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Executive Summary

Background

While there has been significant local governmeamtigipation in natural resource
management (NRM) planning and program implememiatighe Avon River Basin (ARB),
the region’s large area and diverse character, thitty-four local governments, creates
significant operational and strategic challengeddoal-regional cooperation. In looking to
improve outcomes from working with local governnetite Avon Catchment Council (ACC)
recognises the need for a more comprehensive aabysavigate the complex
socioeconomic issues in this area.

This requires understanding current prioritiesesand practices of local governments in the
region with respect to sustainable developmentNiRi, and secondly identifying how these
currently and prospectively intersect with regioleaiel agendas, roles and outcomes. Implicit
in these more practical issues are some fundamgmestions such as: how do local actors
self-organise in response to processes of reggataln under national level programs; and,
how do regional actors balance the imperativedsfwi@ncy and inclusion in large regions

with dispersed human populations. The researclegirbps been developed and implemented
through collaboration between the ACC and CSIR@ist&nable Communities Initiative
(SCI). The project scope was agreed in late 2007t research commenced in early 2008.

Aims, objectives and approach

The aim of the project is to identify critical opjnities and constraints to improve
partnerships between local governments in the ARBthe ACC. The specific objectives are
to:
1. Understand the local context and issues includiegcapacity of existing
arrangements to realise regional objectives, toemsddthreats and adapt to
opportunities;

2. ldentify focal areas for cooperation including abstantive resource management
issues (e.g. water, climate, biodiversity) and fioces in the region;

3. Inform ACC strategies that seek to enhance adapépacity, legitimacy and
effectiveness of regional partnerships and impldgaten arrangements;

4. ldentify tools and processes (e.g. cost-sharirgngements, engagement protocols)
that enhance the structural and procedural dimeasibpartnerships in the region.

The methods employed in the project involved

1) areview of the planning and policy context of thgion with respect to local
government, sustainable development and NRM;

2) areview of major social, economic and environmlgmtassures facing the region;

3) a desktop classification of the thirty-four shineghe region by indices of their
relative NRM ‘need’ against their relative ‘capétyilin NRM,;

4) twenty-one interviews with Shire representatives] a

5) determination of opportunities for improving logalgional partnerships,



This last task involved, in addition to a synthesisnain findings from the analysis,
discussion with the ACC and Shires on implicatiohthe preliminary findings from the
research. These discussions were conducted imipidue following sessions:

e SLUM/ SeaROC Beverley,‘thtober, 2008

» Ro0eROC in Kulin, 23rd October 2008

*  NewROC-WeROC, Southern Cross 28th October, 2008

« AROC, Northam 1% November 2008.

Key findings

Three clear themes were identified from the quiltsface to face interviews with twenty-
one Shire representatives. The first of theseasghires ask, when considering working with
the ACC - ‘is it worth it for us?’ In doing so thepnsider factors such as the presence of
existing relationships, available technical expertieeded to ‘run the business’ at the Shire
level, and the likely future of regional NRM. Inigtcontext, where the ‘start-up’ costs of
relationships are considered high by shires, exgstelationships and networks are favoured.
This limits the likelihood of councils without aigr history of working with the ACC of
initiating engagement. The second major theme edrin a perceivetghismatch between
regional level priorities and their relevance to shire level and local comities needs. This
is despite the analysis identifying key issuesarfimon concern to local and regional
stakeholders such as sustainable agriculture, waterrity, managing climate variability and
peri-urban land use change. Shires priorities wekeever strongly framed within a local
social sustainability discoursewhich they regularly distinguished from a regionatural
resource agenda. The third and final theme ipta&erence of shires to work in

cooperation with other local authoritiesrather than regional bodies. This is most evident i
the emergence of five voluntary regional organisetiof councils (ROCs) across the ARB
during the last decade, some of which have engagiadhe ACC on delivery of NRM
programs or projects.

Shires in the region werdassified by indices of their relative NRM ‘need’against their
relative ‘capability’ . The classification differentiates shires in a veayp inform engagement
strategy design by the ACC. Many of the shiresifgt identifiable groupings that reflected,
for example, high need-low capability or low neeghhcapability relationships. The
classification points to the quite high levels etd/capability difference both between and
then within ROC groupings, with some ROC groupiglgswing greater internal diversity
than others. This strongly suggests that a difteatad strategy of investment or engagement
would be prudent, first between ROCs groupingsthed within those groupings.

Opportunities for improved partnerships

The opportunities are not intended to be preseegbut to catalyse and inform deliberation
within the ACC and between the ACC and its cureent prospective partners. They are not
mutually exclusive in design or intent, with onenaore able to be adopted and implemented
in tandem. Each should be considered in relatidhdastrengths and weaknesses of the ACC,
and major changes in the NRM funding environmesaiteng from:



» The new Caring for Our Country (CfOC) Commonwe&RM program which
introduces funding priorities that do not matchIweth the natural resource
endowment of the ARB; and

» The recently announced increase of Western AuatrdWA) Government NRM
funding under criteria that are compatible with tegource endowments of the ARB.

The research identified four types of opportundythe ACC:

Opportunity 1: Problems or assets as a focus for operation

Deep drainage, dealing with climatic variabilitydainends, and water security are key NRM
issues for the shires (section 3.2.1.). Many imllgovernment feel that the wider social and
environmental consequences of deep drainage fnitgahanagement, and the disposal of
saline and sometimes acidic water, are being negglday the State. It was suggested at one
ROC meeting that the ACC could meet this needadtthe landscape perspective that the
problem requires, and some of the technical caitiabil

Arguments against this proposal are the ACC'’s te#dkgal authority to address the issues,
and insufficient hydrological and engineering skilfThe ACC might float the idea with State
government and gauge the response. Meanwhile, @@ i8 already positioned to engage
communities on the issue, and to propose coordireatd strategic actions. Funding is more
likely from State then Federal sources in our view.

Town water supply under climate change is anothgonissue identified in our interviews
with the shires. Catchment rehabilitation, stornexdiarvesting and grey water management
are among the options. Lack of hydrological exgertit the ACC is a handicap, but this
might be hired temporarily or, depending on demémdthe long term. Alternatively the

ACC might explore potential demand by offering ategrated assessment capability.

Agricultural sustainability emerged as another majBM issue (section 3.2.1.). There may
be an opportunity for the ACC to deploy its knovgedind secure State or competitive
Federal funding for managing landscape functioaugh strategic plantings of native
vegetation. There is an associated potential tegiated landscape assessment. Greening
Australia and WWF are potential partners.

There may also be an opportunity for the ACC teser coordinating and strategic role in
river management strategies. Water courses comnooo$g shire boundaries, and the
consequences of local actions impact downstreate@gased flows and pollution. The ACC
has the conceptual framework and some of the kragel¢o fulfil an integrating role. As

with deep drainage, it lacks legal authority, s ineed not hamper an organisation that is
coordinating other players. The relationship of 4@&C with WA Department of Water

would need careful thought.

Opportunity 2: ‘Social sustainability’ and the devdopment-environment gap

This opportunity speaks to the perceived gap byynsaires between their local sustainable
development goals and regional NRM agendas.



The research clearly shows a persistent and corgeco amongst shires is the maintenance of
social well-being and viability of their commungieHere, issues of amenity, provision of
social and health services, adapting to reducedrveatilability, and managing the effects of
growing or declining populations are paramountragiae implications these hold for
community identity and cohesion, land use changkitfnastructure. This divide is
exacerbated by local government leaders’ perceptitat a community mandate is lacking or
that NRM is a ‘top down’ external agenda. Theretau@ possible strategies that the ACC
may employ. The first involvescpanding on existing programs that reflect localgmment
priorities with staged natural resource benefiuilding on successful recent project delivery
models in the Avon this approach would gear one of the funding provided to councils is
tied predominantly to shire priorities and in sufsent years additional works or
management controls that deliver environmental fiegye introduced or activated by
payment schedules. This provides a bridging funcdilowing shires to demonstrate the
meeting of immediate community needs while fadilitg the introduction of improved NRM
practice on the back of social recognition, goolil arid momentum.

While the first strategy is focused on specific kgowith individual shires, bridging the
development-environment gap also requires consigenistitutional arrangements and the
new funding environment at the regional scale. ¢osd strategy the research team proposes
is stronger alignment between the ACC and the Va#taDevelopment Commission (WDC)
who both rely on successful interaction with lggkyers to achieve their ‘sustainable
development’ agendas, with limited budgets, lakgme, and affiliations with different sub-
sets of shires in the region.

While not suggesting structural integration — filsa physical merger of the two entities -
there is considerable scope to explore: i) thegthesf shared investment programs; ii) the
identification of NRM criteria that may contribute WDC development investment
decisions; or, iii) opportunities for the two ei# to cooperate in brokering external
investment for the region. Improved cooperativithe regional scalevould reduce
institutional complexity for local governments segkto invest in the sustainability of their
communities and would present an opportunity tagthea more balanced and externally
competitive investment capability.

Opportunity 3: A ‘sub-regional’ engagement strategy- ROCs as partners

This opportunity seeks to address structural andegatural aspects of organisational
interaction, issues with working between scaled, aractices of partnering and engagement.
The existing networks of voluntary ROCs presenita @pportunity for the ACC to improve
the effectiveness of its partnering strategy wtialsb improving the efficiency of its

operation. ROCs provide an existing, Shire-ownedcsire to develop a sub-regional
interface for NRM involving local governments.

Benefits of moving from a single shire model in@utie obvious advantages of reducing the
number of entities with which relationships requitaintenance from the present thirty-four
shires to the five primary ROCs, whilst maintainfage to face contact. ROCs have the
advantage of providing a gateway to shire-shirgpeoation; are an appropriate scale to
negotiate landscape scale priorities and are sgérosing. A number of ROCs already
collaborate on NRM related planning and operatiggles. The research also suggests that



some Shire concerns with working with regional gr®u continuity, certainty and relevance
— could be addressed through the negotiation afieeship or engagement protocols between
the ACC and each ROC. These agreements providduberint for tailoring

communication planning, general resource sharimgspecific cooperation on investment
proposals or projects and could be renewed bi-dlynua

Opportunity 4: Strateqic alignment of local and redgonal plans

The analysis suggests that attempts to improvéotingal alignment between the regional
NRM strategy/investment plan and local governmdaatming schemes would be
problematic. The low rate of success associatdu tivé development of Local Area Plans as
a strategy under the 2005 regional NRM plan furitestrates the inherent difficulties in
adopting a formalised planning route in this cont@onsistent with the advice being
supplied by organisations such as WALGA, the mesalily accessible ‘local’ planning
instruments for achieving NRM outcomes are twofélidstly, the ‘plan for the future’
strategic plans prepared by Shires, where NRM imé&tion could be translated to identify
NRM-related values and assets within local comnesyihelping to foster greater
understanding and awareness, and community mafadtékM investment. Secondly, the
ACC seeking to engage in and support the developofaooperative multi-shire policies
occurring through forums such as SevROC'’s Sust&rnand Use Management and
Planning forum or the ROCs more broadly dealindnsjiecific issues such as land use
change and infrastructure provision in peri-urbeeasa.



1.0 Introduction

1.1 Background

Local governments play a vital role in supportihg sustainable development aspirations of
their communities. In Australia and internationaltyanaging land, water and vegetation
resources for their social, economic and envirortaidrenefits is increasingly becoming part
of local government business. At the same timgtbeess of governing natural resources
and development however is also relying more onritegaction of actors at regional, state
and national levels. These actors are drawn ngtfomin government but from private
interests and civil society. Over the last decad@ustralia, regional NRM bodies such as the
ACC have come to occupy a central role in settimgjiavesting in natural resource
management priorities at the regional scale. Téles requires, amongst other capabilities,
developing and maintaining effective partnershijih vocal managers and institutions such
as local government authorities, and, balancingrtiperatives of development and
environmental protection.

While there has been a significant track recortbcdl government participation in NRM
planning and program implementation in the Avon NRkgion, its geographically large and
diverse character, with thirty-four local governrtgcreates significant operational and
strategic challenges for local-regional cooperatibmlooking to improve outcomes from
working with local governments the ACC recognidesrieed for a more comprehensive
analysis to navigate the complex socioeconomiesguthis area. This requires
understanding current priorities, roles and prastiof local governments in the region with
respect to sustainable development and NRM, arahgi§cidentifying how these currently
and prospectively intersect with regional levelradges, roles and outcomes. Implicit in these
more practical questions are some fundamental ignsstuch as, for example, i) how do
local actors self-organise in response to processegionalisation under national level
programs; and, ii) how do regional actors balahedmperatives of efficiency and inclusion
in large regions with dispersed human populations.

CSIRO'’s Sustainable Communities Initiative (SCI3 @intly developed with the ACC a
collaborative project around these issues. Theeptgicope was agreed in late 2007 and the
research commenced in early 2008. The SCI is piorgeeollaborative approaches to address
sustainability issues in Australian communitiesriirmg in partnership with communities,
business, government and non-government orgamsatio
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1.2 Project objectives

The project aims to identify critical constraintedeopportunities for effective NRM
partnerships with local governments in the ARB, andoing so inform planning, investment
and policy decisions. The specific objectives are t

5. Understand the local context and issues includiegcapacity of existing
arrangements to realise regional objectives, toesddthreats and adapt to
opportunities;

6. ldentify focal areas including on substantive reseunanagement issues (e.g. water,
climate, biodiversity) and locations in the region;

7. Inform ACC strategies that seek to enhance adapépacity, legitimacy and
effectiveness of regional partnership and impleatigon arrangements;

8. Identify tools and processes (e.g. cost-sharirgngements, engagement protocols)
that enhance the structural and procedural dimeasibpartnerships in the region.

1.3 The Avon River Basin: context for NRM and sustmable
development

The ARB is located in the south west of Westerntrglia, east of the State’s capital Perth. It
is about 11.8 million hectares in area and foria@e part of a region that is referred to as
the Wheatbelt in Western Australia.

The ARB is also one of six NRM regions in Westeustalia (see Figure 1). Since 2002, the
Government of Western Australia and the AustraG@vernment have co-invested in
regional scale NRM programs to address issuesaulater quality, biodiversity and

salinity through strategic regional investmentse HCC is the regional governing body for
NRM in the ARB. It is a non-statutory body that tedh community and government
representatives on its Board.

11
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Figure 1. Location of the Avon River Basin in Westen Australia

The ARB has a Mediterranean-type climate with mikt winters and hot dry summers. Most
of the annual rainfall falls between May and Sefitenand is of relatively low variability
(ACC 2005). However, recent years have seen arrappdecline in average winter rainfalls,
creating a source of uncertainty for landholderh@ARB (O’Connoet al 2004).

The ARB currently has a population of approxima#ly000 people (ABS 2006). Most of
the people reside in four larger towns; Northamikydoodyay and Merredin. The
population has been declining and ageing over ds¢ few decades because many of the
younger people leave the region to pursue an eidncat employment elsewhere. The region
is also home to many Aboriginal groups, giving it cultural diversity and history (ACC
2005). Aboriginal people are a growing proportidnihe population within the ARB, rising

to just over 5 percent in 2006 (ABS 2006).

There are thirty-four local government authoriiieshe ARB that are considered to be within
the boundary of the Avon NRM region (see FigureMi)st of these are also members of
voluntary ROCs, which are ‘partnerships betweemupsoof local government entities that
agree to collaborate on matters of common inte(@&tGA 2007a). Figure 2 shows the
spatial distribution of local government membershighe six ROCs that operate in the ARB.
The six ROCs are Avon Regional Organisation of @dsrfAROC), North Eastern
Wheatbelt Regional Organisation of Councils (NEWRO®&heatbelt East Regional
Organisation of Councils (WEROC), Central Midlanétduntary Organisation of Councils
(CMVROC), South East Avon Voluntary Regional Orgation of Councils (SEAVROC),
and Roe Regional Organisation of Councils (RoeROC).

12
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Figure 2. Local Government Authorities and their menbership in Regional Organisation of
Councils in the Avon River Basin.NB: Shire of York participates in both SeaVROC &RIOC
forums

The economy in the ARB is based on broad-acre @ltwie. Production is dominated by rain-
fed crops such as wheat and barley, together withl and meat production from sheep and
cattle (O’Connoet al. 2004). The area of land used for agricultur@igghly 8.3 million
hectares, containing 25 percent of farms in WesAastralia and contributing 34 percent of
the State’s gross value of agricultural producfi@@C 2005). There are also smaller mining,
commerce, manufacturing and tourism industriebénréegion. In addition, nearly 30 percent
in the east of the ARB is mostly vacant Crown Lantth a relatively small area of pastoral
use.

The peri-urban rural shires along the northerneastern borders of Perth have become
known as the Avon Arc. This area is undergoing mesitee change in population, land use and
environment. Contrary to other areas within theaegthe population in the Avon Arc is
increasing. More intensive agriculture and recoeedi or lifestyle land uses are also
becoming more prominent in the Avon Arc (ACC 2005).

The ARB is an area of increasing interest as manageof water and salinity becomes
critical to the region’s future and that of the $@anning Estuary downstream in Perth
(O’Connoret al. 2004). Over the past 100 years nearly 70 pefemitive vegetation has
been cleared for agricultural production in the ARRBis has lead to rising saline
groundwater, resulting in the loss of previouslgdurctive land to salinity and the reduction
in water quality. Today, about 6 percent of agtietal land is affected by salinity, predicted
to rise to nearly 30 percent by 2050 (ACC 2005).

13



Despite the large-scale clearing of native vegatatiat occurred in the past, the south west
of Western Australia, including the ARB, has bedeniified as one of 25 global biodiversity
hotspots due to its high degree of endemism undeygexceptional threat (Myeed al

2000). For instance, there are over 4000 specieastfular plants within the ARB, with
approximately 60 percent of these being endemibdaegion (ACC 2005). Most of the
region’s biodiversity assets are confined to fragtee pockets of land in conservation
reserves or on privately owned land.

1.3.1 Environmental and socioeconomic issues

A number of critical environmental and socioeconoissues have emerged in the ARB over
the past 50 years. Many of these issues requiraragement response at multiple scales (e.g.
local government areas, catchments and broadem&gicales). Developing effective
responses to these challenges requires the ddsigiective partnerships in the region. This
section outlines the major environmental and s@tinemic issues affecting the ARB,

namely (i) salinity and deep drainage, (ii) climakange and related water issues, (iii)
declining agricultural terms of trade and populatitecline, and (iv) the financial

sustainability of local governments.

Issue 1: Salinity and Deep Drainage

In the ARB, the clearing of land for agriculturabduction has lead to rising saline
groundwater, causing the loss of previously progadand to salinity and a reduction in
water quality. Large-scale clearing of native vatjeh commenced in the ARB after the First
World War and extended into the late 1970s (Berds?2001). Some argue that there is no
other area in the world which has been clearetkafative vegetation over such a short time
period (Beresford 2001; Conacher 1986). As a re¥udistern Australia today has the largest
area of dryland salinity in Australia and also lighest risk of rising salinity over the coming
50 years (Land and Water Australia 2000). For imstait is estimated that almost 6 percent
of land used for agriculture in the ARB is currgrdffected by salinity. This could increase to
nearly 30 percent by 2050 (ACC 2005).

The lapsed National Action Plan for Salinity andté/auality (NAPSWQ) listed the Avon
catchment as one of the twenty-one high priorigiors to receive funding for addressing
dryland salinity in Australia (COAG 2000). A natalrsurvey estimated the extent of land
showing signs of salinity in the twenty-one higliogty regions in 2002. The Avon
catchment was found to be the NAPSWQ region thattiva most severely affected by
salinity, with 2,279 farms and 450,000 hectaresvshg signs of salinity (ABS 2002).

Rising salinity levels have caused the loss of petigie agricultural land in the ARB. Large
tracts of once productive land, particularly inlgglfloors, have become saline. Predictions
show that shallow watertables and salinity maycféethird of agricultural areas in the ARB
by 2050 (Land and Water Australia 2000). In additimany rivers in the region are too salty
for irrigation or consumption (Moore 1998). In coanigon to other rivers in the south west of
Western Australia, the rate of salinisation of #wen River is particularly high (ACC 2005).

14



The very small human population and large sizdefdatchment area create additional
challenges to address the salinity issues in thB ARilliams 2006). The Avon NRM

Strategy outlines a number of options that arelabig in order to manage salinity in the
region. These include (i) the adoption of low regeafarming systems, (ii) the productive use
of salt-affected resources and (iii) engineeringtsans (ACC 2005). For example, deep open
drains are increasingly being used in the regicanasngineering option to control dryland
salinity. The main objective of deep open drainagbe removal of excess groundwater from
the landscape via excavated channels (Yandle 2004).

Research undertaken by the Commonwealth Scieatificindustrial Research Organisation
(CSIRO) shows that engineered drains can reclaimafacted land up to hundreds of metres
either side of the drainage channel (Paterson 260®yever, the disposal of saline water
draining from thousands of kilometres of drainag&tems is a socially and politically
contentious issue in the ARB. Whilst some arguétti@acid sulphate can be discharged
directly into natural waterways and the Indian Qcethers are concerned about possible
impacts on aquatic ecosystems (ACC 2005). Furthernmoost of the drains have been
constructed with limited planning and design ang significantly impact on areas further
downstream (Ali 2006).

Issue 2: Climate Change and Water

Climate change and related water supply issuesalspea suite of issues that requires closer
local-regional cooperation in the ARB. Accordingthe Avon NRM Strategythe potential

for change in climate may be significant to natuedource management in the ARB
although the extent to which this could occur remaincertain(ACC 2005, p. 13). The
Strategy also recognises that the agriculturalstigitis a substantial contributor of
greenhouse gas emissions which are consideredan important cause of climate change.

CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) have utaden major work to project
Australia’s future climate. They found that the owest of Western Australia is one of the
regions that has suffered the worst decline offaflim recent years (CSIRO and BOM
2007). Research indicates that it has experiendddta 20 percent reduction in rainfall and
major reductions in runoff to water storage damerdlkie past 30 years (Hope and Foster
2005; Western Australian Greenhouse Task Force)20®4s reduction in rainfall has been
accompanied by decreases in the number of rainalayextreme rainfall indices. According
to CSIRO and BOM (2007) rainfall may decline bynasch as 20 percent by 2030 relative to
the 1960-1990 level. At the same time the numbeviofer rain days may decrease by up to
17 percent and the runoff into catchments in therswest of Western Australian may
consequently decrease by between 5 and 40 pehoceddition, the ARB is likely to see
more frequent extreme weather events such as daghigods, which are projected to
increase in magnitude and frequency (CSIRO and EXDQY).

These climate projections have major implicatiamstiie social, environmental and
economic character of the ARB. For instance, clen@dtange is likely to affect agricultural
production in the ARB through changes in water labdlity, water quality and increased
temperatures. The ARB relies on good winter rairialcrop and pasture establishment.
Impacts on the wheat industry in the ARB could bdipularly significant.
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According to Crimpet al (2008) the Australian wheat industry is highlypsiéve to climatic
influences and average crop yields can vary byushmas 60 percent in response to climate
variability. The Garnaut Review (2008) consider@dsfudy sites across Australia’s wheat-
growing regions to evaluate the difference in magté of impacts on wheat yields. One of
these case study sites is Wongan Hills in the AR® study showed that by 2100 there
would be a significant decline in wheat yield ofirlg 21.8 percent in Wongan Hills if
mitigation measures against climate change aréaken (Garnaut 2008).

Climate change could also have major impacts otirtlieed water resources in the ARB and
lead to significant water shortages. At presert,Gloldfield Water Supply Scheme supplies a
large part of town and farm water in the regionadidition, many town and farm water
supplies are supplemented from harvested surfamdfriPotable groundwater supplies are
limited to the west of the region and are genermailymited quantity (ACC 2005).

Due to the 10 to 20 percent reduction in rainfate the 1970s in the south west of Western
Australia, stream flows in the region have seehaysreduction of more than 50 percent.
Over the period 1911 to 1974, the average annilahinio the State’s south west Integrated
Water Supply System was 338 GL. Inflows were reduoel77 GL annually for the 1975 to
1996 period and became even less, at 114 GL perfpedhe 1997 to 2005 period (CSIRO
and BOM 2007). Rainfall reductions have also lead probable decline in groundwater
recharge (Western Australian Greenhouse Task RZ01@4). The resulting decrease in
surface water and groundwater availability has mdyeeduced regional water resources and
is forcing major enhancements of water suppliep@Hand Foster 2005).

As a response to this, many local governmentsdiAIRB have been increasing their efforts
in harvesting surface runoff for potable and notapte use. As mentioned above, more
extreme weather events are predicted for the regibith will impact on harvesting
technologies. Water reservoirs must be designstbte excess in times of ample runoff in
order to meet demands in times of shortage.

There are also economic opportunities presentatditmate change. For example, the
increasing requirement to sequester carbon maygadlie ARB with significant
opportunities. The Kyoto Protocol includes prowsdhat enable the sequestration of carbon
in soils and vegetation, to be used by Partiesiasstrategy to fulfil their obligations. It also
allows for trading in emission reductions, and thpens the possibility that investment in
greenhouse sinks can help to underwrite broader NBjEctives. Harpest al (2006) argue
that there is a significant potential for carbamksiin Western Australia through the
reforestation of farmland and the destocking ofyjedands. Their research shows that for
broad areas of the agricultural zone in the sowhtwf Western Australia carbon
sequestration is not profitable in its own rightdbwer price of $5 and $15/t CO2-e.
However, at higher carbon prices ($25 and $50/t-€P&arbon sequestration becomes
profitable since this price covers the thresholstgof establishment and land rental.
Agricultural areas, such as the ARB, are parti¢ybaaluable as adjuncts to reforestation
schemes aiming to provide both conservation benafitt other commercial products
including timber, paper or bioenergy. In many argfatie ARB more than 75 percent of land
is available for carbon sequestration and coulémilly be used as greenhouse sinks
(Harperet al. 2003).
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Issue 3: Declining agricultural terms of trade gogulation

Another important issue facing the ARB is the reggchigh dependence on broad-acre
cropping and the decline of the agricultural teohtade (O’Connoet al. 2005). As
mentioned above, the development of broad-acrewlgrre is the dominant land use feature
in the area, employing 41 percent of the regioroskforce and generating 58 percent of the
region’s wealth (ACC 2005). However, in recent geguestions have emerged about the
sustainability of the region’s agricultural indust due to challenges such as declining terms
of trade, climate change and a deteriorating enwient. Declining terms of trade have been
a long standing characteristic of Australian agtime (ABARE 2008). The downward trend

in the agricultural terms of trade began in theQk9®ut the rate of decline has slowed down
since the early 1990s (Mullen 2007).

Western Australia is the major producer of wheagkusstralia (Anderson and Garlinge 2000).
The ARB, being a significant part of the Wheatbislpne of the key wheat-growing regions
in Western Australia. In recent years, wheat prtidachas varied significantly. Overall,
wheat production in Australia fell by 58 percentlth6 million tonnes in 2006-07 due to the
continued drought in many States (ABS 2007a). Treisd could also be observed in Western
Australia, where wheat production fell by just oB€rpercent from 9.6 million tonnes in
2005-06 to 5.1 million tonnes in 2006-07 (ABS 20D Higure 3 shows the annual production
of wheat in Western Australia since 2000. It cipatiows that wheat production has
significantly been affected by severe drought comals in 2002-03 and again in 2006-07. If
the CSIRO and BOM (2007) climate projections evatdgureduced rainfall and limited water
supplies could potentially have serous impacts baawproduction in the ARB in the future.
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Figure 3. Wheat production in Western Australia (inmillion tonnes)
Source: ABS 2007b

The relative significance of agriculture in West@wnstralia has declined over the past few
decades due to the increasing prominence of atleistries, such as mining, services and
manufacturing (Kural et al. 2002). According to Nean (2005) the Wheatbelt in Western
Australia is faced with declining agricultural empmhent and declining economic output as a
proportion of the State’s economy. Agriculture nomly contributes around 4 percent of
Western Australia’s Gross State Product (GSP) (Ketral. 2002).
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Overall, there are fewer farms in the ARB, andghbr proportion of large farms and fewer
medium-sized enterprises (ACC 2005). For instatieeaverage total area of a farm holding
in the Wheatbelt has increased by nearly 250 péfomm 1,404 hectares in 1961 to 3,571
hectares in 2001 (WALGA 2008a).

Closely related to the declining agricultural terofigrade is the loss of approximately 15
percent of the ARB’s population since the 1950s CAZD05). This decline is driven by farm
amalgamations and decreasing job opportunitiesimgpy and agricultural industries. As a
result, people from the ARB either migrate to langggional rural centres or to metropolitan
areas such as Perth and Fremantle (PWC 2006). Yfjmeowle, in particular, move to coastal
areas and urban centres for education, employnmehlifastyles. This is also evident in the
fact that the number of schools and students hias fim the ARB since the 1950s. The
people that remain in the ARB are ageing and tleeaae age of farmers is increasing
(O’Connoret al.2004). There is however a reversal of this trientie western shires of the
region, particularly the shires of the Avon Arcthvclose proximity to Perth the area is facing
increased demand for services and the challengenéging increased development
pressures for residential and lifestyle block suisibn. While pressures are somewhat latent,
there are concerns of increasing issues with inatife land uses, changes in visual
amenity, greater demands on transportation infresire and management of land under
absentee landholders. In addition the shires oAticeare conscious of their location as Perth’
hinterland and the opportunities and issues thagbifor the location of infrastructure or
facilities (such as regional waste management@teice the Perth’s growing population.

The past few decades have also seen a loss of seni&es in the ARB. In many areas,
infrastructure is deteriorating as investment laggéd behind that of urban centres. There has
also been a withdrawal of services from the reghkatording to the Avon River Basin 2050
project (O’Connoeet al 2004), the region has seen a decline in rurdtihearvices. For
instance, obstetrics services have been closed adosome hospitals. Other services, such as
child care and respite care, are also insuffidienturrent demand (O’Connet al 2004).

A declining and ageing population also poses mdmajienges for local government. On the
one had, it impacts on health care and relatedce=ras there is a greater need for these
services. On the other hand, it erodes local gawent’s rating base and reduces the potential
for increasing cost of services per capita (PWG6200 also means that there is potentially a
significant skills shortage in the region.

Issue 4: Financial sustainability of local govermtse

The fourth important issue facing the ARB is theddgerm financial sustainability of the
current system of 34 local government authorifldgs issue can obviously have significant
impacts on local-regional partnerships for sustamadevelopment in the ARB.

Local governments throughout Australia have beeateupressure from an ongoing reform
agenda involving ‘amalgamations, enhanced rolexuatability and devolution’ (Wild

River 2006). Most local government boundaries malrand regional parts of Western
Australia were established over 100 years ago amd hot changed much since (WALGA
2008a). In the past few years only a small numbepluntary amalgamations have occurred.
One recent example in the ARB is the merger offien of Northam and the Shire of
Northam in 2007.
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A number of investigations into possible local gowveent amalgamations have occurred at
the federal and state level in recent years. Famge, the Australian Local Government
Association (ALGA) undertook an independent analydithe financial sustainability of local
government in Australia in 2006. The study founat tlural and remote councils with a high
reliance on agriculture are more likely to be eigreging viability problems, whilst a
significant number of urban fringe councils areodhcing challenges. These councils were
typically faced with a number of problems affectihgir financial sustainability including (i)
minimal or negative revenue growth, (ii) increastuogts due to wage rises and service
diversification, (iii) increasing involvement in necore service provision, and (iv) limited
access to strong financial and asset managemdist(§RiVC 2006).

A similar analysis was undertaken by the Westeratralian Local Government Association
(WALGA) in 2006. Their review of the long-term sastability of local government found
that 83 local governments in Western Australianedfgrancially unsustainable based on their
own-source revenue. In addition, it became evitigattthere are critical labour shortages in
key technical and professional areas central todleeof local government. Also, there are
significant challenges in recruiting and retaingtgff and the situation is exacerbated by the
strong economy and competition between authogtiesfrom other sectors (WALGA

2008a). As a consequence, core local governmevitesrare now often supplied on a
sourced basis from consultants and others. Iniaddihe local government workforce is
ageing and the average age of councillors is 56syarad older in the ARB. Furthermore, due
to the declining and ageing population across meggbnal and remote regions, local
governments are challenged to sustain the fullearigervices and competencies required by
them.

The Avon River Basin 2050 project (O’Conreiral 2004) also identified that the current
number of local governments in the ARB is not Susiale. They argued that ‘amalgamations
of LGAs and a move towards regional councils wanigdrove efficiency and focus’
(O’Connoret al. 2004, p. 92).

Indeed, recent years have seen the formation ahtady ROCs in Western Australia. As
discussed previously, there are six ROCs which clmeal governments in the ARB. ROCs
provide opportunities for neighbouring communitiesssociate and undertake cooperative
planning and action for NRM (ACC 2005). The formoatiof ROCs in the ARB is further
discussed in the following sectiodRlanning and policy environment

It is evident from the above that the major NRM andtainable development issues facing
the communities of the Avon NRM region require aperative response that is beyond the
capacity of any single community, shire or orgatiisa

1.3.2 Planning and policy environment

This section presents a review of the organisatmusinstitutions with roles and
responsibilities for management, planning and pdiimctions for natural resources and
sustainable development relevant to the ARB wittigaar emphasis on the local
government sector.
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Traditionally, local governments in Australia hdx&en responsible for a set of narrowly
defined services — roads, rates and rubbish (AW&90). However, since 1989, significant
changes in local government reform have occuresijlting in greater responsibility and
accountability in areas such as community developpgeonomic growth and NRM
(Wensing 1997; Binning et al. 1999). Local governitgerole in NRM is primarily
established through its mandated functions in siatdand use planning and its direct
management of key environmental reserves and &8 Economics and Planning 2005;
McDonald and Weston 2004; Binning et al. 1999).

Local governments are critical players in NRM andtainability because they are the sphere
of government closest to the community and therenment (Wild River 2005, 2006; Pini et
al. 2007; ALGA 2007; Bates 1995; Adams and Hine2)98s community leaders with a
broad understanding of the issues within their mipality, local governments are, in
principle, well positioned to promote and integridf®M. There is a wide range of tools and
mechanisms available to local governments to aspessand deliver sustainable NRM
(Figure 4). Perhaps the most pertinent of thesé atans (i.e. corporate, operational and
planning schemes) ii) development incentives; @dtrategic partnerships (McDonald and
Weston 2004). Local governments also have an oppitytto align their activities with
regional NRM processes, priorities and actions (lle&ld et al. 2005). However, as
McDonald et al. (2005) note, linkages between mregit?\RM planning and local government
can be highly variable across regions even witingles state jurisdiction depending on a
range of factors including historical associati@tmeen these players, and the needs and
priorities of individual local government authoei

e strategic planning through land use zoning and statutory controls on all freehold
land and locally managed public open space

* development control of nearly all activities and works on freehold land and crown
land (except national parks and state forests) through development consent powers

* enforcement powers for development consent conditions, waste management and
unauthorised land uses (eg. land clearing, drainage, and filling)

e administrative responsibility for state agency coordination through integrated
planning, licensing and development concurrence

e stormwater management and control; sewerage and drainage works, and flood
control

* pest, plant and animal risk control measures

* influence over land clearance patterns through incentive programs (planning
amendments, rate differentials, levies, rural fire management and developer
contributions)

* management of local open space to restore remnant vegetation and recreate
habitat

e primary advocate for and coordinator of local community groups and interests

Source: ALGA 2007

Figure 4. Functions, powers and responsibilities tdeliver sustainable natural resource
management

It is important to note that while regional fundipgpgrams form the largest share of NRM
funds, local government has not, by and large, liegaded as a participant in formal
funding negotiations with the other levels of gawaent under previous funding programs.
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The Australian Government’s intent however underrétent Caring for Our Country
initiative is to increase the opportunity for logalvernment participation in regional NRM
delivery (Australian Government 2008), largely tigb the introduction of a more
competitive (open) grant application process.

At present there are 141 local governments in Wiegtastralia (19 Cities, 13 Towns and
110 Shires), 34 of which are located within the AR&erTable 1. Local government
revenue is derived from three main sources, nanetgs in the form of rates; charges for
sale of goods and services; and grants from FedethState/Territory governments.

Table 1. Local Governments in the Avon River Basin

Beverley Shire (3) Brookton Shire (3) Bruce Rock Shire * (4) Corrigin Shire (5)
Cuballing Shire Cunderdin Shire (3) Dalwallinu SHirg Dowerin Shire (6)*
Goomalling Shire (6)* Kellerberrin Shire * (4) Ke8hire (2) * Kondinin Shire (5)
Koorda Shire * (1) Kulin Shire (5) Lake Grace Shire Merredin Shire (4)

Mt Marshall Shire * (1) Mukinbudin Shire (1) Nares#n Shire (5)* Quairading Shire * (3)
Northam Shire (6) Nungarin Shire * (1) Pingelly &hi Victoria Plains Shire (7)*
Tammin Shire (4) Toodyay Shire (6)* Trayning Shirgl) Wongan-Ballidu Shire (7)
Wandering Shire Westonia Shire * (4) (1) Wickephirg (5)

Wyalkatchem Shire * (1) | Yilgarn Shire (4) York &hi(3) (6)

Source Adapted from ACC 2006a, ALGA 2007a

Q) North Eastern Wheatbelt Regional Organisations oinCitai(NEWROC)

2) Stirling Group — Informal Arrangement (other membeuncils include: Shire of Broomehill;
Gnowangerup; Jerramungup; Kojonup; Tambellup)

3) South East Avon Voluntary Regional Organisation ofi@zls (SEAVROC)

4) Wheatbelt East Regional Organisation of Councils (WERO

5) RoeROC

(6) Avon Regional Organisation of Councils (AROC)

) Central Midlands Voluntary Regional Organisation€otincils (CMVROC)
*

employ Community Landcare Coordinators

The main roles and functions of local governmengssat out under the provisions of the
Western Australiahocal Government Act 199%he Act). While local government roles and
responsibilities can differ from state to stateytbenerally include:

« Infrastructure and property services (local roadislges, footpath, drainage, waste
collection and management);

« Provision of open space (e.g. parks, sports figlJd,courses, swimming pools,
camping grounds, halls etc);

» Health services such as water and food inspecti@n (oilet facilities, noise control,
meat inspection and animal control);

« Community services (e.g. child care, aged carefanekervices);

» Building services (site inspections, licensingtifieation and enforcement);

¢ Planning and development approval,

« Administration of facilities (e.g. airports and adromes, ports and marinas,
cemeteries etc);

e Cultural facilities and services (e.qg. librarieg,galleries and museums);

* Water and sewerage services;
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e Other services such as abattoirs, saleyards amgh gnarchasing schemes (WALGA
2008c).

Under the provisions of the Act local governmeras make laws in relation to land use
planning and management of local areas (Meppern 2002). As such, local governments
have a legislative responsibility to their communid consider the environmental
implications of all their decisions and activitiégowever, given that local governments are
not formally recognised in the constitution, powansl roles of local governments are
determined by the State (Pini et al. 2007). Thasallgovernments’ ‘powers are limited by, or
at least must conform to, state legislation’ (Meppet al. 2002).

Broader land use planning and management at takdod regional scale increasingly
requires conformity with overarching state governtranning legislation (Meppem et al.
2002). The Act also allows for the provision ofimwal local governments provided that two
or more local governments feel this would be beafand the Minister approves

Through an NRM lens, local governments offer a eaofyservices that fall into the NRM
spectrum. These include, but are not necessamiyeld to: waste water and stormwater
management; protection and management of wateraraysvetlands; protection and
management of land (soils), surface and groundwedeiservation of biodiversity and
habitat; land use planning and developrfiearid waste management (WALGA 2008). More
broadly, NRM can be integrated in local governnganning processes through:
indentifying environmental values and assets; ifigng the potential impacts of
development; outlining strategies to protect orimige impact; and exploring the ability to
address land management issues (WALGA 2008e).

Elected members of the local government are rediplerfer the development of council
policies and also for setting project prioritieudcil staff advise elected members on
matters under discussion at meetings and admirdateto day operation®ALGA 2008d).
Most local governments will have an officer with‘anvironmental’ background to provide
advice and support on NRM issues; however, soméenle a dedicated natural resource
management officer (NRMO). These positions are liystianded by the local government or
through a joint-funded arrangement with the reglidifaM group (WALGA 2008d). The
Chief Executive Officer (CEO) is responsible fompilmmentation of council policies,
provision of accurate and timely advice to courgfiicient administration of the council, and
appointing, directing, managing and dismissingfsidie CEO can have a large influence on
the level of support for NRM (WALGA 2008d).

Local Government Plans

Strategic Plans

Under the provisions of tHeocal Government Ad&995 all local governments in Western
Australia are required to develop and implemermingiterm strategic plan — A Plan for the
Future. The strategic plan must set out the brdectves of the local government for a

! 53.61 (1) Local Government Act 1995

% Land use planning has been widely acknowledged as a powerful tool through which local and state
government can promote NRM matters in its decision-making processes. For more details see
EnviroPlanning project (WAPC 2008).
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specified period (minimum two financial years)islimportant to note that the elected
members of council and the ratepayers (communitytansulted during the development of,
or amendments to, these strategic plans.

While the strategic planning framework is at thecdetion of the particular local government,
most apply the triple bottom line approach — sg@abnomic and environmental values in the
development of their plans. However, others maylpce a plan that resembles a corporate
plan with a focus on finance and business opemdMALGA 2008e). An annual budget is
also prepared to reflect the activities set ouhanstrategic plan.

Consequently, if the strategic plan has dedicadetkesresponsibility towards the environment
then this can be reflected in its financial allomat\WWALGA 2008e). Once there is a
budgetary allocation for the environment then itdraes part of local government core
business (WALGA 2008e).

Planning Schemes

Under the provisions of tHélanning and Development A2005, local governments are
required to prepare and administer a local govemiplanning scheme. Local government
planning schemes provide the necessary basis de guowth and development to ensure the
long term objectives of the strategic plan are eaaddl. Local government planning
arrangements must also have regards to State RtpRolicies (SPP) prepared under the
Planning and Development A2005. It is also important to note that the Westustralia
Planning Commission (WAPC), the statutory authoniith state-wide responsibilities for
urban, rural and regional land use planning mattergsponsible for approving all
subdivision applications in the State (WAPC 2008a).

Key Leqislation for planning in Western Australia

* Local Government Ad995

* Metropolitan Region (Town Planning) Scheme 2959
* Town Planning and Development A&28

* Town Planning Regulatiork967

* Planning and Development A2005

* Environmental Protection Adt986

Regional Organisations of Councils

As mentioned above, there are currently six Regidmganisations of Councils (ROCSs) that
operate in the ARB (see Figure 2). These ROCspamrierships between groups of local
government entities that agree to collaborate ottersaof common interest’ (ALGA 2007a).
Nationally, key activities and practices ROCs emygiagcan include:

* ‘research - underpinned by the advantage of takiregional perspective on the
many issues and developments which cross localdzoigs;

* regional strategies integrating economic, socialjrenmental and cultural
development;
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* resource sharing is an integral part of a ROCsatjuer,

» advocacy - promoting and protecting their regiamj

* brokering or facilitating the development and inmpéntation of programs of central
governments’ (ALGA 2007a).

The spatial distribution of the local governmentmbership in ROCs points to at least six
substantive groupings or networks at the sub-registale in the context of the ARB. It also
points to other shires, often on the spatial peniplof the region that, due to proximity and
social and cultural ties, seek cooperation and ordvwg in other NRM regions adjacent to
the Avon, such as the Northern Agricultural Regi®wan, or South Coast.

Western Australian Local Government Association (MER)

The Western Australian Local Government AssociaflWALGA) is a non-government body
which lobbies and negotiates on behalf of localegnments in Western Australia (WALGA
2007). The WALGA replaces the Municipal Associat{@894), the Country Shire Councils’
Association (1898), the Country Urban Councils’ édation (1931) and the Western
Australian Municipal Association (1989). Its migsiis to:

» ‘Provide strong representation for Local Government

* Provide strong leadership for Local Government;

» Enhance the capacity of Local Government; and

» Build a positive public profile for Local Governmée(WALGA 2007).

In terms of policy development WALGA operates witlsix key policy areas, namely:
community and development; environment and wasteage@ment; governance; and
infrastructure (WALGA 2007a). Priority areas foetanvironment relate to greenhouse gas
emissions; sustainable development; NRM; and $al{sVALGA 2007b). Its goal is to:

ensure local governments views on a wide rangevf@enmental issues
are heard by other spheres of government; enhanaédovernment’s
understanding of environmental issues; improvellgogernment’s access
to funding for environmental initiatives; and proimgreater awareness of
sustainability principles across all areas of lggalernments’ operations.
(WALGA 2007b)

Importantly, WALGA strives to ensure that local gowment is not seen as a competing
stakeholder in the design and delivery of proj#ittsugh regional NRM, but as a partner in
the process (WALGA 2008b).

Local Government Reform in Western Australia

Local governments throughout Australia remain urmfessure from an ongoing reform
agenda involving ‘amalgamations, enhanced rolexadability and devolution’ (Wild

River 2006). Whilst not all local governments maydur reform, the overall agenda ‘aims to
equip local governments with the necessary skilts @ower to deal with increasing
environmental, social and economic concerns’ (MRilder 2006). The number of local
governments in Western Australia peaked in 1901@t(Government of Western Australia
2006). Since then, there have been ‘dissolutidna governments and establishment of
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new local governments’, as a result, there aresatiyr 142 (Government of Western
Australia 2006).

Regional NRM and the Avon Catchment Council

Until June 2008, funding for NRM investment via i@l NRM bodies was negotiated
through bilateral agreements between the Staté\asttalian Governments. There are six
regional NRM groups or catchment councils in Westsustralia that have developed
regional NRM strategies and are now implementirgrthhrough regional investment plans.
These include: Northern Agricultural Catchment GolijfiRangelands; South Coast Regional
Initiative Planning Team; South West Catchment @iluSwan Catchment Council; and the
ACC (ACC 2006c).

The ACC is the regional NRM body responsible forMii the ARB which covers an area
of approximately 117,700 sg km (Australian Governt2007a). The ACC is a non-
government, non-statutory body ‘responsible foivéeing funding from the State and
Federal Government through the Natural HeritagesfTfNHT) and National Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality (NAPSWQ), to the regitmenable NRM projects and activities
to occur within the ARB (ACC 2006a). Priority issuier NRM in the Avon region include:

« ‘managing the increasing salinity, high sedimead®and nutrient enrichment
threats to water resources

« dryland salinity which currently threatens morertlie percent of agricultural land
and is forecast to increase to more than 28 percent

« soil acidity, which threatens more than half theadgtural land

« biosecurity - weeds, disease and feral animalgwvacting on agricultural
production and the environment

« maintaining the existing natural diversity of tlegion including the remnant
vegetation and threatened plants and animals’ (Alish Government 2007a).

The ACC, in consultation with the local communityas developed the Avon NRM Strategy
2005 to address the abovementioned issues based/bale-of-region approach which
incorporates social, economic and environmentaetsgAustralian Government 2007a).
The plan has been accredited by the AustraliarVéestern Australian Government
Ministers. Whilst the ACC is the custodian of tBisategy many NRM related organisations
in the region have aligned their activities to ttsategy (Australian Government 2007a).
Federal NRM funding mechanisms and priorities cleanigom July 2008 under the newly
elected Labour government. The great strategiciaabns of this for the ACC are discussed
in section 4.

The ACC is made up of nine community members, tin@a each sub-region (Avon,
Lockhart and Yilgarn), six agency members, two dretious NRM Members and three Local
Government Members. These members are joined bgiargepresentative from each of the
following departments: Department of Agricultureddfood (DAF); Conservation and Land
Management (CALM); Department of Planning and Istinacture (DPI) (including Main
Roads); Department of Environmelitheatbelt Development Commission; &epartment

of Education and Training (ACC 2005).
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Regional Development and the Wheatbelt Develop@enmimission

The state policy on regional developmd®gional Western Australia — A Better Place to
Live,released in November 2003 targets ‘natural resana@agement’ as one of four major
areas of focus along with economic developmentiinésues and recreation (Government
of Western Australia 2007).

TheRegional Development Councjlestablished under tliRegional Development
Commission Act993, is the State Government’s peak advisory leodsegional

development issues (Regional Development Coun&¥V20rhe Act establishes the functions
and responsibilities of the Regional Developmeniifi@il as the advisory body to the
Minister on all regional development issues:

* ‘To promote development in all regions;

» To develop policy proposals on development issffestang one or more of the
regions;

* To facilitate liaison between commissions and ratg\government agencies and the
coordination of their respective functions;

» To promote liaison between local, State and Comneatiiv government bodies with
respect to regional issues, and the coordinatidhesf respective policies on those
issues; and

» To report to the Minister on matters referred toyitthe Minister’ (Regional
Development Council 2007).

In 2007, Council membership comprised an indepencteir, the chairs of the nine Regional
Development Commissions, two representatives froAL @A and a representative from the
Department of Local Government and Regional Devaleqt (Regional Development
Council 2007). Nine regional development commissitirat operate in Western Australia
including theWheatbelt Development CommissiorfGovernment of Western Australia
2007) the boundary of which has strong spatial@ation with that of the Avon Catchment
Council.

The WDC is a statutory authority responsible fopliementing the State’s Regional
Development Policy. The role incorporates projeahagement and program delivery,
coordination of community dialogue, strategic pliagn promotion of investment
opportunities and partnerships witital government(Wheatbelt Development Commission
2007).

Its mission is to ‘maximise community well-beingdhgh self-sustaining regional
development’ (Wheatbelt Development Commission 200fe board is made up of
representatives from the community, local goverringheatbelt development commission
and ministerial. The core objectives and functiohRegional Development Commissions are
set out under thRegional Development Commissions 2293 (Table 2).
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Table 2. Core Objectives and Functions of the Wheaéit Development Commission

Objectives

Functions

maximize job creation and improve career
opportunities in the region;

promote the region;

develop and broaden the economic base o
the region;

facilitate coordination between relevant
statutory bodies and State government
agencies;

identify infrastructure services to promote
economic and social development within th
region;

cooperate with representatives of industry g
commerce, employer and employee
organizations, education and training
institutions and other sections of the
community within the region;

and

provide information and advice to promote
business development within the region;

identify the opportunities for investment in
the region and encourage that investment;

seek to ensure that the general standard of
government services and access to those
services in the region is comparable to that]
which applies in the metropolitan area;

identify the infrastructure needs of the regiqg
and encourage the provision of that
infrastructure in the region;

>

generally take steps to encourage, promote
facilitate and monitor the economic
development in the region.

cooperate with departments of the Public
Service of the State and the Commonwealt
and other agencies, instrumentalities and
statutory bodies of the State and the
Commonwealth; and local governments, in
order to promote equitable delivery of

=2

services within the region.

Source Government of Western Australia 2006a

As previously mentioned, the Avon NRM Strategyaséd on a whole-of-region approach
which incorporates a range of social, economicemdronmental aspects. The WDC has
been involved in the social and economic developraspects of three regional NRM groups,
including the Avon NRM Strategy 2005. In particuldre WDC has worked with the ACC to
finalise ‘Nyungar Boodjar: Healthy Country Peopigiich represents the indigenous NRM
component of the ACC'’s investment Plan (Governnaéestern Australia 2006a). The

WDC:

‘is directly represented in an ex-officio votingje on the Avon Catchment
Council, and contributes Wheatbelt region social aonomic development
content to the input provided by the Mid West aeelfP>evelopment
Commissions on its behalf to the Northern Agricrdtiand South West
Catchment Councils respectively’. (Government ofst¥#m Australia 2006a)

Key activities of the WDC with the ACC during 20@806 included:

‘Contribution to the re-structure of the Councihttihas seen a reduction in the Board
from twenty members to twelve, with the local gawreent and indigenous
representatives now recognised as community menaloershus eligible for the

positions of Chair or Deputy Chair;

The involvement of the Commission led to a new whthinking and engaging
Indigenous people in economic development, advogdtie same principles be used
for NRM. This approach was endorsed by the ACC’kaflang NRM Working
Group and utilised in the subsequent Indigenouspoorant of the ARB NRM

Strategy;
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Continued to broaden the ACC’s awareness of NRitedl activities occurring in
the region by other organisations, particularlyhie realms of renewable energy,
biofuels production and waste management;

Advocating greater participation of local governmierregional NRM delivery by
initiating discussion between the two sectors i development of cooperative
activities and capacity building; and

Contribution to the development of a concept dgwelent working group under the
ACC structure to analyse and develop new optionfuftding of NRM beyond core
NHT and NAPSWQ’ (Government of Western Australi®2a).
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2.0 Methods and approach to the study

In the previous section an overview of the regigfiigsical and social characteristics and
planning and policy environment is provided. IrstBection the major data gathering and
analytical approaches are described. These invdiraly a classification of local
government areas (LGASs) based on their relativel el capability; and the conduct of in-
depth qualitative interviews with local governmegpresentatives. These, along with an
initial scoping phase of the project and post-iitax discussions with stakeholder groups,
are described below.

2.1 Scoping phase and the project advisory commite

Due to the complex institutional environment in &RB the research team conducted several
scoping interviews with participants and key infamts in the Avon region at the outset of
the project. This assisted in contextualising #s=arch questions and needs of collaborators,
identifying important networks for the conduct bétproject and refining communication
strategies. It also assisted in gathering knowledgecent or significant events in local
government relations, development or NRM arenatsiitagy create risk or add value to the
project.

The Project Advisory Committee played a centrat fialrefining and guiding the
implementation of the project, particularly in éarly stages. The Advisory Committee
included members from the Wheatbelt Development @imsion, Western Australia Local
Government Association (WALGA), professionals warkin the region as local government
network facilitators, ACC officers and CEO. The @irsable Communities Initiative Director
also held a seat on the Committee. The Committdeomewo occasions during the duration
of the project (see Appendix 5), however the redetgam accessed advice and expertise as
needed with individual members of the Committeerduthe project’s implementation.

2.2 Classification of Local Government Areas by nekand capability

To date research into local government contributioNRM has focused largely on
understanding capacity-related barriers to engagefeay. Pini et.al., 2007). Another
separate stream of the environmental managemerdtlire has looked at means of
prioritising areas of investment for allocationliafited funds to address NRM problems (e.g.
Hajkowicz 2007; Hajkowicz and McDonadd al. 2006). What has not been proposed,
however, is a means to bring together an assesshBiRM need with an appraisal of
capacity of local governments to partner with regiomrganisations. Here, we present a
classification of the thirty-four LGAs within theRB. The approach used here provides a
relative distribution of the performance of individual LGAg differentiating between
characteristics of NRM ‘need’ on the one hand aragability’ of shires to address NRM on
the other. The assessment was undertaken by comstrindices of need and capability that
reflect recognised concepts and/or previously apglidicators to serve as attributes in the
classification.
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The NRM need index

TheNRM need indeis designed to differentiate between LGAs on thgidof threats or
deleterious pressures on key natural resourcesassitte region. This is reflected in the
construction of the index by four subindices, hamel

i) development pressure;

i) threats to biodiversity;

iii) salinity; and,

iv) threats to agricultural land.

Indices of this nature have been applied in prevmasessments of threats to natural resource
asset condition within a regional NRM program detivcontext (Hajkowicz and McDonald
2006). These four subindices rely on a furtheresoittwelve attributes, the data sources and
units of measure for which are outlinedliable 3below. The higher number of biodiversity
attributes creates bias towards this aspect of witaéth the index and the overall

classification as a result. This ought to be coergid when interpreting the results of the
classification.

The Local Government capability index

The second major index informing the classificatiliferentiates between local
government’s capacity to participate in regionsakleartnerships for NRM. Theapability
indexis informed by four subindices:

i) financial capacity;

ii) human capacity;

i) network presence and membership; and,
iv) history of regional cooperation/participation.

These subindices reflect well tested, operationatepts used to assess individual, sectoral
and community level capability both in the fielddNRM (Lockie et al. 2002) and health
service provision (Goodman et al. 1998). These eptschave also been applied analytically
in studies looking to understand local governmeampiacity for environmental management
(Pini, River and McKenzie 2007). The subindicesiafermed by a total of six attributes (see
Table 3below).

Scoring and weighting the attributes

Attribute data for each LGA was collated withinBxcel spreadsheet in raw form. From here
each attribute data set was divided into threeselag~or most attributes this involved
generating line graphs of the datasets and idémgifyatural breaks by visual means. For
other attributes, such as landscape stress, ajbieeclassification had already been
assigned in the original spatial data, requiringré@rsection with LGA boundaries using the
ArcGIS software to assign the classes to each LTahkle 3below shows the resulting
classes for each attribute. Scores of (3), (21Lpmere assigned for each local government-
attribute relationship. Within the need attribut@score of (3) represents higher relative
threat to asset condition, (2) moderate threat(@pcelatively lower threat. For the capability
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attributes scores of (3) represents higher rela@apability, (2) moderate capability and (1)
lower capability for each attribute. These quadliasscores were then summed to provide an
aggregate index for both need and capability.

No differentiation of weight was made between ttieswithin the major need and

capability indices. However, since the classifizatiused twelve ‘need’ attributes and only six
‘capability’ attributes, the latter were assignettce the weight in order to equalise the
influence of both indices in the classification@arme. Individual local governments were
plotted using their indices scores in a two-dimenai plot.

Limitations and caveats on interpretation

The classification is designed to be a ‘desktopilgsis, drawing on readily available data
sources and being able to be replicated by a ragtmdy on a regular basis. It is intended to
be a rapid assessment that differentiates betveeahdovernments in order to inform
regional engagement and development of partnesstapegies by regional NRM bodies. The
intent of the differentiation is not to rank orqmitise particular councils over others such as
undertaken through a multi-criteria analysis apphodnstead, the intent is to reveal the
diversity in the regional NRM delivery environmaegitthe local scale and provide regional
organisations a means to characterise this diydisitheir own planning needs. As such, the
results of the classification should be interpretedelative only and not as absolute. Neither
should they be interpreted as implying a good/déeror bad/undesirable result for a given
LGA. The classification is also intended to be emgpl as a point-in-time rather than
predictive or explanatory appraisal and as suchlghwot be used to extrapolate to future
states or to interpret individual causal factorisibeé the classification outcome.

Also, it should be pointed out that secondary datbiophysical and demographic attributes
relating to NRM need in the ARB were more readimitable compared with data to inform
capability related attributes. As such there angher number of attributes for need
compared with capability.

The in-depth interview process is the major infaioragathering method in this research
project (see section 2.3) and thus provides a nhet@led understanding of relationship
histories, dynamics, networks and motivations cal@overnments required to develop a
more meaningful picture of partnership opportusit®d constraints. The results of the
classification should not be interpreted outsidéhefcontext and in-depth understanding
provided by the interviews.
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Table 3. Indices, attributes, their classificatiorand data sources

Index

Need

Sub-index

Development
pressure

Threats to
Biodiversity

Salinity

Threats to
agricultural land

Attribute
Projected pop" trend 2006 -
2011

Lots in subdivision applications
lodged 2005-06

Building approvals 2005/06

Landscape stress

Proportion of unprotected land
per IBRA bioregion

Remnant vegetation extent

Count of rare plant populations

Count of rare fauna sightings

Area of threatened vegetation
communities

Current extent of salt affected
land by land resource sub-
region

Road length in LGA currently
impacted by salinity

Threat to major soil landscape
zones versus agricultural land

Unit

Trend by LGA

Number by LGA

Number by LGA

Stress classes

Protection Status

Percentage of shire area

Number of pop.

Number of sightings

Hectares by LGA

Percentage

Percentage length total
roads by LGA

Asset/Threat Matrix Rating

Scores assigned to attribute
classes
3-increasing; 2-no change; 1-decreasing

3=159-324; 2 = 7-58; 1= 0-6;
3=10-65; 2= 5-9; 1=0-4
3 = High; 2=Medium;1=Low

3 = High; 2 = Medium; 1=Low

3 <10%; 2-10-30% 1 >30%;
3> 100; 2 40-100; 1 <40

3=>60; 2 =60-20; 1= <20

3=>7000; 2=3000-7000;
1=<3000hectares

3=6.1-8.4%; 2=5.1-5.8%; 1 = 1.7-3.3%

3=>20%; 2=5-20%; 1=<5%

3 =Tier 1; 2 =Tier 2; 1 =Tier 3

Source

WA Planning Commission, 2005

Adapted from WA Planning Commission 2007

Adapted from WA Planning Commission 2007

Continental landscape stress class for each IBRA sub-bioregion
(Government of WA 2003 , Attachment 1e) intersect with LGA
Boundaries

Proportion of protected area network per IBRA sub-bioregion
(note a). Based on IBRA regions - Government of WA 2003,
Attachment 11.) intersect with LGA Boundaries

WA Native Vegetation Extent, DAFWA, 2008

GIS intersection of LGA Boundaries and DEFL point data
Department of Environment and Conservation: Species and
Communities Branch, 2008

GIS intersection of LGA Boundaries and DEFL point data
(Department of Environment and Conservation, Species and
Communities Branch, 2008)

DAFWA, 2008

Land Monitor project Department of Agriculture, WA (2004) (note
b)

Land Monitor project Department of Agriculture, WA (2004)

Threat assigned using three-tiered ATS model (WA Government
2003) for major soil landscape zones intersected with LGA
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Capability Financial capacity

Human capacity

Network
membership

Past cooperation
with regional
groups

Notes:

value

Total income by Shire area

Presence of NRMOs or
Landcare Officer

Presence of local land
management network
(Landcare, LCDC or similar (last
3 years)

Membership of Regional
Organisation of council or
similar

Participation in / recipients of

ACC and Wheatbelt Regional
Development Strategy project
funding between 2005-8

$000 per square kilometre

Status by LGA

Status

Years of membership

Number of projects

3 =>$2000; 2 = $1000-2000; 1= $<1000

3 = current officer; 2 = position vacant; 1
= no position

3 = active; 2 = in recess; 1 = none/no
history

3= >9years; 2= 4-9years; 1= <dyears

3=8-11;2=4-7; 1=1-3.

boundaries (note c)

West Australian Local Government Association 2008

Vernon, L and Amold, G. pers comm, 2008; Dames, P. pers
comm.2008

Arnold, G. pers comm.. Department of Agriculture 2008

WALGA 2008 and other sources

ACC 2006; Wheatbelt Development Commission 2007

a) Inverse of rating in original data source adopted - i.e from proportion of protected to unprotected land to maintain consistency with other attribute scoring in the index

b) Extent for land resource areas transposed to LGAs for dominant LRA

c) Threat based on average of all threats (wind erosion, water erosion, land salinisation, soil structure decline/compaction, soil acidification for shires in major soli landscape zones versus agricultural land value — WA
Government 2003, adapted from Hajkowicz 2003.
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2.3 Qualitative interviews

In-depth qualitative interviews with representasiyeom twenty-one LGAs in the ARB were
undertaken between June and August 2008. Mosviateees were local government CEOs
with a small number of NRMOs and Community DeveleptrOfficers (CDOs) also
participating. Interviews were conducted acrosgégion by a team of NRMOs, following
discussion with the CSIRO team on appropriate \ggring protocols and methods. The
protocol prepared to guide the interview procesboisumented in Appendix 2. Face-to-face
interviews were recorded as digital voice files &naahscribed for meaning prior to coding

and analysis by the CSIRO research team. Each mayhbiee research team analysed one or
more particular themes within the interview traisst

The purpose of the interview analysis is to:

i) Assess the structural, process and capacity fast@gant to local government
partnerships in the Avon NRM region; and
i) Identify preliminary options and issues to informedl government workshops.

To achieve this purpose the analysis is organissuha three main themes:

i) Priority issues for local governments and theiracdty to respond (including
strategic and operational planning needs);

i) Local-regional dynamics: relationships betweenaegi groups and local
governments; and

iii) Organising around subregions: Voluntary Regiongadrsations of Councils

and other networks.

In order to maintain confidentiality, any diregt Table 4. Distribution of interviewees by ROCs

use of text [quotations] in the analysis is Sub-regional groups Interviews
attributed, not to individuals or individual conducted
shires but to groupings of local governments AROC and environs 5
based on their association with one of five [SeavROC and environs 3

ROCs in operation in the Avon NRM region-+ NewROC
namely AROC, SeaVROC, NewROC,

) WeROC
WeROC, AROC and RoeROC. Five of the i
. . . RoeROC and environs 4
twenty-one interviewees are from shires tha
are not part of these ROCs. For the purposesTOtal 21

of the analysis however they are identified witbhsth ROCs based on their geographical
proximity. While recognising the presence of alsiROC, Central Midlands Voluntary
Regional Organisation of Councils in the Avon NR&gjion, responses of interviewees from
shires within the grouping are included in ‘AROGIa@mnvirons’ to maintain confidentiality.
Table 4 shows the distribution of interviewees y@® and adjacent shires. Interviewees’
statements are therefore often attributed for exangp*AROC and environs” which includes
AROC members as well as shires adjacent to AROOptirdicipated in the interviews.
Adopting these subregional groupings for the anglgiso assists with developing a picture
of subregional differences or patterns across tRB A



2.4 ROC ‘workshops’ and options development

The following is a summary of major points of feadk received by the research team from
local government stakeholders when presenting rislinpnary findings to them. These
presentations were made in conjunction with the A€@ur separate forums associated with
operation of five voluntary ROCs during October &faember 2008 in the ARB.

These occurred at the following locations:
« SLUM/ SeaROC Beverley, "October, 2008
e RoeROC in Kulin, 23rd October 2008
* NewROC-WeROC, Southern Cross 28th October, 2008
« AROC, Northam 18 November 2008

The purpose of presenting the findings was twofBldst, to seek clarification and promote
discussion on the team’s interpretation of theyamislof qualitative interviews with local
government participants, and second, to ask lamatgnment stakeholders to reflect on and
refine a suite of general ‘options’ or strategi@étprove local-regional partnerships.
Attending the ROC meetings also provided an oppmitstidor the research team to observe
and record other relevant themes of discussioncthat assist with understanding the current
function and focus of the ROCs. Further, membetb®fesearch team were able to debrief
with ACC staff following each of the sessions oa gartnership options proposed, and
discuss their social and operational implicati®@me of the key points of discussion at the
ROC meetings are presented in Appendix 4.
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3.0 Results and Analysis

3.1. Classification of local governments: need anchpability

The results of classifying local governments in AiB by indices of their relative NRM

‘need’ against their relative ‘capability’ is digyyled in Figure and 6 below. The method used
to conduct this is outlined in section 2.2. Figbrdisplays the classification results for
individual shires. In Figure 6, the shires are ledoebased on their ROC affiliations.

Following the preliminary analysis of the in-defkerview data it became apparent that
ROCs formed significant and largely latent netwddesregional engagement on NRM (see
discussions in section 4.0). When the results @ftthssification are considered from this
perspective it is possible to identify certain cuaeristics or patterns:

* Inthe case of shires affiliated with AROC, fourtbé six are above the median need
value and five of the six shires are above the aredapacity value. In this respect
these shires can be collectively categorised asmtelto high need and high
capacity.

* All NewROC shires are either on or above the medizad value, while quite well
dispersed across the range of capacity values.stigigests a collective
categorisation as moderate-high NRM need yet wiiteqliverse capacity amongst
shires.

» All except one of the neighbouring WeROC shiresheor below median need value
while four of the six shires display above mediapaxcity values. This could be
collectively categorised as moderate to low NRMdhaed high relative capacity.

» SeaVROC shires are well dispersed across the @ngeed values with three above
and two below the median, while four of the fivéres have median or above
capacity values. This could be collectively catéggat as a diverse need profile and
moderate to high capacity amongst this group oeshi

» Three of the five RoeROC shires sit below the medieed values and are dispersed
across the middle to lower range of capacity values

There are two overarching interpretations fromrésalts of the classification. Firstly both
figure 5 highlights the issue of diversity amonigstal governments facing organisations such
as the ACC seeking to engage with them. This dityelbgtween shires may however be more
easily grasped as subsets of local governmentg egisting associational networks (ROCS)
as an interpretive filter (Figure 6). While diveysis still evident within these groupings there
are distinct differences between them in their resguhcity relationships. As a benchmarking
exercise this provides a sense where investmestigagement activities might be focused.

36



Classification by Individual Shires
36
34 4
32 4
30 4
28
Nungarin
26 1 . o Wyalkatchem Merredin o Toodyay
24 | Mount Marshalle \ickepin Brookton e Goomalling
> York
= Koorda ; ) :
g 21 Mukinbudin & . Trayning o Dowerin o Kellerberrin
g Bruce Rock
i Victoria Plains Westonia Quairading . Northam
O 5 . . Pingelly o Cunderdin .
()
=
= Tammin
% 18 4 o Bewerle . o Wongan-Ballidu
o
16 1 ° o Cuballing Narembeen . Lake Grace
Wandering
Kulin Dalwallinu
14 | ° e Kent
Corrigin Kondinin
12 Yilgarn
10
8 4
6 -
4 T T T T T T T T T
15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35
Relative Need

Figure 5 - Classification of local governments by relative nekand capability for natural resource management

Legend: N — Shire in NewROC;: — Shire in RoeROCS — Shire in SeavROGA — Shire in WeROCA — Shire in AROCC — Shire in Central
Midlands ROC;O — Shire in Avon NRM region but not currently a R@@mberNote: reference lines on plot are median valfeesneed and
capability index scores
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Classification of LGAs by ROC Membership
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Figure 6 Classification of local governments by Regnal Organisation of Council affiliations

Legend: N — Shire in NewROC:;: — Shire in RoeROCS — Shire in SeavROGV — Shire in WeROCA — Shire in AROCC — Shire in Central
Midlands ROC;O — Shire in Avon NRM region but not currently a R@@mberNote: reference lines on plot are median valfoersneed and
capability index scores 38



3.2. Analysis of local government interviews

The analysis of interviews with twenty-one local’gmment representatives is organised
around three main themes:
e Priority issues for local governments and theiragdty to respond (including
strategic and operational planning needs);
« Local-regional dynamics: relationships betweenaeagi groups and local
governments; and,
« Organising around subregions: voluntary ROCs ahdratetworks.

3.2.1 Changes confronting shires and their capacity respond

Interviewees were asked what they considered thet pressing concerns or major changes
facing their shire in both the short and longerein the short term, a 3-5 year time horizon,
change associated with environmental pressuresngationed most often. This was

followed by themes of employment, resource useematiomy, infrastructure and services
followed by population (see Table 1, Appendix 4rwsre detail).

Similar themes are evident in their perceptionsiajor longer term changes facing their
Shire. However in this 10-20 year time frasmeployment, resource use and economy is the
most frequently mentioned sets of concerns follolwe@énvironment and then population.
Much of this discussion was framed in relationnipacts and uncertainties of climatic
change on land and water resources, economic gcivd viability of human settlement in
the region (see Table 2, Appendix 2).

Environmental change

Within theenvironmental themeoncerns most frequently mentioned in the sleomt
horizon included salinity, with deep drainage asaurring and frustrating issue for shires.
One NewROC interviewee stated:

Yes, salinity is a massive problem. It's eatingtlup land left, right and centre. There are
little things you can do but you can'’t cure it asts. You can prevent it, but once it's there
it's there. | think even a lack of knowledge corimés it.

The people who are in their 70s and 80s who farmhand a salt lake, they think well we've
got a salt lake and there’s nothing we can do albothey pass it onto their sons and to their
sons...But getting that message [that something can be]duut is really hard because
they’re so stuck in their way of having all thosét fakes and believing that there’s nothing
they can do about it. They just put a fence aratadd leave it (NewROC).

Drought was also mentioned with interviewees noliimgs between drought and the loss of
farmers to the mining industry, with potential cegsences for land use in their shire:

We have, because of the economic issue aboutabdityi of farms in extended drought
periods we now have an impact of the mining industnich is dragging a lot of people out of
the farming industry into the mining industry andtmg farms in to some, almost under
management control and limited involvement in sameas (AROC and environs).
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Water resource development and climate change al®oementioned:

Trying to ensure that we're sustainable water suppbe would be a very big issue. We have
looked at development of further bores; we’ve getapportunity to maybe in the next three
to five years of reuse of the effluent from the eeage scheme, the water corp [sic] sewerage
scheme, which we don’t currently utilise. But welyat a very effective catchment area and
all our sealed roads in town they all get downuoaams; there’'s no water lost outside the
town site. But obviously we've got to be smartethwhe use of our water. (SeavROC)

Perceptions about salinity and climatic change w/lagrain identified by shires as long-term
changes to consider, for example in this quote faodRoeROC shire:

| think issues about climate change, peak fuel, ymw [availability] of fuel and then there
are the whole changes in agriculture. That coffletus quite significantly. | mean if the
core agricultural business changes then the contynwili change (RoeROC).

Population change

Population decline was mentioned by several NewfSQites. One of these interviewees
stated:

..... we would expect the same amount of acreage tsée for farming but probably we will
have less farmers, more corporations and largediaraking over land on the periphery
that’s being abandoned. Not abandoned but fangiéisng up so that's probably going to
lead to some population loss. Socially, we haverg strong community here and | don't
think that's going to be threatened in the immexfature but in the long term, as it affects
government services and schools and health angstlike that, there may be long-term
effects down the track. When you start losing isesyit can often have a domino effect. We
haven't got that yet and we will fight tooth andlIrta avoid it but you never know
(NewROC).

In contrast, there was a tendency for intervieweittsin the AROC and environs group of
shires to mention populatigrowthrelatively often:

Firstly, there’s that extraordinary populationwth. We’'ve been running for 30 years at
3.5%, we suspect that's a little higher at the maum@®©ne of our biggest issues is that 28% of
our population are baby boomers. It's the highmsil of baby boomers of any local
government authority in Australia. So the subsegjimeplications associated with an aging
population is right across the gambit from servaasion to provision of recreation services,
library services and all the issues ... all theeptthallenges (AROC and environs).

In the longer term another AROC shire suggestedh$oin the wheatbelt may only remain
viable if, and through, major landscape changesroed:

Will there be a town there? Well, | think eventyalith all these carbon and climate changes
and stuff the shires are going to have to takeyataip to... It's not only climate change.
They’re going to have to do something environmewtaé, as in they’re going to have to do
massive revegetation projects (AROC and environs).
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Employment, resource use and economy

In relation to short term change anticipated RoeRBIgs, in particular, mentioned a decline
in agricultural sustainability in their shires, dnéerviewee stating for example:

| think there’s been an awful lot of crop put imgdd think it's going to be making or breaking
a lot of people. If the crops are good, if they flaére’ll be a lot of farms on the market. And
that's about how a fair percentage of them arecttimg around here. Not really well
(RoeROC).

Changes in land use associated with in-migratiomrioén residents seeking lifestyle blocks
were also noted including by this SeavROC intergew

You know there are lifestylers buying in the westelire basically. That was two whole
farms disappeared so we've got ten dwellings on dae to 15 thousand acres disappeared
into hobby farms (SeavROC).

Preparedness to manage change

With reference to the change pressures anticigaté®RB shires, interviewees were asked to
respond to the questiofdw well positioned is the shire as a communitgi@al with these
change®” (see Table 3, Appendix 2 for more detail). Thees much rather general
discussion of the need for ‘more resources’ to esklthe changes confronting shires.
However, a number of specific issues about prepeasxwere mentioned. The first of these
deals with issues ahobilising the local community, that is the perceivedifficulties local
governments have in promoting a longer-term agevithan their local communities in a way
that will engender a constructive response. Thi@from one NewROC interviewee of their
shires was somewhat pessimistic on this point:

The shire is aware of them [the changes]. The lsattig is trying to get the community
awareness, trying to get community awareness aoplg& focus on the future, especially in
times like these people are just worried about igH&ppening tomorrow, let alone what's
going to happen in 10 years time. It's hard topgaiple to see down the track instead of
worrying about the day to day stuff. They needaid sf look further on (NewROC).

A fairly uncommon response by a different NewROG@esteferred directly to boosting the
effectiveness of existing planning instrumentshia shire:

We need to be more proactive through our plannihg@mes and policy statements in
protecting our natural assets and the environmahbar farm land (NewROC).

Some shires stressed, however, that their cap@acigspond to major environmental changes
was strongly reliant on the ability to attract andintain a sufficient population in order to
have the human resources necessary. This logitiggesisocial and economic sustainability’
or community viability at the centre of how somé&eb view their capacity to adapt. This
logic is clearly evident in one RoeROC intervieveergssponse:
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Probably the biggest thing is awareness and thia povernment is quite aware. So there are
things being put in place now, through longer tptemning and those sorts of things. So
economically we are very strong. Our biggest théngopulation. If we lose population then
we’re not going to be able to combat the changaisdbme with that — sustainability issues.

If it happens like | think and we do get an inceespopulation then we're positioned pretty
well. If we continue to put things in place asgeealong, change the way we do things, we
can adapt to the environmental change, the reduiticainfall, the cost of fuel and

everything else (RoeROC).

However, another RoeROC interviewee noted thatdmemunities in their shire were:

....probably not situated too well. [Town A] is prolalifferent, bit more resilient and self
reliant and they have other incomes through touganhthat sort of stuff. We’ve got to look
at moving into different areas, probably bigger ofanturing and business out there, moves
here. Yeah I think it will be alright, but | dorkhow about [Town B] if things get too hard, |
don’t know how the town or community itself will tive (R?, RoeROC).

Strategic and operational planning priorities

Amongst the somewhat expected planning emphastbéahires on provision of health
services, housing, and managing residential dewsop, it was interesting to note that
planning for tourism growth as part of shires’ fiet@conomic mix was raised along with
several environmental and NRM foci. Water resodleeelopment and improving water use
efficiency were most commonly mentioned amongst $hite of resource management
concerns. One AROC interviewee noted their shidd&mma in this regard:

One of the things we can se we're going to fadbénfuture is a problem from government
policy coming out about getting people to reducéewasage. So you bring in your dual flush
toilets, you flush less water, you wash less, yatuyour showers down which means we have
less water going to our sewerage dam which meah&wet less water to recycle, which
means now we can't water our ovals anymore andevgdt to pump in scheme water
anyway. So really it's a catch 22 (AROC and envio

The same interviewee flagged the importance of giagecatchments for water yield in their
Shire:

..... we have an old catchment area here that fe¢nlshiat dam........... so we need to clear
that out and reinstate it back to its original msgs as a water catchment. Some of the area
will be utilised for industrial land then a buffand then making better use of that old
catchment area on the outskirts (AROC and environs)

Development and use of Local Area Plans

Under the Avon NRM Strategy the development of Ldgaa Plans (LAPS) is promoted as a
key strategy for improving local government capapih NRM. Overall, only three of the
twenty-one interviewees stated they had produceldd # any advanced stage of completion.
And only one of them, a shire council within NewRQ<actively using the LAP on a regular
basis and is convinced of its benefits:

We generally use our local area plan because & doeer road maintenance, gravel pit
operations and rehabilitation. So yes, we do dadbéen a great tool for us over the years
(R22, NewROC).
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In the other two cases where LAPs exist, they ataatively being used by the shire
councils. For instance, one NewROC interviewee centad:

Yes, we have a local area plan. | don't know wheithieas been updated since it was written.
We had one but | have to admit that | don’t knowathappened to it (R08, NewROC).

A small number of interviewees claimed they hadvritien’ or ‘informal’ LAPs, whilst a
few others noted that they had incomplete LAPsnémy cases, the question about LAPs
seemed to cause a certain degree of confusionr&@évierviewees were unsure about the
meaning of LAPs and had not heard of it previously.

Environmental works undertaken by local governments

All respondents indicated that their shires hadewtatken environmental works in the past.
The most common types of environmental works umadtert by shire councils in the ARB
included gravel pit rehabilitation and weed contAd one SeavROC interviewee revealed:

Yes, we are quite active on the gravel pit rehtaitin. Also, we have been particularly strong
over time with weed control. We used to have a camity spray day that the adjoining
landowners and catchment groups would assist Usheitause there were nasties on the side
of the road (R14, SeavROC and environs).

According to the interviewees, other types of emwnental works undertaken by the shire
councils included bushland rehabilitation, wateying, reserve revegetation, salinity
management and rehabilitation of rubbish dumps:

Well, the shire has always provided funding to farsrito take advantage of acquiring trees to
plant along corridors of road reserves and railvessgrves. They've also received funding for
revegetation of a number of reserves, particuldmdyrecreation reserve (R04, AROC and
environs).

A number of interviewees revealed that environnlemtaks by the shire councils had been
undertaken around 10 years ago and that actividdsslowed down in recent years. In fact,
about one third of interviewees stated that norenmental works had been done in their
shires in the past 2 to 3 years. They explainetttigaloss of NRMOs made it impossible for
the shire councils to continue with their enviromaé works:

In the last two to three years no environmentakadrave been done because we haven't had a
Landcare Officer, basically. Four years ago the Larel©Officer disappeared when the NHT
funding changed. The Landcare Officer left and nokigdoeen done since then (R13, SeavROC
and environs).

Human resources: employment of NRMOs

Nearly half of the interviewees’ shires employ aRMIO. Only a few years earlier, the
majority of shire councils had employed NRMOs anifar positions (eg. Landcare Officers)
to coordinate and manage environmental works. Heweavhen NHT funding arrangements
changed, a number of shire councils decided tadiswue the position of an NRMO.
According to the interviewees, the cut in fundirsgiimade the continued employment of an
NRMO impossible. As one RoeROC and environs ineaveie stated:
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| think one of the things that's killed NRM in Idggovernment over the last three, four , five
years is the loss of facilitator funds. | thinkttkhilst there were funds available, even a
percentage of funds available, it enabled locakgoments to employ NRM Officers to do the
coordination and | think that’s still needed. hdahink there’'s any doubt. There are a lot of
councils that, if the funding was there, they wocsdtainly continue on with those programs
and find the magic money (R02, RoeROC and environs)

Instead of completely abolishing NRMOs, a few skivancils decided to share an NRMO
when funding arrangements changed. At preseng #er several shared NRMOs in the
Avon region that work on a part-time basis for ¢hoe more shire councils. They usually
work one day per week at each of their respectiire £ouncils.

Apart from changed funding arrangements, thereaeange of other reasons why half of the
shire councils do not employ NRMOs. For instanome interviewees stated that there is
sometimes not enough support or interest in thenmanity to employ an NRMO. They
claimed that even though some landholders migh¢ laaneal interest in environmental issues,
others just want to do their own thing and notlisto advice. For example, one shire council
employed an NRMO on a contractual basis for twayéahelp farmers address NRM issues
on their land. Due to a lack of interest from tloencunity, funding for this position was
eventually discontinued:

What we tried to do was engage a contract persoarte in and advise, where council would
pay for that advice and everything. We put it dwa year trial, the bloke was only used
occasionally by individual farmers who had a pas$w Landcare or NRM but other than that
because there was no interest it fell by the by0(R2eROC).

Those shire councils that currently do not employN&MO were also asked whether they
considered employing one in the future. This qoesteceived a mixed response. For some,
the employment of an NRMO seems to be unlikehhaforeseeable future due to a range of
issues. For instance, staffing appears to be aaabsn a few shire councils. One RoeROC
and environs interviewee noted:

So, concerning the NRM Officer, no | haven’t bebfeao consider employing one. The biggest
problem here is you've got to get someone thabionly interested, but that has a bit of
knowledge. And | can’t even get staff in the frontinter. So that's where we're at (R06,
RoeROC and environs).

For others, the lack of funding is still going te & major impediment to the employment of
an NRMO in the future:

The circumstance for employing an NRM Officer in thure would only be right if there was a
more coordinated approach through the Avon Catch@euncil and the funding was being
made available (R03, AROC and environs).

Several shire councils, on the other hand, sedmave a more optimistic view about the
future employment of NRMOs. A few interviewees sththat their shire councils were
currently planning to employ an NRMO for the follioy financial year. The idea of a shared
NRMO, in particular, seems to gain in popularityndmber of interviewees commented that
they are in the process of working out shared gearents with neighbouring shires. In these
cases, financial resources have already been cosainbit fund part-time NRMO positions in
the next financial year.
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Comments on future NRM support needs

Without access to funds to employ NRMOs other medireecessing technical support would
be required, as one SeavROC interviewee commented:

For us, if we're not going to get the funding tavbd.andcare officers like we did before, [..].
We actually need a little bit more help becausenyeed that technical support. If you don't
have the technical support, there’s no point itipgtin an application, it all comes down to
technical support which is the Landcare officersyR8eavROC and environs).

Several shire councils in the ARB emphasised tlegl ier more expertise so that
environmental programs can be professionally impleted and actual outcomes be achieved:

I think if there is somebody with the expertis&glian NRMO] we could get so much more done
with the limited funds as well (R21, AROC and eowis)

The importance of providing funding for an NRMO awcontinual basis was highlighted by
many of the interviewees. For instance, one ARO€Cenvirons interviewee argued that
NRMO funding should have long-term time commitmeans also allow for career
development opportunities:

You need an NRM officer. You need — you must haw this has been said over and over and
over, it must be an officer who has a contracefoninimum of three years. So if they just start
and then they're young people, and it's nothingdm to them. But there’s no stepping up for
them. So they — you've got to have incentive thateothey’ve done a one or two year that they
can step up within their own job (R18, AROC andiems).

This view was supported by another AROC and ensiinterviewee:

Our biggest single lacking is some sustained orgghinding for the position of an
environmental officer. One of the problems witimsoof the government funding programs,
including Out Patch, is that they’re project based] will not necessarily run over concurrent
financial periods. They certainly seem to be Iohke election cycles (R15, AROC and
environs).

Apart from paying for the position of an NRMO, shoouncil interviewees maintained that
they also need financial assistance to pay fod#yeto-day operation of environmental
programs. This includes resources to pay for ma#ersignage and the time to actually
implement programs.

Community support and mandate

Cooperation of the community is another criticgdjsort need mentioned by shire councils.
Several interviewees emphasised that the continsigpigort of local farmers, landholders
and catchment groups is vital for the successfplémentation of environmental programs.
However, gaining the interest and support of thamonity appeared to be challenging for
some shire councils:

We need the continued support of local farmerscatchment groups. It is a known fact that
farmers are either burnt out or these projectognams have been going for the past 20 years,
and it's noticeable by council that farmers arengeebe burnt out. So we need to rekindle the
fire or whatever you like to call it, to keep thewmry interested and ensuring that they continue
with the reversal of land degradation, and imprineimplementation of continuing to
revegetate for the future generations of the distR04, AROC and environs).
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Other shire councils seemed to have difficultiesanvincing the community that funding
should be directed towards environmental initiaigad the employment of NRMOs. For
example, a WeROC interviewee remarked:

And | suppose it has to be council driven but witencouncil are finding it difficult to find their
landholders - and that all comes down to ratesaaiditional funds to employ these people

(NRM Officers), because once upon a time we got el care coordinator because we were
funded accordingly. Now it's up to the individuathl government to fund it, and that’s part of
the program, is to convince your rate payers asde@ats that it's a necessity. Without someone
in the district driving it, it's very hard to dodin an ad-hoc basis, so you need those people that
are skilled in that area to drive NRM (R20, WeROC).

Overall, financial and human resources are the gritital support needs of shire councils to
assist with the implementation of environmentalgoams. Community support and
assistance from regional organisations, such a8@t, are also important.

3.2.2 Local-regional dynamics: relationships betweeregional groups and
local governments

Levels of past involvement with regional groups

Only two of the twenty-one local government intewees reported they had little or no
association with regional level groups such asAG€ or the WDC. Eleven of the twenty-
one described instances of working with the AC®@olwement of shires with the WDC was
reported as more widespread (fifteen of the twemtg-shires).

There is also considerable diversity in the levelssociation or interaction between local
governments and regional groups ranging from ld@tl@o contact, occasional advice or
information seeking through to successive grantiiug arrangements or a strong working
history of co-investment in particular shires. Egample one shire reported:

We've never had enough contact or interaction tithm to develop a relationship, whether it
be good, bad or otherwise. And that’s unforturfRtE5, AROC and environs)

Then those shires that reported periodic or prdjased involvement:

...the ACC are probably a little more standoffisht You do a project together with those
people so if you haven't got a project, you domtthere. But | think overall...when you
speak to them they're fine, (R7, RoeROC and engiron

And those who described well established and onggmivolvement around funding local
land management officers, advice or provision dbted inventories of natural resource
assets and their condition:

Yes certainly we’'ve worked with the Avon Catchm@atuncil as far as like funding NRM
officers and Landcare officers of the past...we'verbsgccessful on a few occasions. When
the NRM or Landcare coordinators used to be funaednoannual or three years basis, we
have had quite a few of those projects in place'Vé/also received a lot of general advice
from them over the years which has been of gresagtasice (R12, New ROC).

Shires who had worked with the ACC referred speaily to cooperation on catchment
demonstration projects, funding throuQhr Patch, Eco-scapes, Rural Towns and Good /
Liquid Assetgprograms.
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Shire involvement with the WDC, on the other hamds often on health services and
infrastructure, regional waste management, reviegdacation services, consultation on
transport (rail) infrastructure, funding constroctior upgrades to visitor or recreation centres
and other community facilities.

Perceived benefits of the ACC

Shires that had worked with the ACC noted sevesaklficial and potentially beneficial
aspects of the organisations role and contributore aspect was the importance of a
catchment-wideorganisation such as the ACC to address resouscagement issues
strategically and through regional cooperation:

They've been a pretty good body to work with. Av@atchment Council have been a very
useful body with resource management issues arftbpe to continue that relationship that
we’ve got with them [inaudible] the federal andistgovernment realise the importance of
having that body in place as the only catchmenewmhnagement authority that there is in
the wheat belt...

...we need a body like the Avon Catchment Coungirtwvide a catchment-wide view of
what we are doing. We can’t work in isolation. T#eM officers across NEWROC work
really well together and you need those links witldlife corridors, drainage, salinity. They
don’t stop at shire boundaries. You need that hodyersee the whole catchment and to
provide coordinated funding to act as a conduifdioding from other bodies like the state
and federal governme(i®11, NewROC).

Another shire council interviewee pointed to ungied motivations for working with the
ACC as a means to ‘broaden’ the base of their logaimunity:

| think Avon Catchment was also involved with thed@ Assets project. | think they were
heavily involved with our Liquid Assets project atfe one before that | think. We have
worked with them on a variety of projects to malkie communities sort of broaden their base
and make them a bit more sustainable. (R10, WeROC)

Both the ACC and WDC organisations were considaesefiinding sources in their own right
or as gatekeepers to funds held by state and shgovernment:

If you don’t then your opportunities of funding magt happen. You're forced now to seek
their support in a whole range of funding applicas. If you don'’t get their support, well
basically the government’s not even looking atgety. (R20, WeROC)

The same respondent, however, then indicated thiffieaent way of operating may be more
effective when acting on large or important devetept opportunities. In these cases a
strategy of direct representation to Federal ménsstvas preferred over working through
regional channels.

For that particular project, funding the regionattperships, | actually hopped in a plane and
flew to Canberra to convince the minister becahsg tlon't understand - they live in
Canberra - where we actually sit and what it'sablbut. So by doing that, that's how we
ended up securing the funding. (R20, WeROC)

There is a sense, however, that several intervielad a less-than-clear knowledge of what
exactly the shire had worked on with the ACC in plast, with several citing legacy issues
i.e. “before my time”.
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Changes in ACC standing over time

In describing their relationship with the ACC skireferred to how that had changed over
time — with particular reference to the last thoeso years. While acknowledging recent or
current benefits they received, interviewees foewesal shires reported a ‘waning’ capacity
of the ACC. They link this to uncertainty of goverent support for regional bodies, changes
to funding strategies employed by the ACC itself (policies on sharing costs of local
government NRM related staff) and the general ferafi the organisation in the region. One
shire CEO commented at length on these issuesigayi

The Avon Catchment Council had a major change astduetured itself and | think in that
process for the past three years probably losaiisg and recognition level within the region,
this wheatbelt region. It's certainly got the capato move forward, as long as it doesn’t get
tied up in terms of perhaps trying to present protg beyond it's capability or means perhaps
in some respects, to remain an effective advisodyppartnering body with local
communities and local government and our relatigmstith, well individually we benefit
usually from the Avon Catchment Council, there’stwo ways about it. But in recent times
it's waned because of their restructuring, theilinection, probably uncertainty from the State
and Federal Governments in support of what thayiag to achieve and program setting and
partnership setting has probably dropped off tidara bit from those bodies that set them up
in the first place. Therefore their contact oritthenefit to the broader community within the
shire has probably dropped off.

It's been a cost...because the Avon Catchment Cbpadicularly relied on the staff of the
local governments to provide assistance with theivicing and the delivery of their service
needs. So you would know, back in time where wik&&0/50 cost partnership with those
bodies has become 100 per cent cost on the logahgment which is 100 per cent upon the
cost upon the community. As result of that, thetiségage was that the Avon Catchment
Council abused or engaged local government staféteice their delivery needs - in simple
terminology.

So it has cost us, yes, and that's a cost shiftidication too, but in saying that, | think the
Avon Catchment Council has got a great role to playur region, but they need to
restructure to get ground driven results [wherehlgovernment takes the coordination
responsibility. Natural Resource Management wasyd a priority in any...community in
the regional areas and rural areas, particularlgrevive’re residing. So therefore the Avon
Catchment Council must remain, but | think theycheprove the balancing act of [reduced]
funding allocations [from governments] versus,ititent of to continue on with natural
resource managemen{R5, WeROC)

This excerpt also points to perceptions of regigmalps such as the ACC being seen to co-
opt local government staff for regional level besis or outcomes, a sense which is
heightened by the gradual removal of sharing enmpéayt costs with the shires.

Barriers to cooperation

Interviews identified a number of barriers to cogpen with regional groups from a local
government perspective. These include access anthaaication to the ACC, and, in
particular; inadequate funding provided to regiagraups by state and national governments,
especially in context of shires in the region dmertchallenges.
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Other barriers included complexity of funding agaments; conflict between regional and
local objectives; and bureaucratic culture of regimrganisations.

Access

Issues with perceived lack of access frustratedra¢ghires. Even shires that had current
projects or investments with the ACC commentedssnoes ohccessaand communication as
a hurdle:

We have tried to work as closely as we can with A@Cit is difficult to get them involved
on a continuing basisThere isn’'t any person that we can go to and astahlrelationship
with so that you have got an ongoing communicabase there..(R1, SeavROC)

Funding and scale limitations

A recurrent theme mentioned by interviewees wasragived lack of adequate funding to
regional level organisations by state and natigoakernments — which in turn impacted on
groups like the ACC and their ability to suppottsdires in the region:

Well | think probably the big thing always is comnication and | think that's got to come
from both sides, as | mentioned before. | know thay are limited in what assistance they
can give naturally by the amount of government @tnsit's afforded to them. So unless they
are funded adequately to support us, they canfhdch more than what they’re currently
doing. (R12 NewROC)

And,

| think we need to continue with the links. But soof the organisations need to — what's the
word — I'm trying to — have more clout and abilitybe worthwhile. ACC, WACC and WDC
probably offer us the three biggest opportunitiesit.they’re not adequately supported by the
government. they are probably the three biggest organisatiBig (WeROC)

Underfunding exacerbated by a lack of continuitfuinding arrangements was highlighted
by a shire representative in the SeavROC area:

Yeah it's the Wheat Belt Development Commissioniobsly it has great difficulty servicing
the number of councils that it's got. It's consially under funded compared to other
development commissions. It's just getting mordtanground | suppose and that's the
challenge for any of the regional organisationsgose and just trying to drive their dollar as
far as possible but they are significantly undexded compared to a number of the
development commissions. ACC I'd like to yeah ltel great if we could have some surety or
the region to have some surety on funding not fojggts only for us but for ACC to have a
future because that seems to be fairly tenuouseaiést of times. So to give their staff and
their capabilities of recruiting people that they'got some surety. It seems to be every year or
so funding is challenged again especially in thérenment area so there must be a better
way of doing that and having a better forward fugdior those sort of activities (BH-Q8).

The time-consuming, fragmented and rule-changirtigraaf sourcing funds for community
development or other works (including NRM) at thedl level was also stated:
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| guess that's why we have community project officer project officers that work in those
sorts of fields. That's their role. Part of NRM&e is to do that. | guess the difficulty that
we have is that there’s no one stop shop for thingsu know you do the merry-go-round - if
you want to get a big project up like the rec. pefdr example, you go to the state, you go to
the feds. and the state’s got about half a dozZ#erelint - you know Lotteries Commission and
so on and so forth. That can be pretty time comsgitnying to do that and just learning how
they tick. You've got to learn how they do thiregd that can be time consuming. Every
time a government changes you have relearn itvell again because they change the rules
again and so that can be a bit frustrating butghiaé way it is. (R10, WeROC)

Regional versus local objectives

A third barrier to cooperation with regional grodpslocal governments revolved around
views of a misfit of local level and regional pitges (or local government and regional body
priorities). This included perceptions of the AC§eada or investment scope being fairly
tightly defined, concentrating effort on particufaojects which may or may not be in line
with local interests:

...there are representatives on the [Board], frondikgict, but no. Not as your project base.
They come around, not much more, they've probabtyldaow they've got a lot of money
and they’re looking at three or four projects amelytre probably concentrating on those more
than anything else. (R7, RoeROC and environs)

And, on the experience of one shire seeking funttingugh the WDC:

...what it is, is that you put in an application witilem and it has happenetiad them
approved but they’'re approved witieir conditions andheir slight on outcomes that they
want out of it, which are not in sync with what want. So as a consequence, given the tiny
amount of money that they've got to discretionadiigpense anyhow, it's just not worth the
effort. And we wanbur outcomes. We don’'t want to achigbeir outcomes (R15, AROC
and environs, emphasis added).

Again a strong emphasis was placed on the neeagdional organisations to align their
efforts to the strategic visions articulated byalogovernments:

...they are important if - now let me put it anothery. Council’s got a particular way
of...council has a strategic vision from where it ¥gato go...So if those organisations align
with its strategic vision, then those allianced adintinue to be fostered and develop. But if
we want to go right and they want to go left, vikHt's going to cause some problems. Okay?
That's | guess point A. Point B is if they becomeoaganisation that ceases to provide
funding or advice or guidance and that sort offstofl their role changes, then there’s no
point in cultivating a relationship | guess (WeROC)

This may be associated with beliefs that regionaligs lack an understanding of local
government business and needs, and, the diversitpgst needs and modes of operation
even amongst neighbouring shires in the Wheathgldrticulated by this interviewee:

| think that both of those organisations might nate a really good understanding of local
government. | know they've worked hard on that,giill there’s a presumption. | think
there’s a lack of understanding that local govemmsmare so different across the board. Even
in the Wheatbelt, neighbouring councils are quitiedent in the way they operate. So | think
that's probably it's failing, although | know thiaghey’'ve done to address it, | still don't

think they’re doing a fantastic job, and maybe lsedt’s too big an area to cover, it's so
wide and there are so many local governmentsiifiedt. (R2, RoeROC)
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This is reinforced by perceptions that resourcesn@n and financial) do not extend from the
regional to the local level, making it difficultiftocal players to build a capacity even to
assist with regional objectives

The other one is having those local support peopled region at least. In the local region,
not the Avon region, so the knowledge of the lmmahmunities like the resources that are set
up — if that doesn’t happen then it makes it veffjodlt for organisations like ACC and the
Wheatbelt Development Commission and so on to fongiroperly and to get the outcomes
that they’re looking for. (R1, SeavROC)

Bureaucratic culture

A fourth barrier to cooperation was reported asctiltural focus within the regional groups
which is seen to inhibit on ground outcomes. As ioterviewee from AROC and environs
stated:

...it's actually time to focus on outcomes and adyudéliver some of those improvements on
the ground. Failure to do so will just mean tha&twhole lot has just been a wasted
investment. Now | don't believe inside the orgati@athat there’s enough drive to deliver it
on the ground. | think the public servants involretoth of the organisations are far more
profitable in contracting out studies and thinge lihat as opposed to driving change on the
ground. And | think there needs to be some, not soime change of focus in terms of
strategic direction, but | actually think there de¢o be cultural change. | think that the Avon
Catchment Council’s best step would be to comeobthie umbrella of the Department of
Agriculture and that whole public service bureauggrthat’s involved and the mentality that
goes with it. Until it does, it won't achieve vemyuch at all. You could say similar things
about the Wheat Belt Development Commission forséimae reasons. (AROC and environs)

Measuring and improving on-ground NRM outcomes

A small number of shires who had implemented séyeograms with the ACC commented
on the need to clarify ways of measuring shecesof these investments at shire level —
particularly moving from program delivery focusdotcome focus. One shire commenting on
the measures of success associated with the Epesspaogram as farmer recruitment
commented:

And we have people come along, farmers come alodgeerything like that. We had a good
meeting. And it's great program. And they starsaking at things on their property that they
might want to do...But, really at the end of the daliat was going to be the measurabl[e]
result, I don’t know. How do we know that that'sceeded? | don’t know. Because there’s
nothing that was stated as this is going to showsayou know we’ve done our job. And that
is a lot of the problem with Avon catchment counaitd anything coming out of Northam.
(R18, AROC and environs)

Several shires considered previous projects. Raftgon ACC funding to support
rehabilitation of riparian areas on a major watgnivethe region (fencing and revegetation)
on private lands, one shire CEO commented:
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There was funding allocated to a number of farmeferice along [the river] — possibly from
council’s point of view they would have liked touegamade it mandatory rather than
voluntary, because | think it was only voluntatfthat's the case then the protection of the
[river] it's ad hoc, and the only sections that Wbbe protected are the farmers that are
interested in protecting the [river]. (R4, AROC amvirons)

This suggests that shires in some instances maylleg to explore a regulatory action —
under their own jurisdiction - that complimentsemhances voluntary or incentive-based
initiatives of regional bodies. This raises a gesas to whether in the design of NRM
investment local government and regional bodiesstigate if this scenario is likely or
desirable for both partners.

Development funding and decisions

Quite different patterns of interaction with thegimal Development Commission were
evident compared with local governments and the AQGE shire representative speaks here
of how the Shire wears the transaction costs okimgrwith the WDC due to the high degree
of alignment with the Shire’s goals of securingelepment related resources:

The benefit is not so much working with that grotie[WDC]. It's that that group can
facilitate an outcome. It's thmutcomethat gives you the benefit... That's why I'm sayihgt
we’ve got to be more focused on outcome rather timeiine process and consume too much
money in the process. The benefit for the commuimitgur case given the nature or what
we’ve been trying to achieve, the general communityld not see a direct benefit at any
given time within a short period. It's not likeyoe going to go out and plant a thousand
trees in a reserve and you can see the thousasd t€&urs is more of a behind the scenes
thing, trying to get industrial land developedjriyto get residential land developed, trying to
get Government to recognise that they need to Aagmmmitment to this particular area. To
sell the reasons why they have to support you kilo&t,growth at a time when wheat belt
towns generally are suffering a decline in popalatind dare we say, a relevance to the larger
population that sits on the coast. (R3, AROC andrens)

Quite counter to views voiced about the ACC, the®Mi2ing ‘part of government’ was seen
as advantageous by one shire:

Being a regional body and part of the state governitrand the Department of Local
Government and Regional Development, they've goéseto funding that we don't will act
as a conduit for us. They're useful there. (R14WwROC).

Another shire interviewee commented that indeeddleof the WDC had been largely
reduced to a lobby role given the small amountuofs it had to disperse within the region:

...we get particularly frustrated with WDC simply laese the government don’t fund them
adequately enough and they're basically reallybdyogroup and that's about as far as it goes.
But where there’s been a need we definitely havekebwith those groups. (R20, WeROC).

Some shires perceived the lobbying function ofRlegional Development Commission in a
beneficial way along with the provision ah®é various grant programs and general political
assistance when require(R12, NewROC).

Funds for development were also seen to be spatiaticentrated or unevenly spread in
specific localities or shires that had some stiatbgnefit - regional-mindedness in
development concentrating on some and not othafities causing disaffection:
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| think in the early ages it was pretty difficukd¢ruse it seemed like everyone was doing lots
of double things. There seemed to be that crossailvihe time with them wanting a project,
the council wanting a particular project and notkig as an overall and | found that that
was one of the problems and it's created a nahgedtong situation because the bigger
picture was up in there we’re saying for [Merrediather than for.the other shires, smaller
type shires..I’'m not going to go through all of them but | faithat — and the strong regional
focus was just on [Merredin]. (R6, RoeROC and emsj)

The value proposition

Of those shires that had worked with the ACC, amiks@ered the interaction to be beneficial,
there was generally a sense that the ‘costs’ iedurr working with the ACC or WDC were
not disproportionate to the benefit gained by thieesfrom cooperation (i.e. the in-kind, co-
investment, staffing or resources provided by thieesvere ‘worth it’ for the benefit gained).
The following statements from three separate skaresndicative of this view:

If there was no money we might not bite. But tfteg ACC] have provided us with some
ground funding. There’s always costs, but | thindré's benefit that come with the cost. So it
could be volunteer time, community time, actualdsifrom our council, putting our resources
in to match theirs. But, you know, there’s a bértefthat cost so it's been worthwhile |

think. (R2 RoeROC)

And,
Certainly with the funding programs there’s alwaysost either by cash costs by the council
and in kind which is, once again, plant or laba@ua percentage of the program. There’s been
a cost but it's been a very beneficial cost...| thikincil is quite prepared to put in and of
course it's a level that we could afford but we Vot have been able to do the whole project
without the assistance of the regional [group] (RIGWROC )

And,

It's really only time. We expect to have local tiilsutions to projects with [dollars] and
works that in setting up the links and talkinghede people, it's just time. (R11, NewROC)

This group of interviewees mostly includes shifest appear to have an existing working
relationship with the ACC and are ‘in the loop’s-such there is a tested relationship,
familiarity and ease to initiate new work or exteygportunities, for example:

...this most recent one with the ACC project thatityffunded to assess what work we’'ve
already done on [a previous project] so to thatteede was no cost shifting on that one but
we most probably would have carried out the wornselves but the opportunity came for us
to be the pilot project so we took advantage of tfBut as and when we can the environment
officer has they have done a number of projectshfierACC so that's obviously assisted us in
funding the position as well (R14, SeavROC and remgi).

This also highlights the importance of experiensidf at local government level that had
previous experience in working with the ACC.

Conversely, several shires, particularly those dipgiear to have had limited, apparently
negative experiences or ‘failed’ involvement witle tACC in the past (and WDC for that
matter) report a strong sense that the ‘entry tivgtsthe relationship with regional groups
are quite high. These shires believe they neee twdil equipped to even initiate a
relationship.
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This readiness involves understanding the ‘systgetting information on opportunities,
writing the application and ‘wearing’ the assocdiat®sts if unsuccessful, having available (or
access to) staff skilled at preparing applicati@m], being prepared to give ground on local
priorities or objectives for inclusion of regiorates.

As such, there appear to be two general culturesgst the shires interviewed — those that
consider the transaction costs as being ‘part ancep of working cooperatively with
regional groups and/or were generally happy to wease costs if benefit was forthcoming,
and a second group, those that appeared frusaate@sted effort’ and unwilling to wear
these costs. Both these positions held by shiragimuappeared strongly mediated by three
factors i) previous experiences with the ACC aredghesence or otherwise of a working
relationship ii) degree to which a proposal is seeore business for particular local
governments and the iii) perceived extent of aligntrof local priorities with regional
objectives possible through cooperation.

Level and type of communication with Shired

Shire councils have a wide range of opinions whsked about their satisfaction with the
contact and communication with the ACC. Overalg thajority of interviewees indicated
that they were not wholly satisfied with the comtaicd communication they currently have
with the ACC. A number of reasons were providejugtify this relatively high level of
dissatisfaction:

We are not really satisfied with the existing canhtaith the Avon Catchment Council in recent
times, ... whether they’re restructuring or tryingdiefine a pathway forward | don’t know, but
certainly their regularity of contacts with theiumport staff, if | can use that word, they might
have a different terminology, whether it's an akFaMO or a manager or capacity builder or
facilitator, | think that that relationship needshe re-defined and redescribed from my point of
view (R0O5, WeROC).

Quite a large number of interviewees criticisedAGC for only using email and the Internet
to communicate with shire councils. The consengsus Beemed to be that it is very difficult
to build relationships via the Internet. Instead@nding out impersonal emails, interviewees
emphasised that the ACC should undertake pers@sitd &nd engage in face to face
meetings so that better relationships could badbdis one AROC and environs interviewee
put it:

If I was in the Avon Catchment Council | would @nily be having more contact with my

clients than they are having just as a bland ecaailing through. That's not enough, you've

really, you should — there’s personal contact thipgu've got to have. You need to be going to
all the councils on a regularly basis, and to &NNofficers (R18, AROC and environs).

3 This section presents analysis also reported iDtePatch evaluation. As part of the Our Patcijeot
evaluation shire representatives were also askedfially about aspects of communication and infation
between local governments and the ACC, namely tissessment of its current value and future straddgie
improve in these areas.
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Other interviewees criticised the ACC for not catiteg shire councils on a regular basis.
They stated that communication could be improveldéfACC was more proactive and tried
to initiate regular meetings with the shire coumail the Avon region. Personal and frequent
meetings to consult with the NRMOs, in particulaere regarded as crucial means to
improve relationships.

Another suggestion to improve contact and commuioicdetween shire councils and the
ACC was made by a NewROC interviewee who propdsatihe ACC should attend the
ROC meetings to engage with shire councils on alaedasis:

Often we've found that say on a NEWROC basis whdm of our NRM eventuates from, we
find with the ACC officers coming out and talking €EOs and NRM officers, that this is
probably the best point advantage (R12, NewROC).

A few interviewees conceded that their shire cdaritad not had much contact or direct
communication with the ACC in the past.

The only thing I've seen from [the Avon Catchmenu@dil] in my two years is when that grant
application [person] came out for assistance. Thhg&dirst thing | saw. | didn’t even know we
were in the [Avon] catchment and that's true. Irdidnow until somebody actually said to me —
well that came out and | said that we weren’t emehand they said that we were (RO6,
RoeROC and environs).

Importantly, a small number of shire councils appddo feel marginalised or excluded from
the activities of the ACC. One AROC and envirorieliviewee stated that the ACC had so far
not undertaken any projects within their shire ltaries. Therefore, they did not really have
any contact with the ACC and the electronic newsstetias not relevant to their shire.

Finally, some interviewees acknowledged that gregfferts should also be made by shire
councils in the ARB to improve contact and commatian with the ACC. They agreed that
shire councils should not just rely on the ACC toyide them with information. Instead, it
should be a two-way communication process and sbuecils should be more proactive in
contacting the ACC:

| think it probably needs to be a two way improvetjgrocess as far as communication goes. |
think we from local government probably need tacheaut a bit to the Avon Catchment Council
but we would have to see a reciprocal type arraegefom them as well (R12, NewRoc)

Means of communication

The importance of dedicated local government NR&tin officers either within the ACC or
associated with the ROC netwollsge also section 2.8)as seen as a key strategy to
improve interaction between local governments &edACC:

...but I think the establishment of a regular anéhl#¢ source, a contact source within the
organisation is important. Knowing that persormpwing how well they work, having a good
and amicable relationship. (R1, SeavROC)
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And,

| think they actually work quite well. The dangsithat these bodies may lose some funding
and some people on the ground and that they werethite to talk to us the way they have in
the past. One of the very useful things, espegcéla WDC, is they will come to our
Regional Organisation of Councils meetings like NE@C and WEROC and talk to us as
groups which is much more efficient than coming aeeling us individually. The Avon
Catchment Council will meet with the regional greugs the NRM offices so | think that's
how it needs to be addressed out here. Therdacadigovernments in the Avon Catchment
Council and | think 44 local governments that thB®/deal with. You can’t expect them to
meet with us individually. It's just totally ine€ient so things need to be handled on a
regional basis. (R11, NewROC)

Where several shires were satisfied with electram@ans of communication (e-newsletters,
emails and websites) a number of shires indicated-fo-face interaction was more desirable
and effective:

Maybe meeting them in person; whether they comeaeach of the towns as a committee
and they drive from town to town and meet with deppr they invite the CEOs and
presidents of the shires to go to Northam and mébtthem. Some sort of awareness raising
of who they are and what they do. They operategliyta lot better at the level with NRM
offices and people that are directly in the fielidhwthem, but they don’t actually operate with
others. (R16, NewROC)

And,

| think maybe regular meetings and, like | saidobefit has improved in the last three months
...Avon Catchment Council, Paul and Natasha | thinkas, they’'ve been really good. On
the ground it's been working well. (R21, AROC amyieons)

Others noted that engagement via ROCs was moreabksimainly due to the indirect nature
of benefit they were likely to receive:

Well | guess we’d be relying mainly on the NRM Ne@® group to be the liaison. We're
quite happy to work wherever we can, but | guessach as anything else, we haven't been
requested to and we haven'’t driven it and courashft seen the need to drive it because
whilst perhaps some of the projects haven't benofiense benefit directly to [our shire] ,
there has been some very good benefits for themeagid that's what we’re trying to look at,
on a regional basis, not an individual basis. (R8vROC)

Interestingly, the following statement differenéiatbetween expectations of the WDC versus
the ACC for this shire in particular. It is unclegthis is a widely held position or not:

...the Wheatbelt Development Commission. | think/tteethere for us to go to them.
They’re not necessarily there for them to come tolukink that the Avon Catchment
Council should come to us. They should be morattive in their shires that they have in
their region, instead of just sitting in the offiged waiting.

They need to have somebody out there, doing stetffing involved in the shires and what
they're doing, asking if there are any agendasshiné wants on our agendas, finding out any
gualms they have, talking about their problems\ahdt they can do. (R19, NewROC)
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3.2.3 Organising around subregions and networks

ROC membership, motivations and benefits

There are a number of ROCs that operate in the A®Be have been established for quite
some time while others more recent. The majorittheflocal government interviews are
involved in at least one of the ROCs operatindiARB. The responses provided valuable
insight into the perceived benefits and motivatibakind being involved in ROCs. While
there were some differences in opinions regardied principal motivations for

involvement, there were also a number of commadaaliegarding the perceived benefits and
reasons why they continue to stay involved.

It appears that perhaps the biggest political dibehind the establishment of, or involvement
in, ROCs is the threat of state government inteigarthrough forced amalgamation. Most
local governments involved in ROCs see this adtamative to council amalgamation.
Despite this, empirical evidence around the nagiaggests that there is, and will continue to
be, pressure from state governments to forciblylgamaate councils to improve local
government efficiency. Five of the intervieweed fbht political pressure (i.e. threat of
amalgamation or structural reform) was a major wadtir behind their initial involvement.

As one NewROC interviewee stated:

The initial reasons actually came from Victoria soigould contribute a lot of it to Jeff Kennett
and what he did in Victoria back in 93/94. That gdot of press through the Federal Australian
Local Government Association which filtered baclotigh the states and everybody realised
that we needed to work at a regional level if weante avoid the whole scale amalgamation
process that happened in Victoria... So far we'veediiat quite well and if the state
government has a serious look at what we're ddieg’ll continue to let us work as part of
ROCs to get the best solutions through that pro@ksr than amalgamating diverse and distant
local governments (R11, NewROC).

These concerns about amalgamation also manifessistance to formalisation of ROCs by
some shireverall, the majority said that they would contirtade involved in ROCs in
the future because of the perceived benefits ¢egf.savings, staffing issues etc). However,
one of the interviewees clearly stated that theuld/continue to be involved provided that it
remained a voluntary process:

...WeROC was formed by mutual interest and benefé @nlunteer basis. That voluntary
support and commitment will continue as long asvbtluntarily. We will not be formalised if
it's pressured to bear to formalise... we’'ll probablighdraw because formalisation adds too
many implications, let alone legislative, admirasitre burdens and funding implications
(RO5, WeRoc).

While it was evident that local governments pereeimalgamation as a threat to their
identity there was also ample evidence to sughestihere were otheecondary motivators
behind their involvement in ROCs. In particularoa® SeavROC and environs interviewee
indicated:

...it was also lack of enough professional peopléiwithe region to be able to facilitate all the
programs that are going. For example, planning, NR&&lth officers, engineers...(R01).
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Based on this response, and many others, therauapioebe a critical shortage of skilled
personal in the region, in particular NRMOs, plansre;nd engineers, to facilitate the planning
and management of day to day activities. Shiretsateinvolved in ROCs are abledbare
resources most notably human (e.qg. staff) but also physiegiital (e.g. heavy machinery)
with other member shires:

The council is looking at ways — because there séetns cost shifting to local government
by both state and federal governments, local conitiesrare expecting their councils to do
more to take up the slack — or to take up whatisded over by state and federal. That's
putting a lot of pressure on councils to maintésrservices. For that reason, council is
looking at ways to share resources, particulariypdu resources, such as your position in fact
is one; the coordinator is another, which is shamethree local authorities. We currently
share with another local authority with shared esngf services, and we also share our EHO
with the Shire of... (R04, AROC and environs)

As well as sharing human resources there wereoglgortunities to increasfficienciesby
sharing physical capital. Two of the interviewessntified the opportunity to share graders
with other member shires:

...to see whether there are some opportunities fmiexicies...so instead of everybody
needing three graders, maybe you could come downa@r three shared amongst two or
three councils. So improved efficiency perhapiésmotivation. (R10, WeROC)

And,

The ability to share physical capital has enabletbusse the available resources that have
been freed up to be put into other projects (R&4vR0OC and environs).

Being involved in ROCs also enables shirekdep abreastof what is occurring in
neighbouring shires. As one interviewee from NewRs4ied:

| suppose they have contact with other shires andemain aware of what is going on across
the region; just ideas and | suppose support frifrarcshires. (R19, NewROC)

Cooperation for collective action on developmerd &iRRM

The fact that there was mutual benefit in workinghwvadjoining shires on regional scale
projects was also recognised as an important coemtaxf being involved in ROCs. The
most common areas for collective action were regjisnale projects that related to waste
management, roads and tourism:

| suppose our primary project that sort of gotathe point of becoming a little more
organised, a little more formal, was regional wastevices. An establishment of a regional
waste dump. We're working together on that. So$Hagen our primary thing. But from that
though, because we meet regularly and talk moempthere have been other benefits of
working together. The main thing is probably beafide to do things we wouldn’t have been
able to do on our own but we can do collectivelgl get a collective benefit. (R02, RoeROC
and environs)

Two of the interviewees directly recognised NRMaasenefit of working collaboratively
with other shires involved in ROCs:
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So WeROC was formed to look at projects, yeahgkgiprojects, that's of mutual benefit
across the borders and it was more looking at hueswurces initially, roads in terms of
combining the efforts of getting increased fundafigcations, trying to look at human
resources in terms of staffing issues, of shara&ff, $v IT perhaps in terms of promotion of
tourism. More recently they've taken on the Nat&asource Management project or policy
or business within that group to put it acrosshktbeler, so we're adding more weight (R05,
WeRoc).

And,

| guess we've worked with mainly through NewROeatthan so much as an individual
shire. We've tried to do it on a regional basiséwese the whole point of NewROC was to try
and do things on a regional basis rather than iddal. | guess at an NRM level, through New
ROC, there’s been benefit, certainly been regibeakfits, also a benefit of the shire. (R8,
NEWROC)

One other shire noted they participated in a sgimral forum with the ACC and other
stakeholders, including state government, that lsoiegaddress sustainable land use in their
area (SLUM). However, at the time of the intervieis particular network was still
maturing and developing its mandate:

the Avon Catchment Council, a lot with the Avon &ivbut also their providing a support
role as well. They call it SLUM meeting, it's likeland use management meeting, or
sustainable land use meeting, which Avon Catchi@enincil have been actually participating
in. Yes, we found that to be quite good. We waith the Department of Ag and various
groups...

There are ongoing benefits. | can’'t say that wealewially seen any yet, because it's all in the
—we're sort of thrashing it out, just having aka what benefits certain groups are and what
information they have, and how we can link it aj¢ther and actually benefit the community.
| wouldn't say there’s been a lot at the moment,itgiongoing. (R21, AROC and environs)

Importance of internal and external linkages into he future

Shire to shire linkages

The most important linkages into the future thateumecognised by most of the interviewkes
related to partnerships or linkages with neighbmysghires within established ROCs, outside
of the ROCs, and even neighbouring shires outbidARB:

Collectively local government in the Wheatbelt,gbdinks are very important. Not just at the
ROC level, probably at the zone level...so working igreater size, things like regional road
groups, it's collectives, you know that's 12 ordauncils together, so they’re very important.
(RO2, RoeROC and environs).

One interviewee from SeavROC not only recognisedriportance of linkages between
neighbouring shires; but also of cross boundamtiiships outside the Avon region and
with regional organisations:

4 Important to note that the question was asked inyrfms with some interviewers failed to ask whiictks
were important and why, other failed to includewwd ‘inside’ and only asked about external ‘odesilinks
while others provided examples such as ACC or WDCrtteat have influenced the responses.
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| think it's essential to have those links. The ietiate ones is our neighbours but not
ignoring our eastern neighbours or our southeaghheurs because we have other
partnerships with them so on particular projectsdon’t see you're going to get stuck in
these particular grouping and not be able to watk wther people or other local
governments. We have a city-country partnership thie City of Melville that the council
fostered about two years ago. That provides an ¢ypity for city to come out and see some
of our environmental works, experience agricultlifaktyle, those sorts of things. But
likewise we can also get resources and advice &meary progressive city council that's got a
massive amount of resources and the elected memateevery keen on it from both councils
and everyone right through the organisation’s \k&msn. It doesn’t mean we get City of
Melville workers out but they may help us on a pobj My staff can go and talk to their staff.
We may get trainees from Melville come out here dod rural unit for a few weeks just to
get a taste of what we experience. So that's awitapt linkage and that's one council’s very
keen to continue to foster. But are plenty of ofirées with obviously WALGA as a peak
body as well but linking with the ACC | see it'ssestial (R14, SeavROC and environs).

The importance of maintaining a communication litween other shires as a means of
providing better services to the community was atsmgnised by an interviewee from
AROC and environs who stated:

...we also have a link with the Shire of Kalamundawehl can call on those expert
professional staff if | need assistance in eitligniaistration, finance, town planning, health
and building issues. (R04, AROC and environs).

Not surprisingly, shires located in the fringe aredthe ARB were more likely to cooperate
with neighbouring shires outside of the region.

Regional links

Apart from the recognised benefit of establishingdges with other shires it was also
believed that there were important linkages witfioral groups and other agencies. These
future regional level links were most likely thoutghrevolve around specific major projects:

...it really is probably project based on where yelgoing, because at the moment we've got
money coming from a Wheatbelt Development Commissgiith the rubbish site, so to us
that's sort of a very important tie. But after thae mightn’t apply for any more money for a
while...(RO7 RoeROC)

There were mixed responses in regards to the impoetof local government linkages with
different regional organisations, with strongestoasation to ROC networks clearly evident:

Other groups like the Wheatbelt Development Comimissve don’t put a high priority on
that. We think they’ve lost a little bit of relevam Avon Catchment Council, it's a very
important group, but again a lot of their focusiisstate agencies and we just sometimes feel
we don’t quite fit in there as a local governmetthieo than specific projects like Our Patch.
We probably, on the base of it, don’t put a higlpdmance on those agencies and nor the
Area Consultative Committee either. But amongstregional local government groupings is
probably our bigger focus. (R02, RoeROC and engjron

Conversely, one of the interviewees from WeROC liggited the importance of building
networks with regional groups such as the ACC amQ/grincipally because these longer
term relationships were thought to build local afyain sustainability, particularly for shires
that considered themselves geographically isolated:
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...As time has gone on in local government and wrearive been in the game for a while, all
these WDC, ACC, and ...others, you have to build nptavork with these to progress
whatever you intend doing. And even if it's the Rament of Local Government Regional
Development, and others, you have to build up wart and if you don't then you're
obviously going to be sticking out by yourself amat progressing or achievingThe ongoing
involvement as we normally do with WDC and ACC RIDA as they're called is important.

| mean obviously we'd like to have some more ineohent and get our people more involved
with NRM issues. And | know some council’s are vagfive in NRM and we're really

lagging way behind in that area. So at some stagesommunity has to get more involved in
what's out there in NRM issues (R20, WeROC)

3.2.4 Summary of findings from interviews

Three key themes were evident from the analysistefviews with Shire representatives in
the ARB. The first is that shires applied a clealue propositiontest in relation to working
with the ACC - ‘is it worth it for us?’ Influentidiactors in their assessment included the
presence — or absence - of an existing relationsfémy acknowledged that the ‘start-up’
costs of building relationships are high and wite ACC having stronger existing working
relationships with some shires compared to otlieasling marginalised either geographically
or in terms of previous interaction with the ACGerl shires indicated that their assessment
of prospective partnerships was ‘big effort fotlditgain’. The value proposition was also
determined in part by some shires’ view that ‘regiogroups’ are generally under-resourced
to achieve their stated agenda and the futureadf geoups was uncertain. This situation is
further compounded for the ACC by the large nundfeshire councils, the diversity of their
local capacity and experience in working with regiborganisations. This includes, from the
perspective of local governments, the all importarntwaning presence of local technical
expertise needed to ‘run the business’ of NRM edlldevel.

The second major theme centred on a perceanisthatch between regional level priorities
and their relevance to shire level and local comityureeds. Interestingly, many shires
identified priorities that were highly correlate@ltvNRM outcomes, such as sustainable
agriculture, water security, managing climate Jahty and peri-urban land use change
pressures. However, these issues and others, sypalation change, either managing or
promoting development, social service provision amenity, were strongly characterised
within asocial sustainability discoursewhich local governments generally perceived as
strongly differentiated from a regional naturalagxe agenda. Shires clearly stated,
however, they would engage in regional projectsre/tieey saw clear local relevance and
benefit, or where a strong community mandate tsawas present.

The third and final theme is tipeeference of shires for horizontal rather than vetical
cooperation This means that there is a greater tendency atidation to work

cooperatively with other local authorities, inclagiin many instances the neighbouring
shires. This is manifested in several ways, howewame as apparent as the staggered
formation of voluntary ROCs across the ARB during last decade. While motives here
range from information sharing to coordination i&fgional’ level business and co-investment
to outright resistance to forced amalgamation, miaty ROCs now form a substantial part of
the institutional infrastructure of local governménthe ARB.
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Some of these networks have also been active urrisgcstaff and advancing proposals for
NRM related investment in the region. It is wortiting, however, that embedded in the
stated preference for shire-to-shire cooperati@gsneral distrust in regional level
organisations such as the ACC and WDC due to assmts with state and federal
governments and ‘outside’ agendas.

Appendix 4 reports on a series of discussions thighACC and shires on these findings in
order to progress the development of opportuniiegmproved partnerships, which are
presented in the following section.
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4.0 Synthesis of findings and assessment of oppanities

The scope of the project involves identifying cdfi opportunities and constraints to
improved partnerships between the ACC and locaéguowents in the Avon NRM region. In
this section we synthesise the findings of theya®&as from both the classification (section
3.1) and qualitative interviews (section 3.2) togwse a suite of opportunities for improved
partnerships. In framing these opportunities we atmsider the contextual understanding
gained from a review of the policy and planningissrvment (section 1.3.2) and discussions
with local governments and the ACC on the prelimjrfindings (Appendix 4), the strengths
and weaknesses of the ACC, and recent changes fariding environment. We discuss
funding changes next since these changes provipertemt context for the ACC pursuing its
operational and strategic goals, and by inferene@pportunities presented below.

4.1. Implications of changed NRM program arrangemets

The ACC has in the past been funded through thimh&tAction Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality (NAPSWQ), the National Heritage Trust (NH&hd the WA Government.
Allocations from the NHT and NAPSWQ were made toheaf the 56 regional bodies once
their regional catchment management strategies aggeoved. From 2005 to 2008 the ACC
received and spent $30.65m. Project managementaiszbfor 8.1% and other overheads
3.9% of this total The priorities and funding of these two Commoaltfeprograms have
been replaced by the new Caring for Our Countrgzam.

The research team’s current understanding of thhepnegram and financial circumstances
facing the ACC is thét

e The Commonwealth and WA Governments are, or willdbaegotiating
agreements over the contributions of the lattéd®RM funding. Uncertainties
about and reductions in Commonwealth NRM fundireg@mpounded by those
about State NRM funding;

« the ‘average’ annual allocation from Caring for @auntry to regional bodies
for Base Funding will be approximately $2.5m. i€ tACC receives this amount
plus $3.5m from the State Government in operatiandlpriority funding (for
salinity for example), it will fall short of its ZI5-08 annual average funding of
$10.2m. This in affect reduces secure funding & @& previous operating
budget. It may receive more or less than this fedtmer or both State and
Federal Governments;

« In addition the mode of securing further fundinglenCaring for Our Country
program is competitive, and assessed against dglbrespecific priority areas
in the CfOC Business Plan; and,

» the Priority Areas chosen will certainly disfavabie ACC in the competitive
bids, and may also disfavour it in the Base Funtidg. The ACC is likely to be
constrained to spend the Caring for Our Countrymament of its allocation on

® p. Sullivan pers. com. 14/1/2009
® a more detailed outline of anticipated program metated funding changes is presented in Appendix 7.
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Biodiversity and Natural Icons, Sustainable Fari@cBces and the Community
Skills, Knowledge and Engagement Priority Areas;

The Avon NRM Strategy (2005) has until now provigedirection for the ACC. It appears to
still fit with State and new Commonwealth prior#tihen these are combined. However, the
projected funding deficit, combined with a pre-¢ixig desire by the ACC to have more
effective relationships with the shires, requiresthink of priorities to align the ACC better
with the Shires and other potential partners, ahdmpursuing new options, to seek sources
in addition to NRM funds.

The ACC faces this uncertainty and can seek newrtpities backed by major strengths.
The ACC has a good understanding of the regionsagial-ecological system, with a well
integrated understanding of landscape functionsstingport biodiversity and production
values, and a strong grasp of biophysical managepmnimities.

It has communication and environmental educatiqgrabiities. It also has technical
capabilities in GIS, large data holdings, and saiméty to analyse and integrate data sets. Its
project management and funding application cagadslare a great asset in a region where
these are scarce. The ACC has established pokitigewith a number of shires, and with
State and Federal agencies. As such this positi@en8CC well to fill a specific ‘service
provider’ niche, in addition to and complementitgysubstantive objectives in NRM.

Along with these strengths are some weaknesses, ffie necessarily small size of the ACC,
coupled with the need for it to take a holistic mg@eh to the region, have resulted in a lack of
specialist skills — in economics, hydrology, conaéipn biology and pest ecology, for
example. Other weaknesses of the ACC from a lomatignment perspective were identified
through the interviews - mismatches of ACC andespiiorities in the past, lack of shire
involvement in the Avon NRM Strategy (2005), andatveome, but certainly not all shires,
saw as lack of communication and consultation leyAEGC.

The last weakness is a consequence of the struantdreriorities of past Federal NRM
funding, and is associated with priorities of theoA Catchment Strategic Plan (2005), and
also with the current membership of the ACC’s boéirthe ACC decides to strengthen its
engagement with local governments in the futureay need to modify the plan and seek a
different board membership, perhaps seeking ROfseptation. First, though, the ACC will
need clarification of the State’s NRM funding pris, and assess their fit with the shires’
priorities. We assess that the shires’ prioritiesumlikely to fit well with the Federal NRM
Priority Areas of Biodiversity and Natural IconsidaSustainable Farm Practices. They may
match the Priority Area Community Skills, Knowledgred Engagement. The ACC could
encourage the shires to consider realigning their priorities, given that they are now
eligible to bid for the competitive element of QGayifor Our Country funding. The ACC'’s
executive is already aware of the parallel neeskfilore the possibility of strengthening
relationships with Greening Australia and WWF, aedhaps with State agencies, such as the
Department of Water, that may benefit from the &aghe perspective and community links
of the ACC in developing water policies and prage®GOs are now, of course, eligible to
bid for competitive funds from Caring for Our Conntand if the ACC is to partner with
them mutual benefits should be apparent. Meanwdildpng as uncertainties around funding
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and NRM priorities remain high, the ACC might beseito remain opportunistic and flexible,
suspending its past strategic emphasis for the hieneg at least.

4.2 Opportunities to engage with local governmennithe ARB

This section presents the main opportunities, iledtfrom the analysis, to improve ACC
engagement with the Local Governments in the AR first section 4.2.1 identifies
problems or assets as a focus of cooperation baetlweal governments and the ACC. This
opportunity talks directly t®bjective 2of the project that aims to identify substantive
resource management issues and locations in tienregfocus engagement efforts.

The next opportunity in section 4.2.2 is concerwét addressing imperatives of social
sustainability for local governments in order talbe the development-environment gap in
local government thinking towards NRM. This oppaoity addresses, in pafbjective Jof
the project on improving the legitimacy and effeetiess of regional partnerships.

The third and fourth opportunities identified aridcdissed in sections 4.2.3, and 4.2.4
describe the potential contribution of Regional @nigations of Councils as a vital future
NRM engagement network, and, improving regional NRMience through local planning
and policy making. Both these options enhancettiuetsiral and procedural dimensions of
partnerships in the regiq@bjective 3.

The following discussion is not restricted to qims ofwhatissues or problems prospective
partners might work cooperatively on, but aeavthose partners might work, and, what
opportunities can be identified in their broadestitutional setting that might enhance or
inhibit those partnerships, and therefore requilension. The opportunities we discuss are
not discrete in that there are connections betwsseres, partnership rules and broader
institutional change. Importantly, the opporturst@esented here are not intended to be
prescriptive but instead provide a platform forlalime between the ACC and local
government stakeholders and interests.

4.2.1 Problems or Assets as a Focus for Cooperation

Deep drainage, dealing with climatic variabilitydamends, and water security are key NRM
issues for the shires (section 3.2.1.). Many irllgovernment feel that the wider social and
environmental consequences of deep drainage fioitgahanagement, and the disposal of
saline and sometimes acidic water, are being negglday the State. It was suggested at one
ROC meeting that the ACC could meet this needadtthe landscape perspective that the
problem requires, and some of the technical cajabil Arguments against this proposal are
the ACC'’s lack of legal authority to address trsuess, and insufficient hydrological and
engineering skills. The ACC might float the ideahwtate government and gauge the
response. Meanwhile the ACC is already positiooeditintegrated assessments of deep
drainage, engage communities on the issue, andgeggirategic actions. Funding is more
likely from State then Federal sources in our view.

Town water supply under climate change is anotrgonissue identified in our interviews
with the shires. Catchment rehabilitation, stormewvéiarvesting and grey water management
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are among the options. Lack of hydrological exgertit the ACC is a handicap, but this
might be hired temporarily or, depending on demémdthe long term. Alternatively the
ACC might explore potential demand by offering aregrated assessment capability.

Agricultural sustainability emerged as another majBM issue (section 3.2.1.). We do not
see a future for the ACC as a provider of agrigaltproduction advice, but there may be an
opportunity for the ACC to deploy its knowledge amture State or competitive Federal
funding for managing landscape function throughtstyic plantings of native vegetation.
There is an associated potential for integrateddeape assessment. Greening Australia and
WWEF are potential partners.

There may also be an opportunity for the ACC teser coordinating and strategic role in
river management strategies. Water courses comnooo$g shire boundaries, and the
consequences of local actions impact downstreasie@®ased flows and pollution. The ACC
has the conceptual framework and some of the kragel¢o fulfil an integrating role. As

with deep drainage, it lacks legal authority, s heed not hamper an organisation that is
coordinating other players. The relationship of A&C with WA Department of Water

would need careful thought.

4.2.2 ‘Social sustainability’ and the developmentresironment gap

While the desire for or articulation of NRM needsliverse, there is a persistent and core
concern amongst shires, which is the maintenanseaél well-being and viability of their
communities. Here, issues of amenity, provisiosamial and health services, adapting to
reduced water availability, and managing the e$fetgrowing or declining populations are
paramount as are the implications these hold formmoonity identity and cohesion, land use
change and infrastructure.

Further, while some individual shires embrace deast recognise the role of NRM in their
strategic and operational planning, many othergygte to see its relevance and utility,
particularly where local government leaders peregie absence of a community mandate to
do so, or perceive NRM as a ‘top down’ externalnalge The analysis suggests that there are
two potential strategies the ACC may employ. Belly bn seeking stronger alignment
between regional natural resource asset protestiategies and the social sustainability
imperatives of shires.

1. Expanding on existing programs that reflect locabgernment priorities with staged
natural resource benefits

This is a strategy that requires direct engageméhtindividual councils, often linked to co-
investment in specific works (there are severalantrexamples of this occurring in the ARB
e.g. in water efficiency infrastructure or techrgies). Although previously successful these
types of investments have created some concernef@dkCC with regard to perceived bias
towards development rather than immediate environienefits, and therefore
accountability to funders. An approach where gréethanvironmental targets for the works
are specified in contractual arrangements maytdssie. That is, in year one of the
investments the funds are tied predominantly toeghiiorities and in subsequent years
additional works or management controls that delerezironmental benefit are introduced or
activated by payment schedules. This providesdghbmy function allowing shires to
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demonstrate the meeting of immediate community si@ddle facilitating the introduction of
improved NRM practice on the back of social rectigni good will and momentum.

To address related concerns identified from theriméws, a greater focus by the ACC to
document and report outcomes from these investnmealking them ‘visible’ to other shires,
local communities and potential investors is caititn addition, ensuring these investments
are made in priority locations in the landscapénwatspect to NRM condition or threat
assessments is prudent.

2. Integrated regional investment in sustainable deyg@hnent

While the previous opportunity is focused on speaiforks with individual shires, bridging
the development-environment gap also requires derisiy institutional arrangements at the
regional scale. These arrangements include thatpenf State and Commonwealth
supported regional entities such as ACC and WDC ldtb rely on successful interaction
with local players to achieve their ‘sustainableelepment’ agendas.

Responses in the interviews pointed to severalnaegis for stronger alignment between
regional level players in the ARB. These arguméantkided recognition that both the ACC
and WDC worked across large geographical areasamithitious agendas but with limited
financial and human capacity relative to the mamdétoth organisations. It was also
evident from the interview analyses that shiresdpate different alliances and affiliations
with the two organisations, partly based on histdnworking relationships or the perceived
degree of alignment with local priorities. As sushires that might be considered
‘unreachable’ by one of the regional entities mayabcessible through the other’s networks
or funding programs. While a suggestion of struaitintegration — that is a physical merger
of the two entities - is unlikely to be feasiblestable or necessary, there is considerable
scope to explore: i) the design of shared investipergrams; ii) the identification of NRM
criteria that may contribute to WDC developmentesivnent decisions; or, iii) opportunities
for the two entities to cooperate in brokering exaé¢investment for the region.

A more cooperative approach increases the ‘catctimepotential shire participants.
Improved cooperation would reduce institutional ptexity for local governments seeking to
invest in the sustainability of their shires andhoounities and would present an opportunity
to design a more balanced investment portfolio ithable to respond to social and economic
drivers of resource degradation. Institutional fngtation is well recognised in the
Australian and international literature as a keyribato sustainability. In practical terms, this
approach may also assist the ACC to access shitesffiliations with the WDC via co-
investment with the WDC.

This is not without potential challenges. One ptigtarrier to such a course of action noted
by regional level players is the history of ‘silbee@velopment between the organisations.
Different shires stated concerns of ‘a regionaétaler’, distrust or perceptions of neglect
from one or more of the regional groups. A secantthé prospect of moving into a more
competitive funding environment over next five y@aeducing the prosects of cooperation.
This second barrier, however, may provide alsctalyst for stronger regional cooperation.

With limited human capacity relative to size, distas and magnitude or resource
management issues a strongly integrated and foaagsbility for regional scale strategic
investment where resources are pooled and priextaarly negotiated and set would appear
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prudent. However, social relationships and netwarkssuch in the ARB that providing more
than one ‘entry point’ for shires seems necessary.

4.2.3 ROCs as partners

1. ROCs as a subregional interface for NRM

The responses provided by the key informants dutiegnterviews indicated that the ROC
level was the most appropriate scale to negotztddcape level outcomes. In the ARB there
are five entry points for the ACC to engage andotiate NRM through the ROCs. However,
as indicated by our analysis, there is diversitpss the landscape in local government’s
ability to respond and engage in NRM. While ROCseneonsidered the most appropriate
scale to negotiate landscape level priorities @l$® important to note that there is
heterogeneity between, and within, the individu@iQRnetworks. As such, the ACC may
need to strategically target their investment amghgement with ROCs and also particular
local governments within each ROC depending on Nil&d and capability.

It will be equally important for the ACC to builchexisting shire cooperation and relations at
the ROC level. As such, the ACC will need to tailorestment packages to ‘sub-regional’
ROC groupings — based on issues of subregionalarete. The ability to utilise ROCs as
critical networks to engage with local governmeiit minimise transaction costs whilst
maintaining important face to face contact andti@t@. Moreover, this will enable a practical
project focus and move to a more strategic workatgtionships with local governments in
the ARB.

There are some limitations or potential risks veittopting this approach. The first is
associated with the internal heterogeneity or gigeamongst local government interests and
capabilitywithin ROCs. In seeking to negotiate joint action, delbien may result in the
‘acceptable’ rather than optimal courses of achiemg agreed. However, engaging through
ROCs may be seen instead as a gateway to partreripgomemember councils. It does not
necessarily imply an ‘all in” agreement is desieafdilhe second limitation is that the ACC
may seek to differentiate involvement with differ&OCs. That is in relation to a given ROC
the ACC may determine that the “best type of pastme may be no partnership” if certain
circumstances prevail. These circumstances maydealvhen transaction costs are high, the
imperative for ‘regional’ investment is low (i.erelatively low value resource asset), and/or
a poor social connection with a given ROC due stonical or geographically identity.

2. Partnership and engagement protocols between R@@d ACC

ROCs appear to have quite distinct agendas andailores’. This influences their preferred
mode of interaction with the ACC, expectations @ienunication, and perceptions of the
extent of ‘overlap’ with the ACC’s regional pridas. As such, a specific approach could be
negotiated between the ACC and individual ROC&énform ofpartnership and engagement
protocols agreed and signed by the ACC Board and membeated®OC. This process and
the resulting documentation would provide the basisailoring communication planning,
general resource sharing and specific cooperatianwestment proposals or projects. In
addition, agreed for a set period with explicitiesw dates (e.g. biannual) this would provide
greater continuity and ‘certainty’ for ROCs, ancbagthen ties between ROCs and the ACC
generally. ACC staff, in particular the CEO or K&yard members, may take responsibility
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for their development and negotiation as this nwagnfa critical part of broader
organisational business planning and governanaepso

Expected benefits include greater efficienciestierACC reducing a potential 34 sets of
negotiations to five biannual or tri-annual agreetaeThese agreements would also serve as
a prospectus to other possible partners or investaech as NGOs, state and federal agencies
and other regional development bodies on local gowent relevant NRM and development
interests in specific ‘sub-regional’ geographieshaf ARB. The recent round of discussions
with the ROCs provides a contemporary and use&ifgim to progress these agreements.

ACC also noted that the relationships with theat#ht ROCs would be quite distinct
reflecting the different NRM orientation of the R®€.g. SLUMP with its policy and
planning coordination focus and NEWROC-WEROC NRMation and extension
emphasis.

4.2.4 Strategic alignment of local and regional plss

The review of policy and planning architecture (gatl.3.2) suggested that at least one
component of the options presented from this rebeapuld reflect some proposals to
improve alignment between formal structures anttunsents for planning at local and
regional level — namely the regional NRM strategyg amvestment plan and local government
planning schemes/strategic plans. Although possilgbeinciple, and even desirable, the
evidence gathered through the analyses largelyteggais as a viable option for most shires
in the region with perhaps the exception of a smathber of shires within the Avon Arc. In
working directly with shires, the principle limitahs here are firstly the absence of
professional planning capability within most logalvernments, and secondly, the centralised
nature of planning scheme preparation (and devedopassessment) through the Department
of Infrastructure and Planning and Western Austraflanning Commission.

While LAPs presented an initial opportunity to irape alignment between local and regional
planning, the analysis supports the anecdotal aceléhat LAPS - with one exception — were
not used throughout the ARB. Shire intervieweesdcihe absence of professional planning
capability as one key reason for this. In additeuhsequent discussions at ROCs suggested
local government had not been adequately involmetié original design of that mechanism
prior to and during the (2005) regional NRM strgteglevelopment.

There may still, however, be some opportunitiegtierACC to influence local planning
schemes for example at their scheduled periodiewes/by, for example, the provision of
natural resource asset information, as successfotigrtaken by the ACC previously. This
material may also be useful for informing local commity deliberations in the writing of
shires’ strategic plans (plan for the future). Tdgiproach will increasingly contribute to
cooperative policies and studies becoming more comamongst neighbouring shires on
future land use, transport infrastructure or wasé@magement issues. In addition to the
provisionof information however to assist local governmetitsre is also the need to support
the effectivetranslationand use of this into schemes, strategic planslici@s. It is in this
instance, however, that transaction costs for t6€ Anay become too high in working with
individual councils. This would then suggest tharking through or partnering State
agencies or organisations such as WALGA — who dlfrsaipport shires’ planning activities
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in the region - may be more efficient. Another optis the ACC seeking to translate its NRM
knowledge and capabilities into multi-shire polagvelopment occurring cooperatively
within ROCs in response to major regional pressaréand use change. Unless concerned
with the protection of a specific, highly localisassset, then these approaches may be more
effective compared to seeking influence in the farmrevision of planning schemes or like
instruments on a shire by shire basis.
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Appendix 2: Interview questions and protocol

Taylor, B. and Abel, N. CSIRO Sustainable Ecosystdune 2008

Designed for face-to-face qualitative semi-struetiinterviews of approximately 40mins-1hr
duration; Thirty-four respondents targeted. Tapplied in conjunction with the attached
protocol, following interviewer training; Data te ldigitally recorded and transcribed for
analysis.

=

Looking ahead what do you consider the major spe@nomic or environmental
changes facing the shire into the future;

a. Firstly, over the next 3-5 years and
b. Inthe longer term, say 10-20 years?

Note to interviewer: If need can prompt with elgnate, pop decline/pressure,
salinity, health services etc

How well positioned is your shire, as a communityleéal with the types of likely
changes you identified above?

Note to interviewer: If need can prompt with eigancially, human resources,
planning capability, partnerships, technical/engineag skills?

In terms of the shire’s current strategic and opanal planning what are the current
priorities? Why these?

a. [Supplementary if needed] Are there land and wai@nagement issues that are
particularly important or pressing for the shirefy\re these so critical?

Regional level organisations such as the ACC, WhelitDevelopment Commission,
operate in the Avon NRM Region

Have you worked with these regional groups in thstp

To address what issues?

Were their benefits to your shire or local commyfpit
What were the costs to you, your shire and locairoanity?

apow

What, in your view, would improve the working retaetship between your shire and
groups such as the ACC and Wheat belt Developmemn@ssion in the future?

Is your shire a member of a voluntary Regional @iggtion of Councils? If so, what
initially motivated your shire to participate inetflROC and why do you continue to stay
involved?

And lastly, looking ahead, will links to other orgsations (inside or outside the region)
become more or less important? Which ones, and why?

Before we finish up, is there anything else youke to add that we haven’'t touched on in
the questions above?
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Interview protocol

This protocol outlines some issues for discussinoragst CSIRO, NRMO and GA staff
conducting interviews with Local Government repregagves during June-July 2008. Its
main purpose is to provide some guidance on a camand effective interview approach that
will meet the needs of all participants and prodaigmod evaluation / research outcome.

The three main areas outlined here include 1) @tigsues; 2) data recording and
management; 3) style or technique. Lastly it loakbBow these issues can be addressed in
practice when interviewing.

Ethical Issues

The first ethical issue isonfidentiality . As the interviewer, you must ensure the trust the
interviewee puts in you and the research is noplai®d. That is, you respect that people
may be providing views and opinions that they waut otherwise disclose publically,
outside of the interview process. This means icte:

» Using the information collected for the stated msgys) only

» Keeping your interview notes or recordings secure

* Inreporting the data or findings you would noklan individual’'s name to a specific
comment or remark (generally unless permissionexgéicitly gained to do so), but
use a I7abel such as “Respondent 23” or “r23” orrtNern Wheat belt Councillor” or
similar'.

The second main ethical issue is seeking and gginfarmed consent.This means
explicitly asking the interviewee if they agreeprticipate in the interview or not.
Importantly this happens only once they understainalt the research is about and how the
information is going to be used. This informatiaeds to be provided to the interviewee
either before the interview or at the start ofititerview itself.

Data recording and management

Written note taking and voice recording (i.e. tapinterviews) are both valid ways of
recording interviewee’s response$o questions. Both have advantages and disadwesitag
Note taking is often less confronting to the perBemg interviewed but requires considerable
skill to capture the dialogue whilst maintaining tfow of the conversation. Taping
interviews can provide better quality of data —régording and transcribing exactly the
words used by the interviewee — and also helpBde-up’ the interviewer to ask follow up
qguestions and relax into the conversation.

If note taking, working in pairs can help overcoseene of the limitations (one writes and
one asks questions) as can capturing any additiofmation immediately after the
interview that was ‘missed’ while writing and taikj.

If recording make sure the interviewee knows armeegto being taped (see above). Position
the voice recorder in a “middle ground” positiortielp capture the sound without being too
threatening. Make sure you have enough “time"defthe tape BEFORE staring the
interview. Also be clear when you turn the tape-olét the person know / let them see when
you turn the tape off.

" This may not be an issue for part A of the intew@ Our Patch evaluation as you'll probably want
to report on specific sites and experiences?
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Importantly to prevent valuable data being losis itest to copy or move the file to a safe
location as soon as after the interview permitee(advery 2 interviews or at the end of the
day) — such as copy a voice file onto your compitter specially marked folder. Remember
to ensure this information is only accessible ®phoject team / other evaluators as it must be
treated confidentially.

Interview style

As an interviewer it is your aim to get the bestvaers to your questions. Best in terms of
quality of information provided, an understandiddhe interviewees issues and clarity in not
simply whatis said buwhyit is said. Things like body language during thieiview can
greatly influence the response. Being relaxed tightive in your listening is important.
Present an “open” body language (e.g. avoidingsesirms) and acknowledge you're are
still listening when taking notes by nodding orbegrcues.

If you want more information on something or wamtlarify an answer given it is good
practice to ask:

» That's interesting; can you tell me more about?hat
* Could you explain what you mean by “blah”, please?
» If people give yes/no answers, it is good to follegvwith:
o Why do you say that? Can you give me an exampleheh that happened?
Etc

Remember it's an interview. You can provide backgibinformation for the interviewee,
talk about the project and why you are interestgtieir opinion etc but don’t fall into the
trap of responding to an interviewee’s answer lighang, being disrespectful or by saying:

e  “Well, what | reckon is...” or
* “No, that’s not correct, | disagree , what realgpbened was....".

Putting these into practice:A possible introduction to the interview...

» Thanks [Jim] for agreeing to participate / speathwis today, appreciate you time

* We are really interested in the views and expedsmat Local Government players
because....

* The interview should take roughly 40mins-1hr.

« Information from this interview will contribute tihne Our Patchproject evaluation as
well as a CSIRO research projddnking NRM and Sustainable Developmanthe
community scaleurrently running in the Avon (fact sheet and egitg attached).

* We are interviewing Local Government CEOs / plasrigepresentatives across the
region over the next month or so...to help understgather their views on etc etc

* Your responses will remain confidential- that isytihwon't be linked directly to you
or your organisation in any public reports or mialer

* We are wanting to record interviews to make surgatber the information

accuratelyDo we have your permission to record the interview?
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o I'll start the tape now...’

* Give a brief outline of the interview... let peopledw where you're going.... E.g.
The interview will begin with some specific quesisoon the your shire’s
involvement in the Our Patch project. We'd thée lio hear about your experiences
with NRM more broadly, and then look ahead to fetissues and opportunities.

» Do you have any questions for us or about thevigerbefore we start?

At the end of the interview be sure to:

¢ Thank the person for their time

« Leave contact details for yourself / project

e Check if they have any remaining questions or corxabout the process

¢ Remind them when the results will be available asklif they would like to be kept
informed about the outcomes of the interviews

e Ask if they would be OK about being contacted aghynphone) in the next month
or two to gather some more detail or follow up ome more information relating to

the answers they provided.
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Appendix 3: Tabled responses of priority issues stad by
local governments

Table 1: Short term changes: ranking of shiresthathes

2 | Short term changes expected in: Rank order, higrezatiency on left, lowest on right

2 Environment NewROC AROC RoeROC SeavRO(C WeROC
% Employment, resource use and economy AROC NewR(QOC eRRE€ SeavROC WeROC

é’ infrastructure and services RoeROQ AROC NewRQC Besv | WeROC

E’ population AROC NewROC SeavRO(Q RoeRO( WeRO(
E Governance WeROC NewROC RoeRO(C AROC SeavROQC
E Energy AROC SeavROC | WeROC NewROC RoeRO(
E uncertainty, planning and leadership AROC NewROC RWE RoeROC SeavROC
é Society AROC RoeROC SeavROC NewRO( WeROC|
é Shire resources WeROC Other shires zero

Table 2: Long term changes: ranking of shires &ethes

‘§> Long term changes expected in: Rank order, highegtiency on left, lowest on right

E Employment, resource use and economy AROC RoeRQC ROAe NewROC SeavROC
£ | Environment RoeROC SeavRO(Q WeROC AROC NewRQC
§ population AROC NewROC RoeROC SeavROC  WeRO(
E .| Energy RoeROC SeavROC| WeROC AROC NewROC
é *3 infrastructure and services SeavRO(C NewROC RoeRQC ROG WeROC

é ; Society AROC Other shires zero
Table 3: Ability of shires to adapt: ranking of g8 and themes

8 | Ability of shires to deal with changes in: Rank erchighest frequency on left, lowest on right

_g’ uncertainty, planning and leadership NewRO(C RoeROCSeavROC | AROC WeROC

g Shire resources AROC NewRO(Q RoeRO( SeavROC WeRQC
£ Employment, resource use and economy RoeRQC SeavRO®WROC WeROC AROC

§ infrastructure and services NewRO( AROC RoeROC Besv | WeROC

E Society AROC NewROC RoeROC other shires zero

é E Environment NewROC other shires zero

é é population RoeROC WeROC Other shires zero

AROC NewROC | RoeROC | SeavRoq WeROC

Table 4: Ranking of operational and strategic pilagpriorities by shires and themes

Themes ranked from highest at the top

Shires’ strategic & operational planning
priorities

Rank order, highest frequency on left, lowest ghtri

Environment AROC NewROC RoeROC SeavRO(C WeROC
infrastructure and services NewRO( RoeROC AROC WeRO| SeavROC
Employment, resource use and economy NewRQC Olfresssequal

Shire resources AROC NewRO(Q SeavROC RoeROC WeRQC
population NewROC WeROC RoeROC SeavROC AROC

uncertainty, planning and leadership

SeavRQC RoeRQQther shires zero

Governance SeavROC WeROC Other shires zero
Society All shires zero
Energy All shires zero
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Table 5: Short term changes expected (next 3-5 yegr

AROC

NewROC

RoeROC

SeavROC

WeROC

TOTAL

ENVIRONMENT

climate change

salinity

deep drainage

water quality

native vegetation decline

native vegetation rehabilitation

native vegetation conservation

drought

flood

water resource development

reserve management
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ENERGY

energy need

energy costs

new energy sources
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES

infrastructure insufficient

health services insufficient

voluntary services insufficient

recreation infrastructure insufficient

sharing services

rubbish

rail service

TOTAL
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SHIRE RESOURCES

Federal support insufficient

State support insufficient

o

o

o

o

=

=

TOTAL

o

o

o

N

N

EMPLOYMENT, RESOURCE USE & ECONOMY

declining agriculture

costs of inputs

life stylers' increasing

land use conflicts

increasing farm size
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new agricultural and horticultural land uses

o
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residential development

industrial development

tourism

new businesses

skills shortage

impact of mining on jobs

mining booms and busts
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shire amalgamations

N

Federal and State policies not coordinated

Shire-State conflicts

policing
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Table 6: Long term changes expected(next 10-20 y&ar

AROC

NewROC

RoeROC

SeavROC

WeROC

TOTAL

ENVIRONMENT

climate change

salinity

deep drainage

water quality

native vegetation decline

native vegetation rehabilitation

native vegetation conservation

drought

flood

water resource development

reserve management

O|FR OO OO0k~ N
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insufficient knowledge on salinity

TOTAL
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POPULATION

population growth

population decline

population ageing

TOTAL
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declining agriculture
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Federal and State policies not coordinated
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Shire-State conflicts 0 0 0 0 0 0
policing 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0
Table 7: Ability of shires to deal with the short aad long term change
ENVIRONMENT olo |9
O l®) 8 8 |
S|E % |3 |g |2
4 ) 8 o QL @]
< |z | |0 = et
ENVIRONMENT
Well placed because of strong NRM emphasis in #s¢ p 0 1 0 0 0 1
Protect natural assets 0 1 0 0 0 1
TOTAL 0 2 0 0 0 2
UNCERTAINTY, PLANNING AND LEADERSHIP
New CEO has ideas and drive 0 1 0 0 0 1
lack of community awareness reduces ability to adap 0 2 0 0 0 2
Poor - cannot influence economy or climate D D1 1
Shire is coming from behind 0 0 0 1 0 1
Learn from other councils that have already expegdrsimilar pressures 0 1 1
Doing their best 0 0 0 1 0 1
Uncertainty is a problem 0 0 1 0 0 1
Are aware and will be proactive 2 2 1 0 0 5
Can adapt as we go 0 0 1 0 0 1
TOTAL 2 5 3 3 1 14
POPULATION
Well positioned due to good population base 0 D1 1
Decline in population would reduce adaptive cagacit 0 0 1 0 0 1
TOTAL 0 0 1 0 1 2
SOCIETY
Strong community, proactive people, grassrootoasti 1 1 1 0 0 3
SERVICES
Share services with other shires 1 2 0 1 0 4
More of a user pays approach for services 0 0 1 0 01
Well placed because belong to a ROC 0 D 0
TOTAL 1 2 1 1 0 5
SHIRE RESOURCES
Need State support for infrastructure and services 1 1 0 0 1 3
Need Federal support for infrastructure and sesvice 1 1 0 0 0 2
Poor financial state makes it hard 0 0 1 0 0 1
Lack of resources a major problem 0 0 0 1 0 1
Strong financial state outs it in a good position 10 0 0 0 1
More NRM capacity needed 0 0 0 1 0 1
TOTAL 3 2 1 2 1 9
EMPLOYMENT, RESOURCE USE & ECONOMY
Already have a strong economy 0 0 1 0 0 1
Need new and bigger businesses including manufagtur 0 0 1 0 0 1
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Need tourism

Solar energy is a business opportunity

Try to stop broadacre farms becoming hobby farms

TOTAL

Table 8: Shires’ priorities for strategic and operaional planning, compared with

all issues identified

AROC

NewROC

RoeROC

SeavROC

WeROC

TOTAL

ENVIRONMENT

climate change
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deep drainage

water quality

native vegetation decline

native vegetation rehabilitation

native vegetation conservation

drought

flood
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environmental conservation and protection
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impact of mining on land

degradation of the Avon River
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insufficient knowledge on climatic change

insufficient knowledge on salinity

strategic planning

development control

TOTAL

oO|o0|o| o

o|o0|o| o

R O|~O

WIFL|NO

o|O0|0|o

AL WO

POPULATION

population growth

population decline

population ageing

attracting people in

getting people to stay

TOTAL

oO|O|0|0|0|Oo

NFRIOIFR OO

R|IPR|O|O0|0|0O

R|O|O|—| O|0O

NP, O OO

D W|IFLIN OO

SOCIETY

8 This table lists all the short and long term changes plus all the operational and strategic priorities

identified by all shires. When there is a zero in a cell, none of the shires in that ROC identified that issue
as a priority. When there is, say, a 2 in a cell, it means 2 shires in that ROC identified that issue as a
priority for strategic or operational planning.
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social networks insufficient

social conflict

TOTAL

ENERGY

energy need

energy costs

o

o

o

o

o

o

new energy sources

o

o

o

o

o

TOTAL

INFRASTRUCTURE & SERVICES

infrastructure insufficient

health services insufficient

voluntary services insufficient

recreation infrastructure and services insufficient

sharing services

rubbish

rail service

road maintenance, new roads

transport network insufficient

maintaining levels of all services

NP NP RPIOIO|IOIN|W

TOTAL

ORI O|O|O|O|O|ON

D[P OFRPIOIO|O0|W|O|Fr|O

O|O|O| PO |O|rO|Oo|0o

WFROIO|0|0|0|O0|O|F|kF

AO|IO|FRP|O|FRP|O|NO|O|O

N
w

SHIRE RESOURCES

Federal support insufficient

State support insufficient

set finance aside for mantenance of infrastructure

retaining staff

sharing NRMO with other shires

sharing road maintenance equipment with other shire

olo|lo|r|olo

olo|lo|o|r|r

olo|lr|ololo

=l r|lo|lololo

olo|lo|lo|lo|o

RplRRPRrP R

getting developers to contribute to infrastructamne amenity

TOTAL

N

N

[

N

o

~

EMPLOYMENT, RESOURCE USE & ECONOMY

declining agriculture

maintain agriculture

costs of inputs

life style increasing

land use conflicts

increasing farm size

oO|O|oO|o0|o| o

oO|O|Oo|0o|o| o

oO|O|oO|o0|o| o

new agricultural and horticultural land uses

new agricultural and horticultural processing irtdies

residential development

industrial development

town development

tourism

new businesses

skills shortage

impact of mining on jobs

mining booms and busts

o|lo|lo|o|r|kr|r| M |Clo|lo|lolojolo

TOTAL

Nviolojo|o|k|o|o|k|o

WOIO|I0|0|wW|oO|O|O|p

Nvio|lojo|o|o|o|r|k|o

NOOOOOI—‘OHOOOOOOOO

NOOOOOOOHHOOOOOOO

=
[N

GOVERNANCE
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be pro-active in formation of regional councils

[

Federal and State policies not coordinated

Shire-State conflicts

o
o

policing

o
o
o

o

TOTAL

| O|O




Appendix 4: Discussions of initial findings with RGCs

The following is a summary of major points of feadk received by the research team from
local government stakeholders in presenting thénpireary findings to local government
stakeholders. These presentations were made inratign with the ACC to four separate
forums associated with the operation of five voaumtROCs during October and November
2008 in the ARB.

The purpose of presenting the findings at thesding=ewas twofold. First, to seek
clarification and promote discussion on the teaintsrpretation of the analysis of qualitative
interviews with local government participants, aedond, to ask local government
stakeholders to reflect on and refine a suite okga ‘options’ or strategies to improve local-
regional partnerships. Attending the ROC meetings provided an opportunity for the
research team to observe and record other relévamies of discussion that could assist with
understanding the current function and focus oRMXCs. Further, members of the research
team were able to debrief with ACC staff followiagch of the sessions on the partnership
options proposed, including their social and openal implications. Some of the key points
of discussion at the ROCs are present below.

Sustainable Land Use & Management (SEAVROC) 7th Qober Beverley

CSIRO: Bruce Taylor. ACC: Peter Sullivan & Liz Kiag; Project Advisory Group
Members: Jessica Sheppard, WALGA

» Priority issues and focus for partnershif@ome shires face pressure for intensification of
land use in form of lifestyle subdivisions in exdare cropping zone, compounded by
absentee landowners. Where development pressréessarforceful, shires still note an
increasing diversification of land use within thsirire. One CEO noted “the rate of
development is catching us out” with subdivisiogswring adjacent to inappropriate
land uses with a need to “keep an eye on peri-upb@ssures of common interest”. There
were also concerns associated with over-extractiavater from paleo-channel and
implications for environmental flows in the Avonver.

» There were also sevemisting cooperative venturegther underway or under
discussion that were raised at the SLUM meetingsé&hncluded:

o It was noted by one participant that “SLUM stangth a desire to promote
coordinated land use and management”. It had gmaitifocus on sustainable
agriculture and MRM issues but has evolved to facaseasingly on
development and land use planning with NRM implaad;

0 Sustainable tree farming options are being assesskedling their required
infrastructure and future land use implicationsp#t of tree farming
development on land ownership and values — timdr@nihg requires heavier
road limits (i.e. 120 ton rather than 82 ton). Tluieates two classes of land
ownership — those with and without timber truckess®
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o0 A proposal to develop a ‘sustainable water use’ @larss five shires was
planned for submission under the March 2009, Cdongur Country funding
calls.

0 Seeking to implement a ‘sustainable land use prgnfiamework’ incorporating
GIS capability and shared principles to providesistent decision-making on
development and land-use across the member shifésL-GA and DPI support

o Noted that neighbouring AROC planners “getting tbhgeto look at uniform
planning provisions and policies...available for gxgre to look at”

Members are currently exploring feasibility of magiSEAVROC a corporate entity with
executive officer and common information technolpégtform — allows more efficient
and professional management of the ‘alliance’ wiilaintaining autonomy and identity
of individual member shires;

Number of cases mentioned where SLUM was curremive in coordinating different
levels of government involvement on land use plagrigsues:

0 Local governments initiating dialogue with stateagjes — less concerned about
being “bossed around” in that way;

0 Suggestions to seek strategic attendance of localaillors and to “flush out”
state agencies, state or federal politicians talgett engagement, and political
support, in key issues — particularly before “théythe council table” or other
decision-making spaces;

SLUM as a place to “bring the local government atade agency threads together for our
region” (Quairading, CEQO); “can go to zone meetihgsnot going to get the same
purchase as sitting around the ROC table” (WALGA).

SLUM members considered it valuable to have a nurobeorporate landowners and
managers participating in the forum e.g. AVONGRO

Several productive tensions were evident in disonssabout the current and future role

of the SLUM/SEAVROC:

i) Should SLUM principally operate as a decision mglon information sharing
forum? The group currently saw one of its functiassa ‘responding and
filtering role’ or ‘reacting and commenting’ on staand federal policies and

plans.

i) Ought it adopt a more formalised structure (beimgsadered as part of
SeaVROC feasibility study) or maintain informalwetk status; and,

iii) maintain focus on process - as in (i) above - @elg and report against a

clear statement of results on a regular basigftisats on local planning
policies, integrated responses to key developnssuaes (transport, water,
clearing vegetation) and supporting formal chang#ss scheme reviews etc.
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RoeROC, 23rd October Kulin

CSIRO: Ben Harman; ACC: Liz Kington

Priority issues:RoeROC members re-iterated thgticultural sustainability was seen as
the most critical issue for NRM in their regionosgly linked to climate adaptation. The
second major issue raised at the forum was théeep drainage seen as politically
contentious yet required clear government leadershihe state level which was seen to
be lacking.

Themes of relevance and urgency raised in thevietes were again underlined by
RoeROC members. Essentially, local governmentslembng with more pressing issues
on a day-to-day basis around maintenance and gaweerof their towns. As such, local
governments will engage on a as needed basis Bidyabsence of a clear community
mandate to act or invest on NRM over and aboverotioge pressing issues also hindered
progress. Future working relationships need takewtt of the transaction costs of
‘engagement’ for shires and local communities. fiiming and pace of engagement is
seen as critical. Adopting a ‘periodic’ or engagatria ‘spits and spats’ mode of
cooperation rather than continual engagement wefenped as the latter is considered too
taxing for participants. The second consideratierehs that it takes a long time to
generate momentum, build relationships and trashtinual changes to funding
arrangements and priorities at regional level hirhlis.

On the proposal to use ROCs as focal point for AGGagement, thiwas well received

by the RoeROC members. The view was re-enforcddc:tiuperation at the ROC level is
more efficient and effective as the ROC networkrdoa strong social cohesion based on
shared community and sense of place.

Discussions on linking development and NRM objexdighowed that the group believed
this may work for certain specific projects but fartbroad scale sustainable agriculture
applications as it is too diffuse. Where developnggrals and NRM might be aligned via
stronger cooperation between the ACC and WDC vilais considered as undesirable by
some ROC members due to some shires preferencéswotk with the WDC or its
representatives due to past dealings with WDC sgmtatives.

NewROC and WeROC, joint meeting, 28th October, Sotiern Cross

CSIRO: Nick Abel & Rachel Williams; ACC: Liz Kingt& Peter Sullivan;
Project Advisory Group Members: Bruce Whittber &telen Westcott

Group discussion recognised that the new fundirepgements under ti@@aring for Our
Country(CFOC) program would see a greater need for catipargiven the likelihood

of decreasing funds. The ACC is seen as havingiiteexpertise and a strategic
perspective that increases chances of accessidg.fuocal governments stated their lack
of expertise to be a major constraint in accesaimjusing funds, or being able to
determine what constituted a ‘good project’ asafafunders were concerned. A fear was
expressed in the discussion of losing the expeatiseknowledge of the ACC as a result
of diminished funding under the CfOC program.
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» Cooperation between the ACC and local governmeriRO& level received broad
support as collaboration with individual shireségn as too hard. Further, the ROC was
seen as the appropriate forum to initiate dialogueooperation or possible joint project
proposals with other NGOs such as Greening Auatrali

» Deep Drainage was considered by the ROC as aatiNiRM and development issue and
it was stated that the “ACC is dropping the ballde®p drainage”, and there is a lack of
knowledge where that issue was headed. The AC@mesgypl by stating firstly, the work
by the Wheatbelt Drainage Council is stalled byngjeaof State Government, and
secondly, the ACC does not have the statutory statd resources to undertake this role
— it could however make a contribution but unceaittais a problem.

* More broadly, sustainable agriculture was seemaggihe priority issue for cooperation
historically. There was a view that “we’ve mad#diprogress in making agriculture
sustainable — lots of activities, but how has Ipad?”

AROC 13th November, Northam
CSIRO: Nick Abel; ACC: Liz Kington & Peter Sullivan

* Previous engagement mechanisms and strategieggetssed. These included
comments that local governments relied too heanlWWRMOs for the link to ACC. It
was acknowledged that an additional, more dire&tWould was also be necessary.
AROC members re-iterated the different scales aiudifies of respective organisations
(e.g. local government has to deal with flooding araste management at local scale). A
synergy here was considered possible, however, goe@rnments stressed the need to
“know the local benefits and costs of broader spadgects”. Further, uncertainty of
funding for ACC makes engagement unattractive ieshas did the ‘fractured nature’ of
the ACC’s agenda.

* In relation to priority issues for cooperation iasvclear that the ROC members associated
ACC with a ‘sustainable agriculture’ agenda, whicl shires did not consider to be
“shire business”. However, several other existingroposed opportunities for
cooperation between the ROC and ACC were raisedetincluded seeking State
Government funding for the Mortlock River North jet which involves the ACC. The
project crosses shire boundaries and there is astosam salt impact, so a good
opportunity for inter-shire collaboration with ACC.

* As at the NEWROC / WEROC forum a suggestion wasathdt the ACC should adopt
a statutory authority status and “becomes the aityhr@sponsible for NRM” in the
region and advise on the NRM impacts of projectsaioposed developments (such as
the Water Authority currently does). It was statieat the ACC “must get away from
multiple small projects...and should operate as thaager of the Avon Catchment”.
This would assist in the alignment of local goveemtnand ACC plans and the ACC link
through the ROCs to provide this advice throughRRXCs.

» The imperative to cooperate rather than competeresisrated by ROC members some
noting “the risk to the ACC is that local governrtgeoan go it alone”. A view was put
that too much effort was already wasted by shiogspeting against each other.
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ACC perspectives on partnerships in a changing ingtitional environment

Discussions at the ROC meetings between researahd®OC members catalysed further
discussions between the research team and AC@sfiMuch of this discussion focused on
the issues facing the ACC in operating under thve pr@gram arrangements of CfOC and its
implications for ACC business into the future. Thkowing is a summary of some of the
more salient points from those discussions thag ayplications for partnership design.

ACC officers reported that their earlier expectagiof a continuation of NHT3 ‘style’
program and funding arrangements under the Auatr&@iovernment were not realised.
Instead, over the last twelve months a policy shifirogram design towards a more
competitive and prescriptive model, in terms ofroaed investment priorities, under CfOC
has eventuated. In addition, the ACC officers wergnisant this shift has been accompanied
by a bifurcation of state and federal governmetaregsts in funding regional NRM delivery,
resulting in two sets of funding models and priestset by each level of government. The
major implication for regional bodies such as ti@Q\is that where previously local
stakeholders were somewhat obliged to work thrabghACC under a ‘cooperative’ model
to access government funds, they could now appéctly to governments and thereby they
may essentially compete with regional bodies fergame funds.

One ACC officer commented that these new “polidyisgs unwound the mandate for
regional bodies”. It was also believed that “fedl@aliticians have weighed up the political
costs of withdrawing support from the regions @spll and short lived”. A second
implication for the ACC is the risk of significaptteduced operational and investment
budgets to free-up program dollars under the coitiygetendering component of the CfOC
program, but further impacted by the relatively pdi¢ of Australian government funding
priorities under their business plan with major Nidgues in the Avon.

These two pressures, first a reduced financialagpdue to ‘poor fit’ with CfOC priorities;
and second, the shift to a more competitive fundireglel intersects, creating something of a
double bind for regional bodies such as the AC@ fdduced security in funding means
regional bodies need to move from a previous gafaierole to adopt a more collaborative,
co-investment model with other stakeholders (siclveal governments). Paradoxically, the
shift in national program logic towards a more cetitfive model actively works against this
cooperation, effectively undermining a culture obperation.

ACC officers also believed that the asset basedesty adopted in the regional NRM plan
had often placed the objectives and prioritiehefACC “at odds with those of the shires”. It
was mentioned that the ACC now expected competitmm local governments as well as
NGOs such as Greening Australia and WWF as altersevice providers to the region.

Several responses noted by ACC officers to this Ingsiness environment included:

» Cross-regional alliances have emerged or been peopim negate competitive
behaviour between regional bodies and to ‘flushtieitcapability of different
organisations’;

» The need to secure an increased ‘mandate to opoatelocal stakeholders;

« A *fundamental shift from ‘strategic’ comprehenspkanning to a business plan with
clear funding priorities”; and
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e The need to move from generic ‘broad’ collaboratitm specific collaborations with
communities of interest.

ACC officers also noted these responses have iatits for specific funding priorities and
partners:

* Reflections on ‘sustainable agriculture’ investmiarthe ARB, and neighbouring
regions, suggest this investment provided significan-farm benefit, but unclear
public benefit. In the ARB working on sustainabigieulture requires management
of a “disjointed asset of around 12, 000ha” thatrizduction focused and diffuse,
making reporting measureable progress against mrescondition targets
problematic.

« The ACC has had strong cooperative relationshipstaerefore investment with
particular councils or ROCs historically. This wessed, however, on support for the
provision of one-on-one extension models of progdativery to landholders. These
transaction costs under the new funding environmeyt not be justifiable unless a
high value asset is being protected, particulathgmvconsidered in conjunction with
the point above.

This appendix outlined some of the direct respobgete ROC forums to our preliminary
analysis and also some related points of discusgitinthe ROCs and the ACC that arose in
the course of, and reflecting on those discussibnese points assisted greatly in providing a
stronger context and understanding of the oppdrésniio improve local-regional partnerships
and engagement for NRM and development.
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Appendix 5: Extract from ‘Our Patch’ project evaluation

In total, 16 of the 21 shire councils that wereimiewed had participated in the Our Patch
investment project. Interviewees indicated thatelveere a range of reasons why their
respective shire councils had applied for Our Paiolding. While some wanted to
rehabilitate gravel pits and revegetate road resemthers wanted to preserve cultural
heritage. For instance, one AROC and environsvigeee commented:

[The reasons were] to assist with the reversahwod Idegradation and increase the
amount of vegetation within the shire. | suppos#’#ht, in a nutshell. | mean they’'re
the two most important factors | would have thou@r4).

Overall, interviewees indicated that Our Patch fngdnade it possible for shire councils to
successfully achieve on ground outcomes. A reltismall number of interviewees also
commented that their shire councils had particghateOur Patch to raise awareness about the
conservation of environmental assets within theroomity. Furthermore, one interviewee
from a WeROC shire council noted that it was ohhlptigh discussions with the ACC that

the interest in Our Patch was eventually developed:

| suppose it was really through discussion with ASLEIT that it brought the interest out
and then it started from there (R20)

Interestingly, our analysis also showed that allesbouncils that had participated in the Our
Patch investment project would apply for this tgbéunding in the future. Most interviewees
noted that there was an ongoing need for Our Aatating in the region. It was frequently
indicated that funding received from future OurdPahvestment projects could be used for
similar works in other places where priority remtsamad been identified. Overall,
interviewees were convinced about the effectivenésise Our Patch project. As one
NewROC interviewee stated:

Yes, we would apply for it because ... people hagpaaded very well to the work
that’s been done. It provides more work avenuesi®iNRM officer and generally it's
a way of making sure the locals, especially farmensw that we are serious about
NRM because we want them on board (R11).

This view was supported by a WeROC interviewee:

Why? Well, because there are funds available, la@@c¢tual program wasn’t too
bureaucratic. It was a good process and we caaugeemes (R17).

A number of interviewees emphasised the urgent f@esimilar types of funding so that
shire councils could undertake environmental wankd implement on ground works. For
instance, one WeROC interviewee commented:

Can | be absolutely mercenary because we donlyreate what funding program there
is, okay? We don't care whether you call it theehting funding program or you call it
natural heritage grant. We just think that fundiogthese types of projects need to
occur. ... Dollars to do environmental stuff is at want (R10).

Only two interviewees stated that they would ngilafor Our Patch funding in the future.
Both of these interviewees were from shire courtbiég had not participated in the first round
of Our Patch funding. Lack of capacity and laclerpertise were the two main reasons that
were provided for this decision. As one AROC andirems interviewee noted:

The only reason that we haven't applied is thatlame't have the capacity to deliver.
It's no reflection on the program or what it coblel utilised for. It's just a reflection of
priorities that | inherited and our just sheer latkapacity to undertake these projects
(R15).
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Appendix 6: Project engagement record

Event

Location

Research team

Date

Inception briefing with ACC
and scoping interviews with
key informants,

Northam, Corrigin
and York

Bruce Taylor, Nick
Abel, Judith Harvey

11-14 February, 2008

Project Advisory Group Local Government | Bruce Taylor, Nick 11t February, 2008
Meeting # 1 House, Perth Abel, Judith Harvey
NEWROC / WEROC Koorda Bruce Taylor, Judith | 22nd April, 2008
presentation and briefing, Harvey
RoeROC presentation and Kondinin Bruce Taylor, Judith | 24t April, 2008
briefing Harvey
EnviroPlanning Workshop, Northam Bruce Taylor, Ben 14t May 2008
DIPE and ACC Harman
Interviews with Local Gov't Shire offices Linda Vernon and July-September 2008
representatives (21) throughout Avon team

region
Project Advisory Group Teleconference Bruce Taylor, Ben 231 September, 2008
Meeting # 2: progress report Harman
and milestones
SLUM/ SeaROC Beverley Bruce Taylor 7t October, 2008
presentation and options
discussion
RoeROC presentation and Kulin Ben Harman 23rd October 2008

options discussion

NewROC-WeROC
presentation and options
discussion

Southern Cross

Nick Abel, Rachel
Williams

28th October, 2008

AROC presentation and
options discussion

Northam

Nick Abel

13t November 2008
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Appendix 7: Funding and program context

The ACC has in the past been funded through thimh&tAction Plan for Salinity and Water
Quality (NAPSWQ), the National Heritage Trust (NH&hd the WA Government.
Allocations from the NHT and NAPSWQ were made toheaf the 56 regional bodies once
their regional catchment management strategies aggeoved. From 2005 to 2008 the ACC
received and spent $30.65m (see Table 4). 8.1%aeagb management, 3.9% on other
overheads.

Table 4. ACC Income and Expenditure 2005-08.

Annual
mean $
Total $x 1000 | x 1000 | %

Direct project expenditure
Landscape and vegetation management & rehabilitation 14026 4675 45.8
Integrated water management (waterways, groundwater,
salinity) 8618 2873 28.1
Sustainable agriculture (pests, soils) 4128 1376 135
Indigenous NRM 204 68 0.7
Overheads
Program and project management 2474 825 8.1
ACC board, CEQ, executive support, and other overheads 1200 400 3.9
Total 30650 10217 100.0

Source: Peter Sullivan email 14/1/09

Regional bodies were the conduits through whichigumere allocated to on-ground projects
by individuals, Landcare and other groups, localegpments and NGOs. This flow of funds
through the regional bodies inevitably caused asmneaof dependency of recipients on the
regional bodies, and affected their relative poarat influence. The priorities and funding of
these two Commonwealth programs have been replactte new Caring for Our Country
program. The implications of this change for theQ\&e uncertain, but the level of secure
funding was already decreased during 2008-09 wmasagteed minimum for each regional
body of 60% of the average annual allocation remmbivnder NHT and NAP - $6.13m for the
ACC. A pool of additional discretionary funding atiing $10.8m/year is potentially available
to regional bodies to facilitate the transitiorthe new funding arrangements.
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The Business Plan for Caring for Our Country (208lR)catesup to $140.4 each year for the
next four years t®ase Fundingamong 56 regional bodies such as the ACC, an gearfa
about $2.5m each. However, on page 8 the BusirlaassRates that this guaranteed funding
must be aimed atargetsfor 2009-10 identified in the Business Plan. Thewal Targets are
intended to contribute to these long téPniority Areas:

1. the National Reserve System;

2. Biodiversity and Natural Icons;

3. Coastal Environments and Critical Aquatic Habitats;

4. Sustainable Farm Practices;

5. Natural Resource Management in Northern and Refaséralia;
6. Community Skills, Knowledge and Engagement.

Targets in the Biodiversity and Natural lcons RtyoArea should be addressed, according
the Business Plan, withiriority Regions.These are not defined in the Business Plan.
However, the Business Plan does map some undersesied bioregions (page 45) that fall
within the Avon River Basin. Part of the ‘priorifyeas’ (sic) for reducing the risk of wind
erosion through Sustainable Farm Practices alswiiddin the Avon River Basin.

A literal interpretation of the Business Plan iattthe ACC would qualify for Base Funding
only if it addresses Targets from the Biodiversihd Natural Icons (specifically the
Southwest Biodiversity Hotspot identified in thedthess Plan as an investment priority,
particularly if Indigenous people or other commurgtoups are involved), and the
Sustainable Farm Practices Priority Areas, sirscgabgraphical location and natural
endowment do not seem to qualify it for other RtyoAreas. The ACC should also qualify
for Base Funding if it addresses the Communityl§kdnowledge and Engagement Priority
Area. This interpretation may be wrong. Clarificativas sought from Caring for Our
Country, and it was confirmed by email that “Regiblbodies will continue to receive secure
base-level funding under Caring for our Countrye #xpect all regional bodies will be in a
position to address at least one priority area”.

Apart from the Base Funding component, access tm@#&r Our Country funding is
competitive, within the limitations resulting frotine Priority Areas and the natural
endowments of the NRM regions. The Business Plandtear about the total amount of
Caring for Our Country funding that the ACC can gate for against other organisations in
2009-10 (i.e. in addition to its Base Funding)slapparent though, that the Priority Areas
chosen will certainly disfavour the ACC in the caatipive bids, and may also disfavour it in
the Base Funding bids. We have noted above thiateetionary pool of $10.8m/year is
potentially accessible by regional bodies that fimel transition to the new funding
arrangements difficult.

Caring for our Country does not invest in actiatibat fall under the Commonwealth’s
Water for the Future Plan, including projects desifjto deliver water efficiencies and
savings. Caring for Our Country will continue to@st in water quality provided it
contributes to a Priority Area, which in our intefation precludes the ACC from applying.
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Landcare projects will be funded through Caring@arr Country under a specific budget
allocation of about $38.2m/year across Australiayjoled they contribute to the Priority
Areas. The NRM Facilitator Network will continue be funded where the facilitators
contribute to the Priority Areas, so the ACC maysbmewhat disadvantaged here too.

The Commonwealth and WA Governments are, or willddaegotiating agreements over the
contributions of the latter to NRM funding. Uncaerties about and reductions in
Commonwealth NRM funding are compounded by thoseiaBtate NRM funding. Of the
$30.65m the ACC received 2005-2008, only 4.3% was the WA Government, but a press
release from the WA Department of Premier and Gatlinnounced orf"&anuary “an
injection of $6m to protect and care for the Wes#ustralian environment”, to be allocated
as follows:

» $1.5m for the “ongoing operation” of the six WA regal bodies;

* $1m for the operation of the WA NRM office, the cdimation of Aboriginal
engagement in NRM, and a review of the NRM arrargygs) and

» $3.5m for immediate high priority projects, suctsabnity, weeds, or threatened
species. Business cases are required for thesciwoj

It is unclear what period the $6m covers. Additidnading of up to $15m was also
announced for addressing WA natural resource tigerin 2009. Again, release of funds
depends on the submission of business cases. Asglomih amounts are to be spent in a
year, an average allocation to each of the six \@f\anal bodies is $3.5m.

Our current understanding of the new financialuwinstance facing the ACC is that:

» the average annual allocation from Caring for Oouf@ry to regional bodies for
Base Funding will be $2.5m. If the ACC receives thius $3.5m from the State
Government, it will be far short of its 2005-08 aahaverage funding of
$10.2m. It may receive more or less than this fedtimer or both State and
Federal Governments;

« the ACC is likely to be constrained to spend thar@gfor Our Country
component of its allocation on Biodiversity and ifat Icons, Sustainable Farm
Practices and the Community Skills, Knowledge anddgement Priority Areas;
and

» the same Priority Areas will limit the ability dié¢ ACC, local governments,
NGOs and other groups working in the ARB to seadsitional funding
through competitive Caring for Our Country bids.
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Contact Us

Phone: 1300 363 400
+61 3 95452176

Email: enquiries@csiro.au
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Australia is founding its future on science and
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