Kingma & Beynon capture this in the following table, and discuss strategies for dealing

with each of these situations.

Monitoring

Relationships

NRM Outcomes

+“—>

NRM Outcome Achieved Not Achieved
Relationship
Good Most desired Try again
Keep going Unexpected factors
Set new goals Externalities
Obsolete institutions
Poor Better than nothing Least desired
Gaia (nature) has won anyway Too big a problem
Review policies Social tensions
No skills

No awareness
Analysis required

From: Kingma & Beynon (June 2000), p.10

Kingma & Beynon also provide several useful tables summarising group assessment
methods (p.52), and performance indicators that measure the people aspects of
partnership or group performance. In seeking to sustain stewardship, and the relationships
that underpin them, it will generally be useful to build some consideration of these factors
into management agreements.

¥ Kingma O. & Beynon N. (2000). It can’t work without people: Conceptual frameworks for analyzing
effective relationships between players in natural resource management. Report No. CAG2. Prepared for
Land & Water Australia, Canberra.
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Classification of group (or partnership) assessment methods

Category

Methods

Facilitator/Resource person
Feedback and Reports

Reports (informal? inspections? Observations?)
Feedback (how formal?)
Reporting back to authorities (formality?)

Reporting and feedback by
groups and stakeholders

Ad hoc reporting to/from group(s) and stakeholders (how wide
across groups? Depth of reports?)

Reporting as part of contracts/agreements (nature of contract?
Depth of reporting?)

Various forms of survey

Nature of survey (sample of census? mail or interview
questionnaires? type of interview? who are the interviewers? i.e.

program managers, facilitators, hired firm etc?)
Depth of survey (discursive? detail? nature of questions?)

Documentation

What records are to be kept/provided? and at what level of detail?
Documentation as part of contracts and agreements
Documentation as part of the strategic planning process

Note: All four categories require resourcing to:

Communicate with groups and stakeholders — e.g. facilitators or some presence on the ground
Conduct the interviews, surveys, gathering of document etc.

Manage the communication process to and from authorities and to analyse information and form

assessments of group performance

From: Kingma & Beynon (2000), p.52.

Group (or contractual partnership) performance indicators

Category

Examples of Specific Indicators (Outputs)

Relationships

Creation of group/partnership

Extent of links to other groups, agencies and organisations
Structures of organisation agreed and disseminated among members
Agreed leadership in place

Agreed reporting processes used.

Operations

Extent of access to financial assistance such as grants
Clearly identified roles and responsibilities

Method to ensure appropriate levels of secretarial support
Accommodation to store materials/ meet etc in place.

Information and Learning

Systems to enable and encourage participation and learning
Number of demonstration activities, including field days
Stocktakes of condition of natural areas undertaken
Program of monitoring of natural resources

Systems to share data collected.

Analysis and Planning

Expert advice used to identify natural resource management issues
Access to data and undertaking of stocktakes

Provision of information kits etc

Group/partner involvement in planning activities.

Actions

Should reflect achievements against objectives

Proportion of NRM issue addressed (of area, km of fencing etc) i.e.

some indicator of specific NRM outcomes
Links with other groups actions (i.e. networks).

Review and Conflict
Realisation

Agreed timing of formal reviews of activities
Harnessing diverse interests, strengths, opinions and goals
Adjustments to changing circumstances

From: Kingma & Beynon (2000), p.54
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Exercise: Application of ongoing stewardship
arrangements in participantsO workplaces

SPACE FOR NOTE-TAKING
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Ongoing stewardship & Management. What have we
learned?

SPACE FOR PARTICIPANTS TO JOT DOWN ‘TAKE HOME MESSAGES’ FROM
THE SUMMING UP SESSION.
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