
 
 

 

 

Report No. 55 

 

CBNRM in Victoria: Contributing to 
dialogue, learning and action 
 
A report to the Victorian Department of 
Sustainability and Environment 
 

July 2010 

 
  
A. Curtis and R. Sample  

 



Research commissioned by: 

Victorian Department of Sustainability and Environment 
 

 
All rights reserved. The contents of this publication are copyright in all countries subscribing to the 
Berne Convention. No parts of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any means, 
electronic or mechanical, in existence or to be invented, including photocopying, recording or by 
any information storage and retrieval system, without the written permission of the authors, except 
where permitted by law. 
 
Cataloguing in Publication provided by the Institute for Land, Water and Society (ILWS) – Charles 
Sturt University, Albury, NSW, 2640. 
 

 

Curtis, Allan & Sample, Royce (2010). 
 

CBNRM in Victoria: Contributing to dialogue, learning and action, by A. Curtis 
and R. Sample. Institute for Land, Water and Society, Charles Sturt University, 
Albury, NSW, 2640. 

1v., - (Report / ILWS, No. 55) 
 
ISBN: 978-1-86467-220-6 
 
 

 
 

Acknowledgements 
 

The authors thank the landcare group and network leaders who completed and returned the 
surveys. A copy of the report will be provided to all groups that returned surveys. We also thank 
the regional landcare coordinators who contributed to survey design and generously assisted the 
mail out process. A number of Departmental staff also contributed to survey design and provided 
helpful comments on the draft final report. We particularly want to acknowledge the contributions 
of Mike Nurse, Allison Long, Grant Godden, Clare Millen, Sally MacAdams, Stephanie Cam, Doug 
Evans and Tom Croft. 
 
We also acknowledge the valuable analytical support provided by Simon McDonald (Charles Sturt 
University, Spatial Data Analysis Network); Dr Michael Mitchell who managed the survey mail out 
process and peer-reviewed the final draft report; and Simon Curtis and Laura Mackinlay for their 
many hours of data entry. 
 

Disclaimer 
 

The views expressed in this report are solely the authors, and do not necessarily reflect the views 
of Charles Sturt University, Victorian Department of Sustainability and Environment or any other 
individual or organisation consulted during the research. 
 

 



Table of Contents 

Section Page 

Executive Summary i 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 1 

1.2 Government support for CBNRM groups in Victoria  1 

1.3 The Victorian CBNRM group survey 2 

2 Research Approach 

2.1 Introduction 4 

2.2 Survey topics 5 

2.3 Survey process and response rate 6 

2.4 Missing data 9 

2.5 Measures of group outcomes 9 

2.6 Extrapolating from the respondents to all groups/networks 11 

3  Findings 

3. Community engagement through CBNRM  13 

3.1 Number of CBNRM groups 13 

3.2 CBNRM group and network membership 13 

3.3 Rural landholders in CBNRM 16 

3.4 Participation rates 17 

3.5 Recruitment 19 

3.6 Attrition 21 

3.7 Wider community engagement through visitors assisting or 
studying landcare 

24 

3.8 Engagement with Indigenous groups 27 

3.9 Engagement with non-farmers 28 

3.10 CBNRM organisations influence on NRM decisions 30 

3.11 Assistance from other organisations or agencies 32 

3.12 Promotional activities 34 

4.  Landcare networks 

4.1 Introduction 37 

4.2 Group membership of networks 37 

4.3 Value of networks to groups 39 

5. Government as partner 

5.1 Introduction 41 

5.2 Dollar value of local, state and federal government assistance 41 

5.3 The role of CMA, DSE/ DPI or local government staff  44 

5.4 Views about the roles of CMAs and governments 46 

5.5 Adequacy of support from government 48 

6. How groups operate 

6.1 Leadership 50 

6.2 Group or network coordinators/ project managers 52 

6.3 Views about how groups operate 58 

7. Engaging landholders and others in NRM dialogue 

7.1 Introduction 61 

7.2 Meetings of groups and networks 61 

7.3 Contemporary NRM issues discussed by group members and 
network executives 

62 

8. Developing and implementing improved management practices: 
Demonstration/ trial sites, field days, trial site inspections, farm walks 

8.1 Introduction 66 

8.2 Demonstration/trial sites established 66 

8.3 Field days, trial site inspections or farm walks 69 



9. Planning at organisational, property and catchment scales 

9.1 Introduction 72 

9.2 Annual planning by groups and networks 72 

9.3 Property management planning 74 

9.4 Catchment or local area plans 75 

10. Involvement in monitoring and evaluation 

10.1 Introduction 77 

10.2 Findings 77 

11. Onground work implemented past year 

11.1 Introduction 80 

11.2 Fencing erected past year to improve land and water 
management  

81 

11.3 Vegetation management 83 

11.4 Action to control soil erosion, salinity, rabbits, weeds and foxes 
and to improve water quality/river health 

85 

12. Active and less active groups 

12.1 An introduction to the Final Activity Index 88 

12.2 Characteristics of active and less active groups 90 

12.3 Factors linked to performance on the Final Activity Index 91 

12.4 Regional patterns in group activity and perceptions of outcomes 93 

13. Other comments 

13.1 Introduction 94 

13.2 Comments by group and network respondents 94 

14. Conclusions 

14.1 Key findings: An overview 98 

14.2 The future for landcare and CBNRM: A discussion 99 

References 102 



List of figures and tables 

Figures Page 

Figure 1: Map of Victorian CMAs & CBNRM group numbers 3 

Figure 2: Measures contributing to the „Final Activity Index‟ 10, 88 

Figure 3: Trends in estimated group membership over time 15 

Figure 4: Volunteers working with or visitors studying group/ network 
activities during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 

25 

Figure 5: Demonstration activities reported (>20%) by CBNRM 
groups during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 

34 

Figure 6: Demonstration activities reported by CBNRM networks  
during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 

35 

Figure 7: Organisations employing coordinators/ project managers 
working with groups 

56 

Figure 8: Organisations employing coordinators/ project managers 
working with networks 

56 

Figure 9: Group involvement past year in workshops, public lectures 
or group discussions by CMA region 

65 

Figure 10: Demonstration/trial sites established by CBNRM groups & 
networks during the past year by CMA region 

67 

Figure 11: Field days, trial site inspections or farm walks by groups in 
the past year by CMA region 

69 

Figure 12: Group involvement in activities monitoring changes to local 
area physical environment during past year 

78 

Tables Page 

Table 1: Response rate for CBNRM groups by CMA region 7 

Table 2: Response rate for CBNRM networks by CMA region 8 

Table 3: Membership of groups and networks at June 30, 2009 14 

Table 4: Membership composition of groups and networks as at June 
30, 2009 

15 

Table 5: Membership as proportion of rural properties, June 30 2009 16 

Table 6: Estimated area of private land managed by CBNRM 
members 

17 

Table 7: Member participation in group and network activities in 2009 
compared to previous year 

18 

Table 8: Reasons for decline in group member participation 18 

Table 9: Member recruitment in the past year for groups and 
networks 

20 

Table 10: Member recruitment since July, 2008 for groups and 
networks 

22 

Table 11: Membership attrition past year 23 

Table 12: Volunteers working with or visitors studying group and 
network activities during the past year 

26 

Table 13: Indigenous membership  27 

Table 14: Location of groups and networks 28 

Table 15: Occupation of members 29 

Table 16: NRM organisations that groups and networks should 
influence 

31 

Table 17: Most appropriate ways for groups and networks to influence 
NRM decisions 

31 

Table 18: Organisations that assisted networks (above 10%) last year 32 

Table 19: Organisations that assisted groups last year 33 

Table 20: Promotional activities by groups in past year 36 



Table 21: Group membership of networks by CMA region 38 

Table 22: CBNRM groups years of operation 38 

Table 23: Value of landcare networks for groups 40 

Table 24: Value of assistance (cash and materials) from outside 
sources last year 

42 

Table 25: Dollar value of total government assistance to groups over 
time 

43 

Table 26: Perceptions of the role of CMA, DSE/ DPI or local 
government staff working with groups and networks past year 

45 

Table 27: Views about the roles of the CMAs and governments in 
group and network affairs 

47 

Table 28: Satisfaction with types of government support over time (% 
reporting excellent & adequate support) 

49 

Table 29: Views about leadership in groups and networks 51 

Table 30: Profile of leadership positions 51 

Table 31: Employment of full-time or part-time coordinators/ project 
managers by CBNRM groups/ networks during the past year by CMA 
region 

54 

Table 32:Employment of full-time or part-time coordinators/ project 
managers by other organisations available to CBNRM groups/ 
networks during the past year by CMA region 

54 

Table 33: Full-time or part-time group coordinators/ project manager: 
Number and organisation that employed these staff 

55 

Table 34: Source of funds used to employ group coordinator/ project 
manager 

55 

Table 35: Access to a coordinator improved capacity to achieve goals 57 

Table 36: Views about how groups operate  59 

Table 37: Views about how networks operate  60 

Table 38: Type of meetings held by landcare groups by CMA region 61 

Table 39: Topics of group discussions during the past year 63 

Table 40: Topics discussed by the network executive during the past 
year 

63 

Table 41: Group workshops, public lectures or group discussion 
topics for past year 

64 

Table 42: Network workshops, public lectures or group discussions 
(implemented only) during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 

65 

Table 43: Group demonstration/ trial sites established during the 12 
months to June 30, 2009 

68 

Table 44: Demonstration/ trial sites established (implemented only) by 
networks past year 

68 

Table 45: Group field days, trial site inspections or farm walks (>1%) 
past year 

70 

Table 46: Field days, trial site inspections or farm walks (implemented 
only) by networks past year 

71 

Table 47: Group met past year to establish an annual plan that sets 
out priorities and ways to achieve them by CMA region 

73 

Table 48: Property management planning by groups and networks by 
CMA region 

74 

Table 49: CBNRM groups preparing & implementing a local area plan 
by CMA region 

75 

Table 50: Catchment or local area plan is linked to larger plan by 
CMA region 

76 

Table 51: Focus of monitoring by networks during past year 78 

Table 52: Monitoring projects by groups during the 12 months to June 79 



30, 2009 by CMA region 

Table 53: Fencing implemented by groups past year 82 

Table 54: Fencing implemented by networks past year 82 

Table 55: Revegetation implemented by groups past year 84 

Table 56: Revegetation implemented by networks past year 84 

Table 57; Onground work implemented that groups organised or 
assisted past year 

86 

Table 58:Onground work coordinated, implemented or funded by 
networks past year 

87 

Table 59: The impact of independent variables on group activity:  
Final Activity Index and work implemented index 

92 

Table 60: Index of group activity past year, ranking of CMA regions 93 

Table 61: Index of group activity: Ranking of CMA regions over time 93 

Appendices 

Appendix 1: Mean group membership over time by CMA region 104 

Appendix 2: Composition of group membership by CMA region & 
network membership 

104 

Appendix 3: Views about the network and landcare, comparison of 
2004/09 

105 

Appendix 4: Value of assistance (cash and materials) to groups from 
outside sources last year by CMA region 

106 

Appendix 5: Perceptions of the role of CMA, DSE/ DPI or local 
government staff working with groups past year by CMA region 

107 

Appendix 6: Satisfaction with government support (% reporting 
excellent & adequate support) by CMA region 

108 

Appendix 7: Topics of group discussions during the past year by CMA 
region 

109 

Appendix 8: Fencing implemented by groups past year by CMA 
region 

110 

Appendix 9: Revegetation implemented by groups past year by CMA 
region 

111 

Appendix 10: Onground work implemented that groups organised or 
assisted past year by CMA region 

112 

Appendix 11: Number of activities for implementing onground work 
organised or assisted by groups during the 12 months to June 30, 
2009 by CMA region 

113 

Appendix 12: Area treated through onground work organised or 
assisted by groups by CMA region 

114 

 



i 
 

Executive summary 
 

Introduction 
 

This report presents the findings from the 2009 survey of Victoria‟s community-based 
natural resource management groups and networks (CBNRM). With previous 
surveys at regular intervals since 1991, this is the only state-wide longitudinal study 
of CBNRM groups in Australia. These surveys have involved a long-term 
collaboration between Charles Sturt University‟s (CSU) Professor Allan Curtis and 
The Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE). Data obtained have 
underpinned efforts to assess and enhance program effectiveness at the state and 
national levels.  
 
Surveys were distributed in August and September 2009 by Regional Landcare 
Coordinators (RLCs) to all CBNRM groups and networks with a primary focus on 
private land. Groups surveyed included those identified as „landcare‟ (rural and 
urban) and „friends-of‟ groups, and some of these groups focus on public land. As in 
the past, Coastcare groups have not been included because of their focus on public 
land. For the first time, the survey included landcare networks which received a 
revised survey booklet. Group leaders or an informed member were asked to 
complete and return surveys to the researchers at CSU.  
 
The survey was funded by the DSE. The aim was to gather quantitative data that 
would enable assessment of the contribution and health of the CBNRM groups 
(including networks) in Victoria, with reference to survey data collected since 1995  
 
Correspondence with the CMA RLCs suggested there were 1,188 CBNRM groups 
operating in 2009, up from 721 groups in 2004 (Curtis and Cooke, 2006). Our 
informants indicated there were an additional 62 networks. RLCs distributed surveys 
to all groups and networks. Four hundred and three “useable” surveys were returned 
by groups (39% response rate) and 30 by networks (45% response rate).  
 

Key findings: an overview 
 
The title of this report, „CBNRM in Victoria: Contributing to dialogue, learning and 
action‟ is a way of emphasising the unique contribution of the large number of groups 
and networks involved in community-based natural resource management and the 
volunteers and professional staff who support them. The loss of group-employed 
coordinators and facilitators and reduced access to project funding as a result of the 
end of the National Landcare Program (NLP) has deeply affected many of the 
respondents to the 2009 survey. These cuts occurred at the end of the reporting 
period covered by this survey so had not impacted on group activity and outcomes 
for that reporting period (2008-09). This report therefore provides a timely snapshot 
of the contribution of CBNRM organisations in Victoria. 
 
Data from the 2004 survey provided strong evidence of declining group health. 
Despite attention to some volunteer management issues, and there is evidence that 
some of these efforts have been effective, many of the trends identified in 2004 
persist, particularly those related to volunteer recruitment and retention. In the 2009 
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survey there is also evidence that these issues are affecting group outcomes, 
including the amount of onground work accomplished.  
 
Much of the onground work by CBNRM groups and networks involves revegetation 
and fencing to manage stock access to environmental assets. These are costly and 
time consuming activities to coordinate and implement and most rural landholders, 
particularly in a period of extended drought, don‟t have the financial resources or 
time to implement work that has obvious public benefits. It should not surprise that 
the analysis of survey data again established significant positive relationships 
between both: 

1. the amount of onground work implemented by groups and the dollar value of 
all cash and material assistance from government to groups; and  

2. groups either employing a full or part-time coordinator/ project manager or 
having access to a full or part-time coordinator/ project manager employed by 
other organisations.  

 
Groups and networks are having some success generating income or tapping into 
private enterprise for cash and materials but still rely on governments for around 
80% of the total dollar value of assistance with cash and materials. Given the 
reduced funding received by most groups and reduced access to coordinators/ 
facilitators it is not surprising to find that both the proportion of groups involved and 
the mean amounts of work for revegetation and fencing for landcare have declined 
since 2004. Even including the work implemented by networks, the total amount of 
work implemented was less than that completed by groups alone in 2004. 
 
There is also evidence in the many comments provided by respondents that ongoing 
drought has sapped morale amongst some group members. Drought has reduced 
farm incomes and the capacity of many landholders to co-invest in conservation 
work. It has also meant that some groups have put off doing some onground work. 
More farmers have also sought off-property employment and thereby reduced the 
time they have for landcare, including the important roles of group coordination. 
These and other forces are leading to substantial property turnover that is also 
challenging the capacity of groups to engage a new cohort of landholders, many of 
whom are non-farmers by occupation and increasingly, are not resident on their rural 
property.  
 
Nevertheless, the evidence from the 2009 survey continues the remarkable success 
story of landcare and CBNRM. Most groups continued to be active during 2009 and 
they engaged a large number of landholders and the wider public in dialogue, 
learning and action on a remarkable scale. Together, the work of CBNRM groups 
and networks can be expected to lead to more sustainable farming and a range of 
other outcomes contributing to improved environmental condition.  
 
The 2009 survey included networks for the first time and there is additional evidence 
that they represent a substantial new tier of CBNRM organisation. Networks have 
supported groups and enhanced the capacity of CBNRM to deliver large-scale 
projects. There are some issues in the relationship between groups and networks, 
and between networks and the CMA. For example, groups are concerned that 
networks may poach effective group leaders.  
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The success story continues: engaging landholders and the public in NRM  
 
Participation as a member of a group and/ or network is the basic building block of 
CBNRM. As in the past, total group membership and the recruitment of new 
members were positively linked to significantly higher onground work implemented in 
the reporting period. The 2009 survey data suggests that the 1,188 groups and the 
62 networks operating in Victoria had 60,107 and 25,294 members respectively. 
Estimated group membership has increased substantially from 23,220 in 2004 and 
27,590 in 1998. There is overlap between group and network memberships so these 
totals should not be combined. The increased total membership is probably 
influenced by the larger number of groups included in the survey and a long-term 
trend to higher median and mean membership for respondent groups. 
 
Around three-quarters of the respondent groups reported attracting new members, 
who were 12% of all members, suggesting CBNRM remains relevant to many 
landholders and the wider public. This rate of recruitment is similar to past 
experience. This positive trend needs to be balanced against the finding that almost 
all groups said that some members had not attended any activities in the past year 
and that these individuals represented 39% of all members, up from 30% in 2004. 
Comparing recruitment and attrition rates indicates a potential net loss of 27% of the 
estimated membership for groups and 16% for networks. Assuming that these 
individuals do not return to active participation, these data suggest that the 
membership of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups will decline and that this loss in group 
members will not be offset by increased membership of networks.  
 
An important part of the landcare success story has been the capacity of these 
groups to engage around 40% of the rural property owners in their area as members. 
This level of landholder engagement goes way beyond the typical 10%-15% of 
landholders engaged in agricultural extension programs. In 2009, the respondent 
groups engaged 33% of rural landholders in those areas and networks 40% of rural 
landholders in their areas. The mean proportion of rural landholders in groups has 
trended down over time. This trend is not surprising given the trends to increasing 
proportion of non-farmers, newer land owners (>10 years) and absentee owners who 
are less likely to be landcare members. 
 
Every member does not participate in every group activity. Evidence from the 2009 
survey is that almost two-thirds of group members (median of 30 members per 
group) and over three-quarters of network members (median of 250 per network) 
participated in at least one CBNRM activity in the past year.  
 
The 2009 survey provided additional evidence that Victoria‟s CBNRM groups are 
engaging a wide cross section of landholders. Evidence from the 2009 survey 
suggests Victoria‟s CBNRM groups and networks are successfully engaging the non-
farmer rural landholders and non-rural landholders in that almost half the respondent 
groups were either urban fringe or urban based and non-farmers represented the 
majority of adult group and network members. Concerns that CBNRM is ignoring 
farmers are largely allayed by the finding that in most CMA regions farmers comprise 
about a third of all adult male CBNRM members.  
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The CBNRM success story with engagement goes beyond membership. Victoria‟s 
CBNRM groups and networks have also recruited large numbers of volunteers, 
mostly to assist with onground work. Over half of the respondents said their group or 
network had engaged non-member volunteers to directly help with landcare work. 
This was up from 43% of groups in 2004. These data suggest that all CBNRM 
groups engaged 44,500 visitors and networks 9,000 visitors who helped with 
landcare work in 2009.  
 
The wider public was also engaged through a range of CBNRM group and network 
activities promoting conservation and sustainable farming, including publishing 
newsletters, conducting school education activities and contributing to public 
displays and promotions. About three-quarters of all groups and networks had 
undertaken at least one of the promotional activities included in the survey. 
 
Engagement that leads to action 
 
Groups and networks also undertook a large number of purposeful, structured 
activities where they set out to influence the management actions of a large number 
of landholders and households. These activities included discussions at meetings 
and workshops; activities at field days and demonstration site inspections or farm 
walks; property planning courses for landholders; catchment or local area planning; 
and monitoring and evaluation activities.  
 
In 2009, 73% of groups and 83% of networks discussed at least one topic in-depth. It 
seems that discussions are a precursor to action in that involvement in discussion 
was linked to significantly higher group performance on an index of activity 
(combining measures of onground work and engagement). Almost half the groups 
and over 80% of networks had also conducted workshops, public lectures or group 
discussions and these activities embraced 940 topics, and over 13,000 people. 
Extrapolation to all groups and networks suggested 38,000 Victorians were engaged 
in these activities through CBNRM in 2009. Twenty-six per cent of groups and 40% 
of networks established demonstration/ trial sites with a total of 525 sites that 
engaged 3,560 people. Extrapolation to all groups and networks suggested 10,000 
Victorians were engaged in these activities through CBNRM in 2009. Forty-three per 
cent of the respondents groups and 38% of networks were involved in field days, trial 
site inspections or farm walks in the past year and had implemented 453 activities 
that engaged 11,716 people. Extrapolation to all groups and networks suggested 
32,800 Victorians were engaged in these activities through CBNRM in 2009. 
 
The analysis of 2009 survey data affirms that there are significant positive 
relationships between the amount of onground work completed by groups in the past 
year and many of these activities, including: 

 holding meetings; 

 hosting discussions of contemporary NRM issues; 

 establishing demonstration/ trial sites;  

 conducting field days or trial site inspections or farm walks;  

 establishing annual plans that identify priorities and strategies to achieve 
them; 

 preparing a catchment or local action plan; and 

 monitoring changes in the physical environment.   
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There were six topics in the 2009 group survey where there was comparable data for 
the proportion of groups implementing the different examples of dialogue/ learning 
activity in the 2004 survey 2009. In four of these six topics, the proportion of groups 
was similar in 2009 and 2004. On the other hand, the proportion of groups involved 
in developing a documented catchment or local area plan that links individual 
property management plans with broader responses to catchment issues had 
declined from 45% in 2004 to 34% in 2009; and those involved in monitoring 
changes in the physical environment had declined from 54% in 2004 to 34% in 2009.   
 
Substantial achievement but evidence of declining onground work by groups 
 
The group and network surveys sought information about onground work 
accomplished in the past year related to planting or direct seeding trees and shrubs; 
fencing as part of group or network activities; and work implemented to address 10 
other topics. Survey data indicates that groups continue to undertake substantial 
work that has been augmented by networks which are implementing this work on a 
much larger scale than groups. Nevertheless, there is evidence that the proportion of 
groups involved and the total amount of work accomplished by groups for 
revegetation and fencing has declined over time.  
 
As summarised in the table below, the proportion of groups erecting fencing as part 
of their work in the previous year has declined over time. In 2004, a significant 
increase in the mean length of fencing erected per group offset the decline in the 
proportion of groups engaged in fencing. However, in 2009 both the proportion of 
groups and the median length of fencing have declined. In 2009, a third of the 
networks reported erecting fencing for landcare projects in the reporting period. 
These networks had erected almost half of the total fencing erected by the much 
larger number of landcare groups suggesting that networks are operating at a much 
larger scale and capable of delivering substantial onground work programs. The 
activity of networks was not captured by the 2004 survey. Even by including the total 
fencing erected by networks, there was less fencing erected (2,647 km in 2009) than 
by groups in 2004 (3,100 km).  
 
 

Onground work implemented by Victoria’s CBNRM groups in 2004 and 2009 

Type of onground work 

% yes 
1998 

 
N=890 

% yes 
2004 

 
N=721 

% yes 
2009 

 
N=1,188 

Mean and total 
fencing  

2004 

Mean and total 
fencing  

2009 

Total length of fencing 
erected by group 
members as part of 
group projects past year 

59% 50% 22% 
8.64 km mean 
3,100 km total 

5.3 km mean 
1,471 km total 

Area planted to trees/ 
shrubs as part of group 
activities in past year 

74% 66% 63% 
16.4 ha mean 

7,900 ha 
5.7 ha mean 

4,281 ha 
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As in the past, most of the 2009 groups had planted trees/ shrubs in the past year 
and it seems that the longer-term trend of a declining proportion of groups 
undertaking this work appears to have been arrested (from 97% in 1995). However, 
that trend has not been reversed and as indicated in the table above, most groups 
revegetated much smaller areas compared to 2004. The net result being that a much 
larger cohort of groups in Victoria revegetated a much smaller area in 2009. The 
activity of networks was not captured by the 2004 survey, but even including the total 
area planted by networks in 2009 (2,102 ha), the total for groups and networks in 
2009 is less than for groups in 2004. 
 
It seems that direct seeding has become unfashionable with groups. Only 9% of the 
groups in 2009 had direct seeded trees and shrubs in the past year. These data 
confirm the previous trend to declining proportions of groups employing direct 
seeding The networks were less likely than groups to have planted trees/ shrubs 
(43% compared to 63% of groups) but were more likely to have revegetated using 
direct seeding techniques (37% compared to 9% groups). Indeed, direct seeding 
was over one quarter of the area planted by networks but only 13% of the area 
planted by groups. 
 
Weed control was by far the most common issue addressed by groups and 
networks. Moreover, the 2009 survey findings provide considerable evidence that the 
focus of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups is on conservation rather than production in that 
almost three times the number of groups said they had organised or assisted work 
for weed control in native vegetation (66%) compared to weed control in introduced 
pastures (21%).  
 
After action on weeds, groups were most likely to report working on water quality and 
river health (34%), pest animal control (31%), and plant propagation (29%). Weed 
control in native vegetation was also most frequently (71%) identified by networks as 
the focus of their work in the past year. For most topics, substantial areas were being 
treated by groups and networks. For example, all groups were estimated to have 
treated 116,912 ha to control weeds in native vegetation, 1,352,240 ha to control 
weeds in introduced pastures, work to control pest animals in 2,383,517 hectares, 
and soil erosion control work in 35,230 ha in the past year. Most networks had also 
worked to control pest animals (63%) and to conserve threatened and endangered 
species (50%). Work to address water quality and river health issues was 
undertaken by 46% of networks in the past year. All networks were estimated to 
have treated 2,452 ha to control weeds in native vegetation, 420,257 ha to control 
weeds in introduced pastures, 622,000 ha to control pest animals and 1,033 ha to 
control soil erosion in the past year. 
 
 
Networks: enhancing CBNRM outcomes 
 
Most networks were established (median 9 years) more recently than most groups 
(median 15 years) and most networks indicated they were umbrella organisations 
with a median of eight groups per network. In 2009, over half (56%) of the groups 
were part of a network. Analysis of survey data established a significant positive 
relationship between network membership and the amount of work implemented by 
groups, suggesting that networks have the potential to enhance CBNRM outcomes. 
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At the same time, there is considerable scope to establish new networks or recruit 
groups to existing networks where they are close by. 
 

Survey data provides strong affirmation of the value of networks from a group 
perspective. Just over two-thirds of all group respondents agreed with the general 
statement that the landcare network „Has helped our group‟. The most frequently 
identified areas of support were: providing access to information; a forum for 
discussing issues; assistance so that local groups can work together; and help to 
access funds. Thirty-three per cent of networks said their network had coordinated 
activities supporting the preparation or updating of plans by other groups or networks 
and 25% of groups identified networks as employing coordinators/ project managers 
that worked with their group. Almost 30% of the networks passed funds on to groups 
to manage and spend.  
 
Evidence from the 2009 surveys supports earlier conclusions that networks are an 
important additional tier of local NRM organisation and that they have substantially 
enhanced the impact of CBNRM. For example, a third of the networks had 
coordinated activities supporting the preparation or updating of plans by other groups 
or networks. Networks typically operate at a larger scale than groups in that they 
have larger memberships (median 250 members compared to 30); operate over 
much larger areas (median 48,000 ha compared to 900 ha); manage larger budgets 
(median $37,000 external funds compared to $5,000); engage more volunteers in 
onground work (median 90 volunteers compared to 24); and, as explained earlier, 
accomplish more onground work and are more likely to be involved in onground work 
across a wide range of topics.  
 
There is also evidence confirming that networks have greater capacity to develop 
partnerships with other organisations, including all levels of governments, CMAs and 
private enterprise/ industry. Compared to groups, networks were twice as likely (40% 
to 18%) to report material support from the private sector. In part, the willingness of 
other organisations to partner networks reflects the opportunity they provide for 
others to achieve landscape-scale outcomes. Networks were also far more likely 
than groups to employ coordinators or project managers (75% compared to 17%) in 
the past 12 months.  
 
Previous research has suggested that networks are likely to be more professionally 
managed and better led than most groups. Despite the fact that most of the 
respondent networks employed coordinators/ project managers and most groups 
didn‟t, the survey data suggests there is little difference between networks and 
groups in the implementation of best-practice volunteer management, including for 
establishing an annual plan and attention to volunteer recruitment and retention. It 
seems that networks may be poaching effective group leaders because most group 
respondents thought that the network had made it harder to fill leadership roles in 
their group.  
 
 
Group health stable but evidence of fragility 
 
Despite some evidence that during the reporting period more groups had disbanded 
or gone into recess than had started up, most of the indicators of group health had 
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changed little since 2004. For example, the median group membership had 
increased, the recruitment rate was the same as in 2004 and there was evidence 
that most groups and networks had established positive group norms in that most 
members exhibited willingness to compromise to reach decisions; they ensured that 
most members influence decisions; and thought resources were shared fairly. As 
explained, these positive trends need to be balanced against the finding that 39% of 
all group members had not participated in any group activity in the reporting period 
and that attrition rates are much higher than recruitment rates, particularly for 
groups.  
 
Victoria‟s CBNRM group and network activity is underpinned by the financial 
contributions of government, including through the employment of coordinators/ 
project managers. The dollar value of the support provided by government to groups 
has declined since 2004. Further cuts in support, including to the number of 
coordinators and facilitators were made mid-2009, after the survey reporting period. 
The impacts of these cuts are therefore not reflected in the 2009 survey data. An 
unprecedented number of other comments were included in the 2009 surveys and 
these were overwhelmingly focussed on the negative future impact of these cuts, 
including their impact on the morale of group and network leaders and members.  
 
Critical role of coordinators 
 
Group and networks rely heavily on professional staff, including coordinators and 
project managers they or others employ to work with their volunteers. Apart from 
project management, coordinators/ project managers facilitate meetings, coordinate 
field days, assist with financial management, link groups to agency staff and others 
with technical expertise.  
 
Only 17% of the groups said they employed coordinators or project managers in the 
past 12 months. Much higher proportions of groups said they employed coordinators 
in the past: 38% in 1995 and 1998 and 29% in 2004. Of course, these statistics only 
describe part of the professional workforce supporting groups and networks and 38% 
of networks and 39% of groups said that they were supported by a coordinator/ 
project manager employed by another organisation. Most group and network 
employed coordinators/ project managers were funded through grants from 
government. As in the past, most of these support staff worked part-time in 2009 
(87%). A very different picture emerges for the networks, with over three quarters 
(79%) employing a coordinator/ project manager and half of these were employed 
full-time.  
 
As in the past, there were significant positive relationships between groups 
employing or having access to a coordinator/ project manager and both the amount 
of work implemented and group activity overall. There was also strong affirmation of 
the contribution of coordinators/ project managers, including that they enhanced 
communication with other groups, improved the flow of information to the group and 
increased the group‟s capacity to develop successful projects. Nevertheless, less 
than half of the group respondents provided positive ratings for the contribution of 
coordinators/ project managers for two items: „Attract and retain effective group 
leaders‟ and „Monitor changes in environmental conditions‟. These are two of the 
more complex topics related to group health (leadership) and group effectiveness 
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(leadership and monitoring and evaluation) where access to a coordinator/ project 
manager should help. This is an issue that warrants further investigation and the 
positive experiences of groups in East Gippsland and Corangamite with leadership 
and Corangamite, Mallee and West Gippsland groups with monitoring might provide 
a useful place to begin those investigations.  
 
Attention to best-practice volunteer management 
 
There were significant positive relationships between the amount of onground work 
implemented in the past year and ratings for key volunteer management items, 
including that „Our groups has a clear idea of where it is headed‟; and „In our group 
most members receive acknowledgment for the work they do‟. The State Landcare 
team has addressed some of the key volunteer management issues identified in the 
2004 report and there is some evidence of improvement in key areas. For example: 

1. „Our group has a clear idea of where it is headed‟, (63% agreed in 2009 up 
from 53% in 2004);  

2.  „We provide new members with background information about the group‟; 
(65% agreed in 2009 up from 55% in 2004);  

3. „In our group/ network, most members receive acknowledgment for the work 
they do‟ (71% agreed, up from 63% in 2004); and  

4. „In recent years we have taken time to look back over our achievements‟ (66% 
agreed, up from 60% in 2004).  

There was a significant positive relationship between annual planning and group 
performance on the index of group activity. A high proportion of groups establishing 
an annual plan (57%) had also adopted other best practices, including documenting 
the plan, making the plan available to members and meeting to review progress with 
the plan. There is some evidence of improved implementation for two of these 
practices in that the proportion of groups that had made the plan available to 
members was up from 80% in 2004 to 89% and the proportion that met to review 
progress with the plan was up from 60% in 2004 to 70%. Almost all networks with a 
plan (50%) had document their plan (93%) and that the plan had been made 
available to members (93%).  
 
While attention has been paid to improving volunteer management in recent years, 
and the survey findings suggests some gains have been made, more can be done. 
Thirty-nine per cent of groups had not met to establish annual priorities in the past 
year and only around one quarter of group and networks agreed that „We usually 
organise for someone to visit new members and explain how the group operates‟; or 
that „Our group usually follows up with members after continued absence from group 
activities‟. There is no evidence of improved performance on the latter two measures 
since the 2004 survey. 
 
Leadership 
 
Effective leadership is a key factor in group success. It seems that attracting and 
retaining leaders remains problematic for most groups and networks. For example, 
less than half the 2009 groups (40%) and networks (47%) agreed that „There is 
usually someone willing to take on leadership roles in our group/ network‟. Around 
40% of group respondents agreed that „At times people have been in leadership 
positions for too long‟. This was seen as much less an issue for networks. A majority 
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(57%) of network respondents and 40% of group respondents agreed „Leaders in our 
group/ network are over worked‟, providing at least part of the explanation for the 
difficulties groups and networks experience in attracting leaders.  
 
There was a significant negative relationship between longer terms of office for each 
of the different office bearer types and group performance on the final index of 
activity, suggesting that there are groups with long-term leaders that might benefit 
from leadership changes. However, most groups appear to have got the balance 
about right in that the median length of office for the current President/ Chairperson 
was three years, as it was for the incumbent Secretary. Most network leaders had 
shorter periods of time in their leadership positions (2 years for President/ Chair and 
1.5 years for Secretary). It is possible that this difference simply reflects the recent 
start-up of a substantial proportion of the networks. Indeed, about 30% of networks 
have a „... policy to change leaders frequently (every one or two years)‟. It is possible 
that leadership positions in networks are more demanding and that there is some 
churning of their leader that may reduce network effectiveness. This is a potential 
issue that should be monitored closely.  
 
Changing role of government 
 
Funding 
 

Cash and materials provided by the Australian and State governments contributed 
most (82%) of the dollar value of assistance to groups. As in the past, there was a 
significant positive relationship between government funding and onground work 
performed by groups. Survey findings confirmed the long-term trend for a smaller 
proportion of groups to report cash or materials support from government (down from 
84% in 1995 and 1998, to 78% in 2004 and 69% in 2009). In the past, as the 
proportion of groups reporting cash and materials support had declined, the dollar 
value of that support per group had increased (median of $4,000 in 1995, to $6,000 
in 1998 and $8,000 in 2004). This trend was reversed in 2009 (median of $5,000) 
and most groups received very small amounts of funding (only 17% < $2,000 in 2009 
compared to 53% < $2,000 in 2004 
 
Relationships with CMA and government 
 
Although most of the 2009 group and network respondents „agreed‟ that „Our group 
has more influence on what we do as a group than the CMA or governments‟, 
substantial minorities didn‟t agree, suggesting that autonomy is constrained for these 
groups and networks. Network respondents were more likely to think that this was 
the case. The extent that this might be an issue for groups appears to be unchanged 
from 2004. Concerns about the impact of „Caring for Our Country reducing 
opportunities to access resources‟ were also higher amongst network respondents 
(67% compared to 43% for groups).  
 
Survey data suggests group concerns evident in 2004 that „The CMA is placing less 
emphasis on working with groups to implement onground work and this has reduced 
member enthusiasm‟ have either been addressed, have lessened with the passage 
of time (34% agreed in 2009 compared to 57% agreed in 2004) or have been diluted 
with the inclusion of more „friends of‟ groups in the 2009 survey. On the other hand, 
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group respondents were less likely to say in 2009 that „Establishing CMA increased 
the support our group receives from government‟ (from 54% in 2004 to 34% in 
2009). Just under three-quarters of the network respondents said their group had 
discussed the „Relationship of the network with the CMA‟. This finding suggests that 
the network relationship with CMA is both important and potentially problematic. 
 
Just over half of the group respondents (55%) and almost all (97% of network 
respondents said their group/ network executive had „discussed‟ „Involving local 
government in group work‟ in 2009. These findings are consistent with evidence of 
increased group engagement with local government since the 2004 survey.  
 
Adequacy of support from government 
 

With the exception of „Money or materials to manage land and water degradation‟ 
(46% positive response), a majority of group respondents were satisfied with the 
support provided by government for information and advice on land management, 
assistance with grant applications, coordination of onground group activities, 
strategic action planning, group administration, and leadership and management 
training for leaders. Levels of group satisfaction for these topics were similar to those 
identified in previous surveys. Efforts to support group leaders may be reflected in 
the increased level of satisfaction (up from 52% in 2004 to 62% in 2009) with 
„Leadership and management training for group leaders‟. As with the groups, with 
the exception of „Money or materials to manage land and water degradation‟, a 
majority of network respondents were satisfied with the support provided by 
government.  
 



1 
 

1.  Introduction 

 
1.1 Introduction  
 

This report presents the findings from the 2009 survey of Victoria‟s community-based natural 
resource management (CBNRM) groups. With previous surveys in 1991-92 (Curtis et al., 1993), 
1993-94 (Curtis, 1995), 1995-96 (Curtis, 1996); 1998 (Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999a); and 2004 
(Curtis & Cooke, 2006), this is the only state-wide longitudinal study of CBNRM groups in 
Australia. These surveys have involved a long-term collaboration between Professor Allan Curtis 
of Charles Sturt University (CSU) and the Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE). 
Data obtained have underpinned efforts to assess and enhance program effectiveness at the state 
and national scales.  
 
Surveys were distributed in August and September 2009 by Regional Landcare Coordinators 
(RLCs) to all CBNRM groups and networks, most of which have primary focus on private land. 
Groups surveyed included those identified as „landcare‟ (rural and urban) and „friends of‟ groups, 
some of which focus on public land. Coastcare groups focus on public land and have not been 
included in previous surveys and were not part of the initial census of CBNRM groups in 2009. At 
the request of Coastcare staff, CSU provided additional group survey booklets which were 
distributed by Coastcare and returned to CSU for data entry. To assist with comparisons with 
previous surveys, data provided by Coastcare groups are not included in this report. For the first 
time, the survey included landcare networks which received a different survey booklet with 
questions modified for the landcare network context. Group leaders or an informed member were 
asked to complete and return surveys to the researchers at CSU.  
 
The survey was funded by DSE. Substantial in-kind contributions to the survey were made by 
DSE, Victoria‟s Catchment Management Authorities (CMAs) and CSU. For example, DSE and 
CMA staff contributed to survey development and undertook much of the survey mail out tasks.  
 
1.2 Government support for CBNRM groups in Victoria  
 

Experience in Victoria with soil conservation groups and Farm Tree groups, and from 1986 with 
LandCare groups (Campbell, 1994), confirmed overseas evidence that participation through 
CBNRM groups could accomplish broad-based rural development goals (Chambers, 1983; Esman 
& Uphoff, 1984). Such was the early success of landcare that in 1992, the Department of 
Conservation and Environment (1992, p. 18) declared that “The landcare program will be Victoria‟s 
major focus for achieving sustainable land management.” 
 
Recognising the potential of landcare groups as a potent force for improved NRM, the Australian 
Government committed spending of $360 million in the Decade of Landcare program that 
commenced in 1989. The program, called the National Landcare Program (NLP) in 1992, provided 
limited government funding for coordination and project work, principally for education and 
demonstration activities to be undertaken by groups in collaboration with state agency advisors.  
 
Establishment of the five-year, $1.25 billion Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) in 1997 significantly 
altered the course of the NLP in that landcare became part of the “one-stop shop” under NHT and 
there was substantial funding for onground work. In 2003/04, the NLP again became a stand-alone 
program, with a budget of $38.3 million. In its next iteration, the NLP had funding of $159.5 million 
over the four years commencing 2004-05, with investments across similar sub-programs to those 
operating in 2003/04.  
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The move from the NHT to Caring for Our Country presented significant changes in direction and 
important challenges for the Landcare movement in Victoria. These challenges included new 
priorities for investment, which in some cases resulted in CMAs having to redirect funding away 
from existing projects and particularly, support for Landcare Coordinators and Facilitators. As a 
result of these changes, Landcare coordination staff declined from 68 Full-time equivalent (FTE) in 
2008/09 to 25.9 FTE in 2009/10 and project staff to support the delivery of project activities 
declined from 31 FTE to 13.9 FTE. The loss of group-employed coordinators and facilitators and 
reduced access to project funding as a result of the end of the National Landcare Program (NLP) 
has deeply affected many of the respondents to the 2009 survey.  
 
Although the Australian Government has greater financial resources, NRM authority rests primarily 
with the six Australian states and the Northern Territory and Australian Capital Territory. By 1992, 
most Australian states had established regional Catchment Management Committees (CMCs). In 
Victoria, the ten Catchment Management Authorities (CMAs) [Figure 1] are comprised of 
ministerial appointees from regional communities, including landcare representatives. CMAs are 
responsible for developing and implementing regional catchment strategies that guide the 
expenditure of state and federal natural resource management funds. Landcare groups have 
become an important delivery mechanism for CMAs but they are not formally linked (Curtis & 
Lockwood, 2000; Ewing, 2000). Amongst other things, the recent Biodiversity White Paper 
proposes that the ten CMAs be reduced to five by combining existing regions. For example, in 
northern Victoria, the North East, Goulburn Broken and North Central regions would be combined. 
While there may be advantages in reducing the number of CMA, the change may erode the 
relationships that have developed between CMA staff and landcare participants.   
 
1.3 The Victorian CBNRM group survey  
 
For the 2009 survey, the aim was to gather quantitative data that would enable assessment of the 
contribution and health of the CBNRM groups (including networks) in Victoria, with reference to 
1995, 1998 and 2004 baselines, including specific data about:  

 levels of landholder participation in groups and group activities over the past 12 months 
– this information will enable assessment of the nature of group activity (including the 
extent they are contributing to the development of recommended practices for 
sustainable farming); and the extent all groups are active/inactive and of the factors 
affecting activity levels; 

 the achievement of a range of group outcomes and of factors affecting those outcomes, 
including leadership, resources, group planning, and burnout amongst members; 

 relationships between regional catchment groups and landcare groups; and 

 group engagement with industry, Indigenous groups and peri-urban landholders. 
 
Correspondence with the CMA RLCs suggested there were 1,188 CBNRM groups operating in 
2009, up from 721 groups in 2004 (Curtis & Cooke, 2006). Our informants indicated there were an 
additional 62 networks. CMA RLCs distributed surveys to all groups and networks. Four hundred 
and three “useable” surveys were returned by groups (39% response rate) and 30 by networks 
(45% response rate) [Table 1].  
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Figure 1 
Map of Victorian CMAs & total CBNRM group numbers, N=1,188 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey 

 
     Map supplied by SPAN, CSU 
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2.  RESEARCH APPROACH 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
Evaluators attempt to assess the value of programs in order to improve their efficacy in 
ameliorating social problems. Program evaluation is an important but challenging undertaking and 
there is a plethora of expert opinions about how this should be accomplished. Evaluation of 
landcare and other CBNRM groups provides particular challenges in that there are a large number 
of stakeholders, considerable variation in program implementation, and there was little 
documentation about the underlying program logic at its inception. There is also the issue of what 
can reasonably be expected of volunteer groups working with limited resources to address difficult 
issues where there is considerable uncertainty about how to proceed (Curtis et al., 2008a).  
 
There is a substantial body of literature that identifies the unravelling of program logic or underlying 
theory as the critical first step in program evaluation. Making the program logic explicit is the first 
step in identifying intermediate objectives that can be employed to assess program effectiveness. 
Evaluators can turn to a number of sources in their efforts to unravel program logic: they can 
approach program staff, clients, and other stakeholders for their views; they can review literature 
on the program under scrutiny, or similar programs; they can examine program documentation; 
and they can observe the program in action (Curtis et al., 2000).  
 
If we take landcare as the principal example of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups it is clear that the way 
they were envisaged and implemented was grounded in sound rural development (Chambers, 
1983; Esman & Uphoff, 1984) and extension (Roling, 1988) theory and practice. For example, 
landcare groups in Victoria: 

 provided opportunities for participation at the local scale where there are “ties that bind” 
and it is therefore easier to mobilise a large section of the community;  

 brought landholders together so that they could learn with their peers and learn by doing;  

 provided access to government funding for projects to support onground work, 
particularly where there were substantial public rather than private benefits; 

 provided coordinators (change agents) who facilitated access to local and scientific 
knowledge, catchment and property planning and onground action;  

 established processes in groups that were likely to lead to the establishment of norms 
and the use of peer pressure to encourage the implementation of more sustainable 
farming practices; and 

 enabled the discussion and experimentation at the local level that is critical to the 
development and implementation of sustainable farming practices.  

 
Landcare group activity is therefore an investment in engaging/ building human and social capital. 
Human capital embraces the attributes of a population, its training and skills, and health and 
cultural diversity (Webb & Curtis, 2003). Social capital refers to the attributes of relationships 
established in a community that enables participants to act together more effectively. These 
attributes include the networks, rules and reciprocal relationships that predispose people to 
behave cooperatively and reduce transaction costs (Sobels et al., 2001). Strong human and social 
capitals are essential elements of any community‟s capacity to respond to the challenges of 
sustainability.  
 
From the Australian Government perspective, it was clear that in the early days of landcare that 
the NLP was a catalytic rural development program intended to engage a large proportion of the 
rural population and produce more informed, skilled, and adaptive private resource managers. In 
turn, these managers would adopt a stronger stewardship ethic and implement recommended 
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practices that would assist the move to more sustainable agriculture and enhance biodiversity 
conservation (Curtis & De Lacy, 1996a).  
 
The development of landcare networks, or groups of groups, was largely unforseen by those 
developing the NLP and is one of the most substantial achievements of landcare. These networks 
have facilitated the emergence of more professional, strategic, landscape-scale NRM planning and 
action. Recent studies confirm that groups in a network are more likely to: 

 be engaged in catchment planning; 

 adopt professional management approaches, including those related to the accounting of 
funds invested by government, the monitoring of resource condition, and documenting 
group decisions and project outcomes;  

 attract substantial amounts of funds and in-kind resources to address degradation 
issues; 

 provide effective communication between groups and members; 

 offer effective leadership as they draw from a wider leadership pool and build leader 
competency; 

 implement large-scale onground work and effect significant changes in the practices of 
landholders; and 

 influence the priorities of regional watershed groups and contribute to state NRM policy 
processes (Curtis et al., 1999; Sobels et al., 2001; Cullen et al., 2003). 

 
Contact with CMA staff and others indicated that there were 62 CBNRM networks operating in 
Victoria in 2009. Most were landcare networks, but there were nine Conservation Management 
Networks (CMNs). Data provided by seven CMNs are included in this report.  
 
Any comprehensive evaluation of landcare and CBNRM groups in Victoria would require a mix of 
research approaches (see for example, Curtis et al., 2008a). The Victorian CBNRM group survey 
has been widely recognised as a cost effective method of gathering data which contributes to 
understanding of:  

 what groups do and how they operate, including the onground work and other activities 
that focus more directly on engaging and building social and human capital; 

 the factors likely to affect group performance, including leadership, resources, group 
planning, and burnout amongst members; 

 trends in group health, including as measured by participation (recruitment, attrition); the 
nature of agency/group relationships, including between groups and CMA; and 

 areas where groups need support. 
 
2.2 Survey topics 
 
The 2009 CBNRM group and network surveys included similar topics, including those exploring: 

 group membership and the participation of members and landholders in group/network 
activities; 

 type and scale of onground work implemented, coordinated or assisted; 

 type and scale of activities engaging/building social and human capital, including 
meetings, field days, demonstrations/trials and monitoring; 

 involvement of members, groups and networks in planning and priority setting at the 
property, district and catchment scales; 

 engagement with landholders and outside groups, including to assist or study 
group/network activities; 

 the value of resources provided by government and the private sector; 
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 perceptions of group/network functioning; 

 perceptions of government as a landcare partner;  

 views about ways groups might influence NRM decision making; 

 the extent emerging issues were discussed by the group/network;  

 extent groups/networks employed coordinators and the benefits of those coordinators;  
 
The group survey also included a topic where groups that were part of a network were asked to 
provide feedback about the benefits/costs of being part of a network. The Network survey included 
a topic seeking feedback on the extent that the network received sufficient support from 
government. 
 
2.3 Survey process and response rate 
 
The survey design was undertaken using a modified version of Dillman‟s (1979) Total Design 
Method. A draft 12 page, B5 format survey instrument was developed through a workshop process 
that engaged DSE and CMA RLCs in a series of face-to-face, telephone and email discussions 
about the purpose and scope of the survey. The 2004 survey was used as a template to begin 
with. A draft survey was prepared and subsequently revised in response to feedback from key 
stakeholders. This process moved through a number of iterations over several months. 
 
At the suggestion of the RLCs meeting in Melbourne, it was agreed to take a census of all 
Victorian CBNRM groups rather than a random sample of around half the estimated 1,500 groups 
thought to be operating at that time. The ongoing difficulty has been to precisely identify the 
number of groups operating in each region [refer to Table 1].  
 
Each CMA has a list of the CBNRM groups/networks in their region, but in many instances these 
are not completely accurate. Some of the reasons for this include variable levels of commitment 
amongst regional staff to maintaining accurate lists, often compounded by the turnover of CMA 
landcare support staff; and instances where regional staff were not sure whether a group was in 
recess or had become part of a larger network. 
 
The Melbourne meeting and subsequent emails also clarified a number of important issues around 
how the mail out process would be implemented. It was agreed that surveys and an accompanying 
cover letter would be distributed in August and September 2009 by RLCs to all community-based 
NRM groups and networks with a primary focus on private land. Group/ network leaders or an 
informed member were to be asked to complete and return surveys to the researchers at CSU 
using a stamped, addressed envelope provided in the survey package. RLCs also agreed to 
remind survey recipients to complete surveys and to provide CSU researchers with the number of 
surveys distributed in their region.  
 
The October/ November timing for survey return coincided with harvest time in the cropping 
regions. The potential for this timing to delay survey completion, and possibly affect the response 
rate, was recognised. To some extent, this issue was overcome through communications with 
groups, including by a series of notes/letters indicating that the survey deadline had been 
extended; the use of a 1800 number for group members to contact the research team; and Allan 
Curtis‟ involvement in a number of regional and state-wide landcare activities where he was able to 
promote the value of the survey to groups.  
 
Correspondence with the CMA RLCs suggested there were 1,188 CBNRM groups operating in 
2009, up from 721 groups in 2004 (Curtis & Cooke, 2006). Our informants indicated there were an 
additional 62 networks. CMA RLCs distributed surveys to all groups and networks.  
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Four hundred and sixty surveys were returned by groups (39% response rate) and 30 by networks 
(48% response rate) [Tables 1 and 2]. Employing a similar process in 2004, we achieved a 51% 
response rate. After removing 25 groups that returned blank surveys and indicated they were no 
longer operating, another 32 surveys were marked “returned to sender” or had insufficient data to 
contribute to data analysis, (including seven that were deemed to have been completed by 
individuals/ organisations that were not CBNRM groups) - leaving 403 “useable” CBNRM group 
surveys. Another three surveys were returned after data entry had finished. All of the surveys 
returned by the networks were “useable”. Given the small number of networks, it is not appropriate 
to provide a regional-scale analysis of those data.  

 
Table 1 

Response rate for CBNRM groups by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

CMA 
Region 

Surveys 
Distributed 

Surveys 
Returned 

Response 
Rate 

Returned 
disbanded 
/in recess 

Returned 
unuseable 

Returned 
useable 

Corangamite 156 56 36% 5 3 48 

East 
Gippsland 

30 19 63% 0 2 17 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

149 55 37% 6 6 43 

Goulburn-
Broken 

104 32 31% 0 3 29 

Mallee 21 6 29% 0 0 6 

North 
Central 

160 48 30% 1 0 47 

North East 42 25 60% 0 2 23 

Port Phillip & 
Westernport 

402 167 42% 10 14 143 

West 
Gippsland 

74 31 41% 3 1 27 

Wimmera 50 20 40% 0 0 20 

State 1,188 460 39% 25 32 403 

Note: Groups which were on multiple mailing lists were assigned to their principal CMA and removed from other CMA 
“Surveys Distributed” column in the table. Groups identified on the Coastcare mailing list were also excluded. 
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Table 2 
Response rate for CBNRM networks by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

CMA Region  
(sent 32 surveys) 

Surveys 
Distributed  

Surveys 
Returned 

Response Rate 
Returned 
useable 

Corangamite 9 6 N/A 6 

East Gippsland 3 3 N/A 3 

Glenelg-Hopkins 6 3 N/A 3 

Goulburn-Broken 10 4 N/A 4 

Mallee 1 0 N/A 0 

North Central 4 0 N/A 0 

North East 3 0 N/A 0 

Port Phillip & 
Westernport (PPW) 

9 4 N/A 4 

West Gippsland 6 1 N/A 1 

Wimmera 2 2 N/A 2 

State (CMNs) 9 7 N/A 7 

Total 62 30 48% 30 

Note: The networks include seven Conservation Management Networks (CMNs); one CMN is spread across 5 CMA 
regions and one straddles the NSW/ Victorian border. Other CMNs cross CMA boundaries, including East Gippsland 
(2), Goulburn Broken (1) and North Central (3).Given that some networks operated across CMAs and the small 

number of networks in all CMAs, data have only been provided in the report at the state level.  
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2.4 Missing data  
 
Survey respondents may not complete all items in a survey. This phenomenon is called “missing 
data”. These gaps can occur for a large number of reasons, including that respondents 
consciously ignored items they thought were less relevant to them, that they had difficulty 
understanding, they felt were intrusive or they had difficulty providing accurate information in a 
short period of time. Respondents can also unconsciously skip an item or even turn a page without 
noticing that several pages are stuck together. The extent of missing data is readily apparent if 
researchers provide the n values for each survey item.  
 
Missing data can compromise the ability of researchers to apply some statistical analyses, 
particularly those exploring causality that rely on model development. Missing data can also lead 
to errors in the calculations of the proportion of respondents undertaking an activity, in the mean or 
median scores for those respondents and in any extrapolations from the set of respondents to the 
larger population. This issue typically arises when respondents ignore items because they think 
that topic doesn‟t apply to them. That is, they don‟t respond when really they should record a nil 
score or zero.  
 
Missing data can be treated in a number of ways. The first approach is to do nothing because it is 
assumed that the missing data represent non-responses rather than a nil score. We adopted this 
approach for survey topics seeking respondent‟s views (e.g. for attitudinal statements). In this 
survey, those topics typically employed six-point likert-type response options (e.g. from strongly 
agree to strongly disagree). A second approach is to assume that the non-response is in reality, a 
nil score and allocate zero for that item. We adopted this approach for some survey topics and 
items where we had asked respondents to indicate a specific amount or value. If at least one item 
in a topic had been completed by the respondent, then we assumed that a nil response (zero) was 
a more accurate assessment than a non-response. Where there was no response to any item in 
topic list, we allocated a non-response to each item. A third approach is to estimate the value of 
the missing data. Estimation can be accomplished by simply applying the mean for all respondents 
on that topic or using statistical techniques that predict the value of the missing score based on the 
scores of “like” respondents. We have not applied this approach to the task of addressing missing 
data in this research.   
 
2.5 Measures of group outcomes 
 

As part of our earlier analysis of Victorian landcare surveys, levels of group activity were used as 
indicators of group outcomes. Using activity levels as a surrogate for outcomes has its limitations, 
including that undertaking an activity may not result in a substantive or enduring practice change, 
let alone a change in resource condition. At another level, there is also the possibility that a group 
may have a low level of activity in a particular year but have a track record of substantial 
achievements.  
 
Ranking groups according to their activity across a basket of items, including for onground work 
and engaging/building social and human capital, has provided useful information in the past (Curtis 
et al., 2000). For example, it is possible to identify the proportion of groups operating at high or low 
levels of activity and therefore likely to be making a meaningful contribution to the achievement of 
goals identified in CMA or Victorian government plans. Index construction also allows the research 
team to test for relationships between group ranking and independent variables thought to affect 
organisational effectiveness (Curtis et al. 2000). This information can provide useful feedback to 
program managers as they seek to maintain group health and the capacity of groups to contribute 
to NRM and rural development objectives. 
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As in the past, CBNRM groups (but not networks) in the 2009 survey were ranked according to 
their level of activity in the previous year. Equal weighting was given to measures selected to 
contribute to an index of „work implemented‟ and an index of „engaging/ building social and human 
capital‟. Equal weighting was given to each item because it was considered that effective CBNRM 
groups, particularly landcare groups, should be active across a range of NRM issues and capacity 
building areas; and there was no obvious basis for rating some index items as more important than 
others. A group‟s scores on these indices were then combined to calculate a „Final Activity Index‟. 
Groups operating for less than one year are normally in their establishment phase and cannot be 
expected to have undertaken substantial onground work. For this reason, groups operating for less 
than one year were not included in ranking calculations. Where information was missing for 
variables used in index calculations, a zero was allocated to that group on that variable.  
 

Figure 2 
Measures contributing to the ‘Final Activity Index’ 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Index of ‘work implemented’  
[past 12 months] 

Index of ‘engaging/ building social and 
human capital’[past 12 months] 

 number of trees & shrubs planted or 
direct seeded by group members 

 length of fencing erected by the group 
for all group projects 

 area treated to control erosion and 
salinity 

 area treated to control pest plants (in 
native and introduced pastures) and 
pest animals 

 number of general meetings held 

 number of visitors assisting or studying 
landcare group work 

 number of field days/farm walks held 

 percentage of properties in area which 
have group members 

 number of demonstration sites 
established 

 

 
Measures selected to contribute to the Victorian indices of „work implemented‟ and „engaging/ 
building social and human capital‟ for CBNRM groups are summarised in Figure 2. Measures 
included in each index are much the same as they were in 1998 and 2004. For 2009 index 
calculations, the principal changes were: 

1. Changing the third item in the „engaging/ building social and human capital‟ index from 
„percentage of landholders ...‟ to „percentage of properties. 

2. Splitting the third item in the „work implemented‟ index into two basket items: the first for 
area treated for salinity and erosion control; and the second for the area treated for pest 
plant (in native and introduced pasture) and pest animal control [Figure 2]. The 2004 
index included the number of water quality/ river health and rabbit/ fox/ weed control 
activities but these activities were not included in the 2009 survey. 

 
Readers attempting to interpret the results of bivariate and multivariate statistical analyses should 
note that a higher numerical score (ranking value of say, 400 as opposed to 1 [See section 12.2] 
indicates a better group activity performance on the index. In this report, for analyses testing 
associations between the index and independent variables, a higher group performance on both 
the index and an independent variable (e.g. government funds received) would usually produce a 
positive correlation coefficient.  
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2.6 Extrapolating from the respondents to all groups/ networks  
 
It was intended that survey data would be used to estimate totals for Victoria‟s CBNRM 
group/network memberships, CBNRM group/ network engagement with other volunteers, funds 
accessed by groups/networks, and the extent of activity (e.g. field days, demonstration sites, farm 
walks) and work implemented. The intention was to extrapolate from data for the respondent 
groups (403) and networks (30) to all groups (1,188) and networks (62) in Victoria in 2009. In this 
report we have included extrapolations for groups and networks, but have not combined these 
totals for data on group and network membership. It is possible to combine the estimated totals for 
groups and networks for other data, as explained below.  
 
As we have indicated, these extrapolations need to be treated with caution. They are only 
estimates. Extrapolating from the respondents to all groups and networks is problematic for a 
number of reasons, including: 

1. Even though the total population of CBNRM groups and networks received surveys, it is 
problematic to assume that those groups and networks who did not respond to the 
survey have similar characteristics to those who did respond. For example, it is possible 
that the non-respondents were the less active groups/networks. If this was the case, then 
extrapolations based on the scores for the respondents would lead to higher estimated 
totals for those survey items.  

2. For some survey items it was difficult to distinguish between non-respondents and nil or 
zero responses. To the extent that non-respondents were really nil or zero scores, 
extrapolations would lead to higher estimated totals for those survey items. 
Extrapolations for survey items where there is a small number of respondents should 
therefore be treated as problematic. 

3. There is potential for double counting of group and network membership and activities 
because of overlap in the memberships and the activities of some groups and networks. 
We are confident that this issue has been addressed and a detailed explanation of our 
approach is provided below.  

 
Given the overlapping membership and activities of many networks and their constituent groups, it 
was important to avoid the double counting that could result by simply extrapolating from the 
respondents to the total number of groups/networks, and then summing data for all groups and all 
networks. For most topics this challenge was addressed by asking networks to distinguish 
between activity they had coordinated and activity they had implemented. The assumption being 
that some activity might be coordinated by the network but implemented by groups, and hence 
already included in group returns. It is therefore important to discriminate between the estimates 
for network activity that are for work coordinated, implemented and funded. Only estimates of work 
implemented by the networks should be added to the work undertaken by groups. 
 
Scanning of returned surveys suggested that networks had been able to distinguish between the 
activities they had coordinated and implemented. The research team also contacted many 
networks and RLCs to discuss those examples where the estimates for coordination and 
implementation were similar. In every case, those discussions indicated that the information 
provided in the survey was accurate. That is, work coordinated and/ or implemented by the 
networks was reported correctly. 
 
Survey respondents were not asked to separate group and network memberships or the numbers 
of volunteers assisting or studying landcare work. To avoid double counting on these items, we 
have reported the figures for all groups and all networks separately. These membership totals 
should not be combined. 
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Extrapolations (E) from the set of respondents (n) to the population (N) were calculated by 
multiplying the total for the respondents (T) by the ratio between the population (N) and number of 
respondents to that survey item (n). Or, E=T(N/n). For example, the total group membership (T) for 
the respondents was 19,985. There were 395 (n) groups that responded to this survey item out of 
the population of 1,188 groups (N). So, 1,188 divided by 395 equals 3.007595. T(N/n) therefore 
equals E of 60,106.78 or, 60,108. Again, it is important to note that extrapolations should be 
considered estimates. The research team also advises that it the reliability of extrapolations is 
higher where the number of respondents for that item (n) is closer to the number of respondents to 
the survey (N). 
 
Some respondents indicated the number of households in their group rather than the number of 
individual members. To calculate the number of individual members in these groups/networks the 
research team employed the Australian Bureau of Statistics mean Victorian household size of 2.6 
persons (ABS, 2006). This number was then allocated to the different genders and to children and 
adults according to the mean proportion for other groups/networks in the same CMA. 
 
 
 

 
    Photo: R. Sample 
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Findings   
 

3. Community engagement through CBNRM  
 
3.1 Number of CBNRM groups 
 

Landcare group numbers increased rapidly in the early part of the 1990‟s, from 100 groups in July 
1990 to 407 in 1993 and 700 in 1995. Group numbers reached 890 in 1998 and then declined to 
721 in 2004. As explained earlier, 1,188 groups were surveyed in 2009, which might suggest that 
the number of CBNRM groups operating in Victoria had increased since 2004.  
 
However, only 10 of the respondent groups had been established in the previous year so it seems 
unlikely that a large cohort of groups has been established since 2004. A more plausible 
explanation for the increased group numbers in the 2009 census is that regional CMA staff 
distributing the survey were able to identify a more complete list of groups and that they included 
more „friends of‟ groups working on public land. For example, in 2004, only 3% of the groups 
returning surveys focussed on public land compared to 15% in 2009.  
 
3.2 CBNRM group and network membership 
 

The median CBNRM group membership in 2009 was 30 (mean of 51) and the total membership 
for all groups returning a survey was 19,985 [Table 3]. There is likely to be substantial overlap 
between group and network memberships and it would be problematic to combine the two 
statistics to arrive at a total membership of CBNRM organisations.  
 
As indicated in Table 4, men comprised 45% (54% of adult members) of the mean group 
membership across the state, women 39% (46% as adult members) and children 15%. Networks 
had a very similar membership composition. Previous surveys have suggested that around 30% of 
landcare members are women. The 2009 survey embraced more „friends of‟ groups which tend to 
have substantial female memberships. It is therefore not surprising that the proportion of women is 
higher in the respondent groups for 2009. Women also play important leadership roles in CBNRM 
groups and networks and this information is presented in section 6. 
 
Survey respondents were asked to indicate whether their group or network was best described as 
a rural, regional centre fringe, Melbourne urban fringe or urban CBNRM organisation. Just over 
half of all groups identified as a rural group while almost a third (32%) said they were an urban or 
Melbourne urban fringe group [Table 14]. In the 2004 survey, 21% of respondents said their group 
was an urban fringe or an urban group. The response options in the two surveys are a little 
different, but the evidence suggests that the number of urban-based groups has either increased 
or a greater proportion of those groups have been included in the survey. Over three quarters of 
networks were identified as rural-based [Table 14]. 
 
Applying the method of extrapolation explained earlier suggests that in 2009 the 1,188 Victorian 
CBNRM groups had an estimated membership of 60,107 individuals. This total membership figure 
is much higher than estimated from past survey data (e.g. 27,590 in 1998) [Figure 3]. The 
increased total membership estimate can be explained by the larger number of groups included in 
the survey and a long-term trend towards higher median and mean membership for respondent 
groups. For example, the mean has increased from 33 in 1993 to 44 in 2004 and 50 in 2009. The 
median membership has risen much more gradually from 24 in 1998, to 26 in 2004 and 30 in 
2009. The mean is much more responsive to outliers and it seems that substantially increased 
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memberships in some groups have contributed to the large increase in CBNRM group 
membership implied by the 2009 survey data.  
 
There are substantial regional differences in the mean membership per group (from 34 in Glenelg 
Hopkins to 55 in Port Phillip & Westernport and 85 in the Mallee). A comparison with past survey 
data for respondent groups is provided for each CMA region in Appendix 1. 
 
There was a significant positive relationship between the size of group membership and group 
ranking on the index of work implemented, emphasising the importance of engagement and 
participation.  
 
Twenty-five networks provided data about their membership. This is the first time that this survey 
process has sought this information. The mean network membership for respondent networks in 
2008 was 408 and the total membership for all networks returning a survey was 10,199 [Table 3]. 
By extrapolation, the membership for all 62 networks was 25,294. As indicated in Appendix 2, the 
gender and child composition of the mean network membership was very similar to that of the 
mean group membership. This is not surprising given the expected overlap in group and network 
memberships. 
 

Table 3 
Membership of groups and networks at June 30, 2009 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
Group 

n= 
Median 

members 
Mean 

members 
Total 

membership 

Corangamite 46 34 51 2,329 

East Gippsland 17 32 40 678 

Glenelg-Hopkins 43 23 34 1,469 

Goulburn-Broken 29 40 54 1,555 

Mallee 5 97 85 427 

North Central 47 24 48 2,247 

North East 22 67 77 1,699 

PPW 138 28 55 7,696 

West Gippsland 24 41 42 1094 

Wimmera 20 36 40 791 

All groups 391 30 51 19,985 

All networks 25 250 408 10,199 
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Table 4 
Membership composition of groups and networks as at June 30, 2009 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

 
Region 

 

Group 
n= 

% 
male 

% 
female 

% 
children 

 
% adults 
of males 

 

% adults 
of 

females 

Corangamite 46 48% 41% 10% 54% 46% 

East Gippsland 17 48% 43% 9% 53% 47% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 43 54% 39% 7% 58% 42% 

Goulburn-Broken 29 48% 41% 11% 54% 46% 

Mallee 5 37% 30% 33% 56% 44% 

North Central 47 48% 38% 14% 56% 44% 

North East 22 53% 38% 9% 58% 42% 

PPW 138 40% 39% 15% 51% 49% 

West Gippsland 24 41% 36% 24% 53% 47% 

Wimmera 20 53% 39% 8% 58% 42% 

All groups 391 45% 39% 13% 54% 46% 

All networks 25 48% 39% 13% 56% 44% 
Note: Some % do not add up to 100% due to the conversion method of converting “household” memberships 
to individual memberships. 

 
 

 
Figure 3 

Trends in estimated total group membership over time 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=1,188) and networks (N=62):  
Extrapolated from 2009 activities and outcomes surveys 
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3.3 Rural landholders in CBNRM 
 
CBNRM membership as a percentage of rural properties in an area provides an important 
measure of the capacity of CBNRM groups and networks to engage rural landholders in efforts to 
improve NRM. The 2009 group and network surveys asked respondents to indicate the number of 
rural properties in their area and the number of rural properties represented by group members.  
 
Thirty-three per cent of rural properties across Victoria in 2009 were represented by group 
members where there was a CBNRM group [Table 5]. This level of engagement with rural 
landholders is a substantial achievement, well beyond that typically achieved by rural extension 
programs (Curtis & De Lacy, 1996b). As is indicated in Table 5, there is substantial variation 
across the CMA regions in the proportion of rural properties represented by members of CBNRM 
groups. 
 
Comparison of 2009 data with that from previous surveys suggests there is a continuation of the 
past trend to a smaller proportion of rural landholders engaged through CBNRM where there is a 
CBNRM group. The mean proportion of rural landholders in groups has trended down – from 51% 
in 1993, to 46% in 1998, 41% in 2004 and 33% in 2009. This trend is really not surprising given the 
trends to increasing proportion of non-farmers, newer land owners (>10 years) and absentee 
owners who are significantly less likely to be landcare members (Curtis & Mendham, In press). 
 
New survey items sought information about the area of private land managed by group and 
network members [Table 6]. These items were really only relevant to the rural or urban fringe 
groups and networks and this explains the substantially lower number of respondents to these 
questions. Some caution also needs to be applied when interpreting data in Table 6 as some 
respondents said they had difficulty providing accurate estimations for these items. Nevertheless, 
data in Table 6 suggest that the membership of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups manage substantial 
proportions (>25%) of the private land where there are groups or networks in most CMA regions 
(with smaller proportions in the Wimmera and Goulburn Broken CMA regions).  
 

Table 5 
Membership as proportion of rural properties, June 30 2009  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
 

n 
groups 

2009 2004 1998 1995 

Corangamite 33 22% 32% 29% 36% 

East Gippsland 12 40% 41% NA 63% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 29 45% 51% 58% 63% 

Goulburn-Broken 21 19% 29% 31% 27% 

Mallee 4 45% 69% 78% 48% 

North Central 38 35% 37% 48% 52% 

North East 18 42% 52% 58% 45% 

PPW 56 28% 32% 27% 36% 

West Gippsland 22 32% 34% NA 50% 

Wimmera 17 35% 55% 56% 43% 

All groups 250 33% 41% 46% 50% 

All networks 17 40% NA NA NA 
 
 



17 
 

Table 6 
Estimated area of private land managed by CBNRM members  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30): 
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
 

n 

Median 
private land 

managed 
per group 

% all private land 
managed by group 

members in their areas 

Corangamite 27 650 ha 30% 

East Gippsland 10 656 ha 32% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 20 1470 ha 54% 

Goulburn-Broken 15 1550 ha 11% 

Mallee 4 40138 ha 21% 

North Central 27 4800 ha 45% 

North East 14 7830 ha 27% 

PPW 39 200 ha 20% 

West Gippsland 17 690 ha 26% 

Wimmera 11 12000 ha 8% 

All groups 184 950 ha 23% 

All networks 11 48,000 ha 18% 

 
 
3.4 Participation rates 
 

In another survey item, groups and networks were asked to indicate the number of individual 
members at June 30, 2009 who had not attended any group activity in the previous 12 months. 
These data have been used to calculate rates of member attrition (discussed in Section 3.6 
below). Across the respondent groups, 39% (n=366) of members had not attended one group 
activity in the past 12 months. Networks had engaged a higher proportion of members, with 22% 
(n=19) of members identified as not having attended any network activity in the past 12 months.   
 
As with past surveys, respondents for groups and networks operating for more than 12 months in 
2009 (10<12 months) were asked to compare the average number of members participating in 
group activities in the past year with the previous 12 months. To summarise these data, the five 
response options in the survey have been collapsed into „lower‟, „about the same‟ and „higher‟.  
 
Across the state, most group respondents (63%) said member participation in the 12 months to 
June 2009 was about the same as in the previous 12 months. Participation was considered lower 
for 2009 in 19% of groups and higher in 18% of groups [Table 7]. These findings are much as they 
were in 2004. Again, data are provided in Table 7 for each CMA region. Interestingly, the network 
respondents provided a more positive assessment of participation, with almost all networks 
assessed as having the same or higher numbers of members involved in their activities during the 
most recent 12 months [Table 7]. This trend may reflect the fact that a higher proportion of 
networks have started up in recent years and would be in their early growth phase. It is also 
possible that some group members have become more involved in network activities in recent 
years. 
 
Respondents who said there had been „a lot less‟ or a „little lower‟ average number of group 
members participating in group or network activities were asked to indicate possible reasons why 
that had happened. As only one network provided a response, Table 8 only includes group 
feedback to this question. Natural disasters (drought and fires) were important factors affecting 
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participation, but so was an ageing membership, cuts in government funding and lack of group 
leadership. These responses and information from the analysis of survey data, combined with the 
many unsolicited comments from respondents, provide important feedback that suggests ways to 
improve engagement through CBNRM groups and networks. 
 

A section in the 2009 surveys gathered information about how groups and networks operate, 
including an item asking for a response to the statement „There are only a few highly active 
members in our group‟ and „There are only a few highly active members in most groups in our 
network‟ [Tables 36 and 37]. Most group (65%) and network (67%) respondents agreed with these 
statements. In the 2004 survey, 71% of group respondents agreed with this statement.   
 
 

Table 7 
Member participation in group and network activities in 2009 compared to previous year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
 

n 
2009 

Lower 
2009 
Same 

2009 
Higher 

2004 
Lower 

2004 
Same 

2004 
Higher 

Corangamite 42 24% 64% 12% 26% 43% 30% 

East Gippsland 13 0% 77% 23% 14% 68% 18% 

Glenelg Hopkins 40 18% 65% 18% 21% 71% 8% 

Goulburn Broken 28 21% 61% 18% 27% 48% 25% 

Mallee 6 33% 50% 17% 0% 92% 8% 

North Central 40 25% 60% 15% 19% 57% 24% 

North East 22 18% 55% 27% 20% 56% 24% 

PPW 132 17% 67% 17% 13% 63% 25% 

West Gippsland 25 24% 52% 24% 23% 55% 23% 

Wimmera 19 16% 63% 21% 21% 55% 24% 

All groups 367 19% 63% 18% 20% 58% 22% 

All networks 26 8% 46% 46% NA NA NA 
Note: 10 groups established <1 year were excluded from this analysis 

 

 
Table 8 

Reasons for decline in group member participation 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403)  

2009 activities and outcomes survey 

Reasons 
(n=79) 

 
% group  

  

Drought affected 14% 

Ageing membership 13% 

Government has cut funding 13% 

Lack of group leadership 9% 

Works completed 8% 

Less interest 6% 

Bushfire affected 5% 
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3.5 Recruitment 
 

Recruitment can be both a lagging and a leading indicator of CBNRM group and network health in 
that it reflects on their past health and also impacts on their capacity to accomplish their objectives 
and be viable long-term. Amongst other things, new members provide the opportunity to expand 
group and network influence, the resources available to undertake activities, the ability to capture 
new ideas, and the pool of potential leaders.  
 
As in the past, the 2009 surveys included an item seeking information about the number of 
members joining each group or network in the past year. Excluding groups operating for less than 
a year (10 groups, so n=391), 74% of groups reported they had recruited new members. For these 
groups, the mean recruitment rate was 12% of all members [Table 9]. This rate of recruitment is 
identical to the rate for groups responding to the 2004 survey. For the respondent groups there 
were 2,124 new members in the year to July 2009.  
 
There are substantial regional differences in the rate of recruitment amongst respondent groups 
and these appear to be consistent over time [Table 9]. As in the past, it seems that groups in 
regions close to Melbourne (Port Phillip & Westernport, Corangamite) or large regional centres 
(North Central and Bendigo, Corangamite and Geelong/Ballarat) have substantially higher 
recruitment rates than groups in regions that are more remote and with lower populations (Mallee 
and Wimmera) [Table 9].  
 
The 2009 group and network surveys also included a section exploring the extent current and 
emerging NRM issues had been discussed by group members or network executives [Tables 39 
and 40]. Only a third of group respondents (34%) said their group had discussed the recruitment of 
new members [Table 39]. Almost all (93%) of the network respondents said that this topic had 
been discussed in 2009 [Table 40]  
 
 

 
    Photo: GBCMA 
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Table 9 
Member recruitment in the past year for groups and networks 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region n= 

2009 
groups 

with new 
members 

 
2009 

Total new 
members***  

 

2009 
Recruitment 

rate 

2004 
Recruitment 

rate 

1998 
Recruitment 

rate 

1995 
Recruitment 

rate 

Corangamite 46 72% 226 11% 16% 11% 17% 

East Gippsland 17 100% 72 16% 14% NA 6% 

Glenelg Hopkins 43 53% 103 8% 8% 18% 10% 

Goulburn 
Broken 

29 79% 123 9% 14% 16% 28% 

Mallee 5 100% 11 5% 4% 6% 5% 

North Central 47 66% 247 11% 12% 23% 7% 

North East 22 79% 107 8% 13% 19% 21% 

PPW 138 79% 1,083 14% 17% 18% 22% 

West Gippsland 24 76% 104 10% 13% NA 13% 

Wimmera 20 76% 48 6% 5% 5% 13% 

All groups 391 74% 2,124 12% 12% 16% 15% 

All networks 22 89% 629 6% NA NA NA 

***Note: 10 groups established <1 year were excluded from this analysis
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3.6 Attrition 
 

The literature on volunteers emphasises that group leaders must work hard to retain existing 
members as it is generally more difficult to recruit new members. Volunteer retention requires an 
understanding of the motivations of volunteers and the development of structures, processes and 
activities that meet those needs and reinforce the worth of volunteer contributions (Curtis & Van 
Nouhuys, 1999b). If groups or networks do lose members and do not replace them with recruits, 
they may reach a size where they will find it difficult to function effectively in terms of sharing the 
work of running a group or engaging a substantial proportion of landholders or the wider public. 
Information about recruitment therefore needs to be complemented by information about efforts to 
retain members and about the level of attrition (or drop-out) rate.  
 
A section in the 2009 surveys gathered information about how groups and networks operate 
[Tables 36 and 37; Appendix 3], including seven items (5 for groups and 4 for networks) exploring 
aspects related to volunteer retention [Table 10]. Almost all of these items were included in the 
2004 group survey.  
 
While some attention has been paid to improving volunteer management in recent years, and the 
survey findings suggests some gains have been made, more can be done. Only around one 
quarter of group and network respondents agreed that „We usually organise for someone to visit 
new members and explain how the group operates‟ / „Most groups in our network organise 
someone to visit new members and explain how their group operates‟; or that „Our group usually 
follows up with members after continued absence from group activities‟ / „Most groups in our 
network follow up with members after continued absence from group activities‟ [Table 10]. There is 
no evidence of improved performance on these measures since the 2004 survey. Indeed, the 
proportion of groups saying that „Our group usually follows up with members after continued 
absence from group activities‟ declined from 57% in 2004 to 24% in 2009 [Table 10].  
 
The results are more positive for the three other related survey items:  

1. „We provide new members with background information about the group‟; (65% in 2009 
and up from 55% in 2004);  

2. „In our group/ network, most members receive acknowledgment for the work they do‟ 
(71% for groups, up from 63% in 2004; 73% networks); and  

3. „In recent years we have taken time to look back over our achievements‟ (66% for 
groups, up from 60% in 2004; 60% networks [Table 10].  

 
On these measures, most respondents agreed that good practices were being implemented and 
there is evidence of improved performance since 2004. However, these are fundamental to 
effective group management – a reality reinforced by the finding of significant positive relationships 
between the acknowledgement of work by members and group performance on the „Final Activity 
Index‟. The 2009 survey data suggest there is room for further improvement in these areas. 
 
Attrition information was collected for the first time in the 2004 survey. A similar question was 
employed in the 2009 survey and asked for the number of individual members at June 30, 2009 
who didn‟t attend any group activity during the 12 months to June 30, 2009.  
 
Of course, it is possible that a member who didn‟t attend any activities in 2009 will continue to see 
themselves as group or network members. They may simply have had other commitments when 
activities were scheduled and some groups may have had a few or no activities in the past year. It 
is also possible that those who didn‟t participate in 2009 had not participated for some time (even 
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though the question specifically referred to 2009 members). That is, they had really dropped out 
some time ago.  
 
Excluding groups operating for less than a year (10 groups), 82% of the 366 groups responding to 
this survey item said they had members who didn‟t attend any group activity in the past year. For 
these groups, the mean attrition rate was 39% of all members [Table 11], up from 30% in 2004. 
The attrition rate for Victorian networks was much lower (22%) than that for groups [Table 11].  
 
Overall, there was a net loss of 27% of the membership for the respondent groups and 16% for the 
membership of the respondent networks. Assuming that currently inactive members do not return 
to active participation, these data indicate that the membership of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups is 
shrinking at a dramatic rate and that this decline is not being offset by increased membership of 
networks.  
 
Attrition rates are high across all regions, but there were some clear regional patterns that were 
similar to those evident in the 2004 survey data. Attrition rates were lower in the East Gippsland 
and Wimmera regions and higher in the Mallee and Goulburn Broken regions [Table 11]. 
 

Table 10 
Views about volunteer management in groups and networks 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Volunteer management topics 

Groups Networks 

2004 
% 

agreed 

2009 
% 

agreed 

 
2009 

% agreed 
 

We provide new members with background information 
about the group 

55% 65% NA 

We usually organise for someone to visit new members 
and explain how the group operates 

22% 23% NA 

Most groups in our network organise for someone to 
visit new members and explain how their group operates 

NA NA 27% 

Our group usually follows up with members after 
continued absence from group activities 

57% 24% NA 

Most groups in our network follow up with members 
after continued absence from group activities 

NA NA 23% 

In our group/ network, most members receive 
acknowledgment for the work they do 

63% 71% 73% 

In recent years we have taken time to look back over 
our achievements 

57% 66% 60% 
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Table 11 
Membership attrition past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region n 
Total 

member 
attrition 

Total 
membership 

of groups  

 
2009 

Attrition 
rate 

 

Total  
new 

members 
*** 

Net change 
in 

membership 

Corangamite 45 881 2,329 38% 374 -507 

East Gippsland 15 185 678 27% 108 -77 

Glenelg Hopkins 39 541 1,469 37% 115 -426 

Goulburn Broken 24 662 1,555 43% 157 -505 

Mallee 4 267 427 63% 18 -249 

North Central 43 887 2,247 39% 263 -624 

North East 19 648 1,699 38% 130 -518 

PPW 130 3,082 7,696 40% 1102 -1,980 

West Gippsland 23 413 1,094 38% 106 -307 

Wimmera 19 235 791 30% 70 -165 

All groups 366 7,801 19,985 39% 2443 -5,358 

All networks 19 2,216 10,199 22% 645 -1,571 

*** Note that new member statistics in this table are calculated for the groups and networks responding to this 
survey item and therefore differ from the total shown in Table 9 

 



24 
 

3.7 Wider community engagement through visitors assisting or studying landcare 
 

CBNRM group and network impact extends to neighbouring landholders and the wider community 
who participate in activities or observe CBNRM work (Curtis & De Lacy, 1996a). The capacity of 
groups and networks to effectively manage land and water degradation issues is also enhanced if 
they can enlist assistance from others outside their group membership (Curtis & De Lacy, 1995). 
As in the past, the 2009 survey included items seeking information about the extent of group and 
network involvement with volunteers and visitors studying CBNRM work.  
 
Respondents were more likely to say their group or network had visitors assisting with landcare 
work than studying the work of their group [Figure 4]. Over half of the respondents said their group 
(57%) or network (60%) had engaged non-member volunteers to directly help with landcare work 
[Table 12]. This was up from 43% of groups in 2004 but still below the levels reported in the past 
(73% of groups in 1993, 80% in 1995). 
 
In 2009, networks (27%) were more likely than groups (18%) to report visitors studying group work 
[Figure 4]. The 2009 data indicate that the long-term trend of reduced group engagement through 
visitors studying landcare work has continued (83% in 1993, 81% in 1995, 43% in 1998 and 35% 
in 2004).  
 
CBNRM groups and networks continue to engage a large number of non-members in aspects of 
NRM. In 2009, the respondent groups reported a total of 17,518 visitors and the networks reported 
2,845 visitors [by adding the totals in Table 12]. Extrapolating from the respondents to all groups 
and networks suggests that 53,660 non-members were engaged in CBNRM activity by groups and 
7,395 engaged by networks. These data might suggest that CBNRM groups and networks are 
engaging a larger cohort of non-members, up from 30,282 in 2004 (37,380 in 1998 and 40,000 in 
1995). However, even though a higher proportion of the respondent groups in 2009 had engaged 
visitors in landcare work, the total has been inflated by including a wider range of groups in the 
2009 survey (1,188 in 2009 compared to 721 in 2004).  
 
 

 
          Photo: R.Sample 
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Figure 4 
Volunteers working with or visitors studying group/network activities 

during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  

2009 activities and outcomes surveys 
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Table 12 
Volunteers working with or visitors studying group and network activities during the past year 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30): 2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 

Number of people volunteering 
for group work 

Extrapolated 
Number of people studying the 

group work 
Extrapolated 

n= 
%  

Yes 
Median Total n= total n= 

%  
Yes 

Median Total n= total 

Corangamite 46 50% 20 908 156 3,079 45 20% 40 353 156 1,224 

East Gippsland 16 44% 30 192 30 360 16 NIL NIL NIL 30 NIL 

Glenelg Hopkins 42 52% 27 1,218 149 4,321 42 21% 15 291 149 1,032 

Goulburn Broken 28 68% 30 888 104 3,298 28 21% 15 127 104 472 

Mallee 6 67% 35 160 21 560 6 33% 12 23 21 81 

North Central 47 49% 20 675 160 2,298 47 26% 7 425 160 1,447 

North East 23 48% 30 784 42 1,432 23 17% 4 15 42 27 

PPW 137 64% 25 8,966 402 26,309 138 16% 5 1,497 402 4,361 

West Gippsland 25 52% 30 563 74 1,666 24 13% 25 90 74 278 

Wimmera 18 56% 16 305 50 847 18 17% 14 38 50 106 

All groups 388 57% 24 14,659 1,188 44,884 387 18% 9 2,859 1,188 8,776 

All networks 15 60% 90 2,171 62 8,973 8 27% 22.5 674 62 5,224 

.
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3.8 Engagement with Indigenous groups 
 
For the first time, the 2009 group and network surveys included an item exploring Indigenous 
membership. Respondents were simply asked to select from „yes‟, „not sure‟ and „no‟. As might be 
expected, fewer group (9%) than network (46%) respondents said they were „unsure‟ if there were 
Indigenous members. At the same time, it seems that networks have been more willing or more 
able to engage Indigenous people as members (18% of networks with Indigenous members 
compared to 5% of groups) [Table 13].  
 
Items in the survey section seeking views about how groups and networks operate also explored 
Indigenous engagement in group and network planning or other work [Tables 36 and 37]. Again, 
small proportions of respondents (14% for groups and 20% for networks) said their group had 
involved Indigenous groups. The 2009 data for groups on this item were similar to that for 2004 
(12%).   
 
The 2009 group and network surveys also included a section exploring the extent current and 
emerging NRM issues had been discussed by group members or network executives and included 
an item on „Indigenous engagement in NRM‟ [Tables 39 and 40]. Thirteen per cent of groups and 
31% of networks said they had discussed this topic.   
 
 

Table 13 
Indigenous membership 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
Group 

n= 
% yes % no % unsure 

Corangamite 43 0% 81% 19% 

East Gippsland 15 0% 87% 13% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 42 2% 90% 7% 

Goulburn-Broken 28 11% 82% 7% 

Mallee 6 17% 83% 0% 

North Central 43 5% 93% 2% 

North East 23 13% 78% 9% 

PPW 136 4% 86% 10% 

West Gippsland 27 0% 89% 11% 

Wimmera 20 10% 80% 10% 

All groups 383 5% 86% 9% 

All networks 28 18% 36% 46% 
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3.9 Engagement with non-farmers 
 
Non-farmers are a substantial proportion of Victorian landholders and manage substantial parts of 
most catchments (e.g. 36% of Glenelg Hopkins landholders were non-farmers and they managed 
39% of all privately owned rural land) (Byron et al., 2004); and that the proportion of non-farmers is 
increasing over time (e.g. 33% of rural landholders were non-farmers in the Wimmera region in 
2007, up from 20% in 2002) (Curtis et al., 2008b). Our research suggests that there are important 
differences between those identifying as farmers and non-farmers, in terms of their knowledge of 
NRM, time available to work on property, attitudes to government, involvement in landcare and 
commodity groups and their implementation of recommended practices for improved NRM 
outcomes (Curtis & Mendham, In press; Curtis et al., 2009). There are other reasons for engaging 
non-rural residents and non-farmers in the work of landcare, including the need to shape the 
opinions of these voters, or access their labour or financial resources.  
 
Evidence from the 2009 survey suggests Victoria‟s CBNRM groups and networks are successfully 
engaging non-farmer rural landholders in that non-farmers represent the majority of adult members 
in groups (86%) and networks (60%) [Table 15]. It also suggests that groups and networks have 
successfully engaged non-rural landholders in that almost half the groups are either urban fringe or 
urban-based [Table 14]. Information in Table 14 suggests that the proportion of non-farmers varies 
widely for groups across the CMA regions, from a median of 100% in Port Phillip & Westernport to 
26% in the Wimmera [Table 14]. Given that a larger proportion of networks were identified as rural 
(82% compared to 59%) it is not surprising that farmers comprised a larger proportion of the adult 
membership of networks (40% compared to 14%).  
 
Concerns that Victoria‟s CBNRM groups are ignoring farmers are somewhat allayed by data in 
Table 15 indicating that in most CMA regions the farmers comprise about a third of all adult male 
members. 
 

Table 14 
Location of groups and networks 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
Group 

n= 
%  

Rural 

%  
Regional 

centre fringe 

% 
Melb urban 

fringe 

% 
Urban 

Corangamite 43 65% 28% 0% 7% 

East Gippsland 15 80% 7% 0% 13% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 42 83% 12% 0% 5% 

Goulburn-Broken 28 93% 0% 4% 4% 

Mallee 6 83% 17% 0% 0% 

North Central 44 84% 11% 0% 5% 

North East 23 83% 13% 0% 4% 

PPW 134 16% 2% 46% 37% 

West Gippsland 27 89% 4% 0% 7% 

Wimmera 20 95% 0% 0% 5% 

All groups 382 59% 8% 16% 16% 

All networks 28 82% 7% 7% 4% 
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Table 15 
Occupation of members  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
Farmers as % all 

adults 
Farmers as 

% males 

Corangamite 18% 35% 

East Gippsland 32% 61% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 42% 74% 

Goulburn-Broken 29% 51% 

Mallee 11% 21% 

North Central 24% 50% 

North East 47% 87% 

PPW 0% 0% 

West Gippsland 44% 75% 

Wimmera 74% 100% 

All groups 14% 29% 

All networks 40% 80% 
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3.10 CBNRM organisations influence on NRM decisions 
 
The 2009 group and network surveys included a series of items seeking respondents‟ views about 
the extent their organisation should have a voice in NRM decisions made by a selected set of key 
decision makers [Table 16] and the appropriateness of possible ways of providing their 
organisations with a voice [Table 17]. For both topics, respondents were able to select one of five 
response options that ranged from „strongly agree‟, „agree‟, „not sure‟, „disagree‟ to „strongly 
disagree‟. To simplify the presentation of data, only the proportion that agreed (combined „strongly 
agree‟ and „agree‟) and the mean score (from 1-5 with 1 as „strongly disagree‟ and 5 as „strongly 
agree‟) have been included in Tables 16 and 17. 
 
Around three quarters of the network respondents agreed that their organisation should influence 
decisions made by the CMA, DSE and DPI. Slightly more than two-thirds agreed that their network 
should influence local government planning decisions. A smaller majority agreed that their network 
should influence decisions by the Australian Government‟s DAFF [Table 16]. Nine of the network 
respondents provided written comments indicating that CMAs should consult with their 
organisations before they determine policy. By comparison, groups were much more likely to seek 
to influence local government planning decisions. 
 
Almost all group and network respondents agreed that their organisations should be consulted 
when an agency identifies a need [Table 17]. About three quarters of network respondents agreed 
it was appropriate that their organisation might influence NRM decision making by either having 
„Elected landcare representatives on regional advisory committees/ boards‟ or „Elected 
representative for each region on a state landcare advisory council‟, with a slightly higher 
preference for the latter option [Table 17]. Group respondents were less enthusiastic about these 
options. Nevertheless, around 60% of group respondents „agreed‟ that these were appropriate 
ways that their organisation might influence NRM decision making. It seems there is widespread 
support for the idea that CBNRM groups and networks elect representatives to both regional 
advisory committees/ boards and to a state landcare advisory council.  
 
The network survey included an item asking if any network member was also a member of the 
Victorian Landcare Council in the 12 months to June 2009. Eighteen per cent (n=28) of the 
network respondents indicated that this was the case for their network. 
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Table 16 
NRM organisations that groups and networks should influence  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30): 
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Organisation 

Groups 
 

Networks 
 

n= 
% 

agree 
mean n= 

% 
agree 

mean 

Local government land 
use planning 

359 84% 4.42 29 69% 3.86 

Catchment Management 
Authority 

358 81% 4.26 29 79% 4.21 

Department of 
Sustainability & 
Environment 

360 73% 3.94 29 72% 3.90 

Department of Primary 
Industries 

346 55% 3.72 29 76% 3.90 

Australian Government 
Department of Agriculture 
Fisheries & Forestry 

342 44% 3.33 29 59% 3.66 

 
 

Table 17 
Most appropriate ways for groups and networks to influence NRM decisions 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (n=336) and networks (N=30): 
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Methods 

Groups 
 

Networks 
 

n 
% 

agree 
mean n= 

% 
agree 

mean 

Consultation when agency 
identifies need 

336 88% 4.21 29 90% 4.31 

Elected landcare 
representatives on regional 
advisory committees/ boards 

319 63% 3.79 29 72% 4.14 

Elected representative for 
each region on a state 
landcare advisory council 

311 59% 3.72 29 79% 4.21 
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3.11 Assistance from other organisations or agencies  
 

Respondents were asked to indicate if their group or network was assisted by any of 17 different 
types of organisations or agencies during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 [Table 18]. Similar items 
have been included in past surveys. 
 
Local government was the organisation most frequently identified by respondents (64%) as 
assisting their group, followed by the CMA (59%) and other landcare groups or networks (42%) 
[Table 18]. The Victorian Farmers Federation (including the VFF Farm Trees & Landcare 
Association) and the state government were identified as providing support by 39% and 38% of 
groups respectively [Table 18]. These data suggest CBNRM groups have engaged a wide variety 
of outside organisations but are nevertheless heavily dependent on support from all levels of 
government. 
 
Trend data provided in Table 19 needs to be interpreted cautiously in that the inclusion of more 
„friends of‟ groups in the 2009 survey makes comparisons somewhat problematic. Nevertheless, 
the trend data, including data from surveys in 1998, 1995 and 1993, suggest that local 
governments and other landcare groups/ networks are increasingly assisting CBNRM groups and 
that CMAs and federal government are less engaged. It needs to be acknowledged that CMA 
assistance had been trending up prior to 2009, from 35% in 1998.   
 
The trend for declining assistance from industry/ business continued (down from 39% in 1993, 
28% in 1995, 19% in 1998, 11% in 2004) to 6% in 2009 [Table 19]. Again, it needs to be 
acknowledged that industry groups are less likely to be engaged with non-rural groups which are a 
larger proportion of the 2009 respondent groups. Given the inclusion of more „friends of‟ groups in 
the 2009 survey it was surprising that conservation groups were identified as a source of outside 
assistance by a smaller proportion of groups in 2009 (14%) than in 2004 (20%) [Table 19]. 

 
Table 18 

Organisations that assisted networks (above 10%) last year 
Victoria’s CBNRM networks:  

2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 (n=30) 

Organisation providing assistance 

%  
of networks reporting 

assistance 
2009 

CMA 87% 

State government 77% 

Local government 73% 

Federal government 73% 

VFF Farm Tree & Landcare Assoc 57% 

Other landcare groups/networks 47% 

Landcare Australia Ltd 30% 

Conservation groups 27% 

Industry groups – MLA, Topcrop 17% 

Green Corps 17% 

ACV 17% 

Local service clubs 10% 

Education groups 10% 

VFF 10% 

Landmates 10% 
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Table 19 
Organisations that assisted groups last year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Organisation providing assistance 
2009 

n=353 

% of 
groups 

reporting 
2009 

2004 
n=328 

% of 
groups 

reporting 
2004 

Local government 225 64% 158 48% 

CMA 209 59% 240 73% 

Other landcare groups/networks 147 42% 109 33% 

State government 134 38% 131 40% 

VFF Farm Tree & Landcare Assoc 111 31% NA NA 

Federal government 66 19% 126 38% 

Other 62 18% 11 3% 

Conservation groups 50 14% 64 20% 

Education groups 50 14% 46 14% 

Green Corps 45 13% NA NA 

Landcare Australia Ltd 40 11% 58 18% 

Local service clubs 39 11% 42 13% 

VFF 27 8% 91 28% 

Industry Groups – MLA, Topcrop 20 6% 35 11% 

Landmates 21 6% NA NA 

National Landcare Facilitator Project 18 5% 42 13% 

Recreation groups 17 5% 15 5% 

ACV 16 5% NA NA 

Scouts 6 2% 3 1% 

Indigenous groups 0 0% 11 3% 
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3.12 Promotional activities 
 
The 2009 surveys included a topic that asked respondents to indicate if their group or network had 
undertaken promotional activities other than field days, demonstrations/ trials, monitoring, 
workshops public lectures and group discussions. These topics are addressed in later sections of 
the report. Respondents were simply asked to indicate whether their group or network had 
undertaken each of the 15 promotional activities listed (or nominate others).  
 
In the past 12 months, more than half of all groups responding to this topic (n=288) had conducted 
social activities/ BBQs, community tree planting days and had a regular newsletter [Figure 5 and 
Table 20]. Over a third of all groups had been involved in writing letters/ articles (including 
interviews) to newspapers, public displays and promotions and school education. Similarly, most 
networks were engaged in the same six types of promotional activities [Figure 6]. These data 
suggest that most groups are engaged in a range of promotional activities; are attempting to 
engage the wider public in NRM dialogue; and are aware of the need to facilitate social interaction 
amongst members. 
 
 

Figure 5 
Promotional activities reported (>20%) by CBNRM groups  

during the 12 months to June 30, 2009, n=288 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 
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Figure 6 
Promotional activities reported (>20%) by CBNRM networks  

during the 12 months to June 30, 2009, n=26 
Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 
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Table 20 
Promotional activities by groups in past year, n=288 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topic discussed 
Corangamite 

n=36 

East 
Gippsland 

n=12 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

n=28 

Goulburn
-Broken 

n=23 

Mallee 
n=5 

North 
Central 

n=32 

North 
East 
n=17 

PPW 
n=103 

West 
Gipps 
n=18 

Wimmera 
n=14 

All 
groups 
n=288 

Social activities/ BBQs 61% 83% 50% 65% 60% 66% 65% 59% 67% 71% 62% 

Community tree 
planting days 

50% 42% 54% 70% 60% 50% 53% 70% 67% 71% 61% 

A regular newsletter 58% 33% 43% 57% 60% 47% 71% 58% 6% 36% 51% 

Letters/ articles to 
newspapers 

50% 58% 36% 43% 60% 38% 41% 43% 50% 43% 44% 

Public displays and 
Promotions 

44% 33% 21% 35% 20% 41% 24% 46% 39% 29% 38% 

School education 
activities 

31% 25% 25% 57% 60% 41% 24% 41% 28% 21% 36% 

Hosting visits or tours 39% 17% 36% 17% 40% 22% 29% 37% 22% 29% 31% 

Participation in local 
CMA forum 

25% 8% 11% 35% 60% 56% 47% 21% 28% 43% 29% 

Interaction with 
universities or research 
groups 

28% 0% 18% 13% 20% 22% 24% 16% 28% 29% 19% 

Participation in state 
landcare forum 

19% 17% 7% 9% 80% 25% 18% 13% 22% 21% 17% 

Recruitment drive 25% 8% 18% 9% 0% 19% 24% 16% 11% 21% 17% 

Interviews with radio/TV 19% 0% 7% 13% 20% 13% 18% 17% 33% 7% 15% 

Publishing books, kits, 
videos, field day 
booklets, etc. 

17% 8% 7% 22% 20% 16% 18% 17% 6% 7% 15% 

Other 25% 8% 11% 0% 0% 9% 6% 13% 11% 7% 11% 

Junior landcare/ 
Saltwatch 

8% 0% 0% 9% 40% 3% 6% 8% 6% 0% 6% 
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4.  Landcare networks 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 

Landcare networks are an important additional tier of local organisation and can enhance the 
impact of groups. Networks can enhance inter-group communication and coordination, improve 
understanding of regional issues, attract funding and other resources and increase the ability of 
groups to shape decisions. It is also possible that the energy of key group members may be 
diverted from individual group activities to the establishment and management of a network (Curtis 
et al., 1999).  
 
Most networks were established some years after the NLP began. As the 2009 survey data 
indicate, over two-thirds of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups were established more than ten years ago, 
whereas almost 60% of networks were established in the last ten years [Table 22].   
 
With a large and increasing number of groups it is easy to understand why government and 
agencies would want to deal with a smaller number of coordinating groups. There are concerns 
amongst some group members that government agencies find it easier to engage a small number 
of networks and that groups will be neglected. 
 
The 2009 survey explored some of these issues. With similar data collected in past surveys, there 
is also the opportunity to compare findings over successive surveys. 
 
4.2 Group membership of networks 
 

Most of the networks that responded to the survey indicated they were umbrella organisations with 
a median of 8 groups per network. Most group respondents completed the section exploring 
membership of landcare networks or associations [Table 21] and over half who did (56%) said 
their group was part of a network in 2009. By comparison, in 2004, 68% of respondents said their 
group was part of a network [Table 21] and in 1998, 70% of groups were part of a network. Given 
the scope of the survey has been expanded to include a substantial proportion of urban and 
„friends of‟ groups, and these groups are less likely to be members of „landcare‟ networks, it would 
seem premature to assume there is a trend to reduced participation in networks. This assessment 
appears to be supported by the data for Port Phillip & Westernport, where the number of groups 
surveyed increased dramatically and the proportion in networks declined [Table 21].  
 
The 2009 data suggest there is considerable potential to establish new networks or recruit groups 
to existing networks where they are close by. East Gippsland appears to have embraced the role 
of networks. By comparison, Glenelg Hopkins appears to be one region where such efforts could 
be focussed [Table 21]. 
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Table 21 
Group membership of networks by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region 

 
2009 

 
2004 

Group 
n= 

% yes 
Group 

n= 
% yes 

Corangamite 43 60% 17 71% 

East Gippsland 17 100% 21 86% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 42 26% 35 49% 

Goulburn-Broken 26 88% 45 91% 

Mallee 5 60% 6 83% 

North Central 44 57% 41 34% 

North East 22 77% 27 74% 

PPW 135 40% 34 59% 

West Gippsland 26 88% 43 98% 

Wimmera 19 79% 30 60% 

All groups 379 56% 292 68% 
 

 
Table 22 

CBNRM groups years of operation 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region % < one year % 1 to 5 years % 6 to 10 years % > 10 years 

Corangamite 9% 9% 18% 64% 

East Gippsland 8% 8% 38% 46% 

Glenelg-Hopkins Nil 11% 16% 74% 

Goulburn-Broken Nil 4% 20% 76% 

Mallee Nil Nil 33% 67% 

North Central 5% 7% 16% 73% 

North East 6% 22% Nil 72% 

PPW 1% 18% 23% 59% 

West Gippsland Nil 21% 29% 50% 

Wimmera 5% 5% 16% 74% 

All groups 3% 13% 20% 64% 

All networks 14% 25% 18% 43% 
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4.3 Value of networks to groups 
 
As in 2004, group respondents were asked to indicate the extent they agreed/disagreed (using five 
response categories ranging from „strongly agree‟, „agree‟, „not sure‟, „disagree‟ to „strongly 
disagree‟) with each of 12 statements covering topics identified from previous research concerning 
the value of landcare networks to groups (Curtis et al., 1999). Only one of the 10 items included in 
the 2004 survey was not included in 2009. The five response options have been collapsed into 
three for ease of interpretation when presenting summary data in Table 23. As indicated, three 
statements („Is really only another layer of bureaucracy‟, „Has diverted our effort from on-ground 
work‟, and „Has meant there is less focus on groups and less group activity‟) were stated in the 
negative in an attempt to avoid respondents adopting a set response pattern. Readers interpreting 
Table 23 should be aware of this. 
 
As in 2004, the 2009 survey data provide strong affirmation of the value of landcare networks from 
a group perspective. There was also a significant positive relationship between network 
membership and group ranking on both the index of work undertaken and the ‟Final Activity Index‟. 
Nevertheless, the 2009 survey data raise some important issues about the relationships between 
groups and networks.  
 
Just over two-thirds of all respondents agreed with the general statement that the landcare 
network „Has helped our group‟ [Table 23]. It seems that the areas where networks „help‟ the most 
are by providing: 

1. access to information (87% agreed); 
2. a forum for discussing landcare issues (78% agreed); 
3. assistance so that local groups can work together (73% agreed); and  
4. help to access funds (66% agreed) [Table 23]. 

 
Around two-thirds of all respondents also provided positive responses to each of the three 
statements expressed in the negative. That is, most respondents disagreed that the network „Is 
really only another layer of bureaucracy‟, „Has diverted our effort from on-ground work‟, and „Has 
meant there is less focus on groups and less group activity‟ [Table 23].   
 
About half of the respondents agreed that the network had a positive influence for three other 
items: 

1. „Has resulted in more professional management of projects‟ (51%); 
2. „Has increased our ability to shape regional decision making‟ (49%); and 
3. „Has helped us understand NRM processes or priorities‟ (49%) [Table 23]. 

 
Of course, there were just as many respondents that were unsure or disagreed that the network 
had added value in these areas. In each case, only around 20% of respondents disagreed. These 
issues should be monitored, as they are already affecting a substantial minority of groups. 
 
Most (58%) respondents disagreed that the network „Has made it easier to fill leadership roles in 
our group‟ and only 11% agreed with this statement. It seems that networks may be more effective 
in attracting good leaders, but that this might be at the expense of groups. 
 
There were significant differences in the mean scores across the CMA regions for five of the 12 
items, including the general statement that the landcare network „Has helped our group‟ [Table 23]. 
Comparison of 2009 and 2004 survey data for the nine items included in both surveys suggests 
that little has changed over that period.  
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Table 23 
Value of landcare networks for groups 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey (n=212) 

 
Value of the landcare network 

n= % disagree % not sure % agree 
Significant 
difference between 
CMA regions) 

Has provided access to information 
 

215 9% 4% 87% No 

Is really only another layer of 
bureaucracy (negative statement) 

213 63% 17% 20% Yes 

Has resulted in more professional 
management of projects  

212 19% 30% 51% No 

Has helped us understand NRM 
process or priorities  

211 20% 31% 49% Yes 

Has diverted our effort from on-
ground work (negative statement) 

210 72% 16% 12% No 

Has helped us access funds 213 23% 11% 66% Yes 

Has meant there is less focus on 
groups and less group activity 
(negative statement) 

210 67% 20% 13% Yes 

Has provided a forum to discuss 
landcare issues 

213 9% 12% 78% No 

Has helped local groups work 
together on common issues 

213 8% 18% 73% No 

Has increased our ability to shape 
regional decision making 

211 17% 34% 49% No 

Has made it easier to fill leadership 
roles in our group 

212 58% 31% 11% No 

Has helped our group 214 13% 19% 68% Yes 
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5. Government as partner 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 

The government agency/group relationship has been an important ingredient in much of the 
success of landcare (Curtis, 1998). However, the emergence of large numbers of CBNRM groups 
requesting government support in an era of reduced agency budgets has created tensions. The 
move to regional delivery of NRM through CMAs has further complicated the relationship between 
some groups and government.   
 
The 2009 survey included a series of items seeking information about the nature and adequacy of 
support that groups and networks received from government and their regional CMA, including:  

1. the dollar value of support in cash and materials from local, state and federal (to include 
support provided by the CMA) government; 

2. the network survey asked respondents if funds they managed were spent by groups in their 
network, and if so, what percentage went to the groups;  

3. assessment of the role of agency staff working with groups/ networks; and 
4. assessment of the adequacy of support from government, including through government 

funded coordinators. 
 
The survey section exploring respondents‟ views about how their group or network operates also 
included a series of items seeking views about the role of government as did a section seeking 
information about the extent groups and networks had discussed a range of contemporary NRM 
issues. 
 
5.2 Dollar value of local, state and federal government assistance  
 

Survey findings confirmed the long-term trend for a smaller proportion of groups to report cash or 
material support from government (down from 84% in 1995 and 1998, to 78% in 2004 and 69% in 
2009). In the past, as the proportion of groups reporting cash and material support had declined, 
the median dollar value of that support per group had increased (from $4,000 in 1995, to $6,000 in 
1998 and $8,000 in 2004). In 2004 this trend was interpreted as a result of a more strategic 
approach to NRM by government. The 2009 data indicate that the median level of support per 
group from government has declined ($5,300) [Table 24] and that most groups received very small 
amounts of funding (53% < $2,000) [Table 25] compared to 2004 (17% < $2,000).  
 
While similar proportions of the respondent networks and groups said they received support from 
local government (40% and 36% respectively), networks were significantly more likely to report 
support from the federal (67% compared to 32%) and state governments (73% compared to 32%) 
[Table 24]. Networks were twice as likely as groups (40% to 18%) to report support from the 
private sector [Table 24]. Networks were also able to attract significantly more support in median 
dollar terms from all levels of government and from the private sector [Table 24]. These data 
provide some confirmation that most networks are operating at a larger scale than most groups. 
The interesting exception to these trends is that groups were more than twice as likely as networks 
(35% to 17%) to report they had generated income themselves, although the median amount was 
significantly larger for networks [Table 24].  
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Table 24 
Value of assistance (cash and materials) from outside sources last year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

CBNRM 
groups 

Source of 
assistance 

% 
funded 

by 
median 

$ amount 
received 

extrapolated 
state-wide 

 
% all 
funds 

 

Local government 
n=388 

36% $1,000 $75,1754 $2,301,761 12% 

State government 
n=388 

41% $5,600 $2,203,549 $6,746,950 35% 

Federal government 
(n=387) 

32% $4,650 $2,177,280 $6,683,742 35% 

At least one govt 
source 

69% $5,000 $5,132,582 $15,130,293 82% 

Private sector n=388 18% $1,200 $358,692 $1,098,263 6% 

Group generated 
income n=388 

35% $1,000 $770,053 $2,357,791 12% 

All sources 75% $5,300 $6,261,327 $18,457,709 100% 

CBNRM 
networks 

Local government 
n=30 

40% $4,000 $197,700 $408,580 4% 

State government 
n=30 

73% $32,000 $1,551,309 $3,206,039 30% 

Federal government 
n=30 

67% $96,200 $2,443,099 $5,049,071 47% 

At least one govt 
source 

93% $113,200 $4,192,108 $8,663,689 80% 

Private sector n=30 40% $33,866 $522,527 $1,079,889 10% 

Group generated 
income n=30 

17% $4,829 $510,729 $1,055,507 10% 

All sources 93% $129,750 $5,225,364 $10,799,085 100% 
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As in the past, cash and materials support provided by the federal and state governments 
contributed most (82%) of the dollar value of assistance to groups. For the first time, the 2009 
survey sought information about group generated income and this was estimated to be 12% of the 
total value of assistance to groups, the same as that from local government and double the 
amount sourced from the private sector [Table 24]. Group generated income and cash and 
materials assistance from the private sector represented 18% of the total value of assistance as 
cash and materials for groups and 20% for networks [Table 24]. 
 
Extrapolating from the $5.1 million value for the cash and materials support from governments 
received by the respondent groups suggests that all CBNRM groups received assistance at an 
estimated value of $15 million. Similarly all CBNRM networks received an estimated cash and 
materials support from governments of $8.7 million extrapolated from the respondent networks 
support valued at $4.2 million [Table 24]. As in the past, there was a significant positive 
relationship between government funding and on-ground work performed by groups. 
 
 

Table 25 
Dollar value of total government assistance to groups over time 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Year surveyed n total % groups 
with assistance 

less than 
$2,000 

more than 
$25,000 

2009 388 69% 53% 11% 

2004 227 78% 17% 24% 

1998 202 84% 30% 16% 

1995 153 84% 33% 6% 

 

 
There are large variations across the CMA regions in the dollar value of support received by 
groups in 2009 [Appendix 4]. In summary, the median value of cash and materials received from 
each source was above the median for all groups in the regions listed below (and in descending 
order). 

 For the federal government: 
North East, Mallee, North Central, Wimmera, East Gippsland and Goulburn Broken regions; 

 For the state government: 
Mallee, East Gippsland, Glenelg Hopkins, North East, and North Central; 

 For local government: 
East Gippsland, Mallee, Goulburn Broken and North East;  

 For the private sector: 
Mallee, North Central, Corangamite, East Gippsland, Goulburn Broken, Wimmera and 
Glenelg Hopkins [Appendix 4]. 
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5.3 The role of CMA, DSE/ DPI or local government staff  
 
Group and network survey respondents were asked to indicate the extent they agreed/ disagreed 
with four statements examining the attributes of staff from government agencies (DPI/ DSE), local 
government and the CMA that they interact with [Table 26]. Respondents were able to select one 
of five response options that ranged from „strongly agree‟, „agree‟, „not sure‟, „disagree‟ to „strongly 
disagree‟. To simplify the presentation of data, only the proportion that agreed (combined „strongly 
agree‟ and „agree‟) and the mean score (from 1-5 with 1 as „strongly disagree‟ and 5 as „strongly 
agree‟) have been included in Table 26. Appendix 5 provides a summary of the data across the 
CMA regions and only the proportion that agreed is included.   
 
Previous surveys have provided strong affirmation of the role of agency, CMA and local 
government officers working with groups in that between 83% to 88% of respondents in 1995 and 
1998 said their contact officers „Show respect for the skills and knowledge of members‟, „Have 
good communication skills‟, and „Have good technical knowledge‟. In 2004, survey data suggested 
there had been an erosion of confidence, and perhaps trust, between groups and their government 
contact officers in that the proportion of respondents who agreed had fallen by around 10% to 
between 73% and 75%. This trend appears to have continued in the 2009 survey in that the 
proportion of group respondents who agreed had fallen for each of the three topics with scores 
ranging from 48% to 67% [Table 26]. Indeed, in 2009 there are four instances where less than 
50% agreed with these statements [Table 26].  
 
A fourth statement, asking if agency, CMA or local government officers working with groups „Have 
too much influence on group decisions‟, was also a replicate of an item employed in the past four 
surveys. In contrast to past results, very few (<10% for each staff type) of the 2009 respondents 
provided a negative assessment about these staff working with groups. Perhaps this change 
reflects the effect of reduced contact between these support staff and groups.  
 
The network respondents generally provided more positive responses than their group 
counterparts [Table 26]. The exceptions appear to be that network respondents provided less 
positive assessments of CMA and DSE/ DPI staff communication skills; and they were more likely 
to agree that CMA staff had too much influence on group decisions. Again, the latter difference 
might reflect the increasing focus of CMA staff on networks rather than groups. 
 
Regional data for group responses to the items in this section are presented in Appendix 5. Again, 
there are interesting differences in responses between regions and between the different types of 
staff supporting groups within each region. 
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Table 26 
Perceptions of the role of CMA, DSE/ DPI or local government staff 

working with groups and networks past year 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  

2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Topic Organisation 

 
Groups 

 
Networks 

n= 
% 

agree 
mean n= 

% 
agree 

mean 

Show respect for 
skills & knowledge of 

members 
 

CMA 303 55% 3.44 29 62% 3.62 

DSE/ DPI 291 48% 3.31 27 59% 3.63 

Local govt 309 53% 3.38 27 70% 3.85 

Have good 
communication skills 

 

CMA 304 61% 3.51 29 48% 3.28 

DSE/ DPI 293 49% 3.30 27 41% 3.19 

Local govt 312 49% 3.26 27 63% 3.52 

Have good technical 
knowledge 

 

CMA 306 63% 3.60 29 69% 3.72 

DSE/ DPI 294 67% 3.69 25 76% 3.96 

Local govt 312 47% 3.27 27 59% 3.59 

Have too much 
influence on group 

decisions 
 

CMA 305 9% 2.22 28 18% 2.39 

DSE/ DPI 293 7% 2.18 26 8% 2.04 

Local govt 309 8% 2.09 27 4% 1.89 

 
 

 
         Photo: WCMA 
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5.4 Views about the roles of CMAs and governments 
 
A section in the 2009 surveys gathered information about how groups and networks operate, 
including eight (7 for groups and 6 for networks) items exploring views about the roles of CMA and 
governments [Tables 36 and 37]. Five of the seven items in the group survey had been included in 
the 2004 group survey. For ease of interpretation, these data have also been presented in a 
separate table in this section of the report [Table 27].  
 
Although most of the 2009 group and network respondents agreed that „Our group/ network has 
more influence on what we do as a group/ network than the CMA or governments‟, substantial 
minorities didn‟t agree, suggesting that autonomy is constrained for these groups and networks. 
Network respondents were more likely to think that this was the case. The extent that this might be 
an issue for groups appears to be unchanged from 2004. Concerns about the impact of „Caring for 
Our Country reducing opportunities to access resources‟ were also higher amongst network 
respondents (67% compared to 43%) [Table 27].  
 
Survey data suggest group concerns evident in 2004 (when 57% agreed) that „The CMA is placing 
less emphasis on working with groups to implement on-ground work and this has reduced member 
enthusiasm‟ have either been addressed, have lessened with the passage of time (34% agreed in 
2009) or have been diluted with the inclusion of more „friends of‟ groups in the 2009 survey. On the 
other hand, group respondents were less likely to say in 2009 that „Establishing CMA increased 
the support our group receives from government‟ (from 54% in 2004 to 34% in 2009) [Table 27]. 
The 2009 group and network surveys also included a section exploring the extent current and 
emerging NRM issues had been discussed by group members or network executives [Tables 39 
and 40]. Just under three-quarters of the network respondents said their group had discussed the 
„Relationship of the network with the CMA‟ [Table 40]. This finding suggests that the network 
relationship with CMAs is both important and potentially problematic. 
 
Just over a quarter of group and network respondents agreed that „It has been difficult to get local 
government involved in our work‟ [Table 27]. These low proportions are consistent with the survey 
evidence that local governments are working closely with groups and networks, including by 
providing assistance with cash and materials and by resourcing and managing coordinators/ 
project managers. Just over half of the group respondents (55%) and almost all of network 
respondents (97%) said their group/ network executive had discussed „Involving local government 
in group work‟ in 2009 [Tables 39 and 40]. These findings are consistent with evidence of 
increased group engagement with local government since the 2004 survey.  
 
 

 
 



47 
 

Table 27 
Views about the roles of the CMAs and governments in group and network affairs 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Topics 
Groups Networks 

2004 
% agreed 

2009 
% agreed 

2009 
% agreed 

Our group/ network has more influence on what we do 
as a group/ network than the CMA or governments 

63% 65% 53% 

The government expects landcare members to do too 
much of the work of fixing land and water degradation 

63% 46% NA 

Caring for Our Country has reduced the opportunities 
for our group/ network to access resources  

NA 43% 67% 

The CMA is placing less emphasis on working with 
groups to implement on-ground work and this has 
reduced member enthusiasm  

57% 34% 47% 

Establishing CMA increased the support our group 
receives from government 

54% 34% NA 

It has been difficult to get local government involved in 
our work 

32% 28% 27% 

Our group spends too much time and energy 
responding to requests by government departments for 
information or access to landholders 

NA 20% 37% 

Our network is able to influence decisions made by the 
CMA 

NA NA 23% 
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5.5 Adequacy of support from government 
 

The 2009 survey included seven items seeking information about the extent groups and networks 
received sufficient support from government. All items had been employed in the 2004 group 
survey and most had been included in previous group surveys in 1998 and 1995 [Table 28]. 
Respondents were asked to select from three response options: „excellent‟, „adequate‟ and 
„inadequate‟ to describe government support in each of the seven areas. Combining „excellent‟ and 
„adequate‟ responses provides an overall measure of satisfaction with support for each topic.  
 
With the exception of „Money or materials to manage land and water degradation‟ (46%), a 
majority (from 62% to 81%) of group respondents were satisfied with the support provided by 
government [Table 28]. Levels of group satisfaction for each topic in 2009 were similar to those 
identified in previous surveys [Table 28]. Efforts to support group leaders may be reflected in the 
increased level of satisfaction with „Leadership and management training for group leaders‟ (from 
45% in 1998 to 62% in 2009) [Table 28]. 
 
As with the groups, with the exception of „Money or materials to manage land and water 
degradation‟ (38%), a majority (from 54% to 92%) of network respondents were „satisfied‟ with the 
support provided by government [Appendix 6]. With two exceptions, network respondents provided 
more positive assessments than group respondents:  

1. „Money or materials to manage land and water degradation‟ (38% networks, 46% groups 
satisfied); and 

2. „Training for network leaders‟ (54% networks, 62% groups) [Appendix 6]. 
 
With the exception of „Information and advice on land management‟, there are some marked 
regional differences in levels of satisfaction amongst groups with the support provided by 
government, suggesting that regional delivery approaches can make a difference. For example, 
satisfaction with leadership training was highest in the Mallee and Glenelg Hopkins (80% and 72% 
respectively) and lowest in the Wimmera and West Gippsland (47% and 53% respectively) 
[Appendix 6]. Some regions scored above the state satisfaction levels for more than half of the 
seven items, including East Gippsland, Mallee, Wimmera, Goulburn Broken, Glenelg Hopkins and 
Port Phillip & Westernport [Appendix 6]. 
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Table 28 
Satisfaction with types of government support over time 

(% reporting excellent & adequate support) 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Type of Support 
 

2009 
n= 

% satisfied with support from 
government 

2009 2004 1998 1995 

Information & advice on land management 321 81% 80% 84% 85% 

Assistance with grant applications 323 70% 77% 71% NA 

Coordination on-ground group activities (field 
days, tree planting, fencing etc) 

312 65% 71% 65% 78% 

Strategic action planning 308 64% 66% NA NA 

Assistance with group administration 
(newsletters, project management) 

310 63% 67% 54% 62% 

Leadership & management training for group 
leaders 

312 62% 52% 45% 53% 

Money or materials to manage land & water 
degradation 

317 46% 53% 50% 59% 

 
 

 
    Photo: R. Sample 
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6. How groups operate 
 
6.1 Leadership 
 
Effective leadership is a key factor in group success (Curtis et al., 2000). Where people occupy 
leadership positions for long periods groups may become overly reliant on those individuals; 
potential members may be deterred by group identification with those individuals; the leadership 
aspirations of others may be stifled; and groups may adopt a narrow range of activities that inhibits 
participation and limits potential outcomes. There are also likely to be benefits for groups if there 
are regular changes in leadership and past leaders remain with groups. Having members with 
leadership experience could be expected to enhance group expertise and strengthen commitment 
to group success and outcomes. At the same time, if leaders turn over too quickly, say every year, 
leaders may not have sufficient time to develop leadership skills and they may not think they will 
be held accountable for achieving specific outcomes.  
 
A section in the 2009 surveys gathered information about how groups and networks operate, 
including five items (3 for groups and 5 for networks) exploring aspects related to leadership 
[Tables 36 and 37]. Three of the group items were included in the 2004 group survey. For ease of 
interpretation, these data have also been presented in a separate table in this section of the report 
[Table 29]. 
 
It seems that attracting and retaining leaders remains problematic for most groups and networks. 
For example, less than half the 2009 group (40%) and network (47%) respondents agreed that 
„There is usually someone willing to take on leadership roles in our group/ network‟ [Table 29]. 
Positive views about having someone willing to take on leadership roles was linked to significantly 
better group performance on the ‟Final Activity Index‟. Around 40% of group respondents agreed 
that „At times people have been in leadership positions for too long‟. This was seen as much less 
an issue for networks (17% agreed) [Table 29]. A majority (57%) of network respondents and 40% 
of group respondents agreed that „Leaders in our group/ network are over worked‟ [Table 29], 
providing at least part of the explanation for the difficulties groups and networks experience in 
attracting leaders.  
 
Information presented in Table 30 suggests that most groups have got the balance about right for 
the period that leaders hold office in that the median length of office for the current President/ 
Chairperson was 3 years, as it was for the incumbent Secretary. The importance of this issue is 
highlighted by the finding of significant negative relationships between longer terms of office for 
each of the different office bearer types, and group performance on the „Final Activity Index‟. Most 
network leaders had shorter periods of time in their leadership positions (2 years for President/ 
Chair and 1.5 years for Secretary). It is possible that this difference simply reflects the recent start-
up of a substantial proportion of the networks. Information in Table 29 suggests that about 30% of 
networks have a „... policy to change leaders frequently (every one or two years)‟. It is also 
possible that leadership positions in networks are more demanding and that there is some 
churning of their leaders. This is a potential issue that should be monitored closely. 
 
Women are a substantial proportion (46%) of the adult membership and make important 
contributions as group and network leaders [Table 30]. As in most areas of life, gender influences 
the type of leadership roles women take on. For example, women were far more likely to be group 
secretaries than presidents/ chairpersons (61% and 27% respectively). Nevertheless, in 2009, 
women held 27% of the group and 23% of the network president/ chairperson positions [Table 30]. 
Women appear to be taking on more leadership roles in groups over time, including the more 
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public President/ Chairperson role. For example, in 1998 women held 50% (61% in 2009) of group 
Secretary positions and only 14% (27% in 2009) of President/ Chairperson positions. Interestingly, 
men are more likely than women to hold the Secretary position in networks [Table 30]. 
 
The 2009 group and network surveys also included a section exploring the extent current and 
emerging NRM issues had been discussed by group members or network executives [Tables 39 
and 40]. A substantial minority (38%) of the group respondents said that in 2009 their group had 
discussed group leadership training or succession planning. The 2009 data for this survey item 
were consistent with data from the 2004 survey (35%).  
 

Table 29 
Views about leadership in groups and networks  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Views about leadership topics 

 
Groups 

 

 
Networks 

2004 
% agreed 

2009 
% 

agreed 

 
2009 

% agreed 
 

Leaders in our group/ network are over worked 44% 43% 57% 

At times people have been in leadership positions for 
too long 

37% 40% 17% 

There is usually someone willing to take on leadership 
roles in our group/ network 

46% 40% 47%  

In most groups in our network there is usually 
someone willing to take on leadership roles 

NA NA 40% 

Our network has a policy to change leaders frequently 
(every one or two years) 

NA NA 30% 

 
 

Table 30 
Profile of leadership positions 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Leadership position 
 

group 
n= 

% 
groups 
position 
exists  

median 
years in 
position 

% of 
positions 
held by 
males 

Groups 

President/ Chairperson 329 92% 3 73% 

Secretary 327 85% 3 39% 

Treasurer 321 91% 4 54% 

Network representative 135 46% 3 58% 

Convenor/ chair of 
committee (at least one) 

58 23% 4 71% 

Networks 

President/ Chairperson 25 93% 2 77% 

Secretary 22 82% 1.5 52% 

Treasurer 25 93% 2 68% 

Convenor/ chair of 
committee (at least one) 

27 19% 
2  

(n=5) 
100% 
(n=5) 
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6.2 Group or network coordinators/ project managers 
 
Group and networks rely heavily on professional staff, including coordinators and project 
managers they or others employ to work with their volunteers. Apart from project management, 
coordinators/ project managers facilitate meetings, coordinate field days, assist with financial 
management, and link groups to agency staff and others with technical expertise. In an era when 
most adults are in paid employment, including many rural landholders and their partners, the 
reality is that most volunteers have limited time for commitments outside work and family. Some 
groups may develop to the extent they can operate successfully without a coordinator/ project 
manager, but many will not, particularly if they take on larger scale on-ground work. The 
importance of coordinators to groups has been reinforced by the results of previous surveys. For 
example, in 2004, groups employing a coordinator achieved a significantly higher ranking on the 
index of group activity (Curtis & Cooke, 2006).   
 
The 2009 group and network surveys included a series of items exploring the extent that these 
organisations employed coordinators/ project managers or had access to those employed by 
others; and the impact of these staff on group or network capacity to achieve their goals. Changes 
in landcare support that were made around mid-year 2009 may mean that the findings for this 
section are very much out-of date. Some items were employed in previous group surveys and 
where possible, comparisons with earlier survey results are included.  
 
Only 17% of the responding groups said they employed coordinators or project managers in the 
past 12 months [Table 31]. This finding represents a continuation of earlier trends in that much 
higher proportions of groups said they employed coordinators in the past: 38% in 1995 and 1998 
and 29% in 2004). As in the past, most of these support staff worked part-time in 2009 (87%) 
[Table 31]. A very different picture emerges for the networks. Over three quarters (79%) said they 
employed a coordinator/ project manager, and half of these were employed full-time [Table 31].  
 
Of course, these statistics only describe part of the professional workforce supporting groups and 
networks. Apart from staff from government agencies and non government organisations (NGOs), 
some groups and networks have access to coordinators/ project managers employed by other 
organisations. Indeed, 39% of groups and 38% of networks said they had access to coordinators/ 
project managers employed by other organisations [Table 32]. Around half of these staff were 
employed full-time [Table 32]. So, most of the professional workforce supporting CBNRM groups in 
2009 was not employed directly by the groups.  
 
It seems that most coordinators/ project managers employed by groups and networks were funded 
through grants from government [Table 34]. Very small proportions of the respondent groups 
nominated private or corporate sources for the funds used to employ coordinators/ project 
managers or suggested they were self-funded positions (all <10%) and the proportions of network 
respondents nominating these sources were even smaller (all <5%) [Table 34]. Compared to 
networks, groups appear to have tapped into a wider variety of funding sources, and in particular, 
have been more successful in securing support from local government (54% for groups, 4% for 
networks) and CMAs (32% for groups, 4% for networks) [Table 34].  
 
There were similar trends for groups and networks in both the principal sources of funding for 
coordinators/ project managers employed and the outside organisations employing other 
coordinators/ project managers in that government funded sources, including CMAs, were most 
frequently nominated [Figures 7 and 8]. While CMAs were the most frequently listed outside type 
of organisation employing coordinators/ project managers working with groups (36%) and 
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networks (47%), groups (20%) were more likely to have access to a coordinator employed by local 
government than networks (12%) [Figures 7 and 8]. 
 
It is useful to note that 25% of the groups identified that networks were responsible for employing 
coordinators/ project managers (Figure 7) but not as a source of funding (Table 34). This might 
imply that the funding was sourced elsewhere but channelled through networks.  
 
In 2009 group and network respondents were asked to indicate if access to a coordinator/ project 
manager improved the capacity to achieve group/ network goals. Seven topics were listed 
reflecting the areas where a coordinator/ project manager might make a difference. Respondents 
were asked to select one of three response options: „yes‟, „not sure‟ and „no‟. Only the „yes‟ 
responses are included in Table 35. As in the past, the survey data suggest that coordinators/ 
project managers make a very positive contribution to the achievement of group and network 
goals. Positive views of group and network respondents are supported by the finding of a 
significant positive relationship between a group having a coordinator and group performance on 
„Final Activity Index‟. 
 
More than 75% of network respondents provided a positive rating for the contribution of 
coordinators/ project managers for six of the seven items in Table 35. More than half of the group 
respondents provided a positive rating for the contribution of coordinators/ project managers for 
five of the seven items in Table 35. The two items that received lower ratings were: „Attract and 
retain effective group leaders‟ and „Monitor changes in environmental conditions‟. These are two of 
the more complex topics related to group health (leadership) and group effectiveness (leadership 
and monitoring and evaluation) where access to a coordinator/ project manager should help. 
Again, this is an issue that warrants further investigation. The positive experiences of East 
Gippsland and Corangamite groups with leadership and Corangamite, Mallee and West Gippsland 
groups with monitoring might provide a useful place to begin such an investigation [Table 35].  
 
Group and network rankings of the seven items were similar. „Communicate with external partners‟ 
and „Engage with group members‟ were the items with the highest positive ratings for both groups 
and networks while „Attract and retain effective group leaders‟ and „Monitor changes in 
environmental conditions‟ were the items with the lowest positive ratings for both [Table 35]. An 
obvious trend is that the network respondents gave much higher positive ratings for every item. 
This probably reflects the fact that networks were more likely to have a full-time coordinator/ 
project manager and that they had substantially more resources (cash and materials in dollar 
terms) to coordinate and implement work.  
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Table 31 
Employment of full-time or part-time coordinators/ project managers by CBNRM groups/ 

networks during the past year by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  

2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
Group 

n= 
% yes 

%  
full-time 

%  
part-time 

Total 
number 
of staff 

Corangamite 43 23% 7% 93% 14.3 

East Gippsland 17 12% 100% 0% 2 

Glenelg-Hopkins 39 10% 0% 100% 5 

Goulburn-Broken 29 24% 0% 100% 9 

Mallee 5 0% 0% 0% 0 

North Central 47 19% 22% 78% 9 

North East 22 68% 7% 93% 15 

PPW 134 9% 13% 88% 16 

West Gippsland 26 8% 50% 50% 2 

Wimmera 19 21% 25% 75% 4 

All groups 381 17% 13% 87% 76.3 

All networks 29 79% 50% 50% 39 

 
 

Table 32 
Employment of full-time or part-time coordinators/ project managers by other organisations 

available to CBNRM groups/ networks during the past year by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  

2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
Group 

n= 
% yes 

%  
full-time 

%  
part-time 

Total 
number 
of staff 

Corangamite 43 37% 40% 60% 30 

East Gippsland 17 59% 71% 29% 7 

Glenelg-Hopkins 39 38% 14% 86% 14 

Goulburn-Broken 29 59% 28% 72% 18 

Mallee 5 60% 67% 33% 3 

North Central 47 47% 67% 33% 30 

North East 22 64% 17% 83% 18 

PPW 134 27% 67% 33% 69 

West Gippsland 26 31% 19% 81% 21 

Wimmera 19 32% 50% 50% 12 

All groups 381 39% 47% 53% 222 

All networks 29 38% 55% 45% 11 
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Table 33 
Full-time or part-time group coordinators/ project manager: 

Number and organisation that employed these staff 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Organisations that employed 
group coordinators/ project 

officers 

 
Employed 

staff 
 

Number of 
full-time staff 

Number of 
part-time staff 

CBNRM 
groups 
n=381 

The group itself 
 

76.3 10 66.3 

Another organisation 
 

222 105 117 

All organisations 
 

298.3 115 183.3 

Networks 
n=29 

The network itself 
 

39 16 23 

Another organisation 
 

11 6 5 

All organisations 
 

50 22 28 

 
 

Table 34 
Source of funds used to employ group coordinator/ project manager  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 
 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=56) 

Source 
%  

mentioned by 
groups 

%  
mentioned by 

networks 

Local government 54% 4% 

Federal government 41% 31% 

– Caring for Our Country Nil 8% 

State government 34% 35% 

– State government – Victoria 32% 4% 

– State government – NSW Nil 4% 

– Department of Sustainability and Environment 2% 4% 

Catchment Management Authority 32% 4% 

Self funded 9% 4% 

Private 4% Nil 

– Corporate 2% Nil 

Other 4% 4% 
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Figure 7 
Organisations employing coordinators/ project managers working with groups 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=165) 

 
 

 
Figure 8 

Organisations employing coordinators/ project managers working with networks 
Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 (n=12) 
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Table 35 
Access to a coordinator improved capacity to achieve goals  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (n=137/142) and networks (n=26): 2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 

Communicate 
with external 

partners, 
including 

government 

Attract and 
retain 

effective 
group 

leaders 

Develop and 
submit 

successful 
bids for 
funding 

Manage and 
account for 
expenditure 

of public 
funds 

Implement 
larger 

scale on-
ground 

work 

Monitor 
changes in 

environmental 
conditions 

Engage with 
group 

members 
 

Corangamite 
n= 17 17 15 14 14 14 16 

yes 88% 71% 80% 50% 79% 57% 69% 

East 
Gippsland 

n= 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

yes 80% 80% 90% 90% 70% 40% 100% 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

n= 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

yes 87% 33% 67% 47% 47% 33% 80% 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n= 17 17 17 16 16 16 17 

yes 88% 35% 71% 38% 44% 19% 82% 

Mallee 
n= 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

yes 100% 67% 67% 67% 100% 67% 67% 

North Central 
n= 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 

yes 89% 42% 84% 58% 58% 42% 74% 

North East 
n= 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 

yes 79% 50% 50% 50% 50% 29% 64% 

PPW 
n= 33 31 33 32 32 33 34 

yes 70% 26% 64% 44% 63% 39% 79% 

West 
Gippsland 

n= 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

yes 63% 25% 50% 63% 50% 63% 75% 

Wimmera 
n= 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 

yes 67% 33% 50% 67% 67% 33% 33% 

All groups 
n= 142 140 140 137 137 138 142 

yes 80% 43% 69% 53% 59% 39% 75% 

All networks 
n= 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 

yes 100% 77% 92% 81% 81% 62% 100% 
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6.3 Views about how groups operate 
 
The 2009 survey gathered respondent‟s views about how their groups and networks operate 
[Tables 36 and 37]. Almost all of the items in the group survey had been included in the 2004 
survey [Table 36]. Much of this information from these tables has or will be discussed in other 
sections of the report, including the discussion of factors linked to higher scores on the „Final 
Activity Index‟.  
 
Social norms have received little attention in NRM literature until a recent doctoral study by Wendy 
Minato at CSU. Ms Minato‟s research is part of the Landscape Logic Commonwealth 
Environmental Research Facilities hub and is examining the role of social norms as an influence 
on the management of native vegetation in landscapes undergoing demographic change.  
 
Three items in the 2009 survey explored social norms operating within groups and networks that 
relate to decision making:  

 willingness to compromise to reach decisions;  

 ensuring most members influence decisions; and  

 sharing resources fairly.  
 
These items were also included in the 2004 group survey. The evidence from these items 
suggests that positive norms exist in most groups and networks (around 70% positive responses) 
for these important aspects of group and network decision making. However, slightly more group 
respondents in 2009 (36%) compared with 2004 (27%) agreed that „A few people dominate 
decision making in our group‟.  
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Table 36 
Views about groups operate 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topics n Disagree Neutral Agree 
Don’t 
know 

Mean 
Sig 
dif 

Our group has effective processes in place for 
managing the group‟s finances 

382 1% 7% 85% 7% 4.32 0.31 

People are willing to compromise to reach 
decisions acceptable to most members 

382 4% 18% 74% 4% 3.87 0.06 

There is a strong social connection or bond in 
our landcare group 

382 5% 19% 71% 5% 4.06 0.10 

In our group, most members receive 
acknowledgment for the work they do  

382 10% 15% 71% 4% 3.86 0.04 

Resources are shared fairly amongst members 
in our group 

382 5% 15% 69% 12% 4.02 0.08 

In recent years we have taken time to look back 
over our achievements 

382 12% 18% 66% 4% 3.73 0.94 

Our group has more influence on what we do as 
a group than the CMA or governments 

382 13% 14% 65% 8% 3.84 0.16 

There are only a few highly active members in 
our group 

382 22% 10% 65% 3% 3.64 0.26 

We provide new members with background 
information about the group 

382 12% 17% 65% 6% 3.75 0.02 

Our group has a clear idea of where it is headed 382 12% 22% 63% 3% 3.73 0.20 

The government expects landcare members to 
do too much of the work of fixing land and water 
degradation 

382 20% 22% 46% 13% 3.49 0.00 

Our group has identified a clear way of 
evaluating the success of projects we undertake 

381 20% 30% 44% 6% 3.32 0.33 

Leaders in our group are over worked 382 20% 33% 43% 4% 3.41 0.58 

Caring for Our Country has reduced the 
opportunities for our group to access resources  

382 9% 21% 43% 27% 3.87 0.00 

At times people have been in leadership 
positions for too long 

382 32% 23% 40% 4% 3.10 0.58 

There is usually someone willing to take on 
leadership roles in our group 

382 45% 12% 40% 3% 2.88 0.98 

A few people dominate decision making in our 
group 

382 33% 26% 36% 5% 3.06 0.39 

The CMA is placing less emphasis on working 
with groups to implement on-ground work and 
this has reduced member enthusiasm  

382 19% 25% 34% 22% 3.33 0.00 

Establishing CMA increased the support our 
group receives from government 

382 18% 24% 34% 25% 3.24 0.00 

Our group has had problems completing some 
projects 

382 46% 16% 31% 7% 2.81 0.13 

It has been difficult to get local government 
involved in our work 

382 39% 27% 28% 6% 2.91 0.00 

Our group usually follows up with members after 
continued absence from group activities 

382 44% 25% 24% 7% 2.72 0.50 

We usually organise for someone to visit new 
members and explain how the group operates 

382 46% 22% 23% 9% 2.62 0.24 

Our group spends too much time and energy 
responding to requests by government 
departments for information or access to 
landholders 

382 49% 23% 20% 8% 2.63 0.00 

Our group has involved Indigenous groups in 
planning or other group work 

382 54% 17% 14% 15% 2.33 0.95 

Note: the shaded areas are those with a significant difference between CMA regions, Kruskal Wallis used for P value 
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Table 37 
Views about how networks operate 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks (N=30): 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Topics n Disagree Neutral Agree 
Don’t 
know 

Mean 

Our network has a strong track record of sound 
management of public funds 

30 0% 10% 87% 3% 4.52 

Caring for our Country has reduced the opportunities 
for our network to access resources  

30 13% 10% 67% 10% 4.07 

In our network, resources are shared fairly amongst 
member groups 

30 7% 13% 70% 10% 3.93 

In our network, most member groups receive 
acknowledgment for the work they do 

30 10% 13% 73% 3% 3.83 

There is a strong social connection or bond in the 
groups in our network 

30 13% 13% 70% 3% 3.79 

In recent years our network has taken time to look back 
over our achievements 

30 10% 27% 60% 3% 3.79 

In our network, most people are willing to compromise 
to reach decisions acceptable to most members 

30 7% 17% 67% 10% 3.78 

There are only a few highly active members in most 
groups in our network 

30 17% 10% 67% 7% 3.75 

Leaders in our network are over worked 30 27% 13% 57% 3% 3.62 

Our network has more influence on what we do as a 
network than the CMA or governments 

30 20% 23% 53% 3% 3.59 

The CMA is placing less emphasis on working with 
groups to implement on-ground work and this has 
reduced member enthusiasm  

30 17% 27% 47% 10% 3.56 

Our network has a clear idea of where it is headed 30 27% 10% 60% 3% 3.45 

There is usually someone willing to take on leadership 
roles in our network 

30 23% 13% 47% 17% 3.36 

In most groups in our network there is usually someone 
willing to take on leadership roles  

30 33% 20% 40% 7% 3.07 

Our network has identified a clear way of evaluating the 
success of projects we undertake 

30 37% 20% 40% 3% 3.07 

Our network has a policy to change leaders frequently 
(every one or two years) 

30 30% 23% 30% 17% 3.00 

Our network spends too much time and energy 
responding to requests by government departments for 
information or access to landholders 

30 40% 17% 37% 7% 3.00 

Our network is able to influence decisions made by the 
CMA 

30 23% 37% 23% 17% 3.00 

A few people dominate decision making in our network 30 33% 27% 33% 7% 2.96 

Most groups in our network follow up with members 
after continued absence from group activities 

30 33% 27% 23% 17% 2.88 

Most groups in our network organise someone to visit 
new members and explain how their group operates 

30 37% 23% 27% 13% 2.81 

At times people have been in leadership positions for 
too long 

30 43% 33% 17% 7% 2.75 

It has been difficult to get local government involved in 
our work 

30 50% 20% 27% 3% 2.66 

Our network has involved Indigenous groups in 
planning or implementing works 

30 57% 17% 20% 7% 2.50 
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7. Engaging landholders and others in NRM dialogue 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 
Adult learning principles stress the importance of platforms where people can learn with their 
peers, learn by doing and do this in a structured environment where there is access to technical 
expertise as needed. Landcare and other CBNRM groups provide such a platform. Dialogue is a 
precursor to action and the 2009 survey explored the extent that CBNRM groups and networks 
were engaging their members and the wider public in dialogue likely to lead to action.  
 
 
7.2 Meetings of groups and networks 
 
Almost all groups (89%) and all networks held a group meeting in 2008-09 with a median of four 
meetings per group/ network [Table 38]. There was a significant positive relationship between the 
number of group meetings and group performance on the „Final Activity Index‟. 
 

Table 38 
Type of meetings held by landcare groups by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region 

General group 
meetings held 

Executive 
meetings 

held 

Sub-committee 
meetings held 

n % med n % med n % med 

Corangamite 45 89% 6 42 74% 4 31 42% 4 

East Gippsland 15 100% 5 13 85% 2 9 33% 3 

Glenelg-Hopkins 42 86% 4 38 68% 3 29 38% 3 

Goulburn-Broken 28 96% 4 27 70% 4 20 50% 4 

Mallee 6 100% 4 6 67% 4 4 25% 2 

North Central 44 98% 4 43 74% 2 28 25% 4 

North East 23 96% 4 23 83% 4 15 53% 3 

PPW 129 81% 4 127 73% 5 89 31% 4 

West Gippsland 27 81% 4 27 44% 3 22 18% 4 

Wimmera 20 100% 4 18 78% 3 12 33% 5 

All groups 379 89% 4 364 72% 4 259 34% 4 

All networks 30 100% 4 28 100% 2 22 59% 3 
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7.3 Contemporary NRM issues discussed by group members and network executives 
 
The 2009 survey included two sections exploring the extent groups and networks engaged their 
members and the wider community in NRM dialogue in the past year. The first section asked 
respondents to indicate the extent their group members/ network executive members had 
discussed each of 14 current/ emerging NRM issues. As in 2004, respondents were asked to 
select from „not discussed‟, „briefly discussed‟ and „discussed in-depth‟. Combining briefly and in-
depth provides a measure of the extent topics had been discussed [Tables 39 and 40]. An in-depth 
discussion was defined as occurring „... when a topic was the key item for at least one meeting or 
was discussed for some time over a number of meetings‟. In 2008/09, 73% of groups and 83% of 
networks discussed at least one topic in-depth. It seems that discussions are a precursor to action, 
or at least, an important characteristic of effective groups in that involvement in discussion was 
linked to significantly higher group performance on the „Final Activity Index for 12 of the 14 topics. 
Regional data are presented as an appendix [Appendix 7]. 
 
The 2009 data highlight the ongoing priority of pest plant and pest animal management for most 
groups: 

1. pest plants (57% „in-depth‟ in 2009 and 67% „in-depth‟ in 2004); and 
2. pest animals (33% „in-depth‟ in 2009 and 27% „in-depth‟ in 2004 for managing rabbits). 

 
Items in this section that explored aspects of volunteer management or engagement with 
government and other NRM stakeholders have already been discussed in sections on recruitment, 
Indigenous engagement, government and leadership. Native grasses and farm forestry continue to 
be important topics for a small proportion of groups (>10% discussed „in-depth‟ in 2009 and 2004).  
 
The second section asked respondents to indicate whether their group had conducted or their 
network had funded, coordinated or implemented any workshops, public lecture or group 
discussion in the past year [Table 41]. This section employed an open-ended format rather than 
nominating specific topics. Group respondents were asked to indicate the topic, the number of 
activities and the number of people attending. Network respondents were asked to indicate the 
topic, the number of activities coordinated, the number of activities implemented and the total 
number attending all activities. The distinction between activities implemented and coordinated 
was made to help tease out the respective contributions of networks and groups. 
 
Just under half of the group respondents (48%) said their group had conducted workshops, public 
lectures or group discussions in the past 12 months [Figure 9]. The proportion of groups engaging 
others in this dialogue varied across the CMA regions from 26% in Glenelg Hopkins to 83% in the 
Mallee [Figure 9]. The 940 topics identified by group respondents have been collapsed to present 
a summary of these data in Table 41. The group workshop/ lecture/ discussion topics include 
those focussed on specific land and water degradation issues, approaches to address those 
issues as well as volunteer and group management [Table 41]. The networks were also engaged 
in a diverse range of topics, with only soil health, climate change, weed control and biodiversity 
related topics identified by more than 5% of the networks [Table 42]. The contribution of groups 
and networks to NRM dialogue is emphasised by the finding that over 13,000 people were 
engaged in these activities by the respondent groups and networks [Tables 41 and 42]. 
Extrapolating to the total number of groups and networks provides a rough estimate that over 
38,000 Victorians were engaged in these activities through CBNRM organisations during 2009. 
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Table 39 
Topics of group discussions during the past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topic n= % discussed 

Management of weeds in local area 381 89% 

Fire as a tool to achieve native vegetation management aims 381 79% 

Catchment impacts of landholder responses to climate change 381 70% 

Farm forestry 381 63% 

Soil health in farmland  381 56% 

Managing native grasses on farms 381 39% 

Water quality 381 38% 

Potential impacts on landholders of emissions trading scheme(s) 381 36% 

Recruitment of new members 381 34% 

Indigenous engagement in NRM 381 29% 

Group leadership training or succession planning 381 27% 

Management of pest animals in local area  380 24% 

Subdivision of rural land in region 381 16% 

Involving local government in group work  381 13% 
 
 

Table 40 
Topics discussed by the network executive during the past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Topic n= % discussed 

Involving local government in group work  29 97% 

Recruitment of new members 29 93% 

Relationship of network with CMA 29 72% 

Network or group leadership training or succession planning 29 72% 

Soil health in farmland  29 62% 

Catchment impacts of landholder responses to climate change 29 52% 

Potential impacts on landholders of emissions trading scheme(s) 29 52% 

Subdivision of rural land in region 29 34% 

Fire as a tool to achieve native vegetation management aims 29 31% 

Indigenous engagement in NRM 29 31% 
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Table 41 
Group workshops, public lectures or group discussion topics for past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=940) 

Topic of group workshop, public lecture or 
discussion 

% of 
groups 

conducting 

number 
of group 
activities 

held 

number 
of people 
attending 

PPA issues (weeds, chemical changes, 1080 & ACUP) 4.4% 65 1,101 

Revegetation related 3.2% 46 841 

Soil related (health, carbon, biodynamics, management) 2.7% 41 711 

Group project planning 2.3% 40 331 

Water related (quality, management, testing, etc.) 2.2% 30 337 

Climate change 2% 23 565 

Whole farm planning, mapping & farm succession 1.8% 14 170 

Agriculture & production 1.7% 25 447 

Group renewal type meetings (awards, review, new 
directions, etc.) 

1.5% 24 633 

Native vegetation (management, for profit, survey, fungi) 1.5% 20 457 

Fauna (management, habitat, id) 1.5% 16 534 

Other (visits, education, open meeting, etc.) 1.3% 28 712 

Alternative energy 1.3% 13 368 

Bushfire related 1.2% 14 265 

Lifestyle (history, gardens, foods, photography, radio 
astronomy, etc.) 

1.2% 14 322 

Bird related (survey, id, nest boxes) 1.1% 11 278 

NRM program information meeting 1% 13 183 

Guest speakers (USA, Cuba, China, Venezuela, etc.) 1% 35 325 

Health and safety 0.85% 14 235 

Dung beetles 0.85% 12 182 

Public land interface (rezoning, parks, management, etc.) 0.7% 7 145 

Expos & festivals 0.4% 5 1,552 

All groups 48% 510 10,694 
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Figure 9 
Group involvement past year in workshops, public lectures or group discussions 

by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=392) 

 
 

 
Table 42 

Network workshops, public lectures or group discussions (implemented only) 
during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Topic of network workshops, 
public lectures or group 

discussions 

% networks 
implementing 

activity 

number of 
activities 

number of 
people 

attending 

Soil health 8% 7 195 

Climate change 6% 3 287 

Weed control 6% 8 130 

Biodiversity related 6% 3 105 

Carbon accounting 4% 3 150 

Others (all 2%) 70% 57 1,970 

All networks 83% 81 2,837 
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8. Developing and implementing improved management practices: 
Demonstration/ trial sites, field days, trial site inspections, farm walks 
 
8.1 Introduction 
 
Demonstrations/ trials, field days and farm walks are long established extension strategies linked 
to adoption by rural landholders of sustainable agriculture and biodiversity conservation practices 
(Pannell et al., 2006; Curtis et al., 2008b). Landcare groups have embraced these strategies as a 
way of developing and refining locally relevant management practices. For example, in 1998, 66% 
of the respondent groups had conducted field days and farm walks and 30% had established 
demonstration/ trial plots in that year and these activities were linked to higher levels of on-ground 
work by groups (Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999a). These activities can also be part of long-term 
monitoring and evaluation work, a topic explored directly through other survey items and discussed 
in a later section of the report. 
 
The 2009 survey included two sections that sought information about work group and network 
involvement during the past year in establishing demonstration/ trial sites; as well as field days, 
trial site inspections and/or farm walks. The group and network items were similar, with the 
exception that the network items distinguished between activities coordinated and implemented by 
the network. As explained, this distinction was designed to overcome issues around double 
counting of the work by groups and networks. That is, if group and network activity is combined, 
only the work that networks implemented should be included in the total.  
 
8.2 Demonstration/trial sites established 
 
Twenty-six per cent of groups were reported to have established demonstration/ trial sites in the 
past year, with large variations in the proportions of groups across CMA regions involved in this 
activity [Figure 10]. This level of group involvement in demonstration/ trial sites is very similar to 
the 2004 finding that 25% of groups had established sites in the past year. Forty per cent of the 
networks were reported to have funded, coordinated or implemented demonstration/ trial sites in 
the past year [Table 44]. 
 
The most common topics for the demonstration/ trial sites established were different for groups 
and networks: revegetation (7%) and weeds (4%) for groups compared to establishing perennial 
pastures (25%) and grazing management (17%) for networks) [Tables 43 and 44]. The respondent 
groups and networks had established 525 sites in the previous 12 months, and engaged 3,560 
people in doing so [Tables 43 and 44]. Extrapolation to all groups and networks suggests that 
around 10,000 Victorians were engaged in these activities through CBNRM organisations in 2009. 
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Figure 10 
Demonstration/trial sites established by CBNRM groups & networks  

during the past year by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=392) 
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Table 43 
Group demonstration/ trial sites established during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=392) 

Topics of group 
demonstration/ trial sites 

established 

% of groups 
doing topic 

n=392 

number 
of sites 

number of 
people 

involved 
activities 

Revegetation 7% 56 840 

Weed control 4% 25 166 

Direct seeding trees/shrubs 2% 18 138 

Perennial pastures 2% 24 171 

Pest plants and animals 2% 142 223 

Soil health 1% 16 142 

Alternative fertilisers 1% 12 86 

Grassland restoration 1% 6 85 

Erosion control/ land 
restoration 

1% 12 172 

Dung beetles 1% 9 49 

Grazing management 1% 4 42 

Soil carbon 1% 5 16 

Riparian/ wetlands fencing 1% 3 150 

Revegetation propagation 1% 6 35 

Bird monitoring  1% 4 85 

Sustainable pastures in 
drought 

<1% 9 
81 

Salt tolerant plants <1% 5 28 

Walking track <1% 3 19 

Revegetation, salinity <1% 50 200 

Other 7% 59 253 

All groups establishing 26% 468 2,981 
 
 

Table 44 
Demonstration/ trial sites established (implemented only) by networks past year  

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Topics n= 

% of 
networks 

doing 
topic 

total sites 
implemented 

total 
people 

involved 

Establishing perennial 
pasture 

12 25% 20 81 

Grazing management 12 17% 3 402 

Biological paired paddock 12 8% 22 50 

Direct seeding trees & 
shrubs 

12 8% 3 25 

Disc seeding pasture 12 8% 2 8 

Fauna monitoring 12 8% 4 5 

Fencing-pest control 12 8% 1 2 

Fencing-remnants 12 8% 1 3 

Fencing-riparian protection 12 8% 1 3 

All networks establishing 12 40% 57 579 
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8.3 Field days, trial site inspections or farm walks 
 
Given the long-term nature of most demonstration or trial sites, it was expected that the data would 
show that higher proportions of groups and networks were involved in field days, trial site 
inspections or farm walks than in establishing demonstration or trial sites. This was indeed the 
case, with forty-three per cent of the respondent groups involved in field days, trial site inspections 
or farm walks in the past year and 38% of the networks [Tables 45 and 46]. There were large 
variations across the CMAs in the proportion of groups involved in this activity in the past year 
[Figure 11]. The proportion of groups involved in field days, trial site inspections or farm walks in 
2009 was very similar to 2004 (46%). 
 
The most common topics that were the focus of field days, trial sites inspections or farm walks 
were similar for groups and networks: revegetation (9% groups, 13% networks) and weed control 
(8% groups, 11% networks). The respondent groups and networks had implemented 453 field 
days, trial sites inspections or farm walks in the previous 12 months, and engaged 11,716 people 
in doing so [Tables 45 and 46]. Extrapolation to all groups and networks provides a rough estimate 
that around 32,800 Victorians were engaged in these activities through CBNRM organisations in 
2009. 
 

Figure 11 
Field days, trial site inspections or farm walks by groups in the past year by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=392) 
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Table 45 
Group field days, trial site inspections or farm walks (>1%) past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=392) 

Topic of group field day/ 
trial site inspections and 

farm walks 

% of 
groups 

number 
of group 
activities 

number of 
people 

involved 

Revegetation 9% 38 1,401 

Weed control 8% 32 843 

Farm walks & field days (non 
specific) 

7% 26 1,234 

Pest plants & animals 4% 12 305 

Plant/ weed identification 4% 12 100 

Works retrospective 4% 12 317 

Nature reserve inspection 3% 8 163 

Soil health 3% 8 522 

Visit to other group or from 
another group 

3% 8 486 

Cropping related 2% 8 351 

Direct seeding 2% 6 80 

Dung beetles 2% 6 115 

Erosion control 2% 7 138 

Fire related 2% 6 158 

Perennial pastures 2% 7 356 

Alternative energy & the farm  1% 3 80 

Biodiversity management 1% 4 113 

Bird survey 1% 4 131 

Clean Up Australia Day 1% 2 63 

Climate change/ emission 
trading 

1% 3 101 

Gazing management 1% 4 116 

Other - not specified 1% 3 232 

Proposed work inspections 1% 5 57 

Riparian walk 1% 4 210 

River health 1% 3 175 

Seed collecting 1% 3 75 

Sustainability related 1% 3 360 

Wetland tour 1% 4 175 

Wildflower walks 1% 5 250 

Working bees (not specified) 1% 3 295 

All groups 43% 327 9,002 
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Table 46 
Field days, trial site inspections or farm walks (implemented only) by networks past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Topic of network field day/ trial 
site inspections or farm walks 

% of 
networks 

implementing 
activity 

number of 
activities 

implemented 

number of 
people 

attending 

Revegetation 13% 33 346 

Bus tours (field days, visit other 
groups, etc) 

13% 11 295 

Weed control 11% 23 313 

Farm walks-grazing management & 
pasture 

9% 12 535 

Farm walks-other 9% 4 250 

Farm walks-riparian 9% 5 130 

Soil health 9% 14 155 

Biodiversity conservation related 9% 10 125 

Salinity & erosion 6% 4 86 

Agroforestry 6% 5 67 

Works retrospective 4% 2 262 

Native pastures  4% 3 150 

All networks implementing 38% 126 2,714 

 
 

 
   Photo: WCMA 
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9. Planning at organisational, property and catchment scales 
 

9.1 Introduction 
 
Property planning that considers land capability as part of developing a profitable farm enterprise, 
and more recently, integrated with property succession planning, has been seen as an essential 
tool to achieve more sustainable agriculture. Property planning is also seen as an essential 
building block in the development of sub catchment and catchment plans that might be developed 
by CBNRM groups and CMAs respectively. Property planning is linked with higher implementation 
of recommended practices by rural landholders (Pannell et. al., 2006; Curtis & Mendham, In press; 
Curtis et al., 2009). There is also evidence that catchment planning and annual priority setting by 
groups is linked to higher levels of group activity (Curtis & Van Nouhuys, 1999a; Curtis, 2000). The 
2009 group and network surveys included a number of items exploring involvement in: 

1. annual planning to establish group/ network priorities and ways to achieve them;  
2. property planning by rural landholders; and 
3. preparation of catchment or local area plans that link individual property management plans 

with broader responses to catchment issues.  
 
9.2 Annual planning by groups and networks 
 
A section in the 2009 surveys gathered information about how groups and networks operate, 
including one item exploring respondents‟ views about the extent „Our group has a clear idea of 
where it is headed‟ [Tables 36 and 37]. Almost all of these items were included in the 2004 group 
survey [Table 36]. Most respondents agreed that their group (63%) or network (60%) did have a 
clear idea of where it was headed and, for groups, that proportion had risen from 53% in 2004. The 
importance of planning and visioning was reinforced by the finding of a significant positive 
relationship between scores on this item and group performance on the „Final Activity Index‟. 
 
In 2009, about half of the respondent groups (57%) and networks (50%) said that in the past 12 
months their organisation had met to establish an annual plan [Table 47]. Given the assumed 
higher level of professional management in networks, it is somewhat surprising to find that slightly 
more groups than networks were reported to have met to establish an annual plan. The group data 
for this topic are trending up from the low of 53% reported in 2004 toward the 69% in 1998 and 
1995. Nevertheless, annual planning requires additional focus by many groups.  
 
As in the past, a high proportion of the groups establishing an annual plan had also adopted other 
best practices, including documenting the plan (89%), making the plan available to members 
(89%) and meeting to review progress with the plan (70%). There is some evidence of improved 
implementation for two of these practices in that the proportion of groups that had made the plan 
available to members was up from 80% in 2004 and for the proportion that met to review progress 
with the plan was up from 60% in 2004. Network respondents indicated that almost all networks 
with a plan had document their plan (93%) and had made it available to members (93%). Again, it 
is surprising to find that a much smaller proportion of networks (57%) than groups (70%) had met 
to review progress with their plan. All networks and two-thirds of groups reported that they had 
received support from a regional or local facilitator/ coordinator to develop their plan [Table 47]. 
Thirty-three per cent of networks (n=30) said their network had coordinated activities supporting 
the preparation or updating of plans by other groups or networks. 
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 Table 47 
Group/ network involvement in annual planning by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
%  

have a  
plan 

Those groups/ networks with a plan that establishes priorities 
and strategies to accomplish them 

Plan is  
documented 

Development  
supported by  
a coordinator 

Available to  
members 

Met to review  
plan 

Corangamite 
n n=46 26 24 25 26 

yes 57% 81% 46% 88% 65% 

East Gippsland 
n n=16 13 13 13 13 

yes 81% 100% 100% 100% 62% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 
n n=42 26 26 26 26 

yes 62% 92% 69% 92% 88% 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n n=28 15 16 15 15 

yes 57% 73% 75% 80% 53% 

Mallee 
n n=6 4 5 4 5 

yes 83% 100% 100% 75% 80% 

North Central 
n n=45 21 22 22 22 

yes 49% 95% 59% 100% 73% 

North East 
n n=23 13 14 13 14 

yes 61% 100% 71% 85% 86% 

PPW 
n n=136 76 71 74 76 

yes 57% 84% 61% 84% 68% 

West Gippsland 
n n=27 10 10 10 10 

yes 33% 100% 80% 90% 50% 

Wimmera 
n n=20 11 11 11 11 

yes 55% 100% 91% 100% 73% 

All groups 
n 389 215 212 213 218 

yes 57% 89% 67% 89% 70% 

All networks 
n n=30 15 15 15 14 

yes 50% 93% 100% 93% 57% 
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9.3 Property management planning 
 
Around a third of groups (34%) and networks (33%) reported that they had conducted activities to 
develop or update individual property management plans during the past 12 months [Table 48]. 
The 2009 group data are consistent with the trend over the past 12 years (31% in 2004; 30% in 
1998). Groups and networks engaged 1,402 people in property planning activities in 2009 [Table 
48]. There was a significant positive relationship between the number of group members 
participating in property planning and group performance on the „Final Activity Index‟. 
 
 

Table 48 
Property management planning by groups and networks by CMA region 

 Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region n=  % yes  
Total 

people 
involved  

Corangamite 48 27% 114 

East Gippsland 17 41% 90 

Glenelg-Hopkins 42 31% 181 

Goulburn-Broken 29 24% 66 

Mallee 6 50% 119 

North Central 46 39% 144 

North East 23 35% 81 

PPW 139 34% 347 

West Gippsland 27 26% 59 

Wimmera 20 55% 97 

All groups 397 34% 1,298 

All networks 30 33% 103 
 

 
        Photo: R.Sample 
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9.4 Catchment or local area plans 
 
Around a third of respondents said that during 2009 that their group (34%) or network (37%) was 
involved in developing a documented catchment or local area plan that links individual property 
management plans with broader responses to catchment issues. There was a significant positive 
relationship between a group having/ developing a documented catchment or local area plan and 
group performance on the „Final Activity Index‟. The proportion of groups involved in this type of 
planning appears to have declined since 2004 (45%). The proportion of groups in each CMA that 
had been involved in this activity varied widely [Table 49].  
 
An additional items in this section asked if plans were linked to larger plans such as those 
developed by a network (for groups) or the CMA (for groups and networks). Sixty per cent of 
groups and only 18% of networks reported that their plans were linked to larger plans [Table 50]. 
Network respondents were also asked if their plans had been made available to members (42% 
said yes); and if assistance had been provided by a regional or local landcare coordinator/ 
facilitator to develop/ review/ revise their plan (62% said yes). This provides evidence of the 
important roles played by these professional staff. 
 

Table 49 
CBNRM groups preparing & implementing a local area plan by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region n= 
% yes  

preparing 
n=  

% yes  
implementing 

Corangamite 47 23% 11 9% 

East Gippsland 17 29% 5 0% 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

42 45% 15 33% 

Goulburn-
Broken 

26 54% 14 21% 

Mallee 6 100% 6 17% 

North Central 45 40% 20 25% 

North East 23 57% 12 50% 

PPW 132 26% 35 11% 

West 
Gippsland 

27 30% 7 29% 

Wimmera 20 20% 4 0% 

All groups  385 34% 129 21% 

All networks 27 37% 12 84% 
Note: % yes for groups implementing = for groups mostly completed/ completed, for networks if plan started 

 
 



76 
 

Table 50 
Catchment or local area plan is linked to larger plan by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region n= 
% 

yes 

Corangamite 11 82% 

East Gippsland 5 40% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 19 47% 

Goulburn-Broken 13 77% 

Mallee 6 67% 

North Central 20 55% 

North East 13 38% 

PPW 35 60% 

West Gippsland 8 88% 

Wimmera 4 75% 

All groups 134 60% 

All networks 11 18% 
 

 

 
         Photo: P. Cooke 

 
 



77 
 

10. Involvement in monitoring and evaluation 
 
10.1 Introduction 
 
A section in the 2009 surveys gathered information about how groups and networks operate, 
including one item exploring aspects related to monitoring and evaluation [Tables 36 and 37]. This 
item was also included in the 2004 group survey. Less than half of the respondents agreed that 
their group (44%) or network (40%) had „identified a clear way of evaluating the success of 
projects‟ they had undertaken. The proportion of group respondents with a positive assessment for 
this item had increased from 34% in 2004.  
 
In another section, respondents were asked if their group or network was involved in activities to 
monitor changes in the physical environment in their area, and if so, to indicate the focus of the 
monitoring projects by selecting any of 11 listed topics [Figure 12].  
 
10.2 Findings 
 
Thirty-four per cent of respondents said their group was involved in monitoring activities in the past 
year, down from 54% in 2004 and 58% in 1998. Monitoring activities by groups covered a range of 
topics, with the most commonly listed (>30% of groups) being the survival of planted trees/ shrubs 
(53% compared to 50% in 2004); river/ stream water quality (50% compared to 52% in 2004); new/ 
emerging weeds (45% compared to 15% in 2004); remnant vegetation health (39% compared to 
39% in 2004); and pest animals (35%) [Table 52].   
 
Compared to groups, a much higher proportion (69%) of networks reported to have been involved 
in activities to monitor changes in the physical environment of their area. The most frequently listed 
topics (>10%) were pest animals (17%); climate (15%, new/ emerging weeds (15%), remnant 
vegetation health (15%) and survival of planted trees/ shrubs (13%) [Table 51]. 
 

 
Photo: GBCMA 
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Figure 12 
Monitoring changes to physical environment of local area during past year  

2009 Victoria’s CBNRM groups:  
2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 (n=242) 

 
 

  
 

Table 51 
Focus of monitoring by networks during past year  

Victoria’s CBNRM networks:  
2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 (n=29) 

Topics the focus  
of monitoring by networks 

 
% yes *** 

 

Pest animals 17% 

Climate 15% 

New/emerging weeds 15% 

Remnant vegetation health 15% 

Survival of planted trees/shrub 13% 

River/stream water quality 10% 

Threatened species flora/fauna 10% 

Improvement in riparian health after fencing 8% 

Groundwater depth/quality 6% 

Water Watch 6% 

Soil condition/health 4% 

Air quality 2% 

Other (Blackberry rust) 2% 
               *** Total % >100 because of multiple listings by groups 
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Table 52 

Monitoring projects by groups during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Monitoring Project 
Corangamite 

n=28 

East 
Gippsland 

n=9 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

n=23 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n=15 

Mallee 
n=4 

North 
Central 

n=31 

North 
East 
n=15 

PPW 
n=90 

West 
Gippsland 

n=16 

Wimmera 
n=11 

All 
groups 
n=242 

River/stream water 
quality 

32% 22% 57% 53% 25% 45% 53% 53% 63% 64% 50% 

Groundwater 
depth/quality 

14% 0% 17% 33% 0% 26% 20% 8% 0% 45% 15% 

Remnant vegetation 
health 

50% 56% 26% 27% 75% 45% 13% 42% 31% 36% 39% 

Improvement in 
riparian health after 
fencing 

14% 56% 30% 27% 25% 26% 27% 14% 38% 45% 24% 

Soil condition/health 14% 56% 13% 20% 0% 19% 33% 4% 19% 36% 15% 

Air quality 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 2% 6% 9% 2% 

Survival of planted 
trees/shrub 

46% 67% 52% 47% 75% 55% 47% 51% 63% 73% 53% 

Threatened species 
flora/fauna 

32% 22% 26% 20% 25% 42% 20% 36% 6% 36% 31% 

New/emerging 
weeds 

46% 56% 22% 40% 50% 39% 53% 47% 63% 55% 45% 

Climate 7% 0% 9% 13% 0% 16% 7% 1% 0% 27% 7% 

Pest animals 46% 56% 30% 33% 75% 35% 40% 30% 13% 55% 35% 

Other 32% 11% 0% 13% 0% 10% 7% 14% 19% 0% 13% 

Water Watch 22% 8% 29% 17% 80% 34% 35% 42% 44% 43% 34% 
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11. On-ground work implemented past year 
 
11.1 Introduction 
 

Most of the funds allocated to groups and networks are tagged for on-ground work, with the 
assumption that this work will contribute to the accomplishment of regional, state and national 
priorities, and lead to learning and further action at the catchment and landholder levels. The 2009 
survey collected information about on-ground work during the past 12 months for a limited number 
of topics. These activities were selected because they are expected to enhance biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable farming; and groups are known to be engaged in activities to 
implement and refine them. This information would enable comparisons with previous survey data 
to identify trends over time and would contribute to the index of work implemented in 2009.  
 
The group and network surveys therefore included five items that sought information about 
revegetation and fencing erected in the past year to better manage livestock access to waterways 
and remnant vegetation [Table 53]; and ten items that sought information about activities to 
implement related to some key NRM issues [Tables 57 and 58].  
 
Respondents were asked to provide an estimate of the amount of work and the dollar value of the 
work implemented for each of the revegetation and fencing items. Where respondents only 
provided data for the amount or value of work, the missing data were calculated using some “rules 
of thumb” assumptions as follows:  

 fencing: costed at $4,000/ km based on 2009 materials cost for a “standard” fence (3 
strainers, steel pickets, no line posts, 7 wires, no labour); 

 1ha remnant vegetation fenced to exclude stock: cost as above; extent of fencing calculated 
by converting area into a single block, then calculating the perimeter to be fenced (e.g. 2ha 
block takes 600m to fence = $2,400, no labour); 

 1ha planted with tube stock: $1,500/ ha based on preparing, planting and guarding costs for 
500 trees/ ha, no labour; and 

 1ha direct seeded: $500/ ha based on standard costs of preparation, seed and machine 
hire, no labour. 

 
 

11.2 Fencing erected past year to improve land and water management   
 
Fencing is an important and expensive part of onground work such as protecting rivers, creeks, 
wetlands and tree/ shrub plantings; managing stock and pest animal access to remnant 
vegetation; establishing demonstration sites; implementing property plans; and establishing 
nutrient filters on riparian areas.  
 
The 2009 group and network surveys included three items focussed on fencing: 

1. Total length of fencing erected by group members as part of group projects/ Total length of 
fencing erected for landcare projects (network item). 

2. Total length of waterway frontage fenced to manage stock access as part of all fencing 
identified above/ Total length of waterway frontage fenced to manage livestock access to 
waterways (network item). 

3. Total area fenced to manage livestock access to remnant vegetation, including waterways 
as part of all group activities/ Total area fenced to manage livestock access to remnant 
vegetation, including waterways (network item). 
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The 2009 survey data continued the long-term trend of a decline in the proportion of respondent 
groups erecting fencing as part of their work in the previous year. This is a significant and 
sustained decline, from 80% in 1995 to 59% in 1998, 50% in 2004 and now 22% in 2009 [Table 
53].  
 
In 2004, there was a significant increase in the mean fencing erected per group from 5.1 km in 
1998 to 8.5 km, suggesting that  a smaller proportion of groups was erecting a larger amount of 
fencing, and seen at the time as being consistent with the demand for more strategic NRM 
investments. However, for the 2009 survey the mean was 5.3 km of fencing per group, suggesting 
that the fall in the proportion of groups erecting fencing has been paralleled by a decline in the 
amount of fencing groups are erecting. As a result, the amount of fencing erected by all groups in 
Victoria declined from an estimated 3,100 km in 2004 to 1,417 km in 2008/09.  
 
Of course, it is possible that the networks are taking on more of the larger scale on-ground work, 
including fencing. Only a third of the respondent networks had erected fencing for landcare 
projects in the previous year, but these nine networks had erected almost half of the total fencing 
erected by the much larger number of groups [Tables 53 and 54]. This suggests that networks are 
indeed operating at a much larger scale and capable of delivering substantial on-ground works 
programs. The activity of networks was not captured by the 2004 survey. Even by including the 
total fencing erected by networks, there was less fencing erected by CBNRM organisations than in 
2004 (an estimated extrapolated amount of 2,647 km in 2009 compared with 3,100 km in 2004) 
[Tables 53 and 54].  
 
At the same time, it needs to be acknowledged that those groups involved in fencing had 
accomplished substantial amounts of work, with a median 3 km erected per group and a total of 
389 km erected for all respondent groups.  
 
There were large variations in the proportion of groups erecting fencing in the past year; the 
median amount of fencing per group; and in the total amount and dollar value of that work per 
CMA. These data are summarised in Appendix 8. 
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Table 53 
Fencing implemented by groups past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM group survey: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Fencing topic n= 
% 

yes 
total  

$ value 

total for 
respondent 

groups 

extrapolated 
$ value 

extrapolated 
for all groups 

in state  
N=1,188 

Total length of fencing 
erected by group 
members as part of 
group projects 

325 22% $1,277,003 
389 km 

Median 3 km 
$4,682,344 1,417 km 

Total length of waterway 
frontage fenced to 
manage stock access as 
part of all fencing 
identified above 

325 12% $404,827 
136 km 

Median 2 km 
$1,479,798 497 km 

Total area fenced to 
manage livestock 
access to remnant 
vegetation, including 
waterways as part of all 
group activities 

325 12% $216,421 
1,121 ha 

Median 5 ha 
$793,544 4,099 ha 

 
 

Table 54 
Fencing implemented by networks past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM network survey: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Fencing topic 
Yes 
n= 

% N 
yes 

total  
$ value 

total for 
respondent 
networks 

extrapolated 
$ value 

extrapolated 
for all 

networks in 
state  

Total length of fencing 
erected for landcare 
projects 

9 30% $532,092 179 km $3,665,523 1,230 km 

Total length of waterway 
frontage fenced to 
manage livestock access 
to waterways 

9 30% $140,058 58 km $964,844 401 km 

Total area fenced to 
manage livestock access 
to remnant vegetation, 
including waterways 

11 37% $128,074 449 ha $721,872 2,533 ha 

 
 
 
 



83 
 

11.3 Vegetation management   
 

Tree/ shrub plantings can be for aesthetic or commercial purposes or represent attempts to 
reverse long-term land degradation issues such as tree decline, rising groundwater table, water-
logging and declining biodiversity. The 2009 group and network surveys also included two items 
focussed on revegetation work implemented in the past year: 

1. total area planted (not direct seeded) to trees/ shrubs as part of a group/network activities; 
2. total area direct seeded to trees and shrubs as part of group/network activities. 

 
Most (63%) of the 2009 respondent groups had planted trees/ shrubs in the past year [Table 55], 
suggesting that the longer-term trend of a decline in the proportion of groups undertaking 
revegetation work has been arrested. However, it seems that most groups in 2009 are 
revegetating smaller areas (mean of 5.7 ha) than groups in 2004 (mean of 16.4 ha), to the extent 
that a smaller number of groups in 2004 established more than double the area revegetated by the 
2009 survey respondents. The activity of networks was not captured by the 2004 survey, but even 
including the total area planted by respondent networks in 2009 (441 ha), the estimated 
extrapolated total for all Victorian CBNRM groups and networks in 2009 (6,383 ha) is less than that 
extrapolated for all groups in 2004 (7,900 ha). 
 
Again, it is important to acknowledge that most groups are involved in revegetation and that the 
total area revegetated was 1,171 ha for the respondent groups, and an estimated 4,281 ha for all 
1,188 CBNRM groups operating in Victoria in 2009. The respondent networks were less likely than 
groups to have planted trees/ shrubs (43% compared to 63% of groups). As with fencing, a small 
number of respondent networks had accomplished a substantial amount of work by planting 
almost half the area (441 ha for respondents and an estimated 2,102 ha for all networks) 
revegetated by a much larger number of groups.  
 
It seems that direct seeding has become unfashionable with groups. Only 9% of the respondent 
groups in 2009 had direct seeded trees and shrubs in the past year [Table 55]. While the median 
area direct seeded was twice that planted, the total area revegetated using this technique was only 
176 ha for the 325 respondent groups and an estimated 642 ha for all CBNRM groups operating in 
Victoria in 2009 [Table 55]. These data confirm the previous trend to declining proportions of 
groups employing direct seeding (67% in 1995, to 22% in 2004) and suggest that the amount of 
direct seeding per group has remained relatively stable around the mean of 6 ha in 2004 (mean of 
5.9 ha in 2009).  
 
Networks were far more likely to have revegetated using direct seeding techniques (37% 
compared to 9% groups). Indeed, direct seeding was over one quarter of the area planted by 
networks but only 13% of the area planted by groups [Tables 55 and 56]. This is an interesting 
finding. Direct seeding is typically seen as a more complex technique, but is suited to larger-scale 
projects using locally sourced seeds. Direct seeding therefore carries substantial risk of failure, but 
there are also potentially big rewards for success in terms of revegetating large areas quickly and 
cheaply using local species. 
 
There are large regional variations in the revegetation work implemented by groups, particularly for 
the use of direct seeding. These data are presented in Appendix 9. 
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Table 55 
Revegetation implemented by groups past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Revegetation topic n= 
% 

yes 
total  

$ value 

total for 
respondent 

groups 

extrapolated 
$ value 

extrapolated 
for all groups 

in state  

Total area planted (not 
direct seeded) to trees/ 
shrubs as part of group 
activities 

325 63% $1,602,217 
1,171 ha 

Median 2 ha 
$5,856,720 4,281 ha 

Total area direct seeded 
to trees/ shrubs as part of 
group activities 

325 9% $80,508 
176 ha 

Median 4 ha 
$294,286 642 ha 

 
 

Table 56 
Revegetation implemented by networks past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Revegetation topic n 
% yes 
of N 

total  
$ value 

total for 
respondent 
networks 

extrapolated 
$ value 

extrapolated 
for all 

networks in 
state  

Total area planted (not 
direct seeded) to trees/ 

shrubs 
13 43% $604,831 441 ha $2,884,579 2,102 ha 

Total area direct seeded 
to trees and shrubs 

11 37% $117,210 157 ha $660,638 883 ha 

 
 

 
  Photo: R. Sample 
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11.4 Action to control soil erosion, salinity, rabbits, weeds and foxes and to improve water 
quality/river health 
 

In a separate section, group and network respondents were asked to provide information about the 
extent their „... group organised or assisted activities to implement on-ground work‟/ „... network 
coordinated, implemented or funded on-ground work‟ across 10 topics in the past year. 
Respondents were asked to indicate whether their group/ network had worked on each topic, and 
if so, the number of activities and the area treated. Earlier surveys covered some of these topics (5 
in 2004; 3 in 1998), but respondents were only asked to indicate if their group had worked on each 
topic. Where appropriate, comparisons have been made to identify trends over time.   
 
Of the listed topics, groups were most likely to be involved in weed control in the past year. 
Because the survey items distinguished between weed control in native vegetation and weed 
control in introduced pastures, it was possible to assess the extent the focus of the groups was on 
weed control for production or conservation. Survey findings provide considerable evidence that 
the focus of Victoria‟s CBNRM groups is indeed on conservation rather than production in that 
almost three times the number of groups said they had organised or assisted work for weed 
control in native vegetation (65%) compared to weed control in introduced pastures (22%) [Table 
57]. After action on weeds, groups were most likely to report working on water quality and river 
health (34%), pest animal control (31%), and plant propagation (29%). Again, this provides 
evidence that substantial proportions of groups are taking action to address key environmental 
issues.  
 
For most topics, substantial areas were being treated. For example, the respondent groups had 
treated 14,368 ha of native vegetation to control weeds; and 132,418 ha to control pest animals. 
Extrapolation to all Victorian CBNRM groups suggests that an estimated 116,912 ha had been 
treated to control weeds in native vegetation and that pest animal control had occurred in over two 
million hectares in the past year [Table 57]. Comparison with data from past surveys confirms the 
ongoing trend to reduced group focus on salinity control (6% of groups in 2009 compared to 22% 
in 2004 and 36% in 1998). Similarly, in 2009 fewer groups reported work to address water quality/ 
river health (34%, down from 41% in 2004). Regional data for the proportion of groups working on 
each topic, the number of activities implemented and the area treated, are provided in three 
appendices [Appendices 10, 11 and 12].  
 
Weed control in native vegetation was also the topic most frequently (71%) identified by networks 
as the focus of their work in the past year. Most networks had also worked to control pest animals 
(63%) and to conserve threatened and endangered species (50%) [Table 58]. Work to address 
water quality and river health issues was undertaken by 46% of networks in the past year. The 
2009 survey data suggest that networks are more likely than groups to work on a wider range of 
topics and to focus more heavily on biodiversity conservation. For example, 50% or more of the 
respondent networks were involved in work to address three of the listed topics, and all three 
related to biodiversity conservation, whereas only one of these topics was being addressed by 
50% or more groups [Tables 57 and 58]. 
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Table 57 
On-ground work implemented that groups organised or assisted past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N403 (n=365) 

Activity % yes 
median 

activities 
per group 

total activities 
respondent 

groups 

extrapolated 
activities for all 

respondent 
groups  

median area 
treated per 

group 

total area 
respondent 

groups 

extrapolated area 
treated for all 

groups in state 

Water quality and river 
health  

34% 3 590 7,537 3 ha 1,732 ha 41,994 ha 

Salinity Control 6% 2.5 72 4,752 6 ha 82 ha 12,177 ha 

Pest animal control  31% 2 1,539 22,854 100 ha 132,481 ha 2,383,517 ha 

Weed control in native 
vegetation  

65% 4 1,557 11,007 5 ha 14,368 ha 116,912 ha 

Weed control in 
introduced pastures 

22% 5 555 13,736 28 ha 51,221 ha 1,352,240 ha 

Soil erosion control  
 

17% 2 116 3,828 3 ha 1,008 ha 35,230 ha 

Soil health in farmland  
 

10% 3 120 5,940 30 ha 3,261 ha 322,839 ha 

Threatened and 
endangered species  

21% 2 137 3,191 5 ha 7,184 ha 266,721 ha 

Waterway bank/ bed 
stability  

20% 1 164 4,428 2 ha 2,691 ha 91,323 ha 

Plant propagation  
 

29% 2 736 12,249 2ha  191 ha 6,887 ha 
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Table 58 
On-ground work coordinated, implemented or funded by networks past year 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 (n=24) 

Activity % yes 
median 

activities 
per network 

total activities 
respondent 
networks 

 
extrapolated 

activities for all 
networks in 

state 

median 
area 

treated per 
network 

total area 
treated by 

respondent 
networks 

extrapolated 
area treated for 
all networks in 

state 

Water quality and river 
health  

46% 5 67 519 17.5 ha 142 ha 1,097 ha 

Salinity Control 
 

25% 2 23 475 100 ha 300 ha 6,200 ha 

Pest animal control  
 

63% 2 31 175 22.5 ha 80,258 ha 452,363 ha 

Weed control in native 
vegetation  

71% 3 56 289 20 ha 435 ha 2,248 ha 

Weed control in introduced 
pastures 

25% 11 172 2,666 300 ha 20,335 ha 315,193 ha 

Soil erosion control  
 

29% 3 12 186 6 ha 50 ha 775 ha 

Soil health in farmland  
 

29% 6 25 517 220 ha 3,629 ha 74,999 ha 

Threatened and 
endangered species  

50% 2 15 133 30 ha 61,130 ha 541,437 ha 

Waterway bank/ bed 
stability  

17% 3 19 393 118 ha 235 ha 4,857 ha 

Plant propagation  
 

25% 4 28 434 0.5 ha 1 ha 16 ha 
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12. Active and less active groups 
 

12.1 An introduction to the Final Activity Index  
 

As explained in the methodology section, measures of group activity have been used as indicators 
of group outcomes.  
 
Using activity levels as a surrogate for outcomes has its limitations [refer to section 2.5] but ranking 
groups according to their activity across a basket of items, including for on-ground work and 
engaging/ building social and human capital, has provided useful information in the past (Curtis et 
al., 2000). For example, index construction [refer to Figure 2] allows the research team to test for 
relationships between group ranking and independent variables thought to affect organisational 
effectiveness. This information can provide useful feedback to program managers as they seek to 
maintain group health and the capacity of groups to contribute to NRM and rural development 
objectives. 
 
As in the past, CBNRM groups (but not networks) in the 2009 survey were ranked according to 
their level of activity in the previous year. Equal weighting was given to measures selected to 
contribute to an index of ‘work implemented’ and an index of ‘engaging/ building social and 
human capital’. Equal weighting was given to each item because it was considered that effective 
CBNRM groups, particularly landcare groups, should be active across a range of NRM issues and 
capacity building areas; and there was no obvious basis for rating some index items as more 
important than others. Items included in the 2009 index are very similar to those employed in 2004 
and 1998. A group‟s scores on these indices were then combined to calculate a ‘Final Activity 
Index’. Groups operating for less than one year are normally in their establishment phase and 
cannot be expected to have undertaken substantial on-ground work. For this reason, groups 
operating for less than one year were not included in ranking calculations. Where information was 
missing for variables used in index calculations, a zero was allocated to that group on that 
variable.  
 

Figure 2 
Measures contributing to the ‘Final Activity Index’ 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Index of ‘work implemented’  
[past 12 months] 

Index of ‘engaging/ building social and 
human capital’[past 12 months] 

 number of trees & shrubs planted or 
direct seeded by group members 

 length of fencing erected by the group 
for all group projects 

 area treated to control erosion and 
salinity 

 area treated to control pest plants (in 
native and introduced pastures) and 
pest animals 

 number of general meetings held 

 number of visitors assisting or studying 
landcare group work 

 number of field days/farm walks held 

 percentage of properties in area which 
have group members 

 number of demonstration sites 
established 

 

 
Readers attempting to interpret the results of bivariate and multivariate statistical analyses should 
note that a higher numerical score (ranking value of say, 400 as opposed to 1 [See section 12.2] 
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indicates a better group activity performance on the index. In this report, analyses testing 
associations between the index and independent variables, a higher group performance on both 
the index and an independent variable (e.g. government funds received) would usually produce a 
positive correlation coefficient.  
 
Independent variables likely to affect landcare group outcomes were: 

 length of time the group has been operating (group age in years); 

 membership size; 

 mean period of tenure for leaders; 

 recruitment and attrition rates; 

 level of participation and change in past 12 months in participation of members in group 
activities; 

 per cent of women membership; 

 government and non-government funding received; 

 frequency of contact with contact officers; 

 establishing/ have a catchment plan or group area plan; 

 have/ are establishing annual priorities; 

 involved in monitoring; 

 part of a landcare network; 

 presence of a group coordinator employed by the group; and 

 perceptions of factors likely to affect group health or ability to achieve program outcomes, 
including leadership, setting priorities, reflection and evaluation, retention and recruitment, 
group decision making, member participation, scale of environmental issues faced and 
landcare red-tape.  

 
Many of these variables had been included in the 2004, 1998 and 1995 surveys, so it is possible to 
make comparisons over time and these comparisons will be the focus of a peer-reviewed journal 
paper but are not discussed in this report. 
 

 
          Photo: R.Sample 
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12.2 Characteristics of active and less active groups 
 
Group ranks on the „Final Activity Index‟ were used to split the respondents into three equal 
cohorts: less active, medium active and very active. A group typical of each cohort was identified 
by taking the median rank in each cohort, and its characteristics are summarised below.  
 
Group A – less active (rank scorer of 67/393) 
 
The median performer in Group A is a „friends of‟ group established in 1992 and has six members. 
The group does not have any properties owned by members in its operational area. The group has 
a female convenor who has held this position for 17 years. The group did not meet to establish an 
annual plan that set the group‟s priorities and ways to achieve them. The group held no general or 
executive meetings and is not a member of a network. The group did not establish any trial sites, 
hold any field days or conduct any workshops. The group‟s only activity for the past 12 months 
was to plant two hectares of trees and shrubs. This work was implemented without any external 
funding. The group had no non-member volunteers assisting with their work or anyone studying 
their work.  
 
Group B – medium active (rank is 198/393) 
 
The median performer in Group B is a landcare group established ten years ago and has seven 
members. The group has a female President, Secretary and Treasurer, and the President has held 
that position for six years – the others have held their positions for less than two years. In the past 
12 months the group has met to establish an annual plan – assisted by a facilitator/ coordinator – 
that sets out the group‟s priorities and ways to achieve them. Their plan has been documented and 
circulated to members but has not been reviewed. In the past year, the group held one general 
and two executive meetings. The group is a member of a network. The group did not establish any 
trial sites, hold any field days or conduct any workshops. The group‟s main on-ground work in the 
past year was to plant two hectares of trees and shrubs. This work was implemented with $300 of 
federal government funding. The group had no non-member volunteers assisting with their work or 
anyone studying their work. The group considered the level of non-financial support received from 
government sources was generally inadequate. 
 
Group C – very active (rank is 328/393) 
 
The median performer in Group C is a landcare group with 19 members. The group has a female 
President, a male Secretary and Treasurer, and the President and Secretary have been in their 
positions for relatively short periods (< four years). The group did not meet to establish an annual 
plan that sets out the group‟s priorities and ways to achieve them although it held six general 
meetings. The group is a member of a network. In the past year the group established one 
demonstration site, held a field day, and conducted a workshop, all related to revegetation. The 
group‟s main on-ground work in the past year included erecting fences to manage stock access to 
waterways (15 km); direct seeding 500 ha with native species; and planting 20 ha of trees and 
shrubs. This work was supported by a small amount of external funding, including $200 from the 
private sector and $500 from the state government. The group generated $1,000 of their own 
income. The group had 20 non-member volunteers assisting with their work but no one studying 
their work. The group considered the level of non-financial support received from government 
sources was mostly adequate. 
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12.3 Factors linked to performance on the Final Activity Index 
 

In previous reports we have examined the activity profiles of groups and identified those groups 
operating for more than a year that had little or no activity in the year covered by the survey. For 
example, in 2004 only 18 groups (5%) were deemed to have been inactive and in 1998 it was 
thought that 10% of groups were making little/ no contribution to the achievement of landcare 
program objectives. About 48 (12%) of the groups responding to the 2009 survey had no/ little 
activity during the previous 12 months. These comparisons suggest that during 2009 the 
proportion of groups involved in implementing on-ground work had declined but most groups 
continued to operate and provided a platform for learning, dialogue and action.  
 
As explained throughout the report, a number of survey topics were linked to significantly higher 
levels of group activity. In most cases these analyses were undertaken using the ‘Final Activity 
Index’, however some independent variables were part of the index of engaging/ building social 
and human capital and therefore, part of the final index (e.g. demonstration sites established). 
For these variables, the index of work implemented was substituted for the Final Activity Index 
[Table 59]. 
 
The clear messages are that size matters and bigger is better, in terms of the number of members, 
the number of properties managed by group members and the area of land they cover; as does 
positive group culture and effective leadership and volunteer management, including involvement 
in planning and prioritising. The recruitment of new members was also linked to better group 
performance on both indices, reinforcing the critical importance of effective volunteer 
management. Almost every one of the different types of group activities that were focussed on 
learning (including meetings, discussions, field days, trial sites, farm walks and monitoring) was 
linked to more on-ground work, as were property and catchment planning. Government and private 
sector investment in groups through the provision of cash and materials and the provision of 
coordinators/ project managers were also linked to more capacity building activities occurring and 
to more on-ground work. The precise causal relationships may be unclear, but the weight of 
evidence is compelling and suggests that engaging rural landholders and the wider public in 
dialogue and learning as part of CBNRM groups leads to on-ground work [Table 59]. There were 
also significant differences in the median rankings of groups on the final activity index across the 
different CMA regions and this finding is explored further in the next section. 
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Table 59 
The impact of independent variables on group activity:  

Final Activity Index and work implemented index 
 Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Independent variables  
 

Significant 
positive 

relationships 
(p<0.05) 

Longer length group has been operating  Final activity 

Larger total membership Final activity 

More individual members joined the group in the past year Final activity 

More adult members of groups in rural areas are farmers Final activity 

Rural rather than an urban group Final activity 

More rural properties in your group area Final activity 

Higher proportion of all private land covered by group members  Final activity 

Shorter rather than longer period of office for each of the key leadership 
positions  Final activity x3 

Group is part of a network Final activity 

Group has a network representative Final activity 

Number of group meetings held that were open to all members  Work implemented 

Number of other meetings held by the group executive or committees Final activity 

Group established demonstration/ trial sites in the past year  Final activity 

Group conducted workshops, public lectures or group discussion in past year Final activity 

Group met to establish annual plan setting out priorities and strategies in past 
year Final activity 

Annual plan was documented; plan made available to group members Final activity x2 

Group involved members in preparing/ updating property management plans Final activity 

Group is developing a documented catchment or local area plan that links 
individual property management plans with broader responses to catchment 
issues (e.g. protection of important catchment assets) 

Final activity 
 

Dollar value of assistance [cash and materials only] received by groups from 
each of: federal govt; state govt; local govt. past year Final activity x3 

Dollar value of private sector (business, philanthropic and service groups) 
assistance [cash and materials only] received by groups past year Final activity 

Net dollar value of income generated (total sales minus total costs) by groups Final activity 

Discussion of contemporary NRM topics by groups (12 of 14 topics) Final activity x12 

There is usually someone willing to take on leadership roles in our group Final activity 

There is a strong social connection or bond in our landcare group Final activity 

In our group, most members receive acknowledgement for the work they do  Final activity 

Our group has effective processes in place for managing the group‟s finances Final activity 

Our group has involved Indigenous groups in planning or other group work Final activity 

There is usually someone willing to take on leadership roles in our group Final activity 

Group employed a full-time or part-time coordinator/ project officer past year Final activity 

Group had access to a full-time or part-time coordinator/ project officer employed 
by another organisation past year 

Final activity 
 

CMA region where the group is based Final activity 
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12.4 Regional patterns in group activity and perceptions of outcomes 
 

As explained, there was a significant difference in median group rankings across the 10 CMA 
regions on the „Final Activity Index‟ [Table 59]. These differences are explored further in Tables 60 
and 61 where the median ranking for all groups in each region on the three indices are provided. 
There are some differences in the CMA rankings on the two component indices, but these are not 
significant [Table 60]. The Mallee and North East were the number one and two regions in both 
1998 and 2004 and again in 2009 [Table 61]. Glenelg Hopkins and the Wimmera were at the 
bottom of the rankings in 2004 but are ranked eight and four respectively in 2009. Port Phillip & 
Westernport is ranked last in 2009 after being ranked three in 2004, perhaps reflecting the 
inclusion of more non-rural groups in the 2009 survey in that region and these groups typically 
were less active across the topics included in the composite indices. It is important to note that 
being ranked at the bottom of the list doesn‟t imply an unsatisfactory performance. It is simply a 
rank order rather than criterion-based assessment. 
 

Table 60 

Index of group activity past year, ranking*** of CMA regions 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region 
 

group 
n= 

Engaging/ 
building social/ 
human capital  

Work 
implemented  

Final 
Activity Index 

Corangamite 44 8 9 7 

East Gippsland 16 2 4 3 

Glenelg-Hopkins 43 6 10 8 

Goulburn-Broken 29 1 3 5 

Mallee 6 4 1 1 

North Central 45 7 7 6 

North East 22 5 2 2 

PPW 142 10 6 10 

West Gippsland 27 9 8 9 

Wimmera 19 3 5 4 
*** Ranking based on median rank for groups in each CMA 

 
Table 61 

Index of group activity: ranking*** of CMA regions over time  
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region 2009 n=403 2004 n=339 1998 n=223 

Corangamite 7 5 8 

East Gippsland 3 7 N/A 

Glenelg-Hopkins 8 10 3 

Goulburn-Broken 5 4 6 

Mallee 1 1 2 

North Central 6 8 5 

North East 2 2 1 

PPW 10 3 7 

West Gippsland 9 6 N/A 

Wimmera 4 9 4 
      *** Ranking based on median rank for groups in each CMA 
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13. Other comments 
 
13.1 Introduction 
 
Space for other comments was provided at the end of the group and network surveys. About half 
the respondents provided comments in this section, some also included additional notes. These 
additional comments principally related to four, often inter-related topics: 

1. long-term group viability and the capacity of CBNRM groups to deliver improved NRM 
outcomes given recent changes to landcare support, including the loss of coordinators; 

2. the impact of the extended drought on group morale and activity; 
3. the activity that groups, especially „friends of‟ and other non-landcare type groups had 

undertaken in the past year that were not covered by survey items; and 
4. engaging non-farmers and peri-urban landholders. 

 
Some respondents provided “success stories” or examples of their accomplishments and some 
provided insights from their experience about how others might approach what they identified as 
being difficult times for landcare. However, these positive comments were overwhelmed by the 
large number of expressions of concern about the future. It is difficult to read these comments and 
not be touched by the emotions being expressed. Other comments suggested that cuts to 
coordinator positions and the priorities and processes around Caring for our Country (CfoC) were 
undermining what other survey data suggested had been an improving relationship between 
groups and networks and CMAs. Some respondents emphasised the importance of their 
partnerships with local governments. Others highlighted the importance of maintaining support for 
groups given the reduced financial circumstances of many landholders during the extended 
drought conditions affecting large parts of Victoria. 
 
The following section includes a brief selection of respondent comments mostly from groups, 
organised under the four headings. Where it was possible to do so, the mix of comments for each 
topic includes those that are expressing concerns, those that are more optimistic and those 
suggesting ways forward. The number of comments per topic reflects the weighting of comments 
on these topics within the returned surveys. 
 
13.2 Comments by group and network respondents 
 
1. Long-term group viability and capacity impacted by loss of coordinators and changed 

funding priorities 
 
*** Note: some names have been removed to retain respondent anonymity 
 
I think the loss of coordinators across the state – 130 down to 25 at last count is very regrettable. There is a 
lot of talent lost and relationships and trust broken. On the other hand there is no point having staff with no 
money to get work done. It seems landcare as a NRM delivery system is not on Federal or State 
Government agenda. It will be interesting to see how this affects next election. 
 
This group has been inactive over the last 12 months largely due to the lack of funds available and 
upheaval of facilitators. A lack of confidence in being able to complete long term farm plans. 
 
Since local coordinators have not been funded as part of grants, the level of projects has fallen. Feel that 
government is losing touch with the grass roots of landcare. 
 
The CMA's decision not to fund Landcare Coordinators (Sept 09) as a result of CfoC funding priorities is a 
huge setback for LC in our region. This loss will significantly slow the amount of information, support with 
grants, and assistance for groups – established, new, in decline. The CfoC $ are limited and too narrow to 
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allow for landscape-scale work in our area. This at a time when we have lost our coordinator and the issues 
we face are greater than ever. It leaves many of us in a state of despair. 
 
The CMA produced a community landcare support strategy 2005-2010 and is not honouring it (because of 
recent funding cuts). Landcare beyond the grass roots has no structure and seems to have limited ability to 
respond to grass roots needs. 
 
The CMAs are destroying landcare groups with their partnership programs where farmers do a project on 
their own (funds provided). 
 
Our group is pretty moribund. Most landholders can access funding/ works through CMA. Nobody wants to 
keep group active or take leadership positions. All worn out after 15 years of projects. Network project 
"Connecting Country" has large scale projects in hand. 
 
Loss of local landcare coordinator is devastating for our group. Need their expertise when applying for 
grants and implementing projects. Volunteers in our area are busy farmers with big properties and business 
people. It seems that volunteers work for nothing and do work government should be responsible for. 
 
For many years we had access to 2 coordinators through the *** Catchment Group. Their knowledge of the 
area and their ability to contact and work with local landholders was absolutely invaluable. A huge amount 
of on-ground work was achieved as a direct result of their efforts. They worked with members of the 
community that were not particularly interested in joining a landcare group, but willing to undertake work on 
their own property. At the time it was very encouraging for us to see progress in our local community. This 
funding has dried up, and the coordinators have gained employment elsewhere. It seems an absolute 
tragedy that the momentum and knowledge has been lost. 
 
Our landcare group is very important to us. I feel it will continue, albeit more quietly and achieving less, if 
assistance in any form is reduced or withdrawn. We began in 1993 by ourselves, so are quite resilient. 
There is no doubt we have done so much more with the help of paid facilitators. We are all volunteers on 
many committees as well as full-time farmers, so something has to give. Landcare is another string that ties 
this community together. Through drought and climate change, ETS etc, it will help support us.  
 
We receive wonderful support from our facilitator and we would like to see this continue. It has made the 
work of volunteers so much easier i.e. – we don't have to do submissions etc. This is where we receive our 
most support. 
 
The loss of Catchment Management Authority landcare coordinators is a complete disaster and along with 
the large scale objectives of "Caring for Country" will probably result in extensive diminution of our landcare 
activities and ability to implement our district‟s strategies. 
 
We haven't had a proper facilitator for about four years, just someone filling in. We're not available for 
meetings. Members have lost interest in landcare. 
 
Our group is now in decline. We attribute this mostly to a lack of interest/ support from CMA. They blame 
the new funding but the lack of support has been growing in past three years.  
 
Most of the year was concerned with finding continuing funding as it became clear that federal funding 
would not be continued for 2010. There was an effect on the level of employed staff. This in turn initiated a 
downsizing of all operations to a level that may – or may not – be sustainable after June 2010. 
 
Our network has built up the organisation, protect delivery procedures and infrastructure and financial and 
administration processes over the last 12 years and in the last 2 years we have reached the point where we 
can achieve everything we set out to achieve and have an enormous reputation in the community. As the 
CFOC program continues to play out we are losing all of this hard work. 
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We received a CFOC grant of $30K in 2009 purely due to the assistance of our coordinator. We believe that 
coordinator expertise is essential to assist small, entirely voluntary groups to win funding for projects that 
will "make a difference". Members have discussed on a number of occasions that the loss of our landcare 
facilitator has heavily impacted group morale. 
 
Our group is generally self-sufficient except for funding. Several members are involved with *** Landcare 
Network and other NRM organisations and we have access to information. We have few paid staff and 
therefore we educate and organise ourselves. Our group is part of a very active rural community & we will 
continue to improve our environment despite lack of govt. support. 
 
With the help of external funding we have and are currently involved in two major weeding projects whilst 
the feral animal control project is 100% member funded. We feel we don't really need too much outside 
assistance and within our greater catchment the spending on coordinators and facilitators could usually be 
better spent on onground works. 
 
Government (Federal) lack of support for coordinators and facilitators has impacted our potential however 
local government – *** Shire are very supportive and value our input into management of local assets. Our 
part of the world is not a high priority for the CMA or government, so finding it difficult to attract project/ 
funding. Fortunately, the Shire also values our local assets and together … make the case to the CMA.  
 
Our 'wildlife corridor' is a growing local example of landscape-scale change. Our history and experience has 
evolved into a catchment-wide project and devolved to neighbouring, emerging landcare groups. We now 
have two decades of landcare history. Most of the landcare originals have gone and new people, bigger 
issues and harder challenges have resulted in a great diversity in what landcare does: in fact what landcare 
is. If we are patient and use this time to do a better job, eventually the government funding sources will lift 
their game too. Our network has the capacity to deliver twice the on-ground works we currently achieve. 
Show us the money! 
 
The network coordinator is the best thing the group has ever done. Members are free of the red tape and 
can get on with actual landcare work. We have more members than ever because projects and demo sites 
are of better quality and are better promoted. 
 

2. Impact of drought and other external factors on groups 
 
Continuing drought and lack of funding has restricted our on-ground work, and inhibited our plans and 
progress. We have no potential planning ability until conditions improve. Our Caring for Country grant was 
not successful and so limited resources are available. 
 
While still in existence, landcare has taken a backward step as farmers deal with drought, commodity prices 
and other issues. 
 
Drought (not mentioned once in your survey) is a pre-eminent issue compounded by the following. 1 - 
financial and emotional stress amongst landholders, 2 - reduced off-farm income, 3 - cancelled funding 
support, 4 - late arrival of funds. 
 
The drought and uncertainty of the implementation of new zoning laws has had a drastic effect on all local 
groups on the urban fringe. Our attention to local activities and endeavours has been enormously sidelined 
by the UGB & OMR ramifications. 
 
Almost impossible to gain corporate sponsorship in Horsham as it's a rural service town after 15 yrs of 
drought. Our group and most others are very reliant on the CMA process to gain funding for all projects. 
 

3. Activity of some groups not covered by survey items 
 
We are an urban landcare group. Most members live in town and we only complete works on crown land or 
in partnership with local govt. Therefore some questions are not relevant. 
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We don't have a lot to do with landcare beyond receiving their newsletters. Many questions in this survey 
have been left unanswered as they don't apply to us. 
 
There are many friends groups out there who are not associated with landcare, but this is not reflected in 
the questions. 
 
The friends of *** is not a landcare group. We are simply a group of local people who work on weed 
removal and indigenous plant revegetation at a few small sites on public lands in/ near Melbourne. We 
operate very informally, and with the assistance of the *** City Council. The Council provides a Council 
employee with a truck and tools at each working bee, and they also supply the plants which we put in, so 
the financial aspect of our operation is not something which we as a group have to get directly involved in. 
We usually hold 11 monthly working bees each year, and since our beginning in 1995 perhaps about 130 
people have participated, with new recruits replacing those who have left. We have about 18 active 
members at the present time, and our monthly attendances are currently at about a dozen people. Because 
of the nature of our group and the way we work, some of the questions in the survey are not all that relevant 
to our activities and are difficult to answer.  
 
Very few questions seemed relevant to our very informal group where group business is discussed over 
coffee after each working bee. We work on coastal sites controlled by Shire Council and Parks Vic and 
have good support and relations with each. We employ contractors through Parks Vic, Melb Water and 
Federal Government grants. Our group is concerned only with the tasks undertaken and not in wider 
political issues of landcare. Individual members are involved in other groups. 
 

4. Engaging new members, esp. non-farmers and peri-urban landholders 
 
A lot of people have young families and our monthly Sunday morning working bees are hard to find time to 
get to. 
 
Most of us are now in urban growth area, nobody cares about our work over last 20 years, why bother 
anymore? 
 
Our core members manage significant remnant vegetation 'communities' and the majority of our members 
have links with other conservation minded groups (local). The majority of other land holders are basically 
small holding hobby farmers. These properties however, form part of the bigger picture on the Peninsula as 
they serve as corridors for our indigenous fauna. With less than 18% of indigenous vegetation remaining on 
the Peninsula and these pocket becoming increasingly isolated our members main concern is on protecting, 
retaining, and enhancing them.  
 
Landcare does not deal with the special problems of peri-urban landcare groups. No coverage of political & 
local planning activity by group – this is an important element of our drive to protect biodiversity.  
 
Our landcare group is barely functioning. Dynamic members who helped establish and drive group have left 
farming. I am tired of leadership and trying to basically run the group by myself. 
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14. Conclusions 

14.1 Key findings: An overview 
 
The title of this report, „CBNRM in Victoria: Contributing to dialogue, learning and action‟ is a way 
of emphasising the unique contribution of the large number of groups and networks involved in 
community-based natural resource management and the volunteers and professional staff who 
support them. The loss of group-employed coordinators and facilitators and reduced access to 
project funding as a result of the end of the National Landcare Program (NLP) has deeply affected 
many of the respondents to the 2009 survey. These cuts occurred at the end of the reporting 
period covered by this survey so had not impacted on group activity and outcomes for that 
reporting period (2008-09). This report therefore provides a timely snapshot of the contribution of 
CBNRM organisations in Victoria. 
 
Data from the 2004 survey provided strong evidence of declining group health. Despite attention to 
some volunteer management issues, and there is evidence that some of these efforts have been 
effective, many of the trends identified in 2004 persist, particularly those related to volunteer 
recruitment and retention. In the 2009 survey there is also evidence that these issues are affecting 
group outcomes, including the amount of on-ground work accomplished.  
 
Much of the on-ground work by CBNRM groups and networks involves revegetation and fencing to 
manage stock access to environmental assets. These are costly and time consuming activities to 
coordinate and implement and most rural landholders, particularly in a period of extended drought, 
don‟t have the financial resources or time to implement work that has obvious public benefits. It 
should not surprise that the analysis of survey data again established significant positive 
relationships between the amount of on-ground work implemented by groups and both: 

3. the dollar value of all cash and material assistance from government to groups; and  
4. groups either employing a full or part-time coordinator/ project manager or having access to 

a full or part-time coordinator/ project manager employed by other organisations.  
 
Groups and networks are having some success generating income or tapping into private 
enterprise for cash and materials but still rely on governments for around 80% of the total dollar 
value of assistance with cash and materials. Given the reduced funding received by most groups 
and reduced access to coordinators/ facilitators, it is not surprising to find that both the proportion 
of groups involved and the mean amounts of work for revegetation and fencing for landcare have 
declined since 2004. Even including the work implemented by networks, the total amount of work 
implemented was less than that completed by groups alone in 2004. 
 
There is also evidence in the many comments provided by respondents that ongoing drought has 
sapped morale amongst some group members. Drought has reduced farm incomes and the 
capacity of many landholders to co-invest in conservation work. It has also meant that some 
groups have put off doing some on-ground work. More farmers have also sought off-property 
employment and thereby reduced the time they have for landcare, including the important roles of 
group coordination. These and other forces are leading to substantial property turnover that is also 
challenging the capacity of groups to engage a new cohort of landholders, many of whom are non-
farmers by occupation and are increasingly not resident on their rural property.  
 
Nevertheless, the evidence from the 2009 survey continues the remarkable success story of 
landcare and CBNRM. Most groups continued to be active during 2009 and they engaged a large 
number of landholders and the wider public in dialogue, learning and action on a remarkable scale. 
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Together, the work of CBNRM groups and networks can be expected to lead to more sustainable 
farming and a range of other outcomes contributing to improved environmental conditions.  
 
The 2009 survey included networks for the first time and there is additional evidence that they 
represent a substantial new tier of CBNRM organisation. Networks have supported groups and 
enhanced the capacity of CBNRM to deliver large-scale projects. There are some issues in the 
relationship between groups and networks, and between networks and the CMAs. For example, 
groups are concerned that networks may poach effective group leaders.  
 
14.2 The future for landcare and CBNRM: A discussion 
 
The loss of coordinators and reduced access to project funding as a result of the end of the 
National Landcare Program (NLP) has obviously coloured comments made by respondents to the 
2009 survey. The decision by most of Victoria‟s CMAs to stop funding regional coordinators 
around mid-2009 and the subsequent loss of a large number of dedicated, experienced 
professional staff finally brought home to most of Victoria‟s landcarers the reality that governments 
thought there were more cost-effective ways of delivering programs that aimed to protect key 
environmental assets.  
 
Should there be no change in the Australian and state governments‟ positions, then many CBNRM 
groups and networks will need to reconsider their roles and the opportunities available to them. 
Given the current policy settings and program support, our view is that landcare has reached its 
peak. That is, the level of commitment and participation of members and their capacity to engage 
others in dialogue, learning and action will be diminished. Without intervention, more landcare 
members will drop out, more groups will go into recess and the amount of on-ground work 
accomplished by groups will decline. It is possible that more networks will be established and that 
network activity will increase. But this is unlikely without professional staff to facilitate networks or 
to coordinate their activities. At some stage, the decline of groups will undermine the viability of 
many networks.  
 
It should be remembered that a key element of the successful regional NRM model in Australia 
has been the emergence of inter-linked rural development platforms at a variety of scales that are 
coordinated through regional planning, which is in turn underpinned by government investment 
through coherent programs. In Victoria, the proposed amalgamation of CMAs will further challenge 
the capacity of these important regional NRM planning bodies to effectively engage local 
communities. Without effective CBNRM groups and networks, their chances of success will be 
diminished. 
 
In other fora we have addressed the key elements of what has become a powerful and largely 
unchallenged critique of landcare and CBNRM. In essence, the critique is that it is time to move on 
from the typical landcare activities of awareness raising and knowledge and skill enhancement; 
that investments in and via landcare were not strategic and therefore ineffective; and finally, that 
group activity is unlikely to deliver landscape-scale change. It seems to us that much of this 
critique of landcare is based on the view that it is more efficient to directly purchase outcomes from 
landholders or directly invest in on-ground work than it is to invest in engaging or building human 
and social to underpin the dialogue, learning and action needed to move to a more sustainable 
society. In many ways, these competing views reflect the different approaches of economists on 
the one hand and social scientists and ecologists on the other. In much of NRM we don‟t even 
know what the goal posts are, particularly if we accept the reality that our environment is heavily 
modified and will stay that way. Given this, we need to engage private landholders (who manage 
60% of the state) in dialogue about what our targets should be and the best way(s) to get there; 
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and in reflection about progress made through implementation and what the next steps should be. 
This is a long-term process that requires both capacity and commitment.  
 
We agree that public investment in NRM must be strategic and deliver measurable outcomes, and 
that landcare/ CBNRM is a means to an end, not an end in itself. What then is the value 
proposition for government investment in CBNRM? In summary, there is abundant evidence that 
landcare in Victoria has mobilised a large proportion of rural landholders and successfully engaged 
the wider public in group activities with a high focus on the public good. Landcare engages rural 
landholders in activities where they learn with their peers, learn by doing and learn by reflecting on 
experience, including from the results of monitoring environmental conditions. There is evidence 
that participation enhances landholder awareness, knowledge, management skills and leads to the 
adoption of practices expected to lead to improved environmental conditions. There is also 
evidence that landcare activity affects the management practices of non-members. Landcare 
groups operate at the scale where there are “ties that bind” and through the rules, norms and 
reciprocal relationships they establish, they create social capital that enhances group outcomes, 
including the ability of groups and networks to deliver large-scale onground work in a cost-effective 
manner. Working through groups and networks, property and catchment planning can be 
integrated in ways that ensure that CBNRM activities address the causes of land degradation. 
Landcare also provide a forum where difficult issues can be explored and a platform that enables 
government to respond quickly to local issues, as was the case with landcare groups working with 
the Goulburn Broken CMA in the recovery process after the Black Saturday fires. Groups and 
networks can also scale-up their activities to improve the management of key environmental 
assets, including as partners with government agencies and NGOs.   
 
Our view is that there remains a strong imperative for building or engaging social and human 
capital as a precursor to effecting the changes that lead to improved resource conditions. Given 
the predicted rate of rural property turnover and the arrival of a new cohort of land managers who 
are not farmers by occupation (Mendham and Curtis, In Press); plus the challenges of climate 
change, including the need to develop fire management regimes at the interface between public 
and private land that balance the need to protect lives and property and maintain ecological 
integrity, there is little basis to assertions that we have „done landcare and it‟s time to move on‟.  
 
While CBNRM is likely to be an essential element of successful NRM, it is unlikely to be sufficient 
on its own. Given the landscape-scale at which many issues need to be addressed, our limited 
scientific understanding of cause and effect, the limitations of existing NRM governance 
arrangements, and the limited financial resources of most private landholders, a mix of policy 
instruments is required for an effective response to most contemporary NRM issues. Recognising 
the limits to voluntary action there has been greater willingness to employ a wider range of policy 
instruments, including the direct purchase of land and water entitlements. A critique of landcare/ 
CBNRM on the basis that key environmental issues persist is therefore clearly illogical. It is also 
manifestly unfair to suggest that the failure of governments to invest strategically or to implement 
robust and valid monitoring programs represents a failure of CBNRM.   
 
If governments accept the value proposition for investing in CBNRM as an NRM delivery 
mechanism, they will need to re-engage with groups and networks and commit to long-term 
support that underpins the capacity of groups and networks to operate effectively. There is no such 
thing as a self-funded and self-managed volunteer network. The best first-step would be to 
reinstate and reinvigorate a network of professional CBNRM support staff. The evidence to date is 
that group members, industry and NGO‟s do not have the capacity to do this on their own.   
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An effective network of staff could be established and supported with a limited recurrent budget, 
including operating funds. Networks have the capacity to operate as highly professional 
organisations and should be the focus of this investment. Where networks act as umbrella 
organisations for more than ten CBNRM groups (with a total audited membership of at least 200 
local property owners/ residents) they should have an as-of-right access to a full-time, experienced 
CBNRM Network Officer (employed on a five-year contract). Additional network and group support 
staff would be funded by income generated by the network or groups, including from sponsorship, 
membership levies, services sold to others, including those related to the delivery of government 
programs (management fee equal to 20% of project budget). Each CMA would be funded to 
employ a CBNRM Regional Manager, again on a five-year contract, responsible for providing 
professional support to CBRM Network Officers and for linking CBNRM Network Officers with CMA 
staff and priorities. In turn, a small state-based Executive Team, led by an Executive Officer would 
work with the CBNRM Regional Managers to lead the professional development of the CBNRM 
team across the state; coordinate monitoring and evaluation of CBNRM outcomes; and on request 
from the CBNRM Regional Manager, support the development of new networks. Assuming there 
are currently around 1,200 CBNRM groups and that 800 of these are interested in being part of a 
CBNRM network, there would be a maximum of 80 CBNRM Network Officers, five CBNRM 
Regional Managers (with one Admin Assistant), and a small state-team led by the CBNRM Victoria 
CEO (say five staff in total). With operating budgets (office, vehicle, travel), the total cost would be 
around $15 million per year. This limited recurrent budget could then underpin a much broader 
engine room of volunteer activity, ultimately improving the capacity and outcomes of CBNRM.  
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Appendices 
 
 

Appendix 1 
Mean group membership over time by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region 
 

n 
groups, 

2009 
2009 2004 1998 1995 

Corangamite 46 51 32 29 36 

East Gippsland 17 40 41 na 63 

Glenelg-Hopkins 43 34 51 58 63 

Goulburn-Broken 29 54 29 31 27 

Mallee 5 85 69 78 48 

North Central 47 48 37 48 52 

North East 22 77 52 58 45 

PPW 138 55 32 27 36 

West Gippsland 24 42 34 na 50 

Wimmera 20 40 55 56 43 

All groups 391 51 41 46 50 

 
 

Appendix 2 
Composition of group membership by CMA region & network membership  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30):  
2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 
 

n groups male female children 

Corangamite 46 48% 41% 10% 

East Gippsland 17 48% 43% 9% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 43 54% 39% 7% 

Goulburn-Broken 29 48% 41% 11% 

Mallee 5 37% 30% 33% 

North Central 47 48% 38% 14% 

North East 22 53% 38% 9% 

PPW 138 40% 39% 15% 

West Gippsland 24 41% 36% 24% 

Wimmera 20 53% 39% 8% 

All groups 391 45% 39% 15% 

All networks 25 48% 39% 13% 
Note: Some % do not add up to 100% due to the conversion method of converting 
“household” memberships to individual memberships. 
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Appendix 3 
Views about the network and landcare, comparison of 2004/09 

Victoria’s CBNRM networks (N=30): 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=30 

Topics 
Groups Networks 

2004 2009 2009 

Our group has effective processes in place for managing the group‟s 
finances 

NA 85% 87% 

People are willing to compromise to reach decisions acceptable to 
most members 

78% 74% 67% 

There is a strong social connection or bond in our landcare group 67% 71% 70% 

In our group, most members receive acknowledgment for the work they 
do  

63% 71% 73% 

Resources are shared fairly amongst members in our group 75% 69% 70%** 

In recent years we have taken time to look back over our achievements 57% 66% 60% 

Our group has more influence on what we do as a group than the CMA 
or governments 

63% 65% 53% 

There are only a few highly active members in our group 71% 65% 67% 

We provide new members with background information about the 
group 

55% 65% NA 

Our group has a clear idea of where it is headed 53% 63% 60% 

The government expects landcare members to do too much of the 
work of fixing land and water degradation 

63% 46% NA 

Our group has identified a clear way of evaluating the success of 
projects we undertake 

34% 44% 40% 

Leaders in our group are over worked 44% 43% 57% 

Caring for Our Country has reduced the opportunities for our group to 
access resources  

NA 43% 67% 

At times people have been in leadership positions for too long 37% 40% 17% 

There is usually someone willing to take on leadership roles in our 
group 

46% 40% 47% 

A few people dominate decision making in our group 27% 36% 33% 

The CMA is placing less emphasis on working with groups to 
implement on-ground work and this has reduced member enthusiasm  

57% 34% 47% 

Establishing CMA increased the support our group receives from 
government 

54% 34% NA 

Our group has had problems completing some projects 42% 31% NA 

It has been difficult to get local government involved in our work 32% 28% 27% 

Our group usually follows up with members after continued absence 
from group activities 

57% 24% 23% 

We usually organise for someone to visit new members and explain 
how the group operates 

22% 23% 27% 

Our group spends too much time and energy responding to requests 
by government departments for information or access to landholders 

NA 20% 37% 

Our group has involved Indigenous groups in planning or other group 
work 

12% 14% 20% 

Our network has a policy to change leaders frequently (every one or 
two years) 

NA NA 30% 

Our network is able to influence decisions made by the CMA NA NA 23% 
Note: ** question was “shared fairly amongst member groups”. The shaded areas are those with a significant 
difference for groups between CMA regions, Kruskal Wallis used for P value 
 



106 
 

Appendix 4 
Value of assistance (cash and materials) to groups from outside sources last year by CMA region  

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

CMA region 

Value of support (cash & materials from source) for 
respondents 

Extrapolation to all groups (N=1,188)  

state federal 
local 
govt 

private group 
Total 
funds 

All 
state 

All 
federal 

All local 
govt 

All 
private 

All 
group 

Total 
income 

Corangamite 
n=45 

median $2,500 $500 $900 $4,400 $763 
$444579 $235,879 $850,810 $183,695 $132,253 $138,570 $1,541,207 

total $68,042 $245,426 $52,989 $38,150 $39,972 

East Gippsland 
n=16 

median $9,540 $5,100 $6,860 $2,750 $2,000 
$166876 $145,698 $52,594 $40,988 $10,313 $63,300 $312,892 

total $77,706 $28,050 $21,860 $5,500 $33,760 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 
n=42 

median $8,100 $3,000 $550 $1,300 $895 
$387541 $564,781 $681,781 $44,168 $56,858 $27,260 $1,374,848 

total $159,200 $192,180 $12,450 $16,027 $7,684 

Goulburn-
Broken 
n=28 

median $3,820 $5,000 $1,250 $2,250 $735 
$215563 $256,546 $302,436 $76,329 $73,729 $91,624 $800,663 

total $69,070 $81,425 $20,550 $19,850 $24,668 

Mallee 
n=6 

median $11,000 $31,625 $2,100 $11,000 $400 
$416771 $1,146,093 $221,375 $7,350 $162,750 $-78,869 $1,458,699 

total $327,455 $63,250 $2,100 $46,500 $-22,534 

North Central 
n=47 

median $7,050 $11,000 $1,000 $4,500 $1,000 
$1116493 $433,038 $2,225,157 $98,894 $142,774 $900,963 $3,800,827 

total $127,205 $653,640 $29,050 $41,940 $264,658 

North East 
n=23 

median $7,350 $46,180 $1,157 $1081 $3,200 
$517621 $248,450 $728,826 $16,826 $3,948 $-52,828 $945,221 

total $136,056 $399,119 $9,214 $2162 $-28,930 

PPW n=138 
(137 for federal) 

median $5,350 $2,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 
$2272819 $231,0805 $819,187 $1,741,798 $529,629 $1,225,340 $6,626,758 

total $793,261 $279,176 $597,931 $181,813 $420,639 

West Gippsland 
n=25 

median $1,200 $4,500 $500 $625 $744 
$460647 $901,024 $433,344 $15,866 $3,700 $9,582 $1,363,515 

total $304,400 $146,400 $5,360 $1,250 $3,237 

Wimmera 
n=18 

median $5,000 $9,525 $250 $1,400 $2,100 
$262417 $392,095 $246,150 $694 $15,278 $74,719 $728,937 

total $141,154 $88,614 $250 $5,500 $26,899 

All groups 

n=388 
(387 for federal) 

median $5,600 $4,650 $1,000 $1,200 $1,000 
$6261327 $6,746,950 $6,683,742 $2,301,761 $1,098,263 $2,357,791 $19,188,507 

total $2,203,549 $2,177,280 $75,1754 $358,692 $770,053 

Note: Pink shaded negative amounts are due to some group‟s project expenditure using accrued group funds. 
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Appendix 5 
Perceptions of the role of CMA, DSE/ DPI or local government staff working with groups past year by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Region 

% agree 
Have too much 

influence on group 
decisions 

% agree 
Show respect for skills 

& knowledge of 
members 

% agree 
Have good 

communication skills 

% agree 
Have good technical 

knowledge 

CMA 
DSE/ 
DPI 

Local 
Govt 

CMA 
DSE/ 
DPI 

Local 
Govt 

CMA 
DSE/ 
DPI 

Local 
Govt 

CMA 
DSE/ 
DPI 

Local 
Govt 

Corangamite 
n= 36 34 34 36 33 34 37 34 34 37 34 34 

 6% 6% 6% 56% 52% 53% 62% 47% 53% 68% 68% 50% 

East Gippsland 
n= 15 14 14 14 14 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 

 20% 14% 14% 50% 50% 21% 60% 47% 13% 67% 60% 20% 

Glenelg-Hopkins 
n= 37 32 30 37 31 29 37 32 30 37 32 30 

 11% 13% 7% 68% 52% 28% 59% 56% 30% 68% 75% 37% 

Goulburn-Broken 
n= 24 24 23 24 24 23 24 24 23 25 25 23 

 4% 4% 4% 50% 58% 48% 63% 79% 30% 68% 88% 30% 

Mallee 
n= 5 4 3 5 4 3 5 4 3 5 4 3 

 20% 25% 0% 40% 25% 33% 80% 75% 100% 100% 100% 33% 

North Central 
n= 42 42 44 40 40 42 41 41 44 41 41 43 

 14% 10% 18% 48% 53% 57% 61% 61% 61% 61% 71% 49% 

North East 
n= 21 18 19 22 20 20 22 20 20 22 20 20 

 5% 11% 0% 68% 55% 45% 68% 35% 35% 77% 60% 30% 

PPW 
n= 87 87 106 87 86 108 86 85 108 86 84 108 

 6% 3% 8% 48% 43% 75% 56% 39% 64% 51% 60% 68% 

West Gippsland 
n= 19 20 19 19 20 19 18 19 18 19 20 19 

 11% 0% 5% 47% 20% 21% 61% 32% 39% 58% 55% 26% 

Wimmera 
n= 19 18 17 19 19 17 19 19 17 19 19 17 

 11% 6% 0% 79% 58% 29% 74% 47% 18% 68% 63% 24% 

All groups 
n= 305 293 309 303 291 309 304 293 312 306 294 312 

 9% 7% 8% 55% 48% 53% 61% 49% 49% 63% 67% 47% 
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Appendix 6 
Satisfaction with government support (% reporting excellent & adequate support) by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups (N=403) and networks (N=30): 2009 activities and outcomes surveys 

Region 

% satisfied with support from government 

Information & 
advice on land 
management 

Money or 
materials to 
manage land 

& water 
degradation 

Leadership & 
management 
training for 

group leaders 

Coordination 
on-ground 

group 
activities (field 

days, tree 
planting, 

fencing etc) 

Strategic 
action 

planning 

Assistance 
with grant 

applications 

Assistance with 
group 

administration 
(newsletters, 

project 
management) 

Corangamite n= 36 34 34 33 36 35 34 

yes 78% 24% 68% 64% 61% 60% 71% 

East 
Gippsland 

n= 14 15 14 14 15 15 14 

yes 86% 53% 71% 64% 73% 80% 71% 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

n= 35 33 32 32 31 36 33 

yes 80% 42% 72% 63% 74% 72% 67% 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n= 25 24 25 24 25 25 25 

yes 80% 63% 56% 75% 76% 76% 72% 

Mallee n= 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

yes 80% 60% 80% 100% 80% 100% 100% 

North Central n= 40 41 42 40 40 41 40 

yes 78% 39% 62% 53% 55% 61% 50% 

North East n= 22 20 21 21 19 21 21 

yes 73% 35% 57% 57% 53% 52% 52% 

PPW n= 108 110 103 107 102 110 104 

yes 83% 55% 61% 66% 58% 75% 60% 

West 
Gippsland 

n= 19 18 19 19 18 18 18 

yes 79% 28% 53% 63% 72% 61% 67% 

Wimmera n= 17 17 17 17 17 17 16 

yes 100% 59% 47% 82% 88% 82% 69% 

All groups n= 321 317 312 312 308 323 310 

yes 81% 46% 62% 65% 64% 70% 63% 

All networks n= 26 26 26 26 26 27 26 

yes 92% 38% 54% 81% 65% 89% 69% 
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Appendix 7 
Topics of group discussions during the past year by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topic discussed 
Corangamite 

n=43 

East 
Gippsland 

n=17 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

n=40 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n=27 

Mallee 
n=6 

North 
Central 

n=45 

North 
East 
n=22 

PPW 
n=136 

West 
Gippsland 

n=25 

Wimmera 
n=20 

All 
groups 
n=381 

Management of weeds in 
local area 

88% 100% 70% 93% 100% 98% 100% 89% 76% 90% 89% 

Fire as a tool to achieve 
native vegetation 
management aims 

40% 41% 28% 30% 17% 24% 18% 44% 32% 15% 34% 

Managing native grasses 
on farms 

21% 35% 23% 48% 17% 40% 55% 10% 16% 30% 24% 

Indigenous engagement in 
NRM 

19% 0% 8% 11% 0% 22% 14% 13% 12% 15% 13% 

Soil health in farmland 
  

40% 65% 28% 59% 33% 51% 82% 15% 60% 50% 38% 

Involving local government 
in group work  

70% 41% 33% 70% 67% 62% 64% 60% 32% 45% 56% 

Recruitment of new 
members 

79% 94% 70% 78% 83% 76% 86% 86% 64% 55% 79% 

Farm forestry 
 

23% 0% 25% 33% 17% 31% 18% 2% 20% 25% 16% 

Management of pest 
animals in local area  

67% 94% 55% 77% 100% 82% 100% 58% 64% 90% 70% 

Subdivision of rural land in 
region 

47% 6% 3% 41% 0% 31% 50% 25% 40% 10% 27% 

Group leadership training 
or succession planning 

37% 41% 28% 41% 83% 44% 50% 37% 32% 40% 39% 

Catchment impacts of 
landholder responses to 
climate change 

44% 41% 20% 56% 50% 42% 68% 24% 28% 55% 36% 

Potential impacts on 
landholders of emissions 
trading scheme(s) 

35% 24% 25% 33% 50% 38% 59% 16% 28% 50% 29% 

Water quality 
 

63% 35% 60% 67% 50% 71% 82% 63% 68% 55% 63% 
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Appendix 8 
Fencing implemented by groups past year by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topics 
Corangamite 

n=35 

East 
Gippsland 

n=14 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

Min 
n=33 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n=25 

Mallee 
n=4 

North 
Central 

Min 
n=39 

North 
East 
Min 

n=19 

PPW 
Min 

n=119 

West 
Gippsland 

n=20 

Wimmera 
n=14 

All groups 
n>323 

% of groups that fenced  23% 43% 35% 20% 50% 25% 30% 13% 30% 14% 22% 

Total length of 
fencing erected 
by group 
members as 
part of group 
projects 

Value $182,000 $49,800 $94,600 $55,800 $29,520 $289,080 $126,000 $352,703 $73,500 $24,000 $1,277,003 

Median $16,000 $10,200 $5,500 $4,000 $14,760 $10,000 $35,000 $4,500 $7,500 $24,000 $8,200 

Amount 51 km 12.5 km 53 km 22 km 8 km 95 km 28 km 68 km 36 km 16 km 389 km 

Median 4.5 km 2.6 km 2.5 km 1.4 km 4 km 4.4 km 4 km 1 km 2.3 km 8 km 3 km 

% of groups that fenced 
waterways 

11% 29% 6% 4% Nil 20% 25% 7% 25% 14% 12% 

Total length of 
waterway 
frontage fenced 
to manage stock 
access as part of 
all fencing 
identified above 

Value $40,500 $25,060 $12,240 $40,000 Nil $91,600 $31,500 $100,127 $39,800 $24,000 $404,827 

Median $9,000 $7,600 $6,120 $40,000 Nil $10,100 $8,000 $6,064 $8,000 $24,000 $8,000 

Amount 9 km 6 km 3 km 10 km Nil 33 km 17 km 18 km 23 km 16 km 136 km 

Median 2.4 km 1.9 km 1.5 km 10 km Nil 3 km 2 km 1.3 km 2.5 km 8 km 2 km 

% of groups that fenced 
remnants 9% 21% 15% 12% Nil 15% 20% 8% 20% 7% 12% 

Total area 
fenced to 
manage 
livestock access 
to remnant veg, 
including 
waterways as 
group activities 

Value $33,260 $9,000 $17,260 $8,120 Nil $39,600 $19,600 $73,181 $12,400 $4,000 $216,421 

Median $5,600 $2,400 $4,000 $2,520 Nil $5,800 $4,800 $6,800 $3,000 $4,000 $4,800 

Amount 15.6 ha 13 ha 31.7 ha 8.3 ha Nil 95.1 ha 610 ha 328.7 ha 15 ha 4 ha 1,121 ha 

Median 3.4 ha 2 ha 8 ha 2.3 ha Nil 9 ha 52.5 ha 4ha 4.5  ha 4 ha 5 ha 
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Appendix 9 
Revegetation implemented by groups past year by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topics 
Corangamite 

n=35 

East 
Gippsland 

n=14 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 
Min n=33 

Goulburn-
Broken 

n=25 

Mallee 
n=4 

North 
Central 

Min 
n=39 

North 
East 
Min 

n=19 

PPW 
Min 

n=119 

West 
Gippsland 

n=20 

Wimmera 
n=14 

All 
groups 
n>323 

% of groups that planted 63% 64% 55% 68% 50% 58% 65% 69% 65% 36% 63% 

Total area 
planted (not 
direct seeded) 
to trees/ shrubs 
as part of group 
activities 

Value $151,670 $51,750 $130,205 $104,700 $8,950 $208,535 $178,400 $607,707 $84,800 $75,500 $160,2217 

Median $2,375 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $4,475 $2,500 $6,000 $1,500 $4,000 $7,500 $3,000 

Amount 99 ha 83 ha 112 ha 72 ha 20 ha 178 ha 115 ha 354 ha 63 ha 76 ha 1,171 ha 

Median 1.5 ha 5 ha 3 ha 2 ha 10 ha 5 ha 5 ha 1 ha 3 ha 5 ha 2 ha 

% of groups that direct 
seeded 

6% Nil  9% 12% 50% 15% Nil  8% 15% 7% 9% 

Total area direct 
seeded to trees 
and shrubs as 
part of group 
activities 

Value Nil Nil $4,125 $10,500 $1,160 $22,453 Nil $31,100 $6,500 $2,500 $80,508 

Median Nil Nil  $1,125 $5,000 $580 $1,775 Nil  $2,000 $2,000 $2,500 $1,500 

Amount Nil  Nil 24 ha 30 ha 7 ha 45 ha Nil 50.ha 10 ha 5 ha 176 ha 

Median Nil Nil 10 ha 10 ha 3.5 ha 4 ha Nil 3 ha 4 ha 5 ha 4 ha 
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Appendix 10 
On-ground work implemented that groups organised or assisted past year by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topic 
Corangamite 

 

East 
Gippsland 

 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

 

Goulburn-
Broken 

 

Mallee 
 

North 
Central 

 

North 
East 

 

PPW 
 

West 
Gippsland 

 

Wimmera 
 

All 
groups 

 

Water quality & river 
health 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

31% 13% 29% 22% 50% 32% 45% 42% 27% 29% 34% 

Salinity control 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

9% 0% 9% 11% 0% 7% 9% 4% 4% 12% 6% 

Pest animal control 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

37% 38% 31% 30% 50% 41% 45% 19% 23% 76% 31% 

Weed control in 
native vegetation 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

69% 50% 57% 59% 50% 55% 50% 77% 54% 59% 65% 

Weed control in 
introduced pastures 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

23% 44% 26% 33% 25% 36% 45% 8% 23% 12% 22% 

Soil erosion control 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 
% 

yes 
14% 25% 29% 15% 50% 20% 9% 17% 12% 0% 17% 

Soil health in 
farmland 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 
% 

yes 
9% 25% 14% 11% 0% 14% 45% 2% 8% 0% 10% 

Threatened & 
endangered species 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

34% 0% 17% 22% 25% 23% 14% 26% 12% 6% 21% 

Waterway bank/ bed 
stability 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

14% 19% 14% 11% 25% 16% 18% 27% 23% 6% 20% 

Plant propagation 

n 35 16 35 27 4 44 22 139 26 17 365 

% 
yes 

46% 31% 9% 44% 50% 14% 9% 38% 15% 12% 29% 
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Appendix 11 
Number of activities for implementing on-ground work organised or assisted by groups 

during the 12 months to June 30, 2009 by CMA region 
Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topic  
Corangamite 

 

East 
Gippsland 

 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

 

Goulburn-
Broken 

 

Mallee 
 

North 
Central 

 

North 
East 

 

PPW 
 

West 
Gippsland 

 

Wimmera 
 

All 
groups 

 

Water quality & river 
health 

n 9 Nil 5 4 2 10 8 47 4 4 93 
med 4 Nil 6 2 8 2 2 3 3 9 3 
total 86 Nil 31 14 16 38 26 308 19 52 590 

Salinity control 

n 3 Nil 2 2 Nil 2 2 5 1 1 18 
med 3 Nil 6 6 Nil 2 3 4 2 5 3 
total 13 Nil 11 11 Nil 4 5 21 2 5 72 

Pest animal control 

n 8 4 6 6 2 12 8 20 2 12 80 
med 3 4 2 1 52 2 4 2 6 2.5 2 
total 66 108 9 7 104 28 1,046 77 11 83 1,539 

Weed control in 
native vegetation 

n 19 6 11 11 2 13 8 81 9 8 168 
med 3 2 3 2 4 2 3 8 3 3.5 4 
total 130 36 80 35 7 135 35 902 119 78 1,557 

Weed control in 
introduced pastures 

n 5 6 4 4 1 8 6 9 4 1 48 
med 9 7 1 1 10 5 6 5 3 7 5 
total 53 48 7 13 10 135 226 39 17 7 555 

Soil erosion control 

n 4 4 5 3 2 5 Nil 12 1 Nil 36 
med 4 2 1 1 11 1 Nil 2 2 Nil 2 
total 14 8 28 3 22 12 Nil 27 2 Nil 116 

Soil health in 
farmland 

n 2 3 3 2 Nil 4 6 3 1 Nil 24 
med 3 10 4 1 Nil 3 4 1 6 Nil 3 
total 5 22 9 2 Nil 22 53 1 6 Nil 120 

Threatened & 
endangered species 

n 7 Nil 5 6 1 6 1 23 1 1 51 
med 2 Nil 2 1 8 1 1 2 3 1 2 
total 19 Nil 11 8 8 9 1 77 3 1 137 

Waterway bank/ bed 
stability 

n 4 2 2 2 1 5 3 22 3 Nil 44 
med 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 Nil 1 
total 7 3 3 2 2 14 11 109 13 Nil 164 

Plant propagation 

n 14 4 1 10 2 5 2 35 1 Nil 74 
med 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 Nil 2 
total 185 9 1 19 2 8 2 536 1 Nil 763 
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Appendix 12 
Area treated through on-ground work organised or assisted by groups by CMA region 

Victoria’s CBNRM groups: 2009 activities and outcomes survey, N=403 

Topic 
Corangamite 

 

East 
Gippsland 

 

Glenelg-
Hopkins 

 

Goulburn-
Broken 

 

Mallee 
 

North 
Central 

 

North 
East 

 

PPW 
 

West 
Gippsland 

 

Wimmera 
 

All 
groups 

 

Water quality & river 
health 

n 3 Nil 2 1 2 9 3 22 5 2 49 

med 60,ha Nil 1 ha 2 ha 3 ha 5 ha 5 ha 2 ha 5 ha 18 ha 3 ha 

total 1,363 ha Nil 2 ha 2 ha 5 ha 54 ha 17 ha 233 ha 22 ha 35 ha 1,732 ha 

Salinity control 

n 1  Nil Nil 1 Nil 2 1 1 1 1 8 

med 3 ha Nil Nil 10 ha Nil 6 ha 1 ha 30 ha 4 ha 23 ha 6 ha 

total 3 ha Nil Nil 10 ha Nil 11 ha 1 ha 30 ha 4 ha 23 ha 82 ha 

Pest animal control 

n 7 4 1 6 2 11 8 17 1 9 66 

med 45 ha 750 ha 10 ha 350 ha 
31,000 

ha 
20 ha 100 ha 40 ha 150 ha 200 ha 100 ha 

total 7,894 ha 4,575 ha 10 ha 13,722 ha 
62,000 

ha 
6,333 ha 3,260 ha 

3,067 
ha 

150 ha 31,408 ha 
132,418 

ha 

Weed control in native 
vegetation 

n 13 6 9 12 2 13 6 69 9 7 146 

med 10 ha 53 ha 10 ha 4 ha 85 ha 10 ha 3 ha 2 ha 30 ha 10 ha 5 ha 

total 356 ha 458 ha 598 ha 97 ha 170 ha 2,387 ha 33 ha 876 ha 1,261 ha 8,132 ha 
14,368 

ha 

Weed control in 
introduced pastures 

n 6 6 3 5 1 9 5 6 4 Nil 45 

med 4 ha 270 ha 20 ha 200 ha 
3,000 

ha 
20 ha 50 ha 13 ha 105 ha Nil 28 ha 

total 10,328 ha 6,362 ha 10,040 ha 17,704 ha 
3,000 

ha 
988 ha 1,480 ha 106 ha 1,213 ha Nil 

51,221 
ha 

Soil erosion control 

n 2 4 3 3 2 6 1 12 1 Nil 34 

med 10 ha 15 ha 1 ha 4 ha 301 ha 11 ha 2 ha 1 ha 1 ha Nil 3 ha 

total 20 ha 88 ha 11 ha 105 ha 601 ha 79 ha 2 ha 102 ha 1 ha Nil 1,008 ha 

Soil health in farmland 

n Nil 1 1 Nil Nil 3 5 2 Nil Nil 12 

med Nil 50 ha 100 ha Nil Nil 12 ha 20 ha 35 ha Nil Nil 30 ha 

total Nil 50 ha 100 ha Nil Nil 1,015 ha 2,061 ha 35 ha Nil Nil 3,261 ha 

Threatened & 
endangered species 

n 4 Nil 3 4 Nil 5 2 12 1 1 32 

med 40 ha Nil 7 ha 12 ha Nil 10 ha 2 ha 2 ha 500 ha 2 ha 5 ha 

total 85 ha Nil 1,009 ha 3,025 ha Nil 2,026 ha 3 ha 534 ha 500 ha 2 ha 7,184 ha 

Waterway bank/ bed 
stability 

n 1 2 3 1 1 4 2 17 3 1 35 

med 1 ha 3 ha 4 ha 1 ha 1 ha 11 ha 4 ha 1 ha 5 ha 15 ha 2 ha 

total 1 ha 5 ha 14 ha 1 ha 1 ha 35 ha 7 ha 105 ha 2,506 ha 15 ha 2,691 ha 

Plant propagation 

n 6 4 1 3 Nil 3 1 12 2 1 33 

med 3 ha 2 ha 1 ha 0 ha Nil 5 ha 5 ha 1 ha 3 ha 10 ha 2 ha 

total 16 ha 7 ha 1 ha 1 ha Nil 19 ha 5 ha 127 ha 6 ha 10 ha 191 ha 

 


